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1. Introduction
Rinus Penninx

1. Times are changing
In recent decades, international migration has become a major phenomenon. While the number of persons living outside their country of
birth worldwide was estimated at ‘more than 105 million’ in 1985 (United Nations, 1998: 1) this number had nearly doubled to approximately
200 million 20 years later (GCIM 2005). Figures for the European
continent show an even steeper increase of residents in European
countries that have been born outside their present country of residence: in a shorter period of 15 years their number grew from an estimated 23 million in 1985 (United Nations, 1998: 1) to more than 56
million, or 7.7 per cent of the total European population in 2000 (IOM
2003: 29).
Such absolute numbers already demonstrate that Europe has factually become an immigration continent. The relevance of this thesis is
reinforced if we look at the relative importance of migration in the demography of Europe. Recent analyses of Eurostat show that since 1988
net migration has become a more substantial contributor to the growth
of the population of the 15 original member states of the EU than natural growth (i.e. births minus deaths). For the year 2005 this holds also
for the EU-25: in that year a total net migration of 1.69 million (on a
total population of 462 million) contributed significantly more to population growth than 0.327 million natural growth. For the near future
prognoses of Eurostat expect a negative natural growth from 2010 on.
Net migration is expected to prevent an absolute decrease of the EU population until the year 2025 (Eurostat 2005, 2006).1
How impressive such general figures for Europe may be, they do not
mirror the differential impact of immigration. Migration and settlement patterns of immigrants are basically uneven, both in time and in
space. Some West European countries, such as Switzerland, Belgium
and France, have a history of immigration before World War II and immigration resumed soon after 1945. Other countries in the western
part of Europe only started to acquire their immigration experience in
the decades following the Second World War; these include the United
Kingdom, Sweden, Germany, Austria and the Netherlands. For a num-
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ber of European countries such as Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece and
Ireland, which used to be emigration countries until the 1980s, the
current immigration experience spans a period of about two decades.
Still other countries, among them most of the ten recently accessed
EU member states, are experiencing emigration, transit migration and
immigration at the same time. Obviously, such historical differences
are reflected in the size and composition of their immigrant populations.
The unevenness of the immigration experience in scale and in time
is as much noticeable within the countries in question. More than in
the past, new immigrants in recent decades have tended to concentrate
in urban areas. This pattern of migration, in terms of destination, is
not specifically European. Large cities and conurbations have seen their
composition changed rapidly. They have become the visible face of globalisation. In the Netherlands, for example, more than 60 per cent of
all immigrants and their direct descendants live in the Western conurbation. In Amsterdam, immigrants and their offspring constitute about
half of the total population, and more than half of the pupils in primary schools are of non-Dutch origin. Similar observations can be
made about other large European cities (Penninx et al. 2004). Within
these metropolises, moreover, there is almost always a skewed distribution of these newcomers over districts and wards, contributing to their
visibility.
The picture is further complicated by what is called the new geography of migration. The pattern of origin of migrants in Europe up to
the 1980s could conveniently be grouped under three headings: a) migration with a colonial background that connected certain European
countries to their former colonies; b) labour migration that connected a
number of ‘recruiting countries’ to a limited number of ‘sending countries’, and c) refugee migration that was strongly dominated by refugee
migration from Eastern Europe to the West. In terms of the origins of
immigrants this led to a number of geographical patterns of migration
that embraced Europe and the Mediterranean countries, plus a limited
number of (former) colonies. That picture is now completely blurred.
Nowadays, immigrants, moved by varying motives and coming under
different guises, come to Europe from all over the world in significant
numbers: expatriates working for multinational companies and international organisations, skilled workers from all over the world, nurses
and doctors from the Philippines, refugees and asylum seekers from
African, Near Eastern and Asian countries, from the Balkan and former Soviet Union countries, students from China, undocumented
workers from African countries, just to single out some of the major
immigrant categories. The result in some places is so heterogeneous
that Vertovec (2006) recently coined the new term ‘super-diversity’, il-
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lustrating the case of the UK in general and the London metropolis in
particular.
All these facts on the changing size, origin, destination and composition of international migration do seem to relate to a broader context of
change: that of increasing globalisation. This has expressed itself in
several domains: the financial world has been one of the first doing
away with national barriers; agricultural and industrial production and
part of the world of service supply have increasingly developed new divisions of labour across borders; trade across borders has been eased
and has increased; culture and knowledge have developed new and rapid ways of dissemination that are not hindered by national borders.
These changes have had far-reaching consequences for the mobility
of people across borders. The first is that in such a globalising world
the type of mobility of people in general has also changed significantly,
particularly when it comes to short-term stays like those for business
travel, study and tourism, but also for longer stays of those who are directly related to or needed for the aforementioned forms of globalisation, such as employees of international organisations and multinational enterprises and highly skilled people in general. One could bring
these together under the category of the wanted travellers and migrants. The expected benefits for global actors and national governments in given spatial territories coincide and thus their mobility is facilitated, if not promoted. But this is not necessarily the case for others,
who as a consequence of the same process of globalisation – more and
rapid information on possibilities elsewhere, denser and relatively
cheaper communication and transport, etc. – decide themselves to look
for an economically better and/or politically safer new destination.
Paradoxically, for them national boundaries and borders and the sovereign right of states to decide on admission of non-nationals have
gained importance. For the non-solicited and non-invited migrants new
and increasing barriers have been erected. The new notions in scientific analysis have thus become ‘supply versus demand driven mobility
and migration’ and in policy terms ‘the wanted versus unsolicited’. This
ambivalent reaction to international mobility and migration in a globalising context has taken a special form within the European Union. On
the one hand, the EU (and its predecessors) created essentially a fundamental right to move and settle within the EU area for citizens and residents of its member states. On the other hand, EU member states
have developed restrictive and defensive immigration policies to keep
out unasked-for migrants. This amounts to the paradoxical trend towards ‘free mobility’ for those within, and increasing closure for those
outside the EU.
A second consequence of globalisation and the specific selection of
migration and the movements it stimulates, concerns changes to the
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forms of settlement. While migration tended to be viewed in the past
predominantly as a once off movement leading to permanent resettlement (a conception that prevailed in the literature on classic immigration countries), recent migration – helped by strongly increased transport and communication facilities – has shifted to more fluid practices
of international mobility in which more migrants have consecutive
stays in different countries, alternate their residence between countries,
etc. This may lead to new practices of residence, integration and community formation. Researchers are exploring these new phenomena
under the notion of transnationalism. Policymakers are asking the uneasy question what such practices mean for integration.

2. Reactions of societies: changing policies
Behind the facts of change listed above, the dynamics of both migration and integration have changed. And the policies for these, in themselves quite different, processes have become more and more intertwined. Let us look briefly at each of the two fields and illustrate how
they tend to become interwoven.
As for migration one first observation to be made is that European
countries have consistently defined themselves as non-immigration
countries, in contrast to countries such as Canada, Australia and the
United States. While the rhetoric about being a ‘nation of immigrants’
is strong in the latter countries, it is singularly absent in Europe. Such
a framing of the migration question has been a constant factor in Europe, irrespective of the fact that quite a few countries have had higher
immigration rates than classic immigration countries, measured simply by the percentages of foreign-born in their total populations: Switzerland and Germany, for instance, have higher percentages than the
United States of America.
This framing has had pervasive consequences. In Northwest European countries the ‘temporary’ labour migration policies developed
since the mid-1950s were abandoned after the first oil crisis of 1973. In
general, ad hoc and lenient migration policies were replaced by restrictive policies that were justified by a simultaneous decrease or absence
of demand, particularly for lower-skilled migrants, and an increase of
supply-driven migration presenting itself under the policy categories of
family reunion and formation, and refuge and asylum. In a spiral pattern of reactionary new measures of restriction and control and ‘innovative’ new forms of immigration, new actors and new dynamics developed. Immigration was increasingly criminalised: tougher regulations
by definition led to more illegality and irregularity, creating opportunities for new actors like smugglers and traffickers. International politi-
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cal terrorism has furthermore put migrants into focus from a security
perspective. Migration thus became first and foremost associated with
problems and threats and as such it rose to the top of the political
agenda in many countries in recent times. (Problems and perceived
threats as a consequence of integration problems concur to reinforce
this tendency, as we shall see later).
The idea of not being an immigration country has also had direct
consequences for settlement and policies of integration. Northwest European countries had ‘solved’ the contradiction of not being an immigration country and importing significant labour in the 1950s and 1960s
by defining these migrants as ‘temporary guests’. That meant limited
facilities for accommodation in anticipation of their eventual return.
But here, too, the ‘fact’ that a significant portion stayed for good and
formed communities that gradually grew by using their rights to bring
families and spouses, contradicted perceptions and expectations. Some
national governments identified these tensions relatively early and initiated some form of policy of inclusion or integration, like Sweden in
the mid-1970s and the Netherlands in the early 1980s. Most countries,
however, acknowledged the need to formulate ‘integration policies’
much later in the 1990s, often hesitantly and partially (Penninx 2005).
The idea that integration of long-term residents was a necessity for
sound and cohesive societies was initially, particularly in the early policies of states like Sweden and the Netherlands, inspired by a philosophy of equality and equity in a welfare state context. It was not seen as
contradicting the philosophy of not being an immigration country. On
the contrary, restrictive immigration policies were seen as a necessary
condition for a successful integration policy (too much and continuous
immigration would make integration an impossible task). These early
integration policies were strongly rights-based, embracing not only the
socio-economic but also the political and cultural domains of life. For
most other European national governments, however, such ideas went
too far and they were content to maintain ad hoc adaptive measures,
leaving in most cases the integration responsibility to parties in civil society, such as trade unions, churches and welfare organisations.
Whatever the intensity and content of integration policies, and irrespective of the question whether such policies have been primarily initiated by national or local authorities, integration has become a central
theme in politics in Europe since the 1990s. And in becoming so, it
showed that integration policies inevitably go far beyond the simple
idea of providing facilities for newcomers to adapt and function in the
new society. The premise of any integration policy ultimately leads to
questions of how the society in which newcomers ‘integrate’ essentially
defines itself and whether it is able and willing to change. This made
integration policies as sensitive politically as immigration itself. North-
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west European countries seem to have moved in recent years from earlier conceptions of integration policies that focused on the position of
newcomers in society to one that is primarily focusing on the cohesion
of societies as a whole and on commonalities that are supposed to be
crucial for such social cohesion. This has led, using the newcomers as
a trigger or a threat, to much more fundamental questions and discussions on the identity of our societies: who are we? The outcomes of
such discussions have consequences for newcomers and for what their
integration should mean. Some observers have called the recent policies in countries like Denmark and the Netherlands ‘neo-assimilationist’.
It is at this point that the nexus between the two policy fields of migration and integration becomes stronger and inextricable. To the old
policy assumption that restrictive immigration is a necessary condition
for the success of an integration policy, a new one is added: integration
policy measures are used to select those immigrants that are able and
willing to integrate and deter those who are not. Making first admission dependent on tests in the country of origin, extension of residence
permits on success in integration courses, and naturalisation on ever
more elaborate requirements of integration are examples of measures
that fit this inversion.
The picture outlined here is strongly based on the Northwest European experience. South European countries have a much more recent
experience in immigration and integration, but at the same time a
stronger growth of immigration than Northwest Europe. Their institutional framework for regulation is new and their practices are much
less determined by a long history of migration regulation and the path
dependency that it may entail. In certain respects this leads to quite different measures of regulation, such as the frequent regularisations. For
most of the ten new members of the EU the topic of migration and integration is relatively new and takes multiple forms: emigration, immigration and transit migration co-exist in most of these countries. The
European Union has become an important forum for policy development through its initiatives to create a framework for common migration policies (since the late nineties) and integration policies (since
2003).

3. Research on migration, settlement and social cohesion:
IMISCOE
In the wake of the developments outlined above, research in Europe
has developed and expanded in the course of time and followed
roughly the timing of the migration phenomenon itself. Initially in the
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1960s and 1970s, individual researchers engaged in such research, often focusing on one particular flow of migrants or immigrant group.
The 1980s saw the first research institutes with more comprehensive
programmes in the United Kingdom, Sweden, France and the Netherlands; a pattern that expanded to other West European countries and to
the Southern countries in the late 1990s.
This migration and integration research was traditionally strongly
embedded in national contexts, both in terms of its framing of the
questions and its funding. As a consequence it reflected strong national concerns and perspectives. Topics and priorities were accordingly
those that related primarily to destination countries. Most of that research was furthermore mono-disciplinary.
It was the 6th Framework Programme for research of the European
Union that offered a possibility to try and overcome the fragmented
nature of research, and in doing so provide a coherent and more comprehensive analytic and empirical basis for policies and the public discourse on international migration and integration. In 2004, nineteen
research institutes from ten European countries established the Network of Excellence IMISCOE: International Migration, Integration and
Social Cohesion in Europe, funded by the Directorate General for Research of the European Commission. The task of IMISCOE is to build
an infrastructure for research in the domain of international migration,
integration and social cohesion by developing a coherent, multidisciplinary, cross-national comparative research programme. Furthermore,
it should develop an infrastructure for training of future researchers
and a system of dissemination of results of research to a wide audience. Such activities should contribute to a sound and solid basis for
public discourse and policy making in this area.
This volume is the first comprehensive result of that cooperation
that has by the time of this publication expanded to 22 research institutes and more than 400 researchers in Europe. In order to take stock
of research, IMISCOE has formed nine clusters of researchers that cover the most important sub-domains. Two clusters have worked on the
process of international migration itself: one from the perspective of
the destination countries, specifically focusing on regulation efforts,
and one from the perspective of sending countries, looking at causes
and consequences of migration for these countries. Four clusters of researchers have worked on different dimensions of the process of settlement and integration: on political aspects, on economic integration, on
social aspects and on the cultural and religious dimension of integration respectively. Three more clusters of researchers have worked on
cross-cutting themes of a) interethnic relations, identity, representation
and discrimination, b) gender, age, generations and family structures,
and c) the multilevel governance of migration and integration, particu-
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larly focusing on the process of policy making. Each of these clusters
was tasked with writing a state of the art of ongoing research with the
additional purpose of creating a common analytical framework and
identifying directions for future joint research.2 The elaborate versions
of most of these overviews have been published on the IMISCOE website.3 The nine chapters that follow are based on these overviews. Consequently they are the result of work done by groups of researchers
that is larger than the ones who actually wrote the chapters.
The focus in this book is in principle on Europe and European research, but certainly not exclusively so. In fact much of the early traditions of research on migration and integration research were developed
in North-America and thus will be referred to frequently. There is
furthermore some variation in the chapters as to the form. All chapters
introduce their specific perspective that leads to a (strategic) choice of
topics and questions to be covered, but the extent to which varies.
Some bring the discussion between disciplines (or the obvious lack of
it) to the forefront as in chapters 5 and 6 on economic and social integration respectively. We have tried to enhance the programmatic function of these overviews by concluding each of the chapters with directions and priorities of future research to be developed within the
IMISCOE network. The final concluding chapter builds on these overviews, trying to draw lines for future research together across the subdomains surveyed in the separate chapters.

4. The organisation of this book
Chapter 2 focuses specifically on the processes of international migration
to Europe, its causes and the efforts of states to regulate migration. It sets
the scene by an analytical description of major changes in Europe since
the 1970s and their consequences for the changed demand for workers, possibly migrants. It goes on to describe the efforts of national
states to ‘regulate’ migration processes, which in practice in many
cases equals to restrict or prevent them. This mismatch of defensive
and reactive policies, a mismatch with the internal demand on the one
hand and with the external pressure for migration on the other, leads
to a growing irregularity of migration movements and migrants. The
staunch restrictiveness fuels in a spiral of new ‘innovative’ intermediaries of all kinds to help migrants reach their desired destinations and
new governmental efforts to combat them, bringing migration and migrants more and more in the criminal sphere.
While chapter 2 looks at processes of international migration from
the perspective of European destination countries, chapter 3 focuses attention on the causes and consequences in and for the countries of ori-
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gin. Causes and selectivity of migration and their consequences for development of the countries or regions of origin are the central themes here. The
topics of remittances of migrants and the possible accumulation of human resources through migration as two possible ‘gains’ from migration are weighted against possible ‘losses’. Crucial questions to be answered by empirical research are under what conditions gains can be
increased and losses reduced and for whom, and what policies could
possibly help here.
Chapters 4 to 7 focus on different aspects of integration processes of
immigrants: political, economic, social and cultural integration. In
chapter 4, the political aspects of integration processes are the central topic. Migrants’ citizenship; legal status, rights and political participation are
described with the help of three analytical concepts: the political opportunity structure, political integration and political transnationalism.
The second aspect of integration processes, economic integration, is
the central focus of chapter 5. Migrants’ work, entrepreneurship and economic integration is discussed here. The authors of this chapter have
chosen for an approach in which general concepts of the discipline of
economics are taken as a starting point to survey research on economic
integration of immigrants in various disciplines. The two ways in
which individual immigrants may be inserted into the economic system, as a wage worker or as an independent entrepreneur, are systematically surveyed.
Social integration is the third aspect, treated in chapter 6: Social integration of immigrants with special reference to the local and spatial dimension. The authors of this chapter have chosen to develop an analytical
approach that focuses primarily on local processes of integration,
choosing a unit of analysis in which the spatial implications can be
built in as a strong analytical component. In such an approach much
of what has been developed by geographers, for example in studies on
segregation, is integrated with other approaches to integration and assimilation studies in the social sciences in general.
Chapter 7 focuses on the fourth aspect of integration: that of culture
in the anthropological sense. The chapter describes the cultural, religious and linguistic diversity in Europe. Central in this chapter is what
the authors call the governance of culture, religion and language of immigrants: how do governments deal with the policy challenges these issues evoke, what normative connotations underpin these policies, and
what arguments, pro and con, are to be distinguished?
In the following three chapters a number of special topics are treated, often cutting across the basic distinction between processes of migration on the one hand, and processes of settlement on the other. The
first of these topics in chapter 8 is Identity, representation, interethnic relations and discrimination. This chapter focuses on the relations be-
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tween immigrants and the society of settlement, and the mechanisms
that underpin such relations. The authors provide an overview of theoretical and methodological tools to grasp the concepts that are of utmost relevance to this field.
Chapter 9 covers the broad topics of age, generations and gender in migration and integration processes. The authors of this chapter have chosen to single out the time dimension of these processes as a central organising perspective. They discuss theoretical concepts regarding the
time factor in research, and focus on methodological approaches such
as the life-course approach and longitudinal studies. Additionally they
survey research on gender, the family and generations, again highlighting the factor of time.
Chapter 10 has defined its special domain as the multilevel governance
of migration and integration. The authors adopt an analytical perspective
that focuses on the various levels of governmental policy making and
their increasing interconnectedness on the one hand, and at the involvement of non-governmental actors in formal and informal decision
making processes on the other.
Finally, in chapter 11, general conclusions are drawn on the state of
the art of research in Europe and some overarching themes that cut
across the sub-domains surveyed in the nine thematic chapters of this
book will be discussed. In doing so, this concluding chapter points to
research directions for the future, arguing both from a scientific and a
policy point of view. These can be read as challenging tasks of the IMISCOE Network of Excellence in the years to come.

Notes
1

2

3

The increased significance of international migration for Europe as a whole becomes
even more clear when the comparison in time is extended: one of the first
comprehensive analyses of the 1950-1975 period (United Nations 1979: 64) showed
that Europe as a whole had a negative migration balance in the 1950s, an
approximately zero balance in the 1960s and a slightly positive one in the first half
of the 1970s. While the Eastern, Northern and Southern parts of Europe showed
consistently a negative migration result over the whole period, Western Europe’s
migration balance was positive and growing in that same period.
Apart from this effort to create a joint programme of research starting from the
current research of the participating institutes and researchers, three ‘feasibility
studies’ were commissioned by IMISCOE to start new strategic research lines: one
on the systematic study of Europe as a migration system (EUROLINKS), one on the
systematic comparative study of integration processes and policies (INTPOL) and one
on social cohesion (SOCO). These studies will be published independently. We will
refer incidentally to these programming initiatives in the concluding chapter of the
book.
www.imiscoe.org.
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2.

International Migration and Its Regulation1

Maria I. Baganha, Jeroen Doomernik, Heinz Fassmann,
Sonia Gsir, Martin Hofmann, Michael Jandl, Albert Kraler,
Matthias Neske and Ursula Reeger
1. Introduction
At the centre of this chapter are the process of migration, its structural
trends, geographical patterns, conceptual delineation and statistical
measurement. In describing and analysing these, we do not follow traditional theoretical concepts that interpret migration as a ‘natural’ function and only as a consequence of economic or political disparities.
This perception of migration as an automatic flow in an uneven world
does not do justice to the complexity of this phenomenon. Migration is
regulated and defined by various forces, two of which will be in the
centre of attention in this chapter: the economy and the society. The
economy and its specific demand for qualified and unqualified labour
are of critical importance because they have the societal power to define the size and the structure of the labour markets to which the migrants have to adapt. The institutional approach, by contrast, is central
to explaining why and which migration takes place. It underlines the
significance of policy and administrative procedures for canalising migration flows. Of course, these two forces interact. The enterprises and
their political representatives formulate their needs and economic interests and influence the institutional rules. The institutional rules, in
turn, delimit the scope and options of entrepreneurial action.
The economy and the societal institutions open and close gates for
migrants; they also define and differentiate between spatial mobility
and migration. Usually, only some forms of spatial mobility are perceived as migration – a fact not reflected in the general and rather technical definition of migration given by the United Nations recommendation dating back to 1998: ‘a long-term migrant should be defined as a
person who moves to a country other than that of his or her usual residence for a period of at least a year (12 months), so that the country of
destination effectively becomes his or her new country of usual residence.’ According to these guidelines, EU citizens moving within the
EU are migrants while in reality they may not be perceived as such.
On the other hand, in some countries labour migrants are categorised
as guest workers and not as migrants. And it is also a matter of public
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perception whether asylum seekers, who are obviously mobile, are migrants.
The two sections of this chapter serve to prove and to illustrate the
above statements. The first section provides a comprehensive overview
of migration to Europe over the last decades with a particular focus on
the links between the needs of the economy and the structural selection of labour migrants. This overview will show that migration is not
a natural process and is not driven primarily by economic disparities
but is controlled and regulated by society.
The second section very briefly describes when and how migration
becomes a policy concern, how policies try to select migrants and ‘to
protect’ Europe from unwanted migration and how this impacts on migration flows. As will become apparent, migration policies do not always reach the intended target but often have unintended side effects.
The concluding remarks will supply a brief outlook on possible directions for further research in this area.

2. Economic restructuring and flows of migration in Europe
The annual inflow into the 15 EU member states from both other
member states and third countries amounted to 1.87 million people for
the period from 1995 to 1999. In the same period, 1.26 million people
emigrated either to another EU country or to a third country. So the
positive net migration per year was around 610,000 which is more
than the net migration from and to the USA.
The flow data clearly show that migration is more important for population development than the natural increase (births minus deaths).
The annual gain due to the surplus of the migratory inflow is much
higher than the natural increase. Furthermore, the flow data prove that
economic restructuring and international migration are inextricably intertwined. The in- and outflows fluctuate parallel to economic cycles.
These temporal fluctuations allow us to divide the history of international migration in Europe since World War II into three periods: the
post-war period until the oil crisis, the economic recession of the 1970s
and 1980s and the economic take-off in the 1990s.
Economic development and migration
From the end of World War II up to the oil crisis in the early 1970s,
Western European countries actively tried to tap into new pools of labour. For this purpose, they strategically signed bilateral agreements
for the recruitment of foreign labour and eased legal proceedings for

INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION AND ITS REGULATION

21

the issuing of resident permits to economic migrants entering their
borders.
They fostered this massive import of labour on the assumption that
the millions of foreign workers would only stay temporarily. The idea
was that after accomplishing their own projects a significant part of
the immigrants would return to their home countries, while another
sizeable part would depart when the economy would cease to need foreign labour. Those remaining would thus be a kind of small residual
that would not pose serious social or cultural problems.
The economic recession that followed the oil crisis of the 1970s falsified this assumption. In fact, not only did relatively few immigrants return to their countries of origin, but numerically significant and highly
concentrated immigrant communities had been established for good
within the borders of the majority of the Northwestern European countries, in a substantial number of cases evidencing signs of social and
cultural exclusion.
With the failure of the so-called ‘rotation system’, Western Europe
discovered that, independently of its own political representations, it
had become a region of immigration. Furthermore, the recognition of
this new situation came in a period of high unemployment among the
domestic and the foreign resident population, of growing xenophobic
attitudes towards immigrants and ethnic minorities, and of increasing
social and economic problems with the so-called ‘second-generation’.
This new reality led governments to subscribe to policies aimed at
fostering the integration of those already established in the country. As
for immigration, they curtailed the entrance of new economic migrants, while facilitating family reunification. Furthermore, the continuously high unemployment rates across Western Europe helped to
reinforce the conviction at both governmental and societal levels that
Europe did not need more economic migrants with few or no skills.
The economic explanation for this prevailing belief may be summarised as follows: after World War II Europe saw a phase of mass
production on massive industrial plants that required a large supply of
poorly qualified manpower. This phase was followed by automatisation
and the expansion of the service sector that needs numerically less but
more qualified personnel. This restructuring of the European economy,
which has been underway since the 1970s, went hand in hand with a
displacement of a great number of labour-intensive industries which
greatly decreased the need for low-skilled labour in Europe. Simultaneously, the changes opened up new opportunities, namely in activities
connected with information and knowledge, essentially dependent on
highly qualified manpower. In this process, rising unemployment
came to be seen as the result of ‘the mismatch between the supply of
and the demand for, different skill types’ (Bean et al. 1990: 20). It is
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widely accepted that this mismatch will increase, if more economic immigrants with poor or no skills are allowed to enter (Vogler-Ludwig
1994).
European governments acted accordingly, closing their borders to economic migrants and only reluctantly and exceptionally regularising illegal or irregular immigrants. However, the incoming migrants seem to
hold quite a different view of the opportunities the restructuring of the
European economy opens up to them. Regardless of the general closing of the borders, they keep entering not only on family grounds and
as asylum seekers, but also as temporary migrants, as tourists overstaying their visas, or simply as undocumented migrants. In sum, Europe
as a whole has unintentionally become a continent of immigration
after decades of global emigration.
Geographical pattern
In order to demonstrate the effect of policy in defining and producing
migration, it is useful to consider recent changes from a geographical
perspective. The following will therefore concentrate on East-West and
South-North migration.
East-West migratory flows in Europe
Until 1950, the dominant migration flows in Europe were East-West
due to ethnic cleansing in countries with significant ethnic minorities.
After 1950, the Cold War reduced this pattern to a flow from East to
West Germany and to a small flow of political refugees escaping from
communism. Since the mid-1950s, migration from the South to Northwestern Europe became more important. This only changed after the
fall of the Iron Curtain when European East-West migration gained importance and Poland, the former Soviet Union/CIS, the former GDR,
former Yugoslavia and other countries, mainly Bulgaria and Romania,
once again became main sending areas.
Within this European East-West migration, Germany was and remains the main country of destination. Between 1950 and today some
two thirds of all East-West migrants moved to Germany. Most immigrants were either ethnic Germans, labour migrants or family dependents. The German government was actively involved in attracting migrants coming ‘back’ to the country of their ancestors. So the idea that
Germany was or is overrun by migrants and had no possibility to influence this process was and is not in conformity with the real situation.
During the last decade, a shift of East-West migration is taking place.
The traditional countries of origin in Eastern Europe such as Poland,
Hungary or Slovakia more and more became countries of destination.
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With the shift of the EU border after the accession of the new member
countries and the implementation of the transitional rule, East-West
migration of post-war Europe came to an end. The changes in the economic differences, which are of crucial importance in traditional theoretical approaches, are less significant than the shift in the political perspective. From the political point of view, migrants from Eastern Europe are no longer victims of communism and the German resettlers
can not be used any more as a proof for the superiority of the market
system.
Immigration to Southern Europe
Southern European countries that have been major providers of labour
migrants in the decades after WW II, have become a powerful magnet
to a growing number of immigrants coming from neighbouring Eastern countries and from Africa in the last decade. While in the EC countries the stock of the foreign population was growing at an average rate
of approximately 2 per cent per year between 1981 and 1991, in Southern European countries this same process was occurring at the much
higher rate of 10 per cent per year2, with Italy, Spain, Greece and Portugal roughly tripling the size of the legal foreign population within
their borders.
This was an entirely new situation for this region, since for more
than a hundred years, with the remarkable exception of France, all
Southern European countries were engaged in mass migration movements, but as sending areas. The traditional role of the Southern European countries as labour suppliers was, thus, decisively inverted during the 1980s.
At the end of the 1980s, Italy, Greece, Spain and Portugal hosted
close to 1.4 million regular migrants and an estimated 1.3 to 1.5 million
irregular migrants (1988/89). This raised unprecedented legal, social
and economic problems that caught these countries unprepared at all
levels.
Political turmoil, progressive instability, acute ethnic conflicts and
lower standards of living in Eastern Europe, growing demographic
pressure, oppressive poverty, the search for economic betterment, religious strife and war in Africa are external factors that have greatly enhanced the attraction of Southern European countries both for economic migrants and for refugees. But it is not only the growth of geoeconomic inequalities that is changing the world. The intensification
of the globalisation process has promoted a deep restructuring of the
industry, a relocation of labour supplies, a redirection of capital flows,
and new patterns of international competition. Southern European
countries themselves to a certain degree accept the new migration as a
proof for their economic progress and as a clear sign of superiority of
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the economic and political system produced by the EU, which guarantees peace, welfare and economic progress. Moreover, cheap and flexible labour migrants are welcome to produce extra profit in agriculture,
tourism and small craft industry. Also here it is wrong to draw a picture of the South of Europe as an innocent victim of mass migration
from the South not linked to certain societal and political processes.
The new dualism of migrants and segmented labour markets
Structural aspects of migration are thus closely linked to economic processes in the countries of destination. Contrary to common belief, the
process of economic globalisation does not only create a growing number of opportunities for highly qualified labour in activities such as
banking, finance, insurance and communication services, but it also
generates numerous opportunities for poorly qualified persons in agriculture, construction, cleaning, catering, security, and a ‘panoply’ of
other activities connected with leisure.
This last set of activities is undoubtedly traditional. Nevertheless, it
would be a mistake to consider them simply as remnants of the past:
they increasingly appear directly connected to the growth of modern
service sectors and share the same urban space. This phenomenon has
been documented not only in the ‘global’ cities of New York and London, and in lower rank world cities like Paris and Amsterdam, but in
all the major cities of Southern Europe. In these cities, immigrants carry out these kinds of jobs that requires no special training or qualification and are not attractive for the domestic population. Due to present
immigration restrictions, this demand for labour leads to an increasing
number of undocumented migrants. These new unwelcome but useful
migrants often suffer victimisation, economic exploitation and social
exclusion.
So there are currently two kinds of migratory movements. At the
one end, there is a growing number of highly skilled migrants that the
receiving countries are eager to attract in order to complement or expand their high-skilled labour force. This serves both multinational corporations that have to protect their foreign investment, but also the receiving countries that aim to foster a knowledge-based society in order
to become or to remain a central node in the globalised world. At the
other extreme, we have a flow of migrants that regardless of their qualifications can only find jobs in the least qualified occupations, in sectors such as agriculture, construction, hotels, contract cleaning, domestic service and catering.
This migration of low or unskilled persons to the central economies
of the globalised world can be conceptualised as an answer to the intrinsic need for migrant labour in the advanced economies, as postu-
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lated several decades ago by segmented labour market theory. Advanced industrial societies are marked by four characteristics that create an intrinsic need for migrant labour, namely structural inflation,
hierarchical constraints on motivation, economic dualism and the demography of labour supply.
In modern industrial societies wages are not only income, they are
associated with hierarchies of prestige and status. This essentially
means that ‘wages must be increased proportionately throughout the
job hierarchy in order to keep them in line with social expectations, a
problem known as structural inflation’ (Massey et al. 1998: 29). Thus,
employers have an interest in keeping wages low at the bottom of the
occupational structure.
Hierarchical constraints on motivation result from the fact that at
the bottom of the job hierarchy there is no status to be maintained and
there are few chances for upward mobility, which makes these jobs undesirable for the vast majority of the native working population. In
other words, there is no motivation for natives to enter the lowest class
of jobs. This does not always hold true for immigrants, who, at least in
the beginning, essentially look for income and do not immediately connect employment with the accumulation or maintenance of social status in the receiving society.
The third relevant characteristic of modern industrial societies is economic dualism that generates bifurcated labour markets. These are a
capital-intensive primary labour market where jobs are essentially
stable and skilled and a labour-intensive secondary labour market
where jobs are essentially unstable and unskilled. Natives have little
motivation to accept the low wages, unstable labour conditions and few
prospects for mobility that characterise the secondary labour market.
Thus employers must turn to immigrants in order to satisfy demand
in this segment of the labour market.
As Douglas Massey and his colleagues concluded: ‘The problems of
motivation and structural inflation inherent to modern occupational
hierarchies, together with the dualism intrinsic to market economies
create a permanent demand for workers who are willing to labour under unpleasant conditions, at low wages, with great instability, and facing little chance for advancement’ (Massey et al. 1998: 32). This demand is basically satisfied by migrant labour since women, teenagers
and rural to urban migrants, the historical suppliers of this segment of
the labour market, are no longer available in sufficient numbers.
Segmented labour market theory was developed during the 1970s
(Piore 1979) based on the migratory experience of the advanced industrial economies in the 1960s and early 1970s. It remains, however, a
powerful explanatory device for present-day international migration because the economic restructuring of the 1980s and 1990s did not sig-

26

MARIA I. BAGANHA ET AL.

nificantly change the above-described characteristics that generate an
intrinsic need for migrant labour. Actually, economic restructuring
opened up a whole new set of the lowest occupations, namely in the
service sector, for which the native population shows no interest, thus
increasing the need for immigrant labour.
However, not all propositions of segmented labour market theory are
equally valuable in explaining present-day international migration. In
fact, the idea that ‘international labour migration is […] usually initiated
through recruitment by employers in developed societies, or by governments acting on their behalf’ (Massey et al. 1998: 33) is clearly outdated since today recruitment practices are no longer the main mechanism generating or sustaining international migration. Family reunification and the migration industry are indeed the main
mechanisms that foster and perpetuate the present migratory flows.

3. Migration as a policy concern
This brief historical overview has clearly shown that the governments
of the industrialised nations try both to adapt to the societal attitudes
towards migration and to cater for the specific needs and demands of
the economic sphere. Hence they are in principal critical as to whom
they allow to settle within their borders. This is especially true for European countries where generally speaking policies are aimed at reducing unsolicited migrants to a minimum. It is these migrants and policies related to them that interest us most at this juncture; for, in comparison, solicited or wanted migrants are clearly a minor policy
concern.
The control of migration has preoccupied the minds of policymakers
ever since the relatively liberal3 migration regime that prevailed during
the classical period of post-war labour immigration came under increasing pressure in the early 1970s, and much more forcefully, in the
late 1980s and early 1990s. As a result migration policy in general
came to be seen as being essentially about controlling and preventing
unwanted flows. While the shift to the term ‘migration management’
introduced some new nuances to policy discourse, the policies of European governments continued to follow this basic philosophy, though
sometimes combining control with the encouragement of some forms
of migration (Brochmann 1999).
National policy responses
During the 1990s European states, first and foremost those in the
northwestern part of the continent, took measures aimed at curbing
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the ‘floods of asylum seekers’. The tone and pace were set by the German government. Chancellor Kohl spoke of a ‘Staatsnotstand’ (emergency situation) when the number of aliens hoping to benefit from the
relatively generous German asylum provisions approached half a million annually in 1992.
The German government believed that the ‘problem’ demanded an
amendment to the Constitution.4 After considerable political bargaining, the opposition agreed with the drafting of catalogues of countries
that a) as a rule do not cause their citizens to flee and seek international protection (safe countries of origin) or b) are foreign countries
where a refugee ordinarily would receive protection if requested (safe
third countries). An asylum seeker stemming from a safe country of
origin can since be rejected in a fast-track procedure. In cases where
an asylum seeker arrives over land (all Germany’s neighbours are safe
third countries), the application is deemed to be inadmissible since the
asylum seeker was already safe from persecution before s/he arrived in
Germany. The numbers of asylum requests in Germany indeed
dropped markedly in the following years (1992: 438,000; 1994:
128,000). To a considerable extent, however, this was the result of a
general reduction in the number of people seeking refugee protection
in Europe.
At the same time, the changes in German law increased the number
of asylum claims in the countries bordering Germany. These, however,
were not so much the countries these asylum seekers would presumably have come through on their way to Germany (the Central European ones, for instance), but countries to the West, such as the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Not surprisingly, these countries
planned and implemented their own interventions. In fact, they did
not want to become ‘Europe’s shower drain’, as a Dutch politician
phrased it at the time.
During the early to mid-1990s, most European states introduced a
range of similar measures that can be summarised as follows:
– If an airline, haulage or shipping company imports an alien who
has no authorisation to enter or is not properly documented, the responsible company is liable to (high) fines (carrier sanctions). In this
way, states transferred and privatised law enforcement on which
they used to have a monopoly.
– Nationals of countries known to ‘produce’ significant quantities of
asylum seekers, refugees and undocumented migrants require a visa
that has to be checked by the carrier.
– Procedures for the adjudication of asylum requests were streamlined. This implies that the relevant bodies check all technical
grounds for rejection (safe country of origin, safe third country, noncredible travel account) before they look into a case as such.
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– More law enforcement capacity was freed up to guard borders. This
not only pertains to the external borders of the Schengen area but
also to the internal ones that formally are open, in the latter case under the guise of behind the border spot-checks.
– Depending on their administrative capacities, states imposed internal controls. Welfare states with comprehensive population and
aliens registers are best equipped for this and effectively exclude
non-eligible aliens from most or all welfare state provisions. Other
countries, like the United Kingdom have much fewer possibilities to
do so effectively.
– Assisting unsolicited migrants in their attempts to cross a country’s
borders was criminalised, especially if the aim is to make profit. All
European countries have by now introduced high penalties for human smuggling.
Most recently, governments have tended to concentrate on integration
policies. This would not immediately appear to have a bearing on immigration control but its impact can be significant. Here it suffices to
point out that several countries, first of all Denmark and the Netherlands, require all newcomers from third countries to attend integration
courses unless they pass a language test or are otherwise excused. The
general feeling appears to be that many newcomers – and especially
those who have been admitted after they arrived unsolicited – keep too
much to themselves and account for an unduly high percentage of
those depending on welfare. In as far as such courses equip newcomers to become self-reliant, few observers would argue against them.
Nevertheless, it is obvious that control mechanisms and integration
measures follow a different logic. While foreigners who arrive uninvited are, as a rule, not to remain in the country, are excluded from any
form of participation in society (e.g. during the asylum procedure or
when they are undocumented) and sooner or later are expelled, the exceptions to this rule, e.g. refugees or spouses of legal residents, are to
integrate and make an unequivocal decision for their new country and
society.
International policy responses
The management of migration flows has long been a prerogative of the
nation-state. Each state has the sovereign right to control its borders as
well as to decide on admission and stay of aliens on its territory.
Although new approaches to the management of migration flows have
evolved during the last decade, such responsibilities ultimately remain
with the state. In practice, most of the migration policies are reactive,
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in particular those trying to tackle irregular immigration and trafficking or smuggling.
In the process of European integration the EU member states have
tried to find common responses to migration flows,5 negotiating common measures on the level of the European Union. One of the first
joint measures aimed to stop asylum seekers from filing multiple
claims across Europe (so-called asylum shopping). This resulted in the
Dublin Convention regulating member state responsibility for asylum
claims. In essence, this Convention stipulates that the first country entered by an asylum seeker is the one to decide on the claim. It thus formalises the safe third country principle among a number of EU countries. The Convention has recently been incorporated into the EU’s
body of law and now goes by the name of Dublin Agreement.
The Schengen Information System (SIS) and EURODAC aim to
make available to member states two databases containing the fingerprints and other personal data of aliens who are of concern to the
authorities of the member states. Since EURODAC has become operational (January 2003), all asylum seekers have to be registered. Thus
multiple applications should be easily detectable.
The common regulations introduced by the European Union appear
to be more elaborate than most of the other international attempts of
joint migration management. According to some authors including
Aristide Zolberg, James Hollifield, Mark Miller, Eytan Meyers and
Wayne Cornelius, ‘supranational organisations and international regimes usually have had little impact on immigration policies of individual countries, with the partial exception of the EU and the refugee regime’ (Meyers 2000: 1266). However, more recently Sandra Lavenex
and Emek Uçarer have highlighted ‘the policy-pushing role of the international organisation which becomes an additional actor’ (2002: 216).
Several UN agencies and programmes, specific intergovernmental
bodies and NGOs attempt to shape migration policies. In 1994, Jonas
Widgren counted ‘about 25 intergovernmental organisations and fora,
and a myriad of subgroups, […] involved in different activities relating
to international migration’ (Widgren 1994: 4). Ten years later, their
number has undoubtedly increased (see IOM 2003).
Different UN bodies and programmes play an important part in migration management.6 Some intergovernmental organisations provide
reports and policy-oriented studies on international migration.7 International organisations such as the IOM or the ILO have become more
important for policy making.8 The Council of Europe, a regional intergovernmental body, has mandated the CDMG (European Committee
on Migration) to enhance European cooperation on migration.
The 1990s also saw the development of regional consultative processes on migration on all continents.9 Aiming to manage migration
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on a regional basis, these are important for at least two reasons. First
of all, they consider the migration process as a whole, including destination countries as well as countries of origin and transit countries.
And second, although the participants are not obliged to implement
decisions, it has been observed that some participating governments
have changed their national migration policy in line with previous process recommendations (Klekowski von Koppenfels 2001: 75).
Several NGOs, such as Amnesty International, the Churches Commission for Migrants in Europe (CCME) and Caritas, have voiced their
concern about international migration processes (Geddes 2000: 132).
These statements mainly focus on migrants’ rights and in particular
on immigration policy. Nevertheless, they may also have an impact on
migration management. Indeed, managing migration flows and dealing with immigrants might be two discrete policy areas but they involve overlapping realities of one complex process.
Since the beginning of this century, governments and agencies have
come up with several new initiatives regarding the management of international migration. For example, in 2001 the Swiss government initiated a consultative process to assess inter-state cooperation (the
Berne Initiative). In 2003, the heads of six international organisations
have established the Geneva Migration Group, an intergovernmental
body that counts more than 100 member states and aims to facilitate
policy discussion relating to international migration management. In
January 2004, the Global Commission on International Migration, initiated by UN-secretary Kofi Annan, began to work on proposals for a
comprehensive response to migration issues. It is certainly too early to
assess the impact of these initiatives, but it has to be highlighted that
they involve receiving, sending and transit countries whereas thus far
most attempts to regulate migration are initiated by destination countries.
In most of these multilateral fora tackling illegal migration and trafficking of human beings have become priorities over the last twenty
years. The Europeanisation of immigration policy has entailed the rapid development of instruments aiming to fight illegal migration (Guiraudon & Joppke 2001). This same issue has also been at the centre of
most of the regional consultative processes on migration.
The emergent international policy responses seem to encourage the
participation of different levels of government (national, regional and
supra-national), the input of non-governmental and private agencies,
multilateral rather than bilateral fora and partnership between the
countries involved in the migration pattern (sending, receiving and
transit countries). The fact that numerous agencies have come to influence the process of policy-shaping or even policy making requires a
less state-centric analysis of migration policies and also the study of
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the evolving modes of cooperation. The concept of multilevel governance seems to be useful for the development of such new approaches.

4. Policy aims, migratory processes and unintended outcomes
Most measures discussed above aimed at curbing unsolicited migration
to Europe – first and foremost when targeted at asylum seekers and refugees. However, they have unintended, secondary, or even perverse effects that question the legitimacy, the efficiency and efficacy of current
migration management, both on the national and on the EU level.
Categorisation of migrants in policy
One intended outcome of migration policy in the developed world is
the categorisation of migrants that serves to differentiate between desired and unsolicited ones. More and more categories have been developed so that governments can tailor their control mechanisms to specific target groups. This should guarantee efficiency and seems to be
cost-effective. Yet at the same time it makes the regulation regime
more and more complex and difficult to handle, let alone that it is still
understandable for a broader audience.
The categorisation of migrants is not only within the mandate of the
nation-state. Some migrants can claim the right to move and resettle
on the basis of interests beyond the scope of national policy making,
notably the UN’s Refugee Convention or the European Convention on
Human Rights. Adhering to those international obligations, which
have their inherent virtues, is instrumental to the self-perception of all
European states. Liberal democratic states lose legitimacy if they only
pursue realist goals, as much as they put it at risk by solely pursuing
idealistic, universalistic goals. As a result, controlling migration is metaphorically akin to walking a tightrope, as the governments have to try
and keep these two political positions in balance.
The outcome of this balancing act has been that European governments are willing to accept a limited number of asylum seekers, of
whom they will recognise an even smaller number as refugees. As became manifest in the 1990s, when the numbers of asylum seekers
reached record heights, procedures and the adjudication processes
were restructured: governments tried both to fast-track procedures and
to keep potential asylum seekers away from European territories in order to avoid having to process their requests in the first place. Furthermore, the countries started to outbid each other in the enforcement of
these rules. The fluctuation of the number of asylum seekers coming
to Europe since the 1990s may partly be attributed to such increasingly
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restrictive policies and their stricter implementation. However, it is just
as likely that decreases in asylum requests are the consequences of
either a) fewer conflicts generating refugees, b) fewer people making
themselves known to the authorities, or c) increased applications elsewhere.
States also allow immigration for the purpose of family formation
and reunification but usually impose restrictions on their numbers and
the ensuing rights (e.g. by barring him/her from the labour market) or
require the (prospective) immigrant to fulfil certain criteria. The purpose of these policy instruments is to deter unsolicited migrants who
cannot meet these criteria. However, the extent to which restrictive admission rules actually keep migrants from coming is difficult if not impossible to gauge. We merely know for a fact that many feel not bound
by the rules set by the governments of countries to which they would
like to move (assuming they know the relevant rules in the first place).
This is testified by illegal arrivals, overstaying of visas and use of alternative gates of entry (e.g. marriage where work is the prime motive or
vice versa).
At the other end of the spectrum are the desired and welcome migrants, e.g. EU citizens who have the right to settle unrestrictedly in
the territory of the EU. Their rights are similar to those of the citizens
of their new country of residence. Only some voting rights and the
right to hold sensitive public occupations are withheld from them. As a
consequence, a new form of stratification has developed which divides
the migrant population into different categories, often reinforced by
both public opinion towards and daily treatment of migrants. This also
impacts on politics. Politicians focus on particular entry gates (e.g. asylum) while ignoring other entry gates or groups of persons not covered
by them or out of reach of policymakers for constitutional reasons (e.g.
family reunion of EU/EEA citizens). Yet these entry gates or groups
that are absent from political discourse are nonetheless important in
quantitative terms.10
Immigrant communities as intermediary structures
As a response to the policy restrictions, migrants increasingly draw on
the resources offered by transnational communities. Migration within
a transnational community can, as a rule, be arranged without the involvement of third parties. The members of the community know each
other or of each other. The motive for migration is often linked to existing relations, with the most prominent example being marriage. The
existence of a community, however, also allows mobility for other motives. Legal residents (or naturalised members of the community) can
stand guarantee for tourist visa, they can arrange marriages for money
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(or other rewards), supply work contracts to prove stable income if that
is required to have a spouse come over, provide information, lend
money to a prospective migrant, and the like. In short, if the need for
migration arises and is recognised, it can usually be arranged within
the transnational community. In terms commonly used in migration
theory, immigrant communities can be described as intermediary
structures that facilitate migration from country A (origin) to B (destination). In turn, they also allow to predict volume and direction of migration processes.
Intermediary structures can be understood as a ‘section’ of economic,
political, social and cultural spheres in which migrants were involved
before migration and that remain intact following migration. Migrants
can be conceptualised as acting in a transnational social field (Basch et
al. 1994) or a transnational social space (Faist 2000) that connects the
country or region of origin with the country of destination. Within
such a field or space migrants interact with other migrants and nonmigrants in both places.11 Transnational mobility has been growing significantly in recent decades due to a) encouragement from countries of
origin, who are keen to retain influence on the financial resources of
emigrants, b) increasing tolerance of dual nationality by host governments and c) advances in communication and transport technologies
which enable transnational ties to be maintained much more economically than in the past (Vertovec 2004). It has also been pointed out
that while transnationalism may not be new it at least represents a
new way of studying migration (Al-Ali & Koser 2002).
Irregular migration and human smuggling
During the 1990s, the phenomenon of organised human smuggling,
i.e. the facilitation of illegal entry to states for profit, has gained increasing notoriety. Numerous police reports and even parliamentary inquiries have thrown glimpses of light on the harsh realities of a business which is assumed to be generating billions of dollars of profit on
a worldwide scale. Increasingly, this illicit business has been linked to
organised crime, threats to the sovereignty and the internal security of
states and the exploitation of human beings in desperate situations (Aronowitz 2001; Doomernik 2004; Doomernik & Kyle 2004; Ghosh
1998; Salt & Stein 1997; Salt 2000; Salt & Hogarth 2000). At the
same time researchers find little substantiation for claims that organised crime is generally involved. Staring (2001, 2004), Van Liempt
(2004), Van Liempt and Doomernik (forthcoming), Bilger, Hofmann
and Jandl (forthcoming) and Neske (forthcoming) for instance suggest
that many smuggling operations take place within the respective ethnic
community, are based on trust and are thus relatively benign in nature.
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These, however, are usually not cases likely to make headlines in the
European newspapers. Thus today, far from regarding human smuggling as a benign ‘crime without victims’ (Nadig 2002: 7), human
rights organisations have taken to counting the deaths of illegal and
smuggled migrants.12 At the same time, European states as well as the
Council and the Commission of the European Union have accorded
the fight against illegal migration and human smuggling one of the
highest priorities in the area of Justice and Home Affairs.13
We have many indications that virtually all asylum seekers arriving
today have at some stage used the services of smugglers. Efionayi-Mäder, Chimienti, Dahinden and Piguet (2001), for instance, found that
all persons requesting asylum in Switzerland had been smuggled. For
the Netherlands, Hesseling and Taselaar (2001) found this to be the
case for certain nationalities and less so for others, largely depending
on the presence in the country of established transnational networks.
Others concur that access to more network diminishes reliance and dependency on professional migration help (Jordan & Düvell 2002; Koser
1997; Koser & Pinkerton 2002; Staring 2001).14 This implies a perverse pre-selection of those who come into the asylum system: those
who have the means to buy their way across borders, do not necessarily
have the most urgent cause to flee and seek protection (Morrison
1998; Doomernik 2004).
That (growing) investments are needed to buy a trip to Europe
makes it also very likely that processes of cumulative causation are set
in motion (see e.g. Massey et al. 2003). Consider the case in which it is
part of a household’s survival strategy to send one member abroad in
order to contribute remittances to the household’s budget and perhaps
to become a bridgehead for chain migration. The household thus decides to invest scarce resources into the migration project of one of its
members. This investment may require selling off a piece of land or
another potential means of production or taking up a loan from a third
party. In any case, the investment has considerable and potentially even
detrimental consequences for the economic situation of the household
members staying behind. Their future depends on the success of the
migration project. No matter whether this project fails or succeeds, it is
obvious that under these conditions return migration (voluntarily or
forcefully) is hardly ever an option. Either the household becomes dependant on the remittances generated by the member abroad, or the
member cannot return without enormous social and economic consequences. These pressures to some extent explain why governmental attempts to deport growing numbers of aliens have usually failed.
If smugglers determine the final destination of the migration process, they do not necessarily serve the interests of their clients but may
target what they consider to be the softest port of entry to the EU (phy-
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sical and administrative entry, which may well be found in different
countries). Consider, for example, a migrant from Nigeria who would
prefer to seek a future in the United Kingdom (the country’s former
coloniser). The smuggler he contracts takes him via Moscow to Prague
and from there across the green border to Germany. This is as far as
the smuggler knows to bring his client. The odds are considerable that
this migrant ends up applying for asylum in Germany (or perhaps in a
country closer to the UK like Belgium or the Netherlands).
Once this principle collides with arrangements made on the European level, migration outcomes become even more unpredictable and
are – arguably – less satisfactory for all parties involved. This is perhaps
best illustrated with a few concrete examples.
The fictitious Nigerian applying for asylum in Germany gets ‘stuck’
in that country because an application for asylum should (and increasingly can) only be filed once. The fact that the Nigerian migrant speaks
no German, has no relatives or acquaintances in Germany, has an education based upon the English school system etc. is not taken into consideration. He will therefore either try to move on to the UK in an irregular fashion (to live there undocumented or again apply for asylum
hoping the UK has not yet joined the SIS) or bide his time in Germany. After seven years he can naturalise and become a German citizen (provided he was granted Convention status and not subsidiary
protection, which is likely if he cannot prove to have arrived without
passing through a safe third country), which implies freedom of movement in the Union. Whether this person then still has the energy to
move on, is an open question.

5. Outlook for further research
As we have stated in the beginning of this chapter our research group
focuses primarily on the process of international migration itself, its
conceptual delineation, its statistical recognition, its regulation and its
concrete forms and directions. This turns out to be a complicated task,
the more so since the concrete manifestations of it often defy existing
theoretical conceptions, statistical categorisations, policy notions and
expectations of the migrants’ behaviour. We have indicated some of
these in the preceding text.
This has led us to define our research priorities for the future accordingly into five thematic areas:
– International migration: concepts and measurements
– Changing paradigms in migration theory
– Structural aspects of international migration
– Modes of regulation
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– Migration industry: means and routes of migration.
Within this still broad delineation we have furthermore given priority
to those areas where the lack of empirical data and adequate approaches is most urgent by defining three short-term tasks:
The first one is to develop a better insight in irregular migration by
establishing an empirically based typology of such irregular migration
processes. Such a typology should be based on various data sources including court files, observations and interviews with smuggled migrants and with smugglers. Three different dimensions may be included: the smuggling methods (green border, hidden, fake visa, false
documents, legal travelling), the ‘geography’ of irregular migration processes (countries of origin, transit countries, transit hubs, countries of
destination, routes) and the smugglers’ organisation (pyramid-like hierarchy, service, outsourcing, ethnic/family/other networks).
The second task is to develop a typology of modes of regulation.
Since irregular migration is – to some extent – ‘produced’ by migration
policies, it will be clear that this task is linked to the first one. The assumption here is not that policies force people directly to migrate irregularly, but that the official definition of regular migration automatically determines all other forms to be irregular.
The task here is to look at the different modes of regulation of types
of migrants, such as asylum seekers, ethnically privileged migrants, family related migration and labour and see whether and how these fit
into a common typology. The practice of policies related to the treatment of such migrants, the processes of border control and eviction for
them will allow for an analysis of similarities and dissimilarities between countries.
The third task will identify structural aspects of interrelations between different categories of migrants and the dynamics of flows. Irregular flows and legal flows can either oppose or complement each
other. They can cover the same geographical areas or different ones.
Their demographic and socio-economic structures can converge or diverge.
In working on such concrete tasks we will eventually also accumulate material for the other thematic areas. One of these is that this empirical work will run into the lack of adequate and comparable statistical data on international migration and the selective nature of existing
data. Development of viable alternative information sources is crucial
and can best be based on empirical research.
The three concrete tasks should also help to eventually develop adequate medium range theories and concepts that help to explain present
changing migration patterns. The traditional theoretical approaches are
of a too general nature, whether they explain international movements
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of economically active individuals by economic equilibrium models, by
neo-classical theory (Todaro 1976; Harris & Todaro 1970; Sjaastad
1962), by push-and-pull models (Lee 1966), by the economics of family
migration that considers the effects of earnings differentials across
space (Stark 1991), by dual labour market models (Piore 1979) or a differentiated approach that analyses migration flows, its volume and
characteristics as a result of linkages between areas of origin and destination which vary over time (Kritz 1995; Kritz et al. 1992; Mabogunje
1970). Such general approaches evidently lack medium range concepts
that explain important phenomena such as the migration industry,
transnational mobility or the linkages between globalisation and migration. However, the formulation of new theoretical concepts demands
more research and is thus a long-term task. Especially in the broad
field of undocumented, irregular or illegal flows of migration we need
more and deeper knowledge before we can draw nomothetic conclusions.

Notes
1

2
3
4
5
6
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9

This chapter is based on a more elaborate State of the Art Report written jointly by
the following members of IMISCOE’s cluster A1: Maria I. Baganha, Andreas
Breinbauer, Michael Collyer, Jeroen Doomernik, Rob van der Erf, Heinz Fassmann,
Sonia Gsir, Martin Hofmann, Michael Jandl, Natalia Kovaleva, Albert Kraler, Gustav
Lebhart, Matthias Neske and Ursula Reeger. The full version is published on www.
imiscoe.org.
Only ten countries were considered. Figures for 1981 and 1991 in OECD 1994 and
Baganha 1996.
Liberal in the sense that ‘migration policy’ was not aimed at restricting entry of
aliens but rather at ensuring a sufficient supply of (cheap) labour.
Article 16(2) of the Constitution simply read: ‘Politically persecuted [persons] enjoy
the right to asylum’.
The principles of a European migration policy have been defined in the 1999
Tampere Summit following the objectives stated in Amsterdam.
UNHCR (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees), ILO (International
Labour Organisation) and IMP (International Migration Policy Programme). The
latter is an interagency activity that aims to strengthen the migration-management
capacity.
IOM (International Organisation for Migration), OECD (Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development), OSCE (Organisation for Security and Cooperation in
Europe) or ICMPD (International Centre for Migration Policy and Development).
For example, the IOM has a Migration Policy Research Programme (MPRP) that
among other things aims to provide policy guidance on migration issues for
governments.
IGC (Intergovernmental Consultations on Asylum and Migration in Europe, North
America and Australia), the Budapest Process in Europe and later the CIS
Conference Process in Russia, the Puebla Process or Regional Conference on
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10

11

12

13

14

Migration between North and South America, the Manila Process in Asia, the
Migration Dialogue for Southern Africa and the Dakar Declaration in West Africa.
In Austria, for example, family members of Austrians/EEA citizens now constitute
the overwhelming majority of long term immigrants admitted to the country (88 per
cent in 2003). While the policy of restricting long-term labour migration has been
extraordinarily effective, overall immigration numbers are steadily on the rise, partly
because of the increasing number of naturalisations and family reunions of
Austrians/EEA citizens.
Criticism of the transnational approach is widespread. A common issue raised is that
migrant transnationalism is nothing new (Portes 1996) and that what today is called
transnationalism can be found throughout history.
UNITED, a European network against nationalism, racism, fascism and in support
of migrants and refugees, monitors migrant deaths since 1993. Up to January 2004,
the network has documented 4,591 deaths, who for instance drowned in the
Mediterranean Sea, the Strait of Gibraltar, suffocated in trucks or committed suicide
in Europe’s detention centres. Many more deaths are thought to remain unreported
(see: www.united.non-profit.nl/).
See, for example, the Council Directive of 28 November 2002 defining the
facilitation of unauthorised entry, transit and residence (2002/90/EC); the Council
Framework Decision of 28 November 2002 on the strengthening of the penal
framework to prevent the facilitation of unauthorised entry, transit and residence
(2002/946/JHA); the Communication from the Commission to the European
Parliament and the Council in view of the European Council of Thessaloniki on the
development of a common policy on illegal immigration, smuggling and trafficking
of human beings, external borders and the return of illegal residents, COM (2003)
323 final, Brussels, 3.6.2003; as well as the Presidency Conclusions – Thessaloniki,
19 and 20 June 2003, 11638/03 3, available at ue.eu.int.
It should be noted that researchers tend to use varying definitions of what they would
consider to constitute human smuggling. Moreover, even if they confine themselves to
those cases where the state would define this type of assistance a crime, it should be
kept in mind that this may well change over time (before the early 1990s, human
smuggling was rarely considered a crime at all in Western Europe).
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Jordan, B. & Düvell, F. (2002), Irregular migration: Dilemmas of Transnational Mobility.
Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.
Klekowski von Koppenfels, A. (2001), ‘Informal but effective: Regional consultative processes as a tool in managing migration’, International Migration 39 (6): 61-84.
Koser, K. & C. Pinkerton (2002), The Social Networks of Asylum Seekers and the Dissemination of Information About Countries of Asylum. London: Home Office. Research Development and Statistics Directorate.
Koser, K. (1997), ‘Social Networks and the Asylum Cycle. The Case of Iranians in the
Netherlands’, International Migration Review 31 (3): 591-611.
Kritz, M. M. (1995), Population growth and international migration: is there a link? The International Center for Migration, Ethnicity and Citizenship, the New School for Social Research. Migration Policy in Global Perspective Series. Occasional Paper 1.
Kritz, M. M., L. L. Lim, & H. Zlotnik (eds.) (1992), International migration systems: A global approach. Oxford, United Kingdom: Clarendon Press.
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3. Migration and Development: Causes and
Consequences
Richard Black1, Xiang Biao, Michael Collyer,
Godfried Engbersen, Liesbeth Heering and Eugenia Markova

1. Introduction
With some notable exceptions, academic and policy attention for international migration has focused to a far greater extent on countries of
destination than on countries of origin. Research projects have been
motivated primarily by concerns of receiving societies, funded by agencies in destination countries and based on data collected on the receiving side. But it is clear that migration studies cannot do without indepth understanding of the sending context. In turn, a relative knowledge gap in this area has become particularly salient in the beginning
of the 21st century as various receiving countries in Europe are increasingly acknowledging the importance of the ‘partnership with the countries of origin’ in devising migration policies (Communities 2000).
In this context, this chapter is focused on work on migration from a
developing or sending country perspective. Until relatively recently, research evidence was largely negative about the relationship between
migration and development. On the one hand, migration was often
seen as a product of poverty; whilst at the same time, international migration and rural-urban migration within developing countries alike
were seen as draining human capital from poor areas, creating or reinforcing dependence, and undermining regional development strategies
in sending areas. In turn, despite some reviews in the early to mid1990s that took a more critical stance (Papademetriou and Martin
1991; Durand and Massey 1992; Taylor et al. 1996) and the emergence
of the ‘new economics of labour migration’ as a theoretical approach
that seeks to explain why poor households invest in migration (Stark
and Lucas 1988; Stark 1991) rather than acting out of desperation or
dependence, public policy towards migration within the development
field remained sceptical at best.
However, in the last few years, several new reviews have been carried
out, which not only have taken a more positive stance towards the relationship between migration and development, but have started to influence development policy as well. From the academic side, influential
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overviews have been provided by Skeldon (1997) and Massey et al.
(1998). Impacts on policy have also been increasingly evident, especially where reviews have been funded by development cooperation
agencies. For example, a study for the Royal Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Danish International Development Agency (DANIDA) on the ‘migration-development nexus’ (Van Hear and Nyberg-Sørensen 2003), has been widely disseminated, helping to challenge the
simplistic view that poverty ‘causes’ migration, in turn reinforcing poverty. Rather, Van Hear and Nyberg-Sørensen note that migration is increasingly seen as a viable ‘livelihood strategy’ by poor people, whilst
poverty reduction can also make it easier for individuals to move. Their
review also examines the complex interconnections between international mobility, poverty and conflict, with case studies of Somalia, Afghanistan and Sri Lanka highlighting how refugees overseas send significant sums in remittances not only to family at home, but also to relatives living in refugee and displaced persons camps.
Other European development cooperation agencies have followed
suit, commissioning research studies and reviews, and/or funding new
research to translate research insights into policy. One of the larger studies to emerge to date was funded by the Swedish Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (Lucas 2005) and focuses on case studies of migration to the
EU, the movement of contract workers to the Persian Gulf from South
and Southeast Asia, the ‘brain drain’ to North America and the migration transition in East Asia. Together with a parallel review by Ramamurthy (2003) on brain drain, remittances and labour market impacts
in source countries, this work suggests that the benefits of migration
for sending areas can be substantial, though they are highly context-dependent.
The UK’s Department for International Development (DFID) has
also supported work in this area, drawing on evidence of the increasingly important role played by migrant remittances in poor peoples’ livelihoods (De Haan 2000). Here, in addition to funding a major research centre,2 regional reports have been commissioned on migration
and poverty in Asia (Skeldon 2003; Waddington 2003), sub-Saharan
Africa (Black 2004) and the Middle East and North Africa (Al-Ali
2004). An interesting overview of the field from a policy perspective
was also provided by a recent report of the UK’s House of Commons
International Development Committee (House of Commons 2004),
which argues that there are important opportunities for the UK government – and other northern countries – to enhance the positive benefits
of migration for the poor, whilst minimising its risks and costs. In
turn, interest has also spread to international organisations, notably
the World Bank (Maimbo and Ratha 2005; Caglar and Schiff 2006).
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One major reason for this renewed interest of development cooperation agencies in the field of migration is emerging evidence on the
scale of remittances, which at over $100 billion each year are already
around twice the global total of development assistance (Black 2003b).
However, a plethora of reviews of the field that have emerged in the
last few years, including for the UN Population Division (Skeldon
2004), the International Organisation for Migration (Hugo 2003; IOM
2003) and by the Global Commission on International Migration
(GCIM 2005), whose report includes a chapter on migration and development, stress a number of other important dynamics beyond remittances that are significant and worthy of policy attention. For example,
Sriskandarajah (2005) suggests that we need to move not only ‘beyond
remittances’, but also ‘beyond brain drain’ and ‘beyond simple models’,
to acknowledge the varied impacts of growing mobility on sending
areas.
Our purpose here is not to duplicate these existing efforts to synthesise a complex research and policy field, but to highlight two themes of
research within the IMISCOE network, as well as interesting routes for
further research. This more limited aim highlights the contribution of
European researchers to the field, as well as suggesting opportunities
for collaborative European work to advance the debate on migration
and development. In the sections below, we first consider research that
seeks to explain the determinants and patterns of migration. Secondly
we will turn to material on the extent and use of remittances and return migration. This represents only a sub-set of issues relating to migration and development, but is a useful starting point for entering the
debate. The final section then concludes with reflections both on migration policy and on research gaps.
Research on the patterns and determinants of migration within IMISCOE has essentially followed two theoretical and methodological approaches.3 The first is a demographic and sociological one, as exemplified by the large-scale survey undertaken at the Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute (NIDI). This approach aims to identify
individual variables, through statistical analysis, that determine migration behaviour. During the period 1995-1999, NIDI conducted surveys
in five migrant-sending countries (Egypt, Ghana, Morocco, Senegal
and Turkey) and two migrant-receiving countries (Italy and Spain). The
project led to a large database containing information on migration histories and destinations, household economic situations, remittances,
social and demographic characteristics, networks, intentions for future
migration and attitudes/opinions on migration. In each sending country, over 1,500 interviews were conducted, covering both migrants and
non-migrants (Schoorl et al. 2004). A similar approach is taken in re-
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cent work at Sussex that has used existing sample surveys to explore
the multiple determinants of migration choice in Albania (Reilly et al.
2004).
In comparison, the second approach is anthropological and aims to
present patterns and histories of migration in a more holistic way
through in-depth observation and qualitative analysis. The approach
has three key characteristics:
– First, it sees migration as just one aspect of migrants’ lives and emphasises that migration is strongly embedded in the local institutions of the sending community;
– Second, the approach is actor-centred and seeks to reveal the migrants’ point of view. Such an approach may explain for instance
why places that seem to be unlikely destinations for outsiders often
attract sizable migrant flows for various reasons;
– Third, the approach has a historical dimension: contemporary patterns of migration are often indicative of established historical connections between sending and receiving countries.
An example of such an anthropological approach to studying migration
is the four-year ethnographic research on migration from Fujian province in China conducted by COMPAS, which describes ‘the connections between the total sum of social institutions and practices in areas
of origin, transit and destination that produce and sustain a particular
flow of migrants’ (Pieke et al. 2004: 19). Findings from this research
have illustrated how one community had resumed its emigration after
a long break, whilst another without any tradition of out-migration (internal or international) suddenly embarked on migration to diverse
destinations (Pieke 1998; Pieke 1999).
Following this second approach, Xiang’s work (forthcoming) on
skilled migration from India details how resources are mobilized and
various institutions are utilised or set up to facilitate emigration. His
research identifies the marriage market, education institutes and (extended) family networks, along with the migration brokerage system,
as strategic sites for the social production of emigration. Similar concerns, albeit with variations in approach, exist across the IMISCOE network. For example, in her work on Bangladesh, Gardner (1995) has
used ethnographic methods to show how economic and social inequalities have shaped, but have also been redefined by international migration to Britain and the Gulf.
Despite the different approaches, these research initiatives share important substantive concerns, which are also linked to major debates in
migration studies. In the following section we identify five main factors which are an important part of why people do, or indeed do not,
migrate.
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2. Determinants and patterns of migration
Poverty, Inequality and migration
An important issue in migration studies is the extent to which a poverty threshold effect exists, meaning that the poorest (measured in
terms of perceived poverty or relative deprivation) either do not intend
or are not able to migrate. This is currently a widely accepted assumption in migration studies, and NIDI’s research in Senegal, especially in
the rural Tuba area, confirms this effect. However, the same study suggests that in other countries the poorest are migrating. In Egypt and
Morocco, where the surveys included a question on relative deprivation, the perception of being worse off than other households was
found to stimulate migration intentions (Schoorl et al. 2004). Meanwhile, Rogaly and Rafique’s (2003) research in eastern Indian shows
that being landless is a clear driving force for out-migration, though
their study deals with seasonal mobility rather than international migration. The work of Pieke et al. (2004) suggests that income levels do
not have a determining effect on migration decisions and behaviour:
well-off and poor members of a community both migrate. Xiang
(2000) found that in the same village in southeast China, while outmigration started with more capable members of one clan, less well-off
members were pioneer migrants for another clan. The difference was
found to lie in the structures of the two clans rather than income differentiation. It seems clear that migration is not simply caused by poverty, but exactly how income levels affect migration decisions in different contexts remains to be explored. The tendency to focus on ‘homogeneous’ streams of migrants may also obscure the fact that migrants
must negotiate complex webs of dependency and reciprocity with resource-rich individuals such as their employers. These webs may be as
restrictive as they are enabling.
The role of networks
‘Network’ has been a key word in the literature on migration since the
1980s and the notion that emigration, once started, would become selfsustaining with its own autonomy due to migrants’ networks has been
well-established. The NIDI project again provides fresh material on
this: while network effects turn out to be important in Ghana and
Egypt, in Senegal and Morocco they appear much less significant (Van
Dalen et al. forthcoming). In fact, for men in Morocco, the presence of
relatives abroad even decreases their intention to emigrate (Heering et
al. 2004). Pieke’s work also pays much attention to networks, but it
does not take networks for granted. Rather it reveals how new networks are created and how old networks are reproduced, sustained and
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turned to serve the needs of different groups (old and new migrants,
local officials and those left behind). The case stories demonstrate how
migrants consciously as well as accidentally transnationalise their networks (Pieke et al. 2004).
Xiang (forthcoming) argues that networks are important, not in
themselves, but in that they bridge macro socio-economic situations
with individual migrants. Furthermore, based on recent observation of
migration from southeastern China, he proposes a hypothesis of ‘network failure’ (Xiang 2004). It is suggested that the perpetuation of irregular emigration from the region, particularly the deception and exploitation associated with it, is not because migrants’ networks are strong,
but because of the opposite, namely migrants’ networks are too weak
compared to professionalised and institutionalised human smuggling
networks. Therefore, attempts to dismantle the migrants’ networks or
even to criminalise entire emigrant communities may be counterproductive.
In explaining why networks do not appear important, the NIDI team
turns to the concept of ‘migration culture’, which in their survey is operationalised as migration history (Van Dalen et al. forthcoming). Heering et al. (2004) define the ‘culture of migration’ as a culture where
migration is considered to be the only way to improve one’s standard
of living; that is, those who stay are believed to be losers, and those
who leave are winners (Heering et al. 2004). Interestingly, it is found
that in Morocco, networks affect women’s migration decisions but not
men’s, and that at the same time the existence of a migration culture
importantly promotes migration intentions for men, but not for women.
Pieke et al. (2004: 48) also agree that a historically informed cultural
explanation, as well as an understanding of structural opportunities
and constraints, is necessary in order to understand why people move
about the globe. A major feature of this culture is a discourse on migration as a dominant strategy to enable social mobility. This discourse
prescribes what constitutes success, as well as ignoring other local strategies that are not considered an option (Pieke et al. 2004: 194). They
also argue that this culture of migration ‘renders current emigration
patterns unintelligible in terms of a narrow cost-benefit analysis’. For
example, the NIDI project reported a fairly sizeable group of youngsters who were neither working nor looking for work, but reported that
they spent their time and energy in looking for ways to migrate, as
they were convinced there were no alternatives for them in Morocco
(Schoorl 2002). A culture of migration changes the formula of the potential migrants’ decision making process and thus the concept is critical for deeper understanding of emigration dynamics.4
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The role of the state
It has been widely recognised that migration is as much about state sovereignty and policies as it is about the mobility of people. IMISCOE
researchers have conducted various projects aimed at detailing connections between state interventions and migration dynamics particularly
in sending countries. In line with Zolberg’s argument (1983) that the
formation of ‘new states’ was one of the root causes of current refugee
migrations, Kraler (forthcoming; 2004) links refugee flows in Africa to
state formation. His work demonstrates that the processes of colonisation and decolonisation were crucial in producing large numbers of migrants and refugees.
Pieke et al. (2004) argue that increasing emigration from China
should be understood against the background of the rise of China’s position in the world system at the macro-level as well as the efforts of local administration. They identify specific mechanisms through which
the state plays a role in migration. In one community with a long emigration tradition, the local administration had sought donations from
overseas communities and accorded the diaspora great honour, which
highlights emigration as the best, even the only, avenue to true wealth,
power and success. In contrast, in another village without established
overseas communities, the local government from the county level
down to the village ‘engineers’ emigration by providing information,
simplifying procedures and other means (Pieke et al. 2004: 53-60).
Curiously, local government’s ‘engineering’ of emigration coincides
with a low prevalence of professionalised illegal emigration brokers,
and it may be worth investigating whether there are any links between
the two.
Xiang’s research on the emigration regime of China (Xiang 2003a)
and his comparative study on emigration schemes from China and India (Xiang 2003b) suggests that active measures often yield unintended
consequences but laissez-faire policies tend to work better. For example, in China the relaxation of exit controls (which Xiang calls ‘individualization of emigration management’) has increased the volume of
emigration, but strict regulations on labour exports, though aimed at
forbidding illegal migration, may have contributed to exactly such irregularity. State policies must have synergies with market mechanisms
to ensure desirable policy outcomes and their sustainability.
Lacroix (2004) calls attention to local politics in understanding the
impacts of migration on sending communities. Emigrants’ village development associations have made significant contributions to the development of southern Morocco. These associations have flourished
not only because of emigrants’ efforts, but also because they provide
new sources of power for local elites who have been excluded from the
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formal administration since the 1970s. They reclaim their status based
on the position of being ‘in-between’ the state and the migrant community. This again shows that migration is deeply embedded in local institutions and intertwines with other phenomena.
Gender differences in migration intentions
Gender differences in migration intentions are also a crucial element
of migration patterns (Van der Erf and Heering 2002; Van Dalen et al.
forthcoming). One of the more robust findings of work in this area is
that there is a significant difference in migration intentions between
men and women, with men more likely to wish to emigrate from the
study countries than women. The NIDI research, referred to above,
suggests that these differences are much more pronounced in Morocco
and Egypt than in Ghana and Senegal, possibly reflecting gender
norms that are influenced by Islam in the former two countries. For
both men and women, economic reasons (such as unemployment or
insufficient income or more generally the desire for an improved standard of living) dominate over family and other reasons like education,
adventure etc. in the wish to migrate. However, women’s motives appear to be more diverse than those of men. Women more often mentioned family-related reasons than men – reflecting the higher number
of women than men accompanying or following their spouse abroad.
Meanwhile, women may also see independent migration as a way out
of their traditional dependence on men and their obligations to male
kinsmen (Heering et al. 2004; Schoorl et al. 2004). In Morocco, women with a paid job who judged their financial situation negatively
were found to have the highest migration intentions of any group
(Heering et al. 2004).
A more detailed analysis of the NIDI data reveals a number of interesting correlations. For example, higher financial expectations and lower anticipated job search costs were found to be statistically significantly associated with having the intention to migrate in all four countries, but this effect was stronger for women than for men. Meanwhile,
more educated women, at least in Egypt and Ghana, were found to be
much more set on emigration than less educated women and much
more so than higher educated men. In contrast, in Ghana, no relationship was found between the intention to migrate and educational attainment amongst men, whilst in Egypt, the correlation was much
weaker for men. This reinforces the conclusion that women may see
migration as a way to achieve more independence, especially in Egypt,
where migration of women is strongly frowned upon (Schoorl et al.
2004; Van Dalen et al. forthcoming).
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3. Remittances and return – determinants and effects
The previous section has considered some of the main current debates
in terms of the determinants of migration, but a key factor influencing
migration decisions is also the intended outcome of this decision for
many sending communities – the receipt of remittances and eventual
return. Remittances from migrant workers can be broadly defined as
transfers in cash and kind to households back in the country of origin.
Even without the problem of ‘in kind’ transfers, measuring remittance
flows worldwide or even for a particular country still remains a somewhat tricky task. To a great extent, the ease of measurement is determined by migrant workers’ choice between the formal banking system
and other, informal channels when remitting their earnings. When
predominantly informal channels are used for these transfers, government has no direct access to the foreign exchange and government policy may be constrained. Further, when the true magnitude of remittances from nationals abroad remains imprecisely known, the result
may be a distorted view of macroeconomic impacts (Choukri 1986).
The significance of unrecorded remittance flows is only now becoming apparent. The big change came in 2002-03, when a re-examination
of how the flow of money from migrant workers was calculated
showed that differences in definitions from country to country were
keeping much of the funds out of the headline numbers (Ratha 2003).
On a global basis, the reworking of the numbers came up with a total
of as much as $80 billion for 2002. For 2003, some reports put the
figure at $140 billion.5 That could well still be a sizeable underestimate, partly because the moneys transferred through informal channels are not included. A recent IMF study estimated that such informal
transfers of remittances could amount to $10 billion per annum (ElQorchi et al. 2003).6 However, others have cautioned that such estimates are excessive (cf. Rosenzweig 2004).
As estimates of global remittances by migrant workers have risen –
Ratha’s figures suggest that they now exceed global development assistance and are on a par with net foreign direct investment in the developing world – it is not surprising that the phenomenon is of growing
interest to development policymakers. One major question that has
emerged amongst policymakers is how to maximize the beneficial impact of remittances on development and especially on poverty reduction and the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals
(Black 2003b).
This section reviews existing knowledge on migrant remittance behaviour paying special attention to contributions to the literature by
IMISCOE researchers. It is organised around four main questions:
why and how much do migrants remit; how are migrant remittances
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used and what are the effects; what are the specific impacts of migration and remittances on gender relations within the family; and what
is the role of return migration in the development process?
Remittances: quantity and motivation
At a micro-level, there is an impressive body of literature that endeavours to understand remitting behaviour and migrants’ motivations to
remit. It distinguishes three main motives: altruism, exchange and coinsurance.
– Altruism. Becker (1974) was amongst the first economists to model
altruistic behaviour in the context of household, arguing that the utility of one household member, the ‘donor’, is positively affected by
the well-being of another household member, ‘the receiver’. The basic prediction derived is that an increase in the income gap between
‘the donor’ and ‘the recipient’ increases the probability and the size
of the transfers whereas a reduction in the income gap has the opposite effect.
– Exchange. Another conceivable motive is that of exchange between
household members. Cox (1987), relying on the idea of exchange,
formalises a model where private transfers are treated as payments
for services rendered. The model predicts that an increase in the income of the donor is associated with an increase in both the probability and size of transfer. However, if the recipient’s income increases the probability of transfer decreases, and as the opportunity
cost of providing the service increases, the transfer, depending on
the elasticities of demand for and supply of recipient’s services, may
end up being higher or lower than before the change of the income.
Thus, a negative correlation between the likelihood of transfer and
recipient’s income is consistent with both motives (i.e. altruism and
exchange), whereas a positive correlation between the size of transfer and recipient’s income is consistent with exchange only.
– Co-insurance. Lucas and Stark (1985) have proposed a theory of migrants’ motivations to remit, known as Tempered Altruism or Enlightened Self-Interest. The theory views remittances as part of inter-temporal, mutually beneficial contractual arrangements between the migrant and the household in the origin area. Such contractual
arrangements are based on insurance and investment and they are
voluntary and, hence, must be self-enforcing. Considerations for
self-enforcement can be mutual altruism but also the aspiration to
inherit, the desire to return home and the need to have reliable
agents to assist in the accumulation and maintenance of assets. Lianos (1997) attempts a critique of that theory suggesting that remittances should be understood as the result of a rational agent’s beha-
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viour acting freely but constrained by his loyalty and commitment to
his family. Moreover, remittances are related to different circumstances of the migrant. The objective of the migrant and his decisions will determine the share remitted.
Poirine (1997) has proposed an alternative approach based on the notion that informal financial markets function within families, in which
remittances represent repayments on an informal loan agreement. The
would-be migrants receive loans to invest in human capital before migrating and remittances constitute the payback of these loans to the family. Later on, emigrants continue to remit, though not to repay the
loan but to finance the education of the next cohort of migrant members of the family.
Empirical analysis of migrant remitting behaviour provides support
for both altruism and exchange motives. Johnson and Whitelaw (1974)
and Banerjee (1984), analysing internal migration remittances in Kenya and India respectively, provided evidence for altruistic motives. In
contrast, Lucas and Stark (1985) and Hoddinott (1994) utilising data respectively from Botswana and Kenya found support for exchange motives. Merkle and Zimmermann (1992) analysing remittance and saving behaviour of immigrants in Germany found evidence for exchange
motives as well. However, later work (see Stark 1991; Brown 1997; Secondi 1997; de la Brière et al. 2002) suggests that different remittance
motivations should not be considered mutually exclusive. Germenji et
al. (2000), using data from a rural household survey in Albania in
2000, provide little evidence of altruism while the evidence for exchange is stronger.
Turning to work by researchers at IMISCOE institutions, Liu and Reilly (2000), using data on male migrant workers, drawn from the Jinan
Municipality in Shandong province, China, in the summer of 1995, estimate remittance functions. Their results fail to provide evidence of altruistic behaviour while evidence for exchange and co-insurance theories is mixed. Migrant earnings proved the most robust determinant
of the level of remittance and the remittance/labour income (wage)
elasticity calculated is found to be at the top end of the range of estimates obtained in the literature.
Markova and Sarris (2002), utilising individual data sets on Bulgarian migrants in Greece, found that immigrants who transfer money –
either regularly or sporadically – do not have any other family members residing in a third country and have a more ‘cohesive’ family unit;
they are married and larger shares of their families reside in Bulgaria.
The larger the share of family members in Bulgaria, the larger the
share of income transferred. Migrant women were found to remit
more, whilst remittances were shown to be part of a family strategy.
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The notion that remittances form part of a family strategy is echoed
in findings from a project undertaken at the University of Sussex on
‘Transnational Migration, Return and Development in West Africa’
(TRANSREDE). Amongst returnees to Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire, those
most likely to have remitted money whilst abroad, and to have done so
on a more regular basis, were already married prior to emigrating.
They also maintained higher levels of contact with relatives at home
and spoke of remittances in terms of an obligation to them, a finding
which lends further weight to the ‘exchange’ hypothesis outlined above.
The project concludes with the suggestion that migration be considered not so much as a means for the migrant to combat poverty, but
for their parents or children to do so (Black et al. 2003).
Lacroix (2004) has studied the determinants of remittances of Moroccan rural migrants in France, based on migrants’ own perceptions
and experiences. His results show that explanations of remittances are
directly linked to explanations of migration. As far as migrants are concerned, their departure is a means to achieve a personal project and
improve their social status; for the household, it allows diversification
of income sources; for the community, it is a way to find elsewhere the
resources to sustain its own reproduction, including the reproduction
of its socio-political order. The money sent to the family or given during the summer visit home is considered a duty rather than a gift.
Groenewold and Fokkema (2002) analyse data on migrant-sending
households in Egypt, Morocco and Turkey based on the large-scale
NIDI dataset referred to above. Their work seeks to determine why
some households receive remittances whereas others do not, and they
conclude that emigrant characteristics, especially employment status in
the host country, are the most important determinants of remittances.
Emigrants’ commitment to their household was higher when the migrant was male and married. Poorer households received less than
richer households.
Remittances are now well recognised as part of an informal familial
arrangement that goes well beyond altruism, with benefits in the
realms of mutual insurance, consumption smoothing and even alleviation of liquidity constraints.
Use and effects of remittances
Not only are remittances critical to the foreign exchange position of
many migrant-sending countries, they are also vital to the consumption
and investment behaviour of migrant households themselves. At the
household level, a longstanding literature has suggested that remittances are often put to ‘unproductive’ uses – satisfying basic consumption, buying medicines, building a house for the migrant’s retirement
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or spending on ‘conspicuous consumption’ in festivals and funerals as
well as daily life. Such expenses, though, can have a number of multiplier effects in the local economy (Russell and Teitelbaum 1992). Black
et al. (2003) show that even highly qualified returnees to Ghana and
Côte d’Ivoire sent remittances whilst abroad primarily to supply the basic subsistence needs of parents and siblings.
More ‘productive’ use of remittances is usually considered to involve
investments in small-scale enterprises concentrated in the retail and
services sectors (Van Doorn 2002). Here, policy measures to encourage
the productive use of remittances include preferential conditions to import equipment or to access capital goods, business counselling and
training services and entrepreneurship programmes (ibid.). However,
evidence from Ghana produced by Black and Castaldo (2005) suggests
that more attention might be paid to the work experience and social
networks that migrants are able to build up whilst away as factors promoting entrepreneurial activity.
At a macro-level, the short-run effects of remittances have been analysed mainly within the framework of trade-theoretic models (Djajic
1986; McCormick and Wabha 2000). At the same time, a series of studies have demonstrated the growth potential of migration in the context of capital market imperfections, with remittances allowing members of households at the middle-to-bottom end of the wealth distribution to migrate (Lucas 1987; Rozelle et al. 1999). For example,
Groenewold and Fokkema (2002) found that receipt of remittances
had a positive net effect on emigration intentions of potential emigrants in Morocco where remittances were interpreted as indicators of
emigrants’ financial success abroad. In the cases of Egypt and Turkey,
the effects of remittances on the development of emigration intentions
actually reflected the quality of interpersonal relationships between receivers (potential emigrants) and senders of remittances.
One interesting strand of literature has been concerned with the impact of remittances on inequality at origin. For instance, Adams (1989)
found that international migration, through remittances sent back,
tends to worsen economic inequality in rural Egypt, while the same
author found neutral effects in rural Pakistan (1992). In the case of
rural Mexico, Taylor and Wyatt (1996) showed that remittances were
distributed almost evenly across income groups, hence inducing a direct equalising effect in terms of economic inequality. For a small
coastal city in Nicaragua, Barham and Boucher (1998) found that remittances actually increased income inequality, although this conclusion was dependent on imputing the lost domestic earnings of remitters, rather than viewing remittances as an exogenous transfer for migrant households.
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The effect of migration on inequality is not limited to the economic
sphere. Research in Morocco by Lacroix (2004) highlights how the
transfer of money is seen as subversive to the social order (e.g. local villagers were resistant to ‘improvements’ in infrastructure brought by remittances). Evidence on the effects of migration on these and other aspects of inequality – including social and political inequality – in sending societies, has recently been reviewed by Black et al. (2005).
Migration, remittances and gender relations
One way in which migration and remittances affect home societies is
that they influence gender relations in particular and family life more
generally. For example, Venier (2003) focuses on migrants as main actors of social and territorial transformations in Kerala, South India.
From localities of high emigration, known as ‘Gulf pockets’, the increase of migration flows in the 1990s has entailed a large spatial diffusion in the state itself. More than a million people from Kerala are
directly involved in migration and one in every eight married women
has a husband in the Gulf. Focusing on the roles and responsibilities
of the wives of male emigrants who left to work in the Gulf, Venier observes that women generally gain autonomy when their husbands are
migrants, in terms of household management (including what remittances are spent on), as well as increased activities outside the house.
Migrant couples in the research communicated on a regular and intense basis via mail and telephone. The improved level of education
throughout the state of Kerala has also facilitated more equal communication between spouses.
Venier also found that migrant families invest more in the education
of their children and in particular their daughters than non-migrant families. This investment of the migration benefits in the next generation gives an opportunity to reach a better socio-economic status
through marriage. As a result of household and state investment in the
education of girls, women are now on average better educated than
men (and women of migrants better educated than their spouses).
These investments in education are partly paid back by higher dowry
prices. International migration has in this context contributed, and still
contributes, to raising the level of education of the population, as well
as maintaining the structure of dowry as a means to ensure returns on
investment in girls’ education and even increasing the amount payable.
Dowry values have increased tremendously and the financial part of
the dowry has gained importance in the total dowry bundle. At the
same time, as working conditions and revenues in the Gulf area have
deteriorated, it has become much more difficult to raise the resources
for dowries. The marriage market has changed as a result of these de-
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velopments with a more prominent role for financial and educational
value that is transferred to establish the alliance between families.
However, other research has shown different patterns: for example,
work by Gamburd (2000) in Sri Lanka shows how young women migrate to the Gulf independently in order to raise money for their own
dowries. An overview of other relevant literature is provided by Waddington (2003b).
Migration, return and development
Remittances represent one form of transfer back to sending communities, but they are not the only form. First, it is important to consider
transfers of social and human capital, as well as financial capital in
analysing the impact on home communities (Ammassari and Black
2001). In addition, each of these forms of capital may be taken back as
migrants return, rather than being ‘sent’ from abroad. Indeed, in the
Copenhagen Consensus papers on migration, one of the few things on
which all three authors agree is that return is beneficial to emigration
countries – although this conclusion might be called into question
(Black and Gent 2004).
One example of how public policy might usefully try to harness the
transferred capital of returning migrants is provided by Venier (2003),
who reports how Kerala, after the housing boom and transformation of
the land market in the 1980s, saw a rise in the number of small industries and the development of services such as banking, education and
health in the 1990s as migrants returned from the Gulf. Each of these
areas – small and medium enterprises, health and education – represents a potentially fertile sector in which public policy could intervene
to assist returnees (Tiemoko 2004), especially where these new facilities are oriented towards the population as a whole, rather than simply
the returnees.
However, work on return to West Africa suggests that migration, remittance and return represent family strategies in which it may be relatively difficult for public policy to intervene in order to increase the
beneficial impact of remittances and return on poverty and inequality
(Black and Castaldo 2005). Meanwhile, a salutary reminder of the difficulties faced is provided by Lacroix (2004), who reports that it is
mostly retired emigrants who return to southern Morocco. It is rare
that migrants of working age would return for good. He highlights the
failure of a French government initiative to co-finance small-business
projects in West Africa. In particular, returnees would not participate
in projects set up on the condition that they could not subsequently return to Europe.
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4. Outlook on future research
In this review we have highlighted research by IMISCOE researchers
in two key themes – the determinants and patterns of migration and
migration consequences, especially linked to remittances. There is certainly complementarity in the research findings, but there are also a
number of issues within these themes that remain to be further explored. These include particularly the role of networks, the nature of
links between internal and international migration and the concept of
a ‘culture of migration’. As to the role of networks, we have seen contradictory findings on how they generate or facilitate migration and its
proliferation. Important questions for future research remain here, including: under what conditions does emigration as a choice and practice influence others in the population and locality to migrate, and under what conditions does it not? And what are the patterns of mechanisms of the spreading?
Second, in terms of the links between internal and international migration, Pieke et al. (2004: 23) have argued that ‘migrants often consider international and internal migration alternatives to each other, or
use one to support or generate the capital for the other.’ Their work
also demonstrates how international migration networks were created
through internal migration and how international migration in turn increases internal migration. In Morocco, improved access to education
brings about a shift from external to internal migration (Van der Erf
2003). In Albania, remittances from international emigration have often provided the finance for family members to move from the countryside to major cities (King and Vullnetari 2003). More work is needed
to establish whether such mechanisms are contingent or structural.
Third, the concept of migration culture helps explain certain migration behaviours that cannot be explained by conventional notions. But
the concept needs to be (1) better operationalised, so that it can be compared across contexts and be both verified and falsified; (2) better analysed (e.g. to identify when and how a community produces a culture
of migration); (3) elaborated in terms of its policy implications.
Meanwhile, the wider debate on migration and development also encompasses much more than these themes – not least the growing circulation of skilled workers within a global labour market, the increasing significance of irregular migration and the emerging phenomenon
of transnationalism. The issue of global circulation of skilled workers
has clear consequences for sending countries, but is dealt with elsewhere in this volume, and for this reason will not be touched on here.
However, the other two issues do deserve mention, not least because
they are often not seen through a sending country lens.
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Firstly, the irregular nature of much movement to Europe over recent years has important implications for development that are still in
the process of being unravelled. Three key themes emerge of significance to development and developing countries: first, the growing unplanned nature and irregularity of migration; second, the impact of policies of control around Western welfare states and labour markets; and
third, the rise of trafficking and smuggling. It is generally assumed
that irregular movement is in the interests of neither migrant nor
sending or receiving countries, since it often involves dangerous conditions of travel and work, exploitation and high risks. Yet the consequences of elevated risk for patterns of movement, levels of remittances and commitment to development in home countries have rarely
been measured, whilst we know little about the effects of regularisations of migrant workers, or indeed the criminalisation of certain types
of migration on outcomes for sending areas.
Secondly, transnational activities of migrants and their associations
should be scrutinized for their development potential. Its impact may
not only be traced along direct economic or political lines, but can also
be linked to changing identities and the juxtaposition of national and
transnational forms of belonging – which in turn affect the determinants of further migration. In this sense, understanding transnationalism is central to the project of understanding migration more generally. In our case, the IMISCOE network has started to focus on one particular country (Morocco) and area (North Africa) to explore, in close
collaboration with researchers from that country/region, its impact by
focusing on:
1. Influences on integration. This theme beholds a diachronic, divergent comparison of Moroccan migrants in the variety of EU destination countries, particularly focusing on the different generations
of migrants to assess differences between 1960s labour migration
and current migrants.
2. Sending country context. Within this theme, migration and significant political, economic, social and cultural processes within Morocco are linked. This will include an assessment of the diverse range
of conditions influencing migration, the effects of migration on
these conditions and attempts to alter them with the aim of influencing migration patterns.
3. Transnational links and processes. This theme concerns an assessment of the transnational links sustained by Moroccans residing
abroad on the individual, associational and national-institutional level.
Finally, as a more general note, the field of study that we are in here
asks for a conscious effort to develop comprehensive methodologies.
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Work has been done on this, for example by Groenewold and Bilsborrow (forthcoming) who summarise the methods and research design
of the survey, particularly their stage-wise sampling method, and by
Pieke et al. (2004: 21) who detail the multi-sited ethnographic research
process and the lessons learned on how to better grasp migration
which becomes increasingly transnational in scope and fluid in nature.
However, as Black (2003a) has pointed out, Europe does not have an
initiative similar to the ‘Mexican Migration Project’ in the US, which
has provided for Mexico-US migration a substantial longitudinal database that combines breadth and depth of information on migrants and
their sending communities (Massey et al. 1994).
In this context, the IMISCOE network arguably has a unique position to build on its mix of quantitative and qualitative approaches to
migration and development. Both approaches are valuable, but where
they can be combined, this can lead to greater research strength. Only
when we examine variables of statistical significance in real contexts
and link them to other factors can we make full sense of these variables. At the same time, in-depth observation needs statistical data to
generate conclusions with more general significance. The importance
of such large-scale and integrated data for devising evidence-based policies has been increasingly recognised.
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We realise that several other theoretical and methodological approaches exist in the
literature on migration and development. In addition to the ‘New Economics of
Labour Migration’ approach mentioned above, these include migration systems
theory (Kritz et al. 1992); Appleyard’s trilogy on emigration dynamics (Appleyard
1998), as well as work by African and Asian scholars: (Abella 1993; Adepoju 2000;
Aguilar 1999; Go, 1998; Gonzalez 1998) and the work of Philip Martin (Martin
1991; Martin and Straubhaar 2002; Martin and Taylor 2001). The theory of the
migration transition is worth examining here too (Amjad 1996; Lim 1996; Zelinsky
1971).
For another description of the culture of migration, see: Kandel and Massey (2002)
on Mexican migration.
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/business/3516390.stm (retrieved on 22 March 2004).
Focusing on the hawala system of informal transfers, this IMF study of 15 countries
estimated that about $35 billion per annum of remittances was transmitted through
informal channels in the early 1980s, falling to $10 billion per annum in more recent years (El Qorchi et al., 2003). The decline was attributed to the disappearance of
the black market exchange premiums in many developing countries in the 1990s.
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Kraler, A. (2004). ‘Staatsbildungsprozesse, Migration und Identität in der Großen Seenregion. Afrikas [State Formation, Migration, and Identity in the Great Lakes Region].’
Graduate Conference ‘Powi04. Neue Impulse für die Politikwissenschaft in Österreich’/
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Lianos, T. (1997). ‘Factors Determining Migrant Remittances: The Case of Greece.’ International Migration Review 31(1): 72-87.
Lim, L.L. (1996). ‘The migration transition in Malaysia.’ Asia and Pacific Migration Journal. 5(2-3).
Liu, Q. and B. Reilly (2000). ‘The private income transfers of Chinese rural migrants:
some empirical evidence from Jinan.’ Discussion Papers in Economics, DP57. University of Sussex.
Lucas, R. (1987). ‘Emigration to South Africa’s mines.’ American Economic Review 77(3):
313-30.
Lucas, R. and O. Stark (1985). ‘Motivations to Remit: Evidence from Botswana.’ Journal of
Political Economy 93(5): 901-918.
Lucas, R. E. (2005). International Migration and Economic Development: Lessons from Lowincome Countries. London, Edward Elgar.
Maimbo, S. M. and D. Ratha (2005). Remittances: development impact and future prospects.
Washington DC, World Bank.
Markova, E. and A. H. Sarris (2002). ‘Remitting and Saving Behavior of Bulgarian Immigrants in Greece.’ Discussion Paper, no. 34. University of Athens.
Martin, P. (1991). The unfinished story: Turkish labour migration to Western Europe. Geneva:
International Labour Office
Martin, P. and Straubhaar, T. (2002). ‘Best practices to reduce migration pressures.’ International Migration. 40(3): 5-21.
Martin, P. and Taylor, J.E. (2001). ‘Managing migration: the role of economic policies.’ In
Zolberg, A.R and P.M. Benda (eds.) Global migrants, global refugees: problems and solutions. New York and Oxford: Berghahn, 95-120.
Massey, D. S., J. Arango, G. Hugo, A. Kouaouci, A. Pellegrino and J. E. Taylor (1998).
Worlds in Motion – understanding International Migration at the End of the Millenium.
Oxford, Oxford University Press.
Massey, D. S., L. Goldring and J. Durand (1994). ‘Continuities in Transnational Migration: An Analysis of Nineteen Mexican Communities.’ American Journal of Sociology
99(6): 1492-1533.
McCormick, B. and J. Wabha (2000). ‘Overseas unemployment and remittances to a dual
economy.’ Economic Journal 110: 509-534.
Merkle, L. and K. Zimmermann (1992). ‘Savings and Remittances: Guest Workers in
West Germany.’ In: K. Zimmermann. Migration and Economic Development. Berlin,
Springer-Verlag. 55-75.

62

RICHARD BLACK ET AL.

Papademetriou, D. G. and P. Martin (1991). The Unsettled Relationship: Labor Migration
and Economic Development. New York, Greenwood.
Pieke, F. N., P. Nyiri, M. Thunø and A. Ceccagno (2004). Transnational Chinese: Fujianese
Migrants in Europe. Stanford, Stanford University Press.
Pieke, F. P. (1998). ‘At the margins of the Chinese world system: The Fuzhou diaspora
in Europe.’ Project proposal as part of the Transnational Communities Programme.
Pieke, F. P. (1999). ‘Introduction: Chinese Migrations Compared.’ In: Internal and International Migration: Chinese Perspectives. F. Pieke and H. Mallee. Richmond, Surrey,
Curzon Press.
Poirine, B. (1997). ‘A Theory of Remittances as an Implicit Family Loan Arrangement.’
World Development 25(4): 589-611.
Rahman, M. (2000). ‘Migration as Status Enhancement: A Study of Bangladesh Workers
in Singapore,’ www.gradnet.de
Ramamurthy, B. (2003). ‘International Labour Migrants: Unsung Heroes of Globalisation.’ SIDA Studies 8. Stockholm: Swedish International Development Agency http://
www.sida.se/shared/jsp/download.jsp?f=SidaStudies_NO_8.pdf.
Ratha, D. (2003). ‘Workers’ remittances: an important and stable source of development
finance.’ Global Development Finance: Striving for Stability in Development Finance.
Washington, DC, World Bank.
Reilly, B., J. Litchfield and A. Castaldo (2004). Who is at risk of migrating from Albania?
Evidence from the Albanian Living Standards Measurement Survey 2002. New Perspectives on Albanian Migration and Development, Korce, Albania.
Rogaly, B. and A. Rafique (2003). ‘Struggling to save cash: seasonal migration and vulnerability in West Bengal, India.’ Development and Change 34(4): 659-682.
Rosenzweig, M. R. (2004). ‘Copenhagen Opposition Paper on Population and Migration.’
Copenhagen Consensus Challange Paper. Copenhagen: Copenhagen Consensus. http://
osp.stanford.edu/files/Opponent_Note_-2-Migration.pdf.
Rozelle, S., J. E. Taylor and A. d. Brown (1999). ‘Migration, Remittances and Agricultural
Productivity in China.’ American Economic Review 78(2): 245-50.
Russell, S. and M. S. Teitelbaum (1992). International Migration and International Trade.
Washington DC, World Bank.
Schoorl, J. (2002). Emigration: who moves and who stays? The case of Morocco, Ghana, and
Senegal. The Netherlands, Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
Schoorl, J., E. Spaan, L. Heering, H. van Dalen and G. Groenewold (2004). Poverty and
international migration intentions in Africa: the case of Egypt, Morocco, Ghana and Senegal. New York, UNFPA.
Secondi, G. (1997). ‘Private Monetary Transfers in Rural China: Are Families Altruistic.’
Journal of Development Studies 33(4): 487-511.
Skeldon, R. (1997). Migration and Development: a Global Perspective. Harlow: Addison Wesley Longman.
Skeldon, R. (2003). ‘Migration and migration policy in Asia: a synthesis of selected
cases.’ Migration, Development and Pro-Poor Policy Choices in Asia. London, Department for International Development.
Skeldon, R. (2004). Beyond remittances: other dimensions in the relationship between migration and development. New York, Population Division of the United Nations.
Sriskandarajah, D. (2005). ‘Migration and development: a new research and policy agenda.’ World Economics 6(2): 141-46.
Stark, O. (1991). The Migration of Labor. Boston, MA, Blackwell.
Stark, O. and R. E. Lucas (1988). ‘Migration, remittances and the family.’ Economic Development and Cultural Change 31: 191-96.

MIGRATION AND DEVELOPMENT: CAUSES AND CONSEQUENCES

63

Taylor, J.E. and T.J. Wyatt (1996). ‘The shadow value of migrant remittances, income and
inequality in a household farm economy.’ Journal of Development Studies 32(6): 899912.
Taylor, J.E., J. Arango, G. Hugo, A. Kouaouci, D.S. Massey and A. Pellegrino (1996). ‘International migration and national development.’ Population Index 62(2): 181-212.
Tiemoko, R. (2004). Understanding the opportunities for, and challenges to migrants’ investments in Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana. Migration and Development in Ghana, Accra.
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Waddington, C. (2003a). International Migration Policies in Asia: a Synthesis of ILO and
other literatures on policies seeking to manage the recruitment and protection of migrants,
and facilitate remittances and their investment. Migration Development and Pro-Poor
Policy Choices in Asia, Dhaka: Bangladesh, RMMRU-DFID.
Waddington, C. (2003b). ’Livelihood outcomes of migration for poor people.’ Working Papers, T1. Brighton, UK, Development Research Centre on Migration, Globalisation
and Poverty.
Xiang, B. (2000). A Village beyond Borders: the Life History of ‘Zhejiang Village’ in Beijing
(Kuayue Bianjie de Shequ-Beijing ‘Zhejiang Cun’ de Shenghuo Shi). Beijing, Threejoints Books (Sanlian Shudian).
Xiang, B. (2003a). ‘Emigration from China: the sending country’s perspective.’ International Migration 41(3): 21-48.
Xiang, B. (2003b). ‘Market, state and networks: A comparison of labour emigration
schemes of India and China.’ Third International Convention of Asia Scholars (ICAS3),
National University of Singapore.
Xiang, B. (2004). ‘A hypothesis of ’network failure.’ 5th Conference of the International Society for the Study of Chinese Overseas, Elsinore (Helsingør), Denmark.
Xiang, B. (forthcoming). Global ‘Body Shopping’: A New International Labour System in the
Information Technology Industry. Princeton, New Jersey, Princeton University Press.
Zelinksy, W. (1971). ‘The hypothesis of the mobility transition.’ Geographical Review 61(2):
219-49.
Zolberg, A. (1983). ‘The Formation of New States as a Refugee-Generating Process.’ Annals, American Academy of Social Science 467(May): 24-38.

4.

Migrants’ Citizenship: Legal Status, Rights and
Political Participation
Rainer Bauböck, Albert Kraler, Marco Martiniello
and Bernhard Perchinig1

Citizenship has emerged only recently as an important topic of research on migration and migrant integration. Before the late 1980s
there was little connection between migration research and the legal literature on nationality laws or political theories and sociological analyses of citizenship in a broader sense. In traditional overseas countries
of immigration immigrants’ access to citizenship and eventual naturalisation was taken for granted as a step in a broader process of assimilation, while in Europe the largest immigration contingents had emerged
from the recruitment of guest workers who had been invited to stay
only temporarily and were never perceived as future citizens.
Both expectations were eventually undermined when the dynamics
of the migration process interacted with political developments to generate more inclusive conceptions of citizenship. Family reunification
turned guest workers into settled immigrants. Many among these,
however, maintained strong ties to their countries of origin. For these
migrants, retaining the nationality of origin was a natural choice both
for its instrumental value as a bundle of rights and for its symbolic value as a marker of ethno-national identity. At the same time, the rights
of permanent residents in major democratic receiving states were upgraded in many areas or even equalised with those of citizens. Finally,
more and more countries of immigration abandoned the consensus in
international law that those who naturalise have to renounce their previous nationality and a growing number of sending countries also accepted multiple nationality among their expatriates. All these developments have blurred the previously bright line separating aliens from citizens. While some observers welcomed these trends as heralding a
new cosmopolitan era in which state-bound citizenship would eventually be overcome, others were concerned about migrants’ multiple
loyalties, their apparent free ride on citizenship rights without corresponding duties and about the political mobilisation of ethnic or religious identities.
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1. Three core concepts
In this chapter we trace the main steps in these developments and
highlight areas of agreement and controversy among researchers. We
have identified three analytical concepts that provide common reference points for our analyses.
The first among these concepts is a society’s political opportunity
structure. This concept has been widely used in research on migrants’
political behaviour and activities, including voter turnout and representation in political bodies, membership in political parties and organisations, lobbying, public claims-making and protest movements. A political opportunity structure consists of laws that allocate different statuses
and rights to various groups of migrants and formally constrain or enable their activities, of institutions of government and public administration in which migrants are or are not represented, of public policies
that address migrants’ claims, concerns and interests or do not, and of
a public culture that is inclusive and accepts diversity or that supports
national homogeneity and a myth of shared ancestry. In describing all
these elements of a political system as an opportunity structure we emphasise that migrants are not only objects of laws, policies and discourses but also agents who pursue their interests individually or collectively. The point of analysing a political opportunity structure is to
identify institutional incentives and disincentives that help to explain
migrants’ political choices and strategies. This need not imply that
these choices are always rational ones or that they generally achieve
their goals.
A second core concept is political integration. Integration in a broad
sense refers to a condition of societal cohesion as well as to a process
of inclusion of outsiders or newcomers. Integration in the latter sense
is generally regarded as a two-way interaction between the institutions
of a ‘receiving society’ and those who gain access that will also result
in changing the institutional framework and the modes of societal cohesion. Integration thus brings together the two perspectives on opportunity structures under the umbrella of the more normatively accentuated concept of societal cohesion. The concept of integration is open
for both transitive and intransitive use. On the one hand, political integration is an aspect of a broader process of structural integration. In
this sense it refers to access to political status, rights, opportunities
and representation for immigrants and to an equalisation of these conditions between native and immigrant populations. On the other hand,
political integration is also about migrants’ activities and participation
and their acceptance of the laws, institutional framework and political
values that ‘integrate’ a political system. The political integration of immigrants can be broken down into four dimensions: political rights,
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identification, norms and values, and participation. The more rights
they enjoy, the more they identify with the society where they live, the
more they share its political values and norms, and the more they participate and are represented in the political system, the better integrated they are.
Research on migrants’ political integration focuses on the post-migration stage in the receiving society. Circular migration patterns, immigrants’ links to their countries of origin, and these countries’ policies
towards their expatriates may be taken into account as external factors
but are generally regarded as obstacles for integration. This is a serious
limitation that can be overcome by expanding research towards transnational arenas and activities. Political transnationalism is thus the third
core concept that informs our approach to the migration-citizenship
nexus. Studies on migrant transnationalism challenge the separation
between migration and integration stages. Research on political transnationalism has focused mostly on migrants’ political identities and activities in relation to their countries of origin. However, the concept applies also to the status of external citizenship and to sending country
policies vis-à-vis emigrant communities and the destination state. Finally, transnational citizenship has been interpreted as a broader transformation of political membership in migration contexts. This is most
visible in the proliferation of multiple nationality but pertains also to
the separation of citizenship rights from formal citizenship status and
the emergence of a residential citizenship for foreign nationals in democratic immigration countries (Bauböck 1994).

2. Citizenship status, rights and obligations
Citizenship is a very old concept that has undergone many transformations. Since the times of ancient Athenian democracy its core meaning
has been a status of membership in a self-governing political community. Today, citizenship has acquired many other meanings ranging
from the legal status of nationality to the virtues of the ‘good citizen’
who contributes to the community. In this section, we will focus on a
broad political conception of citizenship that refers to individual membership, rights and participation in a polity. In migration contexts, citizenship marks a distinction between members and outsiders based on
their different relations to particular states. Free movement within state
territories and the right to readmission to this territory have become a
hallmark of modern citizenship. Yet in the international arena citizenship serves as a control device that strictly limits state obligations towards foreigners and permits governments to keep them out of, or remove them from, their jurisdiction. A migration perspective therefore
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highlights the boundaries of citizenship and political control over entry
and exit as well as the fact that foreign residents remain in most countries deprived of the core rights of political participation.
Nationality as a filter for regulating migration
From an international perspective, citizenship is a sorting device for allocating human populations to sovereign states. The basic principle in
international law pertaining to citizenship is self-determination. Apart
from very few constraints, states are free to determine under their own
laws who their citizens are. Such self-determination inevitably generates conflicts when international migration produces large numbers of
expatriates living outside their states of origin and of foreign nationals
in destination countries. A major area of research is to study how
norms of international law and domestic state law and practices in this
area have changed in response to migration. Trends and causes for
convergence with regard to rules for the acquisition and loss of nationality and the toleration of multiple citizenship will be discussed in the
following section. Here we want to emphasise how the determination
of nationality is important for state capacities in regulating migration
flows. Democratic states are committed to free emigration, but all sovereign states claim a right to control their borders. In this respect, citizenship operates as a filter in two basic ways. First, states are obliged
to (re)admit their own nationals to their territory. These include nationals born abroad who have inherited their parents’ citizenship. Second, states may impose specific restrictions on certain nationals (e.g.
through visa requirements) while opening their borders for others
(such as European Union citizens migrating to other member states).
Several states (among others Israel, Italy, Japan, Germany, Greece,
Spain and Portugal) have also adopted preferences for foreign nationals
whom they consider as part of a larger ethnic nation or as cultural and
linguistic relatives who will more easily integrate in the destination
country. With some notable exceptions (e.g. Thränhardt 2000; Levy &
Weiss 2002; Münz & Ohliger 2003; Joppke 2005), ethnic immigration
preferences are a rather neglected topic in comparative migration research. This may partly be due to the fact that co-ethnic immigration
does not fit well into dominant migration theories that focus on economic push and pull factors and on the sociology of migration networks. From these perspectives, it is not easy to understand why states
would encourage the immigration of co-ethnics who crowd out other
migrants with better skills and – in the German, Israeli and Japanese
cases – are sometimes not even familiar with the destination state’s
language. There is also a normative puzzle, which has not been fully
explored, concerning the legitimacy of such distinctions. In the 1960s
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and 1970s, the exclusion of particular ethnic and racial groups from
immigration was abandoned in the US, Canada and Australia and it is
also generally regarded as illegitimate in today’s European immigration
states. The question of whether preferential admission on similar
grounds, which is still widespread and potentially growing, also
amounts to discrimination is disputed and requires further clarification. Migration research must be combined with studies of nationbuilding and nationalism for explaining the persistence of such preferential treatment as well as for evaluating it.
Membership, ties and belonging
There is an emerging literature on modes of belonging that focuses on
migrants’ constructions of their own identities in relation to different
places, groups and countries (e.g. Christiansen & Hedetoft 2004; Rummens 2003; Sicakkan & Lithman 2005). Seen from a different angle,
such affiliations may be called ties or stakes. The notion of migrants’
social, cultural, economic and political ties focuses our attention less
on identities and more on social relations and practices that structure
individual lives and can be directly observed.2 Such ties may be called
‘stakes’ once we consider them as linking individual interests with
those of other persons and communities, including large-scale political
communities.
Of these three modes of affiliation, ‘belonging’ is the most flexible
and open-ended one. Migrants may not only develop a sense of belonging to several societies, regions, cities, ethnic and cultural traditions or
religious and political movements; they can also feel to belong to imagined communities located in a distant past or future. Modes of belonging will, however, not be purely subjective since they always refer
to some socially constructed entity and are shaped by discourses within
these about who belongs and who does not. Migrating between distinct
societies also creates multiple social ties and political and economic
stakes. Different from a sense of belonging, these ties and stakes express how migrants’ opportunities structurally depend on their affiliations.
Citizenship is a more discriminating concept than both ties and belonging because it is a status of membership granted by an established
or aspiring political community. Citizenship is neither a purely subjective phenomenon (as is a sense of belonging) nor is it objective in the
sense that it can be inferred from external observation of a person’s social circumstances and activities. Citizenship is instead based on a quasi-contractual relation between an individual and a collectivity. In contrast with belonging and ties, membership is also a binary concept that
marks a boundary between insiders and outsiders. This boundary may
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be permeable or impermeable, it may be stable or shifting, and it may
be clearly marked or become somewhat blurred. But it is always recognisable as a threshold. If you cross it, your status, rights and obligations in relation to a political community change as a consequence.
These considerations point to two different tasks for research. There
is an agenda for empirical research on ‘misalignments’ (Sicakkan &
Lithman 2005; Hampshire 2005) between citizenship, ties and belonging. And there is a task for comparative as well as normative legal and
political analysis of political institutions and practices to examine how
migrants’ multiple and shifting affiliations are taken into account in
determining their membership status (see e.g. Castles & Davidson
2000).
Rights and duties
In a famous lecture the British sociologist T. H. Marshall (1949/1965)
identified civil, political and social rights as three dimensions of citizenship. Marshall’s analytical model has raised interesting questions
for migration research. A first question concerns foreign nationals’ access to the three bundles of rights. Even irregular migrants can formally claim certain basic rights of civil citizenship that are considered
human rights, e.g. due process rights in court or elementary social
rights such as emergency health care or public schooling for their children. On the one hand, these rights are obviously precarious since they
effectively depend on a right to residence and because most states of
immigration accept only few constraints on their discretionary powers
of deportation and expulsion of migrants in irregular status. On the
other hand, regularisation measures have been frequent in all Mediterranean EU states and have also been occasionally implemented in traditional immigration states, such as France or the USA.
Immigrants in regular status have access to additional rights. On the
civil rights dimension, freedom of speech, association and assembly
was strongly restricted for foreign nationals in most democratic countries before World War II. There are remaining limitations in certain
states concerning political activities, e.g. public demonstrations or the
right to form political parties and to sit on their boards. However, by
and large, core civil rights have been extended to legal foreign residents, again with the important exception of migration-related rights
such as protection against expulsion, the right to return from abroad,
and family reunification in the country of residence.
On the social citizenship dimension, in democratic states with a
longer history of immigration, there is nowadays comparatively little legal exclusion of foreign nationals in the provision of public education,
health and housing and from financial benefits such as social insur-
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ance payments in cases of unemployment, sickness, work accidents or
retirement. The pattern is very different in needs-based and meanstested public welfare systems where foreign nationals are frequently excluded or receive reduced benefits. The rationale behind this discrimination is that immigrants are supposed to be either self-supporting or
to be supported by their sponsors. In contrast with virtually all other citizenship rights, inclusion of migrants into social citizenship is also
not an irreversible process. In the 1990s, legal residents in the US and
in Australia were deprived of welfare benefits (Aleinikoff 2000; Zappala & Castles 2000).3 In a broader conception of social citizenship, one
should include not merely legal equality of public entitlements but also
protection against discrimination in employment, housing, education
and health. The anti-discrimination directives of the European Union
have obliged member states to expand and harmonise their policies in
this area without, however, covering discrimination on grounds of third
country nationality. An even more substantive conception of social citizenship would look at unequal rates of poverty or opportunities for upward social mobility. In this respect, the gaps in achieving full social citizenship for immigrants are obviously still very large.
Political participation and representation is the dimension of citizenship from which foreign nationals remain generally excluded. However, even in this area we find patterns of partial inclusion. Currently
non-citizen voting rights in political elections exist, or are explicitly provided for in the national constitution without having been implemented, in 45 democracies (Bauböck 2005). Often such alien franchise is
only granted to citizens of specific countries or is limited to regional
and local elections. Active voting rights in national elections for all immigrants with a certain period of residence exist in Chile, New Zealand, Uruguay and Malawi. In Europe, Ireland, the UK and Portugal
grant voting rights in national elections to privileged categories of nationals. Another significant European development is the emergence of
a ‘residential citizenship’ with voting rights at municipal level disconnected from nationality in 14 of the 25 EU states. Additionally, all EU
citizens residing in another member state enjoy the franchise in local
and European Parliament elections. This development may be interpreted as a gradual emancipation of local citizenship from nation-state
citizenship, with the former becoming more open than the latter for
the inclusion of immigrants (see Aleinikoff & Klusmeyer 2002, chapter 3).
Comparative analyses of the rights of foreign nationals that go beyond documenting legal developments are still rare. A comprehensive
and reliable set of standardised indicators for citizenship inclusion of
migrants could be of great importance for researchers and policymakers alike. Ideally, these indicators should be applied to a large sam-
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ple of countries and updated each year. This would permit not only
ranking countries but also measuring convergence and divergence
across time as well as progress with regard to equality and inclusion
within each country and for specific sets of rights.
Measuring is not explaining, but it must be the basis for testing various explanatory hypotheses suggested by Freeman (1998), Guiraudon
(1998), Guiraudon and Lahav (2000) and Hansen (2002) among
others. These include the influence of migrant lobby and advocacy
groups, a judiciary relatively insulated from politics, path dependency
of rights accumulation within a particular constitutional framework
and the nature of ‘policy arenas’ where decisions are exposed to the
public or made behind closed doors and in a consensual or competitive
setting. Hypotheses about such factors have been used to explain the
general expansion of rights for foreign residents, as well as the specific
differences and time lags between countries and different types of
rights. We may need to consider other factors when analysing recent
backlashes in several European countries where political imperatives of
immigration control and assimilation have spilled over into restrictions
of rights of settled foreign residents, e.g. with regard to family reunification.
Comparative studies on migrants’ access to citizenship and rights as
foreign residents will allow testing of two widespread assumptions that
we may call the convergence and liberalisation hypotheses. The former
claims that citizenship policies of democratic countries of immigration
are moving closer to each other. This might be explained as a result of,
first, spontaneous policy transfers through learning from successful examples, second, integration into international and supra-national institutions, such as the Council of Europe and the European Union, which
then develop a harmonisation agenda with regard to citizenship policies and, third, globalisation that increases interdependencies between
states, limits their sovereignty and exposes them to similar immigration flows from a growing diversity of origins. The liberalisation hypothesis assumes furthermore that such convergence is towards more
liberal standards of inclusion. This direction has been attributed either
to the emergence of a global human rights discourse (Soysal 1994) or
to the growing impact of constitutional courts that share interpretations of legal norms across national boundaries (Joppke 2001). The
convergence and liberalisation hypotheses have so far been generally
defended based on anecdotal evidence from a limited number of case
studies. A much more comprehensive and methodologically sophisticated approach would be needed.
While there are many studies on ‘denizenship’ rights (Hammar
1990), less research has been carried out on other forms of ‘quasi-citizenship’ that are not based on residence but on special bilateral rela-
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tions with other states or on cultural and ethnic preferences for certain
immigrants. The most prominent example of this is, of course, EU citizenship. Other cases include Commonwealth citizens in the UK, Nordic citizens in the Nordic states and Latin Americans in the Iberian Peninsula.
Liberal theories of citizenship from World War II to the 1980s prioritised rights over duties. More recently, republican and communitarian
discourses have re-emphasised moral obligations and responsibilities
as well as legal duties of citizenship. Are there specific patterns how
these apply to non-citizen immigrants? Duties of education and paying
taxes or social security contributions are not attached to nationality but
to residence, income and employment. By contrast, military and jury
service are generally regarded as linked to citizenship status since these
duties have historically been at the very core of ancient and early modern notions of citizenship. Even this is, however, not a universal pattern. Although international law does not allow forcing foreign nationals into the army, permanent residents in the US would be liable to
perform military service if the government decided to reintroduce the
draft.
Citizenship duties are thus applied to migrants in a less gradual and
differentiated way than citizenship rights. Yet receiving countries have
periodically asserted a specific obligation of immigrants to assimilate
or integrate and have used the naturalisation process as an occasion
for asserting a duty of loyalty that remains at best implicit for native citizens. Austria, Denmark, Germany, Finland, the Netherlands and Sweden have introduced integration courses for newcomers that consist
mainly of language training with some additional practical orientation
and information on the legal and political system of the receiving country. The trend in this area is towards mandatory participation for wider
categories, higher fees and stiffer penalties for failing to participate or
to pass the exam. Government institutions in the states concerned have
commissioned comparative studies on the experience in other countries or evaluation reports where such programmes have been in place
for some time (e.g. Entzinger 2004; Michalowski 2004). There is also
a new political theory literature that addresses the normative question
whether or how immigrants should have to learn the language of the
receiving society (Kymlicka & Patten 2003). What is missing so far are
policy analyses that explain this new orientation in the integration policies of European states.
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3. Access to nationality
Migrants’ access to nationality has been studied from various perspectives. A first research agenda compares variations in legal rules for acquisition at birth or through naturalisation and their practical implementation over time and across countries. This can be done from a
perspective of positive law, from a political science view that seeks to
explain policy decisions and outcomes, or from a normative perspective
that considers how principles of equality, inclusion or freedom of
choice apply to this policy domain. A second set of research questions
focuses on migrants’ preferences and decisions concerning naturalisation. What are their motives and how are their choices shaped by policies and structural incentives? How can we explain variations in the
propensity to naturalise over time and between different migrant
groups? What are the impacts of naturalisation for migrants’ opportunities in the wider society and for patterns of economic, social and cultural integration? These questions generally require sociological approaches and quantitative methods of statistical analysis as well as qualitative research on motivations.
Comparing naturalisation regimes
With regard to the former set of questions, there are a number of comparative legal, historical and political case studies of smaller or larger
samples of countries. What has been missing so far are systematic
comparisons of legal rules that allow for more rigorous testing of the
convergence and liberalisation hypotheses by going beyond contextual
analyses of individual countries. As far as attempts to explain citizenship policies are concerned, there are two contrasting sets of hypotheses. One affirms that citizenship policy is not merely one aspect of a
general migrant integration policy but expresses different conceptions
and traditions of national identity. An alternative hypothesis suggests
that citizenship, even more so than other areas of migrant integration
policy, is a lawyers’ rather than a politicians’ domain. According to this
view, convergence has its roots in an ‘epistemic community’ of legal
scholars and judges who use similar approaches even when starting
from divergent constitutional traditions (Galbreath 2004). In order to
be able to test hypotheses of this kind we need not only more precise
data that allow for an international comparison of laws and their implementation, but we need also additional studies on the policy making
process that explore the arenas and networks of actors involved.
Existing comparative analyses (e.g. Hansen & Weil 2001a) and data
collected in a recent project (Bauböck et al. 2006) show that there is
still a remarkable diversity between European nationality laws concern-
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ing conditions for acquisition of citizenship by birth as well as by naturalisation. To the extent that there is convergence, it appears to be
rather slow. This is, on the one hand, due to a lack of EU competency
for harmonisation or setting of minimum standards. On the other
hand, policy imitation across countries seems to be also less developed
than in other areas of integration policy.
Migrants’ choices of legal status and their consequences
When we consider the second set of questions, there is, first, a problem with statistical data on naturalisation, of which there are four
types: (1) Administrative data on naturalisation, i.e. naturalisation statistics, which in most Western countries provide breakdowns for gender, age and former nationality; (2) census data, which would be a very
reliable and rich source but unfortunately rarely contain information
on naturalisation and naturalised persons; (3) population registers that
may contain information on naturalised persons and can sometimes
(e.g. in the Nordic countries) be linked to a variety of other data sets
containing socio-economic indicators, which makes them particularly
useful for answering the question of whether naturalisation improves
socio-economic opportunities; (4) survey data, which may provide additional information on topics often not covered by official statistics, such
as the migrants’ intention to naturalise, their expectations about citizenship acquisition and whether toleration of dual nationality changes
their propensity to naturalise (see Council of Europe 1995; Eurostat
2002).4
The most often used indicators for measuring citizenship acquisition
are naturalisation rates, i.e. numbers of naturalisations in a given year
divided by the foreign population at the beginning of the year. These
are in fact demographic transition rates that measure the decline of the
foreign population through naturalisation. Often they are, however, interpreted as indicators for either the restrictiveness or generosity of nationality laws, or for the propensity of different migrant groups to acquire citizenship. While both factors obviously influence naturalisation
rates, these are also determined by a number of other variables, such
as net immigration rates that inflate the denominator. Where data on
immigration cohorts (i.e. those arriving in the same year) are available,
these can be used for rough estimates of numbers of persons eligible
for naturalisation. Naturalisation rates are also hard to compare between ius soli and ius sanguinis regimes because the native-born second
and third generations will be counted as foreign population in the latter, but will also be more likely to naturalise and can thereby increase
the numerator, too (see Waldrauch & Çinar 2003).
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Turning to migrants’ motivations for naturalising, one must take
into account institutional factors in countries of residence and origin
as well as characteristics of migrant groups eligible for naturalisation.
Legal obstacles or incentives for naturalisation are not only to be found
in nationality laws and decrees for their implementation, but also in
the regulation of the status of foreign nationals in the country of residence and of expatriates as defined by the sending state. For example,
reforms that deprive resident foreigners of some of their rights to social welfare or to family reunification have often triggered a rush towards naturalisation. The impact of rules in the country of origin depends largely on the toleration of multiple nationality in the receiving
state. If naturalisation requires renouncing a previous citizenship, then
a loss of external rights to inheritance or property in land and, most
importantly, the right to readmission, may act as an important deterrent. One must, however, also consider that, in a world with huge economic inequalities and large zones of great political instability, the citizenship of wealthy and democratic states has a strong instrumental value. There is empirical evidence that migrants from crisis-ridden
regions holding a Western citizenship are more likely to take the risks
of return than their counterparts with a lesser legal status (Fink-Nielsen et al. 2004; Kibreab 2003).
Among the characteristics of migrants themselves that influence
their decision to naturalise are the time of residence, socio-demographic characteristics such as sex, age, occupational status and place
of birth (in country or abroad) as well as future migration plans, knowledge about naturalisation options and the presence of emotional, social
or family ties to the country of residence and country of origin (see
Diehl & Blohm 2003). Such decisions are also not purely individual
ones, but are often taken collectively within a family and they may be
strongly influenced by attitudes within an ethnic community. Whether
a desire for political participation in the country of residence is a relevant motive will depend on the political opportunity structure in a
broad sense (i.e. not merely on the right to vote, but on the expected representation of migrants’ interests).
An emerging issue of research, little studied so far in Europe but
with important pioneering studies in the US and Canada, is the question of whether the acquisition of citizenship has a positive impact on
the naturalised person’s socio-economic integration. In Europe, detailed
datasets (with longitudinal data) that permit an in-depth analysis of socio-economic consequences of naturalisation matching North American research are available only in Scandinavia, the Netherlands and
Belgium.5 One of the main issues is how to interpret empirical results
that often show naturalised immigrants in better socio-economic positions than non-naturalised ones in the same migration cohort. The
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question is whether this outcome is a consequence of the change of
status or of a process of self-selection (Rallu 2004). Is naturalisation
the cause of upward mobility or are those migrants with a greater potential for upward mobility also more likely to naturalise?
Qualitative studies with in-depth interviews or focus groups can shed
some light on questions that are difficult to answer on the basis of statistical data. They can, on the one hand, explore migrants’ knowledge,
instrumental motives and emotional attitudes towards naturalisation,
and, on the other hand, compare experiences of discrimination or social mobility between those who have naturalised and those who have
not (see Wunderlich 2005).

4. Transnational and external citizenship
Relations between migrants and countries, regions or local communities of origin have been at the centre of studies on transnational migration. In its broadest sense, this term signals a paradigm change in
migration research from a traditional approach of regarding migration
as a unidirectional movement that ends with settlement and assimilation in the destination society. Transnational migration studies emphasise instead: that migration is often a process of going back and forth
several times between different countries, that even immigrants who
are long-term residents may retain strong ties to countries of origin
and participate in these countries’ developments, e.g. by sending home
remittances, and that also sedentary populations who never migrate
themselves participate in transnational networks and activities when
they are linked to migrants through family and ethnic networks.
The Oxford-based transnational communities project, led by Steven
Vertovec, and several other scholars (e.g. Glick Schiller et al. 1995;
Pries 1997; Faist 2000; Portes 2001; Levitt 2001; Nyberg-Sørensen &
Olwig 2002; Guarnizo 2003) have established migrant transnationalism as an important and growing field of theoretical and empirical research.
Claims about the importance of this phenomenon are, however, disputed by scholars who emphasise, on the one hand, that transnationalism is not a historically new phenomenon6 and, on the other hand,
that active involvement in transnational practices may be quite limited
among first generation migrants and will gradually fade away over subsequent generations.
Political theorists who have combined the concepts of transnationalism and citizenship have interpreted the term transnationalism in a
somewhat broader sense than most of the sociological and anthropological literature (Bauböck 1994, 2003; Kleger 1997). Transnational citi-
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zenship refers not only to migrants’ political activities directed towards
their countries of origin but also to institutional changes and new conceptions of citizenship in states linked to each other through migration
chains. Transnational citizenship may be described as overlapping
memberships between separate territorial jurisdictions that blur their
political boundaries to a certain extent. This phenomenon includes external citizenship rights in states of origin, denizenship and cultural
minority rights in states of migrant settlement, and multiple nationality. Empirical research in this field ought to study, on the one hand,
how migrants combine or choose between various political identities
and statuses and, on the other hand, how the policies of the states involved impact on each other.
External citizenship policies of sending states
While there is a substantial body of theoretical literature of empirical
case studies on migrants’ access to rights in destination countries,
much less attention has been devoted to external citizenship rights that
migrants enjoy in their countries of origin. These include minimally
the right to return and to diplomatic protection. Sending states differ
with regard to property rights concerning inheritance and property in
land, which are of particular importance for migrants who want to
keep their return options open. Finally, external citizenship may also
include certain welfare benefits, cultural support and the right to vote.
A growing number of sending states have introduced absentee ballots
and some (among them Colombia, France, Italy and Portugal) have
even reserved seats in parliament for the expatriate constituency (Itzigsohn 2000; Bauböck 2005). Long-distance voting raises a number of
normative problems. Should expatriates be represented in parliaments
whose legislation will not apply to them? Should they have a vote even
if they have not been exposed to public debates about the candidates
and issues (López-Guerra 2005)? A stakeholder approach to citizenship
may allow affirmative answers for those migrants whose ongoing ties
to their ‘homelands’ involve them deeply in its present political life and
future destiny.
Many sending states have also set up specialised administrative entities dealing with nationals, and sometimes also former nationals,
abroad. This is often an explicit acknowledgement of the valuable contributions external citizens make to the national economy through
their remittances and to the state more generally, but it is also motivated by efforts, in particular in more authoritarian states, to keep a
certain level of control over emigrants. From the perspective of both
migrants and the state, the maintenance of external citizenship ties
may also reflect broader symbolic and cultural concerns. Sending gov-
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ernments often encourage citizens abroad to retain their citizenship
and transmit their nationality to their descendants. Other states do not
even permit their citizens to renounce their nationality. Both policies
contribute to the increasing incidence of dual nationality. In several
Mediterranean and Eastern European countries a conscious effort is often made to re-establish links with relatively old migrant diasporas
abroad, mainly by facilitating and encouraging the reacquisition of citizenship (see on Poland Górny et al. 2004).
External citizenship poses several tasks for future research. How do
citizenship policies of sending and receiving states interact with each
other? Why and how do states encourage their citizens abroad to retain
their nationality? Which rights and duties of citizenship are deterritorialised and linked to external citizenship? The lack of comparative and
normative studies on external citizenship rights is a major gap in current research. Closing it is also important from a ‘receiving state’ perspective since sending-state policies in this area are a major factor determining immigrants’ choices between return migration, permanent
settlement as foreign residents and naturalisation.
Multiple citizenship
In international law, multiple nationality is not a new concern. What
has dramatically changed since the mid-1980s is the previously widely
accepted doctrine that this phenomenon is an evil to be avoided as far
as possible. This traditional view rested on several assumptions. From
a domestic perspective all states were assumed to have an interest in
the undivided loyalty of their citizens and from an international perspective overlapping membership was regarded as source of conflict between states. Second, dual nationality was also seen as detrimental for
the individual concerned since it could lead to the imposition of multiple obligations such as military service or to a lack of diplomatic protection in the country of second citizenship. Conversely, the accumulation
of rights in several countries was regarded as an unfair privilege not
enjoyed by the native ‘singular’ citizens. Finally, dual citizenship was
seen as an impediment to immigrant integration by encouraging attachment to a foreign country and culture of origin (Hansen & Weil
2002: 7). In recent years there has been a new academic interest in
dual nationality (e.g. Hammar 1985; Martin & Hailbronner 2003; Hansen & Weil 2001b; Faist et al. 2004; Howard 2005) stirred by empirical
evidence about the growth of the phenomenon, by new legislation in a
number of states that abandoned renunciation requirements as a condition for naturalisation and by public debates in other countries.
There are clear signs of increased toleration of dual nationality notwith-
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standing the fact that token opposition to dual nationality has remained widespread.
A major part of the phenomenon is due to dual acquisition of nationality at birth by children born in mixed marriages or in countries
with ius soli provisions. The more controversial mechanism is the retaining of a previous nationality in naturalisations. While the legal and
normative arguments pro and contra multiple nationality have been extensively stated, there is still a lack of hypotheses and comparative research on the conditions under which dual nationality is likely to be accepted and on the driving forces behind changes of citizenship policy.
From the available evidence, however, it seems that the explicit acceptance of dual nationality in Europe is very much driven by native elites
and emigrant citizens, and involves immigrant groups mainly as clients rather than as actors.
The impact of sending state policies on dual citizenship has been
generally neglected. Sending states may contribute to the proliferation
not merely through ius sanguinis rules, but also when they either refuse to release persons who naturalise abroad or when they encourage
them to retain or reacquire their previous citizenship. The opposite impact may be expected when countries of origin make expatriation less
costly in terms of procedures, fees and loss of rights, as Turkey did in
1995. Such effects may, however, be largely offset by emotional attachments and by instrumental advantages of holding two passports.
There is little quantitative evidence on dual nationality. Even the
plausible claim that this phenomenon is increasing is hard to document since states generally register only their own citizenship. Occasionally, multiple nationality is included in census or survey data, but
reliable statistics would have to be international rather than national
ones.

5. Migrant citizenship in the European Union
There is abundant research on the impact of European integration on
migration and refugee policies. Social scientists have been fascinated
by the question how a supra-national union of states engaged in building an area of free movement deals with member state prerogatives in
determining the admission and rights of third country nationals. And
the EU has channelled research funding towards such questions since
these were deemed of great political relevance for the Commission’s
projects. A lot of ink has also been spilled on the question of whether
citizenship of the Union formally introduced in the Maastricht Treaty
represents a move towards new postnational or cosmopolitan conceptions of citizenship or is, instead, nothing more than a symbolic sweet-
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ener for the ongoing transfer of sovereignty towards a largely unaccountable European bureaucracy. These two topics have, however,
rarely been linked systematically by asking how citizenship at the European level has affected the status of third country nationals.
There are three major research tasks in this area. A first one concerns the evolution of EU citizenship itself as essentially a bundle of
rights for internal migrants within the Union who are nationals of a
member state. A second issue concerns the access of third country nationals to this status, and a third is about the benefits of a general harmonisation of fundamental rights and anti-discrimination policies for
third country nationals and about the emergence of an alternative status of residential or civic citizenship for long-term resident third country nationals disconnected from their nationality.
The evolution of Union citizenship
The roots of Union citizenship can be traced back to the 1970s when
Community politicians first began to discuss ‘European identity’. Initial concepts merely included student mobility, the exchange of teachers
and the harmonisation of diplomas. A broader approach emerged at
the 1973 Copenhagen summit where the European Commission suggested to introduce a ‘passport union’ as well as ‘special rights’ for citizens of member states (Wiener 1997). In 1975 the Heads of Government of Belgium and Italy for the first time proposed to enfranchise
all Community nationals on the local level. The Commission’s technical report on special rights went even further by stating that these ‘first
and foremost’ imply ‘the rights to vote, to stand for election and to become a public official at local, regional and national levels’ (Connolly et
al. 2005: 6-8). In the 1980s, the prevailing political paradigm changed
towards economic integration and the rights associated with freedom
of movement. This new focus pushed political participation to the
background of debates on European Union citizenship. It was only in
1992 that the Treaty of Maastricht established citizenship of the Union
as one of the three pillars of European political union in Article 8-8e
(now Art. 17-22) of the EC Treaty.
These provisions created a new type of citizenship that departs in
significant ways from the well-known pattern of nested citizenship in
federal states, whose nationals are both citizens of a constituent unit (a
province, region, canton or state) and of the larger federation. Apart
from the right to vote in European Parliament elections, EU citizenship
is of little significance for persons living within a member state whose
nationals they are. The main beneficiaries are internal migrants who
take up residence in another member state. Union citizens possess civil, social and political rights (and duties) with regard to the nation-
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state whose nationality they hold and they enjoy residential and social
rights, but not the full range of political rights, vis-à-vis a second member state in which they reside. Voting rights are only granted at local
and European levels but not for national elections in another member
state. Furthermore, rights of Union citizenship, particularly the right
of residence, may still be revoked in case of a threat to public order.
Third country nationals enjoy social rights, providing that they are
members of the labour force, but few other rights comparable to those
of Union citizens and no political rights at all. Thus the current form
of Union citizenship, although extending the rights of Union citizens
in other member states, has not overcome the boundaries of statebased nationality. On the contrary, it has cemented the clear divide between nationals, Union citizens from another member state and thirdcountry nationals. It is also remarkable that the content of rights attached to EU citizenship has remained unchanged since 1992
although the drafting of the Charter of Fundamental Rights and of the
Constitutional Treaty had provided ample opportunities for redefining
and expanding it.
Whereas the strategies of political actors involved in the making of
European migration policies have been studied to some extent (Favell
2001, Geddes & Guiraudon 2002, Guiraudon 2001, 2003), research on
the politics of European citizenship policy is still quite limited. This research gap contributes to the low level of visibility of the issue in the
public discourse on European integration. In particular, too little attention has been devoted to the role of the European Court of Justice
(ECJ) in the development of Union citizenship. In a 2001 decision the
ECJ stated that ‘Union citizenship is destined to be the fundamental
status of nationals of the member states, enabling those who find
themselves in the same situation to enjoy the same treatment in law irrespective of their nationality, subject to such exceptions as expressly
provided for’.7 This could indicate that, in the absence of consensus at
the political level, the ECJ’s interpretation of Union citizenship might
trigger a further evolution of the concept. A similar development occurred in the past with regard to the expansion of rights of Community
workers towards rights attached to residence in another member state.
For the time being, however, EU citizenship still is like a glove turned
inside out: ‘It cannot act within the territory of nationality but only outside it though it purports to express citizen rights’ (Guild 2004: 14).
As no reporting procedure has been implemented, there is no comprehensive information available on how citizens of the Union make
use of their political rights. With regard to elections to the European
Parliament, the available data show a significantly lower turnout of Union citizens living in a second member state as compared to nationals
of this state. There are no data on turnout rates for municipal elections
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available, but the low number of non-nationals elected to municipal
councils reported to the Commission clearly shows that Union citizens
are not well represented in local councils (Connolly et al. 2005: 16).
Access to Union citizenship and member state nationality
One peculiar feature of Union citizenship is that the institutions of
European polity to which this membership refers have no power to
confer or withdraw the status. The Amsterdam Treaty stated that ‘Citizenship of the Union shall complement and not replace national citizenship’ (now Art. 17 TEC). The former is therefore directly derived
from the latter. Moreover, the member states’ nationality laws, which
indirectly regulate the acquisition and loss of EU citizenship, fall outside Union competence and differ dramatically from each other
(Preuss et al. 2003). In the Micheletti and Chen cases the ECJ has stated that the competence of each member state to lay down the conditions for the acquisition and loss of nationality must be exercised with
due regard to Community law.8 However, this reservation has not had
a major impact so far (cf. Guild 1996: 45; De Groot 2003: 19). As long
as member states continue to hold the sole right to regulate acquisition
and loss of citizenship, they can even undermine Union policies with
regard to the integration of immigrants by raising the requirements for
naturalisation.
From a theoretical and normative perspective, the elements and dynamics of this peculiar European architecture of citizenship have been
evaluated differently and there is still need for conceptual debate and
clarification in this area. It has been suggested that Union citizenship
should be fully disconnected from member state nationality, or should
at least be directly accessible for third country nationals who have resided in the Union for a certain number of years (Migrants Forum
1996). Some researchers have gone further in proposing that at the level of member states, too, immigrants should be turned into citizens
automatically without having to naturalise (Rubio-Marı́n 2000; Kostakopoulou 2003). One way of clarifying these issues is to distinguish
the linkage between Union citizenship and member state nationality
(i.e. each Union citizen is a national of a member state and vice versa)
from the mode of derivation (of Union citizenship from member state
nationality instead of other way round) and from inequality in conditions of acquisition and loss (of Union citizenship because of the lack
of harmonisation of nationality laws). Rejecting any of these elements
in the present architecture has specific implications for reform that
need to be spelled out.9
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Civic citizenship and European rights for third country nationals
While the EU has failed to use its own citizenship as an instrument
for political integration of third country nationals, it has to a certain extent embraced the alternative option of harmonising the legal status
and rights of long-term third country nationals. The 1998 Amsterdam
Treaty opened this possibility by bringing migration under Community
competence. In 1999 the Tampere European Council outlined this
agenda by stating that long-term resident third country nationals
should enjoy ‘rights and obligations comparable to those of EU citizens’, that their legal status ‘should be approximated to that of member
states’ nationals’ and they should be granted in their country of residence ‘a set of uniform rights which are as near as possible to those
enjoyed by EU citizens’ (Presidency Conclusions, Tampere European
Council 15 and 16 October 1999). Although this conclusion was weaker
than the initial draft, which had used the term equal rights, against the
background of widespread legal discrimination against third country
nationals in most member states, this was still a fairly strong statement. The Commission took up the ball by drafting directives on admission of third country nationals for employment, on family reunification and the legal status of long-term residents. Due to considerable
resistance from several member states, the former proposal was
shelved while the latter two directives were adopted in substantially watered down versions.
In 2000, the Commission introduced the new concept of civic citizenship: ‘The legal status granted to third country nationals would be
based on the principle of providing sets of rights and responsibilities
on a basis of equality with those of nationals but differentiated according to the length of stay while providing for progression to permanent
status. In the longer term this could extend to offering a form of civic
citizenship, based on the EC Treaty and inspired by the Charter of Fundamental Rights, consisting of a set of rights and duties offered to
third country nationals’ (COM (2000) 757 final: 21). In a later communication the Commission specifically included under this heading local
voting rights for third-country nationals. It also outlined for the first
time European standards for member state’s nationality laws by suggesting that ‘naturalization should be rapid, secure and non-discretionary’ and that for second and third generation immigrants ‘nationality
laws should provide automatic or semi-automatic access’ to citizenship
(COM (2003) 336 final: 22). Civic citizenship is described as a status
that helps immigrants to settle successfully but also as ‘a first step towards acquiring the nationality of the member state concerned’ (ibid:
23). Proposals along similar lines had been previously made by aca-

MIGRANTS' CITIZENSHIP

85

demic researchers, e.g. Philippe Schmitter’s suggestion to introduce a
European denizenship (Schmitter 2000).
While civic citizenship has so far remained an aspiration more than
a manifest development, immigrants have gained important civic
rights through European legislation with regard to protection against
discrimination. By introducing a new Article 13 into the TEC, the
Treaty of Amsterdam for the first time supplied the European Union
with competence in the field of fighting discrimination based on ‘race’
and ethnic origin (Bell 2002a, b; Geddes & Guiraudon 2002; Liegl et
al. 2004: 13-17). This change was achieved after the European Parliament and NGOs campaigning for migrants’ rights (Chopin & Niessen
2001) had exerted pressure. Despite previous deferments by some
member states, the Council agreed in 2000 on two directives implementing measures against discrimination based on ethnic origin – the
Racial Equality Directive10 and the Employment Equality Directive11.
The adoption of these directives was ironically accelerated by the inclusion of the extreme right-wing Freedom Party into government in Austria and the subsequent diplomatic ostracism against Austria, which
convinced European governments that they had to take a stance against
ethnic and racial discrimination (Tyson 2001).
Although they differ in scope – discrimination outside working life
is only prohibited with regard to ‘race’ and ethnic origin – both directives provide protection against four different forms of discrimination:
direct and indirect discrimination, discriminatory harassment, and instruction to discriminate. The protection against discrimination conferred by the directives applies to all persons who are on the territory
of one of the EU member states, irrespective of their nationality (Liegl
et al. 2004: 9). Despite the reluctance of the member states to implement the directives, it is likely that decisions of the ECJ will eventually
harmonise the protection against racial discrimination and discrimination based on ethnic origin.
The exclusion of discrimination based on nationality and the different scope of protection in the two directives are major weaknesses of
EU anti-discrimination regulations. Future research will have to examine the usage of the concept of indirect discrimination at European
and member state levels and its potential to also prevent discrimination
based on nationality of migrants from outside the EU. Furthermore,
thorough studies on the adequacy and efficiency of the implementation
system will be necessary to develop clear criteria for evaluating the
quality of anti-discrimination systems (Perchinig 2003).
There is rather broad agreement among political and legal theorists
on normative arguments in favour of civic citizenship and comprehensive protection against discrimination. More controversial debates
about affirmative action for specifically disadvantaged groups of immi-
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grants have not yet been fully addressed at European level. There is,
however, a clear need for further studies of the European policy making process with regard to rights for third-country nationals, whose
lack of political representation in the member states means that they
have little leverage in the European arenas as well.

6. Political participation
Citizenship is not merely a legal status and a bundle of rights and duties, but refers also to the active involvement and passive representation of citizens in politics. In many EU countries, large numbers of immigrants first arrived in the 1960s and 1970s as ‘guest workers’ who
were not regarded as potential citizens. Their task was to contribute to
building the economy, but not to interfere with their hosts’ political affairs. This has changed, at least in those European countries that have
already witnessed several waves of immigration in the past five decades. Here, political mobilisation, participation and representation of
ethnic immigrant minorities have become topical issues, especially at
the local and city levels.
Participation, mobilisation and representation
Political participation is the active dimension of citizenship. It refers to
the various ways in which individuals take part in the management of
collective affairs of a political community. Studying political participation must not be restricted to conventional forms such as voting or
running for elections, as is often the case in political science. It also
covers political activities such as protests, demonstrations, sit-ins, hunger strikes, boycotts, etc. These less conventional and extra-parliamentary forms of political participation generally presuppose the formation
of a collective actor characterised by a shared identity and some degree
of organisation through a mobilisation process. In the context of nonconventional participation, political mobilisation refers to this process of
building collective identity and agency. By contrast, in conventional participation, mobilisation occurs within a previously structured set of political institutions. In general terms, participation can be individual or
collective in both types of arenas. An individual may stage a hunger
strike and ethnic mobilisation may turn the individual act of voting
into a collective action. In other words, while the focus is usually on individual participation in conventional arenas and on collective mobilisation in non-conventional ones, these distinctions must be kept open
for all possible combinations.
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In modern democracies, political power is usually exercised by persons whose legitimacy to govern has its source in free and competitive
elections. Through their vote, citizens mandate these persons to govern
on their behalf. Political representation refers to this legitimation process
and its results, i.e. the relation between representatives and their constituency. While the institutions of representative democracy are
broadly endorsed in European societies, there are still important controversies over the meaning of the concept that are highly relevant for
the representation of immigrant ethnic, racial or religious minorities.
For some theories, the role of citizens is restricted to electing representatives whom they trust and to recall them when their trust is betrayed.
For others, representatives are not free to decide as they think is best,
but are bound to defend the interests of their voters even against their
own convictions. A third position goes a step further and argues that
representative bodies such as parliaments should also mirror the social
composition of the electorate in terms of stable identities such as gender, class or ethnicity. Although this latter demand for ‘descriptive
representation’ has been generally rejected by political theorists (e.g.
Pitkin 1967), some have argued for ‘affirmative representation’ for
specifically disadvantaged groups under conditions of pervasive
discrimination and lack of trust between groups (Phillips 1995; Mansbridge 2001).
Migrants’ political opportunities
As has been pointed out above, in contrast with civil liberties and many
social welfare entitlements, political participation rights are still significantly attached to the legal status of nationality. However, European
Union citizenship and the introduction of local voting rights independent of nationality in currently 12 of the 25 member states (as well as
in Norway and in four Swiss cantons) illustrate a gradual decoupling at
the municipal level. In many countries where there is no local franchise for third-country nationals, cities have experimented with consultative bodies. These are either appointed by the municipal authorities,
or composed of delegates of immigrant associations, or emerge from
elections in the migrant communities. Political scientists have generally criticised the idea of special consultative bodies because of their
limited influence and because even elected bodies entrench the democratic disparity through setting up separate electoral constituencies and
representative bodies for citizens and non-citizens. However, recently, a
new initiative from the Council of Europe has put the promotion of
these institutions again on the table (Gsir & Martiniello 2004). There
are hundreds of consultative bodies for immigrants across Europe. The
idea of the Council of Europe is to develop a manual of common prin-

88

RAINER BAUBÖCK ET AL.

ciples and guidelines that could be used by cities interested in creating
such bodies.
In national elections immigrants still have to pass through the gate
of naturalisation in order to achieve equal representation in nearly all
countries. From a democratic perspective, it is clearly problematic to exclude long-term residents, who will be fully subjected to the laws and
have a stake in the future of the society, from representation in the
making of these laws. The question that is still disputed among theorists is whether this deficit should be overcome by facilitating and encouraging the naturalisation of immigrants or by extending voting
rights also to foreign nationals.
A second research task is to study the institutional avenues, incentives and obstacles for political participation and representation of
those migrants who do enjoy equal political rights. These include formal and legal aspects, such as different systems of automatic or voluntary voter registration, rules for drawing and revising constituency
boundaries and proportional or majoritarian electoral systems, as well
as informal elements such as the numbers and political orientation of
parties, styles of political campaigning and the openness of a public political culture for ethnic diversity and the immigrant voice. While there
have been studies in Europe and the US on how these institutional features affect participation and representation of women or of African
Americans, so far there has been very little systematic comparative research on the political opportunity structures for immigrants in Europe.
Migrants’ political behaviour
The third task is to examine and explain variations in migrants’ political behaviour within a given opportunity structure. The oldest conjecture in this field may be called the migrant quiescence thesis (Martiniello 1997). It assumes that migrant groups have special characteristics that explain why they tend to be politically less involved than
native citizens. This hypothesis has been argued from contrasting sides
of the political spectrum. Some Marxist scholars regarded migrant
workers only as a labour force imported to undermine the collective
mobilisation of native workers and assumed that these workers were
primarily interested in achieving short-term economic goals. On the
other side, we find culturalist explanations that regard migrants as
shaped by pre-modern and non-democratic values of their societies of
origin and with little experience and interest in democratic politics.
Both approaches have obvious weaknesses in their underlying premises that either deny migrants’ agency or ignore their exposure and
adaptation to the destination society through the very process of migra-
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tion itself. They are also flawed in being selective with regard to supporting empirical evidence. In many cases, such as emigration from
Spain and Greece during dictatorship, migrant workers were actually
politicised in their country of origin before their departure and migration was a way to escape authoritarian regimes. Furthermore, both explanations confuse quiescence or passivity with apolitical attitudes.
When avenues of political participation are restricted, passivity can be a
transitional waiting position for better days and future opportunities
for participation. Finally, immigrants may often participate more effectively outside the conventional arenas of representative democracy in
unions and other interest organisations or by forming their own associations.
Where there are sufficient opportunities, the extent to which immigrants and their offspring seize them depends on several variables
such as: their political ideas and values, their previous involvement in
politics (including experiences in the country of origin), the degree of
‘institutional completeness’ of the immigrant ethnic community, the vision they have of their presence in the country of residence as permanent or temporary, their feeling of belonging to the societies of settlement and origin, their knowledge of the political system and institutions, the social capital and density of immigrant associational
networks,12 plus all the usual determinants of political behaviour such
as level of education, linguistic skills, socio-economic status, gender,
age or generational cohort.
Recent research on immigrants’ social capital has shown that the research on this question has often been strongly shaped by specific national themes and paradigms and has rarely used a broad comparative
perspective. In France, there is extensive research on the second-generation immigrants’ extra-parliamentary mobilisation in the 1980s and
on the sans-papiers movement of the 1990s (Simeant 1997; Wihtol de
Wenden 1988). Very recently the religious-political mobilisation during
the debate on secularism and the ban of ostentatious religious signs in
public schools has drawn much attention. Only a few authors have also
focused on the political representation of immigrants (e.g. Geisser
1997 on immigrant local councillors). In the UK, the issue of the electoral power of ethnic minorities as well as the political colour of each
ethnic minority is discussed in all elections. Historically, West Indians
and Asians were largely pro-Labour but recently their votes have become a little more evenly distributed across parties. The representation
of minorities in elected assemblies has also been rather extensively studied (e.g. Anwar 1986; Geddes 1998; Saggar 1998). In the Netherlands
and in Scandinavia there have been precise studies on the electoral behaviour of immigrants (e.g. Tillie 1998; Fennema & Tillie 2001; Soini-
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nen 1999). Swedish studies tried to explain the decline of immigrant
voter turnout in local elections over the past decade. The Dutch research team linked migrant participation in local elections to data
about the density of their associational networks and found positive
correlations between these variables. This group has recently organised
a comparative study of immigrant participation in ten European cities
that tests the social capital approach in a broader setting.
Transnational political participation
With a few notable exceptions (e.g. Østergaard-Nielsen 2003) research
on migrants’ transnational political participation is rather underdeveloped in Europe. In this field the task is, first, to study the political opportunity structure for political participation in the country of origin.
This includes the dimensions of legal rights for expatriates already discussed above (to retain or reacquire citizenship status, to cast votes in
elections and to special representation) and sending countries’ policies
towards this group. These may either try to strictly control political activities abroad and to channel them towards support for a current regime, or regard emigrants as an irrelevant group that has cut its ties
with the homeland, or, alternatively, encourage them to stay connected
and get involved in the political process (Bauböck 2003). In the latter
category we find not only sending country governments, but also political parties and candidates in elections that sometimes carry their campaigns abroad to mobilise absentee ballots or to collect campaign funds
among those who have no voting rights.
Migrants’ political orientations towards their country of origin may,
however, also be fundamentally opposed to a present regime. Just as
governments try to control emigrants, so rebels try to recruit fighters
and supporters among diasporas. Migrants who have at least partly political motives for leaving their country often show highly divergent attitudes. Some groups want to disconnect themselves as fully as possible and are more ready to assimilate in their host country than other
immigrants. This was a typical pattern among refugees from Communist Central and Eastern Europe who settled in the US during the Cold
War. Others, however, maintain a much stronger commitment towards
their country of origin because they conceive of themselves as diasporas with an aspiration to return. Involvement in ‘homeland politics’
that may persist across several generations is often fuelled by unresolved conflicts about national self-determination.
The broad range of variation between both sending state attitudes towards expatriates and migrant groups’ orientations towards their countries of origin calls for systematic comparative studies that go beyond
the description of single cases. This is a broad field for future research.
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It is also of great importance for societies of immigration. Ultimately,
political transnationalism is not merely about an external relation between migrants and homelands, but about the broader opportunity
structure for migrant political activity that emerges from the interaction between institutions and policies in sending and receiving states.
Understanding this mutual impact and growing interdependence may
be crucial for promoting the political integration of immigrants in the
country of settlement but also for resolving festering political crises
and promoting democratic transitions in many source countries.

7. Conclusions
We have identified large gaps in research on migrants’ citizenship and
a number of promising avenues for a future research agenda. In the
most general way our main tasks can be described as follows: (1) to
compare institutions and policies of citizenship that respond to migration within and across countries; (2) to assess the consistency of these
responses with legal norms, their legitimacy in terms of political
norms and their consequences and effectiveness in achieving policy
goals; (3) to study the impact of migration on changes of institutional
arrangements and policies; and (4) to analyse migrant attitudes, ties
and practices with regard to citizenship: their sense of belonging to political communities, their involvement in different polities through social, economic, cultural and political ties, their choices with regard to
alternative statuses of citizenship, their use of rights and their political
activities.
This research agenda emerges from our focus on the three core concepts explained in section 1.
1. Research that focuses on institutional opportunity structures for political participation must be combined with analyses of social capital
generated within migrants’ associations and networks. Furthermore, two alternative perspectives on opportunity structures should
be more systematically linked to each other. Some regard these
structures as explanatory ‘independent variables’ while others focus
instead on their change over time or their variation across countries, regions and cities. This latter approach includes not only institutionalist approaches but also normative political theories, comparative law and political discourse and policy making analyses.
Combining the two perspectives helps to understand feedback
loops, i.e. changes in an opportunity structure as a result of migrants’ political choices and activities. Such interactions between
structure and agency have been at the centre of much contemporary
sociological theory, but making these relevant for empirical research
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requires bringing together researchers who work predominantly
within one of the two perspectives.
2. Immigrant political integration is a major concern in public discourses in many European states, where it is generally interpreted
as a need to strengthen immigrants’ identification with their host
societies, their assimilation in linguistic and cultural terms and
their acceptance of democratic core values and norms. The other
crucial dimensions of political integration, i.e. access to political status, rights and opportunities and incentives for political participation tend to be neglected or even overtly rejected. The concept of integration has unavoidable normative overtones even when used in
academic research. These normative aspects of integration should
always be made explicit and they may sometimes for good reasons
be challenged. For an unbiased research agenda it is important to
reject a nationalist perspective, from which immigrants raise an integration problem whenever they do not fit a preconceived definition of national community. At the same time, we have to be aware
that immigrant exclusion and social marginalisation may breed
forms of political radicalism and religious fanaticism that create serious threats for democratic polities. In Europe, political integration
has yet another meaning that refers to the pooling or transfer of
state sovereignty within the European Union. As we have discussed
in this chapter, the significance of Union citizenship and the direct
impact of European integration on citizenship policies of the member states are quite limited. However, there is a nascent European
citizenship regime that has historically emerged from rights of free
movement for nationals of the member states and now hesitantly
embraces the harmonisation of legal status, rights and integration
policies for third country nationals.
3. We have suggested that the emerging research field of political
transnationalism should similarly combine two perspectives by analysing not merely migrants’ political activities across international
borders, but also the transformation of policies and political institutions in both receiving and sending countries in response to migrants’ transnational ties. While a transnational research perspective
transcends a focus on integration in the receiving society, it can also
be used to broaden the notion of political opportunity structures so
that it includes states of origin as well as transnational migrant networks and geographically dispersed diasporic communities.
Studying these phenomena requires a plurality of methods and multidisciplinary perspectives. Research within the IMISCOE network can
be classified into two main groups of research questions and methodological approaches: (1) comparative studies and normative theories of
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political institutions, laws and policies; and (2) quantitative and qualitative case studies of migrants’ attitudes and behaviour and their participation in mainstream or minority organisations and movements.
The topic of migration and citizenship is at the heart of many public
debates and public policy making. It is not necessarily the task of academic research to intervene in these debates and to give advice to policymakers. But sound theory-guided arguments and solid empirical evidence can certainly help to improve the quality of media discourses
and of decision making. The IMISCOE network aspires to contribute
to this task by bringing together researchers from various disciplines
and countries and offering a platform for dialogue between researchers, journalists and policymakers.

Notes
1

This chapter is a summary compiled by Rainer Bauböck from a longer co-authored
report published separately on the IMISCOE website at: www.imiscoe.org.
2 Along similar lines, Glick Schiller (2003) and Glick Schiller and Levitt (2004)
distinguish between transnational ways of belonging and ways of being, with the
latter referring to actual social relations and practices rather than to identities
associated with these.
3 In the US, some of the initial decisions in the 1996 welfare reform that deprived
permanent residents of federal welfare benefits were subsequently reversed or
compensated by state-based welfare.
4 The German Socio-Economic Panel may be cited as an example for such a survey.
5 See Scott (2004) and Bevelander and Veenmann (2004) for European case studies
based on relatively comprehensive data. Kogan’s (2003) comparative analysis of the
consequences of naturalisation for ex-Yugoslavs in Austria and Sweden shows that
research on the ‘economics of citizenship’ can to a certain extent also be done on the
basis of more limited data.
6 This claim is broadly supported by historical research on migration, e.g. Hoerder
(2002) and Moch (1992).
7 Grzelczyk vs. Centre public d’aide sociale d’Ottignies-Louvain-la-Neuve, C-184/99
ECR 2001, I-6193.
8 Micheletti vs. Delegacion del Gobierno en Cantabria, C-369/90, ECR 1992, I-4258;
Chen v. Secretary of State for the Home Department, C-200/02, ECR 2004, I-3887.
9 See Bauböck (2004) for an argument that affirms the former two elements as
adequate for the present stage of political integration in the Union while rejecting
the latter as not only detrimental for the integration of immigrants but also
devaluing the meaning of citizenship at the level of the Union.
10 Council Directive 2000/43/EC of 29 June 2000 implementing the principle of equal
treatment between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin.
11 Council Directive 2000/78/EC of 27 November 2000 establishing a general
framework for equal treatment in employment and occupation.
12 Using a social capital approach, Fennema and Tillie have argued that dense
associational networks within ethnic groups enhance political trust and participation
(Fennema & Tillie 2001, 2004; Jacobs & Tillie 2004; Heelsum 2004).
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Migrants’ Work, Entrepreneurship and
Economic Integration
Michael Bommes and Holger Kolb

1. Introduction
Although economic issues have not been the centrepiece of migration
research in the last decades,1 quite an amount of scientific material, literature and empirical data from different theoretical starting points
has been accumulated dealing with topics of economic integration. The
aim of this chapter is to provide a ‘state of the art’ by sifting the milestones of the existing literature focusing on economic approaches, and
to structure them in a way that allows us to identify strengths and
weaknesses of economic as well as non-economic approaches to the
field of work, entrepreneurship and economic integration.2
In a first step we develop a heuristic framework that serves as the
vantage point allowing us to distinguish and organise the types of conceptualisations and different theories dealing with economic integration. Secondly, the centrepiece of this report then reviews approaches
and theories treating the (three) topics listed in the title.
In doing so the economy and economics take centre stage.3 This
does not imply that only economists can do proper research in this
field. It just implies that any analysis (regardless of its disciplinary
background) has to rely on some kind of analytical scheme that connects the different approaches to economic approaches and to the general theoretical discussions in this field. The status of this report therefore is a reflexive one: discussion of the dominant economic topics and
methodologies in this research area that any disciplinary or interdisciplinary approach in this field should be aware of. Issues related to
work, entrepreneurship and economic integration are of major importance for any migration research effort, even if this does not imply that
one needs to be an economist to do research in this field.

2. Economic integration – a heuristic frame
Any operationalisation of the meaning of ‘work, entrepreneurship and
economic integration’ should start from what economists have made
available already. The economists Thomas Bauer, John Haisken-DeNew
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and Christoph Schmidt have recently provided a systematic review and
classification of economic migration research (Bauer et al. 2004). The
authors identify three broad lines of research: The first line is dedicated
to the analysis of factors determining the decision to migrate; the second line concentrates on the economic performance of immigrants in
the destination countries; the third line focuses on the impact of immigration on the economy and especially its macroeconomic effects in
the destination countries (Bauer et al. 2004: 5-6).
Such a descriptive classification indeed allows us to cover most of
the relevant literature of economic migration research. In this chapter
we choose a different approach: We will try to order and describe the
existing approaches and their different theoretical and definitional assumptions systematically in relation to an explicit understanding of
‘economic integration’. In order to do this it is appropriate to start from
some very basics of economic theory. In such theory the price mechanism is regarded as the most decisive precondition for the effective and
efficient allocation of resources and the maximum provision of goods
and services. Prices are important for processes of market clearing, for
the information of the market participants about the relative scarcity of
certain goods and services, for the coordination of supply and demand
and for the sanctioning of those who are not willing to pay. The function economic theory assigns to the price mechanism can be taken as a
valuable first heuristic hint for a simple operationalisation of our central term ‘economic integration’: We define economic integration as the
general ability to pay and the effort to gain this ability by either selling
services or goods. Seen in this way, every action in the realm of the
economy is formally reduced to the question if an individual is willing
or able to pay for goods and services and to secure the reproduction of
this ability.4 Definitions, such as the ‘ability to pay’ and ‘the capacity of
maintenance of this ability’, are rather technical and the concomitant
‘balancing of the individual budget restriction with the utility maximising combination of goods and services’ is certainly a very abstract conceptualisation of economic integration. But applied to migration research they allow for modifications and re-specifications (e.g. the ‘ability to sustain oneself’). Functional equivalents like social transfers and
welfare state arrangements which bypass market mechanisms can be
easily grasped in this frame.
Starting from this definition5 it becomes clear that the two terms
‘work’ and ‘entrepreneurship’ describe the most relevant options of obtaining the ‘ability to pay’. Economic integration therefore functions as
the umbrella term for work and entrepreneurship. Relying on work individuals sell their manpower as a factor of production and obtain
wages in return. Self-employment means combining production factors
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as a tool to gain revenues. Both strategies aim at economic integration
in the sense defined above.
Based on the heuristic approach outlined above we try to map the
field by summarising the most relevant research approaches. The two
modes of economic integration of migrants in the most general sense,
i.e. work or entrepreneurship, can be further differentiated if we distinguish socio-structural and individual conditions of work or entrepreneurship. Research approaches focus primarily either on socio-structural or individual conditions of work and entrepreneurship. This applies
to both economic and non-economic approaches in migration research.
The general differentiation between socio-structural and individualistic approaches (in recent years often labelled ‘rational choice’) can be
applied to both work and self-employment. Structural theories identify
the demand/supply mechanism and its structural peculiarities as the
economic core condition, whereas from the perspective of individualistic approaches, structural conditions are conceptualised as constraints
or opportunities for individual action.
Under the heading of structural theoretical approaches variants derived from the neoclassical paradigm, segmentation theories, Marxist
considerations and network theories can be subsumed. Under individualistic approaches, human capital considerations and assimilation
theories are the most relevant ones. The same classification can be applied to the field of ‘entrepreneurship’: ‘economic integration’ via selfemployment can be analysed either from a structural or from an individual point of view. In the first case, structural conditions of the market
and its inherent incentives, opportunities and barriers are investigated
and interpreted as the decisive parameters for the performance and
success of entrepreneurship. In the second case, the question of what
the individual (migrant) entrepreneur is able to supply, his specific
abilities and equipment can be regarded as crucial to assess investment
and self-employment.
In the next section we first discuss approaches dealing with ‘work’,
i.e. conditions of integration in the labour market. Most of the research
has concentrated on this side of ‘economic integration’. More than 90
per cent of the active population receive income by entering so-called
dependent employment relations. This applies to all Western industrial
countries. ‘Work’ therefore refers to the most relevant strategy in the
past and the future for individuals to secure their ‘economic integration’. This holds true also for the overwhelming majority of the migrant
population.6 For this reason the bulk of research on ‘economic integration’ of migrants concentrates on the labour market focusing either on
the structural conditions of markets or on the capacity of individuals to
match the requirements of these markets.
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The section on ‘entrepreneurship’ will be much briefer. The theoretical contributions from political economy and the body of economic literature on ‘entrepreneurship’ as the second principal option of economic integration are much smaller than on ‘work’. In the survey of
Bauer, Haisken-DeNew and Schmidt comments on entrepreneurship
are completely absent. In contrast, the social scientists Rath and Kloosterman ascertain that ‘immigrant and ethnic entrepreneurship’ has become a ‘recurrent theme at international conferences run by anthropologists, historians, sociologists and geographers’ (Kloosterman & Rath
2003), however without referring to economists.7 One reason for this
is certainly the fact that the overwhelming majority of the foreign population in all countries studied enter dependent employment relations
and only a relatively small percentage act as entrepreneurs (Rath 2002:
4). This disequilibrium of research, however, may also be based in the
internal division of labour of the academic discipline of economics, i.e.
the sub-disciplinary differentiation between political economy on the
one hand, dealing mainly with the conditions and constraints of the allocation of scarce resources, and business studies on the other hand,
focusing on organisational and technical decision making processes in
companies. Within economic theory, the discussion of internal structures of enterprises and entrepreneurship are therefore mainly ceded
to the subfield of business studies, which so far has done little research
on migrant entrepreneurship. Economic studies focusing on the individual preconditions of successful or failing migrant entrepreneurship
are largely missing as well.
The internal division of labour between the economic sub-disciplines
has also some effects on economic research related to work. In much
of the research the focus is on labour markets. ‘Work’, however, is defined more broadly as the successful entrance of membership roles in
organisations and the acceptance of the social expectations combined
with these membership roles. Economic research on ‘work’, as labour
market research, leaves out to a large extent these organisational conditions of economic integration.8 However, this is not unique for economic research: Other social science disciplines also tend to neglect
both organisations as a main site of integration and the large research
tradition of organisational research. We note this here as one major desideratum concerning ‘work, entrepreneurship and economic integration’.
A final note: Some of the theories referred to in the next sections
have not received much attention in migration research so far. It seems
however to us that they have some potential to be made fruitful for the
analysis of processes of migration and integration.
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3. Mapping work
Structural approaches
The oldest, most traditional and prominent economic theoretical approach in migration research is based on the neoclassical paradigm, originally developed by Alfred Marshall (1890/1920) and Leon Walras
(1877/1965).9 According to this approach the economy is not primarily
regarded as a closed and self-contained system, but rather as a method
of optimisation applicable to the whole society. For an assessment of
the neoclassical paradigm in migration theory it is useful to differentiate between macro- and micro-analytical approaches (Kalter 1997: 16;
Massey et al. 1993).10
Already Ravenstein’s early work on the ‘laws of migration’ (Ravenstein 1885), developed on the basis of census data at the end of the
19th century, can be traced back to this approach. The most general
proposition of the neoclassical approach is that migration is an effect
of disequilibria on the labour market or generally spoken of market
failure and imperfect factor allocation. Existing wage differentials between the labour markets of two different countries induce incentives
to migrate. Migration as a special mode of factor reallocation leads to
the re-establishment of the equilibrium on the labour market: ‘International immigration of income-maximising persons is simply another
way of ensuring that factor prices are equalised across countries.’11
An interesting modification of this concept has been proposed by Todaro (1980). He argues that the decision to migrate should not only be
derived from existing, immediate wage differentials. It is rather based
on the comparison of the expected and anticipated future incomes in
the destination and the home country. The larger the planning interval
in which the different possible incomes can be compared, the bigger
the probability that the wages that can be obtained in urban regions exceed the income that can be earned in rural regions. This is even true
in the case of a possible intermediate unemployment in urban regions.
Migration thus can also be a rational decision in the case of rising unemployment, because ‘the greater the difference in economic opportunities between urban and rural regions, the greater the flow of migrants from rural to urban areas.’ (Todaro 1980: 377)
The arguments of neoclassical authors on the micro-level depart
from the same theoretical starting points and differ only by emphasising the individual cost-benefit calculation (Sjastaad 1962). Individuals
seek to maximise their benefits and migrate to those places where they
expect the biggest returns: ‘Individuals migrate because it is in their
benefit […] to do so.’ (Borjas 1989: 457).12 The decisive mechanism
steering the migration decision is the market. The immigration market
coordinates the allocation of migrants (in technical terms: the produc-
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tion factor labour) to different countries dependent on variables like
economic conditions in the home and destination country, immigration policies and individual characteristics of the migrants like age,
gender, skills and family relations (Borjas 1988).
Neoclassical approaches dominate economic migration theory particularly in the USA. There has been an intensive debate between two
neoclassical economists, George Borjas and Julian Simon, about the
implications of immigration for the USA for a few years (Borjas 1990;
Simon 1989).13 Borjas argues that increasing immigration leads to
some kind of dilution of the stock of human capital of American society. In his view this leads to a growing concentration of wealth and
poverty and, in between, to a shrinking middle class. Contrary to Borjas one of the leading ‘admissionists’, Simon, claims an ‘economic advancement for the community’ induced by additional migration, because ‘immigrants work harder, save more, have a higher propensity to
start new business, and are more likely to innovate’ (Simon 1989: 103104).14 This debate is by no means finished. It demonstrates, however,
the productivity of the neoclassical migration theory initiating competitive and innovative debates about the meaning of empirical findings.
An important modification of the pure neoclassical model has been
proposed by the ‘New Economics of Migration’, Oded Stark being its
main proponent. This approach modifies the level of analysis. Not the
individual actor, but his or her family are conceptualised as the decisive
unit of decision (Mincer 1978). According to this approach labour migration is not so much a direct effect of wage differentials between certain regions or countries, but rather the result of the failure of existing
markets for capital and insurances (Stark 1991; Stark & Taylor 1991).
Due to the brittleness of markets for certain goods, families have to
rely on other resources: ‘It is here the rural-to-urban migration by the
most suitable family member – a mature son or daughter (especially if
educated) – comes into the picture. In bypassing the credit and insurance markets […] migration facilitates the transformation; it succeeds
in doing this via its dual role in the accumulation of investment capital
[…], usually generating significant urban-to-rural flows of remittances,
and, through diversification of income resources, controlling the level
of risk’ (Stark 1991: 11). The ‘New Migration Economics’ interprets migration as a collective strategy of capital accumulation of the relevant
household. It can be regarded as a strategy of ‘portfolio diversification’
(Stark 1991: 48) which allows the minimisation of risk by its diversification (Massey et al. 1993: 439; Mahmood & Schömann 2002: 4;
Spaan 1999). This approach can be considered as one of the most coherent enhancements of the neoclassical approaches.
The neoclassical paradigm has been confronted with much criticism
and sometimes even hostility. The precursors of this approach have
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been the main targets of Marx’s trenchant attacks on the ‘bourgeois
science’ and his ‘Marxist’ followers have recurrently identified other
neoclassical approaches as an outcome of the ideological blind spots of
this ‘bourgeois science’.
Marxist labour market approaches have been influential in one way or
another in different versions of migration and economic research. For
instance segmentation theories (see below) inherit Marxist assumptions although there are also non-Marxist approaches.15 In particular,
the labour migration of the 1960s and 1970s induced new research efforts of Marxist theorists due to the general revival of Marxism in the
social sciences as an effect of ‘1968’. In the Marxist tradition, labour
migration is seen as a phenomenon that visualises the relevant core
structures of capitalist societies. Thus Marxist approaches have never
been economic in a strict disciplinary sense but conceptualised migration rather in a frame that was understood as a theory of society, i.e.
the modern capitalist society.
Labour migration is seen as a special facet of the international relations of exploitation and inequality, a case of empirical evidence for the
reality of international class relations.16 On the one hand, Marxist approaches employ a similar understanding of economic integration as
has been proposed in the introductory section: In capitalist societies individuals are forced to sell their labour power on markets as a commodity in order to gain ‘the ability to pay’ for the necessary means of
reproduction. Since the entrance of markets is conceptualised as a relation of exploitation, economic integration in capitalist societies refers
to a ‘social scandal’: Exploitation, is the basis for the emergence and reproduction of social inequality conceptualised as class differences. The
modern society is hence defined as a capitalist class society.
Marxist approaches reserve ‘integration’ in its positive meaning in
the end for a societal situation which does not rely on exploitation
structurally built into the capitalist market relations. These approaches
have therefore often seen an extra need to explain why and how these
relations of exploitation are reproduced even by the exploited themselves. This is explained by an internal division of the working classes
based on the internationally unequal relations of exploitation which
privilege certain segments of the class in the advanced societies and
create internal hierarchies. Inside of the richer countries the role of
ideologies is seen as central and several approaches refer to nationalism and racism (Balibar & Wallerstein 1991).
Since the collapse of socialism in Eastern Europe, Marxist approaches have lost ground, not only in the discipline of economics17.
This should not however be taken as an indicator of the complete irrelevance of this tradition. Several elements and assumptions of this tradition have found their place in approaches which operate under differ-
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ent names and they can be traced in the work of quite a number of still
highly relevant approaches as will be seen when we turn now to labour
market segmentation theories.
Among the most influential approaches that take issue with the neoclassical assumptions discussed above are segmentation theories, most
prominently developed and formulated by Michael J. Piore. Segmentation theories put a strong emphasis on the structural dimension, especially the demand side of the labour market.18 They reject the neoclassical assumption that migration will lead to a general equilibrium on
the labour market. Instead they assume a strong segmentation of the
labour market into a secure primary19 and an instable, insecure but
flexible secondary labour market that functions ‘only as residuum for
those employees that do not match the criteria required’ (Lärm 1982:
175). In a broader sense segmentation theories can be counted as a type
of institutionalist approach (Richter 2003; Keller 1993: 241).20 The demand for labour is anchored in the structural traits of the labour market which are the basis for the continuous requirement of temporary
immigration in the secondary labour market (Haug 2000: 3). In this
view, the permanent demand for labour is not dependent on the conjunctural cycle but closely interrelated with the economic structure of
advanced industrial economies.
Further differences between this approach and the neoclassical paradigm are based in the different conceptualisations of market relations.
Segmentation theories do not regard wages as the only relevant parameter, which determines the supply-demand relationship. Factors like
status and prestige are seen as equally relevant and have been integrated into the theoretical model. This assumption is derived from the
observation that, even in the case of labour shortages, wages cannot easily be enhanced because such enhancements would endanger existing
hierarchies (Lebhardt 2002: 13). According to segmentation theories
the entry in specific labour market segments thus proves to be connected with specific restrictions based on different labour conditions
and earnings (Sengenberger 1987: 52).
The importation of foreign labour is regarded as a functional substitute for the deficit of flexibility, which results from the structure of segmented labour markets. Foreign workers provide this flexibility since
they are regarded as those who work for lower wages and do not enter
the existing hierarchies and the relations of status and prestige linked
with them (Parnreiter 2001: 60). They constitute their own underclass
separated from the other segments of the labour market.21 These lower
segments of the labour market are not attractive for indigenous workers who can escape from them based on status and prestige provided
by education and welfare transfers. The workforce in these segments
consists mainly of labour migrants since for this group the option to
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earn money is the main decisive parameter. They disregard other factors like reputation and status and are perceived as suitable candidates
for these kinds of positions, because they plan to return home after
having earned a certain amount of money. Immigrants are therefore
perceived as ‘target earners’ (Piore 1979, p. 95)22 who have a rather instrumental relationship with their job. They separate their social role
and their economic role and thus are willing to accept work and working conditions that are not accepted from the indigenous population.
Especially Piore constructs a close relationship between social status
and the identity of the labourer. Migrants that remain in the host country are in that perspective ‘failing migrants’. It is an effect of the role of
the migrant in the economic system of the destination country which
is based on the presupposed aim of temporary stay (Hillmann 1997:
13).
The structural demand for such a type of labour in advanced industrial economies leads to the emergence and stabilisation of a dual economy characterised by a capital-intensive primary segment and a labourintensive secondary segment. Labour in the primary sector is regarded
as human capital and is similar to capital seen as a factor of production
and investment. Labour in the secondary segment is mainly low skilled
and treated as substitutable. Migrants are restricted to these segments
of the labour market and behave like ‘birds of passage’. International
migration is thus the result of the joint recruitment efforts of governments and companies in advanced industrial economies: ‘Recruitment
[…] explains why one region develops significant out-migration, and another, essentially comparable in terms of income, transportation costs,
culture, and labour-force characteristics, never does so.’ (Piore 1979:
24).23
Segmentation theories draw their empirical evidence from the state
programmes of foreign labour recruitment in the 1960s and 1970s.24
According to segmentation theories this demand for foreign labour
was not an effect of different wage levels or different purchasing power
parities but of the structural demand of the economy (Massey et al.
1993: 444): ‘It is the employers, not the workers, and the jobs, not the
incomes, that are strategic.’ (Piore 1979: 19). Price elasticity of the factor labour in that segment plays a minor role, wages do not react to
changing relations of shortages and remain low because of the institutional arrangements on segmented markets.25
We conclude this section with a few remarks on limitations of segmentation theories. The most prominent approaches of Piore, Edwards
and Sengenberger have been developed in a historical context, which at
least in Europe was characterised by prosperity and the extension of
the welfare state. From a contemporary perspective, segmentation theories appear to be time- and context-bound approaches with a limited
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applicability under changing contextual conditions. The arrangements,
which these theories point to, have been under growing pressure during the 1980s and 1990s. Under conditions of globalisation, gained
status and prestige on labour markets erode even if this happens to a
non-homogenous degree and in different ways on various parts of labour markets. These changes affect wage levels, the stability and permanence of employment, i.e. the standardised models of employment
relations (Castells 1996: 268) on the one hand, and the social chances
to refuse labour inappropriate to the claimed status that was politically
backed up by the extended welfare states on the other hand.26 Thus
migration in Europe must be interpreted for several reasons as one element in this process of erosion of status rights or (in the words of Esping-Anderson 1993) the recommodification of the labour force – contrary precisely to Piore’s assumption that international migration consolidates them:
1. Labour migrants of the 1960s and 1970s settled more and more
and were by no means the ‘birds of passage’ as they had been conceptualised by segmentation theories – and in this way these theories failed already empirically. These migrants settled and became
denizens, i.e. they gained access to most civil, political and social
rights formerly restricted to citizens (Hammar 1989). In this same
process, they became part of the labour population with a high risk
of unemployment and a high propensity to become welfare receivers – based on their status as denizens. Linked with the failure of
large parts of the second and third generations in the education systems and their reduced chances of employment, this provided the
context for current political debates in nearly all European countries
on the risks and costs of failing social integration of migrants.
2. The labour migrants were no ‘birds of passages’ indeed but labour
market segmentation has been reproduced precisely on this ground:
European welfare states spent large amounts of their budgets for
the sustenance of the unemployed part of the indigenous and resident migrant population parallel to the employment of migrants on
a seasonal or contract basis. These forms served to restrict the
further growth of denizens and to secure the return of these successive migrants, i.e. to preserve their status as ‘birds of passage’. European welfare states have attracted migrants for about 25 years parallel to the financing of a high level of unemployment. Under the
conditions of globalisation and international competition, welfare
states have more and more lost this capacity to pay for the reproduction of status and therefore this arrangement seems currently to
come to an end linked with two correlated tendencies: a) the emergence of differentiated migrations and migration policies allowing
for the widely approved complementary immigration of highly
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skilled persons27 and for seasonal migrations and contract labour
on a strongly regulated basis whereas the permanent immigration
of low skilled workers is largely disapproved. The backside of this is
the growth of irregular migrations (Bommes 2006); b) the deregulation of labour markets and the lowering of welfare standards and
status rights. This can be interpreted as a process of deinstitutionalisation of status and prestige, i.e. of precisely those structures
which have been identified by segmentation approaches as characteristic for ‘advanced industrial societies’. In this sense they become
‘postindustrial societies’.
We interpret these recent developments as an instructive context for a
comparative discussion of neoclassical and segmentation approaches:
Neoclassical approaches gain new evidence precisely in the context of
the recent restructurings of labour markets and welfare states. Globalisation – certainly a much too general catch-all term – refers to the enforcement of market mechanisms in global horizons of reference and
its effect is the restriction of the political capacity of the welfare state to
secure status and prestige because national welfare states have to take
into account economic conditions beyond the scope of their territorially
limited sovereignty.
Network approaches have gained prominence during the last two decades in many academic fields and various scientific disciplines (Emirbayer & Goodwin 1994; Trenzzini 1998; Weyer 2000). In the field of
economics the transaction cost theory can be regarded as the most influential theoretical approach dealing with characteristics and elements
of network theory. For migration research the transaction cost approach
has gained relevance especially in the field of highly skilled migration.
Many recent studies have pointed in the case of highly skilled migration to a rising share of intra-organisational movements (Wolter 1997;
Salt 1988, 1992; Kolb 2004; Ford 1992; Straubhaar & Wolter 1997;
Peixoto 2001).28 Transaction costs are taken into consideration as a decisive factor since it seems that: ‘the internal provision of goods and
services displays the most efficient institutional arrangement. This is
because in this case it is possible to save ex-ante transaction costs and
to effect flexible adjustments of the conditions of production.’ (Ebers &
Gotsch 1993: 231).29 This type of labour turnover costs contradict the
neoclassical presumption of perfect markets (March 1990: 3). Lower
costs of searching, decision, bargaining, control and handling are seen
as structural advantages of internal labour allocations in comparison to
external recruitment.30 ‘Large organisations require individuals able to
offer more general management skills across many different divisions
or locations. Often these skills are more specific to the organisation
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than they are to any one task or responsibility […]. Individuals can find
their skills applicable within the internal labour market of their employing organisation but relatively unsaleable outside’ (Ford 1992: 3).31
Internal labour market allocation often results in a higher degree of
commitment to the company and – derived from that – in decreasing
recruitment, screening and training costs (see Layard et al. 1991: 153
and Gould & Findlay 1994: 22).32 Continuous flows of highly skilled
executive personnel lead according to the interpretation of Edström
and Galbraith to an increasing identification of these employees with
their company. And because of the regular company internal mobility,
international network structures among executive employees emerge.
Both elements allow the reduction of control mechanisms and the conversion to a more decentralised and more efficient mode of management (Edström & Galbraith 1979; Galbraith & Edström 1976).33
Economic research stressing the relevance of networks can further
be found in studies which deal with the emergence of so-called clusters, which are defined as a ‘set of actors and interactions’ (Berwert et
al. 2004).34 The main line of argument here is that successful enterprises use networks as mechanisms of trust building and absorption of
insecurity with the result of the emergence and stabilisation of trust.
These approaches are dealing with problems of resource recruitment.
They have not, however, been explicitly dealing with issues of international migration.
We conclude this section on network approaches with a rather general methodological remark on the different and often ambivalent status
of network concepts used in the literature. This concept has gained a
central role in many studies of different disciplines trying to explain
the size, stability and continuity of international migration on labour
markets and the resulting social structures (Gurak & Caces 1992; Faist
2000, Massey 1998, Vertovec 2001). At the same time networks have
become an element of the social semantics of self-description of modern society. A systematic complexity and imprecision arises from this
multiple prominence of the network concept: the network approach refers on the one hand to a method which is claimed to be generally applicable to the formal analysis of social structures. To explain social actions it is epistemologically assumed that any action is socially embedded (Granovetter 1985).35 Seen in this way networks define the final
social reality, i.e. they are a non-contingent social phenomenon (Tacke
2000). The aim of this type of network research is the analysis of the
formal structures of networks, meanwhile a comprehensive research
tradition.36 On the other hand, migration research barely links with
this type of research and its frequently criticised formalism and there
is a simple reason for that: In the field of migration research networks
are conceptualised as remarkable, i.e. contingent phenomena. Net-
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works are therefore referred to as only one among other socio-structural conditions of modern society. Social networks have gained prominence precisely for the reason that they affect more or less all of the
various differentiated realms of society. Accordingly, policy, entrepreneur, administration, innovation as well as migration networks have
become the subject of research (Marsh 1998; Heidling 2000; Ladeur
1993; Kowol & Krohn 1995). One problem of this type of research is,
however, that these networks are identified by reference to the realms
in which they are seen as relevant. In other words, they are identified
by giving them a name. Therefore in many cases it remains pretty unclear what kind of social structure precisely the term network refers to.
Thus it also remains open which socio-structural developments allow
networks to gain so much impact, as is proposed by recent network
studies. Migration research based on network approaches therefore
needs to answer at least the three following questions: What precisely
is referred to by the term network? Which social contexts trigger the
emergence, reproduction and stabilisation of networks? Why do networks gain the structural importance often fairly generally ascribed to
them? (Bommes & Tacke 2005, 2006). These kinds of questions can
serve as a reflexive device in research making use of network concepts.
Individualistic Approaches
Human capital theories can be regarded as the most influential and relevant approaches on the individual level. Using the microeconomic
frame of migration theory they attend to a question that in the macro
perspectives is left unanswered: Why do some individuals migrate,
while most others do not? (Taylor & Martin 2002). Human capital theories depart from the assumption that individual actions are based on
rational decisions and expectations.37 Migration is seen as the result of
the aim to guarantee an optimal provision with economic goods and
services. The main difference between the macro- and microeconomic
approach is its focus: the latter centres the analysis on the individual
and his or her endowment with human capital. This version thus dispenses with aggregated rates and ratios:38 Migration must be regarded
‘as an investment increasing the productivity of human resources, an
investment which has costs and which also renders returns’ (Sjaastad
1962: 83). Human capital theory in the tradition of Gary Becker (1975)
39
summarises the stock of knowledge, abilities and characteristics of
an individual that influences his or her productivity. Human capital is
accumulated via education and training and therefore also depends on
the environmental conditions of investment (training facilities, aspirations of parents and siblings, unemployment rate, infrastructure).40
Becker differentiates between two forms of human capital. General hu-
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man capital is applicable in many places, occupations and jobs. This
generalised knowledge is made accessible by institutionalised apprenticeship systems and training programmes, study courses or on-thejob-training. Specific human capital is bound to contexts such as a certain employer, occupation or sector and is acquired by company internal training and work experience. Here linkages can be found between
the micro-analytical approach and transaction cost theory. Transaction
cost advantages of internal personnel allocations are closely linked to
the advantages of specific human capital accumulation. Company internal transfers allow for both the coordination of transaction cost minimisation with specific human capital allocation and the maintenance
of a symbiotic relation between the interests of the company and the
interests of the employee.41 Seen in this way, highly skilled migration
is not exclusively based on patterns of demand, but also displays an element of supply.42
Human capital theory has been used to describe the position of migrants on labour markets in various respects. It is a very common approach to explain the underprivileged position of labour migrants on
labour markets (see for example Kalter & Granato 2004, Seifert 1995;
Schlotböller & Van Suntum 2002; Lang 2004). Many of the studies on
highly skilled migration in the last two decades (Salt 1983; Salt & Findlay 1989) display important features of human capital theory. Mobility
and stays abroad are explained as necessary steps in the human capital
accumulation process, seen as a sequential process of career building
driven by efforts of upward mobility. For many multinational companies temporary employment abroad has become institutionalised as a
requirement in the process of career development.43 In this context the
differentiation between company-specific and generalised human capital is applied (Becker 1975).44
Human capital approaches also play an important role in studies on
ethnic entrepreneurs. Self-employment is regarded then as a sequence
in a long-term investment process in the stock of human capital. This
may, however, be a theoretically induced optimistic reading of what
may also be interpreted in many cases as a resort to the last remaining
option.
Assimilation as a concept in migration research is barely used in the
economic context and is rather present in discussions about appropriate strategies of governmental ‘integration policies’.45 The focus of assimilationists dealing with issues of migrant economic integration,
however, is mainly on the dynamic development of the relative wage
position of different migrant workforces in the country of destination
(Bauer et al. 2004: 25; Bauer & Zimmermann 2002). Assimilation in
this context refers to the relative income distances generated by depen-
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dent work in relation to the indigenous work population. Interestingly,
since Chiswick’s groundbreaking study (Chiswick 1978; see also Mincer 1974; Borjas 1985) economic assimilation theory largely relies on the
human capital framework introduced above (Bauer et al. 2004: 25) and
often identifies a direct correlation between the amount of human capital accumulation of immigrants and the degree of income gaps between immigrants and natives.46 Current assimilation studies largely
underline the importance of the compatibility of individual skill profiles and human capital portfolios with the requirements of the destination country. A growing wage gap between immigrants and natives is
interpreted as an empirical indicator for the declining quality of immigrants and it is argued that one precondition for successful assimilation strategies is the reliance on selection procedures based on labour
market oriented criteria (Bauer et al. 2000). Such strategies are, for example, employed in countries like Canada and New Zealand, but more
recently also in the Czech Republic.47

4. Mapping entrepreneurship
Entrepreneurship is the second option of economic integration as explained above. Also here, different approaches for the analysis of the
conditions and results of this type of integration focus either on the socio-structural or the individual level. For reasons, which we have briefly
discussed before, however, the theoretical contributions from political
economy and the body of economic literature is much smaller than on
‘work’. Individualistic approaches are largely absent and it seems that
economic literature on entrepreneurship has largely not been applied
to the field. Instead, we find sociological and anthropological approaches dealing with ‘ethnic economies’ relying on network and social
capital approaches.
Structural Approaches
As for socio-structural conditions, the analysis of welfare state arrangements has been on the agenda of research. George Borjas (1999) put
the discussion of the degree of welfare dependency of immigrants on
par with the other main topics of economic migration research, i.e. immigrant labour market performance and its impact on labour markets
and fiscal systems. However, most studies find comparatively little evidence for the alleged connection of immigration and welfare state generosity.48 Welfare state regulations, however, are also discussed from a
different perspective. From a neoclassical point of view welfare arrangements are political interventions in markets which cause market failure
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as a consequence of misallocation. In particular, social security
schemes are seen as the equivalent to some kind of minimum
wages.49 According to the theory of marginal productivity, the process
of recruitment of labour exhibits a diminishing marginal productivity.
The optimal amount of labour is hired when the productivity of the
marginal labourer equals the cost of his or her recruitment (marginal
productivity of labour equals the wage). Unemployment indicates that
the real wage rate surmounts the real marginal productivity and only
wage rate flexibility is able to restore full employment.50 Any introduction of minimum wages therefore disrupts the labour market equilibrium and ‘discriminates’ (Bender et al. 1999: 3) jobs and work opportunities of a marginal productivity below these minimum wages. Welfare state arrangements impede the creation of jobs with lower wages
because of the absence of a corresponding labour supply. Countries
which cut off the employment of the least productive labour – via a
minimum wage, trade union resistance to downward wage mobility or
other forms of labour market inflexibility – certainly increase the productivity per person employed or per work hour – but at the expense of
total output and indeed of unemployment. At the same time, this is
the context for the emergence of informal labour markets and irregular
migration providing the labour supply for employment on these markets (Schneider 2000; Enste & Schneider 2006).
Correspondingly, ethnic entrepreneurship may become relevant in
this context. Welfare benefits are often restricted to citizens or longtime residents. Other immigrants are not or only partially included in
different social security schemes. They may enter jobs and occupations
that cannot be filled with workers from the indigenous population51 or
alternatively set-up new businesses. This may be interpreted in a more
optimistic sense like in human capital theory (see above) or as a kind
of ‘forced entrepreneurship’ (Bommes 2004; Watson et al. 2000).
Faced with unemployment, entrepreneurship may have become a functional equivalent of wage labour, rather involuntarily chosen.
The concept of mixed embeddedness was explored quite recently by Robert Kloosterman and Jan Rath (2001) in order ‘to combine agency and
structure perspectives’ (Kloosterman & Rath 2003: 8) and to overcome
the neoclassical assumption that opportunities occur and entrepreneurs just seize them, which these authors see as oversimplified. Their
approach rejects especially the neoclassical premises of market transparency and economically rational, profit-seeking actors and falls back
on the results of Esping-Anderson’s seminal work (Esping-Anderson
1993, 1999: 135). Adapting his conclusion of a strong correlation between the rigidities of labour markets (indicating for newcomers obstacles to enter) in advanced economies and the incidence of (non-agricul-
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tural) self-employment, Kloosterman and Rath depart from the assumption that divergent postindustrial employment trajectories are
linked with patterns of resource provision either through markets,
states or families. Economies are moulded by these patterns and from
these emerge different opportunity structures for migrant entrepreneurship. Based on this conceptualisation a whole set of formal and informal institutions are taken into account, ‘institutions mediating between aspiring entrepreneurs and concrete openings to start a business’ (Kloosterman & Rath 2003: 9). This approach can be read as a
demand side approach, which supplements supply side approaches often dominating the analysis of immigrant entrepreneurship.
Studies on ethnic niches and ethnic businesses have been mainly conducted by sociologists and social anthropologists. These studies often
underline the importance of social networks52 and social capital. Various authors highlight the role of community networks as a vital resource (Zhou 1992; Portes 1987; Light & Bonacich 1988; Waldinger
1996). They apply some of the findings of mainstream economic sociology such as the work of Granovetter (1995) to the study of ethnic
entrepreneurship. Many depart from the assumption that ethnicity is
used by the immigrants themselves as a tool for economic advancement within an enclave. Entrepreneurs that are active in those ‘ethnic
economies’ are characterised by four central attributes: Their horizontal
and vertical networks are placed in the same ethnic group; they rely on
employees and customers of the same origin; trade creditors belong to
the same ethnic community or come from the same country; additionally unpaid family work seems to be of particular importance.53 In this
view ethnic enclaves often function as catalysts for certain immigrant
groups to accelerate economic integration in the host society (Portes &
Bach 1985). Challenging the assimilationist assumptions these studies
of ethnic economies underline the importance of ethnic and cultural
capital.54 Ethnic niches are perceived as a fruitful starting point for immigrant integration into the society of the host country and as a kind
of pre-phase of assimilation (Zhou 1992). According to a case study,
ethnicisation is one decisive feature in the ongoing transformation processes in New York’s fast-food industry, and ethnicity must be regarded
as one basic category of work force organisation in this sector (Parker
1996). In the same line many authors underline the significance of
‘ethnic solidarity’.
Others are, however, much more doubtful if strategies of ethnic solidarity will be successful in the long run (Sanders & Nee 1987; Kim
1996). It should also be noted that approaches influenced by network
theories are more and more criticised in recent years. On the one hand
the critique points to theoretical problems (the mixed embeddedness
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approach criticises the one-sidedness of social network approaches and
the negligence of wider politico-economical aspects – Kloosterman,
Van der Leun & Rath 1999), on the other hand, assimilation theorists
claim that assimilation understood as the reorientation of entrepreneurial behaviour to the expectations of the market environment is the
decisive condition for the success of enterprises. According to assimilationists the most promising strategy for economic integration based on
entrepreneurship is the adoption of the entrepreneurial principles of
the indigenous population. Similarly some studies emphasise that
many ethnic entrepreneurs do not act in a so-called ‘ethnic economy’
but try to penetrate the same market niches as their native competitors.55

5. Conclusion
In the preceding paragraphs we have argued that the theoretical and
empirical mainstream of the academic discipline of economics are of
major relevance for the topic of migration and integration. In particular, economic approaches embrace theoretically elaborated discussions
about labour market participation and the importance and impact of
dependent employment. The theoretical spectrum ranges from the internally highly differentiated neoclassical paradigm to various Marxist
approaches, segmentation theories and network approaches mainly
employed in transaction cost theories. There is also quite a conceptual
potential in economics to be applied to the second mode for economic
integration, i.e. entrepreneurship. But here, at first glance, economics
are surprisingly not present to the same extent as in the case of work.
In this field of ethnic entrepreneurship economics do not display a specific, self-contained empirical and theoretical concern. Instead social
sciences like social anthropology, sociology, and social geography dominate in this field. This leaves us with a kind of two-fold conclusion concerning disciplinary approaches in the field of economic integration in
migration research.
1. Economic approaches dealing with work have a long tradition in
migration research and feature an impressive theoretical and empirical sophistication. In this field, non-economic social science approaches have a complementary status, but a valuable one. This has
been discussed in relation to three fields of research. a) Some of the
limits of segmentation theories seemed to be due to the time and
context dependency of this approach. This indicated the necessity to
take into account the specific socio-historical context in which this
approach had been developed. b) Economic theory in general has
barely developed a sufficient understanding of the interrelation be-

118

MICHAEL BOMMES AND HOLGER KOLB

tween organisational rationality and labour market outcomes
(Bommes & Geddes 2004; Bommes & Tacke 2001). Organisations
as the site of employment seem to be strikingly absent from labour
market research. c) The short discussion of the transaction cost theories pointed to some major methodological and theoretical problems of network approaches which also seem to be ignored in economic research (Tacke 1999).
2. Contrary to work, non-economic social sciences dominate in the
field of entrepreneurship. Correspondingly, theories derived from
(political) economics in this field are rather absent in research. Instead, social anthropological approaches of mixed embeddedness
and ethnic enclaves are employed. The reason for this intra-disciplinary disequilibrium of economics is due to the disciplinary internal division of labour referred to above. There is no doubt that
many studies on entrepreneurship exist (see among others De Wit
1993 and Kirzner 1973). Entrepreneurship and entrepreneurs have
played a major role within economic theory-building from the start.
The classic theorist Jean-Baptiste Say already conceptualised entrepreneurship as the combination and coordination of productive services (Say 1819). Joseph Schumpeter, another key figure, emphasised the entrepreneurial function of innovation (Schumpeter
1961). The application of this economic knowledge of entrepreneurship to the case of ethnic entrepreneurship, however, appears to be
non-existent. And it seems that the (mainly anthropological) work
in this area does not employ this knowledge since it is driven by
the master paradigm of migration research, i.e. social integration
(Bommes 1999: chapter 1). Therefore, entrepreneurship seems to
attract the attention of migration research so far mainly for the reason that it is welcomed as a strategy to increase autonomy of migrants (Kotkin 1992; Saxenian 1999; Light & Roach 1996). Opponents stay in the same frame even if they interpret migrant entrepreneurship rather as the backside of the trap of lacking
opportunities on the labour market (Aldrich et al. 1984; Rath
2002). It remains a task for future research to make systematic use
of the available theoretical and methodological knowledge within
economics to the specific interests of migration research in the field
of migrant entrepreneurship.
‘Work, entrepreneurship and economic integration’ – the title of this
chapter and of the research cluster in IMISCOE – circumscribes a
broad field of research, which will not and cannot be covered as a
whole by a single research group. For the organisation of future research in the IMISCOE cluster this chapter serves as a reflexive device.
Starting from the specific interests of members and initial discussions,
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the work of the coming years concentrates on the following areas: 1)
Economic and other social science approaches in migration research
tend to proceed separately without clarifying potential methodological
and theoretical interrelations. Based on this observation two conferences have been organised bringing together economists, sociologists,
political scientists and anthropologists to discuss similarities and differences of methodological and theoretical approaches.56 2) A research
project on the dynamic relations between illegal migration, the informal economy and the development of knowledge and control organisations of states is currently prepared. This research project requires a
combination of sociological, political science and economic approaches
in order to account for the dynamic interrelations between the informal
economy, the emergence and reproduction of migration networks and
political efforts of knowledge and control production. 3) Several members of the cluster deal with various aspects of migration of highly
skilled persons including ICT-specialists, medical doctors and managerial staff. Migration of the highly skilled points to a change of conditions of mobility which indicates a transformation of this type of migration based on the enlargement and institutionalisation of international labour markets. 4) ‘Migration and socio-economic development’
has been extensively discussed as another important field of research
involving especially the economic and social impact of migrant communities or ‘diasporas’ on their regions of origin. In order to explore
the field an empirical pilot project was started by a small research
group on the social, economic and political relations of three migrant
groups in Germany (Serbs, Egyptians, Afghans) to their home regions.57

Notes
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This claim finds empirical evidence in the National Survey of Immigration Scholars
(NASIS). This survey analyses the social, academic and ethnic background of
immigration scholars as well as their research interests. 33 per cent of all scholars
surveyed categorised themselves as sociologists, 28 per cent as historians and 12 per
cent as anthropologists. Only 9 per cent were grouped as economists or political
scientists. See Rumbaut 1999. Sociology and anthropolgy dominate in migration
research. Both disciplines have a long tradition in dealing with issues of migration
and integration. In sociology the Chicago School dealt with problems of assimilation
and ethnic relations. See the early pathbreaking study of Thomas & Znaniecki (1858,
first 1918/1921) and Park 1950. For the assimilation approach currently returning on
the agenda (Brubaker 2002) see Gordon 1964.
The title of this chapter serves at the same time as the title of one research cluster of
the IMISCOE network. It has been produced in this context and is based on two
workshops which discussed: 1) the contents to be included in this report and 2) an
early version of this chapter.
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A clarification may be helpful here: Studies of the economy may involve many
disciplines of the social sciences. We can distinguish disciplinary differentiated
approaches analysing the economy on the one hand, and economics as a general
methodological approach seeking to analyse all sorts of phenomena, not just
economic ones. In this paper we concentrate on disciplinary differentiated economic
approaches actually or potentially relevant for the analysis of the relation between
migration and economic integration.
His or her willingness is, of course, dependent on the relevant marginal utilities.
Formally spoken individuals chose the consumption bundle so as to maximise the
utility subject to the budget constraint, taking prices and income as fixed.
A conceptual clarification may be useful here: The formal concept of economic
integration employed here does not imply any assumptions about the forms and the
strengths or weaknesses for social integration. For example, economic integration
may be based on political inclusion or exclusion. It may support or erode familial relations, etc.
In Germany, for example, a little bit more than 3 million foreigners are active in the
labour market. More than 2.73 million work as wage labourers or employees, only
300,000 as self-employed entrepreneurs. The share of entrepreneurs in most
European countries has grown in the 1990s, albeit at different rates in different
countries, but this growth has leveled out in recent years. See in this context also the
remark of Portes and Rumbaut that ‘entrepreneurial minorities are the exception in
both turn-of-the-century and contemporary migrations’ (Portes & Rumbaut 1996: 21).
The same applies to the attempt of Egbert 2003 to summarise ‘theoretical
approaches of entrepreneurship of ethnic minorities’. Although published in an
economic journal, he mainly relies on sociological literature.
Sociologically seen, the success or failure to enter membership roles pre-structures
the social options of individuals in all kinds of other realms of life mediated by their
so-called client-roles. For the differentiation between membership and client roles
see Stichweh 1996; on the relevance of organisations for the distribution of social
resources and social inequality, see Bommes 2001; on the meaning of ’labour’ as a
medium of inclusion for organisations constituted by markets see Bommes & Tacke
2001.
And was followed by regular modifications, e.g. by Joan Robinson 1933, Edward
Chamberlain 1933, Josef Schumpeter 1911 and Friedrich August von Hayek 1968.
See also Peixoto, differentiating between the ‘individualistic standpoint’ and
‘structural standpoint’; Peixoto 2000: 1, 2, 7.
Borjas 1989: 459; similar Straubhaar & Fischer 1996, Straubhaar 1988. Critical on
these assumptions for example the Nobel prize winner Robert Solow 1990 who
argues that the labour market cannot adequately be analysed in economic terms,
because he also sees it driven by motives of fairness.
At this point certain possible linkages to human capital theory become visible. The
decision to invest in his or her own human capital is based on the expectation to
enhance the returns.
Similar to Borjas also Bouvier (1992); and for the German context Sinn, Flaig,
Werding, Munz, Düll & Hofmann (2001) and Straubhaar (1997). Supporting
Simon’s position see Russel (1986).
See also George Gilder, characterising immigration restrictions as ‘economically selfdestructive’; Gilder 1981: 67, 1984: 54.
For the Marxist version see Piore 1979, for the non-Marxist see Sengenberger 1987.
The most relevant studies in this context are Piore 1979; similar Castells 1975. See
also Castles & Kosack 1973, Castles 1987, Nikolinakos 1972, Balibar & Wallerstein
1991, Sassen 1988; a late and sophisticated version: Bader 1995. See also Potts 1988.
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For a more systematic discussion of the role of the Marxist tradition in migration
research see Bommes 1999.
See Berger 1987, 1990, complaining about the early abandoning of the class
paradigm in migration research. For one of the most recent Marxist approaches, see
Bader 1995.
See for example Piore 1979: 33ff., Biller 1989, Sengenberger 1979: 15, Doehringer &
Piore 1971. As a special approach within segmentation theory see also the approach
of the radical economics, Edwards 1979. See also Edwards, Reich & Gordon 1975,
Piore 1975: 125-150. Edwards himself reacted to the at that time to the seminal work
of Braverman 1974, based on Baran & Sweezy 1973.
In the classical work of segmentation theory the primary sector consists of a series of
internal markets. See Doehringer & Piore 1971. See also the alternative interpretation
of the school of the radical economists, Edwards 1979; Edwards, Reich & Gordon
1975.
See for an introduction in institutionalist approaches Brandes & Weise 1991.
In this context Hoffmann-Nowotny coined the frequently used term
‘substratification’, see Hoffmann-Nowotny 1973.
The ‘target earning’ described by Piore is, however, not only characteristic for foreign
workers. It also applies to housewives and adolescents occupied at lower income
levels. The features of these groups and their position on the labour market are – to
a lesser extent – comparable to those of migrants with respect to formability and
availability in the labour market as well as susceptibility to manipulation and control.
See also Elwert 2002: 14.
See for Germany also Szydlik 1990.
Among others see Bade 1994.
The version of segmentation theory of Piore relies on a neo-Marxist analytic frame
which is compatible to world system approaches that attracted some attention. Most
relevant in this context, Wallerstein 1974, 1979. More recent Sassen 1988, 1996 and
Altvater & Mahnkopf 1999. For a discussion of the relation between world society,
the world system approach and globalisation see also Stichweh 1995 and Luhmann
1997.
Esping-Anderson (1993, 1999) calls this the decommodification of labour markets.
See for a comparative report McLaughlan & Salt 2002.
See also the volume by Bommes, Hoesch, Hunger & Kolb 2004.
Translation by the author.
‘Labor Turnover Costs’ are the centrepiece of the argumentation of Lindbeck &
Snower 2002. The argumentation follows the theoretical tradition of the transaction
cost theory of Coase (1937) and Williamson (1975). For a definition of transaction
costs see Picot 1993.
In this context see also the differentiation between an ‘industrial subsystem’ which
requires a high degree of company internal knowledge and the ‘craft subsystem’
where knowledge can be substituted rather easily. See among others Osterman 1984:
167.
See also for the particularities of internal labour markets the microeconomic study of
Hennart 1986.
For the role of trust see also Granovetter 1985. Rudolf Stichweh claims some kind of
trade-off between rising globality which results in a loss of control and the set-up of
ethnic company-based enclaves that restrict globality. See Stichweh 1998: 58-59.
Edström and Galbraith (1979) underline the advantages of setting up enclaves. See
also the case study about the American company Eli Lily by Malnight 1995.
See for the most prominent application Porter 1985.
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35 This can well be interpreted as an ‘anti-categorically’ motivated assumption as
Emirbayer has convincingly argued.
36 Compare for this e.g. Burt 1982 and for an overview see Trenzini 1998.
37 The theory of rational expectations concerning the behavior of market participants
has mainly been developed by Lucas Jr. 1972. For a summary see Lucas Jr. 1987.
38 The difference between neoclassical approaches which we have classified as
structural approaches, and human capital theory may therefore be further
characterised as follows: human capital theory takes the neoclassical assumptions as
a model of action in order to explain individual behaviour. The neoclassical approach
reconstructs economic macro-structures as the result of individual actions. The first
approach employs the model with the aim to forecast individual action. The second
approach presupposes this model of action and interprets economic macro-results
deviating from model expectations as the effect of some kind of intervening factors
which then need to be identified and explained.
39 Becker’s work also activated a new appraoch of dealing with issues of personnel
policy in business administration. Human resource management is a new field of
management and becomes more and more a part of the curricula in business
administration. See Wiskemann 2000 and Cronenberg, Funk & Djarrahzadeh 1993.
40 Ebenrett, Hansen & Puzicha 2003 state that there is a clear and significant
correlation between the cognitive abilities (understood as human capital) of
youngsters and location factors like unemployment, lower incomes and training
facilities. This is the reinvention of an insight that can be found in the classical
investigation by Jahoda, Zeisel & Lazarsfeld 1975.
41 Case studies can be found in Wolter 1997, Ford 1992, Kolb 2004 and Wolter &
Wolburg 1996.
42 See in this context the studies of King & Shuttleworth 1995, Chen 1995 and Li,
Findlay, Jowett & Skeldon 1996.
43 See for the case of the car manufacturer Volkswagen Posth 1990: 378. See Senn,
Rohde, Ahrens & Bargmann 2003: 113 who assess in their position as HR managers
of the Volkswagen corporation the mobility of their employees in a geographical as
well as professional sense as ‘self-conception’. See also Peixoto 2001: 1041.
44 The interconnectedness of human capital investment, employment abroad and
promotion and career development is confirmed in many more recent studies;
Mahmood & Schömann 2002 and Rell & Weiß 2001: 17. Sami Mahroum identifies
‘highly skilled globetrotters’; Mahroum 1999. Stalker and Amit-Talai mention as
further important incentives of abroad stays the options to improve the individual
income level and a certain degree of adventuresomeness, see Stalker 2000, AmitTalai 1998 and Tzeng 1995.
45 The term ‘integration’ is the focal point of a huge arsenal of other terminologies.
Very popular in migration research are approaches of incorporation and of inclusion
which have mainly been developed in response to the concept of assimilation. For
incorporation see Castles 1987 and Soysal 1994, for inclusion Miles & Thränhardt
1995, Faist 1995, Mackert 1998. The main differences between these labels are their
normative basics. See Bade & Bommes 2004.
46 See for the USA Borjas 1999, for Great Britain Hatton & Price 1999, for Sweden
Ekberg 1994 and Edin, LaLonde & Aslund 2000, for Austria Winter-Ebmer 1994, for
Germany Dustmann 1993, Schmidt 1997. In a comparative perspective, Werner
1994 and Bauer, Lofström & Zimmermann 2000. In a sociological context similar
approaches can be identified: Kalter & Granato 2004, Kristen & Granato 2004.
47 For an overview see Sachverständigenrat für Zuwanderung und Integration 2004.
48 See for example Levine & Zimmermann 1999, Blank 1988, Meyer 1998. For
Germany see Fertig & Schmidt 2001.
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49 This is true for the Sozialhilfe (social aid) in Germany. Real minimum wage regulations exist in France, the USA and Great Britian.
50 Many studies emphasise that flexibility of the real wage is not given and that
adjustment to lower wage rates do not occur. See for example Jacoby 1990: 33. See in
this context also the recommendation of Boswell & Straubhaar (2004: 7), to combat
illegal labour migration by ‘lowering the costs of hiring regular workers’.
51 An example for this is the German farming industry. About 300,000 work permits
are granted per year mostly for workers from Middle and Eastern Europe; see
Sachverständigenrat für Zuwanderung und Integration 2004: 131.
52 In various studies Waldinger e.g. emphasises that the economic integration of
immigrant entrepreneurs is a network-driven process that is only barely influenced
by conjunctural changes. See among others Waldinger 1996, Waldinder & Lapp
1993.
53 Paternalistic employer-employee-relations are also reported by Light 1972 and
Bonacich 1973.
54 For an interesting study on the interfaces of human capital theory and ethnic capital
see Borjas 1992. Borjas assumes that ethnicity acts as an externality in the human
capital accumulation process.
55 See for a case study on Turkish female entrepreneurs Hillmann 1999. See also
Hillmann & Rudolph 1997. For an early study on ethnic businesses and the food
sector see Light 1972.
56 A special issue of the Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies is currently prepared,
edited by Christina Boswell and Peter Mueser. An edited volume on ‘Migration
Research in Economics and the other Social Sciences’ is prepared by Holger Kolb,
Clemens Esser and Henrik Egbert.
57 This project is jointly conducted by IMIS and the HWWA (directed by Michael
Bommes and Tanja El-Cherkeh).
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6. Social Integration of Immigrants with Special
Reference to the Local and Spatial Dimension1
Olivier Asselin, Françoise Dureau, Lucinda Fonseca, Matthieu
Giroud, Abdelkader Hamadi, Josef Kohlbacher, Flip Lindo,
Jorge Malheiros, Yann Marcadet and Ursula Reeger
1. Introduction
This chapter deals with the social dimension of integration processes
of immigrants. The organisation of work units within IMISCOE defined the social dimension as distinct from the political, the economic
and the cultural/religious dimension which are treated in the two preceding and the following chapter respectively. This field is a vast one
covering a significant amount of research in the past decades. In surveying the literature on social integration we will focus specifically on
its local and spatial expressions for reasons that we will unfold in the
next pages.
In the first section, we discuss some of the conceptual issues related
to the term ‘integration’ and its use in the academic and policy fields.
We discuss the notion of integration as a general sociological concept
and propose to use the social environment, in which individuals and
groups form interdependencies, as the special unit of study. Focusing
on spaces as the locus of developing interdependencies, we emphasise
the spatial dimension of immigrants’ social integration processes.
Section two focuses specifically on the spatial dimensions of integration. It reviews the relationships between the characteristics of the
housing market and their implications in terms of socio-ethnic segregation, emphasising the spatial dimension of social integration. Immigrants’ and ethnic minorities’ geographical placement and the extent of
their mobility condition their access to urban resources (e.g. housing,
education, health, jobs and different kinds of goods and services). We
discuss the basic concepts of ethnic segregation as well as its advantages and disadvantages by drawing on contemporary literature. The
main determinants of residential segregation and the manner in which
they are explained and conveyed in the literature are surveyed. Finally,
we discuss the issue of accessibility to urban resources, as a spatial expression of social integration and its measurement.
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In the third and final section, we seek to synthesise the key ideas
and conclusions of the previous sections and present a number of proposals for future lines of research.

2. From assimilation to integration and back again
If the current use of the concept of integration in social sciences and
policy when dealing with immigrant settlement is relatively recent, the
associated notions of assimilation, acculturation and accommodation
have a longer history.
The classical assimilationist approach finds its roots in the 1920s
Chicago School of Sociology, led by Park and Burgess. Park has become well-known for his theory of the race relations cycle and is seen
as one of the founding fathers of what is often called ‘assimilation theory’. However, even in the name of the theory, which conceives a sequence of contact, competition, accommodation and, in the end, assimilation, it is clear that the focus of analysis is on the relations between
people, especially between immigrants and native inhabitants of urban
spaces (Park 1950). The ecological emphasis, taking the social environment as the unit of analysis, and the interest in the life world of actors2
– stressing the importance of meaning and motives – is another prominent feature in the work of Park and others of the Chicago School.
Contrary to what often is believed, these early theorists on migration
and integration understood that assimilation, however ‘apparently progressive and irreversible’, would proceed best if immigrants could keep
their own pace in adapting to life in the new country, building on their
existing attitudes and memories. Also, Park and his collaborators regarded assimilation essentially as a two-way process in which the sharing of experiences and history in the longer term would incorporate
people of different origins in a communal life, achieving ‘a cultural solidarity sufficient at least to sustain a national existence’ (Park 1930).
The concept of ‘straight-line assimilation’ was introduced at the end
of the Second World War by Warner and Srole in their Social Systems of
American Ethnic Groups (1945).3 All groups in American society, they
contended, would evolve towards the same existing universal culture of
reference: the American way of life. However, the authors conceived of
great differences in the pace in which this one-sided process of adaptation would come about. Warner and Srole invoke cultural distance (the
Anglo-conformity gap) and even racial categorisation to explain the differential speed of assimilation they observe and predict.
In 1964, Milton Gordon coined some extremely influential notions
in the subsequent scientific and public discourse on the integration of
immigrants in his Assimilation in American Life. Although he did not
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develop a theory of assimilation in the proper sense, he did codify the
process with a rigour formerly unheard of and identified several dimensions, for some of which he posited time-sequential relations. Acculturation, or the mastery of English and the adoption of some core
behavioural patterns, values and goals, is a process that typically preceded incorporation into the status groups of the middle class. Gordon
discriminates between extrinsic and intrinsic traits. The extrinsic traits
are the ones required to engage in fruitful interaction with the host society; these are also the ones that can be easily accepted by the immigrants themselves. Gordon seems to have had membership of the most
important contemporary religious streams in mind when thinking of
acculturation. Using the traditional image of the melting pot, he judges
it probable that ‘American society has come to be composed of a number of ‘‘pots,’’ or subsocieties, three of which are the religious containers marked Protestant, Catholic, and Jew, which are in the process of
melting down the white nationality background communities contained within them.’ Those three pots, he continued, ‘are tending to
produce, with somewhat different speeds, products which are culturally
very similar, while remaining structurally separate.’ So, though a prerequisite, acculturation is, according to Gordon, not a sufficient condition
for further socio-economic integration. He considers that assimilation
in all domains of life will only happen if immigrants and their descendants are accepted, and are willing to join the primary groups within
the host society (Price 1969). Entry into the socio-economic mainstream and subsequent internalisation of intrinsic traits will only follow suit if immigrants and their descendants join these primary
groups. Gordon calls this structural assimilation. Somewhat along the
lines of Warner and Srole, Gordon also formalised and developed the
concept of the melting pot, as a possible social outcome of the assimilation process, if the groups in presence were strong enough: in the final
stage, a new culture would emerge as a kind of fusion of elements
coming from the different groups, eventually with an Anglo-Saxon
group dominating. Although Gordon’s hypothetical formulations suggest a full-blown theory, his concepts are not always clearly enough defined (What is precisely the difference between intrinsic and extrinsic
traits? What are primary groups?), and how suppositions on diachronic
sequences should be understood in causal terms is not clear either.
Almost simultaneously, empirical evidence urged other authors to
severely criticise the ideas of the ‘melting pot’ and ‘straight-line assimilation’. For instance, in Beyond the Melting Pot, Glazer and Moynihan
(1963) discuss the position of several immigrant groups (including
African-Americans, then still referred to as ‘Negroes’) and observe that,
although all these ‘ethnicities’ have become American in so many respects, they have not ‘melted’ together with the (Anglo-American) ‘old
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stock’ into the mainstream. Although the authors, in their exposé on
the different groups, highlight the different pace of upward mobility
between them, Glazer and Moynihan’s most central point is that, in
the socio-economic and political context of New York, all groups have
an interest in keeping, developing and claiming their ethnic origin,
while at the same time becoming very American. A different direction
was followed by Gans (1979, 1996), who posited the ‘bumpy line theory’ (socio-economic decline for the second generation was very well
possible) and questioned Warner and Srole’s assumption of a positive
relationship between acculturation and social mobility, by stating that
acculturation might, in fact, be connected to downward, not upward,
mobility.
From here, it is only a small step to the notion of segmented assimilation, introduced by Portes and Zou (1993). The development of this
idea is based on the recognition that immigrants are incorporated in
different strata of the host society. They, or rather their descendants,
may join the middle class by a process of – often intergenerational –
upward social mobility. Others and their descendants may, however,
link up with disadvantaged societal strata, because, for instance, they
have come to live with them in adjacent neighbourhoods, and children
take over the oppositional frame of reference of their disappointed
peers from these disadvantaged groups. The third possibility is not so
much assimilation in yet another stratum or segment of society, but a
strategy to keep the influence of the disadvantaged groups and their
disillusioned behaviour at bay. These groups create their own self-supporting communities and networks, and find their way upward in the
host society by developing their own economic niches.
The aforementioned reference to Portes and Zou points to the trend
towards the recovery of the assimilation concept, in both North America and Europe. In the first case, the long-standing experience of immigration to the United States, marked by diverse public discourses, policies and ‘integration’ practices, has led to a progressive shrinking of socially relevant differences between groups, which makes the process of
assimilation a legitimate subject of (comparative) research and analysis.
As far as Europe is concerned, the comeback of the term ‘assimilation’
is associated with a growing fear that, without staunch policy measures, immigrants and their descendants will not integrate and will
pose a serious danger to the cohesion of European societies. After having stressed the contested character of the concept of assimilation especially in Europe, Heckmann (2004) observes a growing awareness that
minority formation among migrants is leading to and reinforcing ethnic stratification, which lends support to positions and policies that are
critical of cultural pluralism and multiculturalist principles. He gives
the examples of the Netherlands, Great Britain and Germany where –
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nationally different – manifestations of multiculturalist thought are giving way to policies of assimilation, materialised, for instance, in socalled ‘integration programmes’.
The convergence of, on the one hand, European public and political
interest in the concepts of assimilation and integration, and the renewed, chiefly American, attention for the concept in the social scientific debate, on the other, seems to have almost opposing causes. This
should make us all the more cautious about using these concepts. Studies on immigration and integration processes that are informed by
policy goals often eclipse what is going on in the lives of immigrants.
Policy discourse and policy measures still assume a more or less linear
path of ‘integration’ (the Warner and Srole model), ignoring that the
complex interplay of acculturation, identification, social status and concrete interaction patterns of individuals may produce many ‘outcomes’.
Additionally, keeping with this perspective, assimilation is frequently
assumed to be a ‘one-sided’ concept, based on the principle that only
newcomers change with time, independent of the paths they take. The
truth is that the large numbers of immigrants having settled in Europe
have caused significant changes in their receiving societies.

3. Defining integration: a proposal
Following this brief historical overview of the construction and meaning of the concept of assimilation and its comeback in the policy and
academic fields in the last years, we now turn to the definition of the
concept of integration that we want to adopt and operationalise.
This task is a difficult one in view of the generality, indefiniteness
and even imprecision that are associated with the use of concepts such
as integration and assimilation. First of all, it is not clear what they
mean in concrete terms: the measuring stick, the point of reference, is
often indicated with vague vocabulary like ‘the society in general’, ‘the
mainstream’, or ‘the middle class’. These reference units are only vaguely circumscribed – being socio-demographic entities, their character
and size have changed and will continue to change in the course of
time (Alba & Nee 2003). Secondly, without explicit qualifications, concepts like assimilation and integration not only cover different dimensions of behaviour and experience, they pertain to a multitude of social
fields as well. Behavioural and experiential dimensions can be identified regarding socio-economic position and status, interaction, and
identification. And these positions/dimensions should be distinguished
in several social sub-fields such as education, housing, spatial mobility
and health. Using these general concepts, outside the context of those
dimensions and social fields, does not help us to distinguish between
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processes and their causes. Finally and perhaps most importantly,
these terms do not only refer to a process, but to the end-stage as well.
This is the way they are used in public and academic discourse and
many scholars find it difficult to get away from the normative dimension, not only referring to the processes as desirable but also accepting
their appropriateness as self-evident.
Viewed as a process, the concept of integration indicates on the one
hand the further strengthening of relations within a social system and,
on the other hand, relating additional actors or groups to an existing
social system and its core institutions (Heckmann 2004: 4). The second meaning is the one attached to the concept when it is used within
migration and ethnic studies. Leaving aside the problem of how we
should understand core institutions and their definition, we have good
reasons to focus on the connotation of integration within the framework of a system approach. Firstly, since we will concentrate on the development of interdependencies between individuals and groups in certain territorial spaces, we should approach our subject matter as a relational issue and not as a feature of a category or group of actors.
Secondly, perceiving of integration as the development of interdependencies in a given environment offers the opportunity to identify different ‘levels’ at which relations may develop.
If we define integration as the process in which people and their activities become intertwined in social life and form mutual interdependent relations of some form and to a certain degree, we are describing i) a multilevel and ii) a multidimensional process.
Let us first examine the different levels of scale on which processes (in
all different dimensions) can be analysed. In concentrating on the space
in which individuals and groups interact, we take the spatial focus to
be an opportunity and a challenge, and we assume that the analysis of
integration at the local (urban) scale must be intertwined with other
scales of analysis (the regional, the national and even the supra-national), due to the nature of the migration phenomenon and also to the
scope of action of the individual and institutional actors more directly
involved in the process. The influence of large-scale processes within
the local and national society, as well as of global processes, should not
be disregarded.
In specific terms, we can distinguish the micro-, meso- and macrolevel. The micro-level treats the more or less consciously motivated interaction between individuals, as well as their attitudes towards each
other and towards the institutions that rule inside subgroups and the
social environment as a whole.4 The meso-level concerns the development of institutions within (sub-)groups and (institutional) relations
between groups and institutions in the social environment, as a consequence of arising interdependencies (be they conflictive or cooperative)
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between (groups of) newcomers and native inhabitants. Processes on
the macro-level are mostly not the product of goal-orientated action of
individuals or groups locally; people generally do not feel to have command over them and they are often felt to intrude on the life of individuals and groups. However, instances of initiatives to guide or confront
these processes in a creative and effective way, individually or collectively, have been identified in many places, although interaction patterns unwind in ways unexpected by most parties involved.5 The differential distribution of power in society, and in the social environment
under study, is of overriding importance here.
The processes we identify on the micro-, meso- and macro-levels are
not mutually independent. As we have seen, they also transgress the
boundaries we have drawn around our locus of research. This is the
case with processes on all three levels. Besides being multidimensional, the chains of interdependency are, socially and spatially, extensive.
Immigrant integration is often seen as resulting from the interplay
between structural factors in the receiving society (‘structure of opportunity’, ‘allocation processes’) and purposive behaviour of immigrants
(informed by ‘cultural’ characteristics, especially when they are referred
to as a group or ethnic category). When focusing on the interaction of
processes on different levels, it is inevitable that we combine concepts
that refer to these different vantage points. We should however be careful not to assign volitional or ‘culture-inspired’ concepts only for understanding the behaviour, position and orientation of (relative) newcomers and reserve the more structural-processual terms for everything
immigrants and their offspring encounter in ‘the receiving society’.
The often extended and tight networks of immigrants, for instance,
generate ‘domestic’ structures of constraint and opportunity that cannot be conceived of as purposive behaviour or as consolidated by cultural transmission only (Lindo 1995).
Concerning the analytical dimensions that might best describe the developing entanglement within and between categories of actors in a certain space, we have taken Esser (2001) as a departure point. He proposes four dimensions of, what he calls, social integration: acculturation, positioning, interaction and identification (Esser 2001: 16).6 He
defines social integration as ‘the inclusion [of individual actors] in already existing social systems’.7 However, since we propose a relational
focus, and the social environment in which (groups of) people interact
as the unit of analysis, we need to define these four dimensions in a relational way.
We take ‘acculturation’ to refer to the acquisition, development and
mutual transmission of knowledge and competences, and the degree
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and way in which these are variably distributed in the social environment under study. Acculturation is emphatically not restricted to the
process of acceptance of practices that brings one ahead in the world; it
refers in equal measure to the borrowing of practices that commonly
are seen as, for instance, anti-social, unhealthy or detrimental to upward mobility.8 Neither should it be conceived as a taking-over of complete behavioural or ideational codes. Often bits and pieces are mutually borrowed and reworked in a creative way, to produce a certain
consistency with ‘traditional’ patterns, thus becoming transformed in
the process into something different from either the borrowing or the
lending ‘culture’.
Positioning refers to the process of occupying different positions in
society, and of gaining, maintaining, defending or losing access to resources that are relevant for the position of an individual or a group,
especially in the substantive domains of education, income, housing,
mobility and health.
One specific positioning variable that has not been given much attention9 is of great importance when concentrating on a concrete social
environment as locus of analysis. This is the opportunity for (groups
of) actors to access various resources that are, in their nature, to a
greater or lesser degree dispersed within the space under study.10 The
spatial constellation of relevant resources conditions its access. We propose to regard it as a resource in itself (albeit a relational one) as its
quality is obviously variable. Geographical positioning, as we propose to
call it, has two derivatives, geographical mobility and geographical accessibility, which can both be regarded as resources as well. Differential mobility (real or virtual, associated with the use of communication technologies) of individuals, groups and places leads to inequalities in access to resources, especially in an increasingly mobile society. On the
other hand, if the key urban social resources of a certain place display
a high accessibility pattern (due to an efficient location, a good public
transport system or a well-planned road infrastructure), inequalities of
access decrease. In summary, equal and easy access to housing, work,
education, health and leisure facilities – to name the most important
resources – presupposes the possibility to overcome the obstacle of the
geographical dispersion of these resources.
Interaction is a third dimension, and obviously connected to the
others. The relational character of this dimension is evident. We can
discern many different kinds, in terms of intensity, multi- or singlestrandedness, positive versus negative emotive content, institutional
context, social environment, formal or informal communication, intraversus intergroup character, individual opposed to collective exchanges,
gender make-up, and contacts across or within generations. Interaction
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has many sides, and space is lacking to highlight all of the relevant aspects.
We should, however, not forget that interaction in which a local population is involved is not confined to the particular urban spaces on
which our comparative inquiries focus. Natives and newcomers alike
often develop, both formally and informally, significant relationships
with others outside research contexts, and the impact of these relationships should be taken into consideration.
Identification comprises acts and feelings of belonging besides representational processes and mutual stereotyping, and has individual as
well as collective aspects. Having broadened the scope of the dimension in this way, we will have to take into account the public discourses
on ‘integration’ that prevail locally and which might have come to constitute a more or less dominant part of the ‘local identity’.
The conceptual framework for the study of societal integration developed here will serve as a tool for more systematic empirical research in
which the local and spatial dimension are taken as a starting point. In
the next section we will specifically review what the literature on the
spatial aspect of integration may contribute.

4. Residential segregation, housing market and immigrants
The concept of segregation
‘Residential segregation is a fundamental feature of urban landscapes’
(Kaplan & Holloway 1998). It is a phenomenon that occurs with such
frequency across divergent historical and geographical settings that we
may be tempted to think that segregation is either ubiquitous (and
thus not problematic) or necessary (and thus amenable to facile interpretation). ‘There is not a spatial segregation, but there are multiple
segregations’ (Barbosa 2001: 17). Indeed, residential segregation is a
multidimensional concept (Johnston et al. 2002: 216). Because segregation is a very specific phenomenon – to the particular groups involved, to the individual contexts within which it occurs, to the historical timing of the encounters which produce and sustain it and to the
scale within which it is observed – attempts to understand segregation
as an ubiquitous phenomenon are frustrated by its tremendous diversity (Kaplan & Holloway 2000).
One basic problem arises from the fact that a Babel of languages
concerning segregation-related terminology can be observed in the literature. The terms ‘spatial segregation’, ‘socio-spatial segregation’,
‘housing segregation’, ‘residential segregation’, ‘ethnic (residential) segregation’ and ‘social segregation’ are often mixed, sometimes used in
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one and the same sense but sometimes also with different meanings
without being defined exactly.
What does ‘segregation’ really mean? Definitions presented in several recent studies vary from ‘the residential separation of groups within a broader population’ (Özüekren & Van Kempen 1997: 22) to ‘the
spatial translation of social inequality’ (Fassmann 2002: 14). It embraces not only a spatial but also a temporal dimension. Segregation refers both to the processes of social differentiation and to the spatial patterns that result from such processes, which are usually located at the
urban scale. Factors playing a role in the context of ethnic residential
segregation of immigrants include: socio-economic status, the status of
migrants on the housing market, discriminatory mechanisms within a
society, the handling of migrant families by public housing authorities,
legislative frameworks and last but not least ethnic affiliation demonstrated by the migrants themselves.
A group is considered to be completely mixed when its members are
distributed uniformly relative to the rest of the population. The greater
the deviation from this uniformity, the larger the degree of segregation
(Johnston 2000). Spatial segregation exists when some areas show
over-representation and other areas show an under-representation of
members of a certain ethnic or social group. In most popular uses, the
term is applied only to situations in which disadvantaged groups occupy circumscribed territories (Brun & Bonvalet 1998: 319-326;
Dangschat 2000a: 209215; Grafmayer 1994).
Broadly speaking, spatial segregation is generated through the interplay of three opposing spatial forces (Massey 1984): 1) concentration,
2) dispersion and 3) succession. The concentration of ethnic groups is
rooted in the spatial differentiation of the urban economy, in housing
market mechanisms and reinforced by the nature of immigrants and
immigration. Dispersion is driven by socio-economic mobility and acculturation, and is based on the fact that a differentiated urban economy distributes resources and opportunities unevenly in space, encouraging immigrants to move in order to improve their position in society.
While succession is driven by immigration, it is strongly influenced by
conditions in the larger urban economy. If immigration coincides with
a period of metropolitan expansion, then residential changeover is very
rapid, as socially mobile classes vacate neighbourhoods, leaving them
for arriving immigrants. If immigration occurs during a time of economic stagnation, migrants pile up in established enclave areas because succession is slow. Succession is also dependent upon the relative amount of capital employed in economic production and the extent
to which it is spatially concentrated, in addition to the cost and availability of urban transportation.
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Labelling concentration areas: Ghetto versus ethnic enclave
One of the most controversial terms used for the contemporary ‘segregation landscape’ is ‘ghetto’. From the Jewish diaspora in medieval Europe to the Black experience in the post-Fordist American metropolis,
the concept of the ghetto has historically designated a spatial environment bound by confinement and seclusion.
All ghettos are segregated, but not all segregated areas are ghettos.
Thus, residential segregation is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for ghettoisation (Wacquant 2004: 6). Based on Boal’s (1999) analysis of the processes and patterns of intra-urban ethnic segregation,
four types of migrant ‘spatialised’ communities can be classified: 1)
areas of assimilation-pluralism, where the host society is a large element in the local population, but does not form a majority; 2) mixed
minority areas, shared by two or more ethnic groups; 3) polarised
areas, with one minority group substantially encapsulated, forming at
least 60 per cent of the population; 4) ghettos, which are characterised
by a high degree of concentration of one minority group. In addition, a
large share of the total minority population lives in this area.
The ghetto may according to Boal (1981) be either voluntarily embraced or negatively enforced. Most authors, however, see the latter mechanism as the dominant one. A hegemonic group wishing to separate
itself from its perceived inferiors will attempt to enforce segregation
upon the lower group (Lemon 1991; Massey & Denton 1993). The urban ghetto constitutes an extreme form of spatial segregation. A ghetto
can be defined as an ‘institutionalised residential district that is almost
exclusively the preserve of one ethnic or cultural group’ (Johnston
2000). ‘Institutionalised’ means that the inhabitants did not choose
their residential area themselves but were to some degree coerced by
society. This coercion may be direct (for instance by law) or indirect (by
subtle discrimination) (Özüekren & Van Kempen 1997: 23). Not every
area inhabited by an ethnically, racially or religiously defined group is a
ghetto. The involuntary aspect is a very important dimension. Without
the aspect of coercion, the area is more appropriately described as an
ethnic enclave (ibid.).
Marcuse (2001: 3) makes a comparable distinction: A ghetto is an
area of spatial concentration used by forces within the dominant society to separate and to limit a particular population group, externally
defined as racial, ethnic or foreign, held to be, and treated as, inferior
by the dominant society. An enclave, on the other hand, is an area of
spatial concentration in which members of a particular population
group, self-defined by ethnicity or religion or otherwise, congregate as
a means of protecting and enhancing their economic, social, political
and/or cultural development (ibid.). According to Peach (2001), one
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has to distinguish between ghettos and ethnic enclaves on the basis of
the following differences (see Table 6.1).
Table 6.1

Ghetto versus ethnic enclave

Ghetto

Ethnic enclave

Dually segregated: a large majority of a minority group lives in it; a large majority in it
belongs to a certain minority

Dually diluted: only a minority of the group
resides in it; they form only a minority of the
population of the area associated with the
group
Positive
Voluntary
Residual
Symbolic
Touristic
Temporary

Negative
Enforced
Expanding
Real
Threatening
Permanent
Source: Peach (2001: 13), modified.

Politicians and the media frequently use the term ‘ghetto’ indiscriminately with respect to the situation in Europe. The term evokes negative connotations and indeed polarises more than can be substantiated
by the factual situation (Ellingsen 2003: 9). ‘So far, in European societies, few ghettos can be found […]. The fear [of ghettoisation] is based
on the idea that a sequence of events may happen which is regarded as
unwanted. That sequence is: increasing spatial segregation will lead to
increasing separation of different social and ethnic classes and population categories; in its turn, that will produce ghetto-like developments
and will finally result in the disintegration of urban society’ (Fortuijn
et al. 1998: 367).
Housing segregation in Western European cities is almost nowhere
as strong for minorities as it is for Blacks in American cities. There are
a few examples in which 80 to 90 per cent of an area’s population is
of one minority (Huttman 1991: 21). Whereas the segregation index for
African Americans in the United States is about 81 (Lucassen 2004:
9), the highest levels in Western Europe are about 68 (Bangladeshis in
London) and for most groups below 50 (ibid.).
Frequently, policy making strategies considered ghettos a bad urban
component. One justification for this lies in the presumption that involuntary allocation of space to any group is undesirable in a democratic
society. Another one relies on the desirability for diversity, for mixing,
for open interchange and communication, among population groups
in a democratic society (Marcuse 2001: 3), processes that are apparently
more limited in the socio-spatial boundaries of the ghetto.
Interestingly enough, segregation of elite migrants is never classified
as a problem (Kohlbacher & Reeger 1999). There is evidence from a
lot of European cities that some elite migrant populations manifest
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high levels of segregation. Glebe’s (1986) study on the Japanese in
Düsseldorf, White’s (1998) analysis on the Japanese in London or Malheiros’ (2001) discussion on the case of British in Lisbon are good examples of this.
Measuring residential segregation and its limits
There is a substantial literature on methodological problems of measuring segregation (see for example Cortese et al. 1976; Stearns & Logan 1986; Waldorf 1993; Wong 1998). Most studies of socio-spatial
segregation use either one or both of two main technical approaches: 1)
mapping where members of the various groups live in a city and 2)
computing indices that show the degree of residential separation.
One critical point is that both methods can only give some indication
of the degree of concentration for different groups – and, as a corollary,
its degree of separation from other groups (Johnston et al. 2002: 210).
A large number of techniques, differing not only in mathematical formulae but also in conceptualisation of segregation itself exist (see
Peach 1981). Three basic concepts for the measurement of segregation
can be distinguished: 1) measures of evenness:11 index of segregation,
index of dissimilarity, Gini-coefficient; 2) measures of exposure/isolation between social and ethnic groups; 3) measures of clustering.
An important methodological issue in segregation analysis is the
designation of an appropriate reference group. Many studies of segregation proceed by examining selected groups to a) ‘all others’; or b)
some key reference group.
The first approach has been used in the numerous dissimilarity index or exposure index studies that use group-versus-non-group measures. In the exposure framework, this is commonly termed the ‘isolation’ index. The second option – the use of one key group – implies
that such a particular comparison is meaningful or appropriate. Thus,
the social distance of a group from the culturally dominant group
would be captured by the pairwise segregation index and applications
using, for example, Turks versus autochthones.
Numerous indices of segregation have been developed over the
years. The most popular and widely used of it are the indices of Duncan and Duncan (1955a, 1955b) and the index of Taeuber and Taeuber
(1965). The segregation index expresses the percentage of people from
a certain social or ethnic group that would have to move to different
neighbourhoods to make that group non-segregated. The Taeuber and
Taeuber index of segregation is based on block data. The formula for
computing the index is based on the proportion of households of a specific group in a given block in relation to the proportion of this minority or migrant group in the city as a whole (see also Saltman 1991: 2
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ff.). The Duncan and Duncan segregation index is one-half the sum of
the absolute values of the differences between the respective distributions, taken area by area within a city. It is computed between one
group and all other groups combined (compare White 1983, 1986 and
Wong 1998). The value of the segregation index is influenced by the
size of the spatial units used in the calculation (Jones 1991: 183; Lee
1977; Peach 1987: 43-45). The size of the populations in analysis may
also influence the results of the indices. Large population groups tend
to display smaller segregation values because their group members
have a higher probability of diffusion (in statistical terms) than individuals part of small population groups (being composed by few people,
the probability of finding them scattered throughout several geographical sub-units is, naturally, smaller).
The index of dissimilarity (ID)12 compares the residential location of
pairs of groups (e.g. group A versus group B; A versus C; B versus C,
etc.) according to their proportion in the total population of the community. It gives a measure of the net percentage of one population that
would have to relocate in order to produce an equally distributed (nonsegregated) population. The higher the index is, the greater the degree
of segregation. Frequently, the results of the dissimilarity indices computed for all pairs of key groups settled in certain metropolitan or urban regions are presented in a matrix that allows to compare which
groups display similar spatial distribution patterns and which groups
display very different distributions. Indices of evenness will be computed for a multi-group analysis rather than the traditional two-group
analysis.
Reliance on the single measure of segregation index was strongly criticised by Lieberson (1980, 1981) who pointed out that a given level of
the segregation index means very different things to majority and minority groups. In order to assess asymmetrical experiences, Lieberson
proposed to use so-called P* indices of isolation/exposure that give the
closest measure of the degree of spatial segregation. This measure of
isolation has come into more general use since the 1980s. Unlike ID,
it is an asymmetrical measure. It recognises that the degree of exposure of a small group to a large group is different from the exposure of
the large group to the small group. Unlike ID, its use has tended to be
descriptive rather than analytical in correlation regressions. In their
subsequent use (e.g. Jones 1983; Robinson 1980), these have come to
be known as exposure, isolation or interaction indices. They measure
the chances that members of an ethnic group have of encountering, in
their neighbourhood, a member of another ethnic group. Like segregation indices, the value of P* indices is influenced by the scale of the
neighbourhoods used in the calculation. These effects of scale, however, are not as straightforward as those of segregation indices. If a
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scale change brings along an increase in chances of interaction within
the group, then it follows that its chances of interactions with other
groups must, in aggregate, be decreasing.
Given the diversity of the migrant population in European metropolitan areas, it is necessary to compute multi-group indices, extending
beyond the conventional two-group approach. Thus efforts have been
directed toward modifying segregation methods to capture the multiethnic milieu (Reardon & Firebaugh 2003; Wong 1998). Still, there is
an important task here. The availability of improved measures, data
management techniques and the rapidly evolving conceptualisation of
ethnicity and metropolitan residence (ethnic pluralism) converge to argue for a view on residential patterns that is at once comprehensive
and revealing the pattern of that ethnic residential mosaic. A method
should be developed that incorporates detailed ethnic diversity and provides a descriptive summary measure of the segregation of an ethnic
group with reference to the panoply of all groups.
Determinants of residential segregation
A rich empirical literature has focused on the underlying causes of segregation and measuring the consequences of segregation. Researchers
have attempted to measure the extent to which segregation can be explained by differences in income, wealth and education. A related
strand in the literature has explored whether segregation is driven by
housing preferences of households as they make their residential location decisions or by some form of centralised discrimination. Others
like Sarre et al. (1989: 39) see many factors at work stating that segregation and ‘ethnic disadvantage in housing stems from a combination
of cultural choices, economic differences, institutional policies and
practices, and racial or cultural discrimination’. Most of the housing
segregation literature has focused on residential preferences (e.g. Clark
1991, 1992; Farley et al.1994) and the geographic mobility of individuals that underlies segregation (Massey et al.1994; South & Crowder
1997, 1998).
Segregation in any particular place for any particular group results
from a complex interplay of forces ranging in scale from the local to
the global. Any reasonable account should be able to understand
whether the choices and constraints experienced are due to global
forces, national forces, regional forces, local forces or even neighbourhood dynamics (Kaplan & Holloway 2000).
Only empirical research can answer the question concerning the
causes of socio-spatial segregation. Most explanations of segregation
are based on three hypotheses:
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– A range of discriminatory private practices and public policies that
restrict housing opportunities for specific groups and serve to create
and perpetuate segregated housing. It is argued that these policies
and practices, and individual prejudices and stereotypes, are primarily responsible for the formation of ethnic ghettos and for the persistence of segregation in urban housing markets (Massey 2001; Massey & Denton 1988, 1993; Yinger 1995). Discrimination means treating groups differentially, which may be economically motivated
(Yinger 1995), whereas exclusion is an institutionalised policy that
prevents minorities from locating in specific areas (Anas 2004: 8).
– A second explanation focuses on economic status arguing that the
spatial concentration of ethnic groups reflects their financial status.
Since some ethnic groups in general have higher incomes and control more wealth than others, they have more choices in the housing
market (Becker 1957; Clark 1986). Although segregation by income
does not necessarily imply spatial segregation, the two are in practice strongly correlated (Anas 2004: 2). In the context of socio-economic explanations of socio-spatial segregation, European researchers usually point out that immigrants’ socio-economic status does
not allow them to enjoy housing comparable to that of the native population (Friedrichs & Alpheis 1991; Huttman 1991: 33).
– Individual choice, arguing that most households generally prefer to
live in culturally homogeneous neighbourhoods. The housing market, from this perspective, reflects the freely chosen preferences of
buyers who make their voluntary decisions in a free market (Glazer
1975; Thernstrom & Thernstrom 1997). This may be valid for the
US situation but does not fit for the segmented housing markets in
most European metropolises.
Although each of these approaches is relevant in explaining segregation in European cities, in each metropolis a different mixture of factors is responsible for the specific local segregation patterns. A significant problem arises therefore, when observations and data from various cities are conflated. One must not overlook the specificity of the
national and local history and institutional context.
While the basic facts of segregation are well documented, there is
less investigation into the experiences of the groups that suffer the consequences of segregation. Most of the research on segregation is done
from a scientific distanced perspective or with a normative orientation
towards the political claim for mixed housing areas. In most cases, the
perspective of migrants themselves living in more or less segregated
areas is completely neglected. Do they prefer to settle in mixed residential areas, or is it advantageous for them to live more segregated? In
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which stage of the integration process do they evaluate segregation positively?
One of the few studies that tried to provide answers to these questions was done in Vienna by Fassmann et al. (2004). The inquiry, including more than 400 Turks, former Yugoslavs, Poles and Germans
living in the Austrian capital, showed clear divergences in the evaluation of segregated housing between the various migrant groups due to
different valuations attributed to factors such as cultural and religious
traditions, mutual support, nostalgia for home or practices of mobility.
Evaluation of segregation: advantages and problems
Since the days of the Chicago School, the relation between segregation
and integration or assimilation has been vividly discussed. The same
structural differentiation of society that makes segregation possible also
may lead to its demise through spatial assimilation. The driving forces
behind spatial assimilation are acculturation and socio-economic mobility. In Western societies, acculturation implies an achievement-orientated outlook that reinforces the link between social and spatial mobility. Many scholars and politicians assume that high levels of social
and/or ethnic segregation, which often go hand-in-hand with high levels of ethnic concentration, will obstruct integration and participation
in society. Thus, segregation may generate negative intra-ethnic features. Pronounced ethnic residential segregation is usually conceived
of as a failure of integration policies (Ellingsen 2003: 7). Growing up
in a purely ethnic environment may slow down assimilation, putting
the residents at a disadvantage. Positive peer effects may be absent in
segregated schooling. Spatial isolation can have adverse economic effects such as difficulties in acquiring jobs.
The study by Duncan and Lieberson (1959) was of long-lasting importance, demonstrating an inverse correlation between high ethnic
segregation indices and modest assimilation levels of immigrants
based on their residential distribution in urban areas. Since that analysis, many social scientists (e.g. Massey & Denton 1993; Peach 1981)
have maintained that residential patterns are valid indicators of assimilation or integration in general.
Concentration is felt to hamper the social mobility of those with a
weak social position and/or low skills, particularly immigrants of nonWestern origin. Although these ideas may have some validity in contexts where extremely high levels of social and ethnic segregation exist,
they are hardly tested in contexts with more moderate levels of segregation and stronger welfare states (compare Dangschat 2002; Fassmann
2002). In these cases, the idea that spatial segregation of immigrant
groups is associated with a lack of integration is far from proven.
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Furthermore, in contexts such as that of the European city, where a diversity of ethnic groups frequently mix in the same (or neighbouring)
quarter, segregation levels tend to be lower and the relationship between spatial concentration and integration levels is even less clear.
Table 6.2

The relationship between ethnic segregation and assimilation

Phase Relation between immigrants and Housing areas
the society in country of destination

Ethnic segregation

1
2

Extremely high
Extremely high

3

Immigration
Competition (or conflict) for
housing areas, labour market
positions and social status
Accommodation

4

Assimilation

Ethnic residential quarters
Ethnic residential quarters

Initial phase of moving out
Medium level
of social climbers
Ethnic residential quarters
Disappeared
disappear, perfectly assimilated
migrants are moving

Source: Fassmann (2002: 18).

Several authors have identified both advantages and disadvantages to
the residential segregation of migrant groups (Cutler & Glaeser 1997;
Van Kempen & Özüekren 1998: 1632-1635). Among the negatives are
counted: delayed or obstructed integration, difficulties in providing
proper municipal services and school facilities, dissatisfaction among
the non-immigrants in the area and social conflicts, delinquency and
deterioration of the built environment. Among the positives are: intraethnic support, a sufficiently large grouping to enable a supportive
minority network, and ethnic business and institutions.
Often segregation is seen exclusively as ‘bad’ or derogatory (Brun &
Bonvalet 1998: 322; Grafmayer 1994) and associated with social injustices (Harvey 1997) but, as a matter of fact, socio-spatial segregation is
not necessarily a problem per se for the whole urban society or for the
migrants in particular. There is a high probability that it will become
problematic if the most disadvantaged groups are placed in residential
areas where their living conditions become further aggravated
(Dangschat 2002).
‘Segregation has become an issue of public debate. In this debate,
segregation has an outspoken negative connotation and is predominantly focussed upon the ethnic dimension. The black ghetto in American cities symbolises the cumulation of the miseries of modern Western societies’ (Fortuijn et al. 1998: 367) .13 Many social scientists of residential segregation throughout the 20th century saw it as a negative
feature of urban life – as a result of socio-economic processes which
condemned members of minority ethnic groups to live in relatively de-
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prived housing areas where, for a variety of reasons, their life chances
were lower than average. But such attitudes were largely founded on
the experience of African-Americans in US cities, where hyper-segregation is still the norm (Johnston et al. 2002: 231). Hyper-segregation,
which Massey and Denton (1989, 1993) associate with five characteristics of ethnic minority residential patterns (uneven distributions, lack
of exposure to others, concentration, centralisation and clustering),
may well indicate social exclusion14 – members of a group are virtually
confined to enclaves/ghettos and as a consequence are being denied
equal opportunities, not only economically but also more widely with
regard to social justice and citizenship.
This contrasts, however, with the situation for many other immigrant groups in the US and for the situation in European cities in general. Thus, in some recent studies, segregation has been interpreted in
a positive sense (compare Johnston et al. 2002), especially in the
broader context of integration (Alba & Nee 1997). Spatial segregation is
indeed not always a problem. The possibility for migrants of the same
origin to communicate easily is the major advantage. Communication
opens up the possibility for the continued existence of culture-specific
manners and customs, not those of the mainstream society (Özüekren
& Van Kempen 1997: 23). Indeed some segregation, indicative of pluralism, may bring positive benefits to a society, allowing those members
of groups who wish to retain their identities by living in relatively culturally exclusive areas while participating fully in other aspects of urban life, and also providing a base-area within which business and employment opportunities can be developed (see Bolt et al. 1998; Galster
et al. 1999).
A typical local government policy against residential segregation in
European metropolises has been dispersal but this strategy remains a
vividly debated issue. The social mix principle is often interpreted in a
biased way. No one knows how to define it exactly. A common definition of an ‘ideal social and ethnic mix’ is really impossible, because of
the locally diverging composition of the migrant population and the
differences in the main determinants of segregation in different cities.
What can be observed is that social mixing is applied when it regards
the unattractive, devalorised neighbourhoods but that it is no more referred in cases of attractive districts (Sala Pala 2003: 12). In summary,
there are researchers who find dispersal policies positive and others
who criticise them and approve the more recent policies of improving
poor housing areas, often inhabited both by migrants and natives
(compare Arin 1991; Mik 1991).
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Socio-spatial segregation and the housing market
Understanding the experiences of the various actors in urban housing
markets can help to explain the phenomenon of segregation and to stimulate current political debates (Kohlbacher & Reeger 2002; Kohlbacher & Schwab 2002). The residential location decision of each household is a choice that is based on a set of housing possibilities available
in the market. Each household’s valuation of choice characteristics varies with its own characteristics, such as income, education, ethnicity,
employment status and household composition. The spatial distribution of households is determined by the structure of the housing market (segmentation, spatial distribution and availability of flats), discrimination mechanisms in the housing market, direct preferences for
the ethnic affiliation of one’s neighbours (e.g. preferences on the part
of recent immigrants to live with other immigrants of the same ethnic
background) and preferences for ethno-specific aspects of neighbourhood qualities (e.g. ethnic infrastructure like groceries, mosques, etc.).
Whether the effects of the interactions of household ethnicity and
neighbourhood ethnic composition are the result of preferences or discrimination remains an often unanswerable question.
The housing market and socio-spatial segregation are strongly interwoven through contextual as well as individual factors. This contextual
framework differs between countries and even between cities within
the same country. These determinants are also changing through time.
Locational differences and historical developments set the stage for the
current housing conditions of all households that operate within a
housing market. The contextual developments constitute a framework
within which preferences and resources of households and the structure of the supply-side of the housing market play a role (Özüekren &
Van Kempen 1997). In explaining the structure of the housing market
as a determinant of ethnic residential segregation in Western Europe,
the role of the state deserves close examination. Differences between
countries concerning segregation emerge with respect to the role of the
state. Market barriers may have an enormous influence on the spatial
segregation patterns of immigrant groups. For instance, in the case in
Vienna, accessibility rules with respect to different segments of the
housing stock can be seen as one of the most important factors in explaining the residential patterns of Turks and Yugoslavs (Kohlbacher &
Reeger 2002, 2003).
Contemporary state of the art of segregation-related research in Europe
In discussing the main issues in the residential segregation research
above we have remarked some specific differences between the US and
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European traditions. First of all, such studies started much earlier in
the US and they initially focused particularly on African-Americans.
Classical authors of racial segregation with emphasis on the Black minority are: Drake and Cayton (1945), Duncan and Duncan (1957), Taeuber and Taeuber (1965) and Massey and Denton (1993). Later Massey
and Denton (1987, 1989) also did research on segregation patterns of
Hispanics and Asians. More recently, an innovative analysis was made
by Rehn (2002), measuring segregation in melting-pot suburbs.
Secondly, many American researchers on housing segregation are
race relations specialists, whereas most of the European scientists are
specialists on urban issues, housing experts, sociologists or geographers who are interested in spatial relations;
Thirdly, the focus in American literature is more on measurements
of dissimilarity or effects of race relation laws and other integration efforts, whereas European research focus on residential patterns, often
documented by maps, housing types, housing conditions and housing
market affairs (see Huttman 1991: 26).
Fourthly, apart from such differences of timing, of groups involved
and methods used, US and European cities do differ in their institutional build-up, leading to different results. Within Western European
metropolitan areas, some degree of socio-spatial segregation between
immigrants and the autochthonous population is usual whereas a complete residential mix can hardly be found (Özüekren & Van Kempen
1997: 22). Ethnic segregation in European cities tends to occur more
on the level of houses and blocks; it more seldom occurs at the scale of
city districts (White 1987; Kohlbacher & Reeger 2003), as it is in the
USA.
In view of this specific situation in Europe it is worthwhile to look at
the development of research, particularly comparative research, on European cities. Peach (1975) and Peach et al. (1981) were among the first
to make a general and comparative analysis of European metropolises.
Recent work by Peach (1996, 1997, 1999; Peach & Rossiter 1996) suggests that similar socio-cultural processes and spatial outcomes as in
the US operate more generally among Western cities. A broad investigation on social exclusion and its spatial manifestations in European
Cities was made by Madanipour et al. (1998). Van Kempen and Özuekren (1997) dedicated a study to housing and urban segregation of Turkish migrants all over Europe. Body-Gendrot and Martiniello (2000) studied the dynamics of social integration and social exclusion at the
neighbourhood level. Musterd and Ostendorf (1998) presented a detailed overview about the impact of the welfare state upon urban segregation. Fortuijn et al. (1998) investigated many aspects of international
migration and ethnic segregation and their impact on urban areas in
Europe. As Wessel (2000a, b) points out, the potential for socio-eco-
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nomic and ethnic segregation now is larger in most EU countries than
some decades ago.
In addition to these cross-comparative studies, there is now an extensive bulk of literature on segregation for all metropolises of the European countries. From John Rex’s (1981) almost classical study about
segregation in British cities, where he identifies the social solidarity advantages that result for migrant communities of living close to each
other, to the articles by Peach (1996), discussing the question of ghettos in Britain, or Simpson (2004) on racially segregated residential patterns of Northern UK cities, the scientific production on this topic
made by British scholars is very abundant. But also outside the UK academia, an enormous amount of research on segregation of immigrants
and their housing patterns has been developed, including the works of
Andersson (1998), Blom (1999), Hansson (1998), Lindén and Lindberg (1991) and Wessel (2000a) for the Scandinavian cities. As far as
Germany and Austria are concerned, several ethnic groups and cities
have been scrutinised (Berlin: Schulz 2002; Hamburg: Grabowski et
al. 2002; Vienna: Bockstefl et al. 1996; Dangschat 2000b; Fassmann
& Münz 1996; Giffinger 1998; Giffinger & Wimmer 2002; Kohlbacher
& Reeger 2002; Leitner 1982). The same holds for the Benelux metropolises (Amersfoort & De Klerk 1987; Kesteloot & Meert 2000; Kesteloot & Van der Haegen 1997; Kesteloot et al. 2001; Musterd and Ostendorf 1996; Peleman 2002; Perchinig 2002). For France, studies have
been developed by Guillon and Noin (1996), Lévy and Brun (2000),
Menanteau (1994), Merlin (1999), Pinson (1992), Simon (1998) and
Stébé (1999), several of them addressing the particular case of spatial
concentration of immigrants in the urban peripheries (la banlieu).
The new immigrant metropolises of the Mediterranean countries of
the EU have also been the subject of recent research that relate segregation patterns of minority groups with the specificities of migration
and the particularities of national welfare states, namely on issues of
housing market policy (Arbaci 2004 – cross-comparative research with
several metropolises; Fonseca et al. 2002 – Lisbon Metropolitan Area;
King & Iosifides 1999 – Athens; Malheiros 2000 and 2002 – crosscomparative with an emphasis on Lisbon; Tosi & Lombardi 1999 –
Milan).
In the new EU member states in Central and Eastern Europe, the situation with respect to segregation is quite different from Western Europe. The degree of segregation and inequality under socialism was less
than under capitalism (Smith 1989). In most post-socialist cities there
were and still are neighbourhoods with concentrations of Roma population that are similar to American ghettos. These are areas with high
ethnic and poverty concentration. There is a strong social stigma attached to these residential neighbourhoods and their residents (Wac-
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quant 1999). Despite the relatively reduced number of foreigners
settled in most of Eastern and Central European metropolises, socio-residential segregation gained increasing importance in these cities, in
the last years (Andrusz et al. 1996, Sailer-Fliege 1999; Vesselinov
2004). Changes in the socio-spatial structures of Prague were studied
by Sykora (1999) and the changing housing market and its impact on
segregation in Warsaw and in Poland in general was analysed by Tasan
(1999) and by Weclawowicz (1996).
‘Accessibility to urban resources’ as a spatial expression of social integration
As we have made clear in the first section of this chapter, the issue of
location and access to urban resources is crucial to the multidimensional concept of integration defined in the first pages of this state of
the art. Therefore, by privileging a spatial entry point into the issue of
integration, it is important to point out that, in large cities where functional specialisation intensifies, mobility becomes a condition for access to facilities, employment, etc. Yet spatial mobility is deeply discriminatory. In such a context, it is even more necessary today than in
the past to keep in mind the diversity and global nature of spatial practices and usage of the city, beyond its residential practices. While the
geography of social areas becomes more complex, leading to the multiplication of spatial proximities between social classes, the spatial distribution of urban resources is increasingly unequal and mobility becomes an increasingly powerful filter for access to them. It is therefore
essential to pose the question of access to spatial mobilities (international, residential and daily) for different categories of the population,
as conditions for access to place-specific urban resources in the areas
of health, education and housing.
How can we understand access to place-specific urban resources by
various populations? A first step is considering that access to place-specific urban resources by various populations is determined by 1) the location of resources in urban space; 2) accessibilities between places
within a city as defined by the transportation system; and 3) access to
mobility by various categories of the population.
Individuals can inhabit the same place without living in the same
city, as their income differentials translate into differences in access to
mobility. While some may master metropolitan space, others are restricted to their homes. This puts into question the social mixing spatial policies that are all too often considered the panacea for resolving
social problems in several cities. Significant inequalities are even present in households: despite living in the same place, the members of
the household do not all dispose of the same resources in terms of mobility. For example, living in a peripheral urban area situated outside of
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public transport networks does not mean the same thing for a husband
using his car and for his wife who is left to get around on foot.
The issue at hand is, in essence, to envision spatial mobility as a resource and to question the extent of access to mobility by international
migrants and other urban inhabitants at different time scales: daily
mobility (access to work, services, facilities, social and family relations)
and residential mobility (moving from one residence to another, moving within a city or between cities within the same country, etc.).
Socio-spatial configurations are the object of continual change.
Whether programmed or ‘spontaneous’, these changes are characterised by three elements:
– Space: An example of this is the creation of a housing offer geared
towards a specific population (a gated residential community, a rehousing building for populations taken out of precarious housing
conditions, etc.); but the degradation of a neighbourhood due to filtering (selective abandonment by certain populations) can also contribute to the concentration of more disadvantaged populations.
– Relationships between places: Accessibilities between places in a city
can be suddenly put into question. This is the case when a new motorway or subway line has been created, leading to a reduction in
the distance-time ratio and introducing new kinds of connectivity.
This is also the case when automobile imports have been liberalised,
leading to a saturation of the existing road network and tangibly increasing the distance-time between places within a city.
– Time: Urban rhythms condition access to spatial resources. For this
reason, changes made to public transport or service schedules may
facilitate or discourage access to them for certain population groups.
Being able to master time is an important condition for being able
to master urban resources. This is why some local public authorities
have started to think and to act not only in space (the connection between places) but also along urban temporalities.
Without even changing their residence, inhabitants’ access to the city
can be profoundly modified. The term ‘access’ brings individual inhabitants to the fore, be they residents, users or simply people that frequent
these areas. With their practices, acts and usages, they provide themselves with ‘access’ to a certain number of resources. This encourages
us to consider the individual as a spatial actor. It is important to assess
the spatial practices of diverse individuals and to understand how their
usages produce spatialities via an approach focused on individuals’
roles in situations and their values (Lévy & Lussault 2000).
It is also important to identify methodological approaches that enable the measurement of the accessibility to urban resources. Accessibility is a tool that can be used in spatial analysis whose variation al-
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lows us to measure the degree of exclusion of certain areas and, thus,
of their inhabitants to local resources. While we should not reject qualitative approaches on the access to resources (observation of discrimination and racism in daily life, for example, that may limit or block access to a certain resource), the use of accessibility can bring us new,
complementary information as a quantitative tool of measurement of
socio-spatial segregation.
Such a measurement implies beginning with a starting place, a trajectory and a destination: an individual leaves one location in order to
access another. Accessibility corresponds, therefore, to a relationship in
a given space between population distribution and resource distribution, separated by a distance greater than or equal to zero (Grasland
1998). This distance may be measured in kilometres (Euclidian) but
may also correspond to distance-time or distance-cost (Johnston 2000).
In that way, the transport system to which an individual is restricted
for his/her trajectory should equally be considered, characterised by
the structure of the network, the quality of the infrastructure, topographic constraints, restrictions in force, technical characteristics of vehicles, traffic variability and, in the case of public transport, the schema
of service (network, frequency, schedules) and vehicle fuel rates (Chapelon 2004). These different elements interact with one another, making for variation in time and space of the degree of accessibility to spatial resources.
In analysing accessibility, we can also consider the relationship between the distribution of the population groups and the resources they
need (for example, between the residential distribution of immigrant
populations and the distribution of education and health services). An
analysis of the needs can be done, according to the desired proximity
of resources (Smith 1980), that allows for the creation of a measurement tool between desired distance and effective distance. This can be
completed by the use of threshold of tolerable distance (Thériault et al.
2003). A multivariate analysis of resources can also help to determine
what resources are more or less important in residential choices, and
then to relativise the variations of accessibility (Knox 1995). Moreover,
we should integrate the population information, in order to understand
which populations live in the areas in which accessibility to resources
is weak. It becomes then possible to analyse the socio-demographic
conditions of populations in order to determine the relationship between their needs and accessibility to resources.
Finally, the trajectory itself should be equally taken into consideration, given that the duration and cost vary in accordance with the mode
and system of transport available. The idea here is to consider mobility
as a resource, and to analyse the lack of access to mobility as a cause of
exclusion. Indeed, access to mobility differs for instance in function
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with the individual’s access to various modes of transport: travelling by
car, public transport or by foot does not require the same abilities and
budget. That access is by consequence a factor of exclusion, especially
when considering women, children and the elderly, who are more often touched by that lack of mobility (Moseley 1978).

5. Research gaps and future strategies
The debate on the key notion of integration led to the critical discussion of American perspectives on assimilation since the 1920s Chicago
School as well as to the context that has led to its recovery in the late
1990s (the neo-assimilationist perspective) in political and academic
discourse, as an opposition to the notions of multiculturalism and cultural pluralism that have framed social insertion policies in the 1980s
and ‘90s in countries such as the Netherlands or Sweden.
Departing from the general sociological notion of integration as the
process in which people and their activities become intertwined in social life and form mutual interdependent relations of some form and
to a certain degree, we must assume a relational focus on the social environment in which individuals and groups interact. The focus of research should not be any category or group of people but rather the relations of interdependences between individuals and groups and their
development over time, within the spatial framework of a certain place.
In order to make the concept operational, we could start with the dimensions of social integration identified above and chose a set of indicators that might be associated with each of them. The development of
this process should take into consideration:
– the different process levels: 1) purposeful behaviour of individuals,
2) collective behaviour between and within formal and informal
groups and 3) the ’invisible hand’ of institutional developments that
often transgress the horizons of the life-world of individuals and
face-to-face groups;
– the relevance of the context as expressed in xenophilia and xenophobia, in the regulatory mechanisms allowing the participation of foreigners in the different fields of social life – labour market, housing
market, political sphere, etc., not only at the local level but also at
the national and international one;
– the need to incorporate a clear spatial dimension in the concept of
integration. This could be based on three issues: 1) the discussion of
access to urban resources, 2) the analysis of the role of immigrants
in the process of production and transformation of urban spaces
and 3) the exploration of the relationship between (spatial) segregation and (social) integration. This could complement the more clas-

SOCIAL INTEGRATION OF IMMIGRANTS

159

sical perspective of integration (socially-orientated – based on the
ideas of social relations, participation in society) with another one,
centred on the notion of ‘construction of place’, encompassing physical production, social practices and relations, identities and symbolic
meanings.
Using the analytical tools outlined above and taking into account the
conceptual queries expressed throughout this chapter as well as the researchers’ interests and the research suggestions, the following themes
or domains are considered priorities:
Housing and segregation
Firstly, a common methodology to analyse spatial segregation in European cities, associating classic segregation indices with measures of
neighbourhood interaction and accessibility to urban resources (especially in the domains of education and health) should be developed. A
set of cities (from Northern, Central and Southern Europe, including
both older and newer cities of immigration) will be selected in order to
test the methodology, framed in common research denominators. The
comparative analysis of the recent evolution of the socio-ethnic segregation patterns will take the specific housing, planning, social and immigrant policies developed in each city into consideration. Immigrants
will be considered an element of the urban dynamics and not a mere
product of the interaction of external elements.
Secondly, a neighbourhood-level approach should be implemented
with the purpose of identifying the perspective of several population
groups (immigrants and non-immigrants) in relation to spatial concentration, segregation and group interaction. Experimental research conducted in Vienna, Lisbon and Amsterdam seems to point to low levels
of group interaction in certain neighbourhoods as well as to divergent
perspectives in relation to the perception and the meaning of the spatial concentration of immigrant groups. This research package aims to
create a methodology that combines diverse techniques with the purpose of identifying the different meanings attributed by the various
groups living in the same neighbourhood, to spatial concentration and
group interaction.
Thirdly, processes of social and spatial mobility of the second generation also deserve a deeper analysis. Because immigrants’ descendants
face specific problems (in terms of housing mobility, social progression, representation, etc.) and the issues of spatial and social mobility
are frequently interwoven, this issue should be subject to specific
methodological approaches.

OLIVIER ASSELIN ET AL.

160

Education
Here we want to contribute to the neighbourhood-level approach by incorporating a specific methodology geared towards the analysis of spatial accessibility to education resources. The notion of ‘spatial accessibility’ must be broadly defined so as to include the tangible elements
(e.g. distance to housing concentrations, organisation of transport systems, etc.) as well as the intangible ones corresponding to the perception of the integration pathways and institutional prejudice, the quality
of teaching, namely in terms of language training, the perception of
group relations at school.
Health
Health and health care systems and their accessibility are another basic
domain that should be studied within the approach we have outlined
above. The international-comparative study of health and health care
for immigrants is still in an early stage. Initiatives in this field should
start at the basic level of surveying health conditions, health care systems and practices in different countries and cities in a comparative
analysis to develop specific methodology for an in-depth local analysis
later.

Notes
1

2
3
4
5

An extensive and detailed version of this state of the art report is available as a full
IMISCOE report: M.F. Fonseca and J. Malheiros (coord.) (2005), Social Integration
and Mobility: Education, Housing and Health; IMISCOE Cluster B5 State of the Art
Report. Lisbon: Centro de Estudos Geográficos, Universidade de Lisboa. In addition
to the authors of the chapter (a specific section of the larger text), the following
members of the cluster have also contributed to that report: Haleh Chahrokh
(ICMPD), Milena Chimienti (SFM/FSM), Panos Hatziprokopiou (SCMR), David
Ingleby (ERCOMER), Cláudia de Freitas (ERCOMER), Concepción Maiztegui (Univ.
de Deusto), Ines Michalowski (IMIS), Meghann Ormond (CEG), Rosa Santibáñez
(Univ. de Deusto), Elisabeth Strasser (ICMPD) and Rick Wolff (IMES). The various
parts of the State of the Art Report (on education, health and housing) will be
published as Working Papers on the IMISCOE website.
See for instance Park’s essay on the marginal man (Park 1928).
This is the meaning most people nowadays (opponents and supporters alike) attach
to assimilation.
Heckmann calls this ‘social integration’ (2004: 4).
See Lindo (1999) on a protracted conflict over the establishment of a mosque
between the council of an Amsterdam borough and a group of Muslims of Turkish
origin, in the macro-level context of urban renewal to which all local actors respond
in a purposeful way, without however being able to predict the actual outcomes of
these multi-stranded and multileveled processes of interaction.
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8
9
10
11

12

13

14
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See Heckmann (2003) for a comparable distinction in four dimensions.
See Esser (2004: 46; author’s translation). Esser’s distinction between system
integration and social integration does not only identify separately institutional
processes on a macro-level, on the one hand, and processes concerning individuals
and groups (micro- and meso-levels), on the other, but signifies simultaneously the
difference between ‘integration of’ and ‘integration into’. This seems to be an
unhelpful fusion of analytical categories, at least for our purposes.
See, for instance, Lindo (forthcoming) on the lifestyle and way of life of street youth of
mixed origin in the city of Rotterdam, the Netherlands.
However, see Asselin et al. (2004) and Giroud (2004).
Some resources might even be positioned outside the spatial unit of research.
Evenness is the most widely used and fully explored dimension. Evenness refers to
the differential distribution of two social groups among spatial units in a city
(Massey & Denton 1993).
ID measures the percentage of a population that would have to shift its area of
residence in order to replicate the distribution of the population with which it is
being compared (Peach 1981). ID is a measure of unevenness with similar
characteristics and values to the economists’ Gini index.
In the volume of Huttman et al. (1991), the international recruited team of authors
discuss the pros and cons of segregation, dispersal policy and mention the
advantages of clustering. The positive functions of segregated areas are described,
giving newcomers a helping hand and finding them housing and jobs (Barou 1988;
Blanc 1991).
For the spatial aspect of social exclusion compare Madanipour (1998). Social
exclusion in European cities is also analysed in Madanipour et al. (1998).
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Kohlbacher, J. & D. Schwab (2002), ‘Ausländer auf dem Wiener Wohnungsmarkt Strukturen, Probleme und aktuelle Entwicklungen’, in H. Fassmann, J. Kohlbacher & U.
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7.

Cultural, Religious and Linguistic Diversity in
Europe: An Overview of Issues and Trends
Steven Vertovec and Susanne Wessendorf

This chapter considers developments surrounding ‘Cultural, Religious
and Linguistic Diversity’ in Europe in recent years. It has three purposes: (1) to elaborate on the rise of the concepts of diversity and multiculturalism as they have emerged in the academic world and engaged
public debate and policy development; (2) to give an overview of the
academic literature concerning two key forms of diversity, namely religious and linguistic diversity, and (3) to analyse the recent critical debates on the concepts of multiculturalism and diversity in various national contexts. It is intended to be indicative of the major trends and
topics, but does not claim to be exhaustive to the issues or literature.

1. Diversity and multiculturalism
The rise of diversity issues
Alongside the growth of immigrant communities in Europe (as well as
in Australia, the USA and Canada) from the 1960s there emerged a
growing rejection of policies and public pressure calling for immigrant
and ethnic minority assimilation – usually conceived as an expectation
that migrants would discard their values and practices and adopt those
of the majority society. In various countries and contexts this rejection
found voice among politicians, academics and proponents of a broad
civic rights movement. Significantly, the rejection of assimilationism
was high on the agenda of nascent immigrant and ethnic minority
movements and organisations themselves. This arose especially when,
in the 1970s, family reunification and strategies toward long-term settlement came to change the nature of what had been previously
thought of as mainly temporary, single male immigrant populations.
From the 1960s through the 1970s much public discourse in immigrant-receiving societies highlighted notions of tolerance, representation, participation and group/cultural/minority rights – including the
freedom to congregate, worship, speak one’s own language and engage
in other cultural institutions and practices. Campaigns to promote
such notions within policy, governance and public awareness came to
be described as an emergent ‘politics of identity’ or ‘politics of recogni-
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tion’, regarded by many advocates as a necessary counterpart to anti-racism and anti-discrimination. By the 1980s, many of these concerns
around immigrants (now settled and considered ethnic minorities in
many countries) and the growing cultural, linguistic and religious diversity they brought to receiving societies led to public measures that
were subsumed under the broad rubric of ‘multiculturalism’.
Multiculturalism
The discourses of ‘multiculturalism’ described below became important
throughout the public spheres of Australia, North America and Europe
in the 1980s. The causes and processes through which the term arose
and has been debated are complex and context specific. In each case
and context, the ideals and measures associated with multiculturalism
have stimulated both positive and negative readings.1
People who invoke ‘multiculturalism’ in a positive manner tend to
associate the term with ideals of: tolerance, the right of ethnic minority
groups to maintain aspects of cultural heritage and language; equal
treatment, equal access and full participation with regard to matters of
law, employment, education, social services, economic activity and political representation; rights to collective expression; and commitment by
all, regardless of ethnic background, to a constitution or state and its
rule of law. People who invoke ‘multiculturalism’ in a negative way
commonly view the agenda as representing ideas and policy measures
which threaten core national societal values, such as republican citizenship; therefore, in their eyes, the term represents a recipe for the destruction of national identity and the breakdown of social cohesion (see
below).
In any case, it is an illusion to consider ‘multiculturalism’ as being
one philosophy, structure, discourse or set of policy measures. The
term is invoked differently to describe a number of discrete – albeit
sometimes overlapping – phenomena. In this way multiculturalism
can variously be understood as (1) a way of describing the actual makeup of a society; (2) a general vision of the way government and society
should orient itself; (3) a specific set of policy tools accommodating
minority cultural practices; (4) specially created frameworks of governance allowing for the representation of immigrant and ethnic minority
interests, and (5) a variety of support mechanisms and funds for assisting ethnic minority communities to celebrate and reproduce their traditions.
The first usage corresponds to an objective demographic description.
In this discourse the term ‘multicultural’ describes a condition of ethnic diversity, usually following a recent historical period of mass immigration. Here, the presence of people whose origins are in another
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place is often said to make this or that country a ‘de facto multicultural
society’.
The second usage implies a broad political ideology. In 1967, the
British Home Secretary Roy Jenkins made a famous speech in which
he advocated a model of integration ‘not as a flattening process of uniformity but of cultural diversity, coupled with equal opportunity in an
atmosphere of mutual tolerance.’ This view – arising as an alternative
to both models of exclusion and of assimilation – could be seen as the
foundation of a broad political ideology of multiculturalism. Its general
tenets are an acceptance of ethnic pluralism as a long-term feature of
society, and a recognition that ethnic minority communities will retain
their own languages and cultures. Following such an ideology, politicians’ task, then, is to formulate and safeguard these ideals in law and
public institutions.
The third meaning refers to concrete elements of socio-political policy. This policy discourse surrounding multiculturalism especially involves: identifying structural factors contributing to discrimination, disadvantage and exclusion (here, based especially on aspects of culture or
religion) and formulating and implementing policies which facilitate
equality of opportunity and outcome. Ethnic monitoring in employment and public services, too, falls within this kind of discourse. Other
key aspects of ‘multicultural’ policy often include:
a. Accommodation of ethnic minority needs in social services, the
health service, legal and judicial systems. Examples include the permission for the ritual slaughter of animals for Muslims and Jews,
traditional clothing for Asian girls in schools or Asian women employees, turbans instead of motorcycle helmets or construction-site
hard-hats for Sikhs;
b. Provisions, sometimes including state funds, for language training,
translation, interpreting facilities (in courts, health care facilities, social services) and linguistic assistance in schools; and for special
‘community’ workers, centres and organisations;
c. Education, where multiculturalism by way of policy should contribute (1) to raise the self-esteem of the ethnic minority child, and (2)
to create the basis for social understanding in the classroom which,
it is hoped, will extend beyond this setting once children grow into
adulthood.
In a fourth interpretation, multiculturalism leads to institutional restructuring. Once social and political policies were formulated in the
name of multiculturalism, local and national institutions had to be created or restructured in order to operationalise policies aimed at fostering or safeguarding ethnic minority equality, access and participation.
Foremost among these institutional measures have been:
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a. Consultation through providing frameworks within which ethnic
minority communities can speak on their own behalf. These have
included special advocates for immigrants, liaison units in local
government and/or a range of ad hoc bodies and other consultative
forums for ethnic minority organisations. The traditional roles of
all of these councils and boards set up on behalf of migrant minorities have been simultaneously as social welfare advisors, legal
watchdogs and policy advocates;
b. Organisation of ethnic minority groups. Associations of immigrants
have proliferated throughout countries like the Netherlands and
Britain, especially during the 1980s when local government initiatives promoting multiculturalism exhibited a political drive towards
pluralistic welfare provision by extending public resources to a
range of ethnic groups. In this way, a vision of multiculturalism
held sway according to which certain (presumed uni-cultural) communities would be ensured of equality, respect – or at least tolerance – and continuity of tradition by local government financing or
other support of specific identity-based organisations; and
c. Training for public sector workers, including social workers, health
care practitioners and police. The idea here has been to foster sensitivity to the values and practices of ethnic minorities by teaching
about customs. While certainly doing much good (for instance,
Muslims are less frequently offered pork on hospital or school menus), the training courses and materials have sometimes amounted
to no more than catalogues of ‘facts’ and gross descriptions of the
values and practices of migrant groups. Such collections may serve
to further distance ethnic minorities by stressing their ‘otherness’,
rather than serving to underscore their status as co-citizens.
The fifth and most far-reaching interpretation implies active resourcing
of cultural expression. In line with the ideal of fostering the maintenance and reproduction of ethnic minority traditions, some multicultural programmes have extended public resources for community cultural activities. In this way, popular festivals, music and dance have
come to characterise ethnic minorities and multiculturalism in the eyes
of many within the majority population.
Given such a variety of meanings and measures associated with the
concept of multiculturalism, it becomes clear that rather than offering
sweeping generalisations, both advocates and critics of the notion (see
below) need to be much clearer and more specific as to the particular
dimensions, policies and frameworks of multiculturalism they are addressing.
Social scientists have discussed cultural diversity mostly in the context of ‘multiculturalism’ and ‘social cohesion’. While some scholars fo-
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cus on general principles and philosophies of cultural diversity, others
focus more concretely on specific aspects of diversity such as religion
and language. We will summarise some of the issues in these two key
fields of diversity and describe how religious and linguistic diversity is
envisioned on a more practical level.

2. Research on religious and linguistic diversity
The debate on religious diversity has been more dominant lately in
public discourse than that on linguistic diversity and immigrant-receiving states have shown more inclination towards religious rather than
linguistic pluralism. The challenges each of these topics implies for
states are different: the state needs to demand linguistic choices, while
a separation of church and state is possible and a reality in many liberal nation-states (Kymlicka 1995). According to Joppke and Morawska
(2003), ‘the accommodation of religious diversity epitomizes the inevitable trend toward de facto multiculturalism in liberal states’. However,
this trend has been accompanied by wide academic and public debates
and controversies from diverse theoretical and normative perspectives.
Religious diversity2
Phenomena such as religious (particularly Islamic) fundamentalism
which currently dominate public discussions are also on the forefront
of many scientific discourses (Bergmann et al. 1993; Juergensmeyer
2003; Schiffauer 2001). Some observers try to explain and understand
the emergence of religious fundamentalism, influenced by and embedded in the political, social and cultural environments of specific national and ethnic contexts (Schiffauer 2001). Others depict ‘alien’ religions as confrontation of Western liberal ‘values’ and are concerned
with questions whether, for example, diversity is a threat to internal security (Huntington 1998).
But there has also been much engagement in more general, normative considerations regarding religious diversity, especially among political philosophers, legal and political scholars who discuss issues such
as the principles of secularism in increasingly plural societies (Kymlicka 1995; Parekh 2000b; Bader 1999; Bauböck et al. 1996).
Two of the main themes in these debates are the public manifestation and the institutional recognition of religion. Various scholars (i.e.
Bader 1999; Parekh 2000b; S. Ferrari 2004a) criticise the ‘exclusion of
religious reasons and arguments from public debate and politics in political liberalism’ as morally arbitrary and unfair (Bader 2003c). This
criticism has been mirrored in research which has shown, for example,
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that the public manifestations of religion can serve as a crucial force in
terms of collective belonging and identity, providing a tool for the management of social problems (Zachary 2003; Schiffauer 2004). Similarly, studies across Europe have shown that the institutional recognition of religious minorities and the official inclusion of religious organisations into negotiations about the governance of diversity have had
positive impacts on processes of integration (Sunier 1999; Heitmeyer
et al. 1997; Penninx 2000). These studies have demonstrated that in
states with official ethnic minorities’ policies such as the Netherlands,
the recognition of Islamic and other immigrant organisations as potential partners in integration policies fostered positive attitudes of Muslims towards integration and engagement, especially on a local level.
In contrast, in a state like Germany with less institutionalised initiatives to engage immigrants, a more inward oriented attitude could be
observed (Penninx and Martiniello 2004).
All in all, researchers agree that despite the existence of legal instruments to deal with religious diversity, introduced on the grounds of experiences with other religious communities, the ‘Muslim question’
poses new challenges to liberal nation-states (S. Ferrari 2004a; Buijs
and Harchoui 2003). To tackle these challenges, it is not only statechurch relationships that should be addressed but ‘the full, reciprocal
relationships between society-culture-politics-nation-state and (organized) religions’ (Bader 2003c).
Sociologists, social anthropologists, religious studies’ scholars and
some political scientists have tried to capture these relationships in various empirical in-depth studies in order to gain a better understanding
of the conflicts and dilemmas resulting from religious diversity, but
also to contribute to successful solutions for the realisation of religious
freedom in plural societies.
Studies on religious diversity have concentrated either on one or
more religious groups in one nation-state (Cesari 1997; A. Ferrari
2004c; Riccio 2001; Werbner 2002; Niekerk 2000) or in several national contexts (S. Ferrari 2004b; Haddad 2002; Vertovec and Peach
1997; Baumann et al. 2003). An exception to studies focusing on specific collectivities in specific contexts is Baumann’s (1996) research that
concentrates on an area in suburban London. He looks at how groups
from various religious, cultural and linguistic backgrounds engage with
each other and negotiate their identities, and how they deal with discourses of people who strongly engage in identity politics on the one
hand, and with the local government, on the other.
There has also been increasing research on the transformation of religious groups and religiousness through the migration experience.
These studies are particularly interested in processes of religious adaptation to new circumstances and the importance of collective aspects of
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religious life in the diaspora (Baumann 2000; Baumann et al. 2003;
Krause 2004; Pereira Bastos 2001; Werbner 2002; Vertovec and Rogers 1998). Various studies have been looking at the organisational
and congregational dynamics of religious communities in the diaspora
(Baumann 2000; Lewis 1997; Vertovec 2001), tackling, for example,
how religious identities can be transformed and strengthened among
second-generation youth participating in religious organisations (Schiffauer 2001, 2004).
There has been increasing interest in comparing the accommodation
of different faiths in different societal and national contexts. These studies have, for example, been concerned with how religious freedom is
negotiated and how different religions are incorporated into the institutional contexts of the host countries (Allievi 2002; Cattacin 2003; Grillo and Pratt 2002; Heckmann and Schnapper 2003; Kastoryano 2002;
Penninx and Martiniello 2004; Pfaff-Czarnecka 2004; Rath et al.
2001). Some scholars have compared states with public policies with a
clear separation of church and state (France) and states where there is
some state support for religious institutions (Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium) or states where there is a state religion (Britain, Norway) (Kastoryano 2002; Shadid and Koningsveld 2002).
A large body of literature has been concerned with religious claimsmaking, the politics of recognition and ethnic mobilisation (Cattacin
2003; Statham 2003; Zolberg and Long 1999). Prevalent in these studies are those concerned with Muslim communities and the emergence of new Muslim assertiveness in Europe. This is for example
manifested by organisations of young Muslims who help to foster proactive identities of the second generation, or as a new discourse of a
common Islamic European identity (Modood 2003; Schiffauer 2004;
Vertovec and Rogers 1998).
Whereas most research on religious diversity in Europe has been nationally focused and concerned with specific groups or issues in specific European nation-states, social scientists have recently began to develop a more comparative perspective regarding religious diversity in
Europe (Kälin 2000; Schiffauer et al. 2004; Vertovec 1997). Such endeavors are very fruitful for a better understanding on both the institutional frameworks of nation-states and their strategies for the governance of diversity, and the dynamics of religious communities themselves. By comparing specific institutional solutions in different
contexts, the uncovering of broader societal implications, for example
regarding the value attached to religion or access to religion in public
space, can be facilitated. Furthermore, comparative analyses help us to
better understand the ways in which religious minorities deal with, for
example, authorities and neighbours in different contexts, and what
kind of strategies, rationalities and modes of action they use. Compara-
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tive, interdisciplinary initiatives could also direct social scientists towards normative considerations concerning religious diversity in Europe. Though less subject to heated public debates, normative considerations as well as concrete institutional measures for immigrant integration have been particularly important in the realm of language.
Linguistic diversity
While modern states can, at least theoretically, take a neutral stand in
regard to religious matters, it is structurally impossible to be similarly
neutral with regard to linguistic diversity. In order for state bureaucracies and services to function for the general public, but also regarding
any kind of provision of information to facilitate participation, there
has to be a standardised language which citizens are able to use (Heath
1983). Also, it is justifiable to require an immigrant to learn another
language, whereas it is rather problematic to ask an immigrant to
change his/her religion. Hence, language assimilation is generally interpreted to be more compatible with liberal values than religious assimilation because the acquisition of language does not prevent people
from freely expressing their moral convictions (Bauböck 2003; Joppke
and Morawska 2003). Discourses on linguistic diversity focus both on
normative questions regarding the governance of linguistic diversity according to principles of liberal states, and on practical solutions in state
and private institutions confronted with the presence of an increasing
variety of languages.
Bauböck (2003) suggests several principles as guidelines for public
policy in various national contexts: linguistic liberty, assimilation, accommodation and recognition. Since these principles capture the main ideologies and the crucial points of discussion underlying empirical research and debates on the governance of linguistic diversity, they will
be summarised here.
Regarding linguistic liberty Bauböck states that liberal democracies
must guarantee the right for immigrants to use their own languages in
both the private and public sphere. Immigrants should not only have
the right to use their languages for shop signs, advertising, private
print or audiovisual media, but also as a medium of instruction in private schools.
Whereas these liberal principles do not oblige the state to actively
promote minority languages, accommodation and assimilation refer to
the state’s tasks and responsibilities. According to Bauböck, especially
for newly arriving immigrants, accommodation of linguistic difference
is often more appropriate than assimilation into one of the official languages. Especially in institutional environments that are experienced
as stressful, such as hospitals or police stations, communication be-
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tween immigrants and institutions should be fostered by providing
translation and interpreter services, bilingual forms and ballots and information in immigrant languages.
Furthermore, Bauböck suggests that states should enhance linguistic
assimilation by promoting the acquisition of the dominant language
through public education for both children of immigrants and newcomers. Providing these skills is a public task because the need to earn
money prevents many migrants from investing into language acquisition. This is a problem that has been particularly prevalent among
post-war European labour migrants who, even after living in the host
country for more than thirty years, still have difficulties speaking the
dominant language. To prevent a policy which blames migrants for
their failure to integrate, public institutions should provide language
courses.
Empirically oriented research on linguistic diversity has taken place
in two main areas. First, it has been concerned with how immigrants
and their children cope with linguistic demands and expectations of
the host society and, in the case of immigrant children, with bilingualism. Second, it has focused on the challenges which nation-states and
their legal and public institutions face in regard to increasing linguistic
diversity (Kaya 2002; Spencer and Di Mattia 2004; Wilson 1999). Discussions surrounding the provision of mandatory or non-mandatory
language courses are among the most hotly debated in European discourses on the governance of linguistic diversity, and testing the language abilities of immigrants is getting increasingly important at every
stage of the life cycle, beginning with preschool children and leading
up to adult applicants for nationality or permanent residence (Mehlem
et al. 2004a).
At school level, the programme of international students’ assessment
(PISA) demonstrated that being of immigrant background still constitutes a disadvantage with respect to school success, thus putting the responsibility on public schools to establish equal chances for every child
(Mehlem et al. 2004a). Issues of competence in the host language and
of educational measures needed to deal with increasing numbers of
immigrant children had already been discussed during the first waves
of post-war immigration from post-colonial areas and from Southern
Europe during the 1970s and 1980s (Ager 1996; Kühlwein 1978;
Twitchin and Demuth 1985; Verma and Bagley 1979; Verma 1989).
Out of these debates came a considerable body of both scientific and
policy-oriented literature such as the Swann Report (DES, 1985) in Britain, which thoroughly discussed these matters and focused on both internal and external difficulties concerning ethnic minority education.
Hence, in contrast to earlier approaches to integrating immigrant children in the educational system, the problem was no longer seen in the
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migrants and their children alone, but also in the school-system. This
argument has also been raised in other contexts such as Germany,
where researchers have pointed to the ‘institutionalised reproduction of
inequality’ as a factor for migrants’ and their children’s underachievement (Radtke and Gomolla 2002). Yet, despite this shift towards a
more ‘balanced’ understanding of linguistic and educational integration barriers and difficulties, today, the old problems still exist and are
therefore still subject to a considerable amount of research and literature (for a summary see Reich and Roth 2002).
Regarding linguistic integration of adult immigrants, there have
been recent developments towards the introduction of language
courses for adult migrants as an obligatory requirement for the right to
stay in the country of settlement. In the framework of so-called integration programmes, such courses were established as an obligation for
both the state and for the immigrant at the same time (Mehlem et al.
2004b) While some European states have introduced such formal language and integration programmes for new migrants (e.g. the Netherlands, Finland, Denmark, Germany, Austria, Sweden), other states built
integration measures into mainstream services (e.g. Italy, Spain) (Spencer and Di Mattia 2004; Westin and Dingu-Kyrklund 2000; Wolf and
Heckmann 2003) or put the task on the shoulders of private associations such as NGOs (Italy) (Cingolani, 2004).
According to Bauböck, such linguistic assimilation policies are legitimate only ‘when they assume a convergence of public interests and
private interests of the immigrants themselves’. Hence, mandatory language courses for adults must be justifiable ‘as a form of benign paternalism’. From this point of view, language courses can secure migrants’ long-term interests regarding social upward mobility as opposed to short-term interests in earning income in low-skilled jobs.
However, the legitimacy of defining such interests ‘from above’, that is
‘without the consent of the migrants themselves’, remains questionable.
Whether language courses are mandatory or not, in all national contexts there are important questions concerning their content. While
some studies argue that it is crucial to teach the basic skills necessary
for everyday conversations, others stress the importance of literacy and
writing (Mehlem and Maas 2003).
While acquiring the dominant language is crucial regarding integration on all levels (economic, social, cultural), implicit or explicit issues
in debates on the governance of linguistic diversity in schools are also
concerned with questions whether teaching only the official language
makes sense when most of the pupils have other language backgrounds (Mehlem et al. 2004a). These debates are closely linked to discourses on the politics of recognition (Bauböck 2003). Languages do not
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only have a communicative value, but they are also crucial regarding
the ways we see the world and as markers of individual and collective
identities. To recognise immigrants as linguistic minorities, some nation-states have, for example, introduced optional courses in immigrant
languages in public schools for children of the second and third generation (e.g. Germany, Switzerland, the Netherlands) (Bauböck 2003).
In other states, the responsibility for teaching the language of origin
has been passed on to the private sector and migrant associations have
taken up this task (e.g. Italy) (Cingolani 2004).3
The controversies raised in discussions regarding the official institutionalisation of mother tongue teaching are manifold and these have
ideological, institutional and practical aspects. They are not new and
many of the issues discussed today have already been the subject of debate during the 1970s and 1980s (see for example Dabène et al. 1984;
Baker and Jones 1998; Tosi and Leung 1999). However, this earlier discourse in education and other social sciences was dominated by rather
contrastive views of cultural and linguistic difference which presented
other languages as an obstacle rather than a resource. Today, the onesided focus on language competence in the official language as a central condition for integration is criticised (Reich 2001) and emphasis is
put on inter- or multicultural pedagogy which tries to bridge cultural
and linguistic difference and focuses on a more open-minded approach
that confronts the needs of pupils to act in multilingual contexts in
their everyday lives (Mehlem et al. 2004a).
On an ideological level, there have been debates about whether other
languages than the dominant language form part of the nation or
whether they ‘dismember’ the state. This debate is also relevant regarding autochthonous minority languages (France, Belgium) (Caubet
2004; Martiniello 2004; Mehlem et al. 2004a). In fact, in many countries (e.g. Britain, France, Switzerland, Belgium, Sweden, etc.) the frameworks within which immigrant languages are discussed today have
been shaped by earlier policy initiatives and ideologies concerning regional minority languages. Hence, already before the increase of linguistic diversity through immigration, most European states had
achieved a concordat with regional minorities over the issue of minority languages, and some form of bi- or multilingualism was accepted
as part of national unity. However, while autochthonous language communities participate in the welfare state and try to escape national
homogenisation, allochthonous communities aim to enter the national
social system (Castan 1984; Mehlem et al. 2004a).
A problem for the politics of recognition in the realm of language is
that recognition alone does not guarantee the preservation of minority
languages and does not necessarily lead to wider value put on multilingualism (Caubet 2004; Dirim and Auer 2004; Mehlem et al. 2004a).
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Other important issues concern, for example, which community languages should be funded and supported. In some cases, the target languages are only the official languages of the home countries, whereas
the migrants’ mother tongue may sometimes be persecuted and suppressed by the nationalist policy of the home country (like Kurdish in
Turkey and, although to a lesser extent, Berber in Morocco). Furthermore, the home language can be a non-standard or substandard variety
stigmatised by the foreign teachers (like Sicilian and south Italian dialects) (Gogolin 2002; Mehlem et al. 2004a).
Decisions about which immigrant languages should be taught in
public institutions are a typical example of mechanisms that tend to
‘essentialise minority cultures’ because governments need to define the
mother tongue of, for example, a Kurdish child from Turkey (Closta et
al. 2003; Entzinger 2000). In this context it is difficult not to fall into
the trap of essentialism and not to define culture in substantialist
terms.
Another controversy surrounds questions such as how far the education of community languages leads to the retreat of the minorities into
their communities or encourages social integration beyond the family
(Mehlem et al. 2004a).
In some countries, the practical difficulties of mother tongue teaching as well as ideological discourses on definitions of immigrant languages, and the positive or negative outcomes of institutionalised politics of recognition has led to the marginalisation of mother tongue
teaching out of the official school curriculum (Sweden, the Netherlands, Norway) (Dingu-Kyrklund 2004b; Entzinger 2003b; Eurydice
2004).4 This marginalisation, however, also has to be interpreted in
the context of increasing budgetary restrictions and the discourses on
‘too much diversity’.
All in all, concerns surrounding linguistic diversity have played an
important role in the realm of multiculturalism because immigrants’
linguistic competences are often used to benchmark the ‘success’ or
‘failure’ of integration.

3. The recent debate on multiculturalism and diversity
Multiculturalism as policy and philosophy has received considerable
criticism since it came to the fore in the public sphere and in social
sciences in the 1970s. Social scientists all over Europe are presently
discussing models of the so-called ‘new’ multiculturalism to overcome
the problems of previous models (and ideologies) of cultural diversity.
These previous models of multiculturalism have been widely discussed
in the social sciences over the past twenty years and there is a consider-
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able body of literature on the subject (see among others Castles 2000;
Grillo 1998, 2000; Faist 2000; Gutmann 1994; Goldberg 1994; Kymlicka 1995; Favell 1998; Willett 1998; Parekh 2000).
In a nutshell, multiculturalism represents a kind of corrective to assimilationist approaches and policies surrounding the national incorporation of immigrants (Castles 2000; Grillo 1998; Faist 2000). Most
of today’s social scientists and policymakers agree on the impracticality
and ‘outdatedness’ of such assimilationist approaches, which has led to
a shift towards a greater acceptance of cultural diversity across Europe.
However, religious, racial and ethnic ‘otherness’ are still perceived as
threat or challenge in many national contexts, and multiculturalism is
associated with many – sometimes divergent, sometimes overlapping –
discourses (cf. Blommaert and Verschueren 1998; Vertovec 1998a).
Drawing from various key texts concerned with multiculturalism
(Amselle 1998; Baumann 1999; Martiniello 1997; Stolcke 1995; Grillo
1998: 195) outlines some of the key problematics of multicultural theory and practice: (1) multiculturalism’s implicit essentialism; (2) the system of categorisation which underpins it; (3) the form that multicultural politics takes; (4) the ritualisation of ethnicity often associated with
it; (5) the elision of race (and class) that it appears to entail; and (6) the
attack on the ‘common core’ which it represents. ‘Many of these criticisms,’ Grillo rightly observes, ‘stem from a focus on ‘‘culture’’’ (cf.
Amselle 1998). This point is, for example, taken up by Yasmin AlibhaiBrown (2000a) who is critical of what she identifies as consumer or
boutique multiculturalism, artistic and style multiculturalisms, corporate multiculturalism and role model multiculturalism. All such
minimalist, celebratory and tribal forms of multiculturalism, she
claims, tend to ‘keep diversity in a box’ (ibid.: 42) and may end up
doing more harm than good.
Such essentialised understandings of culture have been observed,
over the past few decades, in multicultural programmes and frameworks mentioned earlier, for example educational curricula, media
images, forums of ‘ethnic community leadership’, public funding mechanisms, and professional training courses and handbooks (for instance, in police or social services). Scrutiny of the cultural essentialism
in multicultural policies and theories has been made in Canada (Kobayashi 1993), Australia (Castles et al. 1988; Hage 1998), Mauritius
(Eriksen 1997), the United States (Turner 1993), Germany (Radtke
1994), Sweden (Ålund and Schierup 1991) and Britain (Anthias and
Yuval-Davis 1993, Baumann 1996, 1999).
Closely linked to the debates on the dangers of cultural essentialism
inherent in multicultural theory and practice are the controversies between liberal pluralists and communitarians, though recent influential
theoretical contributions have tried to transcend the opposition be-
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tween normative multiculturalism and pure individualism (Kymlicka
1995; Parekh 2000; Taylor and Gutmann 1992). Drawing from these
theoretical contributions and confronted with the fact that at a descriptive level, all European societies are multicultural (Grillo 2004a; Martiniello 2004; Penninx et al. 2004b) scholars have tried to capture the
variety of ways in which different societies and governments perceive
and deal with diversity or, in other words, the varieties of ‘multiculturalisms’. They have, for example, differentiated between ‘de facto’ and
‘official multiculturalism’, distinguishing between a reality in most of
today’s liberal, immigrant receiving states where multiculturalism is
firmly entrenched at the level of individual rights and liberties protected by the constitutions, and the official recognition and protections
of immigrants as distinct ethnic groups (Joppke and Morawska 2003).
Grillo (2004a) makes a similar distinction of ‘weak’ and ‘strong’
multiculturalism. In ‘weak’ multiculturalism, cultural diversity is recognised in the private sphere, while a high degree of assimilation is
expected of immigrants and ethnic minorities in the public sphere of
law and government, the market, education and employment. This is
what Entzinger (2000) has called the ‘individual approach’ to cultural
diversity, which is based on ideas of liberal pluralism. In this approach
the state has a neutral attitude towards cultural diversity, and it limits
public intervention to promoting a better understanding between
members of different ethnic and religious groups. Entzinger points out
that liberal pluralism often leads to assimilation within two or three
generations, which can cause anomie and social exclusion for those
who find it difficult to familiarise themselves with the dominant culture. In contrast to the individual approach, advocates of the ‘group approach’, or, in Grillo’s (2004a) terms, ‘strong multiculturalism’, promote the acknowledgement and institutionalised recognition of cultural differences in the public sphere including political representation
(Entzinger 2000). We can observe such differential patterns when
comparing immigrant and ethnic minority policies across Europe, particularly on local levels (Cuperus et al. 2003; Ireland 1994; Martiniello
1998b; Penninx et al. 2004a; Soysal 1994; Vertovec 1998).
‘Strong’ or ‘official’ multiculturalism has come under pressure in
many European countries. The main question is how far states should
recognise and support cultural pluralism and how they should define
which elements of immigrant cultures are within certain limits defined
by the law and socially acceptable (Entzinger 2000). There has been an
increasing fear that multiculturalism exacerbates diversity and undermines the common will. In this discourse, multiculturalism is perceived as producing difference and separateness and as being counterproductive to social cohesion. Taken to the extreme, these scholars fear
that to move away from the strict principles of universal political citi-
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zenship and individual rights is ‘the first step down the road to apartheid’ (May 1999:15, for a summary of the discourse see Eriksen 2002;
Grillo 2004a).
This problematisation of diversity has long been part of the governance of diversity in those states with immigrant policies based on liberal pluralism and assimilationist ideas, such as France. The French discourse about the ‘fear of communitarianism’ is one of the most prominent examples and has been illustrated in a large body of literature
concerned with the long-lasting affair of the ‘headscarves’ (Favell
2001b; Freedman 2004; Silverman 1992; Todd 1994). In this discourse, the role of secularism and laı̈cité in the French conception of
the nation-state became the centre of the debate and led to the establishment of a commission which, in the so-called Stasi report, discussed and reaffirmed the principles of laı̈cité in the public sphere (Stasi 2003). The legal enforcement of secularism, expressed by the ban of
the headscarf, was justified by officials and scholars by ‘arguing that to
proclaim publicly and loudly one’s private identities is to generate division and conflict in a society’ (Bowen 2004:34).
The French debate is paralleled in other European countries by discourses on ‘too much diversity’ (Britain) (Grillo 2004a), the fear of
‘parallel societies’ (Germany) (Salentin 2004) or the ‘dismembering’ of
society (Italy) (Sartori 2002). Even in countries with officially institutionalised multicultural policies, a shift away from group emancipation
towards an emphasis on individual integration is taking place.
The two most prominent examples of this shift away from official
multiculturalism are Sweden and the Netherlands, both countries having had well-established multicultural policies (Entzinger 2003b;
Joppke and Morawska 2003). The Dutch debate cumulated in a newspaper article about the ‘multicultural tragedy’ by the historian Paul
Scheffer, who stated that an ‘ethnic underclass’ was emerging, consisting of (particularly Muslim) people who do not feel attached to Dutch
society and who are not willing to integrate (Entzinger 2003b). Such
statements illustrate that anti-diversity writers such as Scheffer or Sartori not only overlook or misrepresent actual policies, but have stereotypical or ‘essentialised’ views of the ethnic minority groups concerned.
The fear of self-exclusion or ‘groupism’, publicly expressed by blaming immigrants for non-integration, has probably been one of the most
powerful arguments against multiculturalism in recent years. Yet there
are further ‘troubles with multiculturalism’ such as those expressed by
Alibhai-Brown (2000a): it is only about ‘ethnic minorities’; it has created a sense of white exclusion; its model of representation only deals
with elites; it freezes change and can entrench inequalities; it erects
group barriers; it is seen as ‘woolly liberalism’; it has not engaged with
globalisation. Hence, ‘multiculturalism is something that black folk do’
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(Alibhai Brown 2004:52) According to Kymlicka (2003), this was
clearly reflected in the public reactions to the Parekh report on the Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain (2000a) which suggested that British citizens need to rethink what it means to be British. These reactions, on
both the left and the right, implicitly or explicitly expressed that ‘the
idea that multiculturalism might require individuals in the dominant
group to re-evaluate (and hence temporarily destabilize) their inherited
identities, heroes, symbols and narratives is apparently unthinkable’
(Kymlicka 2003:205).
The unthinkable prospect of re-evaluating the concept of a national
culture and identity is reflected in yet another feature of much multicultural discourse and policy concerned with a bounded nation-building project. Via multiculturalism, Adrian Favell (1998) observes that
‘ethnic minorities are offered cultural tolerance, even ‘‘multicultural’’
rights and institutions, in exchange for acceptance of basic principles
and the rule of law; they are imagined as culturally-laden social groups,
who need to be integrated and individualised by a public sphere which
offers voice and participation, transforming them from ‘‘immigrants’’,
into full and free ‘‘citizens’’; they are to become full, assimilated nationals, in a nationstate re-imagined to balance cultural diversity, with a
formal equality of status and membership.’
Implicit in this process is what Favell sees as ‘an under-theorised,
elite re-production of a long-lost idea of national political community;
papering over inequality, conflict and power relations with a therapeutical, top-down discourse of multicultural unity’ (ibid.). Similarly, Day
(2004) points out that although states are: ‘all too willing to give the often unwanted and generally meaningless gift of ‘‘cultural recognition’’,
multiculturalism as liberal theory and state policy remains staunchly silent on inequalities and injustices that are intimately entwined with
the system of states it so desperately wishes to preserve…’
Hence, these scholars are critical of the way such an approach re-appropriates a ‘functionalist, Parsonian idea of social integration’ purporting to ‘unite all classes, and all groups – whether majority or minority
– around some singular ideas of national political culture’ (Favell
1998).
The premise here is what we might call the ‘container model’ of the
nation-state. In this, social cohesion, cultural belonging and political
participation are mutually defined within the geographical and administrative boundaries of the state (cf. Brubaker 1989; Turner 1997; Vertovec 1999b; Faist 2000). This ‘container model’ persisted despite many
social scientists taking a more transnational stance on migration, emphasising the connections between places and the possibilities of belonging and engaging in several national contexts. (Glick-Schiller et al.
1992).
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While ideas of cultural and territorial homogeneity of the nation,
and the assimilationist approaches to immigrant incorporation built on
these ideas were criticised and abandoned in multicultural discourse
and policies, the expectation of common attachment to the encompassing nation-state went unchallenged. Hence, although the culturally essentialising model of multiculturalism has recently been rethought,
multiculturalism’s relationship to the nation-state seems to remain as
it was (Vertovec 2001).
Among both advocates and critics, it has been pointed out that ideologies and policies for the recognition or accommodation of cultural, religious and linguistic diversity may, despite good intention, ultimately
have negative consequences. This may be due in part or combination
to considerations such as the following:
– almost all discourses of multiculturalism entail a kind of ‘ethnisation’, or a process through which cultural values are presumed to
imbue all interests among members of ethnic minority communities (that is, that immigrants are always drawing from an imported
‘cultural agenda’ rather than, for instance, basing their interests on
the fact that they may be co-workers, neighbours, parents);
– political representation or consultation under multiculturalism may
amount to a kind of internal neo-colonialism underpinning undemocratic forms of leadership within presumed bounded ‘communities’;
– these same forms of community consultation may lead to the local
state freezing a specific kind of relationship with highly institutionalised minority groups and certain representatives, to the disadvantage of newer or less organised groups or other voices within a
group;
– well-meaning multiculturalist policies which local government
authorities initiated in the 1980s may work to the disadvantage of
minorities by creating conditions of dependency among, and rivalry
for state largesse between, ethnic minority groups;
– too much attention to cultural identity can divert attention from
other issues of inequality surrounding racism, sexism, class, housing, unemployment, the justice system;
– multicultural policies may have the effect of putting ethnic minority
populations into virtual cultural conservation areas like endangered
species. In the name of a vague relativism and non-interference with
tradition, culturally defined no-go areas have been created among social workers, health care practitioners, police and other workers in
the public realm who feel an inability to act because they think it is
racist to interfere with ‘ethnic cultures’.
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In sum, the understanding of ‘culture’ assumed and prescribed by
many multicultural/diversity policies and discourses is one that may
distance immigrants and minorities as much as or more than it actually seeks to include them.
‘Culture’, in the sense entailed in many such measures, is presumed
to be something forever distinguishing and separating immigrants and
ethnic minorities from the rest of society. A ‘multi-cultural’ society, in
this reasoning, is therefore a pool of bounded uni-cultures, forever divided into we’s and they’s.
Contra diversity
In recent years throughout Europe there have arisen other critiques of
diversity and its accommodation. These critiques or debates against diversity have themselves been diverse, but in many ways they share
common features. Rather than just a new variation of far right anti-immigrant sentiments, the new critiques have been voiced on both the
right and, perhaps surprisingly, left side of the political spectrum. Essentially the critiques commonly voice a fear that multiculturalism or
the public recognition of cultural, religious and linguistic diversity will
lead to a kind of ‘balkanisation’ or ethnic separatism marking a breakdown of societal concord. Parallel arguments have been made significantly in public arenas, for instance by Paul Scheffer (2000) in the
Netherlands, Giovanni Sartori (2002) in Italy, and Bob Rowthorne
(2003) and David Goodhart (2004) in the UK. In these arguments ‘too
much diversity’ disrupts a national identity, breaks down a society’s
sense of cohesion, dissipates common values and undermines participatory institutions such as the welfare state. What is needed, such commentators urge, is an emphasis on historical continuity, citizenship,
national symbols, a return to immigrant cultural assimilation and a
kind of enforced integration by way of emphasising a core set of national values over recognising minority specificities.
Why have such calls contra multiculturalism arisen of late? Answers to
this are possibly many, and are likely specific to the national contexts
in which they have arisen, although it is significant that such arguments have risen simultaneously across Europe. The most important
of these are the following.
A first argument is the ‘failure of integration’. Recent national censuses and other instruments for measuring the socio-economic standing of communities have, in many countries, shown that immigrant
groups and ethnic minorities now, at least two or three generations
since original migration, tend to show poor levels of education, quality
of housing and degree of residential segregation, types of jobs or levels
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of unemployment and other indicators of low socio-economic attainment or mobility. Some commentators suggest that in the past or even
currently, some recent immigrant groups did or do much better than
others. Hence these commentators, including those mentioned above,
as well as media reporters, claim there has been a ‘failure to integrate’,
and therefore ask the question: Does the ‘culture’ of poorly attaining
groups, which has been underpinned by multicultural policies, actually
have something to do with their underachievement? Or, does such culture either lead immigrants to consciously reject the prospects of integration – or indeed is their culture ‘unassimilable’? Often the contra diversity commentators’ answers to such questions suggest ‘yes’ (while
ignoring a range of historical and structural factors, including discrimination, that contribute heavily if not wholly to poor socio-economic
standing).
A second argument focuses on specific signs of non-integration of
the second generation. Along with the public concern about the kinds
of indicators and questions mentioned above, some societies including
the UK, France, Germany and the Netherlands have witnessed a kind
of moral panic surrounding the place of the so-called ‘second generation’, marked by interethnic tensions or violence, suspicions and some
indicators of criminal activity and public disturbances or indeed riots.
Again there are often attempts to explain these issues with reference to
‘culture’ (here, with ‘Islam’ usually considered a key mode of culture by
way of attitudes, values and practices, rather than as ‘religion’ in terms
of ritual, faith and morality). The viewpoint contra diversity sees the
call for citizenship, common values and cohesion as the key way to remedy allegedly culture-fueled tensions and problems surrounding
young people of immigrant and ethnic minority origin.
A third argument is the threat to security and social cohesion.
Although perhaps too many of the world’s current problems are being
laid upon the events of 11 September 2001, it is certainly not presumptuous to suggest that they play an important contributing role in the
turning of the tide contra diversity. The ‘civilisational logic’ wrought by
9/11 – i.e. the Huntingtonian worldview that pits large scale ‘culture’
vs. ‘culture’ in a struggle for dominance – is coming to filter people’s
understanding of what is happening with immigrants and ethnic
minorities on the streets of Berlin, Bradford, Rotterdam, Marseille and
numerous other settings across Europe. Once more ‘Islam’ is conceived
as the other ‘culture’ or the civilisation most at odds with – and therefore most ‘unassimilable’ and ultimately threatening – the cohesion of
a presumed national society. This ignores the fact that other minority
groups such as Jews, Irish or Italians were once perceived as unassimilable, and that the societies of modern nation-states have never been
culturally homogenous. Nevertheless, policies and programmes pro-
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moting diversity come to be regarded as measures sure to undermine
the collective well-being of immigrant receiving societies by supporting
values, practices and entire communities which are inherently at odds
with these societies. In this view, the majority society is being imagined
as linguistic, religious and cultural entity, as much stereotyped as immigrant communities themselves.
The kinds of concerns noted above are not only suggested broadly in
newspaper essays, radio phone-ins and television talk shows, but ‘concretised’ in debates and policy decisions regarding what we might call
some of the ‘iconic issues’ of diversity in our times. It is not surprising
that various iconic issues of diversity (purporting to indicate the breakdown of social cohesion) specifically involve Islam. Such iconic issues
that are highly visible in public space include Muslim headscarves, the
call for separate Muslim schools, the outrageous utterances of certain
imams and the presence of young Muslims on lists of terrorist suspects.
The tasks for researchers then is to understand such trends in social
processes, public discourse and government policy affecting cultural,
religious and linguistic diversity. In the concluding section some of the
main lines of inquiry are suggested.

4. Prospects for future research
This brief overview of the debate on multiculturalism leaves us with a
conundrum: basing participation, representation and public service on
‘culture’ can petrify culture and stigmatise people, thereby maintaining
or exacerbating conditions of exclusion; yet ignoring ‘culture’ (and religion and language) can neglect legitimate special needs (based on particular values and practices) and at the same time perpetuate patterns
of discrimination and inequality. When looking into the basic premisses of explicit policies in this field we furthermore have to ask the
basic question: multicultural or integration policies for whom primarily? For the minorities, as a means of assisting in the reproduction of
values and practices and for reaffirming their sense of worth? Or for
the majority, as a means of education into the lifeways of the minorities who co-comprise society and may be (or become) fellow citizens?
Or for society in the abstract, as a way of fashioning new ways of belonging, participating, living together?
This leads to a general consideration for future research in this domain: comparative assessment of policy development surrounding cultural, religious and linguistic diversity cannot be attempted without a
concurrent examination of public attitudes, debates and representations that inform or have an impact upon policymakers’ decisions. In
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most European nation-states at present, there is a revitalised deliberation on the relationship between national identity and collective values,
challenges of cultural difference, and the purported ‘failure of integration’ among migrants. This climate of attitude and discourse must be
examined in order to make sense of the policy issues faced by politicians, civil servants, NGOs and community groups today.
With this major principle in mind we still have to set priorities for
research in the wider field. As a consequence of the analysis in this
chapter, and taking into account the special interest and expertise of
the researchers involved, we have identified five special topics for priority.
Cross-national comparison of the debate on cultural difference and
reassessing multiculturalism
As we have seen, debates about cultural difference and the rights and
wrongs of different ways of living sometimes thought to be incompatible, are occurring throughout Europe and include diverse voices among
both majority and minority ethnic populations. These debates take
place at many levels (locally, nationally, transnationally) and may be observed in public policy statements, the speeches of politicians and religious leaders, the media and everyday conversations. At the same time
such debates differ in form, intensity and outcome. Focusing on specific issues and situations (e.g. the family), we will ask how the idea of
cultural difference is deployed; what variations occur between countries
and over time; and how such debates are conducted, and perhaps resolved.
Analogously, but focusing more explicitly on the use of official vocabulary in governmental policy, a cross-national comparison of the ‘reassessment of multiculturalism’ will be made. Observers have witnessed
how, in a relatively short time, many governments have been purposefully dropping ‘multicultural’ from their policy vocabularies. Is there
indeed a common ‘sceptical turn’ against cultural diversity or ‘backlash
against difference’ (Grillo 2003a)? If so, what has brought about such
seeming parallel thinking in different societies and political contexts?
Public religion and secular democracy
Comparative research on institutionalised regimes of governance of religious diversity in Europe, their impact on organisation and mobilisation of immigrant minorities (and vice versa), and on their societal and
political incorporation in general, is still in a nascent state, while the
need for a well-informed analysis is extremely high. This is particularly
the case when it comes to variant forms of Islam in European countries and the great variety of national reactions to this religion that is
associated primarily with immigrants. Some of the central topics will
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be: (i) Governance of religious diversity and path dependency: making
theories and methods fit for comparative studies; (ii) Organizing and
representing Islam in Europe; (iii) New religious minorities as ‘public
religions’ in Europe; (iv) Governance of Islam in Europe: from colonialism to post-colonialism.
Legal practice and cultural diversity
Debates and practices of cultural diversity and difference in Europe can
be fruitfully studied cross-nationally and empirically by scrutinising the
legal frames and practices. Legal frames may determine on the one
hand such debates and practices and their (non-)acceptance; on the
other hand, once accepted and embedded in the legal system, practices
of cultural diversity and difference, may be endorsed and more widely
accepted.
Language policy and practices
As indicated earlier in this chapter, language policies and practices in
immigration contexts are situated around two axes: the access to the
language of the host country as a prerequisite of participation in that
society, and the use of other languages, spoken in the country of origin
and constituting an integral part of social and cultural practices among
migrants. The cross-national study of language policy and practices is
crucial, the central issues being those of literacy acquisition on the one
hand, and of managing diverse language situations in immigration
contexts on the other.
Ethnic minority and immigrants cultural productions as forms of political
expression
Central in this theme (and in the following) is the agency of immigrants in the cultural fields and their innovative contribution to society.
Here the question is asked to what extent immigrant and ethnic popular cultural productions (music, literature, etc.) can be analysed in
terms of political expression and participation, especially at the city
level.
Cities of diversity: the spatial nexus
The objective here is to contextualise the cultural dimension in space
and in relation to other domains of daily life: the interrelationship of
manifestations of religious and cultural diversity in and of urban public
spaces on the one hand, and the production and reproduction of social,
political and economic relations on the other.
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Notes
1

2

3

4

The significance of ‘culture’ as an analytical concept is much contested and has
changed considerably in recent years with the emphasis now on dynamic
interpretations (Kuper 1999, Grillo 2003). For present purposes, however, it suffices
to say that by ‘culture’ we understand the different ways of living associated with
majority and minority ethnic populations in Europe, which are sometimes thought
to be incompatible.
The literature on religious diversity draws from a programme of a workshop on
‘Accomodating religious diversity’ written by Aristide Zollberg. The workshop took
place at the Zentrum für interdisziplinäre Forschung in Bielefeld, 2004.
For a discussion of the status of immigrant minority languages at home and at
school see the UNESCO report on ‘Language and Diversity in Multicultural Europe’
(Extra and Yagmur 2002).
For a detailed overview of the measures of European states regarding the cultural
and linguistic integration of immigrant children into schools see the report of the
European Commission: Eurydice (2004).
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Kälin, W. (2000), Grundrechte im Kulturkonflikt: Freiheit und Gleichheit in der Einwanderungsgesellschaft. Zürich: NZZ-Verlag.
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Pereira Bastos, S. (2001), De Moçambique a Portugal: Reinterpretações identitárias do Hinduismo em diaspora (From Mozambique to Portugal: Identity Reinterpretations of Hinduism in Diaspora). Lisbon, Orientália: Fundação Oriente.
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8. Identity, Representation, Interethnic Relations
and Discrimination
José Bastos, Aitor Ibarrola-Armendariz, João Sardinha,
Charles Westin and Gisela Will1

1. Introduction
Social identities are of crucial concern. Collective social identities stand
out and are articulated when groups coming from different social, cultural, ‘racial’, national, ethnic, religious and linguistic backgrounds
share societal space in public places and arenas, in residential areas or
when people compete in schools and in the labour market. ‘Race’, ethnicity and nation are represented in these identities, stereotypes and
collective/social representations. However, the concept of representation also pertains to issues of power and influence in political assemblies, that is, political representation of the interests of disadvantaged
‘racial’, ethnic and social groups. In this chapter we will cover a broad
range of issues with a number of perspectives on interethnic relations
in EU member states.
Dealing with relations between national, ethnic, ‘racial’, religious
and cultural groups in concrete societies leads to differential outcome,
depending on historical and demographic factors. In some countries
this will primarily entail a focus on majority-minority relations (ethnoterritorial, linguistic, religious, cultural minorities) in the nation-state.
In other countries, countries of immigration, the focus will rather be
on relations between native-born populations and migrants and their
descendents (first and second generation) as well as between different
migrant groups. In a third set of countries, probably most of the present 25 EU members states, interethnic relations will apply to ethnocultural and ethno-territorial minority-majority relations as well as relations between groups of migrant origin and native populations. The
term interethnic relations covers a broad range of encounters between
people and groups of diverse origins that take place in European societies of immigration. Often the emphasis is on problematic dimensions
or aspects of these relations – racism, social exclusion, discrimination,
segregation, inequality and injustice. However, interethnic relations
should also be understood to include processes of incorporation and ac-
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culturation often referred to as assimilation, integration and comparable terms, as well as various aspects of diversity management.
Although we will start from the broad field of study of identity, interethnic relations and discrimination, including minorities within societies that do not have a migration background (or a very ancient one),
we will focus more specifically on the nexus with migration. Our central question is concerned with how migration and integration affect
the social and geographical space of the receiving (multiethnic) society,
across social class and gender.
A number of both interdisciplinary and intersectional theoretical and
methodological approaches will be presented. A range of different empirical sources will be considered and hence also the use of various
methods. Quantitative data from national surveys of group perceptions,
attitudes, belief-systems, experiences of discrimination and injustice
will provide empirical input, as well as in-depth interviews and case
studies of specific groups and communities, studies that can be set up
longitudinally as well as cross-sectionally.
It is of the utmost importance to focus on the institutional structures
of racism and discrimination, and to uncover the concealed social
structures that generate and perpetuate unequal opportunities. In order
to analyse these structures we will need to be methodologically innovative.
In this chapter we have arranged the overview of the most important
literature around three basic concepts in the field: identity, interethnic
relations and discrimination. In treating these three core issues we followed a pattern of introducing the core themes, discussing concepts
and definitions used in the literature, tracing their historical legacies
and the major debates, outlining theoretical accomplishments and indicating methodological issues related to the themes. In two additional
sections we have for each theme looked at their added value for the
European context and new research questions. A bibliography for each
of the three themes has been compiled. Within the space constraints of
this chapter we only refer to the most important references. The full
bibliography is available in the full state of the report at the IMISCOE
website (www.imiscoe.org).

2. Identity
The issue of identity and ethnicity have become central issues since
well-known social scientists have made us aware of the challenges
posed by the emergence of a new type of human being (Fromm 1947,
1970; Riesman 1950; Marcuse 1964) and of a new type of society
(Lasch 1991; Baudrillard 2003; Lyotard 1979; Foucault 1966, 1975; Gid-
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dens 1991; Jameson 1998, Castells 1997): ‘our world, and our lives, are
being shaped by the conflicting trends of globalization and identity’
(Castells 1997: 1). That shift also results in a new kind of politics, the
politics of identity (Calhoun 1996).
In the social sciences, this radical change, based upon the work of
Marx and Freud (Zaretski 1996), resulted in a macro-level shift from
the study of societies and of macro-political relations, to the micro-level
of interpersonal relationships and of individual and group identity strategies (Camilleri 1990); in the preference for the study of socially-organised subjectivity (Barth 1969; Berger & Luckman 1966; Scheff 1996;
Bastos 2000) over objectivising methods; in a move from the study of
processes of acculturation and assimilation to the study of identity resistance and ethnic emancipation; in the abandonment of behavioural
studies in favour of the study of mythologies, cultural productions and
ideologies (Barthes 1957; Lévi-Strauss 1977; Jameson 1998; Hall 1988,
1997) and, finally, in the passage from the study of the exotic to that of
the researcher’s own group.
In anthropology, the move away from colonial and empire-building
anthropology (Stocking 1982) resulted in a critique of structural functionalism and Lévi-Straussian structuralism, in the introduction of a
multidimensional concept of identity (Erikson 1950), in the demystification of colonial ethnographies based on non-Western anthropologies,
in the sub-alternisation of the concepts of culture (Barth 1969) and society (Ingold 1996) and, last but not least, in a theoretical-pragmatic focus upon the emotional dimension of intergroup identity processes
(Scheff 1996), namely of interethnic relations in the context of plural
states and of the pluralisation of nation-states, resulting from their ‘reversed colonisation’ (Ballard 2003) by uncontrollable migratory fluxes.
Central concepts and definitions
Identification, identity, identity strategies, ethnic identities, identity representations and politics of identity are the main concepts in the field.
Identification in the psychological sense can be defined as the permanent process of transforming oneself to become as the Other (Freud
1923), and the accumulative result of this structuring process in biography and history. In this sense, identification is based upon love and is
a form of ambivalent love, idealisation and respect of the Other. Identifications produce an enrichment of the self and the pluralisation of the
cultural and psychological personality (Freud 1897). In political terms,
the process of identity/identification is reversed; the state identifies
subjects and groups, trying to objectify subjects and trying to impose
them a fixed subaltern identity.
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Identity in the sociological sense may be defined as a structural representation of self and of Others (as persons, groups or categories of
social beings), creating images of order, permanence, belonging, unity,
distinction and moral superiority. Identities are based on ontogenetic
bodily experiences, being in the case of collective identities reified and
transferred to images of societies symbolised as supra-individual bodies
(Durkheim 1912). In the same historical process, the image of significant Others, as parents, is also transferred in religion to transcendental
figures of families of Gods and Demons.
Identity strategies are defined as ‘procedures worked out (at the conscious or at the unconscious level of elaboration) by a social actor (individual or collective) for the attainment of one, or more than one, (conscious or unconscious) objectives; these procedures are elaborated as a
function of the interactive situation, depending on diverse determinations (socio-historical, cultural, psychological) of that situation’ (Lipianski et al. 1990: 24). Strategies ‘define a situation of tension that one
tries to resolve to obtain a gain (or an identity victory). […] Tactically,
the actors react in function of the representation they have about what
is the problem in the situation, the gains and the objectives perceived,
but also in function of the state of the system in which they are implied and that pressures them permanently to act in one or other direction’ (Kastersztein 1990: 30-31).
Ethnic identities belong to the process of organisation of the world
as ordered multiplicity and to the process of contestation of the hierarchies of the world system (Wallerstein, 2004). They create symmetries,
based in identity representations of groups, between state powers and
the image of distinct social subgroups with distinct biographies (languages, origins, bodies, group/ethnic religions, etc.) fighting for affluence and distinction (Bourdieu 1979). Although it is true that ‘the discourse concerning ethnicity tends to concern itself with subnational
units, or minorities of some kind or another’ (Chapman et al., 1989:
17), majorities and dominant peoples are no less ethnic than minorities
(Eriksen 1995).
Politics of identity are based on a critique of the ideological discourse
of Western democracy. Our ideologies of democracy presume boundaries and imply exclusions that we find very hard to justify internally to
the discourse of democracy. Social theory has been shaped by this repression of certain aspects of the issue of identity (Calhoun 1996).
Historical legacies and debates
Against old clichés, Calhoun reminds us that ‘tolerance is no invention
of the modern West’; democracy was founded on the idea of nation,
the ‘production of a common discourse about collective matters of pub-
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lic concern’ and the conviction ‘that individual identity was a product
of self-construction, was open to free choice, and was not simply given
by birth, or divine will’; but those ideological constructions were elitist
and exclusionary: ‘the individuals facing the market were prototypically
male [white, Anglo-Saxon protestants], property-owning or labour-selling heads of households; they were free, though the law still recognised [black] slavery. […] were prototypically property-owning male
speakers of the dominant language of the nation. Thus individualism
ironically repressed difference’ (Calhoun 1996: 2-3) and produced ‘race’
distinctions and racial ideologies scientifically sustained by evolutionism and social Darwinism.
The debate between ‘essentialists’ (Geertz 1963), situationists (Mitchell 1956) and instrumentalists (A. Cohen 1974) can be reduced to a
false problem when identity presentations (adaptive or tactical) are not
confounded with self-representations, when synchrony is not opposed
but articulated with biographical and historical diachrony and when
identity motivations to insist in antagonistic acculturation (Devereux &
Loebb 1943) are articulated with instrumental motivations and with
emancipating politics of identity, in an integrative point of view. As
Roosens insists, ‘ethnic identity can take its drive and pattern from an
interplay of oppositions with outsiders, but it mostly combines this
source of differentiation with an internal source of identification. […]
Unlike boundaries, which make people different from each other and
maintain ethnic division, origins, inversely, make people identical within the same group, creating and maintaining ethnicity from the inside’
(Roosens 1996: 85).
Theory
Identification, the psychological foundation for the creation of we-ness,
has been seen, since Rousseau, as the basis for people’s collective action against the unjust power of aristocratic elites. For Freud, in the
dialectics of generations, successive identifications are the cumulative
result of the structural loss of successive illusions of participation in
the being of the object(s), producing three forms of closeness of the
self: character (the basis for personal identity representations), ideal
formation (a substitutive transformation of primary identification) and
investment in collective identities (a result of secondary identifications);
this structural process re-enhances the dialectics of desire (and guilt),
identity vulnerability (shame, resulting from triadic social comparison
with rivals and with ideals) and narcissistic sublimation (pride and selfesteem). In linguistic terms, the process of identification substitutes
the verb to have [the object(s)] with the verb to be (as ideal, but not the
ideal). Against sublimation (secondary identification as the basis for
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identity and participation), power and action are the contraries of this
process of emergency of a new generation: power as the idealised image of the omnipotent father, action as the result of ambivalence, rivalry and the impulse to symmetrisation, leading to the incorporation of
the power of the other that will be challenged in/by the next generation.
For Erikson, group identity is a style and an ethos resulting from the
pseudo-speciation of mankind (1968: 41) linked not only to divergent
socio-genesis – that is, to ‘differences in geographic and historical perspectives (collective ego-space-time) and to differences in economic
goals and means (collective life plan)’ (ibid.: 48), ‘guided by common
images of good and evil’ (ibid.: 44) and by ‘ideological perspectives that
provide a convincing world image’ (ibid.: 31), – but also to the use of
other groups as a screen of ‘projection for the negative identities which
were the necessary, if most uncomfortable, counterpart of the positive
ones’, and also as denigrated terms of comparison that fulfils ‘the function of reaffirming for each pseudo-species its superiority over all
others.’ (ibid.: 41) In this perspective, ‘[…] men’s need for a psychosocial
identity is anchored in nothing less than his socio-genetic evolution’,
that is, in the organization of the world in national and ethnic units,
with divergent group identities. Ego identity is simultaneously a form
of conscience and a sense: ‘[…] in its subjective aspects, is the awareness of the fact that there is a self-sameness and continuity to the ego’s
synthetisizing methods, the style of one’s own individuality, and that
this style coincides with the sameness and continuity of one’s meaning
for significant others in the immediate community. […] the mutual
complementation of group identity and ego identity, of ethos and ego,
puts a greater energy potential at the disposal of both ego synthesis
and social organization.’ (ibid.: 50)
More recent formulations put emphasis on a certain degree of liberty
and a certain capacity of action of the individuals to choose their inand out-groups and put much less emphasis in the reality of group
identities; manipulating the processes of categorization and of comparison, persons integrated in groups can achieve positive identities, but
can also desert groups when they are stigmatised with negative identities (Tajfel 1981); manipulating a plurality of partial identities, situated
on different levels, individuals can face different arenas with different
presentations and can conceal their real (inner) identity by presenting
a series of virtual identities that meet (their ideas about) relevant social
consensus (Goffman 1963); facing social contradictions and manipulating their relations to different others, they can define their identity
strategies. Socio-historical groups are now seen as imagined communities (Anderson 1983) and group identities as presumed identities
(Weber 1922) or as tactic reifications and ideal constructions (Devereux
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& Loebb 1985: 253-290) used for rhetorical social comparisons and controls. Even the notions of societies, groups and communities are contested as dubious concepts, suffering from reifications that essentialise
the enormous diversities found ‘within’ (Baumann 1996).
In this context, ethnic identities emerge as the largest form of identification of individuals with a socio-historical group, within the organisation of the world system; and ethnic groups are seen as a form of social organisation. Group differentiation depends not on isolation or antagonism, but from processes of systematic dichotomisation of ethnic
status, creating identity boundaries that persist despite a flow of personnel across them. In these terms, the sharing of a common culture
is not the cause but the first consequence of persistent ethnic dichotomisation. ‘To the extent that actors use ethnic identities to categorise
themselves and others for purposes of interaction, they form ethnic
groups in this organizational sense’ (Barth 1998: 9-15).
Methodology and measurement
Under different designations, the description of patterns of culture, in
the form of the psychology of the peoples and anthropological psychology, has a long philosophical and essayistic tradition in Europe, from
Kant (1991/1798) to Fouillée (1902), and from Keyserling (1929) to
Madariaga (1952). In the United States, this tradition was appropriated
between the 1930s and 1960s by the Culture and Personality School
and its derivates, based upon fieldwork, in the typological differentiation of patterns of culture and in the systematic study of patterns of
child socialisation. Advancing in the direction of cross-cultural psychology, while avoiding the use of the concept of identity, McClelland
(1961) compared the expression of different patterns in the official
schoolbooks of a number of different countries, and Hofstede (1984,
1991) compared the answers to a questionnaire on work motivation carried out among the professional employees of the same multinational
corporation in over fifty different countries.
In the Anglo-American and Anglo-Saxon tradition, from Katz and
Braly (1935) to Tajfel (1981), the study of group identity was subsumed
under the concept of stereotype, based on the use of adjective checklists. Peabody (1988), reviewing these studies, defined the bases for a
critique of the concept of stereotype and its subsequent rejection, and
proposed a new definition of group judgement, itself rejected since it
did not withstand the critique. Like previous authors, Peabody was
using simple identity questionnaires, administered to non-representative samples of a few dozen university students.
Taking his distance from Peabody, Bastos constructed a research instrument for the investigation of the system of identity social represen-
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tations of members of socio-historical groups (the MIQ) and applied it
to representative samples of the Portuguese population (Bastos 2000,
2002) and of inhabitants of its nine metropolitan regions (Bastos
1995). The aim was a measurement of: (a) the degree to which selfand hetero-representations were shared; (b) the relational economy between the definition of personal identity and the definition of identity
attributed by the respondents to their own national, regional, or ethnic
in-group; (c) the relational economy between the definition of regional
identities and national identity, and their relation with the quality of
life of each region and with the identities projected upon other European nationals; (d) the relational economy of personal identity, the
identities (national and regional) collectively attributed to the in-groups
and European out-groups (in the national context), or to regional outgroups; (e) the relation of all these representations with complementary ideal identities; (f) the relational economy of all these representations with processes of angelisation and diabolisation of in- and outgroups; and g) the economy of the articulation of these macro-representations with category representations of gender and generation provided by the same informants, likely to introduce bio-cultural connotations (‘familialist’) to the area of political representations.
The same research instrument was applied by other researchers (E.
Correia 1993; S. Bastos 1995; Madeira 1999; Batoréu 2001; A. Correia
2001; Rodrigues 2002; Rodrigues & J. Bastos 2005) to study the system of identity social representations of exploratory samples of nationals of former Portuguese colonies (Cape-Verdeans from four islands of the archipelago) and of ethnic or ethno-religious communities
in Portugal (Gujarati Hindus, Sunni Muslims of Afro-Indian origin,
Cape-Verdeans, Angolans), in France (Cape-Verdeans and Portuguese)
and in Hungary (gypsies), as well as samples of university students in
Sardinia, Granada and Rabat (Pimentel 1993; Mourão 1997; Ribeiro
1996).
These studies enabled us to de-essentialise completely the concept of
identity representation, demonstrating that representations are strictly
personal, that the degree of superimposition and convergence of identity attributions both to the in- and the out-group are always partial;
and that, on the whole, the representations have a highly delirious
rhetorical economy (Marx 1844; Durkheim 1912; Freud 1974/1930), an
element that highlights the identity vulnerability underlying the process, as well as its defensive and compensatory function to the traumatic structure of the world system.
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European added value
The political tradition that, in the USA, resulted in identity politics, is
a European tradition based upon the detection of a relative compatibility and complementarity of the works of Marx and Freud (Reich 1929;
Fromm 1947; Marcuse 1964; Foucault 1966; Zaretzki 1996; Godelier
1995). This theoretical complementary focuses upon the anthropological paradox that gives the world system its dramatic and problematic
dimension – the fact that identification, cooperation and solidarity in
the control of the natural world may be accompanied by exploitation,
domination and extermination in intra- and intergroup relations, resulting in the most grievous form of suffering for the human species
(Freud 1930).
The issue of the structural ambivalence of the human species cannot
be reduced to any rationalist and technocratic project of diversity management, since no individual, group or elite may step outside and
above this dramatic human ambivalence. Its two vectors give rise to
two different types of social science, as incompatible and complementary as two images, gestaltically combined by the process of foreground-background inversion. These are, on the one hand, the mechanistic or organicistic and transcendental social sciences of the 19th
century, which became structural-functionalist in the first half of the
20th, compatible with their most drastic revisionisms (symbolic interactionism and the most extreme formulations of social transcendental
constructivism); on the other, critical and emancipatory social sciences,
from a more Freudian current to a neo-Marxist one. In anthropology,
structural ambivalence manifests itself in the way the school of cultural
relativism devoted itself to a demonstration of the infinite variability of
cultural behaviour, namely in respect of the double standard on intergroup relations, in the very same process in which, simultaneously, it
was irreflexibly observed how its ‘civilized’ peoples were gradually exterminating dozens of ‘primitive languages and peoples’ (Lévi-Strauss
1984).
On the other hand, authors such as Barth (1969) are in the foreground of the subjectivist shift in the social sciences. They do so by
equating the concept of ethnicity to that of identity, by making the concept of culture subaltern and by making the concept of identity the decisive concept in the permanence of interethnic and even in the processes of ethnic revitalisation.
New questions
Defined as stereotypes and denigrated as intellectual and moral errors,
social representations of identity (Bastos 2000) in interethnic relations
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have been until now under-studied in the artificial, un-historical context of experimental social psychology (Tajfel 1981) or even tabooed in
the context of social sciences. Once we demonstrate the fact that (a) individuals construct their self-representations on the establishment of a
positive comparison with the representation of their social in-groups
(national, ethnic, etc.) and (b) individuals construct the self-representations of their in-groups in contrast with their representation of outgroups, chosen or imposed for comparison, (c) and link these self- and
group-representations to the economy of their vulnerable self-esteem,
the analysis of systems of identity representations requires further research in different social and political contexts. This should be connected to different aspects of group idealisation, historical conflict, racist confrontations or creation of more inclusive identities, as in the
case of the construction of a European identity, in the context of international competition, economic crisis and increased uncontrolled immigrations.

3. Interethnic relations
Despite the great currency it has acquired lately in anthropology, sociology, political science and several other fields, it is evident that in both
popular and academic discourse much confusion surrounds the concept of ethnicity. On the one hand, ethnicity and ethnic imagery are
sometimes used as synonyms (or should we say, euphemisms) for
‘race’. This is true especially in countries like Germany or Israel, where
the latter term is loaded with some gruesome historical connotations.
On the other hand, a more accurate – but also more complex – conceptualization would shift the emphasis to ethnicity as a representation of
group consciousness and collective identification. Thus, ethnicity becomes one of the key factors in identity-formation processes as it is
said to include such features as: a common ancestry (or the myth of
it), memories of a shared past, aspects of a common culture (language,
religion, kinship, etc.), a connection with a homeland and a sense of
solidarity (or belonging).
The advantages of this conceptualization are that a) it embraces
many of the issues around which societies have organised and
struggled for centuries and b) it underlines the relational nature of the
term, as it entails a relation between human collectives within a certain
territory. As a result of the centrality that this relational character and
the conflicts of views/interests it often raises, the relevance of interethnic relations to migration studies seems beyond any question. Consequently, in spite of the elusive usages that the concept of ethnicity or
ethnic identity sometimes receives – as when it is considered just a fic-
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tion or something imagined as a result of exogenous (material or ideological) factors – it is evident that it plays a crucial role in the everchanging relations of human groups within given social contexts.
In the broad and intricate field that the study of interethnic relations
covers, the interests of the IMISCOE participants are primarily related
to migration issues in the European context. All the participants share
a preference for the situationist view of ethnicity as opposed to a primordialist one, which would think of an ethnie as something static and
monolithic. We agree, therefore, with Horowitz (1985: 4) when he explained that ‘shifting contexts make ethnicity now more, now less prominent.’ This is true not only about the ebbing and flowing of ethnic
issues at different historical junctures, but also with respect to particular national/social contexts.
A second element shared by most of the participants is the socially
constructed nature of ethnicity, which means that although some primordial ties may be in place, groups and individuals are still able to
cut and paste from various cultures and ethnic heritages.
One last point in common is that, in order to understand fully how
interethnic relations condition the multiple affiliations that an immigrant may adopt, it is essential to analyse the ways they intersect with
other social categorizations such as gender, class, religion, etc. Most
participants are, therefore, interested in context-specific empirical work
that would unveil the kind of dynamics (and identities) that phenomena like ethnic differentiation, racialisation, post-colonial mobility, racial amalgamation, transnationalism, stereotyping of the Other, underrepresentation and so on are bound to produce. The focuses of the analyses are very specific and widely different (e.g. the crystallisation of intergroup relations in colonial times and its impact on contemporary societies, colonial intercultural intimacy/sexuality, interactions between
different types of ethnic identities (migratory and ethno-territorial),
forms of exclusion and inclusion in receiving countries, etc.). There is
in all of them, however, a clear attempt to explain some of the conditions (and obstacles) met by immigrant contingents in the light of theories and ideas that derive from studies of interethnic relations.
Some basic concepts
Since it is quite impossible to summarise in this limited space the
abundance of concepts that discussions of interethnic relations have lately generated, we offer here just a number of key terms that keep surfacing in much of the literature on the topic. It is important to clarify
at the outset, though, that their definitions may change significantly
depending on the (academic/national) tradition and the context in
which they are being used.
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To start with, it would be important to demarcate the specific place
that ethnicity occupies among a number of related terms. As has been
pointed out above, although sometimes used as synonymous with race,
ethnicity does not carry the elements of insurmountable cultural and
social (biological, in earlier days) differentiation that ‘race-thinking’ habitually does. Likewise, it is important to mark the difference between
ethnic group and nation, which Benedict Anderson (1983: 6) defined
as an imagined political community, which has moral claim over a certain territory. For some, ethnicity is precisely characterised by the dissociation between that collective culture and any particular territory. An
expressivist view of ethnicity, however, may come close to our understanding of nation in that in both cases great emphasis is given to the
feeling of communality and sense of sameness that underlies their
ideological framework (see Yinger 1994).
Finally, even further apart from ethnicity is the concept of nationstate, which comes into existence when the inhabitants of a nation establish legal claims over a territory and become its citizens. As opposed
to nations and ethnic groups, which are largely anthropological categories, a nation-state is a legal community.
There is another set of concepts, which also seem to threaten the
specific place of ethnicity, this time, as it were, from below. Relations
of kinship, neighbourhood, community, etc. may share a number of
features with ethnic groups. However, what distinguishes these concepts from ethnic affiliations is that in the latter the roles played by
members toward one another or toward the community as a whole are
not specified. It would be inaccurate, though, to say that ethnies are
without structures of social relations. Status and social differentiation
do, of course, show up within ethnic groups, but the overarching sense
of togetherness and communality often brings the members together
in their struggles for higher purposes and overshadows any other considerations and intra-group distinctions.
So far we have referred to two major views or approaches to ethnicity, one primordialist (which thinks of ethnic heritage and culture as
an inalterable essence that brings certain people together) and the
other situationist (which believes that individuals will belong to a
group depending on the kind of project they are engaged in). This second approach seems more useful and realistic in the sense that ethnic
identity is primarily determined here by the constant frictions that
emerge with other groups. Moreover, this view of ethnicity allows us to
deal with such distinct issues as the adoption of alternating identities
by migrant workers in receiving countries or the varying attachment
(and claim) of an ethnic group to a certain territory. In both instances
it is evident that ethnicity is being somehow instrumentalised in order
to attain specific goals – be it a promotion or a raise in salary, or the
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formation of a new nation. What is clear to many specialists (see, for
example, Hutchinson & Smith 1996) is that ethnic groups are becoming more and more like political parties that will use any of the cultural
and social resources at hand to achieve the purposes defined by their
leaders. In the opposite direction would go the expressivist or anti-globalist conception of ethnicity, which appeals to feelings of belonging to
a particular community. In an anonymous world governed by global
flows of capital, information, technology etc., most of us want to enjoy
the warmth and affect of ‘our’ people. This is even truer about human
contingents living in foreign environments or those other ethnic
groups that, for historical reasons, have been dispossessed of important
fragments (language, land, folklore etc.) of their identity.
It also seems important to refer to a handful of concepts that describe the processes undergone by ethnic identities when they come
into contact with other – usually more powerful – groups in society. In
this sense, we could speak of assimilative processes when the ethnic
individual adopts the values and behaviour of the majority group, thus
leaving behind her/his own cultural heritage. Less drastic than this
wholehearted surrender to the dominant culture are processes of (segmented) acculturation (Portes & Rumbaut 2001), which means that
there is a high level of identification with the majority but the individual also retains elements of his earlier identity.
The ideal situation is of course that of the ‘fully-integrated’ ethnic
person who thinks and behaves just like the natives but still identifies
with those who share her/his ethnic roots. On the opposite extreme
would be those individuals who end up marginalised both in the dominant society and from their own group as they seem unable to achieve
the levels of identification required by any of the two groups. No need
to explain that conditions of social exclusion are frequently closely related to some of these processes (e.g. problems of mixed bloods in colonial settings). While it is a fact that the political and administrative machinery of states can contribute to the segregation of significant segments of their population, the newcomers’ competence to complete
some of these processes is also a determining factor.
Historical legacies and current debates
Although it would be interesting to trace the shifting meaning of the
term ethnic from its very roots in the Greek ethnós (a people), it is definitely more productive to concentrate on those dimensions of the term
that still have an impact on our way of thinking about ethnic relations.
Thus, the connotations associated to the concept up to the 19th century
do not seem very relevant today as hardly anybody would consider that
being an ethnic means being pagan or a gentile. Beginning in the early
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19th century, however, the concept underwent a radical transformation
as it began to be linked – especially in the Anglo-Saxon world – with
racial features. What we nowadays still call the ‘objective attributes’ of a
group of people (be they physical features, or more recently cultural)
were often the first aspect taken into account to identify and classify
them into different ethnies. Only a few decades after that modification,
ethnography, the discipline that describes the social life, customs, and
institution of human groups, made its appearance. During these early
years of the study of the ethnic, the term was frequently synonymous
(due to the influence of Romantic worldviews) with the folk/Volk,
which would encompass the particular styles of art, music, food, clothing, etc. characteristic of a people/region. In popular usages of the
term, this meaning has been generally retained and so it is not at all
unusual to hear today about ethnic festivals, cuisines, celebrations, etc.
From the mid-19th century, and running parallel somehow to the
ethnographic studies, the first anthropological investigations (sometimes called then ethnological) were beginning to be carried out. These
investigations were mostly interested in building theories that would
explain the evolution of particular cultures. However, the term ethnicity
was scarcely used in these studies as most theories conceived the various human communities in isolation and essentially different from
each other on account of biological differentiation. Highly influenced
by evolutionary theories, many of these models based their postulations
on processes of natural selection that resulted from the competitions
and conflicts between clans and tribes. Even in the early 20th century,
some Russian researchers were still defending that the ethnie was primarily a biosocial entity that could only be explained by looking into
the attachment of the people to a land and culture. Some of these
views worked their way into some of the primordialist theories that
were fairly current in the mid-20th century and which kept emphasising the affective components, primordial links and common culture as
the bases on which the identity of a people was built.
It is not until the late 1960s and early 1970s that, due to a great extent to processes of decolonization and the appearance of ethnic minority political activism, we observe a significant change in the approach
to ethnicity and ethnic groups. The Norwegian anthropologist Fredrik
Barth (1969) was very likely the key figure in causing a paradigm revolution in the field. His main contribution was to argue that ethnic
identification was not something primordial and inalterable but, rather,
depended on the circumstances and purposes defined by a certain
group. This approach, which is still very much alive and kicking, found
its roots in functionalist sociology which tends to consider the strategic
use of cultural heritages for specific economic or political goals. One
major change observable in the works of Barth, Cohen (1969), Epstein
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(1958) and other situationists is that much more attention is given to
the political and socio-economic context, and that the interaction between different groups is crucial in the conformation of their identity.
Current debates (although they began already in the late 1980s with
Horowitz [1985]) rotate very much around the issue of whether ethnic
consciousness (and identity) are constructed, created, manipulated and
utilized for political purposes. From the perspective of some situationists/instrumentalists, ‘ethnic identities are created in the dynamics of
elite competition within the boundaries determined by political and
economic realities’ (Brass 1991: 16). A further step in the volatilisation
of the concept of ethnicity has resulted from what is referred to as the
constructivist approach, which basically underlines the fluidity and
contingency of ethnic identities as they always pertain to very specific
social and historical conditions. This is not so radically different from
what Barth was stating a number of decades ago but, as a result of the
momentum gained by other areas of study (e.g. post-colonial, border
studies, immigration, etc.), the concept of ethnicity has been newly relativized. The field works proposed by some of the IMISCOE members
is symptomatic of this diversity as they cover studies of ethnic relations
in transnational settings, between different types of ethnic groups, and
even within the ethnic groups themselves.
Theories
Not to repeat ideas about the models/theories commented on above,
we will refer here to a few theoretical approaches that have gained
much centrality in the past two decades. Although neither primordialist (based on objective physical/cultural attributes) nor expressivist theories (based on a sense of belonging and common identity) have been
completely put aside (see Berghe 1967), new phenomena like globalisation, liberal capitalism, technological innovations, and new transnational communities require a revision of the concept of ethnicity as a
source of meaning and identity. Scholars like Castells (1997: 59), for
instance, even argue that ethnicity (as it has been traditionally conceived) does no longer ‘provide the basis for communal heavens in the
network society […] as a basis for reconstruction of meaning.’ Yet a
number of models, most of them constructivist and behaviourist –
since they focus on several codes and group interactions that are characteristic in contemporary societies – have gained great currency
among analysts in ethnic studies.
One of these is the ‘interculturalist’ model which is especially interested in displaced/immigrant groups needing to adjust to new environments. According to this theory (see Wimmer 2004; Marger & Obermiller 1987), the cultural baggage of the newcomer not only plays a
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key role as a shock absorber but it helps to establish difference as a value that the dominant group needs to learn to respect and appreciate.
A second model would be that of ethnic resistance, which investigates
the strategies used by minority groups to protect and promote their
own identity and political agendas. This theory has maintained that
ethnic individuals often come together to fight external competition
and to find new ways of bettering their status and increasing their
prestige in a given society (Shapiro & Kymlicka 1997). In a number of
ways, the kind of strategies studied by this model are equally observable in immigrant groups and ethno-territorial minorities around Europe, which also have a long tradition in fighting for linguistic, environmental and cultural rights that were often denied to them in the past.
There is also what has been called an ecological model, which studies urban environments as a basis for ethnic group formation. The
kind of communities formed in Britain by Pakistanis, in Germany by
Turks, or in Spain by Moroccans could definitely be considered from
this perspective, since they have often formed cities within cities in several of the big urban centres in these countries. Finally, a fourth theory
much in vogue in recent years is that of hybridity. Whether the term
used is amalgamation, miscegenation, race mixture, mestizaje, métissage, creolization, transculturation or cultural fusion, it is clear that the
analysis of racial and cultural mixing has become one of the most enticing subfields in interethnic relations. As Robert Young (1995: 27) remarked, the study of race mixture is essential because ‘it shows the
connection between the racial categories of the past and contemporary
cultural discourse.’
Methodology and measurement
As was mentioned earlier on, most IMISCOE members prefer to depart from empirical and quantitative studies. Given the specificity of
the aspects to be assessed and the constructivist theoretical basis that
they favour, it seems only natural that field work should come first
and, from there, build towards qualitative (maybe even theoretically-oriented) analysis. Again, methodologies seem as diverse and multifarious as the research topics proposed, for while some of the projects
may require longitudinal studies of specific groups of immigrants,
others will rest on interviews with a variety of collectives – which could
belong to both the immigrant contingents and the receiving society. In
order to make methodologies more uniform, consensus should be
reached to establish objects of study that are more easily comparable or
contrasted. Such a course, however, is not an easy one, also in view of
the fact that both research planning and funding are at variance.
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Several of the participants have expressed their difficulties to measure such aspects of interethnic relations as sexual relationships across
race lines, degree of inclusion and integration in educational systems,
or correspondences between ethnic and social taxonomies in colonial
times and today’s discourses. Still, there are other areas where the data
collected may be very revealing as to the levels of exclusion and discrimination suffered by ethnic contingents such as migrant workers and
persons from previously colonial nations. Perhaps the area where the
prospective findings of this sub-cluster would be most useful is that of
the participation of ethnic minorities in institutions and social dynamics. Ideally, it should be possible to establish how those levels of
participation compare in different regions around Europe and what the
factors are preventing it in some countries.
European added value and future research
The topic of interethnic relations should be at the very top of the priorities on the EU agenda since it encompasses such urgent and problematic matters as social exclusion, segregation, disregard of basic human rights, under-representation, and unequal opportunities. These
types of injustices are present, in one form or another, in most of the
European countries and their causes and consequences need to be thoroughly investigated before steps can be taken to revise earlier policies
and practices. The main aim of a majority of the analyses proposed
here is to detect some of the obstacles (institutional barriers, racialised
discourses and images, social prejudice, stereotypes, etc.) that are preventing large segments of the population from integrating fully into
the receiving society because of their ethnic background. This task
seems especially urgent when, despite the allegedly multicultural
make-up of the societies in several European states, we still hear on a
daily basis of blatant cases of discrimination and social abuse against
immigrants. It is clear, then, that we are very far from the kind of postethnic world that David Hollinger (2000: 165-72) recently claimed for
and which would be based on a pluralism and cosmopolitanism that
would do away with ethno-racial markers and classifications of any
kind.
A second, and perhaps more compelling, reason to promote the
study of interethnic relations and the expansion of multicultural policies are the reactionary attitudes observed around Europe based on the
perception of an Islamic threat, triggered by such events as the attacks
in New York City, Madrid, London and the murder of Dutch filmmaker
Theo van Gogh. If Muslims were already being categorised as the archetypal Other by some right-wing leaders, this kind of reaction does
nothing but exacerbate the animosity against a group that has been re-
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peatedly targeted as unassimilable (see Sartori 2001). To build an EU
on principles of differentiation and marginalisation of the culturally
Other would be one of our worst errors at this historical juncture.

4. Discrimination
To discriminate against someone means to treat this person differently
than others on the basis of his or her belonging to some social group
or category, be it gender, race, religion or ethnicity. The victim of discrimination is treated differently because he or she is seen to represent a
social group that is held in low esteem. One cannot speak of discrimination when persons are treated on the basis of their personal individual characteristics or merits. Furthermore, those who engage in discriminatory behaviour act on the strength of seeing themselves as representing some group or category that is in its right to claim preferential
treatment or priority.
Usually the party that discriminates will enjoy a superior position in
relation to the party that suffers discrimination. This superior position
may be founded in access to more resources, more power, larger numbers or real or assumed legitimacy. Discrimination implies a departure
from the principle of equal treatment. It is really only in societies
where equality is a basic value and objective, in political democracies,
that discrimination is regarded as an essential societal problem. In
other political systems discrimination is usually an inherent part of the
system itself, as was the case in South Africa during Apartheid.
Differential treatment may be to the advantage of a particular group.
We speak of positive (or affirmative) discrimination in those cases. Negative discrimination, on the other hand, that is to say, differential
treatment that is to the disadvantage of some vulnerable group, reduces this group’s opportunities and space for action, and is a social
and political problem. The existence of discrimination in a society is a
serious problem for those who are hit by it, but it also implies major
costs to society because many people’s capacities and potentials are not
used to achieve the common good.
Discrimination hits individuals, and hence it may appear to be about
individual relations and interactions. But the implications are broader:
it is about group relations in society where individual actors are perceived as representatives of the groups they belong to. In theory, any
group can be the target of discrimination or act as the discriminating
party. However, we know from decades of research that groups with
low access to power are more likely to be discriminated against, and
groups in a position of power are more likely to be the ones that discriminate.
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Central concept
Affirmative action stands for compensatory programmes that include
measures of positive discrimination that aim to empower disadvantaged groups in education, in the labour market, in political representation and so on through the allocation of quotas. The terminology of negative and positive discrimination, however, may be confusing. What is
experienced as positive treatment of one group by that group will be regarded as negative treatment of another group by that other group.
This is a principal criticism of affirmative action.
Another distinction is between subjective experienced discrimination
and objective discrimination determined by a third party. Subjective
discrimination is about the victim’s experience of having been subjected to negative differential treatment. Objective discrimination is established through independent, usually legal, criteria.
Racism is a wider concept than discrimination. It stands for a complex of ideas that defend and justify differential treatment of people
who are categorised as special on certain grounds. It is about degrading
treatment of people who are classified according to their phenotypal
markers, culture or origin. In a racist society the ruling class or people
legitimises differential treatment and it is maintained by means of the
power instruments of society. Racial ideology permeates societal institutions and its political, economic and social structure. Even in societies that are not organised according to racial principles (as South Africa was), there may be parties and organisations that seek to justify racial division. While ideological racism obviously will include
discrimination, it is not always the case that discriminatory actions are
expressions of ideological racism.
One consequence of systematic discrimination in the housing market is segregation. Segregation is a serious problem because much of
welfare service is distributed according to spatial criteria – education,
health care, leisure time activities, social services, religious congregations etc. Although we may recognise that some instances of segregation may depend on a minority group’s wish to live together, segregation is normally an outcome of market mechanisms that in complex
ways may reinforce subtle forms of discrimination.
Many definitions point out that prejudice is to judge beforehand,
usually negatively, of groups or individuals on the basis of traits attributed to the group. In the early literature on prejudice and discrimination it was often stated that discrimination was the action that corresponded to the prejudicial view. Or in other words, prejudice was the
attitudinal component of discrimination. By influencing and moulding
people’s attitudes to becoming more benevolent one would be able to
counteract discrimination. It was also believed that a major problem of
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prejudice was its character of erroneous or incomplete information
about the group that was the object of prejudiced views.
The relation between prejudice and discrimination is not all that
simple. Many people with prejudiced views about a certain group
would not dream of discriminating against members of the group in
actual practice. It is also perfectly conceivable that persons who do not
hold prejudicial views against some particular group nevertheless
might engage in discriminatory acts against members of that group.
Central to prejudice according to the classic book by Gordon Allport
(1954) is that it is not open to reason, it is emotional, not intellectual.
It serves as a defence against ideas, values or thoughts that are felt to
threaten the prejudiced person’s own values, beliefs and lifestyle. This
emotional side to prejudice distinguishes it from another concept, that
it sometimes is confused with, the stereotype. A stereotype is usually
understood as a simplified mental representation (collective and/or social representation) of some category of persons, institutions or events,
and on the whole shared by many others in society. Stereotypes have
traditionally been understood as conceptions that groups have of others
(other groups). This refers to what has been termed heterostereotypes.
Logically there must also exist autostereotypes, stereotypes of one’s
own group, better known as collective identities.
An important distinction needs to be made between individual discrimination and institutional (or possibly institutionalised) discrimination. In the former case the individual is the perpetrator, in the latter
case an institution or organisation is responsible. Institutional discrimination may depend on specific rules and regulations within an organisation. These rules may intentionally or unintentionally have discriminatory consequences. In analyses of institutional discrimination it is
of importance to penetrate the purposes and justification of these rules
and how well they are anchored in the organisation. While psychological motives may be identified in cases of individual discrimination
(sense of threat, insecurity, hostility, antipathy, identity processes) the
motives of institutional discrimination usually pertain to interests in
profit, economic rationality, bureaucratic efficiency and so on.
Farley (1988, 361) subsumes under the term individual discrimination (here racist and ethnic discrimination) ‘any behaviour on the part
of an individual which leads to unequal treatment on the basis of race
or ethnicity’. This individual discrimination might occur because of
prejudices and clichés. It has to be pointed out here, however, that
there is not necessarily a causal connection between prejudices and discrimination. A person who is prejudiced against foreigners might, despite of that, politely serve a non-native client as his or her interest in
making business is predominant. Or another person who doesn’t have
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xenophobic attitudes is forced to behave in a discriminating way by
group pressure (see e.g. Farley 1988: 40ff.; Heckmann 1992: 125ff.).
Institutional discrimination (here racist and ethnic discrimination) is
defined by Farley (ibid.) as, ‘Arrangements or practices in social institutions and their related organisations that tend to favour one racial or
ethnic group (usually the majority group) over another’. Another important category in the area of discrimination is perceived discrimination, defined as any behaviour or practice on the part of an individual
or organisation that is perceived as discrimination, independently of
whether actual discrimination has occurred or not.
Intentional and unintentional discrimination is another distinction,
although discrimination is usually thought of as an intentional act.
What unintentional discrimination refers to are acts that the victim
may experience as discriminatory although the perpetrator does not intend to discriminate. In an institutional context such situations may
arise when rules or laws no longer correspond to changed conditions
as a result of societal developments. The task is therefore to identify
such situations and to alter the rules.
The concept of structural discrimination encompasses institutional
discrimination but is broader in scope. It refers to structural processes
of social categorisation, to differential power and power structures in
society and to the very basic values upon which a society operates.
Historical legacies and debates
The consequences of discrimination may stretch from massive outcomes that affect an entire society to effects that only hit a few individual persons. The causes of discrimination need to be sought in a combination of cultural, political, economic, social and psychological factors. Some single isolated factor will rarely explain discrimination.
Discriminatory actions are usually difficult to observe and record as
they take place. The perpetrator will usually not compromise himself
in front of a researcher with a camera and tape recorder. Covert methods of observation have therefore been employed. A researcher may for
instance pose as a job seeker belonging to some minority group, and
record how he or she is treated by the employer. The German journalist Günter Wallraff used this method a number of times to expose the
discriminatory treatment of Turkish labourers in Germany (Wallraff
1985).
The International Labour Office (the ILO) regards discrimination as
a very serious problem in advanced industrial societies, and has therefore recommended governments to carry out research using covert
methods to expose discriminators and name companies and organisations that commit discriminatory offences (Beijl 2000). The Council
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for Social Science Research in Sweden decided that it could not support this kind of research because it goes against basic research ethics.
One important ethical principle is that persons who are interviewed in
social science research should beforehand give their informed consent
whether they agree to participate or not. In order to do so they should
be fully informed about the objectives of the research. Those who defend covert methods maintain that discrimination is a very serious problem in society and that a minor departure from the ethical rules is a
lesser harm.
The subjective experience of having been the victim of differential
treatment may not necessarily meet the criteria of what is an independently established act of discrimination. But there is usually some correlation between groups that experience themselves as victims of discrimination and other legally or scientifically objective data about distributions of resources. People’s subjective experience of discrimination can
be surveyed by means of questionnaires and interviews and this material may provide important circumstantial evidence about discrimination and not in the least about contexts of discrimination.
The European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia has
sponsored research on racist attitudes in the member states (Eurobarometer 1997; Thalhammer et al. 2001). We find interesting country
differences. In surveys from 1997 and 2000 the least racist views were
found in Southern Europe and Ireland (all fairly new countries of immigration) while the most hardened racist views were expressed in
countries of Central and Western Europe (France, Germany, Belgium
and Austria). The UK, the Netherlands and the Nordic countries held
an intermediate position. It needs to be borne in mind though that recently things have changed quite dramatically to the worse, both in the
Netherlands and Denmark. We need to be cautious about drawing conclusions from this kind of comparative research.
Attitudinal research can provide important information about stereotypes, collective identities, belief systems and group evaluations, and
this information does have a certain bearing on increasing our knowledge about the mechanisms of discrimination. The current debate today is however not about attitudes and stereotypes but about structural
discrimination, which is an entirely different matter.
The famous Swedish sociologist Gunnar Myrdal wrote a groundbreaking book in the 1950s on structural discrimination. It was called
An American Dilemma. Myrdal unravels the contradictions in American
society that are at the very basis of structural discrimination, namely
between the democratic creed, codified in the constitution, and racism
with its roots in the slave system. One of the important challenges for
Europe is to scrutinise the foundational values of our own societies,
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and not in the least to have a close look at the national ideals and values underpinning these societies.
Theory
Research into discrimination has, on the one hand, been concerned
with the effects and consequences of discrimination, and, on the other
hand, with the causes of discrimination. Both approaches are important in the work to counteract discrimination. Theoretical work, however, has primarily focused on trying to determine social conditions,
factors and structures that give rise to discriminatory behaviour. Within
political economy there is a long tradition of theoretical modelling
based on the groundbreaking work of Gary Becker in The economics of
discrimination (1957). A survey of various theories of discriminations
was presented by Mats Lundahl and Eskil Wadensjö (1982). Both
authors have continued to publish in the field of discrimination. Theories of discrimination in political economy are to a large extent concerned with unequal treatment in the labour and housing markets.
Theories have highlighted problems of differential treatment that arise
in a dual labour market consisting of expensive organised labour and
another sector of cheap non-organised labour. The former category
usually consists of native, usually skilled labour, while the second category will often consist of imported, unskilled labour hired on a temporary basis. Various conflicts of interest on discriminatory consequences
tend to arise in this kind of system.
Sociologists such as Edna Bonacich (1972) and Michael Hechter
(1975) have proposed theories along similar lines. Bonacich developed
a theory of the split labour market, which specifically focused on racial
dimensions in the labour market, and Hechter developed a theory of
the cultural division of labour based on the recruitment of Irish labour
to English industry during the early stages of industrialisation in the
UK. Urban geographers and sociologists have developed theories about
how an originally middle-class residential area through the interplay of
market mechanisms, discrimination and neglect over a period of time
may change much of its population and become an impoverished segregated ghetto, while, on the other hand, a working-class suburb in
other circumstances may undergo a process of gentrification. Other sociological approaches relate discrimination to the differential distribution of power in society and are primarily concerned with social structures that enhance and maintain discriminatory treatment (Bhabha
1994; Gilroy 1987; Hall 1997).
Social psychology has contributed with various theories linking discrimination to ethnocentrism (LeVine & Campbell 1972), reference
groups and segregated networks. The most important work in this field
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is represented by the studies originating from Henri Tajfel’s social
identity theory (Tajfel 1974, 1978) according to which out-group discrimination and in-group-favouritism serve to promote a positive social
identity. John Turner (1978) carried on Tajfel’s theoretical work into a
social psychology of group interaction. Psychological work relating to
discriminatory behaviour has focused on a number of different approaches ranging from learning theory, aggression and the authoritarian personality theory. The central focus of psychological work has
mainly been on prejudicial attitudes rather than discriminatory behaviour. Two of the classic works are Adorno’s study of the authoritarian
personality (Adorno et al. 1950) and Allport’s treatise of prejudice (Allport 1954).
A principle shortcoming of most of the theoretical work on discrimination and discriminatory behaviour has been the lack of interdisciplinary approaches. Power, market mechanisms, social structure, intergroup perceptions, categorization and identity processes are all involved one way or the other. Most explanations offered in the literature,
however, tend to be monocausal. In order to develop multifactor models the conditions of social causality need to be analysed in depth.
Methodology and measurement
One difficulty in the area of discrimination are the varying definitions
of the term discrimination. A second problem is that discrimination
may manifest itself in many different forms. These problems become
all the more visiblewhen it comes to the methodology of measurement.
The analysis of the situation of migrants in different areas of society
such as the labour market, education system or housing market shows
that great differences still exist between natives and migrants. However, it is methodologically very difficult to establish the extent to which
the aforementioned disparities in the basic institutions of society
among the various groups can be traced back to forms of discrimination or to other factors: differences in the opportunities to obtain education might be a result of different social backgrounds (e.g. level of
education of the parents) and disadvantages in the labour market
might be caused by different abilities and preconditions of human capital (educational and professional qualifications, language skills, etc.).
In principle, only the residual amount, that is, the disadvantage one
faces after taking other factors (human capital) into account, displays
the actual degree of discrimination (Alba et al. 1994: 210; van Suntum
& Schlotböller 2002: 43). A quantitative study carried out by Granato
and Kalter (2001) attempted to measure precisely this residual amount
mentioned above. The authors studied the possible general discrimination of non-Germans whilst controlling human capital resources (that
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is, by comparing the situation in the labour market of German employees with non-German employees who had the same abilities and preconditions of human capital). The following independent variables
were considered in the analyses: educational qualification, nationality,
generation, gender and age. In multivariable analyses, research was undertaken into whether the inequality between Germans and non-Germans remains, even whilst controlling further independent variables.
In the generation-related results of the analyses, it is apparent that if
qualifications are taken into account, the effects of nationality are dramatically reduced for the second generation. Roughly summarised, the
results of this study show that differing human capital resources play
the dominant role when an explanation is needed for the poorer positioning of second-generation migrants in the labour market.
In a similar vein, Alba et al. (1994) attempted to deduce discrimination indirectly from still existent ethnic differences as a remaining residual category after all the important explanatory factors/variables had
been checked. The following control variables were employed: length
of residence, generation status, socio-economic status of the parents,
the conditions in the place of residence, gender, the number of children in the household, cultural identities (operationalised by the existent language skills), orientation towards the society of origin (intention to return, remittances, identity as native or migrant, continuity in
the school career) and the ethnic composition of the place of residence.
Alba et al. determined that even after checking all these factors significant disadvantages remain, particularly for children of Turkish and Italian parents. Also here the question is whether this residual effect can
be attributed to discrimination, since one cannot be completely certain
if the decisive explanatory factors have been controlled.
This difficulty in measuring discrimination is also revealed in the
fact that there is no systematic registration based upon ethnicity and
hence no national statistics of cases of discrimination. Individual cases
are collected and documented only by various organisations which are
consulted by people subject to discrimination.
Disregarding the difficulty in measuring discrimination and the definition of discrimination, however, forms of subjectively perceived discrimination also play a decisive role in the feelings and behaviour of
migrants. In many studies, people of migrant backgrounds were asked
about personal experiences of discrimination in various areas in life.
Subjectively perceived discrimination influences the integration of migrants and their children. ‘If the host society is perceived as ‘‘closed’’
and prejudiced, this may lead to a reinforcement of ethnic ties with negative consequences for the cultural, social and identificational processes’ (Heckmann et al. 2001: 63). Thus, the individual perception of
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discrimination is also of importance, irrespective of the extent to which
this subjective perception corresponds to the actual discrimination.
European added value
As the European Community expanded through the inclusion of new
member states, diversity has increased, not in the least with regard to
legal practices. Thus it became imperative to link member states and
bring them closer to each other through the harmonisation of rules
and regulations in a wide range of practices. Since economy, work and
business were always regarded as being of central importance, the
Community would sooner or later have to do something about racial
discrimination because of its overall negative effects on the economy.
However, before the Amsterdam Treaty, the basic legal instruments for
policy to counteract racial and ethnic discrimination were not at the
disposal of the Community. The will to combat racism was expressed
in terms of resolutions and declarations, also obvious in article 13 of
the Amsterdam Treaty.
These resolutions and declarations express the Community’s intention to combat racism and racial discrimination, but concrete action depends on the goodwill of the political bodies of the member states. Resolutions and declarations do not automatically secure the power to
take legal action against discrimination. These initiatives are rather
concerned with dissemination of information, attitude formation and
public opinion moulding. They clearly express the conviction that the
concept of race is a misconception, and that racism is about wrong
ideas and irrational values. Attitude change is an essential element of
the struggle against racism. While this obviously is part of the truth, it
neglects or at least does not consider the systemic, political and institutionalised aspects of racism and discrimination. Resolutions and
declarations hardly affect the ways in which institutional structures
operate.
New questions
Discrimination needs to be researched at various levels. We need to understand the social mechanisms that generate discriminatory behaviour. While individual prejudices and individual discriminatory and
degrading treatment will hurt the targeted individual’s feelings and violate his or her integrity, it is institutional and structural factors that
maintain group and class differences in society with regard to resources and access to power. The welfare state along with legislation
aims to change these differences, but has not been entirely successful.
Legislation may be too weak. The burden of proof may be too high. An
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essential task is to strengthen anti-discriminatory legislation, to convict
those who break the law and to empower those who are victims of discrimination. An important task for research is to identify social structures that maintain discrimination at various levels, to analyse the mechanisms of discrimination and to bring about change. This means
analysing the structures of various societal institutions such as the police, the judiciary, the educational system, the labour market, social
welfare systems and health care.

5. Conclusion
The task that was assigned to our research cluster is to bridge the gaps
between four areas of social science research, all greatly significant to
the central IMISCOE concerns of integration and social cohesion in
countries of immigration. Intuitively it is obvious that identity issues,
interethnic relations, representation and discrimination link up with
one another. The questions that we have asked ourselves are: How do
we formulate this theoretically? What building blocks do we select out
of the multitude of theoretical approaches presented in the literature
for each of these four research domains?
We started by trying to juggle with all four issues at once. Fairly soon
it became obvious to us that this would not work. Subsequent work in
our cluster may therefore be described as a process somewhat resembling phenomenological reduction. It involved the deconstruction of
our intuitive understanding of the cluster’s task. Hopefully this will be
followed by a stage of reconstruction and re-establishment of the four
conceptual domains into a new holistic understanding.
The first concept that we put aside was representation. Our justification was that issues of representation are included in identity discourse
in terms of social (or collective) representations. However, it also enters
the discrimination context as empowerment through political representation. Thus our state of the art report has three points – interethnic relations, identity and discrimination.
Ethnicity is the second concept to be put aside for a while. The following strategy was adopted. Ethnicity has been subsumed within the
main identity concern. As a consequence of this step, the cluster reorganised its work into two streams. One stream has concentrated on
putting together an edited volume on identity, which in turn is to serve
as a platform for a research proposal on comparative identity research.
The other stream has been working to develop a research proposal for
a comparative study on discrimination research using a variety of approaches.
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The principal task for the future then is to reconstruct the four concepts theoretically with emphasis on linkages, commonalities and mediations in a multidimensional, comprehensive understanding of this
special field of knowledge.

Note
1

All active members of the cluster contributed to the C7 state of the art report. The
authors mentioned here worked on the condensed version given in this chapter.
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Devereux, G. & E. M. Loebb, (1985), ‘Acculturation antagoniste’, in G. Dévereux, Ethnopsychanalyse complémentariste, 253-290. Paris: Flammarion.
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Freud, S. (1923), Gesammelte Schriften. Bd 6, Zur Technik; Zur Einführung des Narzissmus; Jenseits des Lustprinzips; Massenpsychologie und Ich-Analyse; Das Ich und
das Es. Vienna: Internationaler psychoanalytischer Verlag. Psychologie collective et
analyse du Moi’, in Essais de Psychanalyse. Paris: Payot, 1972, 83-175.
Freud, S. (1930), Das Unbehagen in den Kultur, Vienna: Internationaler psychoanalytischer
Verlag. O Mal-estar na civilização, in Obras Psicológicas Completas de Sigmund Freud,
vol. XXI, 1974, pp- 81-173, Rio de Janeiro: Imago.
Freud, S. (1974), Totem e tabu [1913], in Obras Psicológicas Completas de Sigmund Freud,
vol. XIII, 17-191, Rio de Janeiro, Imago.

230

JOSÉ BASTOS ET AL.

Fromm, E. (1947), Man for Himself: An Inquiry in the Psychology of Ethics. New York: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston Inc.
Fromm, E. (1970), The Crisis of Psychoanalysis. Essays on Freud, Marx and Social Psychology. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston Inc.
Geertz, C. (ed.), (1963), Old Societies and New States. New York: Free Press
Giddens, A. (1991), Modernity and Self-Identity. Self and Society in the Late Modern Age.
Cambridge: Polity Press.
Gilroy, P. (1987), There ain’t no black in the Union Jack. London: Routledge.
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dos marroquinos. Lisbon: FCSH, tese de licenciatura em Antropologia Social e Cultural, mimeo.
Portes, A. & R.G. Rumbaut, (2001), Legacies. The Story of the Immigrant Second Generation. Berkeley: University of California press.
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representações sociais identitárias na ilha da Sardenha. Lisbon: FCSH, tese de licenciatura em Antropologia Social e Cultural.
Riesman, D. (1950), The Lonely Crowd. New Haven: Yale University Press.
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9.

Time, Generations and Gender in Migration
and Settlement

Russell King, Mark Thomson, Tony Fielding and Tony Warnes

The key problematique of this chapter is to understand how migration
and the integration of migrants unfold through time, across generations
and as gendered processes. This is an extremely broad canvas on which to
try to paint a picture of the temporal and socio-demographic dimensions of the processes of immigration and settlement in Europe.
Our first task is to stress the practical and theoretical importance of
time in the study of migration. This is dealt with in section 1, where
we deal in concepts and generalities. As a stimulus to think through
the time factor in migration we briefly present two theoretical perspectives on ‘time’: the one of Hägerstrand and that of Cwerner. In section
2, we move to a more methodological analysis, and set out a series of
possible strategies for comparatively studying the role of time in migration. Parts 3 and 4 review two specific epistemologies for studying migration through time: The life-course approach and longitudinal studies of
international migrants. These four sections, then, represent our attempt to introduce, theorise and operationalise the critical dimension
of time into the study of international migration and integration in
Europe. The succeeding three parts of the chapter switch the focus
away from time as a continuous and longitudinal variable, towards a
range of cross-sectional and cross-cutting axes of analysis: gender, the
family and generations. Each of these is time-dependent or incorporates the temporal factor in some fashion, but time as such is not the
defining variable. Section 8 concludes by pointing up key findings and
indicating some priorities for research.

1. Highlighting the role of time in the study of international
migration
Conventionally conceptualised as a time-space phenomenon, the temporal dimension is often central in definitions of migration, for instance as a relocation to another place for a significant period of time, or
as a permanent or semi-permanent shift of residence, either within or to
another country. Moreover, there are often implicit thresholds of time
and distance contained within definitions of migration, in order to dif-
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ferentiate migration from other, shorter-term and shorter-distance
forms of mobility. Thus, migration may be defined as a semi-permanent, long-distance change of the place of residence; whereas a shortdistance move is regarded as residential relocation, and short-term
moves such as tourism or business trips are regarded as temporary
mobility (Malmberg 1997: 23). But where, exactly, does migration ‘begin’? In reality migration merges easily, but confusingly, with other
forms of mobility. Take, for example, seasonal moves: the East European migrant construction worker who moves to a Western European
country for a few months a year, or the ‘residential tourists’ or ‘snowbirds’ who escape the harsh weather of Northern Europe by wintering
in southern Spain or the Canary Islands. Clearly, the temporal ‘edges’
of migration are very hard to define.
Now, when we move from definition to the analysis of migration, the
distance factor tends to take over. Much theorising of migration, especially by geographers, sees distance as the explanatory or independent
variable. For Boyle et al. (1998: 5-33), migration is a quintessentially
spatial event to be mapped by the means of flow-arrows and choropleths
of migration intensity. For Hammar et al. (1997) the concept of migratory space is used to bring together findings pertaining to the causes of
migration and its relationship to development – the concept is not just
physical space but also ‘larger opportunity structures, social life and
subjective images, values and meanings’ that condition propensity for
migration (Faist 1997: 247-8, 252). Thus, the measurement of distance
can be straightforward mensuration in kilometres, or modified by actual or symbolic barriers such as mountain ranges, international frontiers or socio-cultural distance (language, religion, ethnicity etc.). For
economists modelling migration flows or propensities, the distance
variable may be both spatial and expressed as gradients of wages, real
incomes, unemployment or perceptions or expectations of these. In all
these studies, time tends to disappear behind the battery of distance,
economic and social variables, and to be lost from the maps, graphs
and regressions.
Two strands of work are noteworthy for their attempt to reclaim the
central importance of time in the study of human migration: the classic work of the Swedish geographer Torsten Hägerstrand in the field of
time geography; and the more recent initiative of the Brazilian sociologist Saulo Cwerner in exploring the multiple embeddedness of time in
migration and of migration in time.
Torsten Hägerstrand’s ‘time geography’
Hägerstrand believed that the criteria for good social science ‘are not to
be found along the spatial cross-section but along the time-axis and in
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the particular sequence of events which makes up the life of each individual human being’ (Hägerstrand 1975: 3). Key components of time
geography are, firstly, the time-path of movement: in Pred’s words
(1977: 208), ‘a weaving dance through time-space’ from birth till death.
Second, fixed points (home, workplace, community centre) are termed
stations; it is here that individuals meet to form a group (an ‘activity
bundle’) for a particular purpose, which might be related to a longerterm project such as creating a family, sustaining a livelihood, building
a house, educating their children. Such projects might be idealistic
(such as the notion of migrating to America to make one’s fortune),
but they are also situational; they are dependent on time and place and
individuals’ relations with each other and with the structures of authority; they become ‘going concerns in the flow of real life’ (Hägerstrand
1982: 324).
Next, Hägerstrand draws attention to three kinds of time-geographical constraints that condition people’s abilities and opportunities to carry out various activities and projects, including migration (Malmberg
1997: 144). First, there are capacity or capability constraints, where the
individual lacks the physical, financial and social means to realise certain acts; for migrants, distance and travel costs are obvious examples.
Second, there are coupling constraints, whereby the individual cannot
move abroad because of personal or family obligations or the impossibility of being engaged in two or more projects in different locations at
the same time. Third, steering constraints are mechanisms created with
the intention of facilitating, or blocking, access to migration – such as
special incentive schemes for certain categories of migrants or immigration laws to prevent migration. These sets of constraints enabled
Hägerstrand to focus not just on what people do and where they move,
but also what they are free or able to do by way of actions and movement. By analogy, they also help the researcher to trace the barriers
which prevent certain events – like migration – from occurring. As
some recent key writings have shown, it is as important to explain
non-migration as it is to explain why people do move (Fischer et al.
1997; Hammar and Tamas 1997); and a clear distinction needs to be
made between aspiration and ability to migrate (Carling 2002).
From the point of view of comparative research on international migration and its evolution over time, a major limitation of the time geography of Hägerstrand and his disciples (e.g. Carlstein 1982; Carlstein
et al. 1978) is its preoccupation with daily, weekly and seasonal
rhythms of mobility, localised studies of individuals and very small
samples. Little mention is made of long-distance emigration. On the
one hand, it should not be too difficult to enlarge the scale of these stylised mappings from the farm or the village to embrace the reach of
modern international migrations. A recent study of immigrant profes-
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sionals in Denmark tries to do exactly that (see Liversage 2005). On
the other hand, a move to larger scales of migration and to larger lifepath datasets does present problems of representation. Multiple life
lines would intersect, tangle and coalesce into a spaghetti-like vision
where meaningful patterns in the data would probably be lost. Statistical generalisation and computer-generated colour-based diagrams may
be two possible ways forward (Southall and White 1998).
Saulo Cwerner’s ‘times of migration’
We now turn to the recent work of Saulo Cwerner whose stimulating
paper ‘The Times of Migration’ (2001) mirrors the title of his Lancaster
PhD (1999). Cwerner notes (2001: 8) that the literature on the sociology of time almost completely overlooks migration. Instead, Cwerner
draws inspiration from a little-known early foray into time, culture and
migration by Elchardus et al. (1987) and from the more recent work of
Lash and Urry into the transformation of time and the increasing mobility of people as fundamental aspects of the new social landscape of
flows and signs (Lash and Urry 1994; Urry 2000).
In the most original part of his analysis, Cwerner (2001: 17-30) sets
out an eight-fold conceptual framework for the ‘times of migration’.
The first three (strange, heteronomous and asynchronous times) are
concerned with practical and symbolic levels of adjustment to the host
society and so are more or less pressing issues from the moment of arrival. The second group (remembered, collage and liminal times) becomes more expressive as the immigrant experience develops. And the
final pair (nomadic and diasporic times) are part of the long-term temporal outlook of the migrant experience.
– Strange times. Immigrants arrive with their own temporal baggage,
some of which has to be jettisoned in order to conform to the sociotemporal organisation of life in the host society. A whole new semiotics of time has to be learnt: adjustment to the weather and seasons,
to punctuality and the different pace of life, and so on.
– Heteronomous times. Migrants become subject to different laws and
rules which create temporal alienation and are largely unavoidable,
like the ‘time rules’ for the issue of visas and work permits.
– Asynchronous times. Immigrants engage a series of strategies to keep
in touch with their country of origin via newspapers and magazines,
videos, letters, telephone calls, satellite TV, email and the Internet.
As these communicative media become more instant and accessible,
migrants can to some extent overcome the time lags and ‘resynchronise’ with their homeland.
– Remembered times. Remembered times are activated and expressed
both through a general feeling of nostalgia and via specific events
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and material artefacts – photographs, memorabilia, national food,
music and dances.
Collage times. When moving abroad, immigrants have to contend
with the fact that their own memories and narratives are challenged
by alternative images of themselves and their homeland which
circulate in the media of the host nation. Immigrants are faced with
stereotypes and caricatures of themselves and their country of
origin.
Liminal times. For many migrants the nature of their migration is
seen as temporary and transitional; they are in a constant state of indecision. This is partly because of the way they see their own migration project – as temporary yet open-ended – and partly because of
the lack of certainty imposed by the host society’s rules and regulations about immigration.
Diasporic times represent the times of long-term settlement; they
thrive when immigrant communities recreate, to some extent, the
rhythms of social life of the homeland in the host society, reinstating
a new kind of familiar time in place of the earlier uprootings of migration.
Nomadic times. Between the liminal and the diasporic, migrants are
seen as the bearers of new time conceptualisations and practices; as
‘time pioneers’ who are able to problematise and challenge dominant temporal constructs and devise new ways of thinking about
and using time.

From Cwerner’s path-breaking attempt to theorise the temporal aspects
of international migration, three sets of points emerge. First, the focus
on the temporal experience of migrants ‘can illuminate the nature of
migration itself, its twists and turns, meanings and ambivalence, and
the way that [...] it dis-places and re-embeds people and communities
around the world’ (Cwerner 2001: 32). Second, there is the double challenge to the definition of the nation-state and to migration and citizenship policy. Transnational migrant practices blur traditional ethnonational allegiances and identities. Diasporic and nomadic times are
crucial elements in new discourses that challenge the citizenship model of the nation-state, although there is a reflective backlash here in the
way that newly-reinforced national identities are often articulated
against the immigrant Other.
Policy-wise, immigration measures are often constructed on the basis of short-term issues which violate the time horizons of migrant life
paths and livelihoods and which show little concern for migrants’ marginal and vulnerable status. Thirdly, despite the tautologously temporal
nature of time, Cwerner’s analysis is essentially a kind of cross-sectional study of different dimensions of time which does not fully allow
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the life histories of migrants to emerge. This leads into the next three
sections of this chapter, which are more methodological and deal with,
in turn, a typology of methods for comparison, the life-course approach
and longitudinal studies.

2. Comparative strategies for studying time in migration
Here we set out a range of more pragmatic methodologies for studying
migration and migrants from a temporal perspective. Our emphasis is
specifically on comparative studies, both across space and, more particularly, across and through time. Time can be considered either as a
continuous variable (through life-history profiles of individual migrants
or migrant groups) or as a discontinuous one (comparison of different
time periods as cross-sections). Zelinsky’s (1971) well-known hypothesis
of the mobility transition effectively integrates within a historical timeframe the phases of ‘modernisation’ with demographic evolution and
migratory types in a powerful (but essentially Western) spatio-temporal
model that deserves to be updated into the ‘new age’ of migration (Castles and Miller 2003).
Nancy Green (1999), meanwhile, has proposed a useful typology for
comparative migration studies and has advanced some powerful arguments (but also caveats) for the historical comparative method. The
process of international migration embodies an explicit or implicit
comparison between past and present, one place and another, two languages and two sets of cultural norms. Comparison goes beyond the
specificity of national and ethnic case studies; it enables the researcher
to understand what is specific and what is general in the phenomenon
of migration – in other words what is structural, what is localised and
what lies in the agency of the migrants themselves. Green points out
(1999: 60) that the comparative method implies a triple choice: that of
the subject (in our case, migration and integration), that of the unit
(the migrant groups to be studied) and that of the level of analysis (the
family, the city, the country, etc.). But expectations of what the comparative method can achieve should not be too high. While two cases
are usually better than one, care must be taken in the choice of the
cases to be compared.
Green goes on (1999: 67-71) to identify three common types of comparison in migration studies. The first is the linear model, which builds
an implicit ‘before and after’ comparison into the history of the individual migrant’s experience: his/her migration and life history (Demuth
2000). The second, the convergent model has been used frequently in
studies of different immigrant groups in one place. Generally, a city or
a country is the reference point and ‘cultural origins’ of groups are
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taken as key explanatory variables for the varying modes and rates of
adaptation and incorporation over time (e.g. Niekerk 2004; Vermeulen
and Penninx 2000). Thirdly, the divergent model locates the explanation
of difference at the points of arrival by studying immigrant groups of
the same origin in different places of settlement (e.g. Foner 1979; Gabaccia 2000). Compared to convergent studies, divergent studies are
rare, perhaps because the premise of such a comparison works against
the notion of group unity. However, the study of single ethno-national
groups in different destinations is potentially important in order to
evaluate the relative weight of migrant cultural factors vis-à-vis economic and other factors at the place of settlement.
The above three-fold classification can be extended. Some comparisons can be parallel rather than convergent or divergent; an example is
the study of Manfrass (1991) which compares Turks in Germany with
Algerians in France. Other studies combine convergent and divergent
approaches, such as Zontini’s (2002a, 2002b) ‘double comparative’
study of Moroccan and Filipino women in Bologna and Barcelona. And
we should not overlook the possibility of building the host-society population into our comparative frameworks; or, where relevant, the
home-society non-migrant population.
Lucassen (2004) rightly points out that, although the models in
Green’s typology are by nature historical, based on migrant processes
expressed through time, they are, nevertheless, essentially synchronic
because the analysis is restricted to one specific time period of a few
decades of migration and settlement. Diachronic approaches compare
migrants across explicit time periods and may, in turn, be combined
with the linear, convergent and divergent models of Green. Diachronic
linear studies are not very common; they compare different cohorts of
the same migrant group in the same destination at different time periods. Such studies are usually implicit in general histories of the migration of certain groups with a long-term experience of migration (e.g.
Jackson 1963). Diachronic convergent studies are more common: in this
case two or more immigrant groups are compared across two periods
of time in the same location – city, region, country (e.g. Lucassen and
Penninx 1997; Lucassen 2004). Finally the diachronic divergent type
looks at the cross-time comparison of a migrant group in different destinations (e.g. Fraser 1992).
The value of comparative historical research on migrant groups remains potentially powerful; it can reveal long-term lessons from the
past about family structures, generational evolution, social networks,
education, employment, residential mobility and housing, mixed marriages and other aspects of integration which may not yet be evident in
recent immigrations.
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3. International migration and the life-course
Life-course approaches in migration studies focus on the connections
between age, place and mobility; between the changing life-course, patterns of international migration and consequent implications for migrants and the sending and receiving societies. Key topics in this sociological approach are the socially-constructed roles and positions of people at different ages, both within their families and in relation to
society. It is these, rather than the individual’s physical or mental
states, that have been transformed by urbanisation, industrialisation
and post-modernisation processes. The relevance to migration is immediately apparent: the life-course framework contextualises not only individual and group decisions about the timing of migrations but also
their formative influences and outcomes.
It is common knowledge that certain age cohorts have higher propensities to migrate than others (Bogue 1968; Rogers and Castro 1981,
1986). Not surprisingly, the highest peak in the migration profile coincides with the transition from education to work; this is the point in
the life-course at which individuals are likely to be, and need to be,
most geographically mobile. Given that most migration research has
been on working-age migrants – consistent with the previous emphasis
on economically-driven labour migrations within and into Europe – we
here pick three ‘new mobilities’ as examples of age-related migration:
children, students and retired people. In reality, child, student and retirement migrations are deceptively simple categorisations and, as we
shall shortly see, each breaks down into a number of subtypes.
Children as migrants
Study of child migrants cuts across academic disciplines, although the
extant literature remains quite limited. We can identify two interrelated
but distinct areas of research: the processes behind the actual migration of children and the difficulties child migrants experience upon arrival. Cutting across this division are five main subtypes: refugees and
asylum seekers, victims of trafficking, migrant children with EU citizenship, migrant children of third-country nationals (TCNs) and intercountry adoptees.
Refugee- and asylum-seeking children migrate for a variety of reasons, often with family members and other adults, but occasionally by
themselves. Children may flee with the family unit out of fear of ethnic
or racial persecution, or because the family has been forcibly displaced
from their home or out of severe poverty and deprivation. The circumstances causing flight, the ensuing journey to safety and experiences in
the country of asylum all have an impact on migrant children’s physi-
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cal and emotional well-being. Their flight also exposes them to greater
risks than adults, and they may have very little, if any, control over
their final destination (see Ayotte 2000).
Due to their vulnerability, separated children are often victims of
trafficking. Statistics on child trafficking are not readily available because of its hidden nature. It is recognised, nonetheless, as a growing
phenomenon in Europe, especially where it takes place for sexual exploitation (Campani et al. 2002; IOM 2002; Kelly and Regan 2000;
Ruxton 2000; Wolthius and Blaak 2001).
Children vulnerable to trafficking exhibit similar characteristics to
child asylum seekers: flight from war-torn countries, from poverty or
from lack of opportunity. More restrictive immigration controls in EU
countries have also made children more vulnerable to trafficking and
its expanding criminal networks (Salt and Stein 1997).
In contrast to the previous two types, children of EU migrant families do not experience migration with anything approaching the
same degree of trauma and uncertainty. Children’s social entitlements
in the host state can however be contingent on the migrant worker-parent’s continued residence in the same country, or, if the family status
is not recognised under Community law, children may be excluded
from the benefits of citizenship (Ackers and Stalford 2004).
The fourth type of child migrants are those without EU citizenship –
children of third country nationals. Whilst EU citizens are guaranteed
a right to family life (and, therefore, family reunification) under Community law, the right for TCNs living in EU member states to be
joined by family members remains largely a matter for domestic law.
This right has been undermined by recent legislative changes in EU
member states which have tightened conditions for entry of family
members (Kofman 2004). Once children of TCNs have moved into the
host country, their entitlements, for example to education, are again derived from their relationship with the parent-worker.
The final type are inter-country adoptees. Inter-country adoption
(ICA) is a global phenomenon: over 100 countries participate and more
than 30,000 children are adopted each year (Selman 2002). The nature of ICA has changed from providing families for children to finding
children for families (Triseliotis 1993: 419). This raises some fundamental questions about ICA. Is it in the ‘best interests’ of adopted children? Under which circumstances is it morally acceptable to remove
children from poorer societies to provide families for childless people
in richer nations? Does ICA exploit vulnerable people and countries
and encourage a trade in children? What effects does it have on the
identity of the children adopted? (Warren 1999).
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International student migration
Students are one of the main under-researched elements of the contemporary European international migration scene (King 2002: 98-9). This
lack of acknowledgement extends both to the simple enumeration and
mapping of flows and distributions, and to the conceptualisation of student mobility as a specific form of migration (if, indeed, it can be considered as a ‘pure’ migration). Their mobility patterns are unlike those
of previous generations, when opportunities to study and travel abroad
were much more limited – both by the fact that far fewer people went
on to tertiary education and by the slower speed and higher cost of European travel. Global, European and regional cities – from London, Paris
and Brussels to Barcelona, Frankfurt and Milan – offer growing opportunities, through the ongoing internationalisation of business and economic life, to graduates to pursue both their careers and their lifestyle
aspirations. The social geographies of these often hyper-mobile young
people – where they live, their lifeworlds, identities, hopes for the
future – are waiting to be systematically documented.
The most publicised form of student mobility within Europe is the
Erasmus scheme which has been sponsoring intra-EU mobility by offering ‘mobility grants’ to more than 1 million students since its inception in 1987. Student migration flows also take place between European countries and the rest of the world. Population geographers have
thus far missed a wonderful opportunity to create maps of student migration and to chart its growing global and European significance. The
source data are there but the analyses have yet to be made.
Interesting possibilities also exist for explaining and modelling the
patterns of origin–destination flows within and beyond Europe and
their evolution through time. How does international student mobility
fit into the scheme of things as regards theories of migration? To what
extent do we need new theories of educated youth mobility, or can we
rely on existing migration models? Some see the phenomenon as a
subset of elite or high-skilled migration (Findlay 2002) – more precisely as a potential flow of qualified and professional workers – or as a
product of globalisation, particularly the globalisation of higher education (Altbach and Teichler 2001). Another theoretical perspective sets
student mobility within a more cultural frame, as part of a wider
grouping of ‘youth mobilities’ and ‘mobile identities’ which also include independent travel, backpacking, working holidays etc. (Battisti
and Portelli 1994; Clarke 2004). Cultural studies perspectives are also
at the heart of some interesting work done on students’ identities and
integration patterns abroad. Are they the ‘new strangers’ (MurphyLejeune 2002) or do they successfully integrate?
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Migration and retirement: the ‘greying’ of migration?
After the age of fifty, the likelihood of moving peaks among people in
their early sixties and is positively related to income, social class and
house ownership. Long-distance moves (including international migration) are most likely among married couples and those who have been
most mobile earlier in life. These moves are particularly pronounced
from large metropolitan areas and, not being balanced by counter-flows
(unlike most other migration streams), have a significant redistributive
effect on the location of the elderly population, as shown most clearly
for Florida in the United States and the French and Italian Riviera
coasts (Rogers 1989). Analysis of census data and surveys of retirement
migrants have enabled the characteristics of the participants in these
long-distance migrations to be described. Retirement moves are now
prominent in international migrations by Northern Europeans, and
displace many thousands a year to Mediterranean destinations (King et
al. 2000).
Whilst student and recent-graduate migrants are likely to be found
in the major urban centres and university cities of Europe, wealthy retirees are more likely to seek out pleasant rural and coastal landscapes,
especially those in Southern Europe with a warm climate. However,
the relationship between international migration and old age is much
more complex than simply thinking of the British in the Dordogne or
Germans in Majorca. The following four multiple interconnections between migration, ageing and retirement can be identified:
– the retirement migration of wealthy Northern Europeans to coastal
and rural settlements in Southern Europe;
– the retirement-in-place of earlier waves of labour migrants, originating from Southern Europe, North Africa and other poor countries,
in the cities and industrial areas of Northern Europe where they
have spent most or all of their working lives;
– the return/retirement migration of these labour migrants back to
their countries and villages of origin;
– the problems of survival and care suffered by older people in areas
of emigration where they have been ‘left behind’ by the departure of
most of the rest of the population, including their own family members.
Of these four, the first type, generally known as international retirement
migration, has been thoroughly researched in recent years. Some studies adopt a comparative divergent approach, looking for instance at
the British in various destinations (King et al. 2000); others take a convergent comparative approach – for instance Rodrı́guez et al. (1998)
compare several North European groups in southern Spain. Yet others
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focus in-depth on a single group in one destination: the British in
Fuengirola (O’Reilly 2000) or the Swiss on the Costa Blanca (Huber
2003).
The second type of retired migrants consists of the millions of labour migrants who, since the early 1950s, have moved within or into
Europe and have subsequently ‘aged in place’ (Warnes et al. 2004: 311).
These migrants mainly came from poor rural backgrounds, had little
education, took on low-skilled and low-paid manual jobs and have endured a lifetime of disadvantage and deprivation, including poor housing and racial discrimination. They have now reached retirement age
in massive numbers, and will continue to do so in the next few years
(White 2006). Yet only now are these generations of older immigrants
living in precarious conditions being ‘discovered’ (Bolzman et al. 2004;
Fibbi et al. 1999; Gardner 2002).
The third type of retirement migration, the return of retired labour migrants to their homelands, has also been little studied. The ‘return of retirement’ was described by Cerase (1974) in his typology of return migration of Italians from the United States. Often, however, returning
retirees have difficulty reintegrating after so long away. A solution for
many retired labour migrants is to circulate between their place of origin and the immigrant host society, spending part of the year in each
(Rodrı́guez and Egea 2006).
Finally, we must not overlook the older people who remain in their
home countries, stripped of their families and support systems by mass
emigration. Often the economies and welfare systems of their countries are too poor and disorganised to provide state pensions or proper
health and social services. Such older people would normally expect
their children and other close relatives to support them both materially
and if they become frail or sick. When their children migrate to another country, especially one that is far away, they lose this emotional
and practical support and become, in effect, ‘orphaned elders’ (King
and Vullnetari 2006).
Life-course stages as a stimulus of migration
Put simply, contemporary highly-developed or post-modern societies
display three life-course stages, characterised successively by childhood
and socialisation, economic and family production, and retirement.
These can be termed the first, second and third ages of the contemporary life-course. The sequence stimulates migration both directly and in
subtle ways that play out over time. As individuals and households progress from one stage to the next, their ‘optimum location requirements’
change and the transitions stimulate many to migrate, as we have seen
above.
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More subtle connections between life-course stages and migration
arise first because the calculation of where it is best to live is not simply for one day or the next month, but is to a greater or lesser extent a
long-term prospective assessment. Migrants are of course concerned
with their short-term earnings and standard of life, but they are also
motivated by better prospects in the years to come for themselves and
for their partners and dependants. However, it is also the case that
some migrants fail in their goals – say to find a well-paid job or a highquality residential setting for retirement – and therefore reverse their
decision and return. Others realise (or knew all along) that migration
entails losses as well as gains. Many distance themselves from close relatives and friends; go to countries in which they cannot speak the language or have little knowledge of the local job and housing markets or
social and health services; and migrate to countries in which they are
‘outsiders’, with fewer rights and entitlements than the citizens, and in
which they may be subject to discrimination, exploitation, exclusion
and abuse.
Many migrations can be rated a success or failure within a few
weeks or months. The life-course paradigm draws our attention, however, to the long-term consequences for the migrant, their dependants
and descendants, and indeed the family members that they leave in
the regions of origin.
Life-stages, human capital and the consequences for migration
The concept of human capital (the accumulation of material, educational and social resources) is useful in illuminating the long-term consequences of being an international migrant. Many components of
comparative advantage at the two major life transitions, from the first
to the second ages and from the second to the third, are the same. Assets and income condition the material standard of life at all life stages,
but both a priori reasoning and observation suggest that other dimensions of human capital – such as social networks or health – have
markedly different weights at the two major life-stage transitions.
Variations in the resources that a migrant has accumulated arise in
several ways. Aspects of a person’s migration and family histories influence the locations of and the relationships with their close and extended kin – and therefore the availability of both routine and ‘crisis’
informal social and instrumental support. Then, the migrant’s personal
history interacts with the national policy towards immigrants to determine their state welfare entitlements – pensions, income benefits,
health and personal social services, and social or subsidised housing
and long-term care.
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As in the general population, a migrant’s educational and occupational backgrounds correlate with their lifetime earnings and income
and assets in old age. Socio-economic background strongly influences
migrants’ knowledge of the host country’s welfare system and their
ability to make use of the available services, especially through their
language skills. These capacities are modified by information received
from relatives and friends, and by whether the migrant can turn to a
community association for advice. Access to and the utilisation of services will also be strongly influenced by the receptiveness of the country’s housing, health and personal social services agencies and their
staff to immigrants and ethnic minorities. In short, both for young economic migrants and for retirement and amenity-seeking older migrants, there are complex relationships between their migration history,
current social position, national policies, and their access to social security, housing privileges and informal and formal care (Warnes and
Ford 1995).
The life-course interacts with international migrations and particularly their long-term outcomes in a yet more intricate way. On a global
scale wide differentials in levels of well-being and economic opportunities associate with the forms and durations of the life-course. International migrants relocating from the least developed to the most developed world regions not only move (by definition) between countries
and levels of economic development, but also into socio-demographic
and welfare environments that are quite different from those that they
leave. The long-term consequences for their social position and welfare
are profound.
Over the last century and more, the nature of the life-course and the
disposition of its stages have been radically transformed. This has several implications for international migrants, particularly those who
move between ‘level of development’ zones. Most economic migrants
from poorly to highly developed countries enter a ‘life-course stage context’ that differs greatly from that in which they have been socialised or
gained early work experience. Their socialisation and skills acquisition
put them in a weak position in competitive labour markets. They are
particularly ill-prepared to finance their retirement.
The decision to move hundreds or thousands of kilometres for work
has substantial impacts on the daily lives and the medium- and longterm prospects of not only the migrants but also their families and
others. From the perspective of the migrants, and in relation to the
long-term consequences of international migration on both origin and
destination countries or regions, the ‘decision to migrate’ needs to be
conceived as a diachronic process which has both a ‘formation’ period
and outcomes that play out over time, and which involves several decisions with consequences for many people.
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Multiple affiliations and residences
Radical improvements in international transport and travel in recent
decades, combined with the spread of high incomes and wealth, have
recently introduced another complication in the relationship between
the life-course and migration, and not only for the most affluent. There
is growing evidence from Northern European countries, specifically the
Netherlands, Belgium, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland, that longterm international migrants who reach retirement are choosing to
maintain links and residences in both their adopted and their origin
countries (and some in third countries too).
Second-home ownership and the growth of peripatetic residential
patterns introduce further complexity into mobility patterns over the
life-course. Seasonal migration is increasing among the young retired
population in North America. Little hard information on the same phenomenon exists in Europe, but there is no doubt that increasing numbers of retired people are spending many weeks or months in Mediterranean resorts (Gustafson 2001, 2002; Myklebost 1989). No clear distinction exists between a long winter-break holiday and a seasonal
migration between multiple homes.
The relationship between household change and residence is also
growing more complicated for younger adults. Rising age-participation
rates in tertiary education and vocational training are spreading the
transitional or adolescent life-course stage of alternating residence patterns, associated in England and Wales with university students. Private households of unrelated young-adult individuals in rented, leased
or mortgaged properties are becoming more common in Britain and
North America and in other European countries too. Pre-marriage and
post-divorce sexual unions lead frequently to cohabitation in single
households, themselves difficult to monitor using standard sources.
Over the past few years, the custom has grown of stable partners keeping two properties; often one is near a city centre and occupied during
the working week, while the other is extra-metropolitan and retreated
to at weekends. Other configurations, with shared properties in remoter rural areas or abroad, have also multiplied.
These new social forms represent subtle transformations of the lifecourse within the second age, particularly with respect to social reproduction and family roles. They prompt the suggestion that the coincidence between a ‘minimal household unit’, nuclear family group or
other co-resident group and a single dwelling unit is breaking down.
Contemporary lifestyles increasingly involve peripatetic residential patterns at two or more addresses, and increasingly too cross-nationally.
These will be exceptionally difficult to measure using conventional
sources.
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4. Longitudinal studies of international migrants
Despite a widely-held view that longitudinal data offer the best basis
for an understanding of migration processes, there are surprisingly
few studies of immigration and integration in the countries of the EU
that fully depend upon this form of data. There are many reasons for
this; among the most important is the paucity of data. Longitudinal datasets are very expensive to generate (if based on censuses) and are very
limited in the range of material they contain (if based on population
registers).
Are we to interpret this absence to mean that there is little of value
to be expected from a longitudinal approach? Not at all. But it does
mean that we are encouraged to emphasise more the potential for such
studies than their already-established contribution. Existing contributions can be grouped under six headings:
– Qualitative studies: the oral history approach. Many believe that one of
the best ways to develop an understanding of the longitudinal profile
of a migrant’s life is through oral history (Thomson 1999).
– Other qualitative studies. Related to the above, but not dependent on
interviews, relying instead on historical data from family archives
and genealogical society records, are the longitudinal studies of migration histories. Thus far, most such studies have been on internal
migration (e.g. Pooley and Turnball 1998), but it is to be expected
that this genre of research in the future will encompass international migration flows as well as internal ones.
– Quantitative studies and methods of analysis. There is a shortage of migration research using longitudinal datasets. The paucity of datasets
beyond the British Census’s Longitudinal Study (a 1 per cent sample
linked across the four censuses since 1971, analysed by Fielding
1995, amongst others) is partly to blame, but there are other approaches such as the ‘triple biography’ favoured by Courgeau and
Lelievre (1989) that, surprisingly, have not been taken up.1 This gap
between the rich potential for quantitative studies using longitudinal
data and the sad reality of current research can probably be explained by the methodological chasm between the qualitative mentalities of most migration researchers and the significant demands for
quantitative skills arising from the more statistical approaches.
– Empirical research on immigrants using panel studies. The richest datasets for longitudinal research are panel studies. This is where a
group of people are contracted to provide information on their lives
as they unfold over time through repeated rounds of surveys. Very
labour-intensive, and therefore expensive, panel studies need time to
accumulate value and tend to contain rather limited samples of the
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population (Eckbert 1996). This can have the result of ruling out
any detailed work on subsamples of ethnic minorities.
– Empirical research on emigrants using panel studies. There is, on the
other hand, a growing literature on emigrants using panel studies (e.
g. Klinthall 2003; Schmidt 1997). Constant and Massey (2003) used
the German Socio-Economic Panel to investigate return migration
of Turks; they found that the propensity to return, over the 14-year
study period, was linked to low-status employment and the sending
of remittances.
– Event history analysis. This technique relates continuous biographical
and profile data to discrete events occurring at particular points in
time (and space), thereby investigating the relationship between continuous-time and discrete-time variables. The aim is to uncover causal relationships and to map out a system of causal relations in social processes (Blossfeld and Rohwer 2002: vii). Boyle et al. (1998:
50) acknowledge its potential for enabling hypotheses, explanations
and inferences to be linked to research questions on migration behaviour and outcomes.

5. Gender
The topic of gender is all-encompassing in research into migration and
integration; yet the theoretical aspects of gender-selective migration
have only been addressed since the early 1980s. It is now widely appreciated that incorporating gender into research on the migration process
is fundamental to a full understanding of the ‘migrant experience’ as
well as for a complete grasp of the consequences of immigration and
integration policies. But this realisation has not yet been put into practice; some migration research remains gender-blind. Gender cannot, of
course, simply be reduced to a discussion about women. Gender is a relational social category implicated in a range of social relations linked
to the process of migration (Anthias 2000: 24).
Women (and wider questions of gender relations) were often completely invisible in early migration research, as they were in other areas
of social science. The gender-blind male dominance of migration research up to the 1980s leads to a fatal analytical flaw. This is that descriptions, analyses and explanations for the migration of ‘people’, by aggregating the very different characteristics, motivations, agencies and relations
of men and women, end up by failing to accurately portray the migration
behaviour of either sex. This silence was broken in the early-mid-1980s
by a number of landmark statements on the role of migrating women
which challenged the status quo in migration research, key among
which was Annie Phizacklea’s edited book One Way Ticket (1983).
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Among other questions raised were those concerning the domestic/
public model of women’s status in relation to different spheres of activity. These first-wave studies of migrant women, however, only went so
far. The complexity of gender relations through the migration process
was not yet fully explored, nor was male migration analysed from a
gender perspective.
In the ‘second wave’ of literature on migration and gender, emerging
since the late 1990s, a more flexible conceptualisation of migrant women
and of gender relations in migration processes more generally was formulated, proposing a more transformatory interpretation of female migration by viewing structures as both constraining and enabling (Phizacklea 1998: 26; see also Goss and Lindquist 1995). A second key element was the feminisation of international migration. Feminisation of
migration flows means that women play an increasingly significant
role, both quantitatively and as social actors, in most types of migration. The real point about the feminisation thesis is recognising the increased agency and independence of women in migration flows and
systems. Reappraisals of some earlier migration streams revealed that
women had always been migrating as independent individuals and as
pioneers, sometimes on their own, sometimes alongside, or separated
from, their male counterparts (Gray 1996; Phizacklea 2003a: 26-7).
But the later decades of the twentieth century also witnessed the emergence of single-sex migration streams. All-female migrations are linked
to the perpetuation or reappearance of live-in domestic work as an employment sector for migrant women in a wide range of European and
other countries (within Europe, especially Italy, Spain and Greece) and
to the increasing willingness of European governments to allow the entry of migrant women working as live-in domestics and as careers for
the elderly.2
A third perspective of recent research on gender and migration
comes from the new literature on transnational migration. In their critique of the transnational approach, which they criticise for not ‘bringing gender in’ enough, Pessar and Mahler propose a theoretical framework focused on ‘gendered geographies of power’ to facilitate ‘a more
nuanced transnational examination of how gender articulates with migration’ (2003: 815). Pessar and Mahler do go on to acknowledge
(2003: 819-823) that much new work on transnational migration does
foreground gender – for instance in studies of refugees and state policies, on women’s role in remittances, on women and transnational families, on gendered discourses of work and responsibility and on return attitudes and behaviours. But much of this work is North American; only very recently is comparable European research emerging.
This new European work covers a diversity of gender-migration-transnationalism interactions, including Islam, employment and other eco-
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nomic roles, family and care duties, transnational mothering etc. (see
e.g. Andall 2000; Salih 2003; Zontini 2004). This leads us to perhaps
the key question regarding migration and gender: what do past and
contemporary (female) migrations reveal about the changing nature of
patriarchal relations of migration?
Throughout many accounts on gender and migration one can find a
range of perspectives. Some lay emphasis on migration as a potentially
liberating and transformatory experience, through which women are
able to regain a measure of control over their lives and destinies. Other
analyses are more negative: gender is seen as another layer of the multiple oppression of migrant women – structurally discriminated against
as migrants, as women (both by the host society and within their own
ethnic group), as members of the labouring underclass, as racially stigmatised and, finally, as accepting these oppressive structures.
By and large recent research has tended to document migrant women’s success in escaping old patriarchal structures. At least for some
groups, women’s wage-earning gives them some independence within
the household sphere, leading to a more flexible division of labour in
the home, and less sex-segregation in social and public spaces (Brettell
2000: 110). The new sense of control gained by women through migration, however, raises a different set of questions about return migration. Like all aspects of the migration process, the dynamics of return
are highly gendered. Often it is observed that, despite a general yearning for home which is commonly shared by both sexes, women are
more reluctant to go back since it would mean giving up new-won freedoms and returning to a situation in which female employment opportunities are lacking and conservative social conditions constrain women’s social relations.

6. The family
To write about the role of the family in migration and integration is
also, almost inescapably, to write about gender and the life-course;
hence, in the relevant previous sections we have already given some
hints about family and household dynamics in migration.3 In this section we first propose a typology of family migration pathways. We then
examine the role of the family/household approach, both from the
standpoint of emigration from the home country and from the perspective of arrival and integration in the destination country. Finally, we
engage in a more theoretical and critical discussion of the family/
household approach, especially as regards its ethnocentric and normative nature.
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Types of family migration
Where they exist, European case studies of international family migration have tended to assume traditional paradigms of family organisation – the nuclear family above all – and have not fully explored or
even acknowledged the variety of family and household types which derive from diverse home-country settings or are evolving amongst European populations or developing within specific transnational migration contexts.
Several different family-migration trajectories can be identified. The
following typology builds on that suggested by Kofman (2004: 244-7):
– Whole-family migration – where the entire family (typically a nuclear
family of husband, wife and young children) is the unit of migration, moving all together at the same time.
– Migrations of family reunion – where the ‘primary migrant’ from an
already-existing family, having lived abroad for a certain period of
time, brings over his or her remaining family members, usually
spouse and children, and perhaps also parents.
– Family formation by migrants in the host society – where two single
migrants form a partnership/marriage in the destination country
and create a new family there.
– Marriage migration – where a single migrant (or member of the ‘second generation’) takes a spouse from the home country or from another country of the migrant community’s diaspora and brings him/
her to the country of immigration, where the new family is formed.
– Split-family migration – the case where, typically, only one member
of the family migrates, leaving the rest behind.
The above are the main ‘ideal types’; many further variations exist. Taking a time-based perspective, families can be created, split and then reunified through different stages of the migration cycle. The life-history
approach sees a complex interweaving of family stages with migration
events: family formation or dissolution may set the scene for or trigger
migration; and migration in turn may provide opportunities for, or in
other cases constrain, particular family formations. Personal and intrafamily relationships and dynamics can also play a significant role –
such as separation, divorce or a woman migrating to flee an abusive
husband.
Home- and host-country perspectives
Increasingly, the family is seen as the most appropriate unit of analysis
in the examination of emigration behaviour, especially as regards the
decision making process and the causes and consequences of migra-
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tion (Boyd 1989; Hugo 1999: 54-5). On the one hand, the migration
decision is often made within the context of the needs and constraints
of the whole family. On the other hand, many of the impacts of the migration of one or more family members are acutely felt by the family
members ‘left behind’. These effects are both positive and negative. On
the positive side, remittances improve living conditions and enable investments to be made; and women may be empowered by the absence
of husbands, fathers and brothers. On the negative side, the absence of
family members is keenly felt by the non-migrants and the local economy may decline due to the absence of labour.
From the perspective of the country of immigration, family migration and family reunion are processes which generally favour longterm settlement and integration. The family provides a crucial setting
for immigrants’ integration, through its multiple links to various institutions and activity spheres within the host society – work, education,
the health service, the neighbourhood, etc. Ever since the closure of
mass labour recruitment schemes in the 1970s, family reunion has
been the main immigration gateway into the European Union. Nowadays, more than three-quarters of the EU’s (legal) annual inflow of immigrants is accounted for by spouses, children and other family members.
Another host-country perspective to be noted is the demographic
one. Europe’s ‘second demographic transition’ sees a number of distinctive developments within European populations that can affect the
context of family migration (Kaa 1987, 1999). Unprecedentedly low fertility regimes, demographic ageing and international migration provide
new contexts for how families and households organise themselves
within, and beyond, Europe. Family-based ‘replacement migration’ now
looms large in current debates over European population development
(United Nations 2000). Such immigration contributes significantly to
what little demographic growth exists in European countries in recent
years, both due to the crude aggregate numbers of new (net) immigrants and, more particularly, to their younger age structures and higher fertilities. Of course, it has to be recognised that family-based immigration cannot be the sole solution to Europe’s declining and ageing population.
Theorising and deconstructing the family in European migration
Having mapped out these preliminary typologies on family/household
migration, it is important now to consider, from a more theoretical and
critical point of view, the genealogy of the family approach to migration. During the 1980s, theorisation and explanation of migration began to shift from an individual-scale focus to intermediary institutions
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such as families, households and social networks. One important conceptual thread emerged out of the discipline of economics where the
new economics of migration moved beyond the modelling of migration
behaviour predicated on individuals’ rational choice to a focus on the
family as the effective decision making unit (Stark 1984, 1991). Under
the ‘new economics’, families and households act collectively not only
to maximise expected income but also to minimise risks and to hedge
against ‘market failures’ such as crop damage or unemployment. Stark
and his colleagues were then roundly criticised for failing to acknowledge tensions and conflicts within the household and for making the
assumption that the household, like the individual of neoclassical economics, was a ‘rational’ decision making unit. For, as Phizacklea
(2003b: 85) memorably wrote, opening the ‘black box’ of the family often reveals a ‘can of worms’, and ‘families and households are not the
cosy, rational decision making units that some accounts would have us
believe’. Writers such as Hondagneu-Sotelo (1994), Phizacklea (2003b)
and others argue for an analytical shift which recognises that households and families are deeply implicated in gendered and cross-generational ideologies and practices. The household, in other words, has its
own internal political economy in which access to power and resources
is structured along generational and gender lines.4 Moreover, the
household is itself positioned within wider structures and relations
such as social class, social networks and other migration-relevant institutions.
The deconstruction of the terms ‘household’ and ‘family’ in migration research is taken one stage further by Gunilla Bjerén (1997: 233-8)
who stresses their inherent ethnocentrism and questions their crosscultural validity. The pre-eminent assumption of the nuclear family
(husband, wife, two or three children, living together in their own
home) reifies a model which is both culturally specific (especially to
Europe and North America) and now increasingly outdated in areas
where it was held to be the ‘norm’.

7. Generations of migrants
This section discusses patterns of social mobility and integration of the
children of immigrants, the second generation. Many of the European
second generation are finishing their education, and trying to transfer
their acquired knowledge and skills to the workplace. Some find this
transition from school to work particularly challenging, and experience
the insecurities inherent in low-paid, temporary work or unemployment. Others may take advantage of so-called ‘ethnic niches’ in the
economy, although more ambitious aspirations amongst the second
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generation mean that many are reluctant to assume the ‘immigrant’
jobs their parents held. A third group are surpassing their ‘white’ peers
both in education and in the workplace.
Academic interest in the second generation has brought a development in the comparative dimension of research on integration processes. Not only are researchers able to contrast patterns of integration
of distinct ethnic groups, but they can also highlight the relative socioeconomic performance of different generations of immigrants from
the same ethnic background. Are the children of immigrants, for example, performing better in education and the labour market than
their parents did? Are they achieving a higher occupational status or is
the incidence of unemployment greater amongst the second generation
compared to the first?
Theories of second-generation integration
We can formulate two sets of determinants that shape the integration
processes of the second generation: external factors, such as levels of
discrimination and the degree of social and residential segregation;
and factors intrinsic to ethnic groups, including the ability to access social support networks, level of education and skills and the amount of
financial resources available. Intrinsic cultural values, though they risk
attributing behavioural differences to ‘culture’ alone (Vermeulen 2000:
3), offer further insights into why certain ethnic groups attain higher
levels of social mobility than others, despite similar socio-economic
backgrounds. An apt example is the value that immigrant parents attach to their children’s education. In other words, structural and sociocultural factors are seen to interact to produce a ‘complex process of assimilation in the second generation’ (Zhou 1997: 1000). Ethnic communities possess social networks that provide moral and material resources to uphold immigrant values and traditions through private
education, whilst some second-generation immigrants are able to benefit from ‘ethnic niches’ created in the labour market by the established
immigrant community.
As the children of immigrants in Europe follow the transition from
the school to the workplace, academics researching ethnic groups in
Europe have used Portes and Zhou’s (1993) US-based theory of ‘segmented assimilation’ to describe the integration and mobility patterns
of the second generation. The theory of ‘segmented assimilation’ has
been criticised on a number of counts (Crul and Vermeulen 2003).5 It
pays little attention to the notion that ethnic groups might actually inhibit social mobility of their members, in particular the female second
generation. Neither does the theory pay sufficient attention to internal
differences within ethnic groups that might account for different pat-
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terns of social mobility and integration. Also, differences between national receiving contexts – obviously more relevant in Europe than in
the US – do not feature as explanatory factors.
The European second generation
Recent studies on immigrant integration in Europe (e.g. Andall 2002;
Bolzman et al. 2003; Crul and Vermeulen 2003; Modood et al. 1997;
Niekerk 2004; Tribalat 1995) testify to a growing interest in the second
generation. European cross-national studies, however, have yet to
emerge on the position of the second generation, although research is
in progress.6 There are some important points to bear in mind when
undertaking this type of cross-national comparative research:
– In comparing the ‘same’ ethnic group in different countries, internal
differences within the emigrant community should be acknowledged, such as socio-economic background, first-generation education, migration ‘push’ factors, religion and ethnicity.
– Datasets are to be used with caution, often being incomplete and
not sufficiently disaggregated. National differences in recording statistics on ethnic groups also make cross-national studies problematic.
– Structural changes over time to the economy, as well as in levels of
racial and ethnic tolerance, influence the extent to which the second
generation from different waves of migration are able to integrate
into mainstream society.
– The definition of the second generation is not without ambiguity,
especially when statistics do not distinguish between native- and foreign-born children of immigrants (Portes 1994). Many researchers
define the second generation as native-born children or those who
arrived before primary school (e.g. Andall 2002; Crul and Vermeulen 2003). The term 1.5 generation (or ‘in-between’ generation)
broadly refers to children who migrated after starting their school
careers.7 An unambiguous definition of the third generation – the
grandchildren of immigrants – is even more elusive.
The remainder of our discussion addresses the integration processes of
the European second generation in two specific areas: education and
the labour market.
Education
Several indicators point to the educational performance of the second
generation: school attendance rates, highest level of qualification, dropout rates and the numbers repeating school years (Crul and Vermeulen
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2003). Poorer levels of education and higher drop-out rates are influenced by:
– Social and economic exclusion – The confluence of low socioeconomic position of parents, residence in disadvantaged areas and
poor educational results is well charted. Many immigrant families in
Europe are of working-class origin. Statistics indicate that foreign
pupils concentrate in schools with disproportionate numbers of children with ‘educational difficulties’.
– ‘Discrimination’ in education – Whilst knowledge of the native language does not guarantee success at school, some European countries rely on children’s skills in the native language to place them in
higher or lower educational streams. Teachers’ expectations for pupils, influenced by children’s racial or ethnic characteristics, highlight a more direct form of discrimination.
– Ethnic cohesion and values – Respect for parents’ aspirations and expectations can foster a sense of social cohesion within family and
community networks that influences, negatively or positively, school
performance.
– Supportive role of family members – Older siblings can play a pivotal role in the education of younger brothers or sisters. Where parents have inadequate skills in the official language of the country of
settlement, older siblings can provide early exposure to the language, help with homework, liaise with teachers and give general
encouragement.
Educational attainment in the European second generation varies within and across different ethnic groups. We have outlined above some
possible reasons for this variety, but fuller explanations lie in the dynamic interplay between structure, culture and agency. Cultural factors
may offer useful explanations, most plausibly when ethnic groups have
similar socio-economic profiles. Culture, though, should not be reified,
but explained by reference to the social pressures on individuals to conform to the values of the wider ethnic community. Structural factors
add another dimension to further explain divergent trends within the
‘same’ ethnic group, for instance where the children of pioneer migrants live and are educated in less disadvantaged areas.
Upward mobility as gauged by educational attainment is a general
trend from one generation to the next, and indeed from the 1.5 generation to the second (Crul and Vermeulen 2003; Simon 2003). Given that
many of the European labour migrants – the parents of the second
generation – had limited opportunities at school, this should not be too
surprising. Two concerns remain, however: firstly, that this upward
trend conceals those children who drop out and/or fail to gain sufficient qualifications; and, secondly, that a number of the second genera-
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tion are experiencing difficulties in the transition from school to the labour market.
Labour market
Several indicators help determine how well second-generation immigrants are performing in the labour market: unemployment levels, differences between level of qualifications and job status, earnings, employment status (permanent or temporary) and the presence of ethnic
minorities in more senior positions. We can also compare their position to that of their parents, and to the 1.5 generation, to measure the
degree of mobility between generations.
There are somewhat worrying trends in the employment status of
the European second generation. Possible explanations are:
– Economic opportunities and expectations – The second generation
may not be able, or (understandably) willing, to perform the same
‘immigrant’ jobs their parents held. With appropriate educational
skills increasingly in strong demand, the second generation suffers
due to the high numbers who either drop out of school unqualified
or gain few qualifications. The resulting transition to the labour
market, especially for the least qualified, is at best problematic and
at worst may foretell a scenario of ‘second-generation decline’ (Gans
1992).
– Ethnic cohesion – High levels of social capital in ethnic communities can facilitate a smooth transition to the workplace for the European second generation. However, the ‘closed’ or introverted nature
of this ethnic social capital may prevent the second generation from
accessing the same opportunities for social mobility, particularly via
higher education, as in more open, individualised communities
(Crul and Vermeulen 2003: 983).
– Discrimination in the workplace – Many academics highlight racial
and ethnic discrimination as a factor in limiting the second generation to their ‘own, marginal economic circuits’ (Crul and Doomernik
2003: 1057) and as a reason for their high unemployment rates (Simon 2003; see also Fibbi et al. 2003). Two other forms of discrimination need to be noted: religious and sexual. Muslims are particularly affected by religious discrimination in the labour market; potential employers look unfavourably on women wearing the ‘hijab’,
or on the observation of religious rituals such as prayers (Ahmad et
al. 2003: 32-3). Sexual discrimination adds another layer to the multiple oppression of migrant women, who may suffer discrimination
within their own ethnic groups as well as from the host society.
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8. Conclusion and prospects for research
The first sections of this chapter have the theoretical ambition of
‘bringing time into’ the conceptualisation of migration. Disciplinarily
situated in geography, our account reaches out to establish dialogue
with history. It also develops methodological issues connected to timerelated research designs. The second half of the chapter makes an effort to embrace the empirical literature on various topics – gender, family, age and generation – mapping this research along broad theoretical lines. Here we go beyond discipline barriers to take on board and
integrate sociological, anthropological and historical studies. This approach allows us to trace possible future lines of development.
The clear implication is that migration must not be thought of as a
single relocation decision by an individual at a moment in time. Such
a conception neglects important aspects of the formative and decision
making processes and, crucially, pays no attention to the outcomes and
consequences of the migration in both the short and long terms. Secondly, migrations need to be understood in their household, family
and temporal contexts. Thirdly, as the length of retirement has grown
to a significant period for most people, the migrant’s economic calculations are increasingly influenced by his/her prospects and opportunities not only in the second age but also in the third age. Fourthly, we
need a deeper ethnography of migration decision making, with studies
that consider the influence and interest of the closest relatives of the
migrant cross-sectionally and in the future. Finally, migration policies
will increasingly need to be informed not only by the labour-market
and economic growth implications for the host country, but also by
considerations of the extent to which the social welfare and quality of
life of the migrants when they reach the third age are protected and
raised to the national norms.
Like much social research, migration research is only beginning to
redress the imbalance that is the legacy of the male domination of the
profession. But the gender ignorance of many (male) migration scholars sets up a counter-tendency in some cases to remorselessly stress
the gender (female) dimension. This, in turn, tends to squeeze out
other key demographic categories such as children and old people, or
to override other social categories such as class or ethnicity, or to simply ignore the male dimension altogether. Moreover, the study of male
migration from a gendered perspective also gets overlooked. The ideal
research design should firstly aim at a more nuanced analysis encompassing the intersections (‘intersexions’, cf. Bottomley et al. 1991) of
gender with race/ethnicity, class, nation, family structures etc. (Brah
1996; Yuval-Davis and Anthias 1989). Secondly it should recognise
that gender is at base a relational concept – the one gender being con-
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strued in relation to the other. Hence the migration of women can only
be fully understood in relation to the migration and social power of
men; and vice versa. In other words, ‘the migration of men as well as of
women is predicated on the time-space strategies of persons of the other sex’
(Bjerén 1997: 226, emphasis in original). Even this powerful statement
presents the danger of an essentialised binary, since in reality the migration of men/women is simultaneously affected by the activities and
strategies of persons of the same sex too.
Migration is one of the powerful influences destabilising the notions
of household and family, even when these latter terms are used in an
unrefined, unproblematised sense. But international migration also
brings together different aetiologies of family and household. Quite
apart from the need to be able to identify the cultural significance of
home-country conceptualisations of family and household in the context of immigration to another country, a further challenge is to recognise when it is the act and circumstances of migration itself which produce variants in the practice and meaning of family and household. Indeed such practices may be ‘forced’ on migrants by the immigration
control policies and legal/citizenship regimes of the receiving countries.
The status of the second generation in the labour market offers few
definitive answers to the question of their integration. Social mobility,
as in education, is discernible between the first and second generations: most children of immigrants enter more qualified and skilled occupations than their parents. Higher levels of education and vocational
training explain this. The position of the second generation varies
widely across Europe, however, which is partly the result of differences
in national educational systems and the existence or absence of training schemes. Certainly generic policies in the national context have a
considerable impact, for good or for bad, on second-generation integration (Crul and Vermeulen 2003: 982-4). Where policies fail the second
generation, indicated by high levels of unemployment and poor educational attainment, there is a serious risk of underclass formation in
parts of ethnic groups, and polarisation within the ‘same’ communities.
Integration, though, is also about the degree to which the secondgeneration feel they belong and can participate in society (outside the
school and the labour market). Where discrimination occurs within institutions, it can profoundly affect the life chances of the second generation. Discrimination, though, leaves the classroom or workplace
with its perpetrators. Integration should therefore be addressed in a
more holistic way to include, among others, questions of citizenship
and identity.
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Notes
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

The triple biography consists of three separate histories: family and friendship
relationships; education, training and work records; and the unfolding location and
migratory paths. One then explores the relationship between these three histories to
discover which is connected to, or determines, which, at what times and in what contexts.
The employment of migrant women to relieve Western European women of the
necessity to do certain household tasks contains not a little feminist irony and
suggests the importance of placing the issue of the presence of migrant women in
such feminised work niches into a wider gender analysis. As Phizacklea (1998: 33-4)
points out, ‘women from poor countries […] allow women in more affluent countries
to escape the drudgery of housework in conditions which sometimes approximate to
a contemporary form of state-facilitated slavery. The increasing incidence of paid
domestic work highlights the hollowness of the supposedly new ‘‘spousal
egalitarianism’’. The hiring of a full-time domestic worker means that patriarchal
household and work structures can go unquestioned, women pursuing a career and
a family need not ‘‘rock the boat’’ and any guilt over exploitation is assuaged by the
knowledge that a less fortunate woman is being provided with work. Thus racialized
and class privileges are preserved as well as patriarchal structures and privileges’. See
also Bridget Anderson’s definitive volume Doing the Dirty Work (2000), based on
fieldwork in Athens, Barcelona, Bologna, Paris and Berlin, which stresses, in addition, the racialisation of domestic labour in Europe.
We use the terms family and household somewhat interchangeably. Nevertheless
there is an analytical distinction: family involves an aggregation of individuals based
on close kinship ties (although the extensiveness of these ties can vary from one culture to another); household comprises a collection of individuals, not necessarily related, living in the same dwelling. Hence households are defined by co-residence; families can be divided by migration or separation. In fact, migration is a major factor
which disturbs the normally close correspondence between family and the household.
Portes (1997: 816) cautioned against taking the ‘can of worms’ argument too far. He
acknowledged that men, women and children within a household may struggle and
clash over conflicting migration-related goals. But he also argued that an exclusive
focus on these internal differences runs the risk of ignoring the fact that households
do pool resources to organise their migration decisions and can act as units despite
internal contradictions.
Portes and Zhou (1993) outlined two alternative ‘modes of incorporation’ to the
classical, linear process whereby the second generation achieves social and economic
mobility into ‘white, middle-class America’: ‘downward assimilation’ into the ‘native
underclass’ resulting in permanent poverty and marginalisation; or socio-economic
advancement but with the second generation upholding the traditions and values of
the immigrant ethnic community.
Notably the TIES (‘The Integration of the European Second Generation’) project
coordinated by Maurice Crul at the Institute of Migration and Ethnic Studies,
University of Amsterdam. This project compares three immigrant communities –
Turks, Moroccans and the ex-Yugoslav second generation – across seven destination
countries (Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Spain and
Switzerland). Currently (mid-2006) the project is entering its fieldwork phase.
Simon (2003), however, defines the 1.5 generation as children born abroad but who
emigrated before the age of 10. These terms also do not appear to account for
children of mixed parentage; e.g. with one foreign- and one native-born parent.
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Huber, A. (2003), Sog des Südens. Altersmigration von der Schweiz nach Spanien am Beispiel
Costa Blanca. Zürich: Seismo.
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The Multilevel Governance of Migration
Giovanna Zincone and Tiziana Caponio1

1. The making of migration policy: Exploration of the field
The study of the processes of policy making for immigration and immigrant incorporation should be considered as a ‘young’ research field;
most of the research in this area consists of ‘grey literature’ (i.e. PhD
dissertations and research reports).
Policy-making seems to represent a sort of fourth-generation research topic. First generation studies were essentially concerned with
the demographic composition and evolution of migration flows into
and immigrant stocks within European countries. Second generation research has focused primarily on immigrants’ economic integration and
their social behaviour. The third generation has dealt mainly with integration policies and political participation. Lastly, the fourth generation
has tackled the problem of understanding how immigrant and immigration policies are decided upon and carried out. More recently, a new
generation is starting to carry out research on the issue of the multilevel governance of immigrants and immigration.
In order to better understand multilevel governance we investigate
decision making processes by adopting an analytical perspective that
focuses on the following dimensions: 1) the various levels of government at which decisions are made (i.e. the central State, Regions/Länder/Cantons/federated states; provinces and more frequently – as we
shall see below – municipal administrations) and the relations between
these different levels of government2, either more top-down or more
bottom-up oriented; and 2) not just formal decision making processes
but also semi-formal and informal ones (i.e. bottom-up pressures arising from civil society)3. Examples of such semi- and informal processes
are the roles played by trade unions, NGOs, immigrant associations,
social movements, experts and media. A bottom-up orientation includes two types of perspectives: a) inputs from lower levels to upper
levels, and b) inputs from civil society to the public arena. This kind of
analysis began in the late 1980s, spurred by changes in public decision
making mechanisms – processes of power fragmentation and devolution to both lower levels of governments and civil society organisations
(Pierre 2000; Scharpf 1993). This perspective looks to both changing
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patterns of public-private (and civil society) relations and to the redefinition of traditional hierarchical governing structures (Pierre 2000).
In the domain of immigration and immigrant incorporation, multilevel governance still represents a poorly investigated research object.
This topic has developed unevenly in Europe both in time and in the
themes that have become the focus of researchers’ interest. The main
factors accounting for such differences often seem to mirror aspects of
the national policy making structure or machinery.
Genesis and development
The genesis of research on the making of migration policies varies considerably across European countries. In this section we present some
hypotheses on the factors that may account for such differences.
The first factor that hypothetically matters is the timing of migration
flows and immigrants’ settlement. This accounts particularly in the
case of Poland (Mazur-Rafal 2005) and Ireland (Mac Einri 2004),
where immigration represents a very recent phenomenon, starting in
the late 1990s, and migration studies are still essentially of a first and
second generation type.4 In other words, the timing of the immigration
appears to have some impact on the maturity of migration studies. In
general, these appear to be more developed and established in the
countries with a longer history of immigration (i.e. France, Great Britain, Germany, Switzerland, Austria, Belgium and Sweden). Here, thirdgeneration studies have achieved a high degree of maturity, as pointed
out by classical comparative studies on citizenship rights models (Brubaker 1992; Hammar 1985 and 1990; Ireland 1992; Schnapper 1992;
Soysal 1994; Wihtol de Wenden 1988).
However, we do not find a well-established fourth-generation literature in any of the countries mentioned above and this kind of study already represents quite a relevant research field in most of the ‘new’ immigration countries, such as Italy (Zincone & Caponio 2004), Spain
(Morén-Alegret 2004) and Greece (Apostolatou 2004). The timing of
migration flows and immigrant settlement seems sufficient to explain
the case of Ireland, but other explanations are necessary in order to account for most of the other countries.
A second factor that may help to explain the varying degree of development of migration studies among different European countries
might be the maturity of policy-oriented studies in political science.
The policy analysis literature emerged in political science in the United
States in the early 1970s as an attempt to study more closely how political systems functioned in practice, not only in theory (Howlett & Ramesh 1995; Nelson 1996; Parsons 1995). In Europe, the development
of such an approach has been uneven (Nelson 1996; Parsons 1995; Pe-
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ters 1995; Regonini 2001). In the Anglo-Saxon and Nordic countries,
established traditions of interest intermediation and negotiation appear
to have favoured the political scientist’s concern for research on policy
making processes. As for immigration, this seems to be the case in the
Netherlands, where the first studies on immigration and integration
policy making were carried out by a group of public administration
and political science scholars of the University of Amsterdam (Hoppe
1987), and in Great Britain, where the first studies on the making of
race relation policies were carried out in the early 1990s (see Hatton
2004).
A similar explanation seems to apply to the case of Austria (see Kraler 2004). Studies on the making of Austrian migration policies began
to appear already in the mid-1980s (Matuschek 1985; Wimmer 1986;
Bauböck & Wimmer 1988) in the context of political science research
on labour relations and neo-corporatist arrangements. Interest in this
line of research diminished shortly thereafter (in the second half of the
1990s) when social partnership entered a phase of deep crisis. However, such a hypothesis does not completely account for the cases of
Germany and Sweden – two traditionally neo-corporatist countries
where interest in the making of migratory policies is more recent and
not primarily focused on labour relations.5
In most of continental Europe other academic traditions have prevailed, mirrored in the study of policy making processes (Regonini
2001). In the case of France, for instance, historical narratives have always been preferred by political scientists to model-building (Guiraudon 2004b). In Southern Mediterranean countries the policy approach
is a late arrival to political science. However, the consolidation of policy
analysis coincided with the consolidation of migration studies, thus favouring the relatively quick emergence of a fourth generation type of literature. This seems to be the case in Italy, where the policy approach
started to gain momentum only in the early 1990s (Regonini 2001:
46), and was adopted by political scientists soon thereafter in order to
investigate immigration-related issues as well.6
Another factor that may explain the emergence of the immigration
literature with a policy making orientation appears to be related to academics’ and experts’ participation into the making of migration policy.
This happened in Belgium (Lafleur 2004), France (Guiraudon 2004b),
Greece (Apostolatou 2004), Italy (Zincone & Caponio 2004), the Netherlands (Penninx et al. 2005), Spain (Morén-Alegret 2004), Sweden
(Widgren & Hammar 2004, Tamas 2004), Switzerland (Gerber & Cattacin 2004), and lastly Poland (Mazur-Rafal 2005), Hungary (Nyı́ri et
al. 2001) and the Czech Republic. These same academics who had direct experience in migration policy making appear to have promoted

272

GIOVANNA ZINCONE AND TIZIANA CAPONIO

the undertaking of studies on the decision making processes, often relying upon their direct experience as a source of data.7
Finally, the genesis of the literature on European level policy making
processes can be related with the timing of the country’s entry into the
EU. In the case of Austria, researchers’ attention toward European institutions in the area of migration policy started in 1995, after the
country’s accession to the EU (Juen et al. 1996, Perchinig 1996). In
general, the EU level has gained more and more relevance after the
Treaty of Amsterdam (1997) and the incorporation of immigration policy into the first pillar. This increase in significance is demonstrated by
the growth of research in this field over the last five years (Geddes
2000, Guiraudon 2000, 2003 and 2004a, Monar 2001, Stetter 2000,
Uçarer 2001, Di Gregorio 2004, Lahav 2004). This increase in interest
has taken place even though the Treaty of Amsterdam represents only
a tentative and partial step towards the communitarisation of immigration and immigrant policies. Migration flows, nationality laws, and voting rights policies have not been included in the Amsterdam first pillar, nor in the EU Convention.
As for the new EU countries such as Poland, Hungary and the
Czech Republic, accession to the EU has undoubtedly influenced research on migratory policy, which in the late 1990s turned more and
more to the analysis of the impact of the acquis communautaire on national legislations (see: Kaczmarczyk & Okólski 2002 on Poland; Boldizsár 1997, Aszalós 2001 on Hungary; Tychtl 2001 on the Czech Republic). Particularly in the case of Poland, research is attempting to figure out its future role as an EU border country.
Thematic specialisation
As mentioned above, the study of the making of migration policy has
developed unevenly in Europe not only in terms of emergence but also
in terms of the themes of research and problem definition. To account
for differences and similarities, we can hypothesise that at least three
families of factors are significant: 1) the pressure of ‘problems’; 2) differences and similarities in the decision making structure in the form
of state (more or less decentralized) and in the policy styles and institutional legacy in traditional minorities conflict resolution; 3) differences
in the governance structure, such as the specific role played by informal and semi-formal actors and the level of governance institutionalisation, especially in the cases of neo-corporatist arrangements or representative bodies aimed at including religious minorities.
Pressure of ‘problems’. Asylum policy, for instance, has received a
great deal of researchers’ attention in the United Kingdom (Hatton
2004), owing to the increase in the number of asylum seekers regis-
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tered in this country during the 1990s. This is also the case in new EU
member countries such as the Czech Republic, where the relatively
high number of asylum seekers produced analyses on asylum policies
(see: Pořı́zek 2004; Janů & Rozumek 2004), and Hungary (Béla 1997).
In the case of Greece, most of the studies are concerned with regularisation measures (Apostolatou 2004). This feature can be explained by
the particular evolution of migration flows towards this country, which
only began in 1991 after the collapse of the Albanian communist regime and consisted almost exclusively of illegal entries. On the contrary, in the case of France, local integration policies are progressively
coming under greater scrutiny, given the pressures on public schools
exerted by people who are second-generation migrants (Morel 2002)
and deteriorating suburbs, the so-called banlieues (Moore 2004). Another example is provided by the increasing attention of researchers towards public opinion, moods and attitudes on immigration. It appears
that in many countries – such as Italy (Zincone & Di Gregorio 2002),
Austria (Plasser & Ulram 1991 and 1992, Kuscheij & Pilgram 2002)
and Switzerland (Gerber 2003) – the emergence of these attitudes have
followed the electoral success of right-wing parties that hold anti-immigrant positions.
The general structure of the decision making. Differences can be detected in at least two aspects. First of all, the existing studies seem to
emphasise the national or local level of governments according to the
structure of the state. This is particularly evident in the case of Greece,
where existing studies on decision making focus almost exclusively on
the national level8 (Apostolatou 2004), as well as in Poland (Mazur-Rafal 2005), the Czech Republic and Hungary. Studies on federalist and/
or decentralised countries, on the other hand, tend to pay attention
mainly to local levels – either federated states, regions or municipalities
– as pointed out by the cases of Germany (Bosswick 2004), Austria
(Kraler 2004), Spain (Morén-Allegret 2004) and Italy (Zincone & Caponio 2004).
The second factor that may be related to the general decision making
structure is represented by national policy styles and policy legacy.
Here we mean the consolidated institutional patterns of mediating conflicts with internal linguistic and religious minorities as well as with
an emerging working class. In the Netherlands (Aluffi & Zincone
2004, Soysal 2004), for example, the incorporation of immigrant organisations into the pillar system, originally developed in order to accommodate the country’s religious diversity, might explain the particular
interest of Dutch researchers in the relations among immigrant associations, Muslim minorities and the institutional opportunity structure
(Koopmans 2004, Fennema & Tillie 2004, Vermeulen 2002). Accordingly, in Austria the crucial relevance of labour relations and neo-cor-
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poratist arrangements accounts for the particular emphasis of policy
making studies on the role of unions in the immigration policy field
(Härpfer et al. 1992, Gächter 2000). However, in the case of France,
researchers’ attention has always been centred on the state Republican
ideology of incorporation9 (Guiraudon 2004b), possibly explaining
why the role of minorities and social actors in decision making processes has been under-investigated.
In order to account for differences in the study of the making of immigration and immigrant policy, the governance structure should also be
considered. The weight and relevance of informal actors varies considerably across countries, a feature of the governance model which appears to be mirrored somewhat by policy making analyses. In the case
of Italy (Zincone & Caponio 2004), Germany (Bosswick 2004) and
Spain (Morén-Alegret 2004) the traditional role played by third sector
organisations in the provision of social services may explain the particular interest of researchers in these countries for NGO participation
in migration policy making.
In the following section, we focus more directly on how the multilevel governance of immigration has been investigated so far by looking
at the main studies carried out at the different levels of policy making.
The third section of this essay is devoted to the description of the main
theoretical models and methodological approaches that can be found
in this nascent literature, detailing the specific research techniques that
are employed within it.

2. The study of the multilevel governance of migration: Territorial
levels and analytical perspectives
The majority of the studies on the making of immigration and immigrant policies usually focus on actors’ horizontal relations in decision
making processes at a specific territorial level (i.e. at a national, local or
European one). However, there are also a number of studies that analyse the relations among actors at different levels. This is what we
called the multilevel governance of migration policies: the new generation type of research in migration studies.
The analyses of multilevel governance relations have been approached from two main perspectives: top-down and bottom-up. The
top-down perspective looks at policy making as a process going from
higher level institutions and/or from formal policy making arenas (parliament, government, bureaucracy etc.) to lower level (peripheral) and
informal social actors. The bottom-up approach is concerned with two
types of processes. One type is a process going from lower levels of
government to the higher ones (from local administration to the cen-
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tral/regional government or from nation-states to EU institutions). The
second type is the process that goes from informal actors in civil society to public formal arenas (the representative and executive institutions that act as formal policymakers at the various territorial levels).
Below we shall first describe studies on migration policy making that
were carried out at the different territorial levels, eventually identifying
those that are also concerned with the analysis of multilevel governance relations.
Given that the existing body of literature on policy making in the immigrant and immigration field is not particularly well developed, it
seems reasonable to include research that did not investigate this subject directly, but nevertheless contains information that can be helpful
in our study. The following section describes these indirect migration
policy making studies.
Studies indirectly addressing policy making.
Three clusters of research that indirectly investigate policy making processes can be identified: explanatory policy output studies, research on
the political discourse on immigration, and studies on immigrants’
mobilisation and political participation.
The first cluster (explanatory policy output studies) consists of a set of
analyses seeking to identify the main factors that explain either national or local policy outputs. Studies on national immigrant and immigration policy, for instance, have often highlighted external constraints,
such as international agreements and EU requirements (Borrás 1995,
Juen et al. 1996, Soininen 2002), or path dependency – the legacy of
past policy intervention on a specific issue10 (Bleich 2003). On the
other hand, media and public opinion pressures from below have also
been acknowledged, especially by British scholars in order to explain
the introduction of restrictive asylum policies in the UK (Boswell 2003;
Cwerner 2004; Dell’Olio 2004; Rudolph 2003).
Studies on local policy outputs should be considered as ‘late arrivals’.
Some of the more relevant ones have been carried out in the context of
the UNESCO Most Metropolis Project11, with the purpose of surveying
the structure of local immigration and the policies undertaken by local
governments. Drawing on these materials, Alexander (2003 and 2004)
undertakes a comparative cross-city and cross-country study on 17 cities, with the purpose of explaining differences in local policy-outputs.
The author explains differences in terms of local government attitudes,
taking into consideration just formal decision making institutions.12
However, the more in-depth analysis of ‘policy trajectories’ in Rome,
Amsterdam, Birmingham and Tel Aviv enables us to understand that
local government cannot be assumed to be monolithic – a unitary actor
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with a consistent will. A variety of actors are involved in concretely defining immigrant policies, and some of them belong to civil society organisations. In many cases, some kind of bottom-up process (i.e. from
civil society to the public arena) can be recognised.
The second cluster – policy framing and political discourse – includes a
number of studies that were carried out essentially at the national level
in order to find out how political parties define the immigration issue
in their electoral manifestos and/or political programmes.13 These studies focus on political parties that participate in formal decision making arenas (i.e. in parliament or in government) or are willing to enter
these arenas as in the case of electoral campaigns. The bulk of these
studies do not explore the relationship between parties’ programmes
and propaganda, on the one hand, and political strategies, on the other.
An exception to this tendency is Zuser’s study (1996) that points out
how the anti-immigrant political discourse in Austria was not an invention of Haider’s Freedom Party (FPÖ), but rather a successful attempt
by the Minister of the Interior of the previous Austrian People Party
and Socialist Party government to exploit negative public opinion in order to strengthen his role in the migration policy making arena.
The third cluster – immigrants’ political participation – is concerned
with explaining degrees and patterns of immigrants’ mobilisation and
participation. Studies have also been carried out in this context in order
to assess the influence of immigrant organisations on both national
and local policy outputs.14 This body of research focuses on a classical
informal actor, and thus looks more closely to bottom-up influences
and pressures. According to this literature, the opening of the ‘institutional opportunity structure’ through policies aimed at providing financial and organisational resources for immigrant associations is likely to
have a positive impact on foreigners’ civic participation and on their associations15 (Horta 2003; Soysal 2004; Fennema & Tillie 2004; Vermeulen 2002). These studies have not yet told us if highly-structured
immigrant associations are likely to play a more significant role in the
policy making process than less structured ones. By contrast, such a
question is the central concern of the research described below that directly investigates the role of immigrants in decision making processes.
The making of national migratory policies and laws
The national level is certainly the most thoroughly investigated. These
studies usually focus on policy-processes taking place in national formal arenas, such as the parliament or government. However, a small
number of studies adopt both a top-down perspective (implementation
analysis and outcome evaluation) and a bottom-up perspective (influ-
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ences and pressures from civil society, informal actors and from lower
administrative levels to the national one).
Many studies focus on the formal relations among high-level actors.
They aim to reconstruct processes of law-making in order to investigate
political parties’ negotiation and coalitions on the migration issue. This
is the case with the analysis carried out in Italy by Zucchini (1999) on
the centre-left 1998 law, and by Colombo and Sciortino (2003) on centre-right reformation in 2002. Central bureaucracies and parliaments
have also been investigated by looking primarily at high-level policy
making processes. This is the case with Baldwin-Edwards and Fakiolas
(1998), who show how the bureaucracies of national ministries in
Greece have a clear preference for traditional structures and values.
Viet (1998), however, points out a more innovative attitude in the case
of France. There the bureaucracy appears to be more oriented toward
renewing established institutional structures and practices in order to
cope with new events and changes in the pressure made by immigrants.
Other studies are more concerned with governmental action than
with parliamentary negotiation, and pay more attention to both civil society actors and local levels. Alink (2002), for example, analyses how
national decision makers in the Netherlands dealt with two immigration crises – the arrival in 1985 of hundreds of Tamil asylum seekers
and the case of a Turkish family threatened with repatriation after eight
years of illegal residence. As pointed out by the analysis, in both cases
policymakers showed a clear preference for regular policy (i.e. for the
routines and the established belief system characterising that policy
sector) vis-à-vis initiating reforms. However, other actors mobilised in
reaction to such a conservative attitude in order to influence the outcome. Third-sector organisations and pro-immigrants activists, in particular, succeeded (at least partially) in pressuring for a redefinition of
the issue. The positive solution of the Tamil crisis demonstrates the effectiveness of this pressure. Dreef (2004) takes a similar approach in
her analysis of the political and administrative developments that occurred in relation to the Amsterdam garment workshops during the
period from 1980-1997. She contrasts the attitudes of national decision-makers towards illegal work with the tradition of toleration that
has characterised the Amsterdam administration towards such kinds of
informal economic activity. However, the study shows how local government officials were not able to form a ‘counter-coalition’ and reach a
compromise. National level decisions prevailed as a result.
Similarly, Pérez-Dı́az, Álvarez-Miranda and Gonzáles-Enrı́quez
(2001) analyse the reform of the Spanish Foreign residents Law (LO 4/
2000), as well as its counter-reform (LO 8/2000) which occurred in
2000 after the Popular Party obtained absolute majority in the legisla-
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tive elections. The study reconstructs the heated public debates and
protests that followed the counter-reform, pointing out how this apparent policy U-turn of the Spanish government represented a move away
from the discourse of domestic policy actors and towards the moods of
EU policymakers.
Since the mid-1980s, an increasing number of studies have focused
on experts’ influence on the national policy making processes within
parliamentary and governmental institutions. The research/policy making nexus has been investigated in-depth in France (Tissot 2002, Feldblum 1999), the Netherlands (Penninx 1984, 1985, 1988, 1992, 1998
and 2005), Sweden (Hammar 2004) and Belgium, where a report on
this matter has been funded by the Belgian Federal Science Policy Office (Adam et al. 2004). Here again a distinction can be made between
the French and Swedish studies that focus essentially on top level decision making, and the Dutch and Belgian studies that analyse more directly the influence of experts in the overall policy process.16
In the case of Sweden, Hammar (2004) points out that the participation of experts in policy making processes is the expression of an
agreement between opposed political parties to treat migration policy
in a technical, pragmatic way. French studies, on the other hand, analyse primarily the processes of policy framing and definition. Tissot
(2002), for example, reconstructs the genesis of French politique de la
ville (urban renewal policy), showing how this was strongly influenced
by the views and theories of urban sociologists and social scientists in
general. Feldblum (1999) on the other hand, reconstructs the 1980s
debate on citizenship, pointing out how an epistemic community (i.e.
the Marceau Long Commission) was able to build an extended consensus on nationality reforms and integration politics, even though reforms were not concretely brought about.
As mentioned above, studies in the Netherlands and Belgium represent an attempt to assess experts’ influence in the different phases of
the policy making process – from problem recognition to implementation. Penninx’s (1984, 1985, 1988, 1992 and 1998) efforts have been
primarily directed towards investigating the role played by researchers
in Dutch policy making on immigration since the end of the 1970s,
when political consensus started to emerge regarding the need to develop a consistent immigrant policy. Similarly, the Belgian study
(Adam et al. 2004) is oriented towards assessing the influence of experts and research on the main phases of the policy-process (i.e. agenda setting, policy formulation and implementation) as well as examining possible ways of improving reciprocal knowledge utilisation between policymakers, academia and stakeholders.17
Studies on Italy by Zincone (1998) and Zincone and Di Gregorio
(2002) acknowledge the crucial role played by expert committees and
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top-level civil servants in the long process that led to 1998 law. However, Zincone’s (1998) analysis also considers bottom-up decision making processes that originate in the peripheries (i.e. when street-level bureaucrats come under pressure from civil society to adopt contra legem
practices – especially where inclusion of undocumented immigrants in
health services and children’s education were concerned – which were
gradually incorporated into formal public measures to the point of becoming laws). Civil society actors are particularly effective in Italy, because they constitute a strong advocacy coalition (Zincone & Di Gregorio 2002) that has proven itself to be able to take part in each phase of
the policy making process. Composed primarily of Catholic third-sector
organisations but including left-wing unions, lay associations and parts
of the magistracy as well, such an advocacy coalition can count on a
constant window of opportunity because Catholic parties are present in
both left-wing and right-wing political coalitions.18
Bottom-up analyses aimed at reconstructing the policy networks in
which mobilisation by lower-level actors results in participation in the
immigration policy making arena, have also been carried out in other
countries. In Greece, for example, Kiprianos et al. (2003) focus on the
positions of political parties, labour unions and NGOs during the public debate on the first and second regularization bills in order to account for their influence. In Spain, Aragón Bombı́n (1996) analyses
the first decade of foreigners legislation and acknowledges the influence of some trade unions, NGOs and immigrant associations.19
NGOs have been carefully investigated not only in the case of Italy
(Zincone 1998; Zincone & Di Gregorio 2002), but also in Germany.
An example is the study carried out by Bosswick and Bronnenmeyer
(2001), who have described the ability of German voluntary organisations to interact with the government levels (from community/local to
the central state) that are most resource-rich and influential in the immigration policy field. Pressures arising from social movements appear
to be far more relevant in Spain and Switzerland than in Germany –
particularly from the anti-racist movement, which has been successful
in putting the integration issue on the political agenda and in building
new cognitive frameworks (for Spain see Donaldson et al. 1998; for
Switzerland see Gerber 2003).
The local level: Implementation processes and policy networks
Local authorities and institutions play a dual role in the governance of
immigrants’ policies. On the one hand, they are responsible for the implementation of national legislation, which is an adaptive process that
implies more than simply executive activities. On the other hand, they
are called upon to answer to the demands of their local societies and to
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initiate new policies in order to cope with these demands. This second
role has been focused on only recently.20
The research that is directly addressing the study of local policy making reflects this dual role and can be classified into two main categories: classical implementation studies and studies that analyse local
policy making as a process starting from below (i.e. from local policy
networks and/or organisations in civil society that are mobilised on a
specific issue).
Implementation studies are generally aimed at analysing how national laws and policies are carried out at the local level and whether or
not and to what extent the stated goals are achieved. The more traditional version of these studies is represented by the pioneering analysis
carried out by Selznik (1949) and the later implementation study of
Pressman and Wildavsky (1973). In both cases, the purpose was to
identify distortions and implementation deficits that might undermine
the achievement of stated policy goals. In the policy analysis literature
these have usually been classified as top-down studies, since the analysis moves from higher-level policy programmes and/or norms to assess
if and to what extent lower levels conform to them.
This classical implementation framework has been adopted mainly –
if not exclusively, as we shall see below – for the investigation of immigration policies such as procedures of regularisation and the renewal
of permits. This is the case with Skordas (2000), who analyses the
complications that arose during the implementation of the first regularisation programme in Greece, and with Zucchini’s (1998) research
on the 1995 regularisation in Italy.21 A main finding of these studies is
that administrative discretion is one of the main sources of failure in
policy implementation. Fasano and Zucchini (2001), for example, point
out how police headquarters (questura) in Italy22 implemented the permanent stay permits (carta di soggiorno) that were introduced by law nr.
40/1998 in an extremely discretionary way, asking often for documents
which were not explicitly mentioned by the law. The study carried out
by Jawhari (2000) on the implementation of the Residence Act in Austria emphasises the power of the lowest administrative level (the implementing agency) which had an interest in preventing a system breakdown, and therefore in rejecting a large number of cases for more or
less arbitrary reasons.
Local civil servants’ behaviour has also been explained by looking at
administrative cultures. This is the approach adopted by a number of
studies carried out in France (Spire 2003), Germany (Cyrus & Vogel
2003), Greece (Psimmenos & Kassimati 2003), Italy (Triandafyllidou
2003) and the United Kingdom (Düvell & Jordan 2003). These last
four23 were aimed at determining if street-level bureaucrats’ behaviour
and policy frames were influenced by the late-1990s EU-level institu-
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tions’ more positive view of the economic advantages of immigration.
What emerges is a substantial continuity of established administrative
practices, directed essentially at controlling and restricting immigrants’
presence.
A small number of implementation studies have also focused on national and/or regional social integration programmes by lower tiers of
government, usually municipalities. Damay (2002), for example, investigates the ‘Integration-cohabitation Programme’ promoted by Brussels’
Region in 1990, and Pelàez, Donaldson, Gonzáles and Montardit
(2002) analyse the implementation of the so-called Icària Programme
(early 1990s) in Osona, Catalunia. Both programmes were launched
with the purpose of empowering local governance; empirical evidence,
however, points out how implementation processes engendered dynamics that led to the failure of these promoted- and sponsored-fromabove policy networks.
Policy-making processes at the local level are not necessarily activated by higher-level government policy programmes. They may be
looked at from a bottom-up perspective, as processes starting from
below. They may be initiated within horizontal networks or by specific
civil society actors and organisations that are mobilised on a particular
issue.
A number of studies carried out in Italy24 (Zucchini 1997; CeSPI
2000; Caponio 2002, 2003 and 2004; Campomori 2005), and in Germany (Bosswick & Will 2002) point out that the differences among local policy networks are particularly important for understanding differences in immigrant incorporation policies at the local level. Analyses of
local policy making processes such as those carried out by Caponio
(2004) for the cases of Milan, Bologna and Naples, and by Campomori
(2005) for the three medium-sized cities of Vicenza, Prato and Caserta,
emphasise how policy networks reflect established models of public/
third sector relations.25 The ‘policy engine’ appears to be more centred
on local government in the cases of Bologna and Prato, but the role of
third sector organisations appears to be crucial in promoting new initiatives in Milan and Vicenza.26
A similar approach characterises the study carried out by Bosswick
and Bronnenmeyer (2001). They investigate multilevel governance relations between NGOs and the various levels of government in Germany
(see earlier partof this section) and also carry out two in-depth studies
of Nürnberg and Mönchengladbach. These case studies analyse city
council horizontal policy networks by evaluating the local integration
of services, the cooperation among the various actors (especially as far
as NGOs are concerned) and the eventual coordinating or integrating
role played by the city council.27
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Studies carried out in France look at local policy networks as means
of policy innovation and change: cultural difference, which is officially
denied by the national republican model of immigrant incorporation,
is concretely accommodated through local policy networks within
which immigrant associations and cultural mediators play a crucial
role (Moore 2004; Gaxie et al. 1999; Morel 2002; Wihtol de Wenden
& Leveau 2001). Allasino et al. (2000) explain policy change as driven
by policy entrepreneurs in their analysis of an urban crisis in a disadvantaged district of the city of Turin with a high density of foreign residents. In this specific case, the vice-major (S. Salvario) succeeded in initiating a new policy network that involved all of the concerned actors
(i.e. the residents’ committees, the two mosques, immigrants’ representatives, the district church, the Jewish community, etc.) and in launching innovative projects.
Along with the policy networks that were mentioned above, local level studies have also attempted to assess the influence of specific categories of informal actors (i.e. immigrant associations and NGOs) in decision making processes. Research findings suggest that the influence
of immigrant associations is quite variable. In a comparative research
study on immigrant policies in Barcelona and Lisbon, Morén-Alegret
(2002) finds that although both cities have introduced local advisory
councils, the immigrant organisations that are taking part in these
councils are usually co-opted actors who are funded by local administrations. By contrast, Marques (2004) points out that immigrant organisations can influence local policy making processes under two conditions: 1) if they have the right to vote in administrative elections (local
franchise) and 2) if they are organisationally strong. On the one hand,
voting rights give immigrant associations significant contractual power
because the party in office will attempt to secure the votes of the minority population through favourable policies. On the other hand, the organisational structure is important in order to redistribute policy benefits to ethnic constituencies. A sort of ‘virtuous patronage cycle’ seems
to be at work.
Case studies on the role of NGOs in local policy making have been
carried out in the Spanish regions of Madrid (Araujo 2004), Andalusia
(Dietz 2000) and Catalunia (Casey 1996 and 1998). In the last study,
the role of NGOs in the elaboration of the first Catalan government
plan on immigration in 1993 is analysed, while the first two analyses
are more concerned with the role of NGOs in managing local level immigrant policies.
We can draw some preliminary conclusions from this very brief review of local policy making studies. One is that implementation –
which is far from being just an automatic enforcement of national or
regional laws and programmes – appears to be a stage in which policy
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goals are redefined. Another is that administrative discretion and the
dynamic relations among actors might be regarded either as policy
making pathologies or as positive adaptations to changing local contexts.
Additionally, bottom-up approaches show us that policy networks at
the local level can involve autonomous policy action as well, and frequently promote innovation (as in the cases of France and Italy). The
role and influence of immigrant associations vary considerably in the
cases summarised above, but these conclusions are based on a limited
sample; apart from classical studies on immigrant participation at the
local level (see first part of this section), studies adopting a policy making orientation perspective are still uncommon.
The European level
In this section we limit our survey primarily to Europeanisation processes, thereby temporarily neglecting important analyses concerning
the more general study of the supra-national dimension of policy making.28 The choice of focusing on the European level is due not only to
high salience, but also because it fits better into a multilevel governance perspective: it is a level which is more clearly and consistently
connected with the national level and, to a certain extent, the local one.
It can be more easily approached in terms of top-down and bottom-up
perspectives and studied with the common instruments of the policy
analysis. However, this does not mean that these instruments have
been widely applied. If studies on the making of immigration and immigrant incorporation policies are ‘latecomers’, then studies on the
Europeanisation of this policy sector are even more recent arrivals.
Two main research threads can be distinguished in the literature on
the European level: 1) studies analysing processes of European integration and policy communitarisation, which are concerned with the progressive shift of policy competencies from the member states to the
EU and 2) studies centred on processes of Europeanisation that deal
with the impact of European norms and policies on the national ones.
In the first set of studies – those on the European integration of the
migration policy field three research clusters can be identified: a) the
identification of factors that explain member states’ transfer of powers
and functions to the EU; b) the analysis of the attempts undertaken by
national governments and/or coalitions of governments to influence
specific pieces of EU legislation; and c) studies aimed at assessing the
role of civil society in EU policy making. These threads of literature appear to be consistent with the bottom-up perspective on multilevel governance (see above). However, the last two are still in an embryonic
stage, as we shall see below.
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The first group of bottom-up studies consists of a series of analytical
accounts of the events that have led to the contemporary partial communitarisation of immigration and asylum policies. The communitarisation is not complete because crucial issues such as migration flows,
citizenship and voting rights are still not communitarised. The aim of
this group of studies is to explain why member states first agreed to cooperate and surrender at least part of their sovereignty in favour of
Community institutions.
Various hypotheses and interpretations have been advanced. Guiraudon (2000 and 2002), for example, maintains that until the year
2000, the process of European integration on these issues was fundamentally driven by national European governments that have an interest in finding decision making arenas that are sheltered from the public eye and not subject to strong political control. This process, called
‘venue-shopping’, enables member state governments to introduce restrictive policies without having to face awkward situations of opposition. According to Guiraudon, this hypothesis is confirmed by the slow
– and often more symbolic than practical – aperture to Community institutions other than the national government-representing Council.29
Similarly, Channac (2002) points out that since the 1970s-80s, national governments have attempted to develop new supra-national arenas and decision making processes that are quite different from both
the classical international organisations (more institutionalised, visible
and independent from nation-states) and traditional intergovernmental
cooperation, which is aimed at preserving niches of state sovereignty in
new multilateral and supra-national orders. Uçarer (2001) stresses the
active entrepreneurial role played by the European Commission, which
was able to take advantage of a few initial ‘windows of opportunity’ in
a context in which a specific Directorate-General on Justice and Home
Affairs did not exist (until 1999) and funding from the Community
budget was not available (until 1996).
According to other interpretations (Monar 2001, Stetter 2000) the
main factor pushing national governments to adopt more ‘communitarised’ forms of decision making in the area of immigration is the
poor performance of the decision making system itself. This system includes the strong procedural constraint of the unanimous vote, which
has made it particularly difficult to reach decisions on highly conflictual but nonetheless relevant matters such as immigration and asylum
policy.30 The importance of ‘problem’ pressure (i.e. the evolution of immigration and asylum in Europe) has also been stressed by Monar
(2001). The pressure exercised on governments by international criminal organisations and activities is listed as one of the ‘drivers’ of international cooperation. Leading ideas, namely the ideal and project of an
‘area of freedom, security and justice’, are another factor again singled
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out by Monar (2001). Once this project had been announced on a large
scale and legitimised by public speeches, it became a ‘steady factor of
change’.
The second research thread is more concerned with analysing how
individual governments or coalitions of governments have concretely
influenced specific EU decisions. There are very few studies on this topic, and yet they yield interesting analyses on European-level policy
making processes. Geddes (2000 and 2003), for example, points out
that a strong influence is exerted on EU migratory policy by the traditional European countries of immigration (i.e. Germany, France and
Great Britain). Being a traditional country of immigration gives these
states greater legitimacy during Community negotiations and provides
a larger and more authoritative legislative background and set of policy
instruments, thereby making it possible for them to steer – if not determine – Community political strategies. Di Gregorio (2004) explains
the minimal influence of Italy in EU policy making as a consequence
of a lack of a coherent ‘spoils strategy’ that is demonstrated by the fact
that the country has appointed only a few high-level functionaries and
temporary experts.
Contrary to the literature on the national and local levels that was examined above, informal actors at the European level have been poorly
investigated up to this point. Furthermore, the findings of EU-level studies are contradictory. According to Lahav (2004), the most conspicuous informal actors have been mostly promoted, co-opted and controlled by the national governments. On the contrary, in two recent
pieces of research, Guiraudon (2003, 2004a) points out that, at a certain point in the evolution of immigration and asylum policies in the
European Union, a sort of coalition that favoured integration policies
coalesced that included not only the EU Commission but also pro-migrant NGOs. This alliance began to oppose the EU Council’s restrictive
orientation. However, Favell and Geddes (1999) say that the role played
by the pro-migrant lobbies has been limited and was not the result of
mass mobilisation, but of an elite pressure group that included the
epistemic community of researchers. Civil society and public opinion
are rarely taken into account in this second group of studies.31
Analyses of the processes of Europeanisation, which are concerned
with the application of European norms at a national level, adopt essentially a top-down perspective. Studies adopting this perspective are
less numerous than the one previously mentioned. Two comparative
works (Geddes 2003; Bigo & Guild 2003) and five case studies (Martiniello & Rea 1997; Vink 2002; Di Gregorio 2004; Guiraudon 2004a;
Calvès 2002) seem to have initiated this research path. The Belgian
(Martiniello & Rea 1997), Dutch (Vink 2002) and (especially) the Italian case32 (Di Gregorio 2004) demonstrate that, at least in these coun-
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tries, migration policies are highly conditioned by European developments. In the French case, Calvès (2002) shows that even though parliamentarians were able to circumvent the most problematic issues in
the transposition of the 2000 EU ‘race directive’, the impact of the EU
on migration policy-frames was still effective in a subtle way. Evidence
of this effectiveness are the soft norms and managerial concepts that
have pervaded French race relations policy since that time (i.e. mainstreaming, monitoring). What emerges from these works is that the
communitarisation of immigration policies has produced considerable
impacts on the national political systems, even in periods when Community decisions were non-binding and cooperation in the Council
was only of the intergovernmental type.33
In sum, our review indicates that the literature on the EU level is
clearly dominated by works that fall within the field of theories of European integration, while there is still little research that could be truly
defined as studies of the process of Europeanisation.34 In the first
group of studies, the great majority of existing work is still aimed at
identifying the main factors that account for states’ cooperation and integration. Research that analyses bottom-up influences arising from
specific governments and/or civil society actors, thereby looking more
in-depth at multilevel governance relations, are still in a nascent phase.
Completely absent are attempts to ask the question whether there is an
ongoing spontaneous process of convergence among EU member
states that is driven by diffusion, and to see which factors could possibly promote or discourage this process.

3. Approaches in the study of the multilevel governance of
migration: theories, methods and research techniques
The large majority of the studies surveyed above do not refer to explicit
theoretical frameworks and perspectives. Concerning methodology,
case studies prevail and there is a clear preference for qualitative research techniques. These features are very much in accordance with
the more general orientation that characterises policy studies literature.35 Here we shall come back to some of the studies mentioned
above in order to highlight the main – even if often implicit – theoretical approaches underlying this nascent literature.
First of all, system analysis appears to underlie studies on national
policy making that distinguish between different decision making and
implementation phases, each one having a specific function and involving different actors. The policy-cycle approach is adopted explicitly in
Adam et al.’s (2004) study on the research/policy nexus in Belgium.
This work has the purpose of assessing the function and impact of ex-
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perts in each phase of the policy making process. Also, Zincone and Di
Gregorio (2002) adopt a system analysis framework and combine it
with the advocacy coalition framework36 in order to better account for
the different actors taking part in each phase of the decision making
process. A number of studies carried out by Penninx (1984, 1985,
1988, 1992 and 1998) are based on the policy-cycle metaphor but
adopt a more long-term perspective, looking at the evolution of experts’
participation in the Dutch policy making process over a period of 30
years. System analysis is present in all of the theses that consider ‘problems’ pressure and the negative feedback of previous decisions in explaining both policy changes and possible convergences between progressive and conservative parties or party coalitions (Zincone & Di Gregorio 2002).
A considerable number of studies adopt some kind of cultural explanation of policy making processes. Two different meanings of culture
seem to emerge: 1) the strong version that considers cultures to be coherent systems of norms and beliefs that strongly influence individual
actors; and 2) the soft version that looks at the policy frames that guide
actions and learning processes. An example of the first type is represented by research on the administrative cultures of street-level bureaucrats (Cyrus & Vogel 2003; Psemmenos & Kassimati 2003; Triandafyllidou 2003; Düvell & Jordan 2003) that was aimed at revealing how
market-oriented policy principles and relatively open borders might
find resistance in already consolidated belief systems that are traditionally concerned with law and order, immigration control and restriction.
On the other hand, a soft culturalist approach appears to underlie studies that explain public policy making as processes aimed first at building policy-frames – problem definitions that, once agreed upon by the
concerned actors, are assumed to influence the identification of possible policy instruments. By contrast, a discrepancy between change in
the conceptualisation of the issue and relative continuity in policies has
been observed in Italy (Zincone 2006).
A soft cognitive approach centred on policy learning also lies behind
studies of local policy networks as drivers of policy change in France.
In order to accommodate cultural difference, these networks have included immigrant associations and cultural mediators, thereby opening
up the traditional republican approach to innovative experimentation
(Morel 2002; Gaxie et al. 1999; Moore 2004).
Neo-institutionalist perspectives, on the other hand, put a particular
emphasis on path dependence and policy legacy. This seems to be the
case with the studies that show how, especially at a local level, immigration and/or immigrant incorporation policies are shaped more by
established actors’ relations and local institutional arrangements than
they are by general strategies that are embedded in programmes or
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laws decided by higher levels of government (Zucchini 1998; Fasano &
Zucchini 2001; Damay 2002) or political majorities (Caponio 2004).
The role of path dependence and policy legacy has been underlined in
the making of nationality laws (Brubaker 1999; Zincone 2005).
Finally, quite a number of studies adopt a rational action paradigm
such as rational choice, public choice, or game theory. In the case of
Germany, for example, NGOs are often regarded as strategic actors
who are able to identify and put pressure on the more fruitful levels of
government in terms of resources and influence in the immigration
policy field (Bosswick & Bronnenmeyer 2001). According to Crowley
(1999: 23), xenophobic right is too strong to be ignored by any government, but too weak to govern. This theory leads to the assumption that
a conservative party can incorporate xenophobic attitudes, but it cannot
be excessive if it wants to maintain a good coalition potential. In addition to parties and conservative coalitions, progressive coalitions can
also take decisions that restrict immigrants’ inflows or their rights because of the influence of anti-immigrant public opinion and the fear of
losing elections (Hansen 2000). The illusion of recovering approval
leads centre-left coalitions to take measures when elections are approaching, while right-wing leaders can increase their chances to lead
conservative coalitions directly by voicing pro-immigrant attitudes –
thereby positioning themselves at the centre. Both the centre-left and
the centre-right use rhetoric inspired by law and order, whereas – at
the same time – they approve mass regularisations in order to balance
the need of satisfying the electors’ anti-immigrant attitudes with the
need of responding to pressures from the alignment by pro-immigrant
advocacy coalitions and entrepreneurs (Zincone 2006). According to
Freeman’s point of view (1995), which follows a classic thesis by Edelman (1964), governments are inclined to keep the borders not totally
closed and to promote immigrants’ rights because the advantages of
policies in favour of immigrants are selective (pro-immigrant groups
and entrepreneurs), while costs are diffusive – they fall on all of the citizens.
Bureaucracies have been regarded as interest-oriented actors, exploiting margins of discretion in order to avoid the risks of system breakdown and work overload (Jawhari 2000).
Some of the approaches mentioned above come in other guises,
such as in analyses of European policy making where at least three theoretical perspectives can be singled out: intergovernmental, neofunctionalist and governance.37 Intergovernmentalism can be linked to rational
choice and game theory, since the focus is on the utilitarian strategies
of national governments, and is highlighted in the studies carried out
by Guiraudon (2000) and Channac (2002). Functionalism can be
linked to systemic/functionalist analysis (answers to ‘problem’ pres-
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sures and to negative feedback of the previous decision making cycle)
and to neo-institutional analysis (path dependence, the importance of
accommodating new models of governance and new institutions to the
old ones). The analyses of Monar (2001) and Stetter (2000) mentioned
above can be located in this cluster.
The multilevel governance perspective is focused on the relations
among actors. Examples are provided by the few existing studies that
are aimed at identifying bottom-up influences arising from a) national
governments or coalitions of governments (Geddes 2000 & 2003; Di
Gregorio 2004) and b) civil society actors (Lahav 2004; Guiraudon
2003 & 2004).
This brief review suggests that the use of the main conceptual tools
of policy analysis such as policy cycles, policy network, policy entrepreneur, path dependency, etc., is gaining more and more ground in this
nascent literature. What appears to be still lacking is a more aware and
direct relation with mainstream policy-analysis research, which would
situate the study of the making of migration policy in clearer theoretical frameworks.
Some steps forward could be taken eventually in the direction of a
more systematic use of comparative research. Even though comparison
(both diachronic and synchronic) is gaining ground, synchronic comparison usually deals with cross-city comparison within a specific country, and only rarely with cross-country comparison (especially as far as
the literature on local policy making is concerned). The combined
cross-country and cross-city comparison is far less common. This is a
promising exercise, which appears to be useful for determining to what
extent local decision making processes are conditioned by the specific
national legal system and which kinds of similarities and dissimilarities can be detected ceteris paribus.
Finally, regarding research tools, a clear prevalence of qualitative
techniques emerges from the analysis of the literature. Common examples of these techniques are in-depth semi-structured interviews with
key actors and/or observers and the analysis of documents (especially
of parliamentary proceedings and other official documents). Studies on
street-level bureaucracy have also relied on participant observation in
order to get a better understanding of civil servants’ practices and attitudes towards immigration. However, there are other research tools
that might contribute to and enrich the reconstruction of policy processes. Opinion polls and newspaper and media analysis, which are
quite well established in immigration studies, could be reoriented to
find out the actual capacity of the media to influence the decision making process.38
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4. Conclusive remarks
The study of the multilevel governance of migration has already produced interesting findings and raised research questions that deserve
to be further developed and investigated. In this review we have emphasised the innovative perspective of the studies that have dealt with
this governance, since they proved capable of revealing the informal actors and procedures that lie behind formal decisions and decisions makers. However, a one-sided governance analysis may also lead to disregard of two important elements of policy making processes: formal
competence and rules that deeply influence actors’ relations and policy
making processes (what we define as the decision making structure) on
the one hand; and changes and consequent challenges coming from
the environment, such as international crises, political challenges and
economic and demographic constraints.
A future research agenda on the multilevel governance of migratory
policies has to take seriously into consideration these possible risks. In
order to overcome them, we suggest three strategies:
1. A shift back towards taking into account features and possible
changes in the formal distribution of competencies among different institutions. Special attention should be paid to the building of ad hoc
departments, offices and commissions directly dealing with immigration issues at different levels of governments. Even more relevant for the making of immigration and immigrants’ policies could
be redistributions of competencies and power among bodies between different levels of governance.
2. A further step towards systems analysis, which might prove useful to
detect possible external factors influencing policy making processes.
3. Interdisciplinary collaboration of lawyers, economists, demographers
and international relations scholars; this will lead to more attention
to external constraints such as rules and laws on the one hand, and
market demands, international events and terrorism threats on the
other.
Such emphasis on formal policy making structures and external pressures does not imply, however, an abandonment of the governance approach. On the contrary, a future agenda should entail a reinforcement
of the bottom-up perspective by focusing more on the relations between
formal and informal actors. At the EU level, the role of both specific
member states’ governments and civil society actors needs to be further
analysed. Furthermore the role of civil servants should be a priority in
research on EU policy making processes. As for the civil society actors
who are mobilised on the immigration issue, immigrant associations –
whose role is still uncertain – and social movements in general, should
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be more carefully investigated. Social movements have been studied
only incidentally in Spain (Morén-Alegret 2004) and Switzerland (Gerber & Cattacin 2004).
Finally, another under-researched area is the analysis of the relations
between different levels of government. With some exceptions (see the
cases of Italy and Germany), the interplay between different levels of
government in decision making processes on immigrant and immigration is still poorly investigated. This is the case, even though this domain appears to be crucial in order to better understand the governance of migration policy.
As for methodology, in view of the present prevalence of national case
studies in research, an important step forward lies in systematic crossnational comparisons. In doing so, two points should be stressed.
1. Both diachronic and synchronic comparisons would doubtless help in
reinforcing the empirical dimension of this body of literature, thereby enabling better-grounded analyses and possibly generating a
truly cross-national debate on the making of migration policy. Diachronic comparison is particularly useful to shed light on continuities and ruptures in policy making processes. On the other hand,
synchronic cross-country and cross-city comparisons have proven to
be useful in acquiring a better understanding of how European national and local societies deal with the immigration issue.
2. Greater attention to different variables influencing public policies (such
as population, immigrant presence, per capita income, etc.) is likely
to enrich considerably this emerging research field when comparing towns of different size.
Finally, on a more prescriptive plan, the research review points out the
problematic nature of the so-called research-policy nexus (Penninx et
al. 2004; La Fleur 2004). Martiniello (2004), for instance, has underlined that policymakers often select researchers and studies according
to their own political priorities, and that the risk of being used as a legitimising instrument is difficult to avoid. Policy evaluation (especially
of policy making processes) may be useful in improving policy implementation and – as far as the field of immigration is concerned – in escaping from ideological impasses and promoting more pragmaticallyoriented policy interventions. Therefore, policy evaluation can represent
an important fifth generation development for immigration and immigrants studies. Such a new generation of studies may help policy to
learn and revise itself, provided that it is scientifically strong enough to
resist immediate political needs and demands. In doing so, the IMISCOE network might offer a concrete platform for improving dialogue
between researchers and policymakers at large, by involving not only
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politicians but also public officers and private sector workers and organisations who are involved in the formulation and implementation of
concrete policies and practices.

Notes
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

This chapter is based on an extended version compiled by Zincone et al. (2004), and
presented to the first Annual IMISCOE conference held in Coimbra, 34 December
2004. It relies upon the contributions of researchers from all over Europe, both
affiliated and not affiliated to IMISCOE institutions, who have been asked to deliver
Country Reports on the state of the art of this literature in their countries. Country
Reports have been delivered on: Austria (Kraler 2004), Belgium (Lafleur 2004),
France (Guiraudon 2004b), Germany (Bosswick 2004), Greece (Apostolatou 2004),
Ireland (Mac Einri 2004), Italy (Zincone & Caponio 2004), the Netherlands
(Penninx et al. 2005), Portugal (Oliveira, Malheiros and Fonseca 2004), Spain
(Morén-Alegret 2004), Switzerland (Gerber & Cattacin 2004) and the United
Kingdom (Hatton 2004). We received helpful suggestions on Scandinavia from
Elena Dingu-Kyrklund, on Poland from Monica Mazar-Rafal, on Hungary from
Endre Sik, and on the Czech Republic from Marek Canek. We are grateful also to
Catherine Wihtol de Wenden and to Ellie Vasta.
See the so-called intergovernmental relations school, concerned with changing patterns
of previously hierarchical relations (Hollingsworth et al. 1994, Kooiman 1993,
Scharpf 1993 and 1997.
See the interest intermediation school, that focuses essentially on horizontal relations
between public on the one hand, and private and third sector organisations on the
other (Rhodes 1996 and 1997, Marsh 1998).
The timing also plays a role in the Czech Republic, though the generations of
research identified above cannot be totally applied. It has been noted that imported
concepts (such as multiculturalism) have sometimes preceded the developing of
migration flows (see Baršová 2005). The same seems to hold true for Hungary,
where research on immigration has steadily developed in the late 1990s, moving
from first generation to more policy oriented studies (see for instance: Fullerton et al.
1997).
For the German case, see Bosswick (2004). In the case of Sweden, research on policy
making has essentially developed in the context of increasing disillusionment
towards national integration policies which are formally aimed at achieving equality,
freedom of choice and partnership (Westin & Dingu-Kyrklund 2003).
Zincone & Caponio (2004) have pointed out that the first studies explicitly
investigating Italian policy making date back to 1998 (see also: Zincone 1998,
Zucchini 1999).
This is not the case in the United Kingdom, where a lack of reflexive observation has
been pointed out (Hatton 2004) despite the significant participation by researchers
as actors in British policy making and implementation.
The only exception is the study carried out by Psimmenos & Kassimati (2003) on the
implementation of the first regularisation law in Athens (see section 2.2). However,
this study adopts a clear top-down approach, looking at how street-level bureaucrats
conform to – or depart from – national directives.
For an appreciation of the republican assimilationist model as compared with the
English pluralist and the German ethnic ones, see Schnapper 1992.
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10 Bleich (2003), for instance, has undertaken a comparative investigation on race
politics in France and the United Kingdom, and has pointed out how the British race
relations system and French antiracist legislation stem from different sources (the
US model in the former and the negative legacy of Vichy and the Nazi era in the
latter).
11 See: www.unesco.org/most/p97. A similar cross-city/cross-country comparison is the
one carried out by Ethnobarometer (2003).
12 Attitudes are reconstructed only through the observation of policy outputs, not
through an analysis of policy making processes.
13 See, for example, Hagelund (2003) on the Norwegian Progress Party, De Witte &
Klandermans (2000) on extreme right-wing parties in Flanders and the Netherlands,
Celeya (1997) on the 1996 electoral speeches of the Socialist and Popular parties in
Spain, Oliveira (2000) on Portuguese governmental elite discourse on ‘cultural
affinity’ and Fermin (1999) on the changing viewpoints on multi-ethnic society and
minorities’ policy of Dutch political parties between 1977 and 1995.
14 These appear to be particularly developed at a local level, where a wide array of
participation instruments has been put forward by European cities during the 1980s
and 1990s (Vertovec 1999). For a cross-local and cross-national analysis, see
Koopmans’ (2004) broad study of the involvement of migrants and ethnic minorities
in public debates and mobilisation in Germany, the United Kingdom and the
Netherlands.
15 However, Boussetta (2000) contends that immigrants’ political participation can be
understood by looking at institutional channels alone and emphasises the internal
differentiation and divides within ethnic communities at both the level of strategy
and identity in his study of Muslim representation in Belgium cities.
16 As for new EU member countries, the role of researchers in the migratory policy
making has been recently addressed in the Czech Republic (Uherek 2004). In
Hungary academics appear to be deeply involved in the debate on the reform
national legislation (Nyı́ri, Tóth & Fullerton 2001), but analytical accounts on their
role are lacking.
17 However, Martiniello (2004) contends that, given the highly contentious and
politically sensitive nature of migration-related issues, elected politicians holding
executive offices are often particularly careful to select the research projects that may
be directly useful in terms of policy making.
18 Catholic NGOs have also proven to be crucial in the decision making processes that
led to the centre-right Bossi-Fini law. According to Zincone (2002), they succeeded
in putting pressure on small Catholic parties in order to soften up the more radical
anti-immigrant programs of the Northern League.
19 As for an account on the role of associations on integration and citizenship policies
in France, see: Wihtol de Wenden & Leveau 2001.
20 Ireland is an exception (Mac Einri 2004). It has a highly centralised public
administration, and, contrary to other European countries, no process of local/
regional empowerment has been undertaken. This relative lack of power and
resources seems to explain the lack of local immigration and integration policies.
21 This study focuses on two different cities (Turin and Brescia) and highlights two
different ways of solving the ambiguities of national regulations. In Turin, the Questura (Police Headquarters) organised regular meetings with the municipal Immigration Office, unions and third-sector organisations in order to agree upon a common
understanding of regularisation procedures. In the case of Brescia, the process was
far more fragmented because there was no established collaboration between the
Questura and the other actors who were interested in immigrant rights.
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22 The study was carried out in three medium-sized cities in the Lombardy Region
(Brescia, Sesto S. Giovanni (near Milan) and Busto Arsizio near Varese).
23 These have been published in a special issue of the Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies that was edited by Jordan, Stråth & Triandafyllidou (2003).
24 See also the Cluster C9 Country Report on Italy (Zincone & Caponio 2004).
25 However, according to Caponio (2002 and 2004), elected politicians also play a role,
at least at the beginning of their mandate when they need to consolidate consensus
around the definition of the immigration issue that was promoted during the
electoral campaign. On the contrary, Campomori (2005) places greater emphasis on
policy frames, which reflect on the one hand, administrative structures and routines
(the organizational dimension), and consolidated models of public-private interaction
and influence relations (political dimension) on the other.
26 In the cases of Naples and Caserta, third-sector organisations are usually the only
ones that are mobilised on the issue, with only a minor involvement on the part of
the local administration. In Naples, this situation has started to change, at least
partly, since 1995 (Caponio 2004).
27 See also Bosswick & Will (2002), where the authors explain differences in the
integration measures implemented in eleven Hessian cities by looking at various
factors, such as local administrations’ organisational aspects; the economic,
demographic and ethnic situation; and the actors mobilised in the local immigration
policy field.
28 As mentioned in the introduction, studies on supranational and transnational policy
making are very few, and often are more concerned with policy outputs than with
policy processes. In other words, while there are studies that attempt to assess the
impact of international laws on national migratory policies (see for instance: Soysal
1994 and Joppke 1999), they do not usually analyse the mechanisms through which
such an impact is produced.
29 Another work by Guiraudon (2002) confirms that this system is dominated by the
governments of the member states and above all by the structures of the home
affairs ministries.
30 According to Monar (2001), consciousness of such procedural constraints first
emerged in the so-called ‘laboratories’ (i.e. the Council of Ministers of the European
Union, the Trevi Group and the Schengen system) – decision making arenas in
which, in his opinion, the foundations were laid for what later become the
community acquis in Justice and Home Affairs.
31 When it does happen, two contrasting theses emerge – one being top-down and the
other bottom-up oriented. According to the first of these (McLaren 2001) national
elites are able to mould and redirect the perceptions and attitudes of their political
communities of reference on immigration and asylum. By contrast, Lahav (2004)
maintains that political influence goes in the opposite direction: it is pubic opinion
that strongly conditions government choices and that this explains the clear
prevalence of restrictive policies that are driven by mass identity orientations and
defensive attitudes. However, a similar analysis of public opinion carried out by
Kessler and Freeman (2003) provides different evidence and shows a tendency
towards an openness to foreigners throughout Europe, more or less.
32 The greatest impact on Italy is also confirmed by the research conducted by Geddes
(2003) in which one can see that the countries of Southern and Eastern Europe have
been the ones most influenced by community orientations.
33 EU influence has been carefully investigated in new member countries, since
accession to the Union implied the adoption and implementation of the acquis communautaire as a whole without derogations. Case studies have been carried out in Poland (Iglicka et al. 2003), Hungary (Béla 1997, Boldizsár 1997) and the Czech Repub-
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lic (Drbohlav 2001, 2003 and 2004, Barša 2004). For more detailed analyses including also the cases of Estonia and Slovenia see: Nyı́ri et al. 2001.
This confirms a trend that is common to all of the policy sectors that are already
communitarised in some way. The theoretical corpus on European integration has a
solid tradition (starting from the 1950s-’60s), while that on Europeanisation has seen
significant growth only recently. This asymmetry is linked primarily to the history
and evolution of the Union’s political system and its relationship with its member
states. It is thus understandable that the first thread of studies to develop has been
the one that aims to explain the processes that have led (and lead) member states to
progressively transfer (or not to transfer) parts of their sovereignty in migration and
asylum matters to the EU. It is only later that the thread that seeks to comprehend
the impact of community decisions and policies on the member states has
developed.
However, recourse to quantitative tools is not excluded in the policy-analysis
literature. Wildavsky (1979), for example, speaks of the ‘art and craft of policy
analysis’ to stress that different research techniques might prove to be useful in
serving the researcher’s needs.
See Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith (1993) for more on this concept.
It might be useful to recall briefly the fundamental hypotheses that form the basis of
these approaches. Neo-functionalism (Holland 1993, Schmitter 1996) hinges on the
two concepts of incrementalism and the spill-over effect. It postulates that, thanks to
the political action of the European Commission (often allied with national and
supra-national interests and pressure groups), European integration is a process that
develops gradually but in an irreversible manner. This is the case because each time
that a transfer of sovereignty from the national to the community level occurs in a
specific sector, it brings new needs that induce further transfers upwards (the spillover effect). Intergovernmentalism (Milward 1992, Moravcsik 1991 and 1993)
upholds instead the thesis that European integration has occurred and occurs only
because it is considered to be advantageous by the nation states. This means that ‘the
community system has been accepted so far by national governments only in that it
has enabled them to strengthen rather than weaken their control over home affairs’
(Moravcsik 1993: 507). The multilevel governance approach has developed as an
alternative to the two cited above, and was elaborated only in the late 1990s (Marks
et al. 1996, Hix 1998). The objective of this approach is to avoid considering
European integration as necessarily a zero-sum game in which the winner (whether
it is the EU or the member states) takes all. On the contrary, the EU is depicted as a
‘non-hierarchical, regulatory and deliberative model of governance’ (Hix 1998).
An interesting way of looking to the newspapers is demonstrated by Statham &
Guiraudon (2004) in their attempt to assess the relevance of the European versus
the national public arenas on the immigration issue by analysing the relevance
assigned to the two venues by national newspapers.
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Bauböck, R. & H. Wimmer (1988), ‘Social Partnership and ‘‘Foreigners Policy’, European
Journal of Political Research, 16: 659-681.
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Uçarer, E. M. (2001), ‘From the Sidelines to Center Stage: Sidekick No More?’ The European Commission in Justice and Home Affairs, European Integration online Papers
(EIoP), 5 (5).
Uherek, Z. (2004), ‘Use of social science research on migration policy in the Czech Republic’, International Social Science Journal, 56 (179): 101-113
Vermeulen, F. (2002), ‘Immigration policy and ethnic organisations in Amsterdam,
1960-1990. A local historical approach’, paper presented at the workshop ‘Immigration
policies: between centre and periphery, national states and the EU’ at the ECPR Joint Sessions, Turin, 22-27 April 2002.
Vertovec, S. (1999), ‘Minority associations, networks and public policies: re-assessing relationships’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 25 (1): 21-42.
Viet, V. (1998), La France immigrée. Construction d’une politique. 1914-1997. Paris: Fayard.
Vink, M. P. (2002), ‘Negative and Positive Integration in European Immigration Policies’,
European Integration online Papers (EIoP), 6 (13).
Westin, C. & E. Dingu-Kyrklund (2003), ‘Immigration and Integration of Immigrants
and their Descendants: The Swedish Approach’, in F. Heckmann & D. Schnapper

304

GIOVANNA ZINCONE AND TIZIANA CAPONIO

(eds.), The Integration of Immigrants in European Societies. National Differences and
Trends of Convergence. Stuttgart: Lucius & Lucius.
Widgren, J. & T. Hammar (2004), ‘Research and Politics in Swedish Immigration Management 1965-1984’, in Towards A Multilateral Migration Regime, 11-34. Vienna:
ICMPD.
Wihtol de Wenden, C. (1988), Les immigrées et la politique. 150 ans d’évolution. Paris: Press
de Sciences Po.
Wihtol de Wenden, C. & R. Leveau (2001), La bourgeoisie. Les trois ages de la vie associative
issue de l’immigration. Paris: CNRS Editions.
Wildavsky, A. (1979), Speaking Truth to Power. Boston: Little Brown and Company.
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11. Conclusions and Directions for Research
Rinus Penninx

1. Understanding the new dynamics of migration and settlement
The foregoing chapters have illustrated abundantly that international
migration and integration of immigrants have become hot topics in
Europe. First of all, the fact of immigration into Europe and its tendency to grow is undeniable, although the timing and size of different
immigration patterns vary. There are solid indications that immigration
will persist and most likely increase in the coming decades. On the demand side such indications can be found in the demographic developments in Europe with its decline of natural growth and greying population, and in labour market developments that indicate a demand in an
increasing number of sectors that cannot be met by local supplies. On
the supply side, people motivated by political, social or economic reasons (or all three) to leave for an expected better life elsewhere presently outnumber the demand. This migration pressure from outside1
will increase rather than decrease, helped by communication media
and transport facilities that cover an ever wider audience and clientele
in a globalising world.
However, it is not only the sheer number of people crossing borders
that have brought the topics to the top of the agenda of public and political discourse and policy making. The phenomenon of migration itself
has changed in a globalising world, as have the states and societies that
‘send’ and ‘receive’ immigrants and their reactions to migration. These
changes have given rise to new dynamics that are not yet fully understood, let alone that adequate policy responses for the ‘management’ of
these migration processes and the consequences for sending and receiving societies are within reach. International migration and integration have become contested topics and the public and political discussion is frequently phrased in analytical concepts and terminology of
the past. The content of such discussions is often dominated by normative undertones, even to the extent that empirical evidence is disregarded. In the European case it is particularly the mismatch between
the traditional norm of not being immigrant societies and the facts of
a continuously increasing proportion of the resident population being
of immigrant origin that creates ambivalences in perceptions and poli-

306

RINUS PENNINX

cies. Therefore there is an urgent need for research to feed the public
and political discourse on migration and settlement with both analytical insights and concomitant empirical data.2
The state of the art of research as presented in the foregoing chapters contains a double message. On the one hand, there is a growing
amount of research available that is not adequately disseminated and
thus under-used.3 On the other hand, there are significant gaps in empirical data and, more importantly, there is also the general recognition
that research still fails to produce comprehensive insights on present
migration processes and their consequences for migrants and their
communities, and for countries of origin and destination. Researchers
need to develop new perspectives and comprehensive analytical approaches that enable us to understand better the dynamics of migration and settlement in Europe in the present and future era. In the following sections, I will briefly elaborate on the question how research
efforts should be improved to produce better knowledge, for science itself and as a sound and solid basis for public and political discourse
and policy making. In section 2, the concrete question is how research
in this field should best be organised as a precondition for good research results. In section 3, possible new definitions of the field, units
to be studied, new perspectives and questions to be asked will be discussed. In the final section, I will give some examples of research lines
and projects that are being developed presently within IMISCOE. Most
of these ideas spring from the work reported in the chapters of this
book, but they also cut across their boundaries.

2. Challenges for the organisation of research
As we have seen in the foregoing chapters the development of research
in Europe has not kept pace with developments in the field it studies.
The most common qualification of the weakness of European research
on migration and integration issues is that it is fragmented. Three
forms of fragmentation are regularly brought up: lack of comparative
research, lack of cooperation between disciplines and lack of integration of the different levels at which phenomena are studied.4 Such
weaknesses of the present European research call for specific efforts in
the organisation and methodology of research for the future. I will
briefly dwell on each of these causes of fragmentation and indicate
how these could possibly be remedied.
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Systematic comparison as a strategic tool
Throughout the chapters that have taken stock of research there seems
to be a consensus both on the lack of comparative research and on the
expectation that systematic comparison will bring our knowledge base
a big step forward. But what does this mean in practice? The challenges here lay on different levels that all have relevance in the design
of a comparative research framework. The first and most practical level
is that of basic administrative data that are often used by researchers.
In chapter 2, it was reported that cross-national comparability of seemingly simple data such as those on migration is profoundly problematic. The problem is that administrative data (of any kind) are collected within a specified institutional context for specific purposes,
using definitions that reflect their particular tasks, assumptions and
preoccupations. The problem for scientists (apart from the validity and
reliability of the data within the system in which they are collected) in
using such data for comparative purposes is essentially twofold: do
they measure the same phenomenon?5 And are they complete or representative? Critical assessment of comparability is thus a fundamental
requirement here, possibly leading to practical proposals for change.
The second level is that of the design of comparisons. Chapter 9 has
indicated that the kind of comparison we choose to make directly relates to the specific questions that we would like to answer. A research
design that compares different immigrant populations within one national or local context will draw attention, by the choice of the design,
to factors within these immigrant populations that explain the differential
outcomes, while a design that compares the same ethnic group within
different national or local contexts will focus on factors within these contexts that explain differences in outcomes. The same holds for comparisons in which time is additionally and explicitly brought into the design. There remains significant work to be done to develop a tool of rigid comparison and combine the different forms of design in such a
way that they are complementary. That should preferably be done in an
internationally coordinated research programme.
The third level is that of concepts and terminology. The fact that the
same terms are used in different national or local contexts – for example integration policy or multicultural policies – may create the illusion
that the same phenomena are dealt with. Empirical research, however,
has shown that not only the ideas and assumptions behind such policies are different, but that the practice and measures of such policies
vary considerably in different places and situations.6 Another complication is that academic concepts may, in public and political discourse,
get a normative connotation that makes it difficult for scholars to use
such concepts particularly in communication with a broader audience.
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Chapter 6 has described this phenomenon for the concepts of assimilation and integration and chapter 7 for the concept of multiculturalism.
We therefore need to design analytical frameworks in which such abstract concepts and notions are operationalised in such a way that empirical data can be collected in the same way in different contexts.7
Working on systematically comparative research is thus scientifically
a significant challenge, and a costly one in practice, but it will bring research a fundamental step further. At the same time it will provide a
sound basis for policymakers who are looking increasingly across borders to see how other countries are dealing with the dilemma’s they
are confronted with.8
Multidisciplinarity/Interdisciplinarity
Critiques on the involvement of various disciplines in the study of migration and settlement in the preceding chapters essentially refer to
two aspects. The first is the observation that in the past the research
field has been dominated by a limited number of disciplines, often
anthropology, sociology, social geography, economics and law, while
other disciplines came in relatively late such as political sciences and
history.
The second is that disciplines often develop their research and perspectives in relative isolation – this point is made strongly for economists in chapter 5 for example, but it can also be applied to other disciplines like history and law – and that comprehensive multidisciplinary
research is rare, let alone interdisciplinary research projects.9
The challenge for future research is thus to transcend the old division of disciplines in research on international migration and settlement of migrants. Such cooperation across disciplines can be done
most fruitfully when participants in such endeavours work from the
strength of their own discipline. This means that researchers should
not be isolated or isolate themselves from their discipline (to form another isolated thematic field of research on migration and settlement),
but act as active links between their discipline and the thematic field:
stimulating research on the thematic theme within the discipline and
bringing the special expertise from the discipline to the thematic field.
In practice this should be done at two levels. The first is to create multidisciplinary organisational structures which bring disciplines together
and stimulate exchange and cooperation.10 The second, deeper, level is
to conceive and implement interdisciplinary projects and programmes
in which such cooperation is built in ex ante into the central questions
and design, the collection of material and is integrated into the analysis
and reporting.11

CONCLUSIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR RESEARCH

309

Integrating levels of analysis
Yet another form of fragmentation relates to levels of units of analysis
and the lack of integration of these levels. This may express itself in
the form where (mostly qualitative) research on the micro-level of
small groups does not seem to have any relation with (mostly quantitative) research on the aggregate level of groups or categories.12 This is a
classical kind of fragmentation that is not unique to the field of migration and integration, but this observation does not make the challenge
to overcome it any easier.
The fragmentation may also take a more space-based form, particularly when the unit of analysis refers to the different levels at which societies are politically organised and policy efforts are involved: the borough, the city, the region, the national state and supra-national or international agents. While the nation-state has been an important level
from the beginning and has dominated in research, there is a growing
body of research on the local level on the one hand, and on the international and supra-national level on the other. The relations between
these levels and the complex way in which they influence each other,
however, are yet to be explored.
This form of fragmentation has a special dimension in the European
context. Since the early start of Europeanisation in the form of the European Economic Community up to the present European Union an
ever more significant supra-national level has developed. In its early
phase – starting back as far as the 1950s – mobility within the European Economic Community and later the European Union has been a
topic of complicated interaction between national governments and the
European Commission (Goedings 2005), while discussions focusing
on immigration from outside the EU have grown in importance since
the 1980s, and integration policies since 2003.13 There is a growing
awareness among researchers that there is a need to overcome this
fragmentation, and at the same time an expectation that this will
greatly enhance our understanding of policies and policy making in
the field.14

3. New perspectives on immigration and integration research in
Europe
Apart from improvements in the organisation of research by involving
relevant disciplines, using comparison as a strategic tool and designing
research that comprises more levels and the interaction between them,
the state of the art of the preceding chapters suggested time and again
that there are also significant challenges in terms of the development
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of new theoretical and analytical perspectives. The term ‘perspective’
here means looking at the field from a different angle and thus asking
different questions, taking other units of analysis as a starting point
and collecting new kinds of empirical material. These suggestions can
be brought together under three headings.
Rethinking the relation between migration and settlement
International migration and integration (or its alternative terms such
as assimilation, incorporation or settlement) have established themselves as more or less independent fields of research and theory (see
chapters 2 and 3 for migration and chapters 4-7 for integration). This
is also partly reflected in the way the IMISCOE network has initially
structured its research clusters. The first – international migration – is
then defined as the spatial movement, voluntary or forced, of persons
across political borders as a process, together with its causes and consequences. The second pertains to the process of settlement and integration of immigrants and their descendants in the society of destination
and the consequences this has for these societies.15 Most of the existing
body of theories in these fields is being developed on the basis of experience in traditional Anglo-Saxon immigration countries and by researchers from these countries.
Though it is useful to start from that knowledge and build on it, at
the same time, it transpires from the foregoing chapters that there are
at least two kinds of problems, stemming from such definitions and focus and the implied division between migration and integration research. The first kind of questions arise when we see migration and integration as self-contained and independent fields of research, thus decoupling migration from settlement. As noted in the introduction and
subsequent chapters, international migration in recent decades has
changed in character: the migration process has become more complex, more fluid and less permanent. The implicitly assumed once-off
movement and the time sequence of migration followed by a settlement process is increasingly blurred.
The second set of issues refers to a specificity of the European context: having defined itself as a set of non-immigration countries has
had far-reaching consequences both for international migration and integration separately, but also for the nexus between the two fields.
There is a new tendency in policy thinking that sets integration requirements as criteria for the selection and admission of immigrants
(see, for example, Carrera 2006).
There is thus a need to reformulate the research field as one complex field rather than two separate ones and introduce new perspectives
and questions that focus on this more complicated interconnectedness.
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Focusing on the migrants themselves, one of these new perspectives is
that of transnationalism. This notion basically challenges the abovementioned assumptions of once-off movements, followed by gradual
settlement, by asking pertinent questions about the nature and continuity of the ties of migrants with several places and communities and
thus their simultaneous ‘integration’ in them. Focusing on both sending and receiving societies a number of new questions also arise (or
are put in a different light) that interconnect migration and integration.
For example: how are migration and development issues influenced by
new migration patterns, by the formation of transnational communities and by integration policies in destination countries? How do arguments related to integration (and concrete policy measures in that
field) influence admission and immigration policies and practices and
the patterns of continued immigration and return?16
Shifting the focus from migrants to society17
There is another observation on the state of the art of migration and integration research that hints at the need to introduce new perspectives:
the fact that nearly all research focuses primarily on migration, immigrants and their integration, while the societal systems into which the
phenomenon of migration and the immigrants themselves are to be integrated is taken for granted.18 It is interesting to observe that when
the effects of migration on societal structures are studied, it is mainly
from a sending-country perspective, as illustrated in chapter 3. Migration and development are apparently a topic that is relevant and applicable for countries that send migrants rather than for countries that receive them. The effects of migration on social structures in sending
countries have been studied under headings such as brain drain, effects on families and households, on peasant economies, local markets,
etc. More recently, the developmental potential of migration and migrant communities for the regions of origin found much attention. To
put it ironically, migration research has looked more at the societal effects of the ‘absence of migrants’ in sending countries than at the societal effects of the ‘presence of migrants’ in receiving ones.
But if we really want to make sense of the difficult terms integration
and social cohesion19 – beyond the political attractiveness of their semantics on the global, European and nation-state level – we must include in our analysis the effects of migration on the societal structures
in Europe as well. Europe and its nation-states have become – in an
uneven process – a world region of international migration. If migration is linked to major social dynamics, as is claimed by migration researchers and increasingly accepted as common sense knowledge, then
it needs to be demonstrated to what extent migration has effected the
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core structures of European immigrant-receiving societies themselves.
How has international migration become part of the evolutionary development of these societies beyond political or other kinds of intentions? From such a perspective the social dynamics of integration and
social cohesion are both necessarily embedded in the structural
changes that are an outcome also of the unintended and differentiated
effects of international migration itself on the various realms of society.
This general perspective leads to a focus on such issues as the shortterm and long-term effects of migration and the presence of immigrants on the various societal realms such as politics, the economy,
law, science, education, health, religion, mass media, arts, sports and
the family. It allows us to study migration as a form of social mobility,
institutionalised in modern society (based on its differentiation structure). In asking such questions for each of the mentioned domains,
several social levels should be taken into account, such as the institutional level, that of organisations, networks and their interactions.
Such new lines of research can be illustrated by taking the examples
of the effects of migration on the health care system and educational system. In the health care realms there is more to be studied than just the
integration of newcomers into the existing provisions of health care.
Migration affects not only the composition of patients, but also concepts of illness and disease, modes of communication and cultural expectations and the organisation of care and composition of staff. Since
the health care system is – among others – strongly based on processes
of social interaction, questions arise as to how its various organisations
cope with the cultural and ethnic diversity of their new clients. Comparable questions can be asked for other institutional fields, like the
educational system, where probably even more than in the case of the
health system questions of causes and consequences of societal change
and migration have two directions: on the one hand, what are the effects of structural changes of the (higher) education system on migration flows (e.g. students, teachers, scientists etc.), and on the one other,
what are the effects of the presence of migrants and their children on
the educational system?
Perspectives ‘from outside’
The foregoing observations on new perspectives refer to imbalances
within the thematic field of international migration, integration and social cohesion and suggest ways to address them. But this thematic area
is not to be regarded as an isolated one. Taking a different angle may
yield unexpected insights. The preceding chapters have shown several
times that new issues and questions arise when their particular fields
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are seen in a broader perspective, of which I mention here only two examples.
The first involves looking at international migration as just one of
the forms that spatial mobility may take. Systematic comparison with
other forms of mobility that do not imply crossing national borders,
such as internal migration, or that have a shorter time horizon, such
as cross-border commuting, tourism and business travel, may bring
the special characteristics and underlying mechanisms of international
migration to the fore.
The mobility perspective can also be applied to the social mobility of
individuals and groups within a given societal system asking for the
empirical study of how international migrants fit in and compare to
other groups and categories.
Another broader perspective is the one that nowadays goes under
the term of globalisation. From such a perspective, important questions
arise as to how physical migration of people across borders relates to
the ‘travel’ of money, of goods, of ideas and cultural and religious
meanings and practices across these same borders, some of which are
physical but other much less so, or not at all. And what do such relations mean for how we should look at the process of settlement.

4. Examples for the way forward
Applying the foregoing suggestions for organisational changes in research and taking into account the ideas for new perspectives opens in
theory nearly endless possibilities for promising future research. Making strategic choices is the only option in practice. This is exactly the
strategy that IMISCOE is implementing. During the first two years
three special projects have been started to prepare new strategic research lines that combine – in various forms – the suggestions for improvement listed above. These three new research lines – still in a nascent phase at the time of this publication – will be described here
briefly as examples for a possible way forward.
The first one – given the acronym EUROLINKS – aims to study Europe as an established and continuously changing migration system. It
creates a common framework for understanding migration to Europe
in terms of both various interconnections between geographical areas
and complicated cause and effect explanations of migration. The central question is: How does a migration system as it has developed within the present EU and between the EU and adjacent areas – the Mediterranean rim and Central and Eastern Europe – interact with increasing social and economic interdependencies between these areas? The
basic idea is to conceptualise migration as partly caused and evoked by
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broader economic, political, social and cultural developments and
partly contributing to these developments itself.
The primary research question will be addressed in a programme of
coordinated research projects that will focus on different migration
subsystems within or to Europe. The evolution of such subsystems will
be studied in terms of both their historical context and their present
and possible future forms, with a particular focus on the interconnections between economic, political and cultural linkages and migration
processes. The basic units of analysis will be migration systems at the
country-to-country level chosen strategically to untangle the various
contextual and substantive factors (like specific characteristics of migrants themselves, the institutional architecture, policy variations etc.)
and therefore include a) countries that have the same sending area
(e.g. Turkey-to-Germany or Turkey-to-Netherlands); b) country-to-country sub-systems that have the same target area (e.g. the Turkey-to-Germany or Poland-to-Germany systems); c) destination countries inside
and outside the EU (e.g. Germany versus Switzerland); and d) comparisons of systems that have their roots in colonial or ex-colonial ties.20 In
addition, EUROLINKS will have to cover various (political, economic,
socio-cultural) aspects of the interconnections between migration systems and larger systems.
The second research line – given the acronym INTPOL – focuses on
the systematic comparative analysis of integration processes and related policies. Institutional arrangements and policies are important
factors that may influence or steer integration processes. Even though
local arrangements and policies are embedded in national systems, and
even though national systems are increasingly embedded in supra-national systems like that of the EU, such institutional arrangements and
policies may have differential mechanisms and implications at all these
levels.
This leads to the central overarching research question: To what extent do different national and local institutional arrangements and policies result in differential outcomes of integration processes (the divergence hypothesis), and to what extent do comparable practical problems of integration lead to convergence in these processes and
policies (the convergence hypothesis)? Specific questions such as how
supra-national policies like EU policies influence processes of integration and related policies, or whether the approaches from one setting
can be applied and/or converted to other settings can be formulated to
supplement this general research question.
INTPOL starts from the assumption that the analysis of processes of
integration and related policies is to be done empirically, comparatively
and comprehensively and should take into account different relevant
dimensions (political, economic, social and cultural). INTPOL will
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study the two sets of actors involved in this field: individuals, organisations and institutions of the immigrants themselves as well as actors at
corresponding levels of the receiving society. It is the interaction between these two sets of actors that determines directions of processes
of integration and ultimate outcomes.
Within such a general framework, specific and complementary case
studies will be selected and implemented. In view of the large domain
covered, it is envisaged to make strategic choices in which certain domains like education and health will have priority and certain comparisons are preferred, like those between cities or local policies.
The third research line – given the acronym SOCO – focuses on the
political and social dynamics of migration and integration as phenomena of European societies. Often seen as a threat, migration is easily
associated in Europe with defensive attitudes, xenophobia and racism
on the individual level, and with political mobilisation against migrants
and ethnic minorities on the group level. In its turn, such mobilisation
may lead to counter-mobilisation like anti-racism movements and mobilisation of immigrants themselves.
These three forms of social movements stemming from migration
and the interactions between movements, are taken as specific focus.
In order to understand the dynamics involved in such processes and
interactions, these processes will not only be studied in their national
context and cross-nationally, but also in their historical dimension.
The central question of this research line is then: How does migration
affect political mobilisation in its potential threefold manifestation: anti-immigrant mobilisation, anti-racist mobilisation (or the solidarity movements)
and political mobilisation of immigrants themselves? How do these different
mobilisations interact?
These three projects are examples of how the IMISCOE Network of Excellence approaches the issues of international comparison, interdisciplinarity and multilevel analysis in the fields of international migration
and integration in the European context. This State of the Art, delivered by all research teams, sets out the challenge to contribute to a better understanding of migration and settlement in the coming years primarily as a development of science, and by the choice of the strategic
topics at the same time as a service to better inform public and political
discussions and policy making.

Notes
1

Migration pressure is conceived here simply as the number of people that would be
willing to immigrate if they would be allowed to do so.
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A collection of recent analyses of European policies and choices for the future was
given the apt subtitle: ‘A New Deal or a Continuing Dialogue of the Deaf?’
(Papademetriou 2006).
On this point the IMISCOE Network of Excellence has set itself the task to
disseminate research results not only as scientific publications through the IMISCOE
book series and working papers, but also to a wider audience and to policymakers
through special tools such as research briefs, policy briefs and policy workshops (see
www.imiscoe.org).
One particular way of describing that fragmentation has been to point to relatively
isolated national traditions of research. Such traditions have often developed in a
context in which the funding of research is significantly influenced by policy
interests. It implies a strong focus on the national case that may lead not only to a
lack of cross-national comparison, but also to specific foci of research. In general
more attention is given to migrants as the object of study (the dependent variable of
the design) than the receiving society (the independent one). The crucial questions to
be researched also reflect perspectives of receiving countries rather than those of
sending countries. Some observers have coined the term ‘methodological
nationalism’ for this phenomenon (Ali-Ali and Koser 2002, Wimmer and GlickSchiller 2003). Recent publications such as Bommes (2006), Lavenex (2005) and
Vasta and Vaddamalay (2006) substantiate (the limitations of) such national
traditions in empirical comparison of countries.
This problem returns in another form as policy systems increasingly start to organise
‘self observation’ through monitoring systems and evaluations. Indicators of such
observations, however, are deduced from the policy system itself.
See, for examples, Vermeulen (1997) and Vermeulen and Slijper (2003)
Within IMISCOE various initiatives have already been taken. On a still relatively
abstract level the INTPOL-study by Heckmann and Bosswick (2006) has delivered an
analytical framework for the comparative study of integration processes of
immigrants. Within the TIES-project a systematic framework for the comparison of
the position of the second generation of 4 immigrant groups in 8 countries and 15
cities has been developed during a 2-year period of preparation, including a
standardised and piloted questionnaire (see www.imiscoe.org/ties).
The key word in such international exchanges has become ‘to learn from best
practices elsewhere’. However, there is a problem here too of comparability: since any
practice – bad, good or best – is rooted in a much broader local and national
institutional setting, the crucial question is whether a good practice is transferable
from one institutional setting to another. It is the knowledge about the mechanisms
of a good practice and the conditions under which it works that make it transferable,
rather than the specific form it has taken at a certain moment and place. It is
particularly on this point that research and policy can cooperate on a concrete level to
the advantage of both. The recently started ‘European Programme on the Role of
Local Authorities in the Integration of Migrants’, funded by the European
Foundation is based on this principle: Some 30 European cities work together with 5
IMISCOE institutes comparing local practices in the field on the basis of analytical
grids.
For practical purposes, I prefer to use ‘multi-disciplinary’ as a quality of research
institutes, teams and programmes indicating that researchers of several disciplines
are involved. I use interdisciplinary specifically as an adjective of research projects,
indicating that the central questions and the design of the project is conceived as an
integrated and complementary work across disciplines beforehand, which expresses
itself in the coordinated collection of material, integrated analysis and reporting.
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10 The IMISCOE Network of Excellence is an example of such an organisational
structure at the European level. The extent of multidisciplinarity of its institutional
members varies considerably, which makes the Network all the more important for
its members.
11 For an interesting new contribution to this topic see: Bommes and Morawska (2005).
12 Admittedly in migration studies this cleavage has been discussed since the late
1980s and interesting new studies have introduced ‘meso-level’ mechanisms,
particularly in the form of networks of different kinds, to bridge the gap. In
integration studies, however, there is much less of an effort to bridge between the
micro- and macro/aggregate level.
13 For a concise overview, see Van Selm and Tsolakis (2004).
14 One of the research clusters of IMISCOE has expressed this by renaming the specific
topic of research ‘The multilevel governance of migration and integration’.
15 See original IMISCOE proposal, Annex I: p. 9.
16 One specific research initiative is taken by a group of IMISCOE researchers that
looks at the side-effects of naturalisation laws in the EU (such as preferential
categories of persons who can show their descent from a (former) national citizen to
acquire citizenship, and thus get rights of immigration) and regularisations or
amnesties as phenomena where immigration and integration arguments and policies
are strongly interconnected.
17 This section is heavily based on an internal discussion note written by Michael
Bommes for the Board of Programme Leaders of IMISCOE, A Research Note on
IMISCOE, document BPL-9-11/BD-8-11 of the meeting of 7 April 2006.
18 Although in the new rhetoric of integration policy the normative statement that
integration is a two-sided process of change of migrants and the receiving society is
accepted nowadays (see for example the Communication of the European
Commission on Integration (European Commission 2003) and the Common Basic
Principles for integration policies approved by the Conference of Integration
ministers in Groningen (European Commission 2004), we see the same strong
focus on immigrants in practice.
19 The concept of social cohesion has been broadly discussed in the introduction and
several of the other chapters where it has also been explained that this is a
theoretically diffuse and politically loaded term.
20 For the IMISCOE Network of Excellence this design offers the additional advantage
of bringing research partners from Central and Eastern Europe and the
Mediterranean Basin systematically into the work of the Network.
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