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Introduction
Since the early 1990s, the issue of migration of third country nationals to the Member
States of the European Union has become increasingly important, not only for the
individual Member States, but also at the level of the European Union. The Treaty of
Amsterdam already shifted the issues of external border controls, asylum, entry and the
safeguarding of rights of third country nationals from the third (intergovernmental cooperation) to the first pillar of Community policy-making (albeit not all of the first pillar
procedures are yet applicable). Subsequently, the European Council at its meeting in
Tampere in 1999 set the political guidelines and some concrete objectives for the
development of a common EU policy with regard to immigration. An important element in
this common policy is the development of a vigorous integration policy to ensure fair
treatment of third country nationals aimed at granting them rights and obligations
comparable to those of EU citizens (European Commission 2001). Within this framework
however, Member States remain responsible for a number of significant issues, particularly
with respect to the admission of economic migrants and for developing and implementing
integration policy.
In the view of the European Commission it is not possible to develop an integrated
approach to immigration without considering the impact of migration policies on the
recipient society and on migrants themselves. The social conditions which migrants face,
the attitudes of the host population and the presentation by political leaders of the benefits
of diversity and of pluralistic societies are all seen as vital to the success of immigration
policies.
As the proportion of non-nationals in the population of Member States develops and
with the prospect of further increases, co-ordinated and sustained efforts to ensure the
social integration of migrants are more than ever seen as necessary. The development of
appropriate integration strategies is the responsibility of Member States, with authorities
and other actors at the local and municipal level having a very important role to play.
Therefore, the Commission considers that the adoption of an open method of co-ordination
would be the most appropriate way to support the development of the Community
immigration policy (European Commission 2001).
Given the multidimensional nature of integration policies and the extent, to which
different sections of society are involved in their implementation, this is a major challenge
for political leaders and civil society alike. It could be said that the success of the
Community immigration policy would depend on the extent to which migrants become
3

integrated into their new country. Failure to develop an inclusive and tolerant society,
which enables different ethnic minorities to live in harmony with the local population of
which they form a part, leads to discrimination, social exclusion and the rise of racism and
xenophobia (European Commisson 2001).
It is against this backdrop that the Commission’s most recent Communication on
Immigration, Integration and Employment, published in June 2003, should be understood
(European Commission 2003). Ongoing discussions concerning integration requirements
reflect the political importance which Member States assign to the successful integration of
third country nationals. A major area of debate concerns the nature of integration
programmes and the type of integration measures that should be provided. Another key
issue is whether such measures they should be mandatory or not, and the effect which noncompliance might have in terms of legal and financial consequences, including a possible
impact on the migrant’s residential status. These discussions show not only that there is a
growing awareness of the close interrelationship between immigration and integration, but
also that there are many similarities in the problems Member States are facing and in the
way they seek to tackle them. This has led to a growing recognition of the need to act
collectively at the EU level by developing additional common instruments and adapting
existing ones to new challenges (European Commission 2003: 8/9).
For the effective monitoring and evaluation of the common immigration policy it is
deemed crucial that the data used actually reflect the relevant aspects of immigration and
integration and that they are sufficiently comparable. In this report an attempt is made to
draw up some indicators concerning the integration of people with an immigrant
background in the EU Member States. The existence of common indicators would make it
possible for policy makers at both the European and the national level, to draw
comparisons between the ways in which the various Member States are handling issues
related to migrant integration. Where possible, this could lead to an identification of
relevant trends, developments and ‘best practices’.
In the light of the Open Co-ordination Process, it is deemed necessary that the national
efforts aiming at integration of migrants complement national actions within the
framework of the Employment Guidelines (Employment Guideline 7). They should also be
in accordance with the objectives endorsed by the Nice European Council as regards
employment and social inclusion (Nice objective), as well as with measures aiming at
combating racism and xenophobia (European Commission 2000).
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In this report we will study various dimensions of the concept of integration. We will
explore the notion of integration as such, and we will assess the potential for public
authorities to influence integration processes of immigrants. Furthermore, we will
distinguish four dimensions to integration: (1) socio-economic; (2) cultural; (3) legal and
political; and (4) the attitude of recipient societies towards migrants. Not all dimensions
are easy to measure, but we will explore what possibilities there are. Moreover, differences
in policies and orientations between the Member States, as well as the use of different
definitions make it difficult to draw comparisons. Differences in ideological outlook and
political priorities also colour the way outcomes may be evaluated. These problems and
pitfalls and their consequences for a fruitful comparison will be explained in further detail.
Among the most significant differences we will encounter is the way Member States
define the concept of an ‘immigrant’ (if they use this term at all). When using that term in
this study we will do so in conformity with its use in some of the recent documents of the
Commission mentioned earlier. However, this particular issue will be discussed in more
detail in Chapter 5.
This study is called Benchmarking in Immigrant Integration not because it aims at
setting a standard for an ‘ideal’ integration process of immigrants and the possible role of
public authorities in that process. That is simply impossible, given the wide variety of
factors influencing immigration and integration, the immense diversity of migrants and the
huge differences in approach of these matters across the EU, also among policy makers.
Nevertheless, awareness is growing that there are not only differences, but also similarities.
Such awareness is a fruitful basis for exchange of information, policy initiatives and best
practices. These exchanges can only be productive if the facts and figures used are
sufficiently comparable, and actually do reflect relevant aspects of the integration process.
The main ambition of this study, therefore, is to explore some aspects of the concept of
integration and to assess how these aspects can be measured in a way that enables
comparisons between Member States, groups of immigrants, and also over time. This may
be a modest interpretation of ‘benchmarking’, but it can nevertheless contribute to a better
monitoring of immigration and integration processes and to a greater effectiveness of
policies in this field.
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1. What is integration?
1.1. Integration in the social sciences
Integration is often used as a term, but rarely defined as a concept. Yet, a study on
benchmarking in integration cannot do without a definition, or at least without an
exploration of what the term indicates. Integration as a concept is used in many academic
disciplines, of which sociology is most relevant for our purpose. Seen from a macro
perspective integration refers to a characteristic of a social system, e.g. a society. The more
a society is integrated, the more closely and the more intensely its constituent parts (groups
or individuals) relate to one another. In recent years, the term social cohesion has become
widely used as an equivalent for integration as a characteristic of a society.
Integration can also be perceived from the perspective of groups and individuals. All
groups and individuals display a certain degree of integration within a given society, and
we can measure to what extent this is the case. Following the footsteps of the well-known
sociologist Marc Granovetter, we will discover that integration has various dimensions
(Granovetter 1973). First, there is the incidence dimension, which in itself includes two
separate characteristics: frequency and intensity. Frequency relates to the number of ties
with their surroundings that an individual or a group maintains, as well as to the number of
actual contacts with others. Intensity rather relates to the nature of these contacts, and
therefore to feelings of belonging and familiarity. Frequency does not necessarily correlate
with intensity. For example, many people actually see their colleagues at work during more
hours per day than their family at home, and yet their ties with their family can be a lot
closer. This takes us to the second dimension, which has to do with identification. The
more one identifies with others, the closer ties tend to be. However, a strong identification,
does not necessarily presuppose frequent or intense contacts. Many migrants, for example,
strongly identify with their home country, even though the bulk of their contacts may lie in
the country of residence.
The fact that the two main dimensions of integration just introduced do not necessarily
correlate with each other does not imply that there is no relationship at all. In reality,
frequent and intense contacts with others may lead to a better mutual understanding and,
ultimately, to a stronger identification with one another. On the other hand, if people do
not identify with other groups in the society of which they may all be part, they are
unlikely to develop frequent and intense ties with members of those groups. In either
situation, however, the impact of one dimension of integration on the other is far from
6

certain. Therefore, for anyone interested in integration processes it would be extremely
helpful to obtain a better insight into the conditions under which the various dimensions
affect each other.
In the early twentieth century the social sciences began to take an interest in the study of
integration processes of immigrants. At first this was limited to the United States, the
‘classical’ immigration country. Only much later, as West European societies were
confronted with large-scale immigration as well, integration processes also began to attract
academic interest at this side of the Atlantic. Until well into the 20th century it was believed
that eventually all immigrants would assimilate to their new environment. This could take
as long as two or even three generations, but at the end of that process no distinction would
be visible any longer between the newcomers and their offspring on the one hand and the
established society on the other, except perhaps in names and in complexion. Some
claimed that the assimilation process implied that all parties involved would abandon
certain elements of their culture and identity, and retain others, that would then
amalgamate with elements of other immigrant and non-immigrant cultures. As a
consequence, an entirely new culture would develop. The metaphor of the ‘melting pot’ is
used to depict this process. Others considered assimilation to be more unilateral and
claimed that basically it would come down to conformity to mainstream, dominant cultural
patterns. The assimilation process would occur in phases. During several decades, and in
the footsteps of the famous Chicago School of Robert Park and William Burgess, social
scientists attempted to describe and to analyses these phases with the largest possible
precision (e.g. Park 1939). Whatever the precise course of the process would be, at its end
no significant differences between the newcomers and their offspring and the established
society would persist, neither in their social situation nor in their cultural orientation.
It was not until the 1960s that the nature of assimilation began to be questioned, first
in the academic world, and later also in society at large. A major reason for this was the
empirical fact that, even after several generations, cultural difference between immigrants
and their offspring on the one hand, and the surrounding ‘host’ society on the other did not
disappear totally. At times, such differences even became reinforced and served as a basis
for community formation, as a rally point for claiming forms of special attention, in
particular from the public authorities. In this context the notion of ethnicity was introduced,
a notion until then used primarily in social-anthropological descriptions of ‘primitive’
tribes. A second major breakthrough in thinking on assimilation was the evidence that
communities that had developed as a consequence of immigration might wish to stress
their cultural identity, notwithstanding the fact that their members might be fully
7

incorporated into the surrounding society. In other words, full incorporation into a society
and full participation in its major institutions do not necessarily imply the abandoning of a
specific identity. Thus, what was initially labelled as assimilation, turned out to have two
dimensions that do not necessarily coincide, a structural and a cultural dimension (Gordon
1964; Hoffmann-Nowotny 1970). The structural dimension points at the increase of social
participation of individuals and groups in a larger society, basically at an institutional level.
The cultural dimension points at processes of value orientation and identification of
immigrants. Academics and policy makers alike, but also all groups and individuals
concerned take a great interest in the nature of the interrelationship between these two
dimensions. The better their interrelationship can be understood, the more likely policy
interventions in this field are to be effective.
1.2. Integration and acculturation
We are now back at our earlier discussion of integration, where we concluded that there is
an incidence dimension to it, as well as an identity or normative one. These two
dimensions correspond nicely with the structural and cultural dimensions respectively that
emerged from our brief historical assessment of assimilation in the sociology of migration.
Thus, the process of immigrant integration into a society is not as one-dimensional as it
may seem at first glance. It is a many-faceted phenomenon in which we should at least
make a distinction between the institutional and the normative dimension. The former
refers to an increase in immigrant participation in the major institutions of a society (e.g.
labour market, education, and health care system), the latter to changes in the immigrants’
cultural orientation and identification. Changes in the former do not necessarily imply
changes in the latter, and vice versa. When we refer to growing institutional participation
we will use the term integration, when referring to cultural change we use the term
acculturation.
It should be noted that ‘integration’ as such is not a one-dimensional process either.
Many authors distinguish between what may be labelled as different spheres of integration,
a notion inspired by Walzer’s Spheres of Justice. (Walzer 1970; Engbersen & Gabriëls
1995). An immigrant who is well integrated into one sphere need not display an equal
degree of integration into another sphere. For example, a person of immigrant origin may
have a good education and a good job in a ‘mainstream’ company, and at the same time
have all his friends within his own community. In this example, however, one may also
argue that at the level of personal friendships that person is well integrated into his own
community. Here we touch upon an additional problem in the discussion of integration.
What is the larger context into which an individual should be integrated? Is it ‘society’ at
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such, whatever the exact meaning of that notion may be, or is it sufficient if an individual
is well integrated into his own community or local neighbourhood? This question, which is
also quite important for policy makers, will come back later.
‘Acculturation’ is an equally complex term. It is not just a politically more correct
euphemism for assimilation. The term rather reflects the fact that full assimilation to the
mainstream culture is not the only option, and certainly is not an absolute requirement for
successful integration. Acculturation rather refers to the phenomenon that immigrants
gradually take over certain major elements of their surrounding cultural environment,
without completely abandoning their original cultural identity. Many migrants actually
preserve certain ties with their home country and its culture and religion, as well as with
other members of their community. Such transnational contacts are greatly facilitated
nowadays by globalisation (e.g. Vertovec & Cohen 1999; Faist 2000).
Acculturation is not always a unilateral process, as the original population may
equally take over certain elements of immigrant cultures. This is most clearly visible in
cultural expressions such as gastronomy and music, but in strong multi-ethnic
environments, for example in some of the major cities in Europe; reciprocity may go well
beyond that stage. Nevertheless, in immigrant societies mutual acculturation seldom means
symmetrical acculturation. Nearly always, immigrants adapt a lot more to their changed
environment than the native population does.
This study is primarily concerned with integration and with policy instruments that aim at
achieving a fuller integration of immigrants into their new environment. In line with our
earlier discussions of the concept of integration, we will focus primarily on the structural
dimension of integration, i.e. on ways of promoting immigrant participation in the major
institutional arrangements of a society. This is how we will understand integration policy
primarily. However, as we have just seen, there is also a cultural dimension to this process,
often referred to as acculturation. In the past it was generally assumed that integration and
acculturation go hand in hand, that these are two sides of the same coin. Today it is
commonly understood that the relationship between integration and acculturation is much
more complex. The governments of the Member States all favour a fuller integration of
immigrants, but at the same time they cherish the principle of cultural heterogeneity, albeit
to different degrees and in different ways. This is a major reason why the acculturation
process deserves to be analysed and monitored separately. Therefore, in this study on
indicators for integration we will also have to see which indicators for acculturation can be
developed, and how reliable and how helpful these are for a better understanding of
integration processes and for the development of more effective integration policies.
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2. Integration policies in Europe
Our exploration of the academic use of the concept of integration in the previous Chapter
has revealed that integration is not only a complex concept, but also a concept with many
different meanings. That is not an easy starting point for a comparative study of integration
policies and the instruments they use. Obviously, a study on benchmarking in integration
shall have to take account of this. Differences between the Member States in their
interpretation of ‘integration’ may lead to different objectives of their integration policies.
However, even if every Member State interpreted ‘integration’ in exactly the same way,
integration policies would still differ in their objectives, as the ideal society that
governments envisage will not be the same everywhere and at all times. Variations will
depend on political and ideological preferences, but also on policy instruments that are
actually available to the authorities. Variations may equally depend on the nature and the
history of immigration in a particular country, and also on the social situation of
immigrants in that country.
Given the limited nature of our study it is not our intention to present a full overview
of the immigrant situation in each of the Member States and of the history of their
integration policies. Nevertheless, the numerous interpretations given to ‘integration’ and
the subsequent pluriformity of integration policies oblige us to have a somewhat closer
look at some of the major dilemmas that most Member States have been facing when
opting for a specific integration policy. In doing so, it is useful to distinguish between three
major dimensions of the integration process: the socio-economic, the legal-political and the
cultural dimensions respectively. Any policy that aims at promoting integration should
take account of each of these three, individually, but also of their complex
interrelationship. In reality, however, many existing policies that aim at promoting
integration and at improving minority-majority relations tend to overlook this complexity.
Therefore, we will look at each of these three separately. We will analyse how different
Member States, faced with immigration, have been trying to solve major dilemmas in their
policy making in each of the three domains, often without being sufficiently aware of the
impact of their responses on the other domains.
When reading the following paragraphs it should be kept in mind that, whenever the
term ‘integration’ appears, it must be understood as including ‘acculturation’. The
difference between these two has been discussed in the previous Chapter, but for reasons
of efficiency the two concepts will not be clearly distinguished from each other in what
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follows. Although the relevance of acculturation is greatest for the cultural dimension,
culture clearly also plays a role in the other two.
2.1. The socio-economic dimension: temporary workers versus immigrants
A substantial part of Europe’s recent immigration has been induced by needs of the
economy and has been defined as temporary. Under such circumstances there is little need
to develop policy instruments that aim at integration. Temporary residents are citizens of
another state and for that reason they are supposed not to require the same degree of
protection which a state provides for its own citizens. This model has become widely
known as the ‘guest worker model’, although it is more adequate to refer to it as the
temporary worker model. Quite often, however, temporary workers may become
permanent settlers after some time. This indeed is what happened in Germany and also in
Member States such as Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands (Castles 1984). Of these
Member States Germany has had the most serious problems in acknowledging this
development. This has affected the immigrants’ opportunities for integration. Until just a
few years ago the federal government formally maintained that Germany was not an
immigration country. Under the current coalition government a change occurred. Germany
now even seems to have taken the lead in a Europe-wide discussion on the need for future
labour migration, particularly since the publication of the report of the Süssmuth
Commission (Zuwanderung 2001).
More recently, Greece, Italy, Spain and Portugal - formerly labour sending countries have also been faced with labour immigration. Many of the newly arrived workers from
outside the EU are not given a formal immigrant status and are being accommodated in the
informal sector of their economies, particularly at the lower skill levels. This makes it
easier for the authorities in those countries to define their stay primarily or even
exclusively in economic terms and as temporary. From time to time, however, social,
cultural and political tensions arise from the presence of these undocumented migrants.
Large-scale amnesties then appear to be a welcome relief. However, large-scale amnesties
also attract new undocumented migrants, who anticipate a repetition of this procedure.
Here, temporary residence may turn into permanent settlement in certain cases.
The opposite of the temporary worker model is the permanent immigration model.
Most permanent immigration that Europe has witnessed over the past half century has a
political background: decolonisation, ethnic immigration and refugees. Permanent
immigration for economic reasons has seldom been encouraged in Europe, except in small
numbers for specific professions, usually at high skill levels. Large-scale permanent
immigration primarily for economic reasons is a characteristic of so called classical
11

immigration countries, such as the United States, Canada or Australia. These countries
deliberately define immigration as an element in their policies not only of economic
expansion, but also of nation building.
Yet, in reality, differences between the two models are smaller than their opposing
labels suggest. This is reflected appropriately in the terminology proposed by Kubat
(1993). Rather than opposing a temporary worker model to a model of permanent
immigration, he confronts an in-migration model (most of Europe) with an immigration
model (classical countries). Indeed, the problem in Europe was that labour migration that
was meant as temporary often became permanent, in particular after the workers had made
use of their right to have their families join them. Paradoxically, permanent immigration in
classical immigration countries often turns out to be less permanent than suggested.
Although there are significant variations between immigrant communities in this respect, a
return rate of forty per cent within the first ten years is not unusual. Hence there is a gap
between publicly expressed ideologies and the realities of migration. This makes the
temporary versus permanent immigration distinction less useful as a basis for developing
integration policies. That distinction is too strongly preoccupied with the initial economic
determinants of migration. It has too little eye for what happens after the moment of
immigration, in the economic domain, but even more so in the political and cultural
domains.
2.2. The legal-political dimension: jus sanguinis versus jus soli
Irrespective of the degree of permanency in their perception of immigration, all Member
States sooner or later have seen themselves faced with growing numbers of non-indigenous
residents, many of whom are not EU-citizens. Therefore, states must reflect on the legal
and political position they wish to grant to these people and their children. Here we may
also distinguish between two approaches, which tell us something about the nature of the
integration process as it is envisaged by the host societies. Most illustrative in this context
is the classical distinction between jus soli and jus sanguinis. The jus soli system is based
on the principle of territoriality. Under this system all people resident in a territory have
the same rights, irrespective of their ancestry or length of residence. For newly arrived
immigrants there may be a short transition period, during which these rights can be
acquired gradually. The jus sanguinis system, by contrast, is governed by the principle of
descent. Full citizenship and all rights related to that status (e.g. voting rights or access to
public service) are passed on from one generation to the next along the ‘lines of blood’.
Citizenship and political status are acquired by birth. This implies that not all residents of
one country are treated similarly. Immigrants and those who descend from immigrants, and
12

sometimes also national minorities, may have rights and obligations that differ from those
of the dominant population.
Of course, both systems are ideal types; reality usually offers a mixture of the two
models, with considerable differences between the Member States. Traditionally, the
United Kingdom presents one of the most outspoken examples of jus soli. Under the
present legislation, anyone born in that country is a British citizen. Germany, by contrast,
long favoured the jus sanguinis system. Access to German citizenship used to be extremely
difficult for anyone who had no German parent, even for the second and subsequent
generations born and living in Germany. The other side of this coin was that ethnic
Germans (Aussiedler) ‘returning’ from Eastern Europe - even after several generations were granted German citizenship from the very moment of their settlement in Germany.
Because of their German descent they are not seen as immigrants, even though their social
situation and their needs are highly comparable to that of new arrivals from other
countries. In the last few years, however, more elements of jus soli have been introduced
into the German system. French policies in this field oscillate between the British and the
German approach. When the Right is in power it tends to listen to the nationalists and to
favour jus sanguinis, whilst the Left tends to give more weight to the interests of the
second generation of immigrants.
The distinction between jus sanguinis and jus soli is fundamental in any analysis of
integration, since it defines ways individuals can accede to membership of a new state
system. Several scholars have argued that this distinction reflects deeply rooted differences
between nation states in their cultural traditions and in their self-image (Hammar 1990,
Bauböck 1994, Joppke 1999a). In practice, however, the distinction has primarily legal and
political implications. The legal implications refer to rights and entitlements that are
normally linked to citizenship – and usually not to other types of entitlements, for example
in the sphere of social policy or education. The political implications refer to possibilities
of influencing decision-making processes in the public sphere. The possession of active
and passive voting rights is the most outspoken expression of this. However, the legal and
political situation of immigrants may have obvious effects on their social and economic
position as well as on their cultural situation, but in essence these effects are indirect.
Therefore, integration and integration policies should be understood more broadly than the
mere access to citizenship and the granting of rights to immigrants.
2.3. The cultural dimension: multiculturalism versus assimilation
Our third distinction focuses on the cultural dimension. Again, two basic approaches may
be distinguished: the multicultural model and the assimilation model. More than the two
13

previous distinctions this one may be applied to indigenous minorities of non-immigrant
origin as well. In the European literature the United Kingdom is usually seen as a
prototype for the multicultural model (Rex 1991, Hollifield 1997). Starting from the
assumption that immigration is permanent, immigrants are defined under this model as full
members of their new society, although primarily in terms of their ethnic or national
origins. In this approach immigration is seen as having reinforced the multicultural
character of society. Facilities should be created for each ethnic community (or minority)
to preserve and further develop their cultural identity. A mutual understanding between the
communities is a condition for a harmonious multicultural society. If needed, public
authorities should take measures to promote this. For a certain period the multicultural
model was also endorsed by several other countries in the Northwest of Europe, in
particular by the Netherlands and also, in varying degrees, by the Nordic countries,
especially Sweden. More recently, however, it appears to have lost much of its appeal in
those countries.
The second model is the assimilation model, of which France is usually cited as a
prototype. Elements of it, however, may be found in many other countries. In this model,
the permanent nature of immigration is not really disputed, but immigrants are expected to
assimilate to their hosts. Immigrant communities are not recognised as relevant entities by
the public authorities. In the French jacobin tradition, the emphasis is on the individual
relationship between the citizen and the state, without intermediaries (Schnapper 1994). It
is not possible to acknowledge differences in culture or religion in the public sphere
(which in France includes education), as the 1989 affaire du foulard has illustrated. In that
cause célèbre Muslim girls were forbidden to wear headscarves at school. These were seen
as symbols of their religion, while the school is a public lay institution that cannot tolerate
such symbols. (Hargreaves 1995; Gaspard & Khosrokhavar 1995). This model assumes a
significant degree of cultural adaptation from most immigrants to their new environment.
Those who are successful in doing so may have interesting opportunities; those who are
not successful risk becoming marginalised. However, limiting the debate on integration to
a controversy between multiculturalism and assimilation tends to overemphasise the
relevance of the cultural dimension at the expense of legal and socio-economic aspects.
2.4. Integration models
Each of the three previous Chapters highlighted one specific domain of society and the
dilemmas that public authorities are faced with in their efforts to come to terms with
integration in that particular domain. However, since each of these dilemmas emphasises
just one dimension of integration (socio-economic, legal-political or cultural) they do not
14

really reflect ‘models’ of integration. Therefore, their explanatory power is limited.
Various attempts have been made to develop models that do more justice to the complex
dynamics of immigrant integration and that reconcile its different dimensions (e.g. Bryant
1997, Zolberg 1997). Most model constructing in Europe, however, has been inductive
rather than deductive, based on a comparative assessment of the situation in two or more
countries. Some interesting, but very diverse examples are Hammar (1985), Brubaker
(1992), Schnapper (1992), Todd (1994), Wihtol de Wenden & De Tinguy (1995),
Kastoryano (1996), Joppke (1999a), Entzinger (2000), Brubaker (2003).
Hollifield (1997), for example, distinguishes three models for Europe:
(a) The guestworker model, for which Germany is prototypical. Immigration is largely
determined by the (conjunctural) needs of the labour market and the immigrants’ presence
is seen as temporary. As a consequence, there is no need to reinforce their legal status, nor
to reflect on the consequences of increased cultural diversity.
(b) The assimilation model, for which France serves as a prototype. Immigration is seen as
permanent, immigrants are welcome and they are given a sound legal status on the
condition that they are willing (and able) to assimilate to the dominant cultural pattern.
Immigrants are seen as individuals in the first place; the notion of immigrant or minority
communities is alien to this model.
(c) The ethnic minorities model, for which the United Kingdom serves as a prototype. Here
too immigration is seen as permanent, but immigrants are defined in terms of their ethnic
or national origin. They constitute new communities, culturally different from the existing
communities and from each other. The challenge is to make these communities live
together harmoniously in a multicultural society.
Castles has developed another typology that attempts to reconcile different dimensions.
(Castles 1995). He also distinguishes three models, which he calls:
(a) The model of differential exclusion;
(b) The assimilationist model; and
(c) The pluralist model.
Differences in terminology do not conceal that his three models combine elements of all
previous distinctions. Germany (until recently) and the Member States in Southern Europe
offer examples of model (a); the United Kingdom, France and the Netherlands of model
(b); model (c) only exists in the classical immigration countries outside Europe, countries
that deliberately use immigration in their process of nation building. The weak point of this
model is that it jumps together the United Kingdom, France and the Netherlands in one
model, whereas most authors precisely point at significant differences in the approaches of
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these countries. Such differences may be observed in particular between France on the one
hand and the United Kingdom on the other (Freeman 1979; Lapeyronnie 1993).
2.5. Towards a convergence in integration?
All dilemmas, typologies and models discussed so far are a little unsatisfactory when it
comes down to understanding and comparing integration policies in the European Union.
Of course, typologies always tend to oversimplify reality. But what is reality here? Is it the
official government ideology or is it the actual situation of the immigrants in the different
Member States and the dynamics of their integration? And which immigrants are we
talking about, given the wide variations between and within the different communities? It
is interesting to note that despite deep ideological differences between, for example,
Germany and France, the actual course of immigrant integration processes in these two
Member States is quite similar. The same applies to many concrete policy measures taken
to facilitate integration. Thus, one has to be extremely careful in sticking the label of one
model or typology on a Member State without paying further attention to the actual
contents of their integration policies (Favell 1998).
This conclusion finds support in a study by Niessen for the Council of Europe.
Notwithstanding considerable political and ideological differences, he finds a surprising,
and possibly also a growing number of similarities among the EU Member States in their
efforts to promote integration. In all countries measures have been adopted by now that
aim at securing legal residence rights, at facilitating equal access to employment, housing,
education and political decision-making. Niessen also finds increasing similarities in
naturalisation and citizenship policies, as well as in the Member States’ efforts to combat
discrimination, racism and xenophobia (Niessen 2001: 31).
Equal access to the institutions of the welfare state is viewed by most Member States
as a primary condition for the integration of immigrant populations. Most Member States
also consider citizenship and naturalisation as central elements of their integration policies,
but there are substantial differences in the practicalities of measures that actually aim at
achieving this.
All Member States more or less agree that incorporation of immigrants into the labour
market as well as a sufficient level of education constitute most important objectives for
securing a successful integration. In fact, some of the major indicators of integration may
be located in these domains. Labour market participation and a sufficiently high level of
education are generally seen as a potential for income security, and therefore as
instruments for a fuller participation in society, without dependency on forms of public
assistance.
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There are, however, also significant differences between the Member States in their
approach of integration. Whilst Southern Member States tend to emphasise naturalisation
as a major condition for integration, Member States in the North sometimes reverse that
relationship. In the perception of the latter, naturalisation is not really a sine qua non for
integration. Emphasis here lies more on promoting language proficiency, on participation
in politics and civil society, and on encouraging contacts with the local population.
In Denmark, for example, the importance of some form of cultural integration has
explicitly been recognised. The Danish government has developed seven criteria to
measure successful integration, which also include some ‘cultural’ criteria. The
Netherlands has been offering mandatory courses to its newly arriving immigrants from
outside the EU since 1998. In these courses attention is given to acquiring not only a
sufficient level of Dutch language skills, but also some basic knowledge about Dutch
society. Meanwhile, the Dutch example has been followed by other Member States, such
as Finland, Denmark, Austria, Germany and Belgium (Flanders). Also in France and the
United Kingdom it is currently being discussed how immigrants can be encouraged to
learn the language.
This points at an interesting development in the thinking on integration, which is
particularly visible in Member States with a more established immigration tradition. A
secure legal position and a satisfactory degree of institutional incorporation no longer seem
to be the only conditions for a successful integration. Increasingly, awareness is growing
that a certain degree of familiarity with the mainstream language and culture of a country
is also a relevant determinant of a successful integration. More clearly than in the past, the
need for a certain degree of acculturation clearly emerges as an additional prerequisite for a
successful integration, or possibly even as conditional to it.
This new trend in thinking on integration is well captured in the European
Commission’s latest Communication on Immigration, Integration and Employment. It
reads: “Integration should be understood as a two-way process based on mutual rights and
corresponding obligations of legally resident third country nationals and the host society
which provides for full participation of the immigrant. This implies on the one hand that it
is the responsibility of the host society to ensure that the formal rights of immigrants are in
place in such a way that the individual has the possibility of participating in economic,
social, cultural and civil life and on the other, that immigrants respect the fundamental
norms and values of the host society and participate actively in the integration process,
without having to relinquish their own identity.” (European Commission 2003: 17-18).
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Many of the similarities and differences mentioned in the previous paragraphs were
confirmed in a quick consultation round that we held among most of the Commission’s
contact points for integration, set up within the most relevant Ministries in each of the
Member States. A report of this consultation round is attached as Annex 1. The conclusion
of this round is quite similar to what the Commission in its latest Communication on
Immigration, Integration and Employment defines as the core elements of integration:
• respect for fundamental values in a democratic society;
• the right for an immigrant to maintain his or her own identity;
• rights comparable to those of EU citizens, and corresponding obligations;
• active participation in all aspects of life on an equal footing (economic, social, cultural,
political, civil) (European Commission 2003: 45).
So far, most of the future Member States have not experienced the same challenges with
regard to immigration and integration of immigrants as the present Member States have.
The numbers of refugees, asylum seekers, labour migrants and family reunification have
been considerably lower. Many of these states, however, are thoroughly familiar with
issues of cultural diversity, as they house substantial national minorities. In the recent past
their situation has been of concern to the EU in some cases. A major point of debate is the
question to what extent some of these countries pursue a policy based on forced
assimilation and discrimination of ethnic minorities within their boundaries that conflicts
with European standards. It should be kept in mind that, according to these standards,
national minorities must not be treated in the same way as third country nationals. The
former already possess the same rights as all other indigenous members of that society,
whilst the latter acquire such rights only gradually. Therefore, issues related to the
integration of national minorities in some of the new Member States cannot always be
compared with the integration process of immigrants in the old Member States. Yet, an
increase in immigration is to be expected in the new Member States after their accession to
the Union. This is a good reason why it may be wise for these countries to familiarise
themselves with the experiences of the old Member States in the field of immigrant
integration.
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3. Four fields of integration
After our sociological, historical and political explorations of the concept of integration in
the previous Chapters, we will now see how integration can be understood at a more
practical level. In doing so we will once again make use of the distinction between the
three broad domains of society introduced in Chapter 2: the socio-economic domain, the
cultural domain and the legal-political domain. As we have seen, the course of the
integration process may be different in each of these three, and the same holds for the role
of public authorities. In order to stress the fact, mentioned earlier, that integration is
seldom a one-sided process, we will also distinguish a fourth ‘domain’, which we label
‘attitudes of recipient societies’. Obviously, attitudes of recipient societies play a role in
each of the other three domains as well. As this tends to be forgotten sometimes, we will
give this aspect some extra emphasis.
3.1. Socio-economic integration
The first, and most widely recognised indicator for successful integration is connected with
participation of migrants in the labour market, and with factors that stimulate or hamper
this, such as education and language skills. Successful labour market participation is often
understood as having paid employment, but the rapidly growing numbers of immigrant
entrepreneurs in many Member States illustrate that setting up one’s own business may
also be a track for successful integration.
Income level is an indicator that is fairly closely related to labour market participation.
Combining data on income levels of migrants and non-migrants with type of jobs they hold
and their level of education may provide a number of useful indicators. We may find, for
example, whether migrants are over-represented in low-skill jobs, whether on average they
find employment that is in accordance with their level of education. We may also find
indications for a possible process of ‘de-skilling’ that may be taking place, or find whether
migrants receive the same income for the same type of work, if compared with nonmigrants.
A further indicator to measure social and economic integration of migrants could be
the level of use of social security, welfare and other social policy instruments. The closer
that level is to the overall level for a population, the more this may be seen as a sign of
integration. We should remember, however, that not all forms of social security are
appreciated equally as signs of dependence. The general public’s attitudes, for instance,
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towards the use of unemployment schemes are different – and usually more negative from attitudes towards the use of child benefits or pension schemes.
When comparing policies and their effectiveness it should also be kept in mind that
some Member States have developed policy instruments that specifically aim at the
incorporation of migrants into the labour market. Others deliberately opt for a policy of
‘mainstreaming’, which means that policies that address certain problems do not aim solely
at migrants, but rather at the general population, thereby hoping that migrants will benefit
from them as well. Mainstreaming is meant partly to avoid the stigmatising of migrants,
and to prevent negative feelings that could arise among the host population when they get
the idea that migrants are favoured over them.
The United Kingdom is an example of a Member State that strongly emphasises the
need for socio-economic integration in its choice of policy instruments. The main concern
of the government has been to ensure that migrants and people of migrant background,
most of who are British citizens, can actually enjoy the rights they formally possess, such
as proper housing, education, jobs and health care. Integration in the United Kingdom
primarily means integration into its social and economic system. In pursuing this policy the
government has always been aware of need to combat racism and discrimination on the
basis of ethnic origin. Pursuing a strong policy in such matters, however, may provoke
accusations of ‘positive discrimination’ from among the original population. This,
however, has not kept government at all levels from setting up specific projects for
underprivileged minority groups, nor from implementing positive action in recruiting
members of these groups for government jobs (Joppke 1999a).
In any benchmarking process it is important to keep in mind that one should not
simply compare the level of economic participation of third country nationals in the
various Member States. Rather, one should compare their achievements to the overall level
of employment in the country of residence. If overall unemployment is high, migrants can
also be expected to be unemployed more frequently than in countries with low
unemployment levels. In other spheres of integration we may encounter similar problems.
For example, when asylum seekers or students are over-represented in a certain migrant
community, this may have a negative impact on the overall housing quality of that group.
Gender differences in participation constitute another point of attention. If the participation
of women from among a certain group is substantially below the participation of men, this
should be a point of additional attention, since it may be an expression of other problems
women face.
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Good predictors for a successful participation in the labour market are the levels of
education and training as well as language skills. It is important, therefore, to monitor
educational achievements of migrant youth, not only of those who have recently arrived,
but also of the second generation. The level of education achieved by youngsters of
migrant origin is often below that of comparable groups of non-migrants, and dropout rates
tend to be higher. The educational system is not always sufficiently geared towards the
specific needs of migrant children, despite huge improvements made during the last
decades. Moreover, the educational system in quite a few Member States tends to suffer
from segregation, partly caused by the migrants’ housing patterns of, but aggravated by the
fact that non-migrant parents tend to send their children to another school when the
immigrant share increases. This phenomenon is usually referred to as ‘white flight’.
With regard to language, it has already been mentioned in the previous Chapter that
knowledge of the main language(s) spoken in the recipient society is increasingly seen as
conditional for a successful integration. Most migrants are very keen on learning the
language of their new surroundings, but this does not apply to all of them. The availability
of language classes is, of course, greatly facilitating. To some extent differences in skills
and ambitions may also be attributed to the fact that English, Spanish, French and German
are more familiar languages to a large group of migrants, than are the less widely spread
languages spoken in the EU.
In the field of socio-economic integration, a further indicator is the quality of housing
and residence patterns. If migrants systematically live in poorer housing conditions than
the rest of the population, this may be interpreted as a sign of exclusion of this population.
The quality of housing is connected to the problem of segregated residence patterns. The
spatial division of migrants and the quality of housing also depend on the settlement
history, on the prices of housing, on the reasons for immigration and on the immigrant’s
settlement perspectives. While some of the more established ethnic groups are
concentrated in the large cities, other groups, especially former ‘guest workers’ and their
offspring, tend live in the traditional industrial zones of a country. Asylum seekers, once
they have been given a status, often obtain housing in rural areas and small towns.
As is the case with education, the debate on housing and segregated residential
patterns also takes us to the borderline between socio-economic and cultural indicators of
integration. While a process of exclusion may cause segregation, it may also be the free
choice of members of a migrant community themselves to live closely together in
segregated areas. It is sometimes hard to distinguish between these two processes. The
causes and the desirability of residential segregation form the subject of fierce debates in
many countries. In this respect we can also take into account whether migrants on average
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are more inclined to rent a house, instead of buying, if compared with the population at
large. Buying a house is sometimes seen as a sign of a determination to invest in the new
country, and therefore as a sign of loyalty to that new country.
3.2. Cultural integration
In recent years it has been recognised more and more that integration is not limited to the
socio-economic domain. Therefore, indicators such as housing and participation in the
labour market are not sufficient. It has become more widely acknowledged that a certain
common basis is deemed necessary to create an atmosphere of mutual understanding in a
society, even though this recognition does not automatically entail a call for full
assimilation. This being the case, the search for indicators for integration in the cultural
domain will have to be intensified. This is even more difficult than in the socio-economic
domain. One of the key questions that emerge in the assessment of acculturation processes
of migrants to the society that surrounds them is to identify what exactly constitutes the
core of that society, its basic values and rules. The dominant or mainstream culture is not
uniform, let alone static. Incidentally, the same holds true for migrant cultures. In fact, all
European societies were culturally pluriform long before large-scale immigration began to
gain momentum.
These facts make it difficult for a migrant to understand what is expected from him or
her. Of certain values it can be said that they are shared by virtually everyone in the
European Union, such as the rule of law, respect for democracy, equality of men and
women, and the separation between church and state. However, the emphasis placed on
each of these values differs between the Member States. For example, the separation
between church and state as it has been institutionalised in France is completely different
from, say, the Netherlands or Ireland.
A much-debated question relates to the dilemma how a lack of respect of the core
values mentioned above can be reconciled with the ideal of multiculturalism. The equality
of men and women is one of the clearest examples in this regard. How do rights of
individual women with regard to the choice of a spouse or the right to participate in the
labour market relate to alleged cultural values that oppose these rights? A discrepancy in
employment rates between men and women of migrant origin could serve as an indicator
to measure the acceptance of this value. However, such an indicator should be used very
cautiously. Besides cultural values that may discourage women to work, several other
factors may equally impede their labour force participation, such as gender discrimination
or the absence of adequate child care facilities. Furthermore, the overall level of labour
force participation of women in the various Member States varies as well. In the Southern
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European countries it is more common than in the Nordic countries that women with
young children stay at home.
The two opposing ideologies with regard to cultural integration are whether migrants
are expected to assimilate fully to the host society, or whether they may keep their own
cultural identity, the so-called multicultural ideal. These were discussed in Chapter 2. No
Member State explicitly favours a complete assimilation of migrants, but differences do
exist among them as to the desirability of certain degrees of acculturation. British
integration policy, for example, firmly rejects the idea of assimilation, but instead aims at a
practical form of multiculturalism. Making amendments to legislation, for example, is not
seen as problematic in situations where the laws concerned pose cultural or religious
problems for minorities (Joppke 1999b). Several other Member States have been doing this
as well.
Denmark is an example of a Member State that has made explicit efforts to create
indicators for cultural integration, including ideas for measuring this. The government
certainly does not force migrants to abandon their own culture, religion, dress code or
eating habits. However, they are demanded to comply with some basic rules and norms of
Danish society, such as respect for the Constitution and for civil liberties (e.g. freedom of
religion, of speech, or of organisation) as well as for equality of men and women. Attitudes
on these matters are being measured through surveys, which implies that they can only be
defined at a group level, and not at the level of individual migrants (Ministeriet for
Flygtninge, Invandrere og Integration 2001).
In France the idea has persisted that anyone resident in the country who endorses the
ideals of the French revolution can become a French citizen (Kivisto 2002). As a
consequence, France traditionally puts a strong emphasis on the need for immigrants to
assimilate to French civic culture. As we have seen in Chapter 2, cultural difference is not
really acknowledged in the public sphere, of which the school system is seen as a part.
This system treats immigrants and native French in exactly the same way, thus sometimes
overlooking specific problems that are related to the cultural background of immigrant
youngsters. Yet, the attitude of French authorities has also been pragmatic at times.
Immigrants have been facilitated, for example, to set up their own organisations that enable
them to meet one another, to voice their interests and to preserve their identity to a certain
extent. In other words, also the basically assimilationist approach in that country allows for
a certain degree of ‘droit à la difference’.
Of course, cultural integration has many more facets than the degree of adherence to core
values. There is also a significant social component to it: with whom do migrants relate?
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An indicator that is relevant from this perspective, which is being used in Denmark, is the
incidence of contacts between migrants and the original population, particularly in the
private sphere (friends and colleagues). Intermarriage is one of the most classical
indicators of integration, and vast differences in its incidence may be observed between
immigrant communities. In many cases marriage within one’s own community implies
finding a spouse in the country of origin. This phenomenon, which is particularly
widespread among certain communities from Muslim countries in a number of Member
States, is generally seen as slowing down the integration process. Hooghiemstra (2003), for
example, has found that about two thirds of all Turkish and Moroccan youngsters in the
Netherlands find their spouse in the country of origin. For the second generation this share
is only marginally lower than for the first.
As has been pointed out earlier, the level of knowledge of the language(s) of the
country where the migrant actually lives may also tell us something about the degree of
acculturation. In a highly segregated society the need to learn that language is not deeply
felt neither by newly arriving migrants, nor by those who have been resident for some
time. On the other hand, if cultural integration is not high on the agenda, there are bound to
be fewer facilities for learning the language. It has been mentioned already that in recent
years the need to learn the language of the recipient society has been emphasised more
strongly as a factor that facilitates integration. Yet, there is no consensus among the
Member States on what policy is most desirable. In Germany, differing views with regard
to the importance of language are reflected by differing policies in the Länder. Whereas in
some Ländern, German is considered the first language of migrant children in schools, in
other Ländern, German is seen as their second language. The language of the country of
origin still is important in those situations where the idea persists that migrants eventually
will return (Broeders 2001). Besides, certain educationalists also plea for paying sufficient
attention to migrant children’s first language in school, as this may positively affect their
personality development. It must be noted, however, that in the case of the second
generation it is not always clear what the first language is.
In a review of factors that affect integration delinquency cannot be overlooked. Even
though immigrant delinquency is considered a delicate theme in several Member States, it
cannot be denied that crime rates for certain immigrant communities are well above the
national average, even when controlled for differences in age, gender, class or region. It
should also been pointed out that immigrants are not over-represented in all types of
offences, and that authorities and persecutors sometimes tend to be biased against people
of immigrant background. These phenomena, however, do not fully explain all differences
that exist. High crime rates may be seen as a sign that basic rules and norms of a society
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are not fully accepted by the offenders, but they may equally be seen as an indicator that
the offenders are not fully accepted as members of the society of which they are part. High
immigrant delinquency has a very negative impact on the perception of all immigrants in a
society, and thus harms their opportunities for integration. There can be no doubt that
integration, both at an individual and at a collective level will be positively affected when
crime rates go down. This may serve as a justification for monitoring immigrant
delinquency.
3.3. Legal and political integration
The EU highly values the granting of equal rights to all citizens of its Member States,
irrespective of the fact whether they were born as such or obtained citizenship later on in
life. The Union also attaches great importance to the granting of equal rights to third
country nationals residing in its territory. This was stated explicitly by the European
Council in Tampere in 1999. However, full citizenship rights and all entitlements related to
it can only be granted to those migrants who chose to be naturalised. In order to overcome
this problem, the Commission in its 2000 Communication on a Community Immigration
Policy introduced the concept of ‘civic citizenship’ (European Commission 2000). This
concept was defined as guaranteeing certain core rights and obligations to immigrants,
which they would acquire gradually over a period of years. Eventually they will be treated
in the same way as nationals of their host state, even if they are not naturalised.
To this same purpose, in 2003 the European Economic and Social Council (EESC)
drafted an Opinion on the development of European citizenship for stable third country
residents, so that they can exercise political and social rights. According to the EESC, this
would help further their integration. European citizenship and the rights and obligations
deriving from it are seen as an important stimulus for the integration of these people into
recipient societies. European citizenship would be an entitlement which is additional to
national citizenship, but which does not replace it (SOC 141 2003).
Rules for naturalisation differ from one Member State to another. The two main
citizenship regimes, jus sanguinis and the jus soli form the basis of these differences.
Especially countries whose laws on citizenship are largely based on jus sanguinis
(citizenship based on descent) have had to make changes in order to facilitate
naturalisation for their migrants. An additional difference is that some Member States are
much more sympathetic than others are towards migrants possessing dual citizenship.
Some Member States demand from migrants to abandon their old citizenship upon
becoming naturalised, as they assume that dual citizenship is a potential for conflicting
loyalties. In this view, citizenship clearly means more than the mere attribution of rights
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and duties. Citizenship also contains notions of ‘national identity’ that are meant to
generate a ‘cohesive society’. However, this sense of nationality as an integral part of a
shared identity is not felt to the same extent in all Member States.
Until 2000 German citizenship legislation was based almost exclusively on jus
sanguinis. The idea of jus soli was absent and naturalisation was extremely complicated.
This was partly to emphasise that Germany was not an immigration country. Moreover,
naturalisation could only take place if this was considered to be in the German interest. The
interest of the migrant was not taken into account. Dual citizenship was not allowed. Since
2000, however, children born to foreign parents in Germany may possess dual citizenship
until the age of 23, after which they have to make a choice between German citizenship
and the citizenship of their parents.
Whereas in Germany it used to be difficult to obtain German citizenship, in France,
people of Algerian descent protested against a decision, taken in the early 1990s, that
second-generation migrants automatically obtained French citizenship. They saw this as a
form of neo-colonialism. Others who were opposed to this policy also claimed that the link
between French citizenship and French national identity became unclear as a result of it.
(Broeders 2001). In 1993 French naturalisation legislation changed again. From then on,
children of migrants born in France had to express their will to become naturalised. Prior
to naturalisation they had to have lived in France for at least 5 years. In France the issue of
dual citizenship has never really been defined as a problem, as it has been in other
countries. Even the nationalists have not tried to prohibit it (Brubaker 1992).
Third country nationals residing in the EU do not have all the rights that citizens of
the Member States have, but their rights differ from one Member State to another, also
depending on their country of origin. While some Member States grant many rights to their
non-EU residents, others have a much more restrictive policy. In Germany, for example,
there is a considerable difference between integration in the welfare state, and integration
in the political-legal community. The German welfare state is ‘nationality blind; only
territory matters’. This has partly to do with the fact that the first large flows of migrants
were labour migrants, who were expected to stay only temporarily. In their case
naturalisation was not seen as a relevant option, at least not initially. In contrast to the
welfare state, the labour market in Germany has not always been completely open for nonEU residents, and some segments are still closed. Certain migrants who enter Germany
because of family reunification are only allowed to take up employment after three years of
residence. Jobs in the public sector, including education, are not open to non-EU citizens,
as is the case in several other Member States (Joppke 1999b).
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The numbers of migrants naturalised are often seen as a measure for integration. The
problem when using this indicator as a benchmark for integration is that rules for
naturalisation differ widely between Member States. Furthermore, where for migrants from
certain countries it is difficult to relinquish one’s original citizenship, the possibility of
dual citizenship may improve the sense of belonging to the country of residence and is
therefore not automatically a sign of lack of loyalty. Given these huge differences in
naturalisation policies, an alternative indicator for integration could be the share of third
country nationals who after a certain length of residence have acquired a secure residential
status. (Entzinger 1990: 61).
In Italy, as in the other Member States in Southern Europe, citizenship, residential
status and the attribution of rights to immigrants are also affected by the existence of a
large informal economy. This informal economy has several advantages for employers, as
it enables them to circumvent cumbersome procedures for obtaining residence and work
permits. Every several years a ‘regularisation’ takes place in the South European Member
States, in order to make sure that the balance between formal and informal economy does
not become too uneven. In the late 1990s the rights for migrants in Italy were somewhat
extended. The acquisition of a permanent residence permit became easier, which could be
interpreted as a political readiness to support integration of immigrants in Italy. At that
stage Italy did clearly not choose for naturalisation as a means to achieve integration,
though in practice naturalisation is not very difficult in that country (Broeders 2001).
Apart from laws that regulate naturalisation, a much-debated issue in recent years concerns
the right of family reunification and even more so, the right to marry someone from a third
country. As mentioned previously, some consider the choice of a spouse from the
migrant’s home country as harmful to the integration of both partners. Therefore, some EU
countries have tried to impose stricter rules to family reunification in recent years.
Finally, participation in political decision making is generally seen as a clear indicator
for integration. However, all Member States only allow naturalised immigrants to take part
in their national elections. The three Nordic Member States (Sweden, Denmark and
Finland) as well as the Netherlands and Ireland allow foreign residents with a certain
residence record to vote and be elected in local elections. This is not possible in the other
Member States, although exceptions are made for residents of certain nationalities, usually
on a basis of reciprocity. EU-citizens living in a Member State other than their own may
take part in European and local elections in their country of residence, but not in national
elections.
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The general trend among immigrants, whether naturalised or foreign, is that their
turnout in elections tends to be below average. However, at the local level, and particularly
in the larger European cities, the political arena is increasingly being ‘discovered’ by
migrants as an institution through which changes may be achieved, and integration may be
promoted. At practically every local election the number of immigrant councillors
increases, even though it nearly all cases it is still well below the immigrant share in the
population of the corresponding constituency.
Apart from political participation, participation in civil society at large is also
considered an important aspect of integration. Participation in civil society is a very broad
concept. It may be interpreted as membership of a trade union, but also of any other
association, for example a sports club, or a cultural association. Through participation in
these types of organisations, contacts between migrants and the wider society can be
established. Participation can also be seen as an indication that migrants are finding a place
for themselves in the society of which they are part, and that they are settling there.
Discussions have taken place whether membership of typically immigrant organisations
(or participation in their activities) should be valued in the same way as membership of
‘mainstream’ institutions. How one assesses differences in modes of participation in civil
society largely depends on ones views on multiculturalism, and, of course, also on the
objectives of the organisations concerned.
3.4. Attitudes of recipient societies
Integration clearly is not a one-sided process in which only migrants play a role. The
recipient society equally bears a responsibility. As we have seen in the previous section,
this responsibility may be materialised first of all by securing the migrants’ residential
status. The granting of legal and political rights as well as of certain entitlements to the
benefits of the welfare state will further contribute to integration. Apart from these factors,
and in order for third country nationals to feel at home in their new country of residence,
there needs to be an atmosphere that makes them feel ‘welcome’ in the new country.
Measures to combat discrimination and racism are generally seen as essential instruments
to achieve this. Different forms of racism and discrimination exist. Most obvious is
violence directed at migrants, but also a decision to deny a migrant a job or housing
because of his or her background is a form of discrimination. Apart from these overt forms
of racism and discrimination, much more hidden forms also exist, sometimes referred to as
‘structural discrimination’. It is this type of discrimination in particular that impedes the
integration process of migrants in the labour force, and that keeps them at a level of
deprivation (Entzinger 1990: 64). A major problem with discrimination is that it is not
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always easy to prove in individual cases. The ILO, however, has carried out experimental
research in a number of Member States, which has shown that discrimination indeed does
occur quite frequently in many places (Zeegers de Beijl 2000).
Successful integration requires the major institutions of the recipient societies to be
sufficiently accessible to migrants. Many of these institutions, such as the educational
system, police, health care, sports, etc., tend to function in accordance with longestablished rules and practices that find their base in mainstream culture. Immigration,
however, has changed the population for which these institutions cater, particularly in areas
of high immigrant concentrations. Institutions should be aware of this, in order to be able
to pursue their successful functioning and so as not to lose their legitimacy. Changing
populations often require changing competencies. Members of the migrant communities
are often able to provide the new competencies required. Special attention should be given,
therefore, to recruitment procedures and diversity management within the relevant
organisations and institutions. ‘Role models’ of immigrant origin can be very significant in
furthering the integration process of all migrants, but the ‘established order’ should provide
the necessary opportunities for this.
There is, for example, evidence that a police force that includes a significant number
of migrants can be more effective in dealing with problems directly or indirectly related to
immigration. This certainly does not mean that police officers of immigrant origin should
only deal with migrants, and that non-immigrants should be there for the rest of the
population. Rather, the mere fact that the police force acknowledges the increased diversity
of a society in its recruitment policies enhances the legitimacy and the credibility of its
activities in all circles of an increasingly multi-ethnic society.
An increased awareness of diversity in the police force most likely also helps
overcome problems of discriminatory treatment of third country nationals as signalled in
several EU Member States. It has been noted, for example, that more violence is being
used against immigrants than against nationals, other conditions being equal. It has also
been noted that arrests are much more likely to occur among immigrants than among
members of the native population. To some extent this can be explained by the higher
crime rates among certain immigrant groups, which in itself is a serious problem, as
discussed earlier in this Chapter. However, higher crime rates among certain immigrant
groups never can be a justification for a harsher treatment of all individual members of
those groups.
Discriminatory practices often reflect anti-immigrant attitudes among the population,
although there is no one-to-one relationship between practices and attitudes. The fact that
certain rules may be discriminatory does not necessarily mean that the person charged with
29

the implementation of these rules is a racist. Nevertheless, all Member States are
confronted with anti-immigrant attitudes among their populations, which constitute major
obstacles in the integration process. Racism and xenophobia often have deep psychological
roots, and therefore are not so easy to combat. Information campaigns seldom have the
desired impact. The best way to combat racism is to provide immigrants with opportunities
that enable them to become successfully integrated. To achieve this, politicians should
sometimes take measures that are not very popular with certain parts of the electorate.
This takes us, finally, to the role of the media. There can be no doubt that the media
have a very important impact on attitudes among the population with regard to migrants.
Obviously, the news media report more often on things that go wrong than on things that
go well. Consequently, and related to immigration, emphasising the ‘bad news’ tends to
reinforce prejudice and to hamper integration. On the other hand, in recent years there have
been complaints in some countries that the media have tried to present an image of
immigration that was too positive, thereby concealing existing problems, and giving the
indigenous population a feeling that no attention is paid to their concerns. It is not so easy
to find the right balance in these matters. As in other areas, such as the police, ensuring
that recruitment policies take sufficient account of the new diversity, can be a significant
step in the right direction.
3.5. Interrelationships in integration
At the end of this Chapter it is useful to remember that, although the four domains of
integration that we have distinguished have been analysed separately, they are actually
strongly interconnected and at times even difficult to separate. A low educational status
and insufficient language skills of migrants, for example, may account for low levels of
labour market participation. However, this may equally be an effect of discriminatory rules
and practices. A third possible cause may be that certain migrant communities deliberately
choose to stay somewhat aloof of mainstream society, in order to preserve their specific
identity. This could make it more difficult for individual members of that community to
obtain a job. The same holds for the quality of housing or for the incidence of segregation
at schools.
There is also a link between cultural integration and the attitude of the recipient
countries. In an environment where contacts between members of the different
communities are frequent, attitudes among the host population may be more positive than
in a situation of absence of contacts, for example because of insufficient language skills.
Measures taken to promote immigrant participation in the labour market may also have
effects on attitudes towards migrants. However, this effect may be positive (‘fewer
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migrants may depend on social security’), but it may just as well be negative (‘migrants
may be seen as competitors at the labour market or as being favoured by government
policies’).
These examples illustrate again how the different aspects of integration may be
interconnected. Thus, when we now turn to a further exploration of indicators of
integration, we must be aware that we are dealing with a very complex phenomenon. One
single indicator will never be sufficient to account for this complexity.
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4. Indicators per field of integration
In this Chapter some of the major indicators of integration mentioned in Chapter 3 will be
further explored, and their usefulness for measuring integration will be discussed.
4.1. Socio-economic integration
1. Employment
2. Income level
3. Social security
4. Level of education
5. Housing and segregation
1. Employment is widely seen as a major road towards integration. But what to measure
exactly? If we wish to account for the distribution between economically active and
non-active members of migrant communities, do we look at registered unemployment,
or rather at labour force participation rates? If we wish to compare these rates with the
population as a whole, do we account for differences in skill levels? Migrants tend to
be over-represented at lower skill levels, where unemployment tends to be higher
anyway. However, this may blur the problem of ‘de-skilling’ of migrants, many of
whom work below their actual skill level.
2. An indicator related to employment is income level. Here two problems arise. First, it
is unclear whether this should be measured at an individual level or at the level of a
family. This is particularly relevant, as migrants often tend to be either single or part of
a large family. A second problem is that in many cultures income is seen as a private
affair, and any survey data gathered on this issue are likely to be unreliable.
3. Regarding the use of social security, we should first be aware that migrants not always
possess the same entitlements as non-migrants. It is also important to be aware at
which types of social security one is looking. If we measure the use that is made of
social welfare and unemployment benefits, we measure dependency. Not all forms of
social security, however, are considered to be such signs. If we look at the use of, for
example, child benefits or pension schemes, this may be a sign that migrants are well
integrated and able to find their way in the host society. Besides, as in many other
cases, we should also be aware of differential age structures and skill levels when
comparing migrant and non-migrant communities.
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4. The level of education is of crucial importance for migrants when finding a position in
the labour market and for success in later life. It would also be relatively easy to
measure. The most obvious way to proceed would be to compare the level of education
achieved by migrants with that of the rest of the population (or the population as a
whole). As the gap gets smaller, integration may be qualified as more successful. It
should be noted here that several examples exist of immigrant communities whose
school achievements are above average, for example the people of Indian descent in the
United Kingdom.
5. With regard to housing we may look both at the quality of housing and at patterns of
segregation, in the awareness that there is an interrelation between these two.
Concerning the quality of housing it is relevant to know how free a person has been in
the choice of his or her accommodation, and whether that person is a tenant or an
owner. In this context it is relevant to keep in mind the overall characteristics of the
housing market in a particular city or country. Whereas certain Member States have an
elaborate system of social housing, others have one that is much more limited, which
means that more people will be inclined to buy a house. Concerning concentration and
segregation, it is very important to decide at which level these are to be measured. If a
certain group were spread over a neighbourhood, a town or an entire country
proportionately to the population as a whole, the index for this group would be 100.
Values superior to 100 indicate concentration. In case of comparisons it matters very
much what is taken as the unit of measurement.
4.2. Cultural integration
1. Attitude towards basic rules and norms of the host country
2. Frequency of contacts with host country and country of origin
3. Choice of spouse
4. Language skills
5. Delinquency
1. Acceptance of basic rules and norms of the host society is often seen as an indicator for
acculturation, but it is also very difficult to measure. Moreover, what are the ‘basic
rules and norms’ of a society? Are these the ones laid down in the Constitution? The
vast majority will have no problems accepting those. So, probably there is more to it,
but it remains extremely difficult to define that ‘more’. Besides, is acceptance enough,
or should we also expect some degree of identification with the basic norms? Or should
migrants’ willingness to behave in accordance with these rules be measured? Anyway,
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2.

3.

4.

5.

there is little doubt that this is an important indicator, but it is extremely difficult to put
it into operation.
Language skills also constitute an important indicator for integration, easier to measure
than the previous one. They determine whether or not a migrant is able to communicate
with members of the host society, and, for that matter, they may also affect attitudes
towards migrants in the host society (and vice versa). In some Member States
mandatory programmes have now been set up for new migrants to learn the language.
Monitoring these people’s language skills would not be too difficult, therefore. With
regard to migrants who settled longer ago, it is more difficult to get an insight into their
language proficiency. In the past, little attention was given to the need to acquire
language skills, partly also because the migrants’ stay was seen as temporary. Perhaps
most feasible is the monitoring of language skills of children of school age. To a
certain extent their language skills may also be an indication of the language skills of
the parents.
It is often thought that migrants who maintain close ties with their country of origin are
not well integrated into the recipient society. At first glance, therefore, the number of
contacts in the recipient country may be a useful indicator of integration. But, what is a
contact and how does one measure it? Moreover, do we differentiate between contacts
within the migrant’s own community and those outside that community? Do we take
the latter to be a better indicator of integration than the former, and, if so, on what
grounds? In the private sphere most people tend to seek the company of people who are
like themselves anyway. Finally, the number of contacts also depends on the
availability of opportunities for contacts. In an immigrant neighbourhood or at an
immigrant school fewer of such opportunities exist than in ‘mixed’ environments.
Among certain migrant groups the number of people who marry someone from the
country of origin is high, even in the second generation. This is often interpreted as a
sign of lacking cultural integration. Recently some Member States have taken
measures, or are discussing possibilities of doing so, to curtail such practices by
imposing stricter conditions regarding age, income and language proficiency.
High delinquency rates within a certain migrant communities are often seen as an
indication of weak integration, not only in the socio-economic sphere, but also in
cultural terms. Of course, one has to be extremely careful in the comparative use of
crime statistics. When comparing immigrants and non-immigrants in this respect, class
and age differences provide a substantial part of the explanation for higher crime rates
among the former. Furthermore, there are offences that are specific for migrants, such
as working without the required permits. Under all circumstances it is relevant to
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remember that people are more likely to resort to unlawful acts when formal rules or
discriminatory practices make access and participation difficult or impossible.
4.3. Legal and political integration
1. Numbers of migrants naturalised annually or who obtain a secure residence status
2. Numbers of migrants with dual citizenship
3. Participation in politics
4. Participation in civil society
1. The number of naturalisations and the number of migrants with a secure residence
status can be taken as indicators both of the willingness of the host countries to grant
rights, and of the migrants to make use of these rights. Naturalisation, in particular, can
be seen as an expression of loyalty of the migrant toward his or her new country. In
this respect considerable differences exist not only between migrant communities, but
also between Member States. To a certain extent differential rules and practices for
naturalisation account for such differences, rather than divergence in loyalties.
Legislation not only varies between the Member States, but also between the countries
of origin. Such differences make benchmarking in the field of immigration and
naturalisation law very hazardous.
2. What has just been said about the difficulties in using naturalisation as a benchmark for
integration, also applies to dual citizenship. Some Member States are much more open
towards this than others. For citizens of certain states (e.g. Morocco) it is even
impossible to give up their citizenship of that state. Besides, as we have seen earlier, a
continued attachment to the country of origin does not necessarily imply that a migrant
is less integrated in the new society.
3. Political participation is usually understood as participation in elections. However,
those immigrants who are foreign residents do not have the right to vote or to be
elected, except at the local level, and only in certain Member States. Still, it would be
interesting to compare turnout and voting patterns of migrants who are entitled to vote
with those of the electorate as a whole. Also the number of migrant councillors and the
number of MPs with an immigrant background may be a helpful indicator of political
involvement among immigrant communities.
4. An interesting question when using participation in civil society as an indicator is,
whether membership of ‘mainstream’ organisations should be accounted for in the
same way as membership of specific ethnic or immigrant organisations. In case of the
latter some people may argue that they foster segregation, whilst others may claim that
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a truly multi-ethnic society must also offer space to people associating on the basis of a
shared cultural identity or a common national origin.
4.4. Attitudes of recipient countries
1. Reported cases of discrimination
2. Perceptions of migrants by the host society
3. Incidence and effects of diversity policies
4. Role of media
1.

2.

3.

It is a well-known fact that measuring discrimination is difficult. This holds true both
for discrimination by individuals and for discrimination at the institutional level, for
example by the police. Relevant data from the various Member States are hard to
compare, because not every country uses the same monitoring system, nor the same
definitions. The European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia in Vienna
keeps records, but these do still not tell the full story, since the information provided
by the Member States has not been standardised. An additional problem is that a high
incidence of discriminatory practices observed does not necessarily reflect the
existence of more discrimination. It may also be an effect of better monitoring
systems, which as such may reflect a strong awareness of the harmful impact of
discriminatory and racist practices.
A useful tool for comparing attitudes of the population in the Member States is the
Eurobarometer. Until now, it has carried out two surveys of attitudes towards
migrants. Dimensions taken into account were ‘multicultural optimism’, support for
policies that aim at improving migrants’ social conditions, questions concerning
repatriation and restrictive immigration, as well as questions concerning the blaming
of migrants and the need for assimilation. The problem with this type of surveys is
that they compare attitudes, not actual behaviour. Another disadvantage is that in
delicate issues like attitudes towards immigration and integration, there is always a
risk that people give socially and politically desirable answers, and not their ‘real’
views.
Some Member States have actively encouraged practices of diversity management
both in public institutions and in private organisations. We may think here of antidiscrimination legislation, but also of measures meant to increase awareness of the
need to diversify recruitment practices. The scope of such measures and their
effectiveness could be analysed and compared.
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4.

In all Member States the media play a predominant role in the formation of attitudes
towards immigration and integration. It would be useful to compare those roles, for
example by analysing ways in which the media report on these issues. It would be
equally interesting to count the numbers of people of immigrant origin who actually
appear in the media, taking account of the capacity in which they do so. Of course, the
media, like many other institutions and organisations of civil society, do not really
lend themselves to government influence. Therefore, any benchmarking studies
undertaken in these areas should take place with the full consent of these
organisations. Nevertheless, well-designed research in these areas is strongly
recommendable in order to acquire a fuller insight into attitudes of recipient societies
towards immigration.
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5. Is benchmarking possible and useful?
Now that we have considered a large number of potential indicators for integration, and
reviewed their strong and weak points, it is time to turn in a more systematic manner to the
subject of benchmarking. In this Chapter we will try to answer - at a more general level
than in the previous one - whether benchmarking in integration is possible, whether it is
useful and what major pitfalls we may encounter. Can we develop indicators that are
sufficiently reliable to inform us about the degree of integration of immigrants in each of
the Member States, or at least in a number of them? The idea behind these indicators, of
course, is that they can be used for comparisons, the main objective of benchmarking.
Three types of comparisons seem to be most useful in this field, those between immigrant
groups, those between Member States and those over time.
Assuming that we are able to compare levels of integration with the help of our
indicators, does this also imply that we can measure and compare the effectiveness of
policy instruments aimed at promoting integration? Even if we can find reasonably reliable
indicators for integration, the answer to this last – and possibly crucial – question is not
necessarily affirmative. Measuring the effectiveness of integration policies presupposes a
reasonable consensus on how their instruments actually affect the course of the integration
process. It is a very difficult question to answer, not only in the area of immigrant
integration, but also in many other areas of public policy.
We have defined three major problem areas that must be tackled before we can answer
the main question not only of this Chapter, but also of this entire study:
a. Differences of definitions and registration (see 5.1.)
b. Ambiguity of certain indicators (see 5.2.)
c. Differences in policy approaches (see 5.3.)
5.1. Differences in Definitions and Registration
It is a well-known fact that the Member States differ considerably even in defining who is
an (im)migrant. Achieving some form of consensus on this seems imperative for a
comparison of immigrant integration. For obvious reasons, differences in definitions also
lead to differences in registration. In common international practice, the number of foreign
citizens legally residing in a country is usually taken as a proxy for the number of
migrants. This implies that (im)migrants who posses or obtain citizenship of their country
of residence at the moment of their arrival are not counted as (im)migrants, although they
38

may still be subject to some forms of integration policy. This has been the case, for
example, for many migrants originating in former colonies and overseas territories of
several Member States, and also for migrants with an ethnic background in the country of
settlement (e.g. Aussiedler in Germany, Pontians in Greece). It also implies that migrants
who have become naturalised in the recipient country are no longer included. By contrast,
in those Member States where the jus soli system prevails, children of foreign migrants
born in that Member State are counted as immigrants, even though they have never
immigrated to that Member State. After a certain number of years the effects of differences
in naturalisation policies become clearly visible in the statistics of foreign residents. As
one can assume that more integrated migrants tend to be over-represented among those
naturalised, this trend will affect the comparability of the social situation of migrants in
different Member States in the long run.
This is why some Member States (e.g. Denmark and the Netherlands) not only register
their foreign citizens, but also their foreign born, as well as the children of these foreign
born. Doing so makes it possible to monitor the social integration process of immigrants
and their communities over a long range of years. Other Member States, however, strongly
object to keeping special records of their citizens once they have become naturalised, as
this is perceived as discriminatory. Furthermore, by definition, undocumented immigrants
are not registered and therefore can not be included into any form of benchmarking. Yet, in
public perception they are still seen as immigrants. The fact that, on a per capita basis, their
numbers vary considerably from one Member State to another also has a negative impact
on comparative efforts therefore.
The question who shall be defined as an immigrant may be the most crucial one in any
comparative assessment of immigrant integration; it certainly is not the only definition
problem we encounter. Many of the potential indicators mentioned in the previous
Chapters are not defined in the same way throughout the EU. It is well known that
indicators such as educational achievement, delinquency, quality of housing, income levels
etc. are defined and registered in different ways in the different Member States. This is not
to say that data in these and related fields are always incomparable, but one certainly needs
to be aware of such differences before drawing premature conclusions on levels of
integration and effectiveness of integration policies. For some indicators, notably those
related to the labour market and to unemployment, European definitions have been
developed. For many other indicators such definitions do not (yet) exist.
An additional problem is that although Eurostat keeps records on a wide variety of
issues, there are few issues where citizenship, nationality, residential status or migrant
origin is used as a variable. Apart from data on the number of migrants entering the EU,
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records are kept on the labour market position of third country nationals in the different
Member States, as well as on naturalisations of foreign citizens. Along with the country
reports on these data, Eurostat does provide an overview of these data, making explicit
how they are being measured and what the related policies in the Member States are. To
overcome the lack of comparable data on social and economic integration of immigrants
and their descendants in Europe, the COMPSTAT1 project has been initiated. The
objective of COMPSTAT is to collect essential technical information on various sorts of
regularly produced micro-data sets and statistics that could be used for the analysis of
integration of immigrant minorities in Europe. An additional goal is to contribute to
increased comparability of these data. COMPSTAT provides information on where to look
for data at the national level, as well as on the quality of the data.
Most of the problems of definition and registration discussed so far relate to the socioeconomic and the legal-political situation of immigrants. Indicators in the cultural domain
as well as indicators that reflect attitudes of the recipient population are even more difficult
to define and to measure. Apart from statistics derived from censuses, the Eurobarometer
could be a useful tool for this type of data. Since 1973, the European Commission has been
monitoring the evolution of public opinion in the Member States, thus helping the
preparation of texts, decision-making and the evaluation of its work. Eurobarometer
surveys and studies address major topics concerning European citizenship: enlargement,
social conditions, health, culture, information technology, environment, the Euro, defence,
etc. Special Eurobarometer reports are based on in-depth thematic studies carried out for
various services of the European Commission or other EU institutions and are integrated in
standard Eurobarometer's polling waves. The qualitative studies provide in-depth
assessments of motives, feelings and the reactions of selected social groups towards a
given subject or concept. Data are partly collected through listening and analysing how
respondents express themselves in discussion groups or in non-directive interviews. In
1988 and 1997, special Eurobarometer reports were written concerning attitudes towards
minority groups. Another special Eurobarometer report is on employment and
discrimination.

1

Compstat is funded by the European Commission in the 5th Framework Programme’s Key Action
Area ‘Improving the Human Potential & the Socio-Economic Knowledge Base’. The COMPSTAT
data sets can be found at www.compstat.org. An analysis of the results from the different countries
is expected to provide new insights into how policy instruments and other relevant conditions may
positively affect integration.
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5.2. Ambiguity of certain indicators
From our discussion of the most common indicators in Chapters 3 and 4 it has emerged
that several of the indicators are not as clear cut as they may seem, and therefore shall have
to be used with care in any benchmarking exercise. For example, segregation indices in
housing constitute a commonly accepted indicator of integration. But what does this
indicator actually indicate? What one observer may call segregation, others may see as
migrants’ understandable preference to living close to one another, perfectly acceptable in
a free society. Moreover, immigrant concentrations in certain neighbourhoods may serve
as a basis for an ethnic infrastructure (shops, places of worship, associations), which ought
to be valued positively in a multicultural society.
A similar dilemma may arise in education. All over Europe a tendency may be noted
for immigrant children to become concentrated in specific schools. However, there is
ample research evidence that the actual achievements of children at schools with high
numbers of immigrants do not automatically differ from those at schools with low
immigrant concentrations. One possible explanation for this is that over a range of years
high-concentration schools have been in a better position to acquire the skills required for
coping with immigrant children than schools with only a few of these pupils.
More ambiguities can be distinguished in other potential indicators. In fact, such
ambiguities reflect differences in policy objectives and contradictions between the course
of integration processes in different domains. An integration policy that aims implicitly or
even explicitly at assimilation will define its objectives in terms that are quite different
from those of a policy that aims at recognising and facilitating migrant cultures. They may
still use the same indicators, but, when it comes to interpreting the effects of their efforts,
they may draw opposite conclusions.
Another indicator of integration that is not as obvious as it may seem at first glance, is
the number of contacts an immigrant has in the country of residence. The usual assumption
is that a growing number of such contacts are a sign of integration, as are a diminishing
number of contacts with the country of origin. The two are assumed to go hand in hand,
and that is indeed the case - sometimes. But what if migrants with many contacts in the
country of residence also turn out to be the ones with most contacts in the country of
origin? Recent Dutch research has revealed that this is common practice in many cases
(Engbersen et al. 2003). Thus, whereas the distinction is always sought between migrants
oriented towards the country of residence versus those oriented towards the country of
origin, in practice, the distinction should rather be made between migrants who are wellconnected and those who are ill-connected or marginalised in either society.
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Thus, in all efforts that aim at measuring integration we have to be very careful in our
choice of indicators. Every time we will have to ask whether the indicator really indicates
what we believe it to indicate and whether our assumptions are based on common wisdom
or on facts.
A final problem that arises in any comparative exercise is related to the basis of
comparison. To give an example: currently a dispute is going on between German and
Dutch scholars about the effectiveness of integration policies in the respective countries
Koopmans 2002; Böcker & Thränhardt 2003). From the German side it has been claimed
that unemployment among immigrants of Turkish descent in that country is twice as high
as among the population as a whole. By contrast, unemployment among Turks in the
Netherlands is three to four times higher than the national average in that country. Looking
at absolute numbers, we observe that 18 per cent of all Turks in Germany are unemployed
as against 10 percent of all Dutch Turks. The question, of course, is which country has
been faring better? The one with the lowest unemployment rates for Turks (the
Netherlands) or the one with the narrowest gap in unemployment between natives and
immigrants (Germany)? Benchmarking in integration is likely to produce many of such
dilemmas.
5.3. Differences in policy approaches
A third obstacle in defining indicators of integration and, more particularly, in
benchmarking, is the fact that there are substantial differences in integration policies
between the Member States. Leaving aside once more the very important question under
what circumstances the policy effects can be measured at all, we must conclude that there
are other significant differences as well.
First, not all Member States have developed integration policies in the same domains.
As we have seen earlier, some Member States, particularly those faced with immigration
more recently, emphasise the need to improve the migrants’ legal situation, but they do not
bother specifically about promoting the migrants’ social integration. They assume that
general policies in this field will also improve the living conditions of migrants. This
policy approach is generally known as mainstreaming. Any form of special treatment is
considered either as discriminatory or as counterproductive, as it may mobilise antiimmigrant feelings. Other Member States, by contrast, have no problems with the
development of specific measures aiming at immigrant integration. They argue that the
existing instruments may not always account sufficiently for the specific situation in which
many migrants find themselves. Therefore, some extra measures are justified, either to
recognise migrants’ peculiarities (e.g. their religious or cultural identity) or to promote
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their integration (e.g. language classes or interpreter services). As a consequence of these
very different views of the role of public authorities in promoting integration, a
comparative analysis will also produce very different policy instruments. How can we
compare their effectiveness if the objectives of these instruments are so totally different,
largely because the definitions of integration that lie at their basis are also quite different?
Secondly, differences between Member States exist not only in the objectives they
define for their integration policies, but also in the policy domains that are they are likely
to choose for the implementation of these objectives. If, for example, a country (or a city)
has a small public social housing sector, that country (or city) is not very likely to choose
housing as an area for immigrant integration. The obvious reason is that its limited
involvement in that sector makes it less likely that the objectives can actually be achieved.
Likewise, a country with a large public school system is more likely to choose education as
a major domain for integration than a country where public influence on education is more
limited. Similarly, Member States with an elaborate social welfare system are more likely
to give that system a role in their integration policies than Member States with restricted
welfare provisions.
In this context it is also relevant to note that significant differences exist between
Member States in their policies of decentralisation. In certain situations (e.g. in social
security matters) major responsibilities for specific policy areas are situated at the national
level, whereas in other cases the same responsibilities lie at the local level. Also, policies
that in some cases are developed and implemented by the state, in other cases may have
been left to independent agencies or private organisations (e.g. in education or in
broadcasting).
The various factors discussed in this Chapter, as well as many of the considerations
mentioned earlier, will seriously affect any effort in benchmarking of integration and, even
more so, of integration policies. However, as we will see in the next chapter, this does not
imply in our view that benchmarking is totally impossible.
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6. Concluding remarks and recommendations
Even though this study has been called Benchmarking in Immigrant Integration, its
ambition has not been to set a standard for an ‘ideal’ integration process of immigrants nor
for the possible role of public authorities in that process. That is simply impossible, given
the wide variety of factors that influence immigration and integration, the immense
heterogeneity of migrant populations throughout the EU, and the substantial differences in
approach of these matters across the Member States.
Nevertheless, awareness is growing that there are not only differences, but also
similarities. First, there is a growing consensus that immigration and integration are
interrelated. A well-managed immigration policy should also include provisions to
facilitate the integration process of newcomers. Secondly, it is increasingly acknowledged
that integration processes are long-term processes. They affect not only the immigrants
themselves, but also their children and the receiving populations alike. Thirdly, immigrant
integration is a fairly autonomous process. It can be affected and supported by public
policies, but in our liberal democratic societies it is impossible for the authorities to steer
integration completely.
Our analysis of developments in the different Member States reflects a certain
convergence in the assessment of the major issues related to immigration and integration.
It is generally understood now that there are institutional as well as cultural aspects to
integration. The former point at immigrant participation in the major institutions of a
society, the latter have to do with attitudes and identification. The two aspects are
interrelated, but in a very complex manner. Moreover, integration occurs in a variety of
spheres, where the pace of the process is not always the same. In this study we have
distinguished between the socio-economic, the cultural, and the legal and political spheres.
Further differentiation has been made within each of these three.
To a certain extent the approach of integration by the different Member States reflects
their degree of experience with immigration. Member States that have been faced with
large-scale immigration only rather recently tend to concentrate their efforts on improving
the legal status of their immigrants and on combating racism and discrimination. Those
with a somewhat longer immigration tradition also are inclined to include more socioeconomic elements into their policies, such as facilitating integration in the labour market
and in the educational system. More recently there has also been a growing attention for
the cultural aspect in many of these Member States. They are faced with the dilemma
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between respect for immigrant cultures in a multicultural environment on the one hand and
the perceived need for a core of commonly shared values and identifications on the other.
The trend in many Member States has now become to include into their integration
policies a certain strive for acculturation. This trend is reflected inter alia by the largescale introduction of language classes for immigrants, often of a mandatory nature.
The basic question that we need to address at the end of this study is whether, in the light
of all similarities and all differences found, benchmarking can be a useful exercise. Indeed,
differential immigration traditions and integration patterns, as well as differences in
legislation and policy instruments make benchmarking a difficult process. Differences in
naturalisation policies of the Member States, for example, affect the overall number of
foreign residents in a country, particularly when one oversees a period of many years.
Benchmarking also requires indicators that are sufficiently comparable, and these can only
be developed if there is a basic consensus on definitions, for example on seemingly simple
questions such as who is an immigrant.
Our assessment of possible indicators in Chapters 3 and 4 of this study brings us to the
conclusion that benchmarking in integration is possible, but only in a modest way. At this
moment no uniform indicators are available that enable us to make relevant and reliable
comparisons between all Member States on the process of immigrant integration and the
effectiveness of policies. Immigrant populations, policy instruments, definitions and
statistics are too diverse for this. However, at a more modest scale and in specific cases it
does seem possible to draw fruitful and methodologically justifiable comparisons between
situations that are relatively similar.
First, it should be noted that certain indicators lend themselves much better than
others to comparisons across Member States. Especially in the field of labour market
participation the available indicators appear to be sufficiently comparable, although
differences in the definition of ‘immigrant’ still have to be accounted for. We may think
here of indicators relating to employment by skill level and by sector, to registered
unemployment and to entrepreneurship. Likewise, in the field of education available data
allow for comparisons that can be made with relatively little effort. Indicators here may be
participation rates for different immigrant communities per school level, school results and
dropout rates.
In practically all other areas comparisons between Member States tend to be more
difficult, because of differences in indicators (if these are at all available) and differences
in definitions and appreciation. Nonetheless, if benchmarking is limited to a smaller
number of Member States, which use similar definitions and indicators, or which pursue
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similar policies, the perspectives will again improve. Much can be learned here from the
vast body of academic and policy-oriented studies already available that compare aspects
of immigrant integration in a limited number of countries (see Chapter 2).
Benchmarking need not always imply comparisons between countries. It is equally
possible to draw comparisons within one Member State, for example between different
immigrant groups, different regions, or over time. Doing so will enable us to compare
patterns of integration within one Member State, but under differing conditions.
Methodologically this is somewhat easier than cross-Member State comparisons, as there
is more similarity in definitions, statistics and policy instruments. Another promising
approach would be to compare immigrant communities of the same national origin, but
living in different Member States. This approach is relatively rare in academic research,
but it may help us understand how differing conditions and differing policies may affect
the integration process of a specific national community.
As a general rule, it must be emphasised that benchmarking tends to be more fruitful
as the situations studied are more similar. This facilitates comparisons, not only of trends
and developments in integration, but even of policy measures and their effectiveness.
Under such conditions benchmarking may help identify ‘best practices’, which may then
be discussed and exchanged between the responsible authorities, not only at the level of the
Member States, but certainly also at the local level. After all, it is at the local level where
integration often takes shape, and where many policy measures are being developed.
In situations where benchmarking has achieved such a level of sophistication it may
be sensible to define policy targets that can be measured on a really comparative basis. Of
course, policy targets can be set any time and under practically all conditions. However, as
long as insufficient opportunities exist for comparison, particularly across Member States,
it makes little sense to do this in a context of benchmarking.
Benchmarking can be a very useful and effective instrument in the promotion of
immigrant integration. However, in this highly diverse and very complex policy field many
obstacles need to be overcome before benchmarking can be implemented at a reasonably
large scale. A very useful and slightly less ambitious step towards this would be to develop
a monitoring system through which relevant data concerning immigrant integration may be
collected from the Member States. Several Member States (e.g. the United Kingdom,
Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark) already have monitoring systems. These systems
could be made more comparable, and other Member States could be encouraged to develop
similar arrangements. This could be a very useful step on the road towards more
sophisticated forms of benchmarking, which, eventually would benefit immigrant
integration throughout the European Union.
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Annex
The conceptualisation of priorities for integration by the Member States
In order to obtain a fuller insight into similarities and differences between Member States, we have
approached the National Contact Points on Integration of the European commission (DG JAI).
These Contact Points are located within each of the Member States’ governments. They serve as
sources of information and exchange with the Commission on matters of immigrant integration.
We have spoken to all Contact Points, and have submitted two questions to them. First, we wanted
to know how the Member States would define the concept of integration and what dimensions of
integration should get priority. Second, we wanted to know whether the Member States have set up
a system to monitor integration achievements at the national level.
Priorities in integration
There seems to be a broad consensus between the Member States that the basis of a successful
integration of immigrants lies in their ability to speak the language of the recipient country, along
with a satisfactory participation in the labour market, and economic independence. Most Member
States have set up programmes that facilitate the acquisition of language skills, often combined
with introductory courses on institutions and society in the new country of residence. In France, in
April 2003, a new integration policy was formulated, in which language skills and education are
considered to be even more important than incorporation into the labour market. The idea is that,
once a migrant speaks the language and has acquired professional skills, incorporation into the
labour market will follow relatively easily.
The consequences that migrants face when they fail to learn the language differ between
the Member States. In the United Kingdom and Sweden, participation in a course is optional,
although migrants are actively encouraged to do so. In Austria, in order to obtain a residence
permit, a migrant has to sign an ‘integration contract’, which obliges him or her to learn German. If
the migrant succeeds in learning German at a basic level in one year, the government will cover
half of the costs. If it takes more time, less than half will be covered. After two years the migrant
does not get any reimbursement. In the Netherlands, not finishing an integration course may also
have consequences for residence permits and naturalisation, although the exact nature of these
consequences is still unclear.
In Denmark, migrants have to follow a three-year introductory course. Here it depends on
the needs of the migrant whether emphasis will lie on job training, education, or on other aspects.
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In Denmark a migrant who has completed the introductory course is also more likely to obtain a
permanent residence permit.
South European Member States, whose involvement in large-scale immigration generally is of
a more recent date, put less emphasis on language skills and on the need for shared basic values. In
their approach of legal immigration these Member States put a strong emphasis on the granting of
rights, which include social entitlements, access to housing and health care, as well as access to the
labour market. In Italy and Spain it is only for the second generation that attaining the same level of
language proficiency, education and employment as the population at large has been explicitly
expressed as a policy objective.
All Member States see participation in the labour market and achieving economic
independence as crucial. In Member States such as Spain or Austria these are even prerequisites for
a more rapid acquisition of a permanent residence permit and for naturalisation. In several Member
States improving migrants’ professional skills is an explicit aim of the introductory courses.
Certain Member States, including those in Southern Europe, also tend to focus their policies on
changing rules and regulations that hamper economic participation by immigrants. For Greece it
has been stated explicitly that equality before the law will be seen as an important step in the
process of integration of migrants.
Achieving economic independence is not the only policy objective that is considered
important. Most Member States also try to encourage migrants to find their own way in other
spheres of society, including the social security and the health care systems. However, in several
cases it is being acknowledged that this is not easy to achieve. Sweden, for example, admits that a
considerable number of refugees probably will never be able to participate in the labour market.
They need special care, for example because they are seriously traumatised. In the United Kingdom
a strong emphasis lies on encouraging people of immigrant background to participate in as many
spheres of society as possible, for example also in politics. Integration in the labour market is seen
as a first step only in becoming integrated into society at large.
Most Member States do not really make use of indicators outside the socio-economic and the legal
spheres. Indicators in the cultural sphere hardly seem to have played an explicit role in the making
of integration policies so far. Nevertheless, most Member States do recognise the importance of
certain some basic values, like democracy, equality of men and women, and tolerance, to be upheld
by migrants. In this respect, however, a subtle difference appears to exist between Member States.
Some Member States (e.g. Sweden, Finland, the United Kingdom and Ireland) tend to stress the
importance for migrants to feel at home in the place where they live. When doing so they also
acknowledge the migrants’ right to retain their own cultural and religious background, and the need
to make them aware that they have the same rights as the population at large. These Member States
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equally recognise how important it is that their migrants have a basic knowledge of everyday
customs and ways of life. In other Member States emphasise more strongly that in order to enable
migrants to communicate with the original population some degree of adaptation is necessary. This
is why the Netherlands and Denmark have begun to lay more emphasis on acculturation in their
policies.
Especially those Member States that have a long experience with immigration attach a
certain relevance to cultural indicators. In the South European Member States cultural indicators
are not really seen as important (yet), although Portugal mentions learning the language and
adopting basic values as relevant conditions for a successful integration. In Ireland, although
immigration is a recent phenomenon, the importance of contacts between groups already has been
picked up as an important issue, and projects are set up to promote cultural exchange.
All Member States state that they are very much aware of the importance of combating racism
and discrimination, and of the fact that integration is a two-way process. In France, the granting of
rights to migrants, and combating intolerance and discrimination are among the top three priorities
of integration policy. Belgium and Ireland also mention fighting discrimination and prejudice is top
priorities.
There appears to be less consensus when it comes down to defining the role citizenship and
naturalisation may play in integration. Some Member States (e.g. Spain) regard the granting of
citizenship as the end of a successful integration process, and as an incentive that may positively
affect a migrant’s attitude towards his or her new country of residence. Other Member States, for
example Finland, have a more instrumentalist approach of the citizenship issue, and see no direct
relationship with a migrant’s attitudes towards the country. In Belgium the recent increase in the
number of naturalisations is largely seen as an effect of a more lenient legislation, and not really as
a sign of more integration. In Italy acquisition of Italian citizenship is clearly seen as a first step
towards integration. Germany, in contrast, has concluded from statistics that the possession of
German citizenship is not a good indicator for predicting a successful integration in other fields.
Yet, the idea continues to prevail in Germany that exists that acquisition of German citizenship
fosters a sense of belonging to German society.

Monitoring integration
Most Member States do not have a monitoring system that provides a holistic view of integration.
Finland, for example, does not have special indicators, but she closely monitors unemployment
rates of immigrants. Plans to introduce a language test as part of an educational programme for
newly arrived immigrants will create more opportunities for monitoring. In Austria immigrant
participation in major spheres of society, such as employment and education, is being monitored,
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but the data cannot always be related to one another, which hampers a systematic assessment of
achievements.
Member States that have developed a monitoring system in some form or another include the
Netherlands and Germany. Denmark is working on a system that includes economic indicators,
such as employment levels, along with other (i.e. cultural) indicators. The United Kingdom is also
working on a monitoring system, whilst Sweden has expressed an interest in learning from the
United Kingdom experience, as both Member States have roughly the same approach. Most
indicators used by Sweden so far have been related to employment, unemployment, welfare and
participation in language courses.
Germany has a well-developed system of monitoring. In recent years, however, a new
point of concern has arisen as a result of the new legislation on naturalisation. As immigrants now
are becoming naturalised more easily, there is a chance that they will disappear from the records
much sooner than before. This will harm opportunities for monitoring. For that very reason France,
whose naturalisation policy has traditionally been more lenient than Germany’s, also has limited
opportunities for monitoring. This could be solved if statistics were available on the ethnic
background of citizens, as in the United Kingdom. Keeping such statistics, however, would not be
in line with the French approach of these matters.
For many years the Netherlands has had a monitoring system in which not only economic
indicators are taken into account, but also aspects such as residence patterns, segregation and
housing quality, the position of elderly migrants, crime, and more recently also marriage patterns.
In the Netherlands it is also common second-generation migrants as such, including those who hold
Dutch citizenship.
An additional problem in co-ordinating monitoring attempts is the fact that in most Member
States large parts of integration policy are implemented at the local level. As a consequence, the
national government does not always have a complete overview of achievements. Spain mentioned
this problem explicitly. In Belgium, since the creation of a federal system, integration policy has
largely become the responsibility of the regional communities. Therefore, there is a trend of
growing differences in objectives and instruments between the different parts of that Member State.
This will make monitoring at a European level more complicated. The same holds for Germany,
where the Länder have a strong say in the development of integration policies and in their
implementation.
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