L 4

MAINSTREAMING



Mainstreaming Integration Governance



P.W.A. Scholten e I.van Breugel
Editors

Mainstreaming
Integration
Governance

New Trends in Migrant Integration
Policies in Europe

palgrave
macmillan



Editors

Peter Scholten

Department of Social Sciences
Erasmus University Rotterdam
Rotterdam, Zuid-Holland
The Netherlands

I. van Breugel

Department of Social Sciences
Erasmus University Rotterdam
Rotterdam, Zuid-Holland
The Netherlands

ISBN 978-3-319-59276-3
DOI 10.1007,/978-3-319-59277-0

ISBN 978-3-319-59277-0 (eBook)

Library of Congress Control Number: 2017946482

© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s) 2018

This work is subject to copyright. All rights are solely and exclusively licensed by the
Publisher, whether the whole or part of the material is concerned, specifically the rights of
translation, reprinting, reuse of illustrations, recitation, broadcasting, reproduction on
microfilms or in any other physical way, and transmission or information storage and retrieval,
clectronic adaptation, computer software, or by similar or dissimilar methodology now
known or hereafter developed.

The use of general descriptive names, registered names, trademarks, service marks, etc. in this
publication does not imply, even in the absence of a specific statement, that such names are
exempt from the relevant protective laws and regulations and therefore free for general use.
The publisher, the authors and the editors are safe to assume that the advice and information
in this book are believed to be true and accurate at the date of publication. Neither the pub-
lisher nor the authors or the editors give a warranty, express or implied, with respect to the
material contained herein or for any errors or omissions that may have been made. The
publisher remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institu-
tional affiliations.

Cover illustration: Ralf Hiemisch / getty images.
Printed on acid-free paper
This Palgrave Macmillan imprint is published by Springer Nature

The registered company is Springer International Publishing AG
The registered company address is: Gewerbestrasse 11, 6330 Cham, Switzerland



CONTENTS

Part I Introduction

1 Introduction: Conceptualizing Mainstreaming in
Integration Governance
Peter Scholten and Ilona van Breugel

Part IT Empirical Chapters

2 Mainstreaming and Redefining the Immigrant Integration
Debate in Old Migration Countries: A Case Study of
France, the UK and the Netherlands
Patrick Simon and Mélodie Beaujeu

3 Mainstreaming by Accident in the New-Migration
Countries: The Role of NGOs in Spain and Poland
Ignacy J6z wiak, Marfa Sanchez-Dominguez, and Daniel
Sorando

4 Immigrant Integration Mainstreaming at the City Level
Ole Jensen

23

25

47

71

v



vi  CONTENTS

5 Immigrant Integration Mainstreaming at the EU Level 93
Elizabeth Collett, Helen McCarthy, and Meghan Benton

6 The Politics of Mainstreaming: The Rationale Behind
Mainstreaming 125
Ilona van Breugel and Peter Scholten

7 Mainstreaming in Practice: The Efficiencies and Deficiencies
of Mainstreaming for Street-Level Bureaucrats 153
Ben Gidley, Peter Scholten, and Ilona van Breugel

Part III Theoretical Reflections 169

8 The Dilution of the Ultimate Goal? Lessons from Gender
Mainstreaming 171
Petra Meier

9 Mainstreaming and Interculturalism’s Elective Affinity 191
Ricard Zapata-Barrero

10 Mainstreaming and Superdiversity: Beyond
More Integration 215
Fran Meissner

Part IV Conclusion 235

11 Conclusions 237
Peter Scholten and Ilona van Breugel

12 Afterword: Mainstreaming, Classification, and Language 249
Dvora Yanow

Index 265



PART I

Introduction



CHAPTER 1

Introduction: Conceptualizing
Mainstreaming in Integration Governance

Peter Scholten and Ilona van Breugel

BACKGROUND

The context of immigrant integration has changed significantly over the
past decades. European societies have become increasingly diverse due to
successive waves of immigration, and immigrant integration policies have
taken many different forms. On the one hand, the host societies have
become increasingly diverse. Some speak of ‘superdiversity’ (Vertovec
2007) in this regard, referring to the increasing differentiation in gender,
country of origin, mode of migration, degree and type of trans-nationality,
legal status, socio-economic status, languages and religions (cf. Hollinger
2000 [1995]; Faist 2009). Due to this diversification of the population,
it has become difficult to distinguish distinct immigrant groups. On the
other hand, the context in which integration policies are developed has
changed as well. Countries throughout Europe have experienced what is
described as a ‘multiculturalism backlash,” which not only reflects the rise
of anti-immigrant sentiments and populism, but also more broadly leads
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to a resentment with how migration-related diversity has been responded
to thus far. As a consequence, the multicultural model of migrant integra-
tion has been widely abandoned as a dominant policy strategy (Vertovec
and Wessendorf 2010; Freeman 2004: 95; Joppke 2004). Since the mid-
1990s a wholesale retreat of multiculturalism as an official policy strat-
egy as well as a dominant theoretical model is visible throughout Europe
(Joppke 2004). Initially, various countries in Europe took a more assimila-
tionist turn in their policies (Joppke and Morawska 2003).

At the same time immigrant integration governance! is increasingly
considered a local concern. The role of local governments in immigrant
integration governance has developed from primarily a level of policy
implementation to a level of policy development (see e.g., Alexander
2003; Penninx et al. 2004; Poppelaars and Scholten 2008; Caponio and
Borkert 2010). Decentralizations have distributed immigrant integration
priorities across players both horizontally (between departments and dif-
ferent (non-)state actors) and vertically (between different levels of gov-
ernment, with an emphasis on the shift towards the local level). Different
programmes have been developed to stimulate cooperation between the
different levels of government and across departments such as the German
National Action Plan on Integration (2010), the UK ‘Local Area agree-
ments’ and the French ‘Local strategic Partnerships’ (France) ‘Urban
Contracts for Social Cohesion (CUCS),’ bringing together state and non-
state actors in their efforts to improve the neighbourhoods which links
back to the earlier examples of area-based targeting.

Against this background a new trend can be observed in immigrant
integration policies across Europe. Specifically targeted policies regarding
migrant integration are increasingly abandoned and replaced by generic
policies that cut across various policy sectors and levels of government.
An example of these is the implementation of neighbourhood-oriented
approaches, replacing former policies targeted by ethnicity or minority-
status, such as the French Neighbourhood priority zones or the UK
Health Action Zones and Education Action Zones. A more recent transi-
tion in this regard is the shift from ethnic-specific funding to problem-
based steering now a common practice in both the British and Dutch
educational sector. In these cases targeting by ethnicity or minority sta-
tus is replaced by targeting on other, more generic, conditions. In other
cases (ethnic) diversity in itself has become the central focus of city pro-
grammes such as the ‘Engage in CPH’ (2011) programme, aiming to
make Copenhagen the most inclusive European city, or the local ‘One
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Tower Hamlets’ (2014) initiative aiming to bring more cohesion from the
city-borough level to London. Other examples are the German intercul-
tural dialogue initiative (2006) and the Baden-Wurttemberg ‘Migranten
machen Schule (2008) programme both aimed at intercultural training in
schools (Scholten et al. 2016).

Against the background of (super)diversity, the multicultural backlash,
trends of decentralization and a rephrasing of the target groups for immi-
grant integration policies there is increasingly spoken of ‘mainstream-
ing’, referring to similar governance developments in gender-, disability
and environmental-governance (see Walby 2005; Verloo 2005; Priestley
and Roulstone 2009; Dalal-Clayton and Bass 2009; Nunan et al. 2012).
Several countries, such as the Netherlands, have largely abandoned their
immigrant integration policies for a generic approach from different,
generic, sectors (such as education, housing and labour) (Van Breugel and
Scholten 2017). Likewise, the EU has incorporated ‘mainstreaming’ as
one of the European Common Basic Principles of Integration (2004) and
one of the major pillars of the European Common Agenda for Integration
(2005) and the Second European Handbook on Integration (Niessen and
Schibel 2007).

This book critically discusses the trend of mainstreaming in integration
governance. It aims to develop a better theoretical and empirical under-
standing of how, why and to what effect integration is mainstreamed.
What does ‘mainstreaming’ mean in relation to migrant integration gover-
nance? Why do authorities choose (not) to ‘mainstream’ their integration
policies? And what are the consequences of this trend of mainstreaming
for the governance of integration?

On a theoretical level this book connects the concept of mainstream-
ing to migration studies. Subsequently, a number of these are explored.
Speaking of governance literature, we explore whether mainstreaming is
a means to avert degenerative effects of target grouping, and how it can
overcome problems of policy coordination. In relation to the literature
on superdiversity, we explore whether mainstreaming is an appropriate
governance strategy in situations of superdiversity where separate and spe-
cifically targeted policies are no longer feasible. Finally, concerning the
literature on integration governance, we explore whether mainstreaming
requires multi-level governance configurations that involve vertical rela-
tions between EU, national, local and in some cases regional governments.

In this introductory chapter we will first conceptualize mainstream-
ing based in the literature on mainstreaming (e.g., Booth and Bennett



6 P.SCHOLTEN AND I. VAN BREUGEL

2002), the policy literature on target groups (e.g., Schneider and Ingram
1997; De Zwart 2005) and the literature on migration and diversity (e.g.,
Vertovec 2007; Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010). This conceptualization
will be leading in our analysis of the mainstreaming of immigrant integra-
tion policies in Europe throughout the book. Finally, this chapter con-
cludes with an overview of the further structure of the book which will
provide insights in practices of (non-)mainstreaming throughout Europe
as well as reflections on the mainstreaming of immigrant integration from
other fields.

CONCEPTUALIZING MAINSTREAMING

In the above-mentioned examples mainstreaming refers to an amalgam of
efforts to abandon target-group-specific policy measures and to coordi-
nate integration measures as an integral part of generic policies in domains
such as education, housing and employment. In this regard, mainstream-
ing is about the substance of policy as well as about the coordination of
those policies. However, in order to be able to fully understand, analyse
and compare the mainstreaming of integration governance, a more precise
conceptualization of mainstreaming is required. We will build on the defi-
nition of mainstreaming as used in the gender literature to critically assess
the application of mainstreaming in the field of immigrant integration. We
thus do not follow how mainstreaming may be empirically conceptualized
in European, national or local integration policy discourses, nor do we
refer only to cases where the concept of mainstreaming is used explicitly;
rather, our analysis applies to all situations that fit our theoretical concep-
tualization of mainstreaming.

Mainstreaming in Other Policy Fields

The concept of mainstreaming is mostly known from the field of gender
governance, where the policy tool was introduced in 1985, and formally
drafted at the United Nations in 1997 as a “strategy for making women’s
as well as men’s concerns and experiences an integral dimension of the
design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of policies and pro-
grammes in all political, economic and societal spheres to achieve gen-
der equality” (United Nations 1997). Mainstreaming here means that,
rather than being treated as a separate and specific policy concern, gen-
der, environmental or disability priorities should be incorporated into
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policymaking at all levels and in all departments. Gender mainstreaming
as a concept and policy tool has since then been extensively and critically
discussed in the literature (see Booth and Bennett 2002; Caglar 2013;
Eveline and Bacchi 2005; Lombardo 2005; Stratigaki 2005). The main
critiques of mainstreaming concern the vagueness of the concept and its
objectives, its limited transformative power and the risk of “becoming
everyone’s responsibility, yet nobody’s at the same time” thereby risking
to depoliticize and water down the transformational potential of gender
mainstreaming (Caglar 2013: 340). Without a clear operationalization
gender mainstreaming becomes “an open signifier that can be filled with
both feminist and non-feminist meanings” (Lombardo and Meier 2006:
161) running the risk of reinvigorating old group distinctions and inequal-
ities, instead of overcoming them. Booth and Bennett (2002: 442) there-
fore stress the need to distinguish between mainstreaming as a strategy to
achieve equality and mainstreaming as a set of methods and specific tools
to implement the strategy.

The literature on disability mainstreaming focuses on the trade-off
between facilitation of special needs of students in the mainstream and
the segregation that this separate treatment induces, drawing attention
to implications of such institutions to participation and equality in society
as a whole (Priestley and Roulstone 2009; Semmel et al. 1979; Madden
and Slavin 1983; Bender et al. 1995; Barnes and Mercer 2005). This ten-
sion speaks directly to the ‘dilemma of recognition” as identified within
migration policies (De Zwart 2005, 2012). The literature on environmen-
tal mainstreaming centres mostly on the collaboration between different
actors on issues of environmental concern. Like in gender mainstreaming
there is a strong focus on collaboration, in this case primarily bringing
together environmental issues and development assistance. Mainstreaming
is considered a “deliberate process”, that “should take place across mul-
tiple levels of government as well as across central government” (Nunan
etal. 2012: 263). Nunan et al. (2012: 274) distinguish between horizon-
tal and vertical coordination, and contradictory roles and expectations,
stressing the need for integrated policy solutions.

But why, and if so, how, would governments mainstream their immi-
grant integration policies? The literature on gender mainstreaming
emphasizes the need for incorporating gender equality as an integral
dimension of all policy fields, stressing the need for a clear conceptu-
alization of gender equality and the role of mainstreaming. What then,
would this entail in the field of immigrant integration governance? To
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understand the implications of mainstreaming in the field of immigrant
integration governance it is important to connect the concept of main-
streaming to the literature on models of integration, the conceptualiza-
tion of integration priorities and the associated target groups, and situate
these in current developments in the field with the literature on the mul-
ticultural backlash, assimilationist turn and superdiversity.

TARGETING IN IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION (GOVERNANCE

Much has been written on classification and categorization in policy- and
immigrant-integration literature (see Jeffers 1967; Wilson 1987; Schneider
and Ingram 1993; Rogers-Dillon 1995; Sen 1995; Rath 1991; Simon
1998; De Zwart 2005; Yanow and van der Haar 2013). Both discussions
focus explicitly on the process of policymaking and underlying patterns of
categorization. Targeted policies can be an effective and necessary measure
to reduce inequality between groups. The more accurate a policy reaches
its target group, the less wastage along the process, maximizing the effi-
ciency in reaching its policy goals (Sen 1995: 11-12). However these pro-
cesses of categorization also carry significant social and political effects.
Schneider and Ingram’s (1993) theory of the social construction of tar-
get populations exposes the social and political effects of (implicit) target
grouping. The policy designs “structure opportunities and send varying
messages to differently constructed target groups about how government
behaves and how they are likely to be treated by government. Both the
opportunity structures and the messages impact the political orientations
and participation patterns of target populations” (Ingram et al. 2007: 98).

While Schneider and Ingram emphasize the degenerative effects of tar-
get grouping, several authors likewise stress the risk of reinforcing inequal-
ities when target groups are not assigned and monitored (cf. Phillimore
2012: 543). The discussion on target grouping also resonates in litera-
ture on immigrant integration governance (see Aspinall 2007; Sabbagh
2011; Simon and Piché 2012; Yanow and Van der Haar 2013) and studies
on ethnic registration as part of anti-discrimination measures (see Simon
2005, 2012; Grigolo et al. 2011). “Identity politics are not only active in
creating ethnic labels (...) the choice not to make ethnicity a salient cat-
egory in statistics—is also a repertoire in the policy of identity and bound-
ary making” (Simon 2012: 1368-1376). It is argued that in absence of
ethnic categories, policies potentially carry the same risk of sustaining or
reinforcing the inequalities it intends to overcome (26). Generic policies
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and registration leave policymakers no tools to deal with specific problems
or inequalities, while the structure perpetuates itself, or potentially works
even stronger under generic non-targeted policies or registration “for car-
rying its meanings in silence” (Yanow and Van der Haar 2013: 251). Can
mainstreaming, as a broad and generic policy strategy, serve to avert the
degenerative effects of target groupingy?

De Zwart elaborates further on this ‘dilemma of recognition’ (2005),
linking the issue of targeting to the field of immigrant integration. He
draws particular attention to the so-called replacement strategies (2005)
as one of the possible responses to the ‘dilemma of recognition’. As
mentioned above, targeted policies require “definition, recognition, and
even mobilization of the groups concerned, which accentuates caste,
ethnic, and racial distinctions” (137). Some governments fear that these
side effects will defeat the policy purposes, leaving policymakers with a
dilemma between targeted and generic policies and their respective effects.
The author describes three possible responses to this dilemma, ‘accom-
modation,’ ‘denial,” and ‘replacement,’ linked to their respective models
of immigrant integration.

The first policy response, ‘accommodation,’ also known as the multi-
cultural politics of recognition, runs its redistributive policies according
to membership in taken-for-granted groups, accommodating the present
group distinctions. The Dutch minority policies until the early 1990s are
an example of this policy type, facilitating the maintenance of the immi-
grants’ ‘own culture’ and redistributive policies specifically targeting the
‘cultural minorities” (De Zwart 2005: 138-139). The second policy sug-
gestion, ‘denial,” described as the ideal-typical liberal solution, argues
against the benefits of redistributive policies. The classification of groups
or categories is an inherent dilemma in assimilationism. While problems
are often defined in ethnic or cultural terms, the policies addressing them
are framed generically instead of specifically because the policies should
not invigorate the categories but instead overcome them to integrate the
minorities groups in the majority culture of their host country. Instead
individual rights are stressed, despite inequality between social and cultural
groups and apart from pre-existing structures of society. By emphasizing
the costs of accommodation, for example, stigmatization and reinforc-
ing cultural boundaries, the tradition promotes denial as a policy strategy
(139). The philosophy of republican citizenship, that officially informs
the French colour-blind integration policies, forms a key example of this
model.
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The final policy response that De Zwart distinguishes is that of ‘replace-
ment,” a compromise between denial and accommodation. While pursu-
ing redistribution, the government does so under new social categories:
“different in name and usually more inclusive than the folk categories
they replace” (De Zwart 2005: 140). This way the official recognition
of social divisions, considered the cause of the problem, is avoided, while
still allowing for redistribution benefitting disadvantaged groups (140).
Favell (1998) argues that despite its republican discourse and assimilative
integration policies the French practice until at least the 1980s operated
according to such a pragmatic ‘hidden agenda’: targeting policies along
socioeconomic factors, indirectly address(ing) immigrants by targeting
neighbourhoods with a high concentration of immigrants, but avoid-
ing the explicit recognition of such groups. Central to the replacement
strategy is the “exercise in social construction” (De Zwart 2005: 141)
with governments trying to institutionalize categories of their own. When
addressing mainstreamed policies at a generic or (where necessary) at a
specifically targeted audience, the dilemma of recognition and its conse-
quences should be taken into account very carefully avoiding the negative
side effects and promoting the positive effects of target group constructs.

CONTEMPORARY CHALLENGES TO IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION
(GOVERNANCE

Immigrant integration governance is a contested policy field, and has over
the years taken many different forms, varying in aim and approach. Recent
debate on migrant integration in Europe is marked by two major devel-
opments. The so-called ‘backlash against multiculturalism” (Vertovec and
Wessendorf 2010) led to a rethinking of immigrant integration policies.
Besides the public and political renouncement of multiculturalism, the
literature on ‘superdiversity’ (Vertovec 2007) raises questions on how to
address increasingly diverse (city) populations. These political and demo-
graphic circumstances challenge the (former) national models of inte-
gration, and ask for new policy responses. In this context, policymakers
increasingly speak of mainstreaming as a new policy strategy to generically
address integration issues.

In his article on ‘superdiversity’, Vertovec (2007) argues that due to
long histories of immigration, societies have become so diverse that their
diversity has become one of the defining characteristics of these societies.
This diversification calls for a multidimensional understanding of diversity,



INTRODUCTION: CONCEPTUALIZING MAINSTREAMING IN INTEGRATION... 11

taking multiple conditions into account that effect migrants in contempo-
rary society, challenging the preoccupation with ethnicity as a dominant
category. Vertovec argues that the diversification of the migrant popula-
tion in terms of inter alia countries of origin, gender, religion and legal
status should lead to a reconsideration of diversity, beyond ethnicity as
the dominant criterion (see also Hollinger 2000 [1995]). Other authors
have drawn attention to the ‘time dimension’ of diversity, pointing at dif-
ferences between generations of migrants and within ethnic groups and
differences in lifestyle (Crul et al. 2013). The transgression, reproduction
and reinvention of boundaries over generations (Alba 2005) have led to
what Cantle (2012) calls ‘hyphenated or multiple identities’. These identi-
ties are a result of the growth of mixed-race relationships and mixed-race
children, complemented with “the mixing of characteristics of nationality,
country of origin, religion and ethnicity” (Cantle 2012: 22).

In this book we consider superdiversity as a social context of increasing
diversification (Meissner 2015: 550) as this directly speaks to the policy
implications for immigrant integration governance in terms of targeting
and modes of incorporation. Linking the literature on superdiversity to
immigrant integration governance, this raises the question how to target
policies under these circumstances of diversification. As there are now so
many different and heterogeneous migrant groups, singling out specific
target groups is considered too complex and ineftective (Crul 2016). The
development of superdiversity challenges multicultural and assimilationist
models of integration, as both the immigrant target groups as the norm
society are harder to distinguish. The focus of immigrant integration poli-
cies would thus shift from groups to individuals. Identities have become
more dynamic, which requires nation states, communities and individuals
to learn to think about their identities in a more nuanced and complex way
(Cantle 2012: 32).

Furthermore, the discussion on superdiversity raises attention to the role
of diversity in the mainstream, where ethnic- or migration-related diversity
should not be considered as a separate element but rather forms (part of)
the mainstream. An increasing number of European cities can be described
as ‘majority-minority’ cities (Crul and Schneider 2010; Alba and Nee 2009;
Kasinitz et al. 2002) whereby over 50 per cent of the city population is
made up of citizens of a migrant background, thus making up a majority of
different minorities. Although so far mainly a metropolitan phenomenon,
the diversification of the population does have implications on mainstream
norms and policies; this speaks directly to the dilemma of recognition.
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In addition to the above-mentioned models of multiculturalism and
assimilationism, the concept of ‘interculturalism’ is gaining ground (Wood
2009; Bouchard 2011; Zapata-Barrero 2013, 2015) and is often under-
stood as a possible (policy) response to the complexities raised by super-
diversity. The “encouragement of interaction, understanding and respect
between different cultures and ethnic groups” (Wood 2009: 11) is a cen-
tral element of the interculturalist approach. Interculturalism is concerned
with the interests of both majority and minority cultures (Bouchard 2011),
requiring cultural sensitivity and adaptation from all sides. In contrast to
multiculturalism which is primarily focused on the majority accommodating
the minority, or assimilation where the minority has to adapt to the culture
of the majority, interculturalism is focused on the engagement of all citizens,
emphasizing collective responsibility and action (Wood 2009: 11) and a
culture of openness (Cantle 2012: 142). Another key element of the model
is the capability-based approach and a ‘less group-ist” (Meer and Modood
2012) stance towards individuals than in the multicultural model (Zapata-
Barrero 2013: 23). The development of a common public culture, more
cohesion and a ‘sense of loyalty and belonging’ for all (idem) is considered
the overarching goal of interculturalism. Whether interculturalism indeed
provides an answer to the challenges of a superdiverse society, and how this
relates to mainstreaming is one of the theses we explore in this book.

POLYCENTRIC GOVERNANCE

The traditional state-centric modes of government increasingly fall short
to address the complex nature of contemporary integration challenges. As
aresult more polycentric approaches of governance have emerged between
a range of government actors, as well as semi-public, non-governmental
and even private organizations (Rhodes 1997). The polycentric division of
responsibilities allows for more flexibility to effectively respond to the pol-
icy challenges in different areas or levels of governance. The governance
networks are designed in such a way that they can respond to individual
challenges rather than imposing one single-government structure (Jones
and Baumgartner 2005). Within polycentric governance two different
dimensions can be distinguished; firstly the horizontal governance of
(de)concentration and secondly (de)centralization, depicting the vertical
variations of governance (Petrovic et al. 2012: 3; Scholten et al. 2016).
The ‘(de)concentration’ dimension refers to the continuum between
centralized policy coordination by a single government actor, or shared
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amongst a broader network of policy actors (Petrovic et al. 2012: 3). A
key facet of governance mainstreaming refers to the allocation of pol-
icy responsibilities for the coordination of integration policies. As with
gender mainstreaming, mainstreaming in this respect means that the
responsibility for integration policy is distributed across various stake-
holders: different governmental departments and non-state actors. As
opposed to more centric governance structures, with a central minister
and department or directorate responsible for a/l integration policies.
Deconcentrated forms of governance mainstreaming pose a challenge
in terms of maintaining policy coherence (cf. Booth and Bennett 2002:
442 on ‘strategy and methods’), the big asset on the other hand is that
it promotes a general and shared responsibility for immigrant integra-
tion rather than a stand-alone policy within a separate department or
ministry.

The other dimension of polycentric governance relates to the coor-
dination between multiple levels of governance: particularly the local,
national and EU dimension. In addition the regional dimension is rel-
evant in, for example, the case of Spain, and to a lesser extent, France.
The policy coordination may shift between centralist and local modes of
governance, for example, shifting between centralist, nationally or EU,
top-down regulated policies to locally organized bottom-up initiatives.
Multi-level governance theories (Marks 1992) describe a “system of con-
tinuous negotiation among nested governments” at diverse tiers on a
supranational, national and regional level (Marks 1992). Several authors
have applied the theory of multi-level governance to the field of migration
(Favell and Martiniello 1999; Koopmans and Statham 2000; Scholten
2012, 2013). Immigrant integration policymaking is characterized by the
inherently transnational nature of migration, the role of the European
Union in the regulation of migration and citizenship, and the local and
regional relevance of immigrant-integration policies. When focussing on
multilevel governance between the national and local level of policy mak-
ing: “the divergent dynamics of agenda setting on these diverse levels can
result in different ways in framing immigrant integration” (Scholten 2012:
47), challenging the idea of national models of integration. The multi-
level dynamics of agenda setting and framing can reinforce each other in
ways that can either produce coherent and consistent policies, or induce
conflicts between policies on these levels (Scholten 2012: 47). The main
challenge for national government is to balance these interconnections
into a coherent national model.



14  P.SCHOLTEN AND I. VAN BREUGEL

MAINSTREAMING IN IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION (GOVERNANCE

Building on the literature on mainstreaming, policy targeting, (super)
diversity and migration and the literature on polycentric governance we
can take some important points for our discussion on the mainstreaming
of immigrant integration governance for this book.

With regard to the content or aim of mainstreaming, the gender main-
streaming literature emphasizes the need to effectively incorporate gen-
der equality as an integral dimension of all policy fields (see Booth and
Bennett 2002; Caglar 2013; Eveline and Bacchi 2005; Lombardo 2005;
Stratigaki 2005), stressing the need for a clear conceptualization of gender
equality and the role of mainstreaming therein in order to avoid the risk of
reinvigorating old group distinctions and inequalities, instead of overcom-
ing them (Caglar 2013: 340; Lombardo and Meier 2006: 161).

With regard to the field of immigrant integration, contemporary dis-
cussions on superdiversity (Vertovec 2007) suggest that there are now
so many different and heterogeneous migrant groups that singling out
specific target groups for policies has become too complex and ineffec-
tive (Hollinger 2000 [1995]; Alba 2005; Faist 2009; Crul et al. 2013).
Furthermore, ethnic- or migration-related diversity is no longer con-
sidered a separate element, but rather forms (part of) the mainstream.
Existing models of integration, such as multiculturalism and assimilation,
are thus often believed to have become overly rigid to describe the fluid
nature of societies in Europe today. As a result, some experts have turned
to a new model for integration—interculturalism (Wood 2009; Cantle
2012; Zapata-Barrero 2013, 2015). Whether interculturalism indeed pro-
vides an answer to the challenges of governing a superdiverse society, and
how this relates to mainstreaming is one of the theses we aim to address
in this book.

When looking at the governance of mainstreaming, the literature
on target grouping points to the social and political consequences of
the (non-)construction of target grouping. This literature focuses on
the ‘social construction of policy target groups’ (Schneider and Ingram
1997): how policies define, demarcate and attribute social meaning to the
groups at whom the policy is to be directed. One of the issues imminent
to the formulation of immigrant integration policies is the discussion
whether migrant integration is best promoted by generic policies that are
colour-blind, or by specific policies that target specific migrant groups. It
is a dilemma between risking to sustain or reinforce inequalities in society
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when specific problems are not met with targeted policies (see e.g. Simon
and Piché 2012; Yanow and van der Haar 2013), and the risk of inadver-
tently strengthening ethnic and cultural boundaries in society through the
mechanisms of targeted policies themselves.

Besides its content, mainstreaming also has an important coordination
dimension. One of the expectations running through this book is that a
trend towards the mainstreaming of immigrant integration policies also
involves a trend from state-centric to multi-actor and multi-level gov-
ernance. Taking from the literature on polycentric governance, one of
the main challenges will be effective coordination between the different
actors and levels of governance (Rhodes 1997; Jones and Baumgartner
2005).

Taking from the discussions above we define mainstreaming of immi-
grant integration as the generic and inclusive adoption of immigrant inte-
gration priorities in generic policy domains. With its generic and inclusive
approach the ideal-typical tool of mainstreaming claims to overcome
the dilemma of reinforcing (ethnic) boundaries as typical of the multi-
cultural approach and the problematic, stable ‘reference population’ in
assimilationism.

As a process of bringing these priorities into ‘the mainstream,” across
levels of governance and between different departments, we expect main-
streaming to be linked to a trend of decentralization and deconcentration
in terms of the coordination of integration policy responsibilities.

OUTLINE OF THE Book

This book brings together unique empirical material on immigrant inte-
gration mainstreaming as well as theoretical chapters that connect this
material to a number of key theoretical debates in both migration and
policy studies. Part I of the book provides empirical studies of integration
mainstreaming on the EU level and in a number of countries (the UK,
Spain, France, the Netherlands and Poland) as well as cities (Barcelona,
London, Bristol, Madrid, Rotterdam, Amsterdam, Poznan, Warsaw, Lyon
and St. Denis). This involves material from ‘new’ as well as ‘old” immigra-
tion countries, and from cities that differ in terms of types of migration-
related diversity. The chapters do not bring specific case studies per se, but
each provide a comparative analysis of the findings from the cases with a
specific focus, such as mainstreaming in the ‘new’ or the ‘old” immigration
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countries or rather specific on the local level, as well as chapters that focus
specifically on the politics behind mainstreaming or the implementation of
mainstreaming at the street level.

As mainstreaming is often associated with a response to the multicultur-
alism backlash that has taken place in many European countries over the last
decade, this part of the book first involves a chapter on a number of ‘old’
immigration countries in Europe: France, the UK and the Netherlands
(Chap. 2 by Patrick Simon and Mélodie Beaujeu). Whereas France has
traditionally followed a more generic approach under its ‘republicanist’
model, both the Netherlands and the UK have in the past been character-
ized by a multiculturalist approach to integration. In addition, the book
brings an analysis of mainstreaming in two prominent ‘new’ immigration
countries in Europe: Poland and Spain (Chap. 3 by Ignacy JéZwiak, Maria
Sanchez-Dominguez and Daniel Sorando). Without legacies of past inte-
gration policies similar to that in ‘old” immigration countries, these coun-
tries are formulating new integration approaches, potentially inspired by
the idea of mainstreaming. Both chapters focus on the national as well
as the local city level. For each country, two cities are selected that are
dissimilar in terms of their approach to integration as well as in terms of
the size and character of the migrant population in order to compare the
different contexts in which mainstreaming takes place. Whether the policy
history of these countries, for example departing from an assimilationist or
multiculturalist tradition, has an effect on the decision to mainstream the
immigrant integration policies is one of the questions running through
this book.

The local level has become increasingly prominent in immigrant inte-
gration policymaking; this applies in particular to the superdiverse set-
ting of some Europe’s largest cities. As large cities are often the main
recipients of immigrants, an increasing number of European cities can be
described in terms of superdiversity, characterized by a proliferation of
differences and without straightforward us-them distinctions. In a com-
parative chapter on these cities we analyse how these conditions of diver-
sity relate to mainstreaming (Chap. 4 by Ole Jensen). Finally, this book
also brings an in-depth analysis of the EU approach to migrant integra-
tion in relation to mainstreaming. Although integration policies are not as
strongly Europeanized as immigration policies, the EU level is important
as it incorporated ‘mainstreaming’ very early into the European Common
Basic Principles of Integration (Chap. 5 by Elizabeth Collett, Helen
McCarthy and Meghan Benton).
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Subsequently, these case studies are brought together in two compar-
ative chapters with the aim of theorizing how, why and to what effect
integration policies have been mainstreamed. This includes an analysis of
the politics of mainstreaming that focuses on the reasons for (non-)main-
streaming, particularly at the stage of policy development (Chap. 6 by
Tlona van Breugel and Peter Scholten), and an analysis of the effects of
mainstreaming, at the level of policy implementation (Chap. 7 by Ben
Gidley, Peter Scholten and Ilona van Breugel).

Part II of the book connects the empirical findings to specific theoreti-
cal debates. In each of the chapters of Part II, an expert from a specific
field is brought in to reflect on the empirics on mainstreaming and to
examine a specific thesis in relation to mainstreaming. First of all, this
includes a chapter on gender mainstreaming by Petra Meier (Chap. 8),
addressing how mainstreaming is conceptualized and applied in this area,
and how this compares to integration mainstreaming. Secondly, a chapter
on interculturalism by Ricard Zapata-Barrero (Chap. 9), positions inter-
culturalism as an alternative in between assimilation and multiculturalism
and connects this model for integration to the practices of mainstreaming.
Finally, a chapter on superdiversity by Fran Meissner (Chap. 10), reflects
on the empirical findings on mainstreaming from a superdiversity lens and
critically assesses how superdiversity is operationalized within mainstream-
ing and discusses in how far mainstreaming is capable to answer the chal-
lenges posed by superdiversity.

The contributions in this book are brought together in the conclusion
of the book (Chap. 11). The aim of the concluding chapter, building on
the conceptual analysis provided at the start of the book, is to develop
a theoretical framework of integration mainstreaming. In the afterword,
finally, Dvora Yanow reflects on the empirical and theoretical contribu-
tions from a policy science perspective, focusing on categorization and
language, analysing the use, and (un)necessity of metaphors and catego-
ries in the narratives and practices of mainstreaming.

NOTE

1. By immigrant integration governance we strictly refer to policies (national
or local) that deal with the incorporation of citizens with a migrant back-
ground in society and vice versa, also known as diversity or immigrant poli-
cies. This thus concerns only the topic of policies, but leaves open the
underlying models or philosophies of integration and/or assimilation,
which are referred to separately.
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CHAPTER 2

Mainstreaming and Redefining
the Immigrant Integration Debate in Old
Migration Countries: A Case Study
of France, the UK and the Netherlands

Patrick Simon and Mélodie Beanjen

INTRODUCTION

Since the 2000s, the European Union (EU) has tried to stimulate the
harmonization of immigrant integration policies among state members by
developing various instruments, from setting “common basic principles”
(2004) to a “European agenda for the integration of non-EU migrants”
(2011) and an “Action plan on the integration of third country nation-
als” (2016). Parallel to this process, the “old immigration countries in
Europe,” that is, those where mass labour immigration took place in the
1960s and 1970s, have dramatically redefined their approach of immigrant
integration, and more broadly minorities’ incorporation, in the course of
the last two decades (Garbaye 2010). Multiculturalism has been challenged
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in the UK and the Netherlands, leading to a backlash more severe in the
latter than in the former, and on the other side assimilationism has been
mitigated with some form of diversity acceptance and reciprocity between
the mainstream society (its institutions and core population groups) and
ethno-religious minorities. In the aftermath of antidiscrimination EU
directives (2000), the development of more proactive non-discrimination
policies has contributed to re-organize and channelize integration policies
(Bleich 2003; Lieberman 2005; Solanke 2009). However, this restructur-
ing of policies has led to a juxtaposition of framings—generating conflicts
of interpretation and implementation—rather than the production of a
coherent and integrated approach.

This can be seen in the developments of integration and antidiscrim-
ination policies in Europe. Beyond the discussion of the usefulness of
“models” to think about and analyse integration processes and gover-
nance (Bertossi and Duyvendack 2012), one should acknowledge the
fact that the relative positions of key countries in the system of models
have been through fast changes in terms both of framing and policies
in the last 10 years. These shifts in policies echo ongoing debates on
immigration and integration in ethnically diverse societies. The electoral
success of anti-immigrant populist parties has something to do with the
turn towards more coercive philosophies of integration (Joppke 2007).!
A pioneer in this coercive turn, the Netherlands has seen a sharp retreat
from its multiculturalist tenet to adopt a “hard assimilation” line (close to
the French approach in the 1990s). The UK has mitigated its multicul-
tural policy with concerns for “community cohesion” and reaffirmation
of Britishness, combined with a retreat of its antidiscrimination policy.
France has been through a chaotic succession and juxtaposition of fram-
ings, shortly moving away from its integration creed to develop an anti-
discrimination paradigm, before reasserting integration as a key public
policy with a growing assimilationist tone and ending up to discontinue
integration policy per se.

It is against the background of these quite radical changes that the
impetus to “mainstream integration” should be understood. How do
these new objectives or policy frames change the philosophies of inte-
gration in the ‘old countries of immigration” of France, the UK and the
Netherlands? This chapter replaces this last evolution in the context of
fast changing paradigms (1) and address the specific issue of the categori-
zation of the recipients of integration and antidiscrimination policies (2)
which is key, we argue, for an efficient implementation of mainstreaming
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(so far that we have understood what it was). Speaking of the definition
of mainstreaming, it is “the generic and inclusive adoption of immigrant
integration priorities in generic policy domains” as introduced in Chap.
1. The chapter is based on the country reports from the UPSTREAM
project.?

THE FRAMING OF INTEGRATION PoOLICIES IN ‘OLD
IMMIGRATION COUNTRIES’

The very notion of ‘integration policy’ has been in currency in France
before it became an EU agenda. Defined normatively at the end of the
1980s, integration as a conceptual tool and a paradigm replaced the
assimilationist creed in the French republican model and was somehow
a pioneer in the market of ‘models of incorporation’ on this strand.
Whereas the European antidiscrimination agenda has been developed in
2000 under the influence of the British Race Relation Act (Geddes and
Guiraudon 2004), the European approach of integration was inspired by
the French approach, or at least it is reusing some of its key concepts with
a rebranding. How influent is the European agenda on integration poli-
cies in State members has still to be assessed, but the convergence between
European countries with their immigration and integration policies can-
not be denied. However, despite these convergences, the national philoso-
phies of integration still shape the different approaches of integration and
equality policies (Sacco et al. 2016). This is particularly true for the three
countries we are studying in this chapter, namely the UK, France and the
Netherlands. Known to be at two poles of the distribution of the models
of incorporation, they have adopted part of the elements distinctive of the
other models in their own framing. Converging here means more directly
juxtaposing paradigms.

The historical process by which the three countries have formulated
their philosophies of integration shows some similarities in terms of
agenda setting and turning points in policymaking. All three countries
have encountered dreadful political murders or terrorist attacks in relation
with ethno-religious debates: London bombings in July 2005 and more
recently in March 2017; assassination of Pim Fortuyn (2002) and Theo
Van Gogh (2004) in the Netherlands; bombings and terrorists” attacks in
France (1995,2015,2016). Integration and multiculturalist policies in the
UK and France have been greatly influenced by series of riots in the 1980s
onwards—absent from the social chronicle in the Netherlands—that have
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initiated major reforms as a response to social unrest. This events-driven
policy making should however not be over-interpreted since there are
other structural parameters that can explain the multiculturalist backlash
(Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010; Duyvendak and Scholten 2012).

The UK

In the UK, the race relation policy (1976) that was dominating the British
approach to minorities inclusion has been associated to a new agenda,
community cobesion, somehow in contradiction to the canonical equal-
ity paradigm. Riots in the early 1980s, in 2001 and in 2011 have led to
renewed discussions over the nature and direction of integration policy,
as well as the coordination mechanisms across different levels and sectors
of government. Accordingly, multiculturalism emerged as part of a policy
response to uprisings taking place in Brixton, Bristol and other cities in
1981. Over the next two decades, a policy model evolved that respected
and promoted minority cultural identity and difference, thus enabling
plural identities and helping “Britain adjust to the presence of minority
citizens whose difficult life experience could not [...] be adequately con-
tained under the heading ‘immigration’” (Gilroy 2006, in Hickman et al.
2012: 32). The Parekh Report, titled The future of Multi-Ethnic Britain,
aimed to take stock of this development and inform a move from a laissez-
faire ‘multicultural drift’ to a “purposeful process of change” (Parekh
2000: 11). In suggesting a re-imagined, post-national Britain, based on a
‘community of communities,” the report distinguished itself from cruder
versions of multiculturalism. But it was in its attempts to engage critically
with national identity, arguing that “Britishness as much as Englishness
has systematic, largely unspoken racial connotations” (Parekh 2000: 38),
that the Parekh Report met with serious opposition both in parliament
and from a powerful conservative press. The new civil unrest in late 2001,
in particular in areas with high proportions of Muslims British Asians,
and the resulting ‘Report of the Independent Review Team on civic dis-
turbances in Burnley, Bradford and Oldham in 2001’ commissioned by
Home Secretary, have triggered the gradual process whereby national
and local authorities increasingly replaced multiculturalism by community
cohesion, promoted stronger bonds and shared values at the local level.
The community cohesion umbrella has, however, given rise to a diverse
range of local policy responses which exemplify a place-based framing of
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the UK social policy, with social problems associated with particular types
of localities.

This move towards community cohesion has been referred to as a ‘main-
streaming in discourse’ (Ali and Gidley 2014). The turn away from mul-
ticulturalism in 2001 did not, however, go in a single direction. Elements
of the subsequently dominant ‘community cohesion’ policy paradigm
have oscillated between differentialist, assimilationist and intercultural-
st modalities at different times and places. The differentinlist modality
is most visible in the policy around faith schools originating under New
Labour and the strong articulation of Britain as a multi-faith society under
the Coalition. The assimilationist modality was present in the empha-
sis on shared values under Labour Home Secretary David Blunkett and
has re-appeared more recently with Conservative ministers emphasizing
‘British values’. Finally, the interculturalist modality was present in the
emphasis on shared spaces, informed by contact theory, promoted by the
2002 Cantle Report and re-emerging in the localist approach to integra-
tion under the Coalition. A final episode of unrest was the ‘riots’ taking
place in London and other English cities in August 2011. Though initially
triggered by reactions to the police shooting of a Black Caribbean man in
North London, in the end ethnicity was not seen as a major driving factor.
The anxious debate on segregation and alleged separatism in concentrated
neighbourhoods, depicting hostile communities living apart together
and threatening the cohesion of the nation, has been heralded by Trevor
Phillips, the then chairman of the Commission of Racial Equality when he
denounced in 2005 that the UK was ‘sleepwalking towards segregation’
(Finney and Simpson 2009).

The policy framework for integration in Britain, developed in 2012 by
the Department for Communities and Local Government, was entitled
‘Creating the conditions for integration’. More than anything, this title
signals a re-positioning of the role of the central government, as the docu-
ment also states: “Instead of large-scale, centrally led and funded pro-
grammes, we want to inspire and enable civil society and local areas to
take action on integration issues that are important to them” (DCLG
2012: 19). The Department for Communities and Local Government
(DCLG) identifies five factors that will contribute to integration:
‘Common ground,’® ‘Responsibility,” ‘Social mobility,” ‘participation and
empowerment,” ‘tackling intolerance and extremism’.* The language of
‘responsibility” and the insistence on shared values—‘focusing on what we
have in common’—echo the French approach of integration as defined
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in the inception report of the High Council for Integration (HCI) in
1991-1993.

France

Integration emerged in France as an important public category in public
debates and policies from the 1980s onwards. The failure of policies that
aimed in previous years to favouring the return of immigrants to their
country of origin, in a context of economic crisis, became obvious, and the
objective was then to ‘integrate’ immigrants and their families into French
society (Weil 1991). The High Council for Integration (HCI) has formal-
ized the official definition of integration:

Integration consists in fostering the active participation, in the society as a
whole, of all women and men who will be living permanently on our soil, by
accepting without ulterior motives the persistence of specificities, particu-
larly of a cultural nature, but emphasizing the similarities and convergences
in the equality of rights and duties, in order to ensure the cohesion of our
social fabric [...]. It postulates the participation of differences in a common
project and not, like assimilation, their elimination, or on the contrary, as
with inclusion [French: insertion], the guarantee that will ensure their long-
term survival. (HCI 1993)

The HCI has remained deliberately vague about the balance between the
rights and duties of “women and men who will be living permanently
on our soil”, and especially about the changes needed in French society
to accommodate newcomers and the degree of tolerance for the public
expression of differences.

The dominant view about integration issues from that time to pres-
ent has referred to the republican tenet of universalism, which prohibits
any kind of distinction between French citizens according to race, ori-
gins or religion. In this colour-blind context, the principle of equality is
interpreted to be efficient by ignoring differences and creating invisibility
(by law). Categorization and classification are by themselves perceived as
promoting inequalities rather than tools to implement actions for equality.
In contrast, multiculturalism, referred to the US and UK experiences and
actually poorly understood, has served as a counter-model (Simon and
Sala Pala 2009).

The so-called French model of integration (Schnapper 1991) ofters a
specific form of assimilationism where the “civic’ dimension of integration



MAINSTREAMING AND REDEFINING THE IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION... 31

(participation in the society and its institutions) is always combined with a
deep cultural understanding of the pre-conditions for participation. As in
the EU definition and the community cohesion approach in the UK, the
adoption of values and societal and cultural norms considered to be at the
core of the Nation are crucial in the process of integration. Whether this
multi-layered process of adoption of values and norms is compatible with
the recognition of cultural specificities and identities of immigrants fuels
endless public conversation since the 1990s.

The resources for integration policies have been channelled through
territorial based schemes. Socio-urban policies (Politique de ln Ville) dedi-
cated to a selection of disadvantaged neighbourhoods have been designed
to implement the action plans for integration (Escafré-Dublet 2013). The
strategy was to target zones where immigrant families were concentrated
to address their specific disadvantage without identifying explicitly recipi-
ents of policies by their ethnicity. As a consequence, ‘neighbourhoods’
and ‘youth from the neighbourhoods’ have replaced ethnic minorities
in the French policies’ terminology. This can be described as a genuine
mainstreaming strategy as the objectives of social cohesion and local devel-
opments have been central in the integration policies. However, if the
Politique de ln Ville was, and still is, the main active policy tool for the
integration of immigrants, the discursive structure is not so much address-
ing the contribution of immigrants to social cohesion but rather to move
away from the alleged cultural distinctiveness which is perceived as a threat
against national identity.

Following the impetus of the European race directives in 2000, a
comprehensive legal framework to fight ethnic discrimination has been
developed by the left government. This development was also influ-
enced by different stakeholders, including activists, trade-unionists and
academics. The equality body—HALDE (The High Authority for the
Fight against Discriminations and for Equality)—was created in 2003,
with a large mission that includes all types of discrimination (including
ethnic discrimination). Its role was to support victims of discrimination
through mediation or judicial procedures. It was absorbed in 2011 into
a new institution (the ‘Défenseur des Droits’), which is also in charge of
public liberties, human and children rights. The promotion of ‘diversity,’
a code word used to refer to ‘visible minorities,” has gained more legiti-
macy in France over the last years, especially spurred by former President
Nicolas Sarkozy’s rhetoric: the idea was that people of immigrant back-
ground (especially the youth) represent a significant fraction of society
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and must be better recognized by favouring their access to higher edu-
cation institutions, to the media scene and to high-level positions in
companies and state administrations. The former right government thus
developed an ambivalent discourse on integration, insisting both on the
duty of immigrants to assimilate and the rights and social promotion of
minority groups.

The linkage between immigration and integration of immigrants
already settled in France gained momentum in the 2000s. Previously, the
connection had been one of the rhetorical arguments to justify closing
the borders—that is, restricting entries to secure the residence of immi-
grants already in France: what was essentially rhetoric has turned into the
new Immigration Acts. The 2003 Act required immigrants to demon-
strate their ‘republican integration’ in order to be granted their right of
residence. This perceptible shift was confirmed by the 2006 and 2007
Acts. Integration was no longer a goal to be reached in one or more gen-
erations, but a prerequisite for obtaining a residence permit (with mini-
mal but explicit criteria). A ‘reception and integration contract,” (Contrat
A’Accueil et d’Intégration) which became compulsory in 2006, is signed
when the first residence permit is issued. It includes a commitment to
abide by the laws and values of the Republic, a civic education training
day, and a language test.

The pendulum between an open conception of integration and
a coercive one has not swung back to its progressive side under the
socialist’s presidency of Frangois Hollande. The emphasis on republican
values has gained over the promotion of non-discrimination, while the
crystallization of the conversation on Islam and /aicit¢ has dominated
the political agenda. Old school integration policy has been challenged
in an ambitious reform called ‘re-foundation’ of the French integra-
tion policy. After a two-year process, the reform was finalized in 2014:
a clear cut is now made between policies that address the adaptation of
newly arrived immigrants during the first 5 years of settlement in France
and the rest of the policies that are mainstreamed in general social poli-
cies. The consequence of this revision is that integration policy as it was
known has been discontinued, the budget reallocated mainly to the min-
istry of interior in charge of newcomers (immigrants and their family)
and generic policies in education, housing, social welfare etc., have been
entitled to address the needs and specific experience of long-established
immigrants and second generations. This last step completes the process
of mainstreaming, but without any group-based actions and monitor-
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ing of the situation of population with an immigrant background as
described in Chap. 1.

The Netherlands

In the Netherlands, the shift from group-specific policies to generic poli-
cies has been a political priority since at least the 2000s. The Netherlands
was also one of the first European countries to experience an assimilationist
turn, which strongly relates to the mainstreaming trend in Dutch integra-
tion policies. In spite of Dutch policies being internationally renowned for
their ‘multiculturalist’ approach, the issue of mainstreaming has been part
of Dutch immigrant integration debates from the very beginning. Already
in the 1980s, the defining policy slogan was to have specific policies wher-
ever necessary and generic policies wherever possible, even though Dutch
government then pursued many target group specific policies (Scholten
2011).

The 1990s saw a move from ‘minority’ policies to integration policies,
with a focus on citizenship and integration in Dutch society (Memorandum
Integration Policy Minorities (1994).% The shift indicates a transition from
specific approach on the emancipation of minorities to an intensification
of generic integration policies (Scholten 2011: 138). Strongly informed
by the idea of proportionality, this decade was still characterized by a high
degree of specifically targeted policies to increase levels of participation in
the fields of education, housing and the labour-market. One example of
this is the “ Wet Bevordering Evenvedige Avbeidsdeelname Allochtonen’ (Wet
BEAA), an act intended to encourage the equal labour participation of
immigrants.

The move towards more generic integration policies entailed a shift
from minority policies as a stand-alone field to the first steps of a decen-
tralization of policy responsibilities to colleague-departments and the
local level. The Memorandum of 1994 addressed the role of munici-
palities in “shaping and implementing immigrant integration policies,”
whilst the national government kept a “regulating and controlling task”
(Contourennota 1994). Parallelly, the so-called Big Cities Policy pro-
grammes ( Grotestedenbeleid: GSB) were drafted between 1995 and 1999
and later between 1999 and 2003. The programmes focused on the field-
work, education, safety, livability and care and the physical, economic
and social infrastructure in urbanized areas. Combined in one Ministry of
Big City and Integration Policies in 1998, immigrant integration policies
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in this period were likewise phrased in broad terms, focusing on ‘active
citizenship’ and the role of the native population in integration policies
as well as the high diversities amongst immigrants (Tijdelijke Commissie
2004A: 48). These developments entailed a move in horizontal and ver-
tical policy governance, which can be considered the first cause of main-
streaming in terms of polycentric governance (Maan et al. 2014: 25-26).
Additionally non-governmental organizations, such as a selected group
of migrant self-organizations, were formally integrated in consultation
structures.

The early 2000s mark a turbulent political period in immigrant inte-
gration. In an influential opinion piece published in one of the national
newspapers, social scientist Paul Scheffer® declared the renowned Dutch
multicultural model “a tragedy” and “a failure”. The opinion piece led
to a Parliamentary debate and marked a shift in thinking on immigrant
integration and issues of identification. This is reflected in the 2001
Memorandum on Immigrant Integration where it is stated that the inter-
relations between citizens have become problematic, affecting “the pre-
sumed tolerance in our country,” hardening the tone of the debate. The
strong language of the ‘new realist’ approach translates into the spectacu-
lar rise of Pim Fortuyn and his party LPF in the 2002 elections (Scholten
2011: 177). Fortuyn phrased immigrant integration in assimilationist
terms: “[i]n order to preserve Dutch culture and identity and to compen-
sate for the social-cultural deprivation of migrants, Fortuyn argued for a
more obligatory approach to integration that also involved adaptation to
Dutch norms and values” (Scholten 2011: 196). As part of the Coalition
of the Balkenende I Cabinet, immigrant integration is listed high on the
political agenda. It is in a sharp and obligatory tone in the Memorandum
on Integration, with a strong focus on combatting segregation in a physi-
cal, social and mental sense.

On the whole all these developments led to public unrest on the effects
of immigrant integration policies, eventually leading to a parliamentary
Investigative Committee, also known as the Blok Committee” that was
meant to evaluate the ‘causes for failure’ of Dutch immigrant integration
policies.® In the midst of this commotion the ‘Integration policy—New
Style” was published in September 2003. The Memorandum stresses the
importance of unity and sharing, “Shared citizenship for both alloch-
tone as well as autochtone citizens is the aim of the immigrant integra-
tion policies” (2003), explicitly challenging “the previous acceptation of
differences as a value in itself” (idem). The policies strongly move away
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from accommodative and specifically targeted policies. Another notable
development is the emphasis on social cohesion and the social-cultural
dimension of integration. Moving away from the old slogan ‘integration
whilst maintaining one’s own culture’, integration is addressed in terms
of ‘shared citizenship’. While this partly opens the integration debate to a
more generic and dual process, most policy measures seem to be directed
at the cultural adaptation of immigrant to the Dutch norms and values.
While the early years of 2000 were characterized by a strong focus on
commonality and a shared sense of citizenship, emphasizing the necessity
to speak Dutch and to have a shared set of values and norms, this discus-
sion opens up a little between 2005 and 2011. A stronger emphasis on
the integration obligations of immigrants is visible in the development of
civic integration courses in these same years. The Civic Integration Act
in 2007, obliging non-EU immigrants to take a civic integration exam
before obtaining a residence permit, formalizes the link between immigra-
tion and integration further.

The Cabinet explicitly distanced itself from the “relativism enclosed
in the concept of the multicultural society” in 2011 (Integratienota
Integratie, binding, burgerschap 2011: 15), stating that increased plurifor-
mity and diversity do not automatically lead to shared norms, but that this
instead requires effort of those who come to settle here. The Integration
Agenda (2013) of the current government continues the focus on “Dutch
society and its values” (Aanbiedingsbrief Agenda Integratie 2013) and
strives for equal treatment of all its citizens, working towards a society
where people can develop themselves unhindered and independently to
contribute to Dutch society.

In terms of policy targeting the increased diversity amongst immigrant
groups in 2004 led to the consideration that group-policies in general are
not useful, focusing on generic policies in “most areas” instead (Jaarnota
Integratie 2004), reaffirmed in the more intercultural years of 2007, where
specific policies are only applied under “extra-ordinary” circumstances. In
2011, this is taken a step further under the motto “future over descent”;
policies are centred around individuals rather than groups, therefore spe-
cific problems are from then on “addressed through generic policies only”
(Integratienota Integratie, binding, burgerschap 2011). Overall we see a
shift in emphasis here from emancipatory specifically targeted policies in
the 1980s to the accessibility of generic policies currently. This develop-
ment is characterized by a move from a multicultural approach to a rec-
ognition of increased diversity and individualization of targeting on the
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one hand, and general decentralizations in the social sector on the other.
Roughly speaking, throughout the years, immigrant integration policies
have been limited to civic integration courses and re-migration policies. In
the Netherlands, the retreat from the multicultural doxa has paradoxically
paved the way to a ‘monocultural approach’ (Duyvendak 2011) and the
imposition of a ‘culturism’ which has invaded the discourses on integra-
tion both in the academia and political strata (Schinkel 2013).

Wuo Is To BE ‘MAINSTREAMED’? THE ISSUE
OF CATEGORIZATION

Behind the philosophies of integration and the practicalities of the imple-
mentation of integration policies, the issue of categorization is key to
understand the prospects of mainstreaming as a substitute to the group-
based policies. In needs-based or area-based generic policies, the condi-
tion for their efficiency to address the situation of immigrants, second
generations and /or ethnic minorities relies indeed on the capacity to iden-
tify these groups as recipients of policy actions. The issue of ethnic moni-
toring is of course central for implementing mainstreaming as if generic
policies should have a positive impact on immigrants and second genera-
tions, and more broadly on ethnic minorities, the least that can be done is
to assess how far these groups fare in the system. Therefore an intractable
consequence of drafting more generic policies is to keep track of their
influence on the life chances of designated groups. The three countries
do not share the same position in this respect. Republican universalism in
France has resulted in colour-blind policies and accordingly colour-blind
statistics. Ethnic and racial categories are part of the common and official
languages in the UK, and ethnic statistics are collected in the census and
administrative forms since 1991. Official categories in the Netherlands
refer commonly to non-Western allochtoons and data on immigrants and
second generations are collected in population registers and administrative
files. The three national contexts provide therefore very different support
for implementing mainstreaming in terms of categorizations and the pro-
duction of statistics.

The situation in France is clearly the more problematic. In line with an
interpretation of article 1 of the Constitution, any distinction based on
race, origin or ethnicity is conceived as infringing the principle of equality.
Indeed, article 1 states that “[ The Republic] shall ensure the equality of all
citizens before the law, without distinction of origin, race or religion”, and



MAINSTREAMING AND REDEFINING THE IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION... 37

the emphasis in the frame of the republican model is put on the “with-
out distinction”, whereas the duty to ensure equality could have entailed
a strict monitoring of apparently neutral laws and practices to measure
potential disparate impacts based on race and ethnicity. This pragmatic
approach has not been developed in France and the ‘choice of ignorance’
is still prevailing, that is, the deliberate prohibition of ethnic and racial
categorizations in laws, policies and any other official classifications.

Stemming from this colour-bind approach, recipients and users of
social welfare, public services and education, health or housing systems
are categorized mostly by their place of birth and nationality, when this
information is collected. Even these basic categories also collected in the
census are sometimes considered as sensitive, and a large number of insti-
tutional public reports do not provide a breakdown of the population by
immigrant origins. This is specifically the case in education where pupils
are rarely categorized by citizenship and the rare studies about ethnic con-
centration in schools have used onomastic classification to identify ethno-
cultural origins (Felouzis 2005). Our survey in education and housing
shows that ethnic markers are used extensively when talking about social
issues but are not considered as legitimate categories when it comes to
develop actions to support the integration of immigrants, second genera-
tions and /or ethnic minorities. The dynamic of racialization in the society
has put the issue of race, religion and ethnicity at the forefront of political
debates and media attention, but this has not challenged the choice to
ignore these categories in statistics (Simon 2008).

The consequences of colour-blindness are manifold when it comes
to implement antidiscrimination policies and to mainstream integration.
Antidiscrimination policies make an intensive use of statistics to raise aware-
ness, identify disparate impacts, design and evaluate actions, etc. (Simon
2005). The lack of statistics has hindered the implementation of the trans-
position of the 2000 Race Directive and many European countries are fac-
ing limitations in their antidiscrimination strategy because of the choice of
not counting by race or ethnicity (Grigolo et al. 2011). The French case is
not specific, except for the recurrent debates on the opportunity to collect
ethnic statistics that are not observed—or at least with the same inten-
sity—in other European countries (Escafré-Dublet and Simon 2012). The
Dutch case is a bit different since data on first and second generation immi-
grants are collected in population registers and most of administrative and
institutional files. However, this large and encompassing system of data
collection and the systematic classification of Dutch with an immigrant
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background as allochtoon have received critics in the academia for its power
of stigmatization (sce De Zwart 2005, 2012). The use of these statistics
for the purpose of antidiscrimination is also limited by the discontinu-
ation of the pro-active schemes (Guiraudon et al. 2005). However, the
engineering of ethnicity still plays an important role. While not as explicit
as before, this has to do with the Dutch aim of “‘evenredigheid,’ i.e., pro-
portional participation for comparable groups with or without a migrant
background” (Verbeek et al. 2015) as monitored in these yearly studies. In
the 2011 Memorandum, the Coalition explicitly addressed the importance
of ethnic monitoring under generic policies “to hold a good overview on
the process of integration and effects of generic policies”, claiming that
amidst the cuts in integration-budgets the resources for monitoring would
be maintained (Ministerie van Binnenlandse Zaken en Koninkrijksrelaties
[BZK], 2011: 12).

While not officially counted as immigrant or ‘allochtoon’ the so-called
‘third generation’ immigrants forms a new group in immigrant integration
policies. Officially the definition of ‘allochtoon’ limits itself to first and sec-
ond generation immigrants (by registering country of birth up to one’s par-
ents), and ‘third generation’ therefore should be considered native Dutch.
However in 2010 the Ministry of Wellbeing, Health and Culture had a
study conducted on the so-called third generation immigrants, in order to
gain insight in the processes of integration and to examine the effectiveness
of immigrant integration policies on the ‘third-generation’ (CBS 2010).°
The diversification of migration groups, in terms of descent, generation
and more in general in their levels of social-economic integration and par-
ticipation raises questions in terms of targeting immigrant integration poli-
cies. In 2004 for example standard group-based minority policies were no
longer considered appropriate, one of the reasons mentioned is the fact
that “within and between minority groups there are big differences in the
degree of integration and backlogs” (2004 kabinetsreactie).!?

In the French case, this statistical tracking of immigrants or minorities
is definitely not enforce and the disbanding of the integration policy for
generic approaches has led to a complete demise of the institutional sup-
ports dedicated to immigrants. Not only do the institutions in education,
housing, health, labour market etc. not target groups by immigrant ori-
gins, ethnicity or race, but they intentionally frame their actions to target
groups on a need-based level without any reference to their position in
the ethno-racial hierarchy and their potential limitations or barriers linked
to their ethnic background. Even if we consider that generic policies have
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a neutral impact as such on the recipients (a hypothesis that is far from
being proven), then colour-blind policies reproduce the ethnic penalties
that exist in society because of the lack of attention to specific needs or
disadvantages.

Colour-blindness is not what characterizes the UK case where ethnic
and racial categorizations are commonly used from the colonial experi-
ence to the mass migration context. References to race and ethnicity were
included in the first antidiscrimination law in Western Europe, the Race
Relation Act enacted first in 1965, and then replaced by the landmark
Race Relation Act of 1976 (amended in 2000). However, even in a coun-
try where notions of race and ethnicity are not considered as an ontological
problem, ethnic statistics were not produced in the census or administra-
tion until a vivid debate in the academia and civil society opposed pros
and cons (Thompson 2015). The Commission for Racial Equality (CRE)
stated that collecting data on ethnicity and race in the census is of utmost
importance to fulfil its duties'! and its claim was eventually satisfied with
the inclusion of an ‘ethnic group’ question in the 1991 census. Standards
and guidelines were published by the CRE to mainstream data collec-
tion with the same templates and categories in administrations, work-
place, schools, etc. This ‘politics of documentation™—as S. Ahmed calls it
(Ahmed 2007)—can be quite invasive and if the critics are less active than
in the 1980s against these statistics, concerns about their usefulness pop
up from time to time.

The major challenge faced by ethnic categorization is their inability
to account for the new migration landscape in the UK. Whereas eth-
nic groups conflate together recent immigrants and long-established
minorities, including third generations of the immigrants who came in
the 1950s, there is a need to identify newcomers and second generations
separately rather than under their broader ethnic categories. Indeed, the
shift towards patterns of mainstreaming in the UK has followed from the
demographic diversity itself, as was the shift in the 1960s from assimila-
tion to integration an account that diversity was not simply an issue of
immigrants but increasingly of British-born minorities. Resulting from
the strong historical links with the Commonwealth, and the British tradi-
tion of conferring citizenship by birthplace (jus soli), policymakers have
for many decades considered the country’s population of migrant origin
as ethnic minorities rather than migrants. However, these policy frames
operated within a paradigm of ‘race relations’ that understood Britain’s
minorities as a patchwork of discrete, homogenous entities arranged
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around a White British mainstream. The diversification and intensification
of migration in the last decades have fostered a partial turn away from this
race relations model, driven by the realization of the fact of super-diversity
and by the uneven geography of the new reality: increasingly complex
migration-driven demographic change creating new zones of encounter in
previously relatively homogenous parts of the country while intensifying
and multiplying diversity in the old urban contact zones. In this context,
social policies are more and more dedicated to immigrants rather than the
old minorities which are the subjects of antidiscrimination and multicul-
tural policies. The backlash against multiculturalism and the securitiza-
tion of integration problems—with the continued emphasis on Muslim
minorities—has meant that the rhetorical mainstreaming of the commu-
nity cohesion policy frame (and its increasingly assimilationist turn under
the rubric of ‘British values’) paradoxically serves to discursively target
Muslim minorities even when the accent is on the mainstream.

In the UK as in the Netherlands and France, the categories of the
recipients of integration policies, mainstreamed or not, change over time,
places and schemes. Immigrants, second generations, Muslims, ethnic and
racial minorities are now part of the picture, even though immigrants are
generally easy to frame in all countries, second generations are identified
in the Netherlands but not in the UK or France and Muslims or ethno-
racial minorities are categorized in statistics only in the UK.!? As a matter
of fact, the pre-conditions for mainstreaming are not completely fulfilled if
significant categories do not match the social issues to solve.

CONCLUSION: MAINSTREAMING AT THE EXPENSE
OF INTEGRATION

While maintaining a national style in their philosophies of integration and
policy designs, the three ‘old immigration countries’ studied here share
common features like the move towards an increasing focus on national
identity, shared values and civic integration rather than ethno-racial-based
equality policies. Different paradigms co-exist and contradict each other
very often: antidiscrimination and ‘hard integration’ in France (equality
and coercive laicité are also conflicting in contemporary politics); antidis-
crimination and community cohesion in the UK; assimilation and remains
of multicultural and antidiscrimination policies in the Netherlands. What
could be seen as a plurality of paradigms is actually a struggle between
forces that try to impose their own agenda to multicultural societies.
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Nativism has gained in traction in the three countries, and populist parties
are not far from power (Mudde 2012).

The impetus to mainstream integration instead of maintaining group-
targeted policies could have been understood as an advanced step in inte-
gration: the dissemination of the support to minorities in all domains of
public actions, like gender mainstreaming. However, this was not the
expectation of the EU commission when promoting mainstreaming. The
EU commission does not define precisely the meanings attached to main-
streaming in the case of integration (see Chap. 1) and mainstreaming as
such is quoted only once in the latest action plan for integration:

Actions to support the integration of third-country nationals need not, and
should not, be at the expense of measures to benefit other vulnerable or dis-
advantaged groups or minorities. In fact mainstreaming the integration of
third country nationals is and should be an integral part of efforts to moder-
nise and build inclusive social, education, labour market, health and equality
policies, in order to offer meaningful opportunities for all to participate in
society and the economy.!?

The invitation to broaden the scope of public actions outside the “inte-
gration tool box” should then be considered in the context of a retreat
of integration policies which are no more considered as solutions, but as
problems by themselves. To put it differently, mainstreaming integration
in France, the UK and the Netherlands does not constitute an enlarge-
ment of the interest for immigrants or minorities, but rather an attempt
to get away from group-based actions which create resentment in the
majority population. Rhetorical commitment to mainstreaming can some-
times have the paradoxical effect of hindering the development of effec-
tive mainstream policy in practice. In the case of France, colour-blindness
clearly jeopardizes the rationale behind mainstreaming. In the UK, the
erosion of equality law and the development of mainstreaming have dis-
proportionate effects on migrants and minorities and on their integration
processes and outcomes. Governments generally avoid accounting for the
effects of policy change on migrants and minorities. For example, changes
in the way welfare benefits are paid are bringing large numbers of long-
settled migrant women (often with little English) into Job Centres for the
first time through the introduction of Universal Credit—but the commit-
ment to universalism means no additional support or guidance is created
for these service user.
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In the Netherlands, France and the UK, area-based policies have been
designed to offer an alternative to the group-based policies, and they
have certainly disproportionately benefited migrant and minority popula-
tions. This indirect strategy reaches the same limits: not only are not all
the inhabitants of targeted zones stigmatized ethnic minorities, there are
also sizable victims of deprivation and racial discrimination who do not
live in these zones. In the best cases, these minority populations in tar-
geted zones represent less than 30% of the overall population exposed to
obstacle in their integration trajectories and discriminations. In any case,
a policy which covers only a small proportion of its potential recipients is
a failure, unless the coverage was not the purpose of its implementation.
A ‘smart’ approach to mainstreaming would monitor these effects and
where necessary seek to adjust them. However, monitoring the effect of
policies on minorities requires accurate data that are missing in most cases
because they simply do not exist (in France), because they are not used for
this purpose (in the Netherlands), or because they are not targeting the
proper population groups (in the UK).

NoOTES

1. Anticipating these changes, Brubaker was talking of a “return of assimila-
tion” already in 2001 (Brubaker, 2001).

2. Bozec and Simon (2014): The Politics of Mainstreaming, Immigrant
Integration Policies: Case Study of France; Jensen and Gidley (2014): The
Politics of Mainstreaming, Immigrant Integration Policies: Case Study of
the United Kingdom; Maan et al. (2014): The Politics of Mainstreaming,
Immigrant Integration Policies: Case Study of the Netherlands.

See  http://www.project-upstream.eu,/publications/country-reports,/
275-the-politics-of-mainstreaming-immigrant-integration-policies-case-
study-of-spain

3. “Shared aspirations and values, which focuses on what we have in common
rather than our differences” (DCLG 2012: 4-5).

4. “Arobust response to threats, whether discrimination, extremism or disor-
der, that deepen division and increase tensions” (DCLG 2012: 4-5).

5. Contourennota.

6. Scheffer, P. (2000, January 29). Het Multiculturele Drama. NRC
Handelsblad. http://retro.nrc.nl /W2 /Lab/Multicultureel /schefter.html

7. Named after Chairman Stef Blok.

8. After an extensive study of immigrant integration policies of the last 30 years
the Committee concluded that the process of integration for many immi-


http://www.project-upstream.eu/publications/country-reports/275-the-politics-of-mainstreaming-immigrant-integration-policies-case-study-of-spain
http://www.project-upstream.eu/publications/country-reports/275-the-politics-of-mainstreaming-immigrant-integration-policies-case-study-of-spain
http://www.project-upstream.eu/publications/country-reports/275-the-politics-of-mainstreaming-immigrant-integration-policies-case-study-of-spain
http://retro.nrc.nl/W2/Lab/Multicultureel/scheffer.html

MAINSTREAMING AND REDEFINING THE IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION... 43

grants had been “a total or partial success”. The whole process of the
research, and particularly its moderate outcome led to strong response in and
outside the Parliament, as the Commission’s conclusions strongly diverged
from the public and political sentiments on immigrant integration.

9. Centraal Bureau voor de Statistick (2010). Verkenning nict-westerse 3de
generatie. The Hague: Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek.

10. 2003-2004 TK 26 689 nr. 17 kabinetsreactie rapport bruggen bouwen.

11. Commission for Racial Equality (1980). 1981 Census: Why the Ethnic
Question is Vital. A Discussion Document. London: Commission for Racial
Equality.

12. There are statistics on Muslims in the Netherlands, but they are built on
geographical information (country of origin for two generations) and not
on self-identification in religious categories.

13. EU Commission (2016). “Action Plan on the Integration of Third
Country Nationals”. Brussels, COM(2016) 377 Final (7/6,/2016).
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CHAPTER 3

Mainstreaming by Accident in the
New-Migration Countries: The Role
of NGOs in Spain and Poland
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INTRODUCTION

Immigrant integration governance in Poland and Spain is characterized
by a polycentric model. With regard to international migrants', civil
society is a pivotal element within its welfare regime due to the lack of
public resources within these countries. In this context, international
migrants are in a weak social position as they have limited access both
to public goods and to family and neighbourhood networks. Under
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these conditions, non-governmental organizations (NGOs) cover
some of the needs of international migrants that the state does not
meet. Consequently, NGOs become an ‘acting state’ characterized by
a lack of autonomy due to their dependence on external funding. Even
though deconcentration involves moves towards more generic policies,
mainstreaming in Poland and Spain happens rather ‘accidentally’? or is
born out of a lack of specific immigrant integration priorities targeting
immigrants (Brey et al. 2015; Jézwiak et al. 2014). Therefore, main-
streaming patterns do not necessarily mean that immigrants are fully
integrated in both societies. On the contrary, this chapter describes the
efficiencies and deficiencies of the mainstreaming of integration poli-
cies and practices in this two ‘new receiving countries of international
migration.’

Spain and Poland share a common way of organizing welfare that
largely shapes the current framework in which migrant integration poli-
cies have been developed. In short, both countries are characterized by a
weak welfare state in which there is a large dependency on civil society to
meet social needs of the population. This institutional context is fuelled
by the hegemony of the idea of charity as a legitimate means of social
solidarity. However, this similarity appears as a result of quite different
historical trajectories. On the one hand, the case of Spain refers to the
insufficient attempts to build a new welfare state after the end of the
fascist dictatorship of Franco. The case of Poland, on the other hand,
is a remarkable example of the dismantling of a communist-type (state
socialism) welfare state. At present, the neoliberal predominance fuels
the weakness of the welfare policies in both countries. This, in turn,
strengthens the role of the families and neighbourhood networks, as well
as the NGOs.

The chapter starts with a description of international migration trends
to contextualize the recent migrant integration policies in both countries.
Once this picture is presented, we explain how mainstreaming is, or is not,
implemented in the fields of education and social cohesion. Within the
field of education, we focus on the situation of immigrants at schools, and
the relevancy of language skills among the migrants. Then we immerse
in the analysis of the social cohesion, considering public anti-poverty and
anti-exclusion programmes. Finally we conclude the chapter by pointing
to the fact that mainstreaming practices in both countries do not result
from policy priorities but rather from neoliberal forms of governance lead-
ing to assimilationist tendencies.
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THE IMPACT OF INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION IN POLAND
AND SPAIN

The Spanish and the Polish societies have undergone changes in terms of
an increasing influx of international migrants. In a very short span of time,
Spain has become one of the main European recipients of international
immigration due to the needs of its local markets regarding the expan-
sion of the housing bubble during the 2000s. As a result, the share of
foreigners in the Spanish population increased from 2%, at the end of the
1990s, to more than 14% in 2011 (the peak of the immigration process).?
Thus, Spain can be defined as a ‘new international immigration coun-
try.” Up to the year 2000, Spain had functioned primarily as a sending
country for both North-Western Europe and Latin America. This clearly
changed in the year 2000. From then on, Spain became one of the main
European destinations for immigrants. The massive influx of immigrants
has strongly affected the make-up of its active population and population
age structures. The immigrants present in the country come from three
main regions. The first two, South America and Morocco, are ‘traditional’
regions of origin of immigrants in Spain. The third, very recent sending
region is Eastern Europe, especially Romania and Bulgaria. However, the
financial crisis, which began in 2008, has had two effects. It has slowed the
entry of new immigrants and there has been an increase in returns. These
trends are evident with the data of the population register, where immi-
gration dropped to 10.7% of the total population in 2014. Nevertheless,
the massive migratory flows have given rise in Spain to political, economic
and social concerns regarding the ability of society to successfully incor-
porate newcomers.

On the contrary, in Poland permanent or long-term foreign residents
represent less than 1% of the total population, which is one of the lowest
rates of immigrants in the EU. This number, however, does not include
seasonal and circular migrants, the majority of whom are not regarded as
residents although they form the largest group of foreigners working in
the country. Most of the immigrants stay for short periods and circulate
between Poland and their countries of origin or move further to the West.
It is possible due to the simplified procedure (the so-called employer’s
declaration of intent to hire a foreigner), according to which the citizens
of Armenia, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine are entitled
to work for six months in a year in Poland without the need to conduct
labour market tests required prior to employing a foreign worker. Around



50 1.JOZWIAKET AL.

90% of these migrants come from Ukraine. In 2013, over 235,000 immi-
grants were registered through this scheme. During the next year, the
number nearly reached 400,000, and it has kept increasing, exceeding 1
300 000 temporary workers registered in 2016.*

An important factor in achieving effective migrant integration policy is
the institutional context of the countries in question. Spain and Poland are
characterized as ‘familist’ welfare regimes in reference to the centrality of
the family institution, the neighbourhood networks, and the NGOs in the
social structure and social protection mechanisms (Pérez-Diaz et al. 2010).
Welfare regimes in these countries have been built around the premise that
these social agents are the central institutions in providing care and social
protection to the dependent members. The consequence of the familistic
bias is a low level of public provision and public expenditure in care, that
on top of that has been affected by the current financial crisis, leading to
even more vulnerability (Flaquer 2000; Serrano and Sanchez-Dominguez
2015; Krzyzowski 2011; Szukalski 2010). This common way of organiz-
ing welfare largely shapes the current frameworks in which migrant inte-
gration policies have been developed in both Spain and Poland. In this
context, international migrants are in a particularly vulnerable position®
since they are deprived of their family-support network in the destination
country.

In this regard, we find it crucial to link the worldwide emergence of the
belief in individualism and individual agency with the neoliberal political
project as a fuel for the third sector as an alternative to the welfare-state
social integration policies (Harvey 2005). In this scenario, the lack of both
social resources (neighbourhood and family networks of mutual support)
and public provision has been filled by NGOs. Therefore, the third sec-
tor is trying to supply some of the goods and services that the immigrant
population needs in a context of crisis. In both countries, NGOs play a
crucial role in the development of migrant integration policies as they
serve as the main—and in some cases the only—actor in the debate on
immigrant integration.

In both countries, the post-authoritarian condition formed a favour-
able background for the emergence of NGOs.¢ In Spain this did not hap-
pen until the late 1980s, when two factors coincided—the creation of
public funding systems for NGOs (used to legitimize weak and ineffective
welfare policies) and the use of NGOs by the main political actors (such
as church, unions, political parties) to control the already weak Spanish
civic society (Goémez Gil 2005). The main consequence is the structural
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dependency of NGOs on public priorities due to a lack of financial auton-
omy derived from its weak social base. In Poland, after the 1989 political
breakthrough, ‘democracy’ and ‘civil society’ have commonly been asso-
ciated with the free market. In this order, the role of the NGOs was to
cushion the social side effects of the state’s withdrawal from active social
policy (Zateski 2012).

To sum up, international migration has become an increasingly signifi-
cant social process in both countries in the context of weak welfare regime.
Although the intensity of international migration differs between the two
countries, their commonalities in organization of welfare produce similar
effects on the social integration of international migrants and the signifi-
cant role played by NGOs. In this context, the following sections assess to
what extent mainstreaming can be detected when attention to migrants is
concerned, and what are the social effects of its particular development in
both countries.

MIGRANT INTEGRATION POLICIES IN POLAND AND SPAIN

Due to the different circumstances of immigration in Spain and Poland, we
might expect a difference in the development of migrant integration poli-
cies in each country. While in Spain, integration policies date back to the
beginning of the 1990s, Poland has not yet developed an immigrant inte-
gration framework as such. The reason is mainly related to the migratory
history of both countries. In Poland, immigration is a recent phenomenon
which remains largely invisible, while the Spanish society has been trans-
formed by its new status as a host country of international immigrants,
thus putting the integration of immigrants in the public agenda.

The first specific Spanish national integration policy was implemented
in 1994 by the central government. It resulted in the establishment of the
Permanent Observatory for Immigration and the Forum for the Social
Integration of Immigrants. The Forum is a tripartite consultative body
consisting of the representation of public administrations, trade unions,
employer’s representatives and the third sector. In 2007, the Spanish cen-
tral government adopted a more ambitious triennial Plan for Citizenship
and Integration, the so-called PECI I (2007-2011), continued under
PECI IT (2011-2014) in its second-term. The main aim was to estab-
lish common principles for integration policies and to facilitate budget
transfers from the central government to the local and regional authori-
ties responsible for its implementation. As a frame of reference, the PECI
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refers to the EU policies, including specific references to the mainstream-
ing of integration policies. As a result, the basic principles of the PECI I
(2007-2010), affirm that integration is a bilateral process, in which all
residents are involved and therefore all citizens should be part of it. It
also promotes equal opportunities for the whole population, equality of
rights, obligations and treatment, non-discrimination; promotion of liv-
ing together, justice, inclusiveness and common belonging feeling; respect
and positive recognition of diversity.

However, in 2012, the budget dedicated to the Fund for the
Reception and Integration of Immigrants was cancelled due to the con-
servative turn of the Spanish central government. Created in 2005, the
Fund was the main source of funding for the development of activities
aimed at the integration of the immigrants. Given this scenario, NGOs
have adopted collaborative strategies with local governments in order to
meet the specific and general needs of society with regard to growing
inequality and vulnerability associated to the current economic crisis.
Although the basic perspective is a generic approach, specific measures
are considered additionally necessary since migrants are considered vul-
nerable, and might thus need specific programmes to overcome the risk
of social exclusion.

In Poland, although the immigrant integration policy has not yet
been adopted, there are clear signs of the will of the Polish government
to create a regulatory framework encompassing integration policies for
immigrants. The Migration Policy Unit (within the Ministry of Interior)
coordinates activities such as the preparation of Poland’s migration policy
and makes sure Polish regulations adhere to EU standards. Whereas the
Department of Social Assistance and Integration (within the Ministry of
Labour and Social Policy) assures that foreigners are included in new proj-
ects of legislation on the national level. In January 2005, the Ministry of
Social Policy adopted a document entitled Proposals for actions for creating
a complex integration policy for the foresgners in Poland (Ministry of Social
Policy 2005).

The framework of Polish Migration Policy has been drafted in the
2012 document entitled Migration Policy of Poland—the Curvent State of
Play and the Further Actions. Importantly, this document focuses rather
on reception than integration policies and suggests the possibility of
obtaining the EU funds, an access to which allows for the development
of “non-governmental sector and institutions engaged in integration
issues” (Migration Policy of Poland 2012: 71). In fact, the situation of
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foreigners after obtaining legal status is on the agenda of NGOs, which
often points to the institutional difficulties the immigrants face when
trying to access public services and social welfare. This state of affairs
creates a kind of monopoly of the third sector in the area of integration
activities such as legal assistance, language assistance or cultural coun-
selling (i.e., short-term actions which cannot be called policies). The
organizations dealing with migration and integration issues have well-
educated and experienced cadres that are often better prepared for this
kind of work than the civil servants. This makes their position stron-
ger. However, working in the project mode and a dependency on exter-
nal funding (mostly the European Fund for the Integration of Third
Country Nationals) they not only lack possibility of conducting long-
term activities and strategic actions but also face the limits set by the
priorities of the grantee, for example addressing only those who stay in
Poland for one year at minimum (Lesiriska and Stefariska 2015), which
again excludes seasonal and circular migrants. As pointed out by Pawlak
and Matusz-Protasiewicz (2015), the NGOs’ activities are delimited by
their financing subjects’ priorities and their work is delimited by applying
and evaluating the projects. It also affects their recipients who receive
assistance designed along with those priorities. It has led to the establish-
ing of a group of experts whose work is fully dependent on the external
and migrant/refugee related funds which, in a longer term, may ‘rein-
force the otherness’ in a Polish—almost homogenous society—instead of
creating a more inclusive integration policies and integration practices.
Passing the responsibility over integration to the NGOs, the state is, in
fact, not obliged to meet or fulfil EC recommendations (Stefariska 2015;
Lesiniska and Stefaniska 2015).

Social cohesion in Poland is approached from a macroeconomic, social
and strategic perspective. The concept is adopted from the EU defini-
tion and applied in, inter alia, the 2009 ‘Polska 2030’ national long-term
strategic document which identifies ‘the improvement of social cohesion’
as one of the challenges to be met. The document states that bearing the
Western European experience in mind, the government should not run
the risk to exclude immigrants (Polska 2010: 83). Following the Spanish
model, immigrants are considered a vital resource in terms of filling labour
market niches. Activities aimed at immigrant integration, given the antici-
pated influx, are expected to be included in a (non-mainstreamed) migra-
tion policy. On an operational level, the potential development is related
to socio-economic diversity, rather than socio-cultural differences.
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Particularly relevant is the fact that Polish integration-related poli-
cies distinguish between different categories of migrants. Services for
permanent stay-holders, such as social benefits, pensions, social assistance
or housing, can be perceived as mainstreamed in terms of access as they
are granted on equal terms with the citizens. However, this does not apply
to other categories of immigrants, such as ‘fixed-period-residents” who,
as already stated, form almost half of foreign residents in the country.
Circular migrants who do not qualify as residents are not entitled to any
services, apart from healthcare, assuming that employers cover their insur-
ance costs as they are obliged to, which in fact excludes them from social
and integration policies.

Although on a different scale, Poland and Spain share the experience
of attracting foreign low-cost labour force needed to fill the labour mar-
ket shortages that were related to the housing bubble in Spain, as well as
the demand for care work due to an ageing population and emigration
in Poland. In this regard both countries follow a common universalistic
approach to integration on the state level, either due to budget cutbacks
in Spain or to the invisibility of immigrants in Poland. At first sight, both
countries could fulfil the main patterns included in the general definition
of mainstreaming of immigrant integration. On the coordination side,
they share a trend towards multi-actor governance in this field. On the
content side, the common lack of widespread specific policies targeting
migrant groups seems to strengthen this hypothesis. However, due to the
factors explaining these dynamics, this approach to immigrant integra-
tion seldom involves “the generic and inclusive adoption of immigrant
integration priorities in generic policy domains” (see Chap. 1). Therefore,
this kind of mainstreaming is closer to the logic of denial, as this will be
explained in the following sections.

Under these conditions, integration initiatives have been linked to
the NGOs and their external funding sources, in both Poland and Spain.
The NGOs serve as the main actor in the debate on immigrant inte-
gration as a whole. During the financial crisis, the state has restrained
its role to implement specific policies to support the immigrants. This
positioning has forced NGOs, who have not only limited funds but also
limited agency to introduce solutions they work out, to employ them.
This situation contains contradictions. For example, on the one hand,
with regard to the direct, street-level work, the NGOs fill the gap left
by the government and the local municipalities. But, on the other hand,
when it comes to policy making, NGOs work out recommendations that
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the government is not obliged to consider. In these conditions, NGOs
became something that can be classified as an ‘acting state’ dependent
on external funding.

Tue Errects oF DEPENDENCY ON NGOS FOR IMMIGRANT
INTEGRATION

Dependency on NGOs in the policy awareness, development and imple-
mentation is a common trend in both countries affecting the whole inte-
gration process, from the first steps of migrants in their new country of
residence to the measures being applied to guarantee their access to the
welfare services. The weak state-led approach to migrant integration leads
to some common risks in both countries, as integration priorities are not
explicit as we shall point out in the following sections where we link immi-
grant integration and the potential mainstreaming thereof to the fields of
education and social cohesion. Key aspects herein are unequal access to
services depending on the cultural background, segregation of migrants in
some specific services, the main role that schools and NGO’s take to satisfy
their needs and, finally, the specific vulnerability that migrants face in the
current €CONOMIC Crisis.

Consequences of Education

One of the main consequences of international migration has been the
growing influx of young children with a migrant background in schools.
Both the Spanish and the Polish educational policies are based on the
principle of universality: all children of immigrants are entitled to equal
access to education. Although compulsory education (early childhood,
primary, and secondary) is a mainstream policy area covering all children,
it has been identified that migrant children have specific needs in the edu-
cational field, such as language learning, that requires specific attention to
promote their educational, economic and social success in adult life. To
ensure the equality in both Poland and Spain, foreign students are entitled
to additional classes.

In Poland, foreign students who do not speak Polish are entitled to
additional classes of the language up to the age of 18. Before the students
enter the regular Polish classes they are grouped into preparatory classes.
Cultural and linguistic assistance in the child’s mother tongue can be orga-
nized for up to 12 months (Jézwiak et al. 2014). Language assistance
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and additional Polish language classes gather different groups of foreign-
ers (refugees and third-country nationals) as well as children of Polish
who have returned to Poland, who have language difficulties after spend-
ing time abroad. In Warsaw, schools with a relatively high percentage of
foreigners cooperate with local municipalities and the Warsaw Office for
Education supplying additional Polish language classes, trainings in cul-
tural diversity for teachers and local cultural initiatives. Similar steps have
been undertaken in the cities of Gdansk and especially in Lublin, which
is known for its relatively high number of refugees, international students
and labour migrants.

In Spain, at the beginning of the migration boom, many specific edu-
cation programmes (transitional classes) were promoted by the public
administrations in order to meet the needs of the children of immi-
grants coming from different countries of origin, mainly outside of the
EU. These resources, as in Poland, were understood as compensatory
education to reduce the aforementioned academic gap among chil-
dren coming from different education systems. These special-education
programmes included foreign students under 16 years of age who are
latecomers to the Spanish Educational System. These students receive dif-
ferent educational training designed to facilitate their inclusion at school.
This programme acts as a stage of transition in which there is a double
objective: to reach the same academic level of the year of studies that cor-
responds with their age and to learn the vehicular language of the school.
As in Poland, the transitional classes partly responded to the logic of dif~
Sferentialism, as these involve the recognition and institutionalization of
differences. In this model, immigrants are approached through specific
and separate policies, stressing their status as distinct national, ethnic or
cultural groups (Scholten 2011). Nevertheless, the number of students in
these programmes has declined due to budget cutbacks in the education
field, especially since 2010. In that sense, this evolution seems to respond
to the logic of deninl, which argues against the benefits of redistribu-
tive policies, insisting that despite inequality between social or cultural
groups, redistribution policies do not benefit any particular group. This
model stresses the individual rights and does not recognize pre-existing
structures of society (De Zwart 2005). Following this logic, vulnerable
migrant groups are brought ‘in the mainstream’ without a support-
ive structure. This situation has been aggravated by the financial crisis.
The economic restrictions have led to the reduction of teachers, mainly
those working in compensatory education (Observatorio Metropolitano
2013). The reaction of the school centres has been to assign these tasks
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to the remaining teachers in the regular classes. The main problem in this
regard is the fact that these teachers usually lack the intercultural training
they would need to accomplish this task. Also, these centres have begun
to open some places for the study of children after the school (i.e., librar-
ies). It leaves teachers overloaded with a very difficult extra work they do
in a discretionary way:

Just imagine a classroom with 30 students, each one coming from their own
world. If differences among their educational level are huge, just imagine
what a teacher is able to do during the class... It is impossible. I know many
teachers do their best, but it is not the same to offer individual support to a
group of 5 students as to a classroom of 30 students.”

In the case of Poland, it is hard to speak of official, institutionalized micro-
level policies aimed at integration, which leaves the ‘diversity-awareness’
in the interaction with the students up to the individual approach of the
teachers, headmasters or school psychologists. This makes the situation
similar to the Spanish case, although departing from a different situation.
There are few schools, both public and private, that work out their own
integration programmes aimed not only at immigrants and refugees but
also at Polish youth from vulnerable groups. In these few cases, the prac-
tice is to form mixed classes for students of different backgrounds and to
organize common integration initiatives, without neglecting the special
needs of each group (e.g. linguistic or cultural for the students of foreign
background). This approach also makes the majority of students more
aware of the problems of minority groups and enables finding possible
ways to solve them.

Against this background, the main strategy adopted by Spanish public
schools consists in cooperation with NGOs working in the neighbour-
hoods where the schools are located. This way, orientation services send
students with specific needs to the different projects offered by NGOs.
These organizations used to apply specific programs that have been
replaced by universalistic initiatives through which cultural diversity is
mainstreamed:

We consider what the child needs, wherever he or she comes from, because
particularities are so varied. The own dynamic of the NGO promotes inter-
culturalism. Theorists talk to us about a methodology we were already
applying in the neighbourhood. We have meetings with social workers but
politicians never come. We need to decide which resources have to be uni-
versalistic and which ones have to be specific.®
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This process of deconcentration in terms of coordination shows some
problems at the street-level, as the projects developed by NGOs are unsta-
ble, due to their dependence on short-term and volatile funding coming
both from public and private institutions. In this regard, any budget cut-
back implies a reduction of the number of children that can be accepted
by the NGOs programs. While NGOs offer the education support that the
public institution cannot provide due to the budget cutbacks. Stakeholders
working at the very local level usually express the feeling that politicians
and policy makers fail to appreciate the significance and urgency of issues
pertaining to education support to immigrants, producing thereby a wid-
ening gap between the formulation of policies and the implementation of
actual initiatives in the field. For example, both NGOs and policy docu-
ments advocate for interculturalism as a key principle that should be on the
basis of mainstreamed integration policies. However, the aforementioned
gap leads to contradictions such as the simultaneous promotion of inter-
culturalism in political discourses, on the one hand, and public tolerance
with ethnic segregation of students at schools, on the other hand. This is
also the case of the distance between the ideas of interculturalism, as it is
expressed in plans or policy documents, and the practices of everyday life
by street level bureaucrats. Not all of them will incorporate diversity and
mainstream as a perspective for work in the same way, as a result of the lack
of intercultural education of professionals.

Furthermore, the service provision by NGOs contributes to a relevant
segregation dynamic. The specific resources that NGOs provide gather
immigrants in very isolated spaces outside schools. As a result, integration
of diversity does not occur within the educational system. Therefore, it
appears that schools, due to their lack of resources, only outsource the
problem. Under these circumstances, universalistic measures following the
logic of denial lead to very specific practices:

Here we have a great parish where millions of Ecuadorian children are doing
homework, but Spanish white children do not go; integration is just the
opposite. They are associations that give extra help to the children who do
not have it at home because the Chinese mother does not know how to
write Spanish. They are a patch; you are not doing the work of integration.’

An ambiguous kind of mainstreaming thus usually exists in practices,
not necessarily for political but rather for economic reasons, as a conse-
quence of budget restrictions. Most education bureaucrats at the level
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of implementation take advantage of this ‘mainstreaming by accident,” as
they prefer universal instead of specific approaches, when attention to chil-
dren is concerned. However, the question whether the vulnerable groups
are missing out when needs are only met through apparent mainstream
mechanisms remains, especially when the mechanisms do not incorpo-
rate the adoption of immigrant integration priorities. Two relevant aspects
should be referred to in this regard.

Firstly, the actual pattern of mainstreaming integration is partly caused
by economic reasons. This puts the needs of vulnerable groups at risk due
to the lack of resources. In this context, education policies may priori-
tize other issues (such as Information and Communications Technologies,
or English language) over compensatory education and integration of
diversity:

They are interested in another issue. The training of teachers has to do with
the second language and new technologies, never with pedagogy. Conflicts
are constant; teachers do not know how to handle them. The headmistress
is minimizing it continuously. In that scenario, the population about which
we speak is not a priority and remains invisible.!?

One of the main difficulties for children with a migrant background is
related to their family situation. This is due to the frequent absence of
their parents at home when classes are over; psychological problems asso-
ciated with reunification processes or to expulsion procedures, as inter-
viewed education agents stated. In the first case, children do not have
the support they need to reduce their academic gap in comparison to the
average student. In the second one, family conflicts have a huge impact on
the educational results of children. In both cases, public schools strongly
depend on the resources provided by the NGOs working with these issues.
Indeed, as they have been through a change of residence, from the send-
ing to the receiving country, migrants usually suffer from a lack of social
and family networks, in comparison to the Spanish population. Thus, they
might need more social resources from NGOs.

Services offered by the schools themselves have been badly depleted.
We have noticed that many: from the PROA,'" speech therapists, multi-
professional teams ... Now they are overwhelmed. There are fewer
resources to teach Spanish language; less compensatory education... They
invent anything.!?
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In this regard, NGOs point out that they receive many students with
specific needs, but they add that, in this context of economic recession,
problems are so severe that they are barely able to reach the minimum
level of the compensatory education that was previously developed in the
schools by professional teachers.

Secondly, there is an inadequate training of professionals in intercultural
education, which is especially relevant in a circumstance where the lack of
resources obliges teachers to assume additional tasks such as, for example,
the compensatory education of students of foreign origin, and the promo-
tion of interculturalism in the classroom. An inevitable consequence of the
lack of intercultural skills is that teachers try to assimilate foreign students
to the Spanish students, especially with regard to language and cultural
differences. That is, they try to homogenize all students so that they are
under the same conditions for optimal learning. The same observation can
be made with regards to religious diversity. Both parent associations and
professionals working in the NGOs are concerned about the risks involved
in this lack of intercultural formation. As a result, these different agents
of the civil society put their efforts to reduce a problem, which is strongly
located in the heart of the public education system. This is also a relevant
trend in Poland, where the needs of the immigrants’ children are not rec-
ognized in the local policy-documents. Due to such a small scale of the
migration phenomenon, each case is treated rather individually. Even at
the school level, the teachers’ awareness considering their pupils of foreign
background is very often low as sometimes they do not even know their
nationality for example, confusing Iraq with Iran.

To sum up, budget cutbacks in compensatory education and the lack
of intercultural training of professionals are the two main factors produc-
ing several problems among the so-called children of the crisis. Children
are characterized by both the country where they or their parents come
from and the socioeconomic condition of their family. In most deprived
neighbourhoods, some children suffer from malnutrition and live in hard
family situations. In these cases, the results are several maturing and learn-
ing problems. In this scenario, targeted actions are disappearing within a
mainstream context driven by economic reasons. In times of recession,
targeted actions are politically difficult to justify. The dedication of public
funds to specific populations might indirectly promote the xenophobic
reaction of some native groups, as many stakeholders working at the very
local level point out during the interviews.
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Consequences on Social Cobesion

Spatial policies targeting social problems are a widespread pattern in
Europe in which Spanish cities are taking an important role. On the con-
trary, in Poland it is difficult to speak of any local pro-integration activity
on the neighbourhood level as even the cities have no official integration
programs (Stefaiiska 2015). However, there have been some attempts to
introduce institutionalized micro-level policies aimed at promoting diver-
sity and tolerance. For example, as a reaction to complaints from NGOs
about racist, homophobic and anti-Semitic incidents, the Capital City of
Warsaw launched a project entitled ‘Diverse Warsaw’.!? It was planned for
the years 2011-2013 and aimed at promoting tolerance towards diver-
sity and non-discrimination through financing campaigns and smaller
projects in cooperation with NGOs and research institutions. According
to the critics, due to financial and organizational issues, the Programme
has never been fully operational.'* In contrast, during the last decade,
several area-based initiatives were developed across many Spanish neigh-
bourhoods. The Intercultural Community Intervention Program (ICI)
promoted and funded by La Caixa (a relevant bank of Spain) is a clear
example. This spatial action synthesizes the key factors defining the poli-
tics of mainstreaming.

Firstly, the Intercultural Community Intervention Program is focused
on neighbourhoods that are selected according to the percentage of
immigrants within its population, although other socioeconomic and
sociodemographic factors are also considered. Therefore, ICI projects
are a clear example of replacement as a policy technique. Regarding the
dilemma of recognition, replacement is a compromise between denial
and accommodation. While pursuing redistribution benefiting ethnic
groups, this project constructs its own social categories. Therefore,
targeting policies along socioeconomic factors, indirectly addresses
immigrants by targeting neighbourhoods with a high concentration
of foreigners, but avoiding the explicit recognition of such groups.
Secondly, this initiative supports a deconcentration process by which
the governance of migrant integration policies involves all stakehold-
ers in the neighbourhood. This is a process, which is valued because it
promotes the networking, though most social agents recognize it has
been due to the lack of resources. To quote the official introduction of
the ICI Program:
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In a society in which the presence and establishment of million people of
foreign origin have increased the already intense diversification of our coun-
try, we must promote development processes, relationship and integration
involving all the principal actors—government, technical resources and citi-
zenship—in building a cohesive society.!

Nonetheless, some agents within Spanish urban areas do not collaborate
with this strategy of replacement from social group targeting to territo-
rial targeting. They underline difficulties for both a specific perspective
and the replacement strategy in this field. Therefore, these professionals
support a universalistic approach to social intervention, and they believe
migrants should not be considered as a specific target at all (not even by
means of replacement techniques). As stated by an Education Support
NGO employee, apparently there was nothing wrong with the actual
model of coexistence within the neighbourhood this NGO works. As she
pointed out, the immigrants are asked to do more than the rest of the
population just because there are too many social agents looking after
them, not because they need it.

There is general trend in the discourse of the street-level workers
towards universalistic measures. Most professionals state that integration
is facilitated by bringing groups together around places rather than sepa-
rating them along with identity or ethnicity. As stated by the director of
a social services centre in Spain, “local administration must provide space
for meeting and civic participation (...) we do not put the stigma on the
immigrant.” Nonetheless, many social actors confirm that one of the main
reasons to explain the adoption of universalistic policies comes from the
controversy around specific measures focused on immigrants. It is espe-
cially relevant in the context of economic crisis, to avoid the risk of ‘native’
neighbours claiming that social resources are always directed towards
newcomers. A universal approach would avoid the aforementioned xeno-
phobic discourse threatening to divide neighbourhoods based on ethnic
factors. Actually, most of the professionals working in NGOs use age-
related criteria to define any social initiative, thus showing a clear practice
and discourse of replacement of ethnic measures by not only spatial but
also age-based policies.

In Poland, immigrants are not perceived as a socially vulnerable group
in public discourse, policy documents and opinions shared by most of the
experts, as in general the economic situation of immigrants’ households
is perceived as stable. This approach can serve as an exclusion mechanism
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or justification for exclusion along the simplified argumentation that if
the ‘they’ come to work, they can also secure their living This also cor-
responds with the already mentioned limited welfare system in Poland
and the policy approach to short-term residents and circular migrants in
particular. To quote one of our respondents:

I’m not speaking about the dramatic situation of using social assistance, i.c.,
a possible application for a communal or a social flat. On the one hand, the
housing situation in Poland is disastrous and the problem is politically not
sexy enough for anybody to work with it. But on the other hand, in case
of the refugees, “there is no housing for the Poles cither, so what can we
do?” Which, in my opinion, is a nightmarish thinking? (...) In case of labour
migrants, it is also the way that “Ok, they work so theoretically have their
funds to rent a place on the free market.” But here, especially the Ukrainians
are in a difficult situation (...) People use them by offering them higher
prices and imposing additional costs. And second, [the landlords] very often
deprive them of legal protection by refusing to sign a rental agreement.
Everything is arranged unofficially, which puts them in an unfavourable
position as there is a requirement for a legal entitlement to a flat so that one
can register.'¢

Once a universalistic perspective is adopted, we shall ask if the policy atten-
tion to neighbourhoods translates into attention paid to the specific issues
faced by migrants and other vulnerable minorities. Thus, the problem is
whether this kind of universalistic perspective does not exclude particular
groups. In Poland, this problem particularly applies to the circular and
seasonal migrants, whose role seems to be, as we may say, to ‘come, earn
and leave’ and as such do not appear as a subject of reception or integra-
tion. This phenomenon in Polish migration and integration policy has
been referred to as ‘assimilation via abandonment’ (Grzymata-Kaztowska
and Weinar 2006) where immigrants do not receive systematic, long-
term support from the governmental actors while the support provided
by NGOs is often not enough. This leads to the situation where the
migrants are left by themselves and those “who have managed to inte-
grate owe this success to their own determination and the support of the
family or friends” (Grzymata-Kaztowska and Weinar 2006). This notion
was worked out before the 2009 outburst of EC-funded project as well
as the introduction of the simplified procedures for the employment of
Ukrainian, Belorussian, Moldovan, Georgian, Armenian and Russian citi-
zens in 2008, which played an important role in increasing the number of
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circular and seasonal (that is not included in integration policy and with
limited access to social welfare) migrants in Poland. This creates a context
in which special measures aimed at immigrants can hardly be considered as
a conscious strategy of mainstreaming. We claim this kind of abandonment
to be the result of both the scale of immigration and the state abandon-
ing its active social policy and passing the welfare functions to the NGOs.

In Spain, there are exceptions to this universalistic approach at least in
two areas. The first one is gender violence suffered by foreign women. In
this case, migrant associations indicate that specific actions are required to
overcome the cultural and legal barriers that separate foreign women to
the access of generic services. The second exception includes certain areas
of'integration. In this case, specific intervention programs should consider
the frontiers based on racial or ethnic stereotypes (e.g. access for parents
associations or employment services for foreign Roma), or the specific
health problems faced by immigrants who do not have a residence per-
mit, as they were excluded of the health primary care by the conservative
Spanish government in 2012. In regard to these circumstances:

It has been necessary to develop specific policies against speech saying that
the resources are there and that if minorities do not want to go, it is their
problem... The reality is more complex. They do not access, not because
they don’t want to but because there is a number of obstacles that must be
recognized for the equal access and treatment.!”

A key aspect regarding the mainstreaming of integration governance in
Spain is that the coordination dimension is failing due to the characteris-
tics of the process of deconcentration. In Poland this coordination dimen-
sion is equally absent not only due to aforementioned weak welfare-state
mechanisms as well as their NGO-ization but also due to the very fact that
the country never had any migration governance body on the national
level (Stefariska 2015). In both cases, as many entities of the third sector
are funded for short periods of time, social programmes are rarely comple-
mentary to each other. As a result, some social needs are met by various
projects whereas others remain uncovered. Besides, long-term interven-
tions and programmes are needed to assure the efficiency of social policies.
On the contrary, short-term projects and shortage of experts are harmful
to the very objectives of social cohesion. At the same time, it is acknowl-
edged that decentralized governance is a tool for the public administration
to overcome the funding shortage. Nevertheless, it is also recognized that
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this fragmentation alters long-term processes as NGOs are constrained by
their budget weakness, which makes social needs of the population sec-
ondary in their activities.

To conclude, common integration practices can be observed in both
countries. On the one hand, the move towards generic policies is fuelled
by xenophobic threats within an economic crisis scenario. On the other
hand, deconcentration of integration policies is a defining pattern of weak
welfare regimes where civil society tends to meet social needs uncovered
by the state. They are based on economic and political reasons such as
austerity measures, as well as on the use of the EU funds and the need to
fulfil the donors’ requirements. In both cases, a predominant neoliberal
approach favours the activities undertaken by the NGOs instead of the
active integration policy of the state or municipalities. The example of
Madrid is telling in this regard:

Policies relating to the care of migrants have been built around two axes.
The first is the classic dismantling of public budgets in this area, in the
2011 budget of the Community of Madrid these items were reduced by
more than 52%. The second is awarding much of the budget items that
are still kept for immigration and development aid to different NGOs and
foundations which are close to the ultra-Catholic and conservative sectors.
(Carmona et al. 2012: 188)

Besides this we can observe a lack of long-term and large-scale planning.
In short, the move towards inclusive policies is not the reason for both
universalistic and deconcentrated policies. This is particularly relevant as
street-level bureaucrats are asking for a clear distinction between those
resources which have to be universalistic and those which have to be spe-
cific. Under these circumstances, the specific needs that the immigrants
have because of their particular position within Spanish and Polish societ-
ies remain denied in most of the cases.

CONCLUSIONS: MAINSTREAMING HAPPENS

Migrant integration policies in Spain and Poland are driven by broad his-
torical and political legacies that are more relevant than their status as new
immigration countries. On the one hand, dependency on the civil society
within weak welfare regime explains the pivotal role of NGOs regarding
immigrant integration governance. On the other hand, despite the lack of
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legacies of past integration policies, this chapter has revealed that the con-
troversy around specific measures focused on immigrants explains many
of the mainstreaming patterns adopted in both countries, especially in the
case of the Spanish economic crisis.

The first pattern leads to deconcentration whereas the latter involves
empty universalistic measures that derive from budget or fiscal calcula-
tion, not from inclusive policymaking. Accordingly, social policies can be
considered mainstreamed as they do not tend to target foreigners as a
specific group and promote their deconcentration among different agents.
However, progressing towards the prominence of NGOs promotes specific
programmes aimed at assisting the migrants (and migrants only). For this
reason, this kind of approach does not involve the generic and inclusive
adoption of immigrant integration priorities in policy domains. On the
contrary, practices carrying the characteristics of mainstreaming are linked
to the neoliberal approach in political rationale, which strengthens the
generic approach on the public and the specific on the non-governmental
levels.

Therefore, integration policies and practices appear as a twofold pro-
cess leading to assimilationist tendencies as migrants are likely to be left
alone with their explicit needs. That is so as programmes designed for the
migrants remain either underdeveloped, as in case of Poland, or shrunk
due to austerity measures, as in case of Spain. In this framework, there is
not enough attention paid to migrants who are simply assumed to adjust
and participate in policies and programmes designed for the receiving
society as a whole. In both countries, immigrants occupy the weakest
social position as their access to the family and neighbourhood networks,
commonly used by the ‘native’ population as a substitute of the weak
welfare-state instruments, is limited. Therefore, the specific social needs
of immigrants have the risk to be missed as they are not considered by
integration policies on the public level, whereas the NGOs have limited
capacity to intervene.

This situation is even more evident due to the consequences of the
current economic crisis as, since 2010, fiscal austerity has promoted the
extension of the NGOs involvement in social policy. In Spain, public
resources for the social integration of the immigrants have been either
reduced or cancelled. Apparently, this process has led to the predominance
of universalistic measures. However, none of them has been adopted as
the result of a complex policy-making. Quite the contrary, they are the
consequence of a political and economic process under which social issues
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play a minor role. This is what brings us back to the conclusion that the
dominant trends in Spain and Poland can be characterized as a ‘main-
streaming by accident.” On top of that, in Poland it is accompanied by the
absence of the migrant integration on political agenda and in the public
discourse in general.!®

Consequently, specific needs of impoverished immigrant households
have been abandoned by either not being provided with significant mate-
rial aid, as in case of Spain, or not being taken into consideration in terms
of overcoming the poverty and receiving social assistance at all, as in case
of Poland (especially relevant for circular and seasonal migrants). If we add
the lack of intercultural communication trainings for street-level profes-
sionals and local civil servants in both countries, we can speak of an empty
universalism which leads to accidental mainstreaming.

NoOTES

1. As well as children who have language difficulties after spending time
abroad (returned emigrants), especially in the case of Poland.

2. The concept of mainstreaming by accident was suggested by Joanna
Nestorowicz from the University of Warsaw and developed by J6zwiak
et al. (2014) based on evidence from Poland.

3. The source of data comes from the Spanish National Statistics Institute
(http://www.ine.es/).

4. http://www.mpips.gov.pl /analizy-i-raporty/cudzoziemcy-pracujacy-w-
polsce-statystyki/

5. In Spain, according to the Living Conditions Survey (National Statistics
Institute of Spain) in 2014 the rate of population at risk of poverty was
much higher among migrants coming from developing countries (55.4%)
than that of Spaniards (18.4%). There is no such data for migrants in
Poland.

6. Both countries experienced a non-democratic, interventionist and pater-
nalistic regimes, which were followed by the transition to the liberal
democracy. This transition was accompanied by an increasing use of the
concept of “civil society’. Among the most notable elements of these, for-
mer dictatorship was the role acquired by the Catholic Church. In Spain,
the Catholic Church served as the main ideological support of the regime
of Franco, thus contributing to establish a conservative model of social
solidarity (Casanova 2005). In Poland, as the Catholic Church was toler-
ated by the communist regime, it became its legal and accessible opposi-
tion agent and a legitimate actor during the transition to liberal democracy.
In both cases, the cultural hegemony of the Catholic Church entails a
charity as a legitimate form of social solidarity.


http://www.ine.es
http://www.mpips.gov.pl/analizy-i-raporty/cudzoziemcy-pracujacy-w-polsce-statystyki/
http://www.mpips.gov.pl/analizy-i-raporty/cudzoziemcy-pracujacy-w-polsce-statystyki/
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. Professional of an orientation service of a secondary school in Spain.

. Professional of an Education Support NGO in Spain.

. Member of a parents’ association of a primary school in Spain.

. Ibid.

. The PROA Plan (Reinforcement, Guidance and Support Programmes) is a
cooperation project between the Ministry of Education and the
Autonomous Communities, whose aim is to address the needs associated
with the socio-cultural environment of students through a set of pro-
grammes to support schools.

12. Professional of an Education Support NGO in Spain.

13. http://strategia.um.warszawa.pl/content/warszawa-r%C3%B3%C5%

BCnorodna

14. http://warszawa.ngo.pl/wiadomosc,/1279783.html

15. The Intercultural Community Intervention Program, La Caixa.

16. Warsaw-based independent researcher and NGO expert.

17. Anti-exclusion programmes and anti-racist strategies and equality monitor-

ing worker in Gypsy Secretariat Foundation in Spain.

18. It shall be noted that this situation has changed in 2015 and 2016 in the

face of increased migration from that country, the armed conflict in the

Donbas region and expected influx of refugees from this country. It all has

led to increased interest in Ukrainian migrants in the media and among the

NGOs. The so-called refugee crisis in Europe has also dominated the pub-

lic debate in autumn and winter 2015. Both issues however go beyond the

scope of our study and definitely deserve a separate one.
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CHAPTER 4

Immigrant Integration Mainstreaming
at the City Level

Ole Jensen

INTRODUCTION

While the two previous chapters have explored discourses and policies
of immigrant integration at the national level, the aim of this chapter is
to explore central aspects of mainstreaming immigrant integration pol-
icies at the city level. This involves an examination of the city level as
part of a wider turn towards an increasingly polycentric division of the
responsibilities for immigration integration governance. The pursuit of
these national-local dynamics leads into an examination of how nationally
defined area- and needs-based policy frames become proxy policies at the
local level, as targeted areas typically are characterised by large immigrant
populations. In doing this, the analysis will draw on material from cit-
ies in five countries with very different migration backgrounds: France
(Saint-Denis, Lyon), the Netherlands (Amsterdam, Rotterdam), Poland
(Warsaw, Poznan), Spain (Madrid, Barcelona), and the UK (Bristol, and
the London Borough of Southwark).
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The demographic make-up of cities across Europe points to an increas-
ing number of ‘majority minority’ cities where the national majority
population no longer constitutes a local majority (Crul and Schneider
2010; Alba and Foner 2015; Crul and Mollenkopf 2012). But the city
level ranges from the multi-axial proliferation of differences, referred to as
superdiversity and increasingly emblematic of urban areas in ‘old” immi-
gration countries (Vertovec 2007), to more straightforward ‘us-them’ dis-
tinctions found in countries with recent experiences of immigration, such
as Poland.

Central to this chapter is the evolving role of the diverse, and super-
diverse, city in relation to integration policies. Evidently a site of a con-
tinuously evolving diversity, the city is also a landscape of differentially
constituted diversities, with significant differences between neighbour-
hoods and districts, as this chapter will demonstrate. At the same time,
the vertical decentralisation of immigrant integration policies has resulted
in an increasing emphasis on policy development and implementation
at the city level. The city thus constitutes the coalface of integration
where policy frames confront the lived reality of an increasingly diverse
population. This combined increase in migrant numbers and increase
in the range of origin countries have proved testing to existing models
of welfare provision, as new arrivals may not comply with the profile
and demands of settled minority populations (Meissner and Vertovec
2015; Phillimore 2010; Vertovec 2007). The central resecarch question
is, accordingly: How do the local authorities and service providers adapt
the provision of generic services to the demands of an increasing diverse
population?

Following on from the previously introduced definition of mainstream-
ing as ‘the generic and inclusive adoption of immigrant integration pri-
orities in generic policy domains’ (Chap. 1), emphasis of this chapter is
on how the shift towards generic policies involves polycentric forms of
governance with increasing emphasis on policy frames and implementa-
tion practices developed at the city level (Van Breugel et al. 2015). This
is evidenced through a turn towards the local level in all the examined
countries—though much more pronounced in some countries, like the
UK, than in others, such as France. It is, accordingly, local authorities and
service providers that are facing the challenge of adapting generic services
to highly diverse populations and neighbourhood contexts that may differ
considerably in terms of ethnic composition and level of socio-economic
deprivation.
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But rather than only viewing the city as another level of policy develop-
ment and implementation, it is also important to emphasise the role of the
city level as the scene of key focus events impacting the development of
integration policy in general (Maan et al. 2015: 31). An at times uncasy
melting pot, the city constitutes a never-ending urban lab where social
problems emerge and take the shape of protests, riots, and local anti-immi-
gration agendas, for example the strong support to the United Kingdom
Independence Party (UKIP) in English towns with very recent experiences
of immigration. Accordingly, events at the city level have the potential to
impact national policy frames, albeit with very different implications. So
whereas the 2001 ‘riots’ in northern English towns led to the community
cohesion agenda, the 2005 unrest in French banlieues only furthered the
French determination to stick to its path of a mainstreamed approach.
This contrasts the widespread debate on the social distance and segrega-
tion between immigrants and the majority population in the Netherlands
which was triggered by the killing of filmmaker and columnist Theo
van Gogh in 2004. Putting the supposed lack of social cohesion on the
national political agenda (Maan et al. 2014: 48-49), this also spurred on
city-level policy frames aimed at engendering more inclusive local identi-
ties. On the other hand, local arrangements can be totally distinct from
national policy frames, for example, being more multicultural than the
national model, or the reverse. But because they are more in tune with
specific local, multicultural realities on the ground, local policy frames may
be more influenced by diversity than the national ones.

The following sections of the chapter will first outline aspects of diver-
sity characterising the respective cities, before addressing the relationship
between policy frames at city and national level, with particular emphasis
on how generic policy frameworks from the national level emerge as local
‘proxy policies’, indirectly targeting target immigrants and ethnic minori-
ties. This will be followed by a discussion of local practices around diversity
proofing and frontline pragmatism, before eventually, in the conclusion,
pulling together the findings in order to contribute to the discussion of
the relationship between superdiversity and mainstreaming.

CITIES AND DIVERSITY

Exploring demographic trends and dynamics of diversity in the ten cities,
the main aim of this section is to set the scene for the analyses of national
and local policy frames that will be addressed in subsequent sections.
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Table 4.1 provides an overview of the cities that this chapter is based
on. As discussed in the previous chapters, the main cities of the so-called
‘old” immigration countries (France, the Netherlands and the UK) are key
destination points. Amsterdam and London have thus over the past 10
years become ‘majority minority’ cities (Crul and Schneider 2010; Alba
and Foner 2015), with the combined minority populations outnumbering
the national majority population. Whereas these figures do not in them-
selves make the cities superdiverse, they do testify to the scale and long-
term nature of dynamics of immigration and settlement.

Table 4.1 City demographics

City Population Population with  Key characteristics of immigrant and
migrant ethnic minovity population
background (%)

Lyon 500,715 12.6 Mainly from African countries (53%)
and Europe (28%)
Saint-Denis 109,343 37.8 83% of immigrants from non-EU
(2013) countries, mainly African countries
Amsterdam 834,713 51.6 Surinamese, Antillean, Turkish and
(2015) Moroccan minority populations are
Rotterdam 623,652 49.3 the most significant in both cities
(2015)
Poznan 552,393 1.0 Mainly from Ukraine, Belarus and
(2012) Russia, with Vietnamese as the biggest
Warsaw 1,711,000 2.5 non-European minority population (in
(2012) Warsaw)
Barcelona 1,602,000 17 .4 Large groups from South America, in
(2013) particular Ecuador, but also from Italy,
Pakistan, Morocco and China
Madrid 3,165,000 14.4 Mainly from South America, but
(2013) Romanians constitute second biggest
immigrant group (2014)
Bristol 428,234 22.1 Significant increase in migration since
(2011) 2005, with concentration of Somali
immigrants
Southwark 288,300 60.4 Long-term destination area, with
(2011) concentrations of Black and Latin

American minority populations

Sources: Jézwiak (2015) (Poland), Brey (2015) (Spain), INSEE (2013) (France), ONS (2012) (UK),
Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek (2016) (Netherlands)
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Whereas Table 4.1 gives a brief insight in the demographics of the
selected cities, it does not provide an indication of more recent dynam-
ics. One of these is a significant increase in immigrant numbers in Spain,
with Spain’s foreign-born population increasing from 4.9% in 2000 to
14.9% in 2010—an increase which is, as always, most pronounced in the
major cities, with the foreign population in Barcelona increasing five-fold
in the period 2000-2010 (Moren-Alegret et al. 2011). Similarly, though
at an altogether more modest scale, the immigrant population in Bristol
increased dramatically in the period 2001-2011, with Bristol emerging in
2011 as the UK local authority with the second highest Somali population
(ONS 2012),! as well as a rapidly increasing Polish population. The inner-
city London Borough of Southwark is, by contrast, a long-term destina-
tion area, with some neighbourhoods experiencing continuous immigrant
settlement since post-WWII. Here, truly superdiverse neighbourhoods
have emerged, characterised by a proliferation of differences across eth-
nicity, generation, migrant status, duration of residence, and so on, thus
replacing any fixed us-them distinctions (Jensen et al. 2012).

The data presented in Table 4.1 is, however, biased by the highly
diverse methods used for counting immigrants and ethnic minority popu-
lations in the different countries. Most significantly, in France the repub-
lican tradition has prevented the collection of ethnic statistics, based on
the assumption that ethnically specific data will serve to stigmatise, and
thus reinforce, the categories that integration and cohesion policies are
trying to overcome. In the UK on the other hand, broad ethnic catego-
ries are commonly used. Accordingly, the UK figures in Table 4.1 include
both long-established minority populations and more recent immigrants
typically categorised on the basis of ethnicity or country of origin. The
main implication of these differences is that if all residents with immigrant
background were to be included in the Saint-Denis figures,? the size of the
‘majority population” would be roughly 35%, and the city would also be
categorised as a majority minority city—like Amsterdam and Southwark.

Not surprisingly, the Polish cities are the ones with the lowest levels
of immigration. So whereas Warsaw is home to 25% of all foreigners in
Poland, the immigrant population only constitutes 2.5% of the popula-
tion in the city. As the main groups of third country nationals are from
neighbouring countries, the immigrant population is altogether not very
visible—with the exception of the Vietnamese population (concentrated
in Warsaw but hardly present in Poznan). Furthermore, the number of
long-term immigrants are dwarfed by the estimated 300,000—400,000
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circular immigrants who are expected to ‘come-earn-leave and don’t
bother’ (Jozwiak 2015: 15), thus altogether not targeted by any integra-
tion policies at national or local level.

There are, additionally, significant socio-economic differences both
between and within the cities, and this in turn impacts the policy environ-
ment, as observed at an urban policy resource centre in Paris: “The objec-
tives of the local policy are entirely different. Lyon is a rich city with poor
districts while Saint-Denis is a poor town with even poorer districts”.?
And whereas the two Dutch cities are characterised by very similar profiles
in terms of size and the main immigrant groups, the urban landscapes are
very differently configurated, as argued by a respondent: “When analysing
Amsterdam (...) consistently a strong dichotomy becomes apparent. That
dichotomy is simply coloured, and increasingly geographically as well”.*
Whereas similar dichotomies also can be found in Rotterdam, they are
less pronounced, and policy initiatives have been put in place to counter
them. As will be discussed in more detail in the next sections, these dif-
ferences between and within cities have huge significance for the local
implementation of area- and needs-based policy frames developed at the
national level.

The geographies of diversity are typically different in cities with a
long-standing experience of immigration and settlement, where some
neighbourhoods have very high concentrations of immigrant and ethnic
minority populations. In both Amsterdam and Rotterdam the research
focused on neighbourhoods where the population with migrant back-
ground constituted a very high percentage of the total population (73.4%
in Zuidoost [Amsterdam], 65% in Delfshaven [Rotterdam]).> Similarly,
the White British population in the Southwark neighbourhood Peckham
was in 2011 down to 18.3%. Interestingly, the proportional representa-
tion of the two biggest minority populations (Black African and Black
Caribbean) also went down in the period 2001-2011. The corresponding
increase in composite categories (‘White other’, ‘Black other’, ‘Mixed’
and ‘Others’) provides an indication of an increasingly multifarious diver-
sity (Jensen 2015).

The picture is somewhat different in the ‘new’ immigration countries.
Overall, immigrant numbers in Poland were so low that they did not impact
the demographic profile at neighbourhood level much. But in the Madrid
and Barcelona neighbourhoods that were part of this research project, the
situation was somewhat different, with immigrants constituting around
one-third of the neighbourhood population (Brey et al. 2015: 6).
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In summary, the cities represent a range of historical and emerging
forms of diversity, with significant differences both within and across coun-
tries. Immigrant populations have increased in all ten cities though there
are huge disparities in terms of numbers and concentrations. Though the
Spanish cities have experienced the most rapidly increasing immigrant
population, it is in cities in the ‘old’” immigrant countries that immigrant
concentrations are highest, at both city and neighbourhood levels. But it is
also here that the proliferation of differences challenges existing structures
of service provision. The next sections will explore how these differences
are addressed in local and national policy frames.

NATIONAL AND LocAL PoLricy FRAMES

As outlined in Chap. 1, mainstreaming is associated with a turn towards
polycentric modes of integration governance. This has been referred to
as respectively horizontal ‘(de)concentration’—referring to policy coor-
dination between different governmental departments—and vertical (de)
centralisation which refers to policy coordination between different gov-
ernance levels (Collett and Petrovic 2014: 14-16). With focus on the city
level, the main concern here is the turn towards decentralisation of immi-
grant integration policy frames that has been experienced in recent years.

Trends have in almost all cases pointed towards increased multi-level
governance.’ Though decentralisation is a general trend, the specific pol-
icy implications are highly varied, contingent on the existing national tra-
ditions for de-central policy developments (Maan et al. 2015: 31). The
implication is significant discrepancies in integration governance between
cities within a country, as well as between the local and the national level,
or between neighbourhoods (Maan ct al. 2015: 2).

In some countries, for example the UK and Spain, the local level has
for a long time been prominent in the development of integration policy
frames, with more recent developments constituting a continuation of long-
term decentralisation processes. An example is ‘Creating the Conditions
for Integration’, the 2012 policy framework for integration in Britain
(DCLG 2012). Launched by the Department for Communities and Local
Government, the document stated that ‘Instead of large-scale, centrally led
and funded programmes, we want to inspire and enable civil society and
local areas to take action on integration issues that are important to them’
(DCLG 2012: 19). But while the shift from centrally-led programming to
local initiatives was in tune with broader Big Society and Social Mobility
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policy agendas, it happened against a backdrop of austerity measures that
made it difficult for local government authorities to promote their own inte-
gration agendas. This very much reflects a wider picture of how austerity
measures—albeit to varying degrees—have resulted in a general retrench-
ment of public sector service provision. So whereas new forms of diversity
are emerging, and more responsibilities sit at the local level, the financial
resources available to local governments have been reduced severely.

Despite the economic downturn and post-9/11 political upheaval,
there has been an increase in the city-level initiatives aimed at fostering
more inclusiveness. This is in particular the case in cities with a long his-
tory of immigration, where straightforward distinctions between immi-
grant and native citizen have lost their meaning, leading to more inclusive
framing of what ‘we’ constitutes. An example of this is the comprehensive
programme ‘We Amsterdammers’ (Wij Amsterdammers), implemented
after the murder on Theo van Gogh in 2004. Aiming to counteract radi-
calisation by opposing discrimination, the programme has resulted in an
emphasis on social cohesion and city level citizenship (Maan et al. 2014:
48-49). In a similar move, signalling openness as well as dissociation from
national policy frames, Bristol became a “City of Sanctuary’ in 2011, as
part of a national network that by early 2016 numbered 51 towns and cit-
ies, all in different ways working towards more openness towards refugee
populations (Jensen and Gidley 2014). But not all projects are equally
successful. In Warsaw, the project ‘Diverse Warsaw’ was planned for the
years 2011 to 2013, aimed at promoting tolerance towards diversity and
non-discrimination through financing campaigns and smaller projects in
cooperation with non-governmental organisations and research institu-
tions. In fact, due to financial and organisational issues, the programme
has never fully started (Jézwiak 2015: 4).

In Southwark, long established as an area of immigrant settlement,
recent years have seen more policy frames designed around the recog-
nition and celebration of diversity, with the role of the mayor increas-
ingly linked to community cohesion and civic engagement. Recent years
has also seen an emphasis on citizenship ceremonies that take place every
Saturday in the borough (Jensen and Gidley 2014: 35), as well as annual
events at borough and neighbourhood level, aimed at celebrating diversity
and inclusion. The biggest of these events is the Black History Month.
Celebrated annually in the UK since 1987, and in Southwark since 1993,
the Black History Month can, through its focus on one ethnic category,
be interpreted as representative of a differentialist cultural perspective. But
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the local government in Southwark, where the combined Black minori-
ties constitute 26.8% of the total population, frame the celebration as a
recognition ‘of the rich cultural diversity of our communities [helping
to] celebrate the huge achievements of black people and their lives in
Southwark over the centuries’ (Southwark Council 2015).

But the historical and contemporary recognition of immigrants as part
of the wider community is nowhere more pronounced and deep-rooted
than in Saint-Denis where the large presence of immigrants and their
descendants historically has been included in collective representations as
a basic feature of what is referred to as a ‘world city’. This dates back to
the local government’s post-WWII denunciation of French imperialism
and support to the Algerian nationalist cause, agitating for a nationwide
expansion of Algerians’ social rights, especially with regard to housing,
employment, education, and welfare benefits (Byrnes 2013: 7). The
municipality has continued to cultivate a particularly close and supportive
relationship with North African migrants living in their community. This
argument is strengthened in Saint-Denis by the city’s communist heritage,
which prefers to view social cohesion in terms of inequality and social
class, while at the same time recognising the history of immigration to the
city and welcoming its diversity.

Additionally, the city is a level of policy and politics where the elected
local government or civil society can promote agendas which respond to
particular sets of local circumstances, reflecting the agenda of the local
government authority, and/or the influence of populist parties in local
politics. For example, the ‘mainstreaming’ of school lunches in some
French towns during the summer 2015—scrapping of the pork-free school
meal option in some schools—provides an example of how a turn towards
generic policies has the potential to stigmatise minority populations (The
Guardian 2015). Similarly, the much debated ‘burkini ban’; introduced in
a number of French municipalities during the summer 2016, demonstrate
how the imposition of ‘mainstream’ standards effectively serve to target
Muslim women. Against the backdrop of the July 14 Nice bombing and
wide-spread anti-Islamic sentiments, the ban initially received widespread
support across much of the political spectrum in France. When the ban
eventually was suspended, in late August 2016, by Counsil d’Etat, the
highest administrative court in France, the high court judges said that the
ban “had dealt a serious and clearly illegal blow to fundamental liberties
such as the freedom of movement, freedom of conscience and personal
liberty” (Independent 2016).
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Such local incidents clearly feed into wider debates concerning secular-
ism as a principle meant to protect pluralism. It has been argued that ...
talking about secularism has become a way to claim a White Christian
France where everyone shares the same values and traditions’, (Francois
Dubet, in The Guardian 2015), thus deliberately stigmatising the Muslim
population. This turn towards a coercive approach of laicité, where the
notion of ‘neutrality’ is opposed to the free expression of religious beliefs
in public space, has occurred at both the national and local levels in France,
resulting in contradictions between this ‘republican’ framing and long-
established practices of accommodation to cultural needs.

In summary, there is evidence of processes of multi-level governance
and decentralisation, with more emphasis on policy frames developed at
the local level. While this is provided for in policy frameworks, for example
the British ‘Creating the Conditions for Integration’, local governments
have also embarked on more inclusive identity policies at the city level. But
whereas the overall picture is one of the national level establishing wider
parameters for policy development at the local level, it remains impor-
tant to recognise how the broader, global context can trigger local events
and resulting policy initiatives which, in turn, impact policy discourse and
debate at national level—with the burkini ban debate as a very recent
example.

PrOXY STRATEGIES

As emphasised in the previous section, the past years have generally been
characterised by a move away from state-centric to more polycentric inte-
gration governance models, with more emphasis on the local level (Barrero
etal. 2017). Butitis also at the level of implementation, in cities and neigh-
bourhoods, that ‘colour blind’ national policy frames, aimed at addressing
the needs of particular geographical areas or population groups, become
proxy strategies, de facto targeting immigrants. So whereas policy frames
designed at national level do not refer to immigrants as target groups,
the geography of policy implementation at city and neighbourhood levels
does de facto target immigrants disproportionately, as many areas with
high levels of socio-economic deprivation also often are characterised by
concentrations of immigrant and minority populations.

The relationship between area-based measures and the indirect target-
ing of immigrant groups can in particular be evidenced in relation to the
‘old’ migration countries. In a French context, it has been argued that,
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since their implementation in the 1980s, urban policies were set up partly
in order to substitute for the ‘ethnic question’ in order to comply with
the French republican approach (Doytcheva 2007, in Simon and Beaujeu
2015: 66). Starting in 1982, Urban Priority Zones were, accordingly, tar-
geting urban renewal and different schemes of area-based redistribution,
in particular in areas with a relatively high concentration of residents from
Algerian descent, though identified on the basis of deprivation indicators.
While the number of priority districts was reduced from 2300 to 1300 in
2014, the area-based policy frames have remained an integrated part of
urban and social policy frames. They have, however, been dissociated from
integration policies, as the ‘equation’ between integration and disadvan-
tage is perceived as stigmatising (Bozec and Simon 2014: 38).

In the Netherlands, generic measures have typically been framed as
needs- and area-based replacement strategies (Maan et al. 2015: 70).
Specific integration or minority policies have been gradually replaced by
generic approaches since the 1990s. Since the 2000s policy frames have
been increasingly area-based, with a particular focus on so-called ‘problem
neighbourhoods’. The interventions are characterised by the polycentric
cooperation between local governments, housing cooperation and citi-
zens, without explicitly targeting particular groups. But in the field of edu-
cation most policies have been replaced by needs-based proxy indicators
such as language deprivation. Social cohesion policies, on the other hand,
are often area-based, targeted on the basis of social-economic deprivation
indicators. While this often overlaps with areas where many migrants live,
such as in the case of the integral National Program Rotterdam South,
there is no explicit focus on these migrants per se. In some cases, needs- and
area-based proxies even overlap, for instance in the distribution of funding
for educational purposes to specific neighbourhoods in Rotterdam (Van
Breugel et al. 2015: 37). Between Amsterdam and Rotterdam, the latter
stands out in its direct and often pioneering role in (area-based) steering
and sometimes controversial measures, such as the so-called Rotterdam
Act (in Dutch: Wet Bijzondere Maatregelen Grootstedelijke Problematick).
Initiated in Rotterdam, this national Act consists of a wide range of far
reaching measures to improve liveability and safety in certain, selected,
deprived areas, inter alia by regulating the influx of the number of people
with a low income in certain city areas.

Similarly, social inclusion rather than integration was the driver of the
anti-poverty agenda promoted in the UK under New Labour (1997-2010).
As part of a largely neighbourhood-based renewal programme, target
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areas (super output areas) were identified on the basis of multiple depri-
vation indicators, developed around health, housing and income levels.
Ethnicity or immigrant status did not figure among these indicators, but
as the proportion of immigrants and ethnic minorities typically was higher
in deprived areas, these immigrant populations would nevertheless be tar-
geted disproportionately. Whereas neighbourhood renewal programmes
are not on the agenda of the present UK government, similar targeting,
led by socio-economic indicators, is expressed in the allocation of pupil
premium funding based on access to free school meals (Jensen and Gidley
2014).

Proxy strategies are much less common in Poland and Spain. In Poland,
none of the neighbourhoods with high concentrations of immigrants are
among the ‘Priority neighbourhoods’ listed in the Integrated Programme
for Urban Renewal (JéZwiak 2015: 6), and in Spain national and local policy
frames have been impacted by austerity measures. Here, the Intercultural
Community Intervention Programme has been rolled out in several cities,
funded by a Spanish Bank through its Social Foundation (Obra Social La
Caixa), and thus confirming a broader trend towards public-private part-
nerships as well as a more explicit diversity orientation: “[...]Therefore, ‘la
Caixa’ develops the Intercultural Community Intervention Project (ICI)
in neighbourhoods or areas throughout Spain with a significant cultural
diversity” (Brey et al. 2015: 35). Furthermore, the initiative supports a
de-concentration process by which the governance of migrant integration
policies involves all the stakeholders of the neighbourhood.

In summary, there is evidence of proxy strategies at the city level in the
‘old migration countries’. Whereas national policy frames do not operate
with any explicit targeting on the basis of ethnicity or immigrant status,
the overlapping geographies of socio-economic deprivation and immi-
grant/minority settlement translate into a disproportionate targeting of
immigrants. Such geographies are altogether largely absent in Poland,
whereas policy frames in Spain are severely affected by austerity measures.

Di1vERSITY PROOFING

As discussed above, it is through the implementation of national policies
at the city level that generic policy frames gain an immigrant integration
focus (although sometimes by proxy). But it is also here that local gov-
ernment authorities meet the challenge of ‘diversity-proofing’—in other
words, ensure that generic public services are fit to serve diverse popula-
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tions. This chimes with a central facet of the query into the relationship
between integration policy frames and superdiversity. As the proportion of
immigrants and their descendants is increasing, and their origins increas-
ingly diverse, actions targeted at this or that group would be useless, as
generic actions would de facto mainly benefit immigrants. This logic of
superdiversity does, however, hold two challenges to the city-level policy
communities. One concerns the necessity of ensuring that service delivery
can be adapted to neighbourhood contexts that may differ considerably
in terms of ethnic composition and level of socio-economic deprivation.
The other challenge is to ensure that all groups are aware of, and in a
position to access, the generic services they are entitled to.” Furthermore,
the austerity context has resulted in changing operational environments
characterised by government retrenchment and, not unrelated, a turn
towards de-concentration, with a push for increased involvement of non-
state actors.

The need to match generic services with a diverse population was
most clearly expressed in neighbourhoods and settings where diversity
had become mainstream, as Simon and Beaujeu argue in relation to Saint
Denis: “...as the proportion of immigrants and their descendants is so
high and their origins so diverse that actions targeted at this or that group
would be useless, as generic actions would de facto mainly benefit immi-
grants” (Simon and Beaujeu 2015: 67). Ironically, in Poland the same
absence of group-specific measures was referred to as ‘mainstreaming by
accident’ (Jézwiak 2015: 16). In other words, immigrant numbers were
so low that group-specific measures, at least outside the educational sec-
tor, usually not were considered. So here generic policies were the result of
absent integration policy priorities rather than a conscious choice of policy
targeting (Maan et al. 2015).

Central to the matching of generic policies with the specificity of local
settings was what can be described ‘front-line pragmatism’ widely found
both at neighbourhood level and in local schools with long-standing
experience of provision for a diverse population (see also Chap. 7 for a
more in-depth empirical analysis of frontline pragmatism in relation to
mainstreaming). Thus referencing practices relating to service delivery
rather than policy development, front-line pragmatism concerns the abil-
ity of frontline staff to design appropriate solutions within existing policy
frameworks. This, in turn, rests on the cultural competences of the staft as
well as the operational room for manoeuvre available to them. Evidence
of frontline pragmatism was found at neighbourhood level in both
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Amsterdam and Rotterdam, Interestingly, however, the ‘framing’ of such
targeted measures differs between both cities. In Rotterdam, the adoption
of targeted measures is framed in terms of pragmatic problem solving;
adopting the right (temporary) measures where necessary. In Amsterdam,
it is framed rather as a response to the superdiverse nature of the city (Van
Breugel et al. 2015: 37-38).

The Southwark schools provide another example of frontline pragma-
tism evolving in response to local needs. Backed by legislation that served
to enhance decision-making power and fiscal powers of the school man-
agement, it was possible to design student-centred interventions targeting
individual needs (Jensen 2015: 11). As staff over time developed inter-
cultural competencies, they increasingly took ownership over support
for pupils with English as an Additional Language. Responding to local
needs, schools were also seen to develop structures to engage with immi-
grant parents in need of advice, training or signposting. It was argued that
because the parents regarded the school a ‘safe place’ or a ‘comfort zone’,
the school had a role to play as a broker of relations between parents and
the wider society (Jensen 2015: 12-13). Many schools, in both Southwark
and Bristol, thus employed dedicated inclusion managers that could facili-
tate the provision of a wide range of facilities and resources, as expressed
at a secondary school in Bristol: “We are not just teachers now. Sometimes
you feel like a counsellor, sometimes you feel like a social worker, you have
different hats on [...] it has changed because funding to other agencies has
been cut, without a shadow of doubt”.8

Significant is also an appreciation of the changing face of frontline prag-
matism, with processes of de-concentration at local level resulting in new
configurations of policy actors. As explored in more detail in the previous
chapter, integration policy initiatives in Poland and Spain have increas-
ingly been taken forward by private organisations underpinned by exter-
nal funding sources, and at street level NGOs fill the gap left by central
government and local municipalities (J6zwiak et al. 2017). Similarly, com-
munity engagement initiatives in both Bristol and Southwark operate with
partnerships as a key modality, with the local government in an advisory
and facilitating position, rather than, as previously, leading and resourc-
ing policy initiatives (Jensen 2015). Southwark Council has also made
a strategic move away from support to forums operating on the basis of
ethnicity, religion or sexuality, instead of investing in inclusive governance
modalities at neighbourhood level. A similar model is rolled out in Bristol,
here known as neighbourhood partnerships, but pursued in tandem with
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support to organisations working more targeted with the Somali popula-
tion in the city.

While recognising and responding to the challenges inherent to the
superdiverse context, it is important not to lose sight of the need for prac-
tices relating to diversity proofing and frontline pragmatism to be transpar-
ent and accountable in order to counter anti-immigrant discourses around
favouritism on the basis of foreign origin or categories of vulnerability.
This is in particular prevalent in areas where certain amenities are in high
demand, for example in the UK where backlash narratives at times have
fed on perceptions that some immigrant group were given easier access
to social housing. This has, in turn, fed into the political campaigning of
far-right parties. Similar sentiments, around the risks associated with per-
ceived favouritism, were voiced by Madrid NGOs involved in educational
support: ‘It has brought us a problem when lists of scholarships came out
and people were saying “either your name is Mohammed or your husband
hit you or here you don’t get a scholarship”. The problems of immigrants
for being immigrants are large but specific, whereas the Spanish poor fami-
lies have conflicts that come from other generations where it costs much
more to break the legacy of vulnerability’.’

These challenges are, moreover, amplified by the austerity context
which makes it very difficult to distinguish between mainstreaming as an
ideology or a fiscal necessity. So whereas the rolling back from group-
specific to generic services works well from an austerity perspective, local
authorities are challenged to allocate sufficient resources to ensure that
immigrants can understand and access relevant services. The relationship
between diversity proofing and recession-conditioned mainstreaming was
in particular prevalent in Spain where the coinciding increase in migrant
numbers and the decrease in available resources for support point to mas-
sive gap between supply and demand. This was in particular prevalent in
relation to the language support offered to immigrant children, typically
the remit of local NGOs. Due to the lack of funding for migrant asso-
ciations, fewer NGOs are offering language training support (Brey et al.
2015: 29).

Another aspect of the ‘generic turn’ within the context of austerity con-
cerns the capacity of service providers to engage with vulnerable groups.
These may include the following groups: New immigrants from ‘new
origin countries’, in particular when arriving in areas with little previous
exposure to immigration, and where frontline experience of diversity is less
well consolidated; migrants with limited or unclear legal status; ‘hidden’
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migrant populations who do not access universal services (Gidley 2015:
3). Furthermore, wider urban dynamics were seen to enhance existing vul-
nerabilities, for example in relation to housing uncertainties among immi-
grants depending on private renting in Southwark and Bristol.

In summary, diversity proofing concerns the challenges relating to
the matching of generic policies with the needs of an increasingly diverse
population. Such challenges are best understood and addressed through
the skills, practices and culturally specific knowledge referred to as front-
line pragmatism. As demonstrated in this section, examples of frontline
pragmatism are manifold, in particular in areas characterised by a long his-
tory of immigration as well as a high level of cultural competences among
service providers. At the same time, austerity holds its own demand for
pragmatic solutions, altogether making it difficult to distinguish between,
on the one hand, mainstreaming as an ideology and, on the other, a fiscal
necessity.

CONCLUSIONS

Superdiversity has, in recent research, been operationalised along three
key aspects: A descriptive, ‘summary’ term, encapsulating a range of vari-
ables relating to migration patterns; a methodological concern to move
beyond the ‘ethno-focal lens” of most approaches within migration stud-
ies; a policy orientation highlighting the necessity for policy-makers and
practitioners to respond to ongoing demographic changes at national and
local level (Berg and Sigona 2013; Meissner and Vertovec 2015). The aim
of this chapter was to combine descriptive and policy aspects in order to
outline how cities respond to the challenges posed by increasingly diverse
populations.

Referring back to the question posed in the introduction to this
chapter—‘How do the local authorities and service providers adapt the
provision of generic services to the demands of an increasing diverse popu-
lation’—the relationship between superdiversity as a descriptive term and
mainstreaming as a policy orientation has been pursued throughout the
chapter. Evidence from the so-called old immigration countries point to
mainstreaming at the city level as a response to superdiversity. The notion
of diversity as mainstream thus became emblematic of the superdiverse
nature of neighbourhoods without a majority population, and impacted by
long-standing and continuous experiences of immigration and settlement.
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Whereas the turn from specific to generic policy frames thus could
be evidenced in most country contexts, this ‘logic’ of a generic turn in
response to superdiversity does, however, hold challenges to city-level
policy communities. This concerns the adaptation of service delivery to
neighbourhood contexts that may differ considerably in terms of ethnic
composition and level of socio-economic deprivation, and the challenge
of ensuring that all groups are aware of, and in a position to access, the
generic services they are entitled to. The efforts to ‘match’ generic services
with the demands of increasingly diverse populations resulted, in particu-
lar in areas with long-standing experiences of immigration, in a wide range
of practices, contingent on the skills and cultural competencies of frontline
staff, and referred to as frontline pragmatism.

Parts of the policy responses to superdiversity are, however, to do with
neither diversity nor city-level policies, but rather with national policy
frames developed to address socio-economic deprivation. Accordingly, it
is at the local level that ‘colour blind’ national policy frames, identify-
ing geographical areas on the basis of economic and needs-based indica-
tors, become proxy policies that target immigrants and ethnic minorities
disproportionately, due to an above-average proportion of immigrants in
deprived areas. Such proxy policies could, in particular, be identified in the
‘old” immigration countries—France, the Netherlands and the UK.

Finally, the suggested causality that underpins this discussion—main-
streaming caused by superdiversity—is blurred by the austerity context
that has provided an important backdrop to the development of national
and local policy frames across Europe in recent years, in this project in
particular seen in Spain and the UK. Whereas shifts towards polycentric,
generic policies could be identified in several country contexts, emerging
policy frames often coincided with national demands for fiscal restraint.
Such demands would typically result in budget cuts at local government
level. So, can the policy shifts from specific target-group-led measures to
generic policies be understood as responses to superdiversity, or are they
motivated by fiscal necessity?

NoOTES

1. The year 2011 being the year of the most recent UK population census.
With lack of reliable data for immigrant populations recognised as a signifi-
cant problem for service providers at the city level (Collett et al. 2015: 5),
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the census provides an opportunity to get a more precise picture of in par-
ticular more recent immigrant groups.

2. A very high proportion of the population is of North African origin, with
estimates indicating that by 2005 about two-thirds of youth living in
Saint-Denis are descendants of immigrants, mainly of North African and Sub-
Saharan African origins (Tribalat 2009, in Simon and Beaujeu 2015: 43).

3. Head of urban policy resource centre, in Simon and Beaujeu (2015: 64).

4. Former programme director of the Wij Amsterdammers Program, Maan
etal. (2014: 37).

5. In each city, where Upstream research was carried out, two neighbourhoods
were selected for fieldwork. These would typically be one neighbourhood
with a long history of immigrant settlement, and one with a more recent
experience of immigration.

6. France forms a notable exception here, as the socio-urban policy frames
referred to as politiques de la Ville are top-down approaches based on poli-
cies and content designed at the national level (Epstein 2010, in Bozec and
Simon 2014: 15).

7. As argued by Phillimore in her study of diversity and health provision in
Birmingham, ‘the main problem faced by all new migrants, regardless of
status, was understanding “the system”” (Phillimore 2010: 15). Similar con-
cerns were raised in Bristol with reference to the rapidly increasing Somali
population. Rather than tailored services, a key concern was communication
over the nature and accessibility of existing mainstream services’ (Jensen
2015: 19-20).

8. Assistant head teacher, secondary school in Bristol, in Jensen (2015: 12).

9. Education Support NGO in Universidad, Madrid, in Brey et al. (2015: 26).
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CHAPTER 5

Immigrant Integration Mainstreaming
at the EU Level

Elizabeth Collett, Helen McCarthy, and Meghan Benton

INTRODUCTION

The idea of ‘mainstreaming’ immigrant integration policy has been
embraced at the European Union (EU) level with a commitment made in
2004 in the Council of the European Union’s Common Basic Principles
(CBPs) on Integration (2004 ). This commitment has subsequently been
reiterated in the European Common Agenda on Integration (2005a),
the Second Handbook on Integration (2007), the Integration Indicators
(2011a), and the Council Conclusions on integration, under the auspices
of the Greek Presidency of the European Council (2014).

However, despite the political commitment to the idea of mainstream-
ing, the question of how the European institutions can best promote
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mainstreaming remains open. With limited competence in the area of inte-
gration, the European Commission can encourage mainstreaming through
vehicles such as funding, guidance and legislation, but ultimately it is for
Member States to bring mainstreaming to fruition. Drawing on research
conducted as part of a European Union funded project ‘Developing
Effective Strategies for the Mainstreaming of Integration Governance’
(UPSTREAM) between May 2014 and April 2015, this chapter considers
how successtully those limited tools have been deployed to promote main-
streaming and how effectively the Commission has itself mainstreamed
integration priorities across its policy portfolios.

This chapter is based on the following: an analysis of policy docu-
ments; 18 semi-structured interviews with officials, NGOs and experts;
surveys with equality bodies in the UPSTREAM countries (France, the
Netherlands, Poland, Spain and the UK) and survey responses from
National Contact Points responsible for administering EU funding; study
visits to the UPSTREAM countries; and two focus group events at which
emerging findings were discussed.!

Since the research was undertaken, the war in Syria and continuing
instability in the region has resulted in large numbers of people arriving in
the EU seeking refuge. The initial response to the refugee crisis was some-
what shambolic. The European Commission and several Member States
called for mandatory resettlement quotas, but others have been unwilling
to accept this solution. At the European level, the European Agenda on
Migration published in May 2015 (Europecan Commission 2015a) and
subsequent agreements have established the framework for the response.
Whilst integration is discussed in the Agenda, its inclusion appears as
something of an after-thought.

However, the crisis has begun to spur more comprehensive investment
in many EU Member States, and is now catalysing a stronger response
at EU level, including first signs of improved cross-government coor-
dination. This has several dimensions from concerns about the costs
of, and capacity for, hosting new arrivals, through to new impetus to
improve labour market integration for immigrant groups, particularly ref-
ugees. In recognition of the looming challenge that integration presents,
the Commission published an Action Plan on Integration (European
Commission 2016a) focusing on key areas of policy, and outlining how
coordination between Member States will be strengthened and how all
sources of European funding can be used to support integration. Indeed,
while the concept of mainstreaming has been largely accepted, yet little
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acted upon, it appears that the refugee crisis has increased the urgency
within the European Commission to develop a more coordinated, main-
streamed approach.

The following section will discuss how competences for integration
policy are split across the European Commission and how this impacts
on the ability to promote a mainstreamed approach. Mainstreaming calls
for every area of policy to consider integration priorities as part of the
design of their policies, but this is often only effective when there is good
coordination. The third section will consider the tools that the European
institutions have to promote mainstreaming in Member States, includ-
ing funding, guidance and legislation. Although each tool could be used
to promote mainstreaming, this has not been done systematically, and it
seems that none of these tools have resulted in substantial shifts in focus
in Member States. The fourth section will briefly discuss the wider impact
of the refugee crisis. Finally, the chapter closes with some concluding
thoughts on how the EU could continue to build momentum on main-
streaming integration.

MAINSTREAMING INTEGRATION PoOLICY
Across THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION

The first step towards a common legislative and policy framework on
migration, asylum and integration at the European level was taken in
1999 at the Tampere Council (Petrovic and Collett 2014). However,
Member States have been wary of ceding sovereignty in this area and the
legislative programme on migration has proceeded in a piecemeal fashion.
Integration policy is explicitly excluded as a legislative competence of the
EU. As a result the EU does not have an explicit mandate on integra-
tion and has limited competence in this area. The proposal for an Open
Method of Coordination for integration policy in 2000 was rejected
by Member States (Acosta Arcarazo 2014). Nevertheless, in 2004 the
European Council adopted 11 CBPs on Integration, which was followed
by a Common Agenda for Integration which described how the principles
would be implemented at the EU level (Petrovic and Collett 2014). It has
been argued that the CBPs created a ‘quasi-competence’ implemented
through a patchwork of ‘soft’ law mechanisms (Velluti 2007). These mech-
anisms have included the establishment of a network of National Contact
Points on Integration (NCPI), the development of indicators and hand-
books on integration, and a funding pot to support integration projects.
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The concept of ‘mainstreaming’ describes the ‘mobilization of all areas
of EU law and policy’ to promote a particular aim (Bell 2008) and was
included in the tenth CBP as an ‘important consideration’ in policy devel-
opment. In the second edition of the Handbook on Integration (2007:
14), mainstreaming is considered to have three components: (1) incor-
porating an integration perspective in all relevant areas of policy making
at all levels; (2) ensuring equal access to services for the whole (diverse)
population; (3) adapting generic measures when necessary to target needs
of immigrant groups. In terms of how this definition sits with the con-
ceptualisation of mainstreaming developed in this book, it is clear that
work at the EU level on integration reflects a decentralised approach (with
responsibilities spread vertically across different levels of governance).
However, what is less clear is how well the intention to mainstream has
led to a deconcentration at the EU level—that is, spreading of integration
priorities across the institutions and all policy areas. The European institu-
tions have never articulated a clear strategy for mainstreaming at the EU
level. Likewise, no guidance exists on how the different EU vehicles avail-
able—funding, guidance, and legislation —could and should be used to
further this aim. Efforts to stimulate mainstreaming have therefore been
somewhat ad hoc and scattered.

In part, this shortcoming reflects the organisational structure of the
Commission. While there is an EU policy framework for integration, which
falls under the remit of the Directorate-General for Migration and Home
Affairs (DG HOME), integration policy was, until recently, not well coor-
dinated across the Commission (Petrovic and Collett 2014). In practice
individual policy officials often maintained good contacts across DGs on
these issues, but it was only in November 2015 that a formal mechanism
for this contact to be sustained was introduced in the form of an inter-
service group on integration led by DG HOME (as recommended by the
original UPSTREAM final report (Benton et al. 2015). This is a welcome
development, yet the effectiveness of the inter-service groups can vary, and
it remains to be seen how actively different DGs engage.

A further complication arises from the dichotomy created in EU pol-
icy between third-country nationals and mobile EU nationals. This has
resulted in different directorates having divergent priorities and budgets
in the field of integration (Petrovic and Collett 2014). As a consequence
DG HOME has responsibility for third-country nationals and DG
Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion (DG EMPL) has responsibility
for EU nationals, including second and third generation immigrants. This
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distinction, often articulated in Member States as well, is based on the idea
that EU citizenship enshrines equal treatment (Treaty on the Functioning
of the European Union 2012). As a result mobile EU citizens often can-
not access formal integration support on arrival in another EU country,
a fact that can cause issues at the local level where these individuals may
still have integration needs (Collett 2013). This dichotomy is matched
by different language adopted by DGs, from ‘inclusion’ in DG EMPL to
‘integration’ in DG HOME.

Below is an overview of some of the key DGs involved and how they
have addressed integration.

DG Mugration and Home Affoirs (DG HOME). DG HOME has respon-
sibility for the integration of third-country nationals, alongside legal
migration, irregular migration and return, the Common European
Asylum System and the Schengen system. DG HOME is also respon-
sible for administering the EU’s migration funds. Previously named DG
Home Affairs, ‘migration’ was added in autumn 2014, reflecting wide
consensus on the need to approach migration in a more cross-cutting
fashion (Collett 2014). However, with responsibility for third-country
nationals alone, DG HOME still has no mandate to address the inte-
gration needs of other groups, including second and third generation
migrants and mobile EU citizens.

DG Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion (DG EMPL). DG EMPL
monitors the overall situation of employment in Europe as well as the
progress of Member States towards Europe 2020 (EU2020) strategic
objectives. Migrants are mainstreamed into the Council guidelines for
employment policies based on the EU2020 objectives, which suggest
Member States should ‘promote the labour market participation of [ ... ]
older workers, young people, people with disabilities and legal migrants’
(Council of the European Union 2010). Through the European Social
Fund (ESF), DG EMPL also provides funding to support employment
programmes in Member States. Although a large part of DG EMPL’s
work is on employment policy, social affairs have become a more central
part of its remit in recent years. One of the EU2020 targets is to sup-
port at least 20 million people to move out of poverty. By adopting the
category of ‘vulnerable people’ as a target for social inclusion policies, a
term which is often (explicitly or implicitly) meant to include migrants,
social inclusion policy could be described as a mainstreamed policy area
as it defines people based on need rather than status.
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DG Education and Culture (DG EAC). The EU has limited competence
in the field of education, thus DG EAC’s primary activities are confined
to commissioning research, creating expert networks, and providing fund-
ing through programmes such as ERASMUS+ (the umbrella name for the
EU’s education and training programmes). Inclusive education and the
needs of migrant learners can be observed across the activities of the DG.
‘Migration and ethnic diversity” is listed as one of DG EAC’s six main pri-
orities within schools policy on its website. Under this work programme,
DG EAC produces reports on current challenges in schools, such as deal-
ing with the realities of multilingual classrooms. DG EAC also plays a role
in monitoring integration indicators through the Education and Training
Monitor, which measures outcomes such as early school leaving, maths
attainment, tertiary education attainment, and participation in early years
education by immigration background. Mainstreaming is also reflected in
organisational changes within the directorate: there was previously a stand-
alone multilingualism unit, but this is now integrated into the schools unit.

DG Regional Policy (DG REGIO). DG REGIO administers the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDEF), which has a focus on deprived
areas and development. In recent years, it has been suggested that the
EU’s regional policy, which aims to reduce inequalities between areas,
could play a much greater role in providing support to areas dealing
with unexpected migration inflows through a place-based approach
(Barca 2009). However, the Directorate only supports immigrant inte-
gration indirectly, through issues such as urban poverty reduction, and
does not see the topic as central to its work. One interviewee from DG
REGIO described how migration is only ever a ‘hidden’ agenda.

DG Justice and Consumers (DG JUST). DG JUST is responsible for the
EU’s anti-discrimination legislation that previously fell under DG
EMPL’s portfolio. The anti-discrimination legislation ensures equality
for migrants and minorities by protecting against discrimination on the
grounds of ethnic or racial background in access to employment, goods
and other services. As responsibility for the legislation has moved from
DG EMPL to DG JUST it has potentially become harder to address
cross-cutting issues of employment discrimination. While DG JUST
usually stays away from integration issues, it commissioned a series of
reports on discrimination—including against migrants—in the labour
market (e.g. see van Balen et al. 2010; Crowley 2010). DG JUST is also
responsible for EU citizenship rights and free movement and thus is
interested in ensuring that mobile EU citizens are able to access services
and exercise their rights.
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Like any bureaucracy, the European Commission suffers from ‘silos’—
the tendency for each department to address policy problems in isolation
and through their own institutional culture and language. While this is a
problem for many policy areas, it is arguably more problematic for integra-
tion, which cuts across portfolios. Some Directorate-Generals have taken
a proactive role to addressing the issue of integration within the work
and have adapted internal organisation to reflect this. Others, however,
continue to see the issue as outside of their core remit. The 2014 reor-
ganisation of the Commission and the central role played by the vice-
presidents, with a mandate to facilitate cooperation across portfolios, set
out the intention to drive innovation in integration governance and make
migration issues easier to discuss (Juncker 2014). The refugee crisis has
added urgency to this aim. As a result, at the time of writing, a number of
Directorate-Generals are now seeking to include integration priorities in
existing work plans.?

TooLs ToO PROMOTE MAINSTREAMING

The European institutions have three main tools that can be used to pro-
mote mainstreaming: funding; guidance—through policy coordination
mechanisms as well as through policy networks; and legislation. In the
following section we will discuss each of these tools in turn and consider
whether mainstreaming has been explicitly pursued as a goal, and to what
extent each tool has been effective in promoting mainstreaming (whether
explicitly or not).

Funding

Funding is one of the most important mechanisms that the EU can
use to influence policy in Member States. There are three mechanisms
by which EU funds can influence national policy: leverage (or usage),
learning and conditionality (Verschraegen et al. 2011; van Gerven et al.
2014). ‘Leverage’ describes the way the funds are used by national poli-
cymakers for different political priorities and how this can allow space for
new priorities to be adopted at different governmental levels. ‘Learning’
describes how the sharing of models and practices from different regions
or countries can lead to a shift in policy. Finally, ‘conditionality’ refers
to the requirements imposed on Member States in their usage of the
funds set out in the funding regulation. These set out specific priori-
ties for each fund, influencing both who gets targeted through funding
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and what type of policies are prioritised (Verschraegen et al. 2011; van
Gerven ct al. 2014).3

In theory, through these mechanisms, EU funds could provide an
opportunity to promote mainstreaming of integration by defining spe-
cific funding guidelines (conditionality) or financing for innovative pro-
grammes that address migrant needs (leverage) within a whole population
approach. EU funding could also allow organisations to overcome the
political barriers to addressing the needs of minority communities that
exist at the national level. However, as funding is channelled through
the national level, and each Member State defines its own Operational
Programme (within the remit of the funding regulation and in discussion
with the European Commission), Member States still retain significant
scope in shaping how funds are spent. In practice, this can hamper the
EU’s power to employ the funds to drive reform.

The Migration Funds

The Commission has a series of funds available for migration matters
which in the past included a dedicated fund for integration, the European
Integration Fund (EIF). In the period 2007-2013 the EIF had a bud-
get of €825 million (European Commission 2014d), and compared with
other EU funds was much smaller and less influential. The fund could only
be spent on integration programmes for third-country nationals in line
with the CBPs on Integration (2004). Projects funded by the EIF tended
to fall into areas such as host language support, information and advice
services, and projects supporting participation (European Commission
2010b).

Since 2014, the EIF has been consolidated along with other migration
funds, such as the European Refugee Fund, into the Asylum, Migration
and Integration Fund (AMIF). For the current period (2014-2020),
3.14 billion has been allocated to the AMIF, which now covers issues
including asylum, refugee matters, border security as well as integration.
Member States are required to spend at least 20% of their AMIF alloca-
tion on promoting integration (European Union 2014 Regulation No.
516,/2014). In reality, this means slightly less money, €765 million, has
been earmarked for integration in the period 2014-2020 than in the pre-
vious period; however, in light of the refugee crisis this is to be reviewed
(European Commission 2016a).

As a targeted fund, the EIF did not promote the inclusion of migrants
in generic mainstream programmes, as it explicitly targeted migrants. As
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Commission officials pointed out in focus group discussions, the EIF was
never intended to mainstream: ‘the European Commission is commit-
ted to mainstreaming, but also to targeted policies; there are a number
of different objectives’ (European Commission official, education focus
group, Brussels, 15 December 2014). For Member States with little or
no experience of integration, the EIF was considered an important—and
sometimes the only—resource to support an integration programme and
corresponding integration policy. For larger Member States, however, the
EIF was considered more of an ‘extra’ in part because the sums involved
were relatively small. In fact some chose not use it, as the administra-
tive burden involved was considered too great. One interviewee said that
if something was a priority the government would fund it directly from
government funds. Nevertheless, the EIF could have supported a main-
streamed approach, had the fund’s administrative processes allowed flex-
ibility in terms of complementing existing funding structures such as the
ESE. This does not seem to have been the case (European Commission
2011b).

European Social Fund

The ESF is a large structural fund designed to support employment out-
comes and is allocated to Member States on the basis of relative wealth and
population level. 76 billion euro was allocated to the ESF for the period
2007-2013. In this period, the funding regulation included a specific pri-
ority to focus on labour market access for immigrants. However, as the
regulation listed multiple priorities, Member States still had discretion in
choosing what to focus on. While mainstreaming is explicitly mentioned
as a possible strategy for addressing migrant needs,* the language used is
relatively weak, as a suggestion rather than recommendation (McGregor
and Sutherland 2014). Further, there have been no systematic attempts to
include ethnic minorities and immigrant groups in decision-making bod-
ies administering the funds.

Unlike the migration funds, the ESF can be used to support anybody,
including mobile EU citizens and third-country nationals. As mentioned,
attention to migrant communities has largely taken the form of a focus
on migrants’ labour market integration, reflecting a higher rate of unem-
ployment of third-country nationals in the EU (Council of the European
Union 2015). In the language of EU policy documents, ‘migrant’ usu-
ally refers to third-country nationals, but the ESF funding regulations do
not even provide definitions of who falls into the category of ‘migrant,’
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rather this is left to Member States to define target groups and indica-
tors according to national policies. As an example, in France there are no
target groups based on ethnicity whereas in the UK, ethnicity rather than
migration status is the defining characteristic. In other countries, the term
‘migrant’ may also be used to refer to the second or even third generation
(Monnier et al. 2011). The vagueness of this definition could provide flex-
ibility for mainstreaming; however, it creates difficulties in monitoring and
so hampers effective policy responses.

As a result, migrants are likely to be targeted through ESF programmes,
but it remains unclear whether at the level of each Member State this is
an intentional part of policy (and therefore mainstreamed) or whether
the specific needs of migrants are lost. Beyond specific priorities focusing
on migrants, spending on ‘disadvantaged people’ could also reflect the
fact that Member States are taking a mainstreamed approach, but could
also signal a disappearance of specific target groups. Evidence from the
UPSTREAM countries suggested a mix of both as well as variations within
country at the regional level. In the Netherlands a mainstreamed approach
has been adopted: a large proportion (50-55 million of the 72 million
euro) of their yearly ESF allocation is spent on ‘active inclusion,” a generic
policy that involves ensuring that young people of migrant background are
integrated into the labour market. In France, the focus of ESF interven-
tions often tends to be geographical areas of poverty and exclusion, which
can act as another proxy for targeting migrant communities. In the UK,
certain local level ESF programmes specifically targeted additional barriers
to employment including not speaking English as a first language. Due
to the variety of approaches, assessing the numbers of migrants reached
through the ESF is difficult. Nonetheless, evaluations suggested that 1.19
million people of migrant and minority background (8.7% of the total)
had been assisted by ESF programmes between 2007 and 2013 (Centre
for Strategy and Evaluation Services 2011: 4).

The ESF has also been used to promote social inclusion more broadly
and in the current programming cycle (2014-2020), the European
Commission has proposed that 20% be used to promote social inclusion
and to combat poverty (European Commission 2014c). While social inclu-
sion is still conceptualised as connected to employment, interventions can
include addressing non-work related disadvantages in the labour market,
such as discrimination. Moreover, guidance for social inclusion priority
areas of the ESF suggests taking a needs-based area approach to inclu-
sion (European Commission 2014b: 8). Social inclusion could therefore
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arguably be seen as a mainstreamed policy area, in that it involves address-
ing barriers to work, whatever their source.

Whether social inclusion priorities have facilitated innovative responses
to integration challenges is less clear. One study found that the ESF
enabled actors to stretch objectives to promote social inclusion, citing a
former head of unit within the Commission who claimed that the ESF had
created the opportunity to implement an ‘under the radar’ social inclu-
sion policy (Verschraegen et al. 2011). Similarly, witnesses to a House of
Lords inquiry in the UK noted that the ESF was valuable in encourag-
ing equality and social inclusion criteria to be built into projects (House
of Lords European Union Committee 2010). However, an evaluation of
the impact of the ESF in meeting its social inclusion targets found that
assessing the true scale and impact of these interventions is difficult due to
data limitations. While 24 billion euro was spent on social inclusion pro-
grammes across the 27 Member States between 2006 and 2012, reaching
an estimated 1.3 million migrants (McGregor and Sutherland 2012), it is
difficult to assess impact, as the overwhelming focus is on ‘hard” outcomes
such as job offers rather than ‘soft’ outcomes such as improved confidence
or work-readiness. It also appears that the social inclusion priority has not
thus far underpinned a shift in focus in countries where it was absent, as
only three Member States, Poland, Spain and the UK accounted for the
majority of the beneficiaries of social inclusion spending between 2006
and 2012 (McGregor and Sutherland 2012).

More recently and spurred by concerns about the refugee crisis, the
European Commission has stated that the ESF should be used to sup-
port integration, thus clearly signalling that Member States should include
integration priorities in ESF operational planning in a more mainstreamed
manner (European Commission 2015a; European Commission 2016a).
To support this, officials from DG EMPL have been working with other
DGs to improve coordination of different funds and to promote syner-
gies (European Commission 2015c¢). Particular attention has been paid to
improving coordination between the AMIF and the ESF, but work with
other funds, particularly the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived
(FEAD) is also ongoing (European Commission 2015b). In this context,
the European Commission has launched a Transnational Platform with
a Thematic Network on Migration which will support coordination and
exchange of best practice (European Social Fund 2016).

Since Member States have considerable leeway to design the ESF pro-
gramme to suit their national and political priorities (Sanchez Salgado 2013),
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it the Member State in question is already taking an inclusive or needs-
based approach in addressing minority or migrant communities, it is likely
to continue this approach through the use of the ESE. Thus far, it does not
appear that the ESF has been particularly effective at promoting an inclu-
sive mainstreamed approach where it does not already exist. Nevertheless,
the European Commission has sought to draw attention to the needs of
immigrant communities by including priorities on migrant labour market
integration and social inclusion within ESF funding regulations. The new
concerted drive to co-ordinate the use of the ESF with that of the AMIF
and the focus on ensuring that the ESF is used to support integration offers
hope for more mainstreamed and coordinated approach to funding in the
future.

Other Funds

The European Commission has also made a number of smaller funds avail-
able some of which have been important for the promotion of integration
priorities. Although these often form part of one of the large structural
funds, specific programmes with more targeted guidelines focusing on
capacity building or cooperation in policymaking may be set up. Some
of these have been of particular importance in tackling integration chal-
lenges. The EQUAL Community Initiatives was a specific programme
financed through the ESF between 2000 and 2006. A fund of €3.27 bil-
lion was available for projects that employed innovative approaches to
tackling discrimination in the labour market with a focus on partnership
working, empowerment, awareness raising and scalable pilot projects. A
specific priority under this programme was labour market access for asy-
lum seekers. After 2007, EQUAL was merged into the PROGRESS fund,
which supported the development and coordination of EU policy in the
areas of employment, social inclusion and social protection, working con-
ditions, anti-discrimination and gender equality (European Commission
n.d.). This fund has been particularly important in developing anti-
discrimination strategies and building capacity in this area. For example
in France, the equality body (Défensenr des Droits) has benefitted from
PROGRESS funds. In Spain, PROGRESS funds were used to develop
a programme of capacity building for state security personnel to recog-
nise and correctly identify hate crimes and xenophobic incidents as part
of Spain’s broader strategy on anti-discrimination. The project resulted in
a handbook for police services and the first annual monitoring report on
racist and xenophobic hate crimes, produced in 2014.
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Remaining Challenges

A number of issues continue to limit the ability of the funds to sup-
port mainstreaming of integration priorities. The complex multi-level
governance structures of the funds means that formalised multilevel
decision-making channels are minimal. Each fund includes a Partnership
Principle, whose objective is to ensure that other actors (including
regional /local authorities and civil society) can input into the design
of the funds’ Operational Programmes. In some countries scholars have
found that the Partnership Principle has strengthened regional powers,
but not necessarily at the expense of the national level. This also seems
to be highly contingent on the existing level of decentralisation within
a Member State (Verschraegen et al. 2011). Research indicates that in
many Member States, local and regional authorities as well as civil soci-
ety stakeholders feel that they are unable to adequately influence pri-
orities in the ESF (Department for Business and Skills 2013; European
Anti-Poverty Network 2013). A similar complaint was made of the EIF
with a report finding that NCPIs were not always effectively communi-
cating with actors at the local or regional level (Centre for Strategy and
Evaluation Services 2013: 33).

A major concern raised by civil society in a number of countries has
been the lack of flexibility in EU funding to adapt to changes in local
needs on the ground (Department for Business and Skills 2013; European
Anti-Poverty Network 2013). The division of target groups and reporting
requirements between the ESF (which targeted everyone) and the EIF
(which was only allowed to be spent on recently arrived, non-EU nation-
als) meant that the two funding pots have been very difficult to combine
for mixed population groups. This reflects the dichotomy at the heart of
EU policy making of treating EU citizens and non-EU citizens differently
(Petrovic and Collett 2014). Civil society groups also complained in focus
groups that all EU funding focuses on legally resident migrants, meaning
that irregular migrants fall outside of the scope of the funding. Civil soci-
ety representatives reported that local service providers are unlikely to turn
these people away, but are unable to even report on the existence of them
for fear of breaching funding guidelines. The lack of flexibility in being
able to use funds in a complementary way is exacerbated by the fact that
the distribution and management of the EIF and ESF may fall under the
responsibility of different bodies within the Member State. For example,
the ESF is in some countries allocated on a regional basis while the EIF
and now the AMIF tends to be distributed at the national level.



106 E.COLLETT ET AL.

Whilst many civil society interviewees stated that EU funds were very
important for local providers, many said that the complex bureaucracy and
administration associated with the funds meant that they were inaccessible
to smaller organisations, often precisely the organisations that are best
placed to reach the most marginalised. Delays in processing (Bieniecki
and Pawlak 2012), payment by results (Department for Business and Skills
2013), complex tendering processes (Crisp et al. 2010), and threats of
fund clawback (van Gerven et al. 2014 ) have all been cited as barriers for
smaller organisations.

In summary, European funding remains important particularly for
smaller Member States or those with less experience of developing or
implementing integration policy.® Nevertheless, the degree to which these
funds have resulted in the mainstreaming of integration priorities across
policy areas is questionable. As a targeted fund, the EIF did not promote
mainstreaming. The fund’s focus on recently arrived third-country nation-
als and the inability to combine effectively with ESF funding meant that
the fund was more often used on smaller projects rather than on larger
scale interventions. While the ESF includes a funding priority on social
inclusion which arguably captures some integration issues, this remains
very much focused on labour market inclusion. There has been no explicit
guidance at the EU level on ensuring that, at all levels of ESF deliv-
ery, the needs of migrant and minority groups are taken into account.
Furthermore there has been no explicit commitment to including these
groups in decision-making despite recommendations to do so (Monnier
etal. 2011). So while the ESF has more potential to promote mainstream-
ing of integration policies, through generic programmes delivered at the
local level, it relies on national authorities to assure a pluralist approach
and ensure that the fund is reaching all groups effectively. Nonetheless,
the refugee crisis has spurred action in this area, with a commitment to
co-ordinate the funds more effectively, as well as an explicit call to fund
integration measures under the ESF’s social inclusion priority (European
Commission 2015a, 2016a). It remains to be seen whether this results in
a shift in programming priorities within Member States.

Guidance

A further tool at the Commission’s disposal to promote mainstreaming is
guidance and sharing of best practice. In other areas of social policy such
as education, this is done through the Open Method of Coordination,
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however, the proposal for a formal Open Method of Coordination on
integration was not adopted. As a result, the Commission has used other
forums to try to promote integration priorities. Two key tools in this
respect are the European Semester and the associated Country Specific
Recommendations, and the creation of policy learning networks.

European Semester

The European Semester is an annual cycle that monitors and steers
progress under the EU2020 strategy goals in the fields of employment,
education, climate and energy, poverty, and research, development
and innovation. After fact-finding missions and bilateral meetings with
Member States, the European Commission produces a report for each
country with country-specific recommendations on budgetary, economic
and social policies. These recommendations are then negotiated with and
agreed to by Member States (European Commission 2016b). However,
although the European Commission can issue warnings, these recommen-
dations are not binding.

Integration priorities form part of the Semester, but the European
Commission often has to make a complex calculation, which weighs the
importance of highlighting certain integration priorities against Member
State preferences—which may include an aversion to mentioning migra-
tion at all—and translate these priorities into vocabulary that will play
well with the Member State and result in recommendations being passed.
In some cases, integration simply is not a priority because there are too
many other problems that merit attention. According to a DG EMPL offi-
cial, unless countries are facing relatively few big challenges, the European
Commission is unlikely to choose this short space to highlight migrant
issues, focusing instead on bigger macroeconomic and labour market
issues.® As such, integration recommendations are more prevalent in
northern European countries, as the gaps between migrants and natives
are most pronounced when the economy is doing well.

In other cases, the European Commission may address integration
indirectly, through the use of proxies, such as ‘disadvantaged groups’.
Moreover, some countries—such as the Netherlands and the UK—are
openly resistant to recommendations that target specific groups. One
interviewee, for instance, described how ‘vulnerable groups’ are always
added to council conclusions as a form of tokenism, and explained that
the European Commission’s 2015 working document on the Netherlands
contained no references to minorities because they knew they would



108 E.COLLETT ET AL.

face resistance. Hence recommendations that might be sensible for these
countries are unlikely to even make it onto paper, because the European
Commission is aware of how the country will respond in the bilateral
negotiations. Indeed, according to European Commission officials in
focus groups, the process of formulating recommendations aimed at spe-
cific groups is an explicitly political one, with debate about how best to
compromise and/or mention migrants in a euphemistic fashion. Some
recommendations may indirectly support integration outcomes while not
mentioning migrants as specific beneficiaries. For instance, recommenda-
tions against early tracking or promoting early childhood education and
care have had, in part, a mainstreaming rationale because these are poli-
cies that are likely to have benefits for disadvantaged groups generally and
migrants in particular.

The delicate balancing process described above makes it difficult to
assess the effectiveness of the European Semester in promoting main-
streaming; in fact, mainstreaming takes on a different guise in each coun-
try depending on the strategy used. It is clear that officials have tried to
use the Semester as a vehicle for promoting integration goals, even if their
efforts are not readily apparent. However, it is an open question if the pro-
cess of toning down or modifying integration recommendations is merely
a creative, clever way of slipping integration outcomes past Member States
that would otherwise not tolerate them, or a reflection of the near impos-
sibility of getting integration onto the agenda. In either case, a number of
challenges may arise in relation to this strategy:

1. Lack of clarity
Recommendations that include but do not specify people of migrant
background (especially if based on a euphemism that all understand
to include migrants, such as ‘vulnerable groups’) are likely to dispro-
portionately benefit migrants. However, there is also a risk that
some recommendations become overly vague in the process of being
depoliticised and their objectives not understood.

2. Lack of ambition
There is a notable absence of recommendations that promote struc-
tural change to the governance of integration, such as recommenda-
tions t0 mainstream, that is, to infuse policy areas with integration
objectives or to set up cross-governmental agencies with responsi-
bility for integration. Recommendations that do mention migrants
rarely give details about how migrants’ needs could be better
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addressed, lending them an air of tokenism. Moreover, recommen-
dations to adapt services to diverse populations, outside of employ-
ment or education, are rare.
3. Lack of impact

Perhaps most importantly, the European Semester has also had little
impact, at least according to the Commission’s own metric. Almost
all recommendations on disadvantaged groups or migrants in 2014
received an evaluation of ‘some’ or ‘limited’ progress, suggesting
that the Semester is not effectively highlighting integration as a cen-
tral policy priority. Other researchers have noted the difficulties in
measuring the influence of the Semester, because of the political
process that forms the backdrop to developing recommendations
(Hallerberg et al. 2011; Zeitlin and Vanhercke 2014). For instance,
governments are more likely to agree to things they can fulfil, or to
lobby for the inclusion of policies that they themselves introduced,
so progress towards recommendations is not in itself evidence of
influence. All of these factors together explain why our focus group
participants suggested that the European Semester has a low profile
among stakeholders outside the European Commission, and that it
was a fairly weak instrument.

The European Semester is clearly being employed to promote integra-
tion objectives, especially in countries which are facing significant integra-
tion challenges and are on relatively strong economic footing. However,
challenges in overcoming political sensitivities and the risk of creat-
ing overly vague recommendations through the use of proxies remains.
Moreover, since the Semester has only been used to promote integration
in the limited areas of education and employment, and failed to make rec-
ommendations on reforming the governance of integration, the tool has
not yet lived up to its promise.

Networks

The European institutions fund a number of networks to promote shar-
ing of best practice, learning and dialogue on policy areas. In theory,
these could also be opportunities for local stakeholders to offer feed-
back on implications of policy on the ground and to promote main-
streaming. But the effectiveness of these mechanisms is unclear: these
networks often do not explicitly promote mainstreaming; there is little
evidence that ethnic minority and immigrant groups are structurally
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involved in dialogue, and there is little cross-fertilisation with other
policy areas. Networks tend to fall into one of three categories: those
that bring together national players; those that bring together local
or regional authorities; and those that bring together civil society
representatives.

The European Commission convenes meetings of the NCPIs, which
consists of officials from each of the EU28 responsible for national inte-
gration policies, on a regular basis. Formally instituted in 2003, the
network offers countries an opportunity to exchange on new national
policy initiatives, and underpinned a series of Ministerial Conferences on
Integration, as well as the production of a series of Immigrant Integration
Handbooks (European Commission 2005b, 2007, 2010a). The NCPIs
have proved useful for national coordination and learning, though meet-
ings have become more formulaic in recent years, and less determinative
of EU policy. The NCPIs are also fairly isolated, and rarely come into
contact with networks working on similar issues in other portfolios. For
example, the European Network of Public Employment Services has pri-
oritised refugee integration in the wake of the crisis, yet this network was
until recently unaware of the existence of the NCPIs” own discussions on
the same issue. Recently, in an effort to revitalise the work of the NCPIs
and in light of current challenges, the Commission has proposed upgrad-
ing the Network of NCPIs to a European Integration Network (European
Commission 2016a).

Beyond the NCPIs, the European Migration Network (EMN),
established in 2008, is a research and reporting network made up
of NGOs, international organisations and other experts. The aim of
the network is to provide comparable, objective evidence to inform
policy-making. Each county appoints National Contact Points (EMN
NCPs) who provide up-to-date information to the Commission on
matters of migration and integration. Within each Member State, the
National Contact Points are expected to liaise with other partners in
country, including research academics. The network has focused on
third-country nationals and thus has addressed integration issues fairly
narrowly. A 2012 evaluation of the EMN was broadly positive, sug-
gesting that certain outputs, such as ad hoc queries, were of particular
use. However, the evaluation acknowledged that despite a high profile
among the Brussels policy community, policy officials in some Member
States were unaware of the network’s existence (European Commission
2012).
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The main vehicle through which the European Commission engages
with civil society stakeholders on migration and integration matters
is the European Migration Forum. Previously known as the European
Integration Forum, the name was changed in 2014 to reflect its broader
scope, a move that suggested that integration had lost particular salience
at the EU level prior to the refugee crisis (European Economic and Social
Committee n.d.). Meetings take place once a year, with topics for the next
forum being agreed through consultation. Civil society members with rel-
evant expertise can apply to attend. The meetings are organised by the
European Migration Forum Bureau made up of a representative of the
Commission, a representative from the European Economic and Social
Committee, and civil society representatives.

The EU also funds networks of local and regional authorities to share
information and promising practices. While some focus on migration and
integration issues, others are broader networks with migration elements,
including networks such as EUROCITIES and Intercultural Cities. Other
initiatives have included networks involving local authorities and aca-
demics such as Cities for Local Integration Policies for Migrants’ (CLIP)
Network.

These represent just some of the initiatives in this area that the
European Commission supports, but there are a huge number work-
ing in the field of migration and integration. The sheer number of these
networks signals the importance of integration issues at EU level, and
generates many opportunities for learning. However, the proliferation of
these networks may also be a problem, especially if it prevents informa-
tion sharing (with different groups maintaining their own networks rather
than engaging with others). One former Commission official suggested
that the Commission reinforces existing networks of the usual suspects in
the field of integration. The existence of multiple networks operating in
the same policy space may also mean that some work is being duplicated
(European Commission 2012). There is a risk of creating closed policy
networks rather than encouraging new synergies to develop.

Legislation

The role of legislation in promoting integration is complex as the European
institutions do not have legislative competence in this area. However, a
number of directives in different areas of law affect integration policy.
Legislation is the most direct way of influencing Member States, as the
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directives must be transposed, and the Commission can monitor imple-
mentation and launch infringement proceedings against Member States
where the legislation is not being enforced. Nonetheless, ensuring effec-
tive implementation is easier said than done, and launching infringement
proceedings is often a political process.

Perhaps most obviously European directives on legal migration such
as the Family Reunification Directive (Council Directive 2003 /86/EC,
22 September 2003) and the Long Term Residents” Directive (Council
Directive 2003,/109/EC, 25 November 2003) have had an impact on
integration policy. These directives lay out a number of rights that migrants
with particular statuses are entitled to, with the aim of bringing their enti-
tlements as close as possible to the entitlements of EU citizens (Acosta
Arcarazo 2014). However, whether rights should underpin integration
or whether rights can be seen as a reward for integration, particularly as
regards certain Member States’ integration courses and tests, is still in con-
tention in a number of countries. Moreover, it appears that there are still
issues with the implementation of the Family Reunification Directive in
some Member States (Acosta Arcarazo 2014). In 2014, the Commission
published guidelines on implementing the Family Reunification Directive
(European Commission 20144a), but as yet, no infringement proceedings
have been brought.

Equal treatment is another area of fundamental importance for inte-
gration that has been promoted by the European institutions. Between
2000 and 2006, the EU passed four Anti-discrimination Directives. The
most significant for integration are the ‘Racial Equality Directive’ (Council
Directive 2000,/43/EC, 29 June 2000) which aims to ensure equal treat-
ment between persons irrespective of racial or ethnic origin, including in
the realms of social protection and access to goods and services, and the
‘Employment Equality Directive’ (Council Directive 2000/78/EC, 27
November 2000) which protects against discrimination on the grounds of
religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation in the labour mar-
ket. The two Directives do not include nationality as a basis for discrimina-
tion, although 15 Member States extend their national anti-discrimination
legislation to cover more than the grounds listed in the Directives (including
nationality, language and political opinion) (European Commission 2014e).

While many would agree that these directives have significantly
improved the equality framework across the EU, issues in implementa-
tion remain. In some cases, Member States have fulfilled the require-
ments of the directives on paper, without taking the necessary steps
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to change on-the-ground processes. According to an official report,
awareness of anti-discrimination protection structures is low among the
wider public (European Commission 2014e). The Fundamental Rights
Agency’s ‘European Union Minorities and Discrimination Survey’
(EU-MIDIS) highlighted a serious deficit in knowledge of anti-discrim-
ination protections within several Member States (Fundamental Rights
Agency 2010). Since implementation, discrimination court cases have
not significantly increased, suggesting either low levels of reporting or
of prosecution and some national courts have handed out low levels of
sanctions or compensation (European Commission 2014e). Moreover,
the directives do not require Member States to collect data on discrimi-
nation, even though data-driven analyses would help fight discrimina-
tion and promote equality and the lack of information makes it difficult
to assess its impact.

Many would agree that European legislation has had a huge impact in
terms of ensuring the rights of legally resident immigrants and in support-
ing the building of a more comprehensive and robust anti-discrimination
framework in a number of Member States. However, issues with imple-
mentation remain, making continued monitoring and the use of infringe-
ment procedures crucial. At the same time, there is little appetite by
Member States for further work in these areas and they are unlikely to
become priorities. Some EU officials suggested that it was difficult to dis-
cuss the outstanding problems surrounding discrimination, since the EU’s
framework and legislation is already perceived as extensive. These issues
may make it difficult to tackle remaining challenges that exist in effective
implementation.

TuaE ImracT OF THE REFUGEE CRISIS

The sharp rise in the number of those arriving at Europe’s shores in 2015,
combined with a concomitant increase in asylum claims across much of
the EU has created a cascading set of crises across the continent. These
include untenable pressure on asylum reception and processing, chaotic
border management and a breakdown in the functioning of core EU
immigration systems such as the Dublin Regulation and the Schengen
Convention. As a result, the European Commission and national govern-
ments have been embroiled in increasingly politicised crisis management,
initially causing policies on legal migration and integration to slide down
the agenda.
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However, as the number of recognised refugees within the EU looks set
to continue to rise, policy-makers have begun to turn to the longer-term
(and potentially more significant) challenge of integrating this new popu-
lation into the European society. Emerging concerns about the viability of
large-scale integration of new arrivals, particularly into the labour market,
has spurred the political leadership of the European Commission to ask all
Directorates-General to include the issue in their work plans, thus making
a strong, though implicit, statement about the need for mainstreaming on
the issue.

As a result, the European Commission has increased its focus on coor-
dination; it has created an inter-service group on integration, bringing rel-
evant officials from a range of portfolios together to discuss how to embed
integration in their own policy proposals. Similarly, in September 2015, the
European Commission discussed how to best use existing EU funds and
measures to support the integration of asylum seekers and refugees, nota-
bly the ESF and the FEAD, but also the AMIF, and the ERDF (European
Commission 2015b). During this meeting, the European Commission
invited Member States to revise their own priorities, and committed to
approving amendments to the 2014-2020 Operational Programmes to
support the integration of refugees. The Action Plan on the Integration of
Third Country Nationals, launched in 2016, takes forward this work, set-
ting out policy priorities in pre-departure, education, employment, access
to basic services and social inclusion (European Commission 2016a). The
plan details how coordination can be improved through upgrading the
network of NCPIs to a European Integration Network, and builds on the
discussion of using a range of EU funding instruments in a coordinated
and strategic way to support integration objectives. Finally, the Action
Plan re-iterates the commitment to mainstreaming and encourages all
Member States to do the same (European Commission 2016a).

As many of the flagship initiatives put forward by the European
Commission to manage the ongoing crisis—notably relocation and human-
itarian admission—depend on an enhanced capacity for the reception and
successful integration of refugees, it is clear that the imperative has spurred
greater coordination within the European Commission itself. However,
dealing with the political implications of the refugee influx and reforms to
asylum and foreign policy are still the main focus of much of the EU level
response. As such whilst the refugee inflow has spurred greater co-ordina-
tion and more joined up thinking on integration policy, it is unclear whether
this more mainstreamed approach will be sustained in the long term.
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CONCLUSIONS

Despite the stated commitment to mainstream integration priorities,
progress at the EU level has been ad hoc. In contrast to the push for
gender mainstreaming which saw guidelines for mainstreaming gender
priorities across policy portfolios (Beveridge and Shaw 2002), there are
no clear guidelines for national governments or local authorities on how
to mainstream integration policies. In some directorates at the European
Commission, a mainstreamed approach has been adopted and integra-
tion priorities feature across policies, but in other policy areas, the needs
of migrants and integration priorities appear to be simply added as an
afterthought.

Legislation is perhaps the most effective tool that can be deployed
by the European institutions, and various directives have had significant
impact in shaping the rights available to immigrants in Member States.
However, legislation is only effective when correctly implemented, and
the Commission has been wary of initiating infringement proceedings
even in situations where there have clearly been issues with implementa-
tion. Moreover, legislation can be a fairly blunt tool, and in many ways is
not suitable for promoting a truly mainstreamed approach.

Funding has proved to be an influential tool and has the potential to
support greater innovation in integration policymaking and program-
ming. However, different funds’ focus on different target groups (third-
country nationals versus whole population) have made the funds difficult
to combine, hampering initiatives at a local level which have taken a main-
streamed, whole population approach. Relaxing target group require-
ments, easing the administrative burden and allowing funds to be used
together more flexibly would support greater innovation and support the
principle of mainstreaming integration priorities across policy areas. In the
context of the refugee crisis, steps towards greater coordination and creat-
ing synergies between the funds have been taken.

Guidance has also been used to promote mainstreaming, both through
the European Semester and a range of policy networks. However, due to
the political nature by which the European Semester’s Country Specific
Recommendations are agreed upon, recommendations relating to integra-
tion can be vague, and the European Semester remains a relatively weak
tool. Despite a proliferation of networks and events discussing migration
and integration there is a sense that it is always the same people in the
room discussing the same issues. It is important to ensure that there are
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more opportunities for three-way discussion between the local /regional,
national and EU levels. Once again, the impetus arising from the refugee
crisis has spurred more action in this area, but it remains to be seen how
effective this coordination is.

The European Commission has begun to approach the issue of integra-
tion in a more coordinated and mainstreamed manner, with the creation
of'an inter-service group on integration. The awareness that recent arrivals
of refugees will require long-term support has also spurred integration to
become a higher priority across a range of DGs. However, translating this
into action, with the commitment of all Member States may prove diffi-
cult. Moreover, the European institutions are committed to maintaining a
distinction between third-country nationals and EU free movers, despite
the fact that on the ground this distinction, as regards integration, can be
more and more difficult to discern.

NoOTES

1. The data include: 18 interviews conducted between May 2014 and
December 2014 with European Commission officials, European Economic
and Social Committee, the European Union Fundamental Rights Agency,
Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment (the Netherlands), Défenseur
des Droits (France), Migration Policy Institute Senior European Policy
Fellow, Council members of a Permanent Representation to the European
Union, Migration Policy Group Policy Analyst, Social Platform, CCME,
Eurocities, Equinet, Solidar.

Survey responses from National Contact Point on Integration (the
Netherlands); National Contact Point (France); National Contact Point
(UK); National Contact Point (Spain); Plenipotentiary for Equal Treatment
(Poland); Institute for Human Rights (Netherlands); Oberaxe Monitoring
Centre on Racism and Xenophobia (Spain).

Two focus groups held in Brussels on December 15 2014, and study
visits to the UK, France, the Netherlands, Spain and Poland conducted
between March and April 2015.

2. An example is DG Research’s 2016 announcement that it was revamping
the Horizon 2020 research funding programme to incorporate migration
issues, including labour market integration. See http://europa.cu/rapid/
press-release. MEMO-16-2604_en.htm

3. Regulations for funds also usually link the spending of funds to other EU
instruments. For instance, the European Social Fund is linked to the
European Employment Strategy, while the European Integration Fund is
linked to the Common Basic Principles on Integration. Scholars have
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suggested that requirements of ESF funding to focus on those furthest
from labour market and specific groups (such as migrants), as well as ESF
focus on policies to prevent long-term unemployment, have influenced
policy developments in a number of Member States (see Verschraegen et al.
2011).

4. Aninformational sheet produced by the European Commission on the topic
of migrants and the ESF suggested that Member States should consider a
‘two track approach’ in their operational programmes: ‘(1) Mainstreaming;:
integration of migrants could be a horizontal issue in all ESF programmes
ensuring that under all priorities, ranging from increased adaptability to
enhanced access to employment, special attention is paid to this target
group; (2) Specific action for migrants may at the same time be necessary,
in particular through the implementation of operations and projects
targeting migrants, in order to achieve progress, for example in terms of
increasing the employment rate’. http://ec.europa.cu/employment_
social /est/docs/tp_migrants_en.pdf.

5. For instance, Poland reported in its evaluation report of 2012 that ‘EIF will
surely contribute into the mainstreaming of integration issues into state
policy’. See Mid-Term Evaluation Report on Implementation of Actions
Co-Financed by the European Fund for the Integration of Third-Country
Nationals: Poland (Brussels: European Commission, 2010): 49, http://
ec.ecuropa.cu/dgs/home-affairs /financing /fundings /pdf/integration /
poland_eif national_report_2007_2009.pdf. Stakeholders in the Polish
study visit described how the new Polish Integration Policy (to be adopted
in 2015) had been heavily influenced by Polish Operational Programmes
produced for the EIF. As Poland has virtually no national budget for inte-
gration activities, integration projects have relied on EIF.

6. However, research indicates that social priorities may be becoming more
important in the European Semester see Zeitlin and Vanhercke (2014).
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CHAPTER 6

The Politics of Mainstreaming: The Rationale
Behind Mainstreaming

Llona van Breugel and Peter Scholten

The preceding chapters have conceptualized ‘mainstreaming’ for the
field of integration governance and have examined in what ways inte-
gration policies in various European countries and cities have been
‘mainstreamed’ (or not). This chapter will zoom in on ‘how’ and
‘why’ mainstreaming does or does not take place in specific settings.
What is the rationale behind mainstreaming and what are the factors
that promote or rather inhibit governments to mainstream integration
governance?

This chapter focuses on the rationale of mainstreaming, comparing
across the local as well as national findings from previous chapters. The
key questions guiding this comparison are as follows:

How have these mainstreaming policies come about? What factors
have contributed to or obstructed the mainstreaming of integration
governance?
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Why has integration governance been mainstreamed (or not)? What expla-
nations can be found for the mainstreaming of integration governance?
How can differences between cases be explained?

The data collection consists of a literature review, complemented
with around 20 semi-structured interviews per case. The literature
review focused on policy documents, parliamentary and council records,
reports of (advisory) research councils and secondary literature. These
documents were analysed to search for references to aspects of main-
streaming as conceptualized in Chap. 1. The complementing interviews
were conducted at national and city levels with policymakers across dif-
ferent institutions and departments, relevant civil-society stakeholders
and experts from research councils. In total, 100 interviews were held.!
This chapter is based on the country reports from the UPSTREAM
project.?

SEARCHING FOR THE RATIONALE BEHIND MAINSTREAMING

The two questions ‘how’ and ‘why’ mainstreaming takes place structure
the comparative analysis of this chapter. In this section, we will develop
more specifically what theoretical lens is adopted when addressing these
questions.

How? Tracing the Process That Leads to Mainstreaming (ov Not)

The first question to be addressed in this chapter concerns ‘how’ and
under what conditions mainstreaming has or has not taken place. In what
context have immigrant integration policies been mainstreamed? This
question refers primarily to mainstreaming as a policy process, and focuses
on the (types of) actors involved in this process, key turning points in this
process such as specific incidents, and contextual developments that have
an effect on mainstreaming processes.

To answer this question, this chapter will conduct a process tracing
analysis. This process tracing is directly connected to the findings of the
first part, focusing on ‘what’ is mainstreamed, and trying to account how
these policies and measures have come about. This process tracing focuses
on identifying actors that played a role in these processes, policy frames,
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key events or developments that may have had an effect on the process.
This involves an analysis of the following factors:

— Actors: Which key actors played a role in the formulation of these
policies? This may, for instance, include ministers, senior policy
officials, non-state actors, local governments, certain political
entrepreneurs or expert advisory bodies.

— Policy frames: What rationale is given for the choice to mainstream
integration policies?

— Decision moments: What key decision moments can be identified
when policies have been formalized or changed?

— Incidents: Have there been incidents or relevant problem develop-
ments that have contributed to a framing/reframing of policies?

Why? Accounting for Why Mainstreaming Did (ov Did Not) Take
Place

Finally, this chapter addresses the question why governance bodies either
choose to mainstream their integration policies or decide not to do so.
What is the underlying political rationale for mainstreaming? To answer
this question, a conceptual-theoretical framework was developed based
on Kingdon’s multiple streams approach (2003 [1984]) to explain policy
processes. Kingdon distinguishes three ‘families of processes’ that, when
conjured at specific moments by specific actors or events, can determine
policy processes and dynamics. The streams he distinguishes are problem
setting, policy context and political setting.

We will address a set of expectations regarding how and why mainstream-
ing will take place under specific circumstances. This includes expectations
on how the problem setting (migration history, diversity and perceived inte-
gration issues), policy context (policy history, spin-ofts from other areas,
crisis or retrenchment) and political setting (politicization, populism and
individualization) account for different mainstreaming strategies. Regarding
the problem context of policies, we expect that a longer migration history
leading to an expected increase in diversity both between and within immi-
grant groups and society as a whole (Hollinger 2000 [1995]; Faist 2009;
Vertovec 2007) increases the likelihood of mainstreaming integration poli-
cies, in line with the literature on inter alia the multicultural backlash and
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superdiversity as discussed in Chap. 1 (Alba and Nee 2005; Bouchard 2011;
Cantle 2012; Crul 2016; Faist 2009; Hollinger 2000 [1995|; Joppke 2004;
Kymlicka 2010; Vertovec 2007; Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010; Zapata-
Barrero 2015). However, this likelihood is reduced when there are explicit
and numerous perceived integration problems. Secondly, with respect
to the policy context, we expect that mainstreaming immigrant integra-
tion will be stimulated by the extent of experience with mainstreaming in
other policy domains (referring to cross-pollination between departments)
and the increasing influence of the crisis and in the wake of governmental
retrenchment. On the contrary, countries or departments that have a lot of
experience with the use of specific policies may be less likely to switch to
mainstreaming. Finally, increasing political and media attention and increas-
ing populism around migration and integration debates make it more and
more difficult to justify specific policies (cf. Schneider and Ingram 1997,
De Zwart 2005, 2012). Taken from the literature on policy targeting as
discussed in Chap. 1 we expect that these elements from the political context
will also be involved in the decision to mainstream.

In this book, we will compare these expectations to our findings in the
various cases and thereby answer to what extent certain developments,
incidents, structures or political reasons form the rationale for the switch
to mainstreaming immigrant integration as the new policy approach.

MAINSTREAMING IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION ACROSS EUROPE

Chapters 2-5 have primarily addressed the question what forms of
mainstreaming can be identified in the various cases. For this chapter,
it suffices to very briefly summarize the findings from these chapters in
terms of the three key dimensions of mainstreaming as conceptualized
in Chap. 1: the generic and inclusive adoption of immigrant integration
priorities in generic policy domains, linked to a trend of decentralization
and deconcentration in terms of the coordination of integration policy
responsibilities.

First of all, the chapters show that what most cases have in common
in terms of mainstreaming is a trend away from group-specific policies
towards generic policies, and from state-centric to poly-centric modes
of governance. In almost all cases, in as far as group-specific measures
had been adopted in the past, there was a clear trend towards adopting
generic policies and embedding integration measures into generic policy
areas such as housing and education. Whereas this may be nothing new
for France with its republicanist tradition, this is new for countries like
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the Netherlands and the UK with a more multiculturalist policy history.
However, we found that new immigration countries (Spain and Poland)
are slightly more inclined to adopting specific measures where necessary.
In the ‘old’ immigration countries, such as France, the Netherlands and
the UK, this was only done for specific groups of newcomers.

In terms of governance, the chapters show a clear trend away from
state-centric modes of governance to more poly-centric governance. This
involves an increase of complexity in the field of integration governance,
involving a large set of governmental and non-governmental actors in the
policy process. In the Netherlands, UK and Spain, the local level has become
more prominent in terms of integration governance, sometimes leading to
significant discrepancies in integration governance between cities within a
specific country, as well as between the local and the national level within
one country. The case of France stands out to some extent, as localization
is taking place, while at the same time the state-centric model is upheld.
The ‘local turn’ in integration governance clearly underlines the need to
look at mainstreaming at both the local and national levels. Furthermore,
in Poland and Spain, poly-centric governance involved a growing role of
NGOs in integration governance, at both the national and the local levels.

The European Union (EU) seems to play a particular role when it comes
to poly-centric governance. On the one hand, national political contestation
of migrant integration has limited the space for EU involvement in the field of
migrant integration. At the EU level a ‘mainstreamed’ approach to migrant
integration was subsequently developed, as formulated in the European
Common Basic Principles of Integration and in the Common Integration
Agenda. On the other hand, the EU has played an important role in the dif-
fusion of the idea of mainstreaming, primarily via open methods of coordina-
tion. This applies in particular to relations with new member states, where
various schemes for mainstreaming integration governance were promoted,
and also in relations with the local level such as city networks. For the ‘old’
immigration countries, this relation applies to a much lesser extent.

However, the chapters also found significant variation in the forms of
mainstreaming applied in the different country and city cases. This shows
that mainstreaming should not be seen as a monolithic process. This applies
in particular to the inclusive dimension of mainstreaming. This diversity
orientation appears to be largely absent at the national level (except to some
extent in the UK). In contrast, the diversity orientation often forms a more
explicit element of mainstreaming efforts at the local level. This applies to
cities in both the ‘new” and ‘old” immigration countries. Furthermore, this
diversity orientation is also part of the EU mainstreaming approach, and in



130 1. VAN BREUGEL AND P. SCHOLTEN

fact plays an important role in European city networks where knowledge
and best practices in this regard are being exchanged.

The lack of a diversity orientation in national integration mainstream-
ing marks an important difference with how mainstreaming is understood
in other policy fields such as gender, disability and environment. Gender
mainstreaming, for example, focuses on an assessment of the inclusiveness
of generic policy fields (see inter alia Booth and Bennett 2002; Eveline
and Bacchi 2005; Lombardo 2005; Stratigaki 2005; Squires 2005; Caglar
2013). This seems less the case for integration mainstreaming, at least
at the national level. At the local level, integration mainstreaming seems
more similar to mainstreaming in those other areas. It is remarkable, how-
ever, that no clear references to mainstreaming in those areas were found
in any of the cases we examined.

COMPARING MAINSTREAMING PROCESSES

After having assessed what forms of mainstreaming can be identified in the
different cases, this section focuses on how these forms of mainstream-
ing arose. More specifically, it examines the factors that contributed to or
obstructed the mainstreaming of integration governance. In doing this,
it will focus on four overarching factors that may have played a role in
mainstreaming as a policy process: policy frames, (key) actors, main deci-
sion moments and focus events. The aim of this chapter is to assess if there
are general patterns in terms of the (social/policy/political) process of
mainstreaming.

Framing: Equality at the National Level, Supevdiversity
at the Local Level

First of all, we will address the policy frames that are mobilized in the vari-
ous cases. What stands out from our findings is that an equality and anti-
discrimination frame is most conducive towards mainstreaming immigrant
integration. This frame is prominent in France, but also increasingly recog-
nizable in the UK, the Netherlands and Poland. Needs-based or arca-based
measures aimed at combating socio-economic inequalities are considered
the most appropriate policy tools within this context. The area-based
neighbourhood measures are dominant in French policies regarding the
Politique de In Ville and Zones d'Education Prioritaires. Area-based policies
are increasingly recognizable in the UK (Neighbourhood Renewal Policy
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frame) and the Netherlands too, such as the UK Neighbourhood Renewal
Policy frame, and subsequently the Dutch Krachtwijken approach and the
later ‘city-citizenship’ frames. In all of the countries, needs-based poli-
cies are installed, separate from integration policies. Overall, the equality
approach is considered less stigmatizing than specific schemes targeting
immigrants. In France, these measures exemplify old policy tools that
carry greater legitimacy than race-specific policies and the pursuit of equal-
ity is considered a universal policy (which consequently legitimizes it). The
UK, the Netherlands and also Saint-Denis (France, city level) believe that
an equality approach rather than preconceived categories ‘puts the money
where the need is” and, therefore, these methods are said to be chosen from
a pragmatic perspective. Likewise, the EU often implements an equality
frame, only ‘recognizing’ vulnerable groups, while emphasizing that no
specific policy should be focused on them. Thus, the equality framework
appears to be a strong factor promoting mainstreaming in many countries.
By focusing on areas or needs, immigrants may be implicitly (or explicitly)
targeted, while not being recognized as an explicit target group.

Another policy frame that emerged in several cases is a frame that empha-
sizes individual responsibility in the context of migrant integration. This
frame can be both conducive and obstructive to mainstreaming. Framing
language comprehension as a ‘duty’ (UK), obligatory civic integration
courses (NL) or contracts stating the acceptance of the laws and values of
the Republic and the intention to attend linguistic and civic courses (CAI,
France) are examples of policy measures drawn up from the perspective
that immigrant are themselves responsible for their integration. This frame
is often used in the assimilationist notion of integration, which is espe-
cially recognizable in France, and also in the Netherlands and partially in
the UK. In this context, migrants’ willingness and efforts are held to be
central to their integration, and their adaptation to the host society is per-
ceived as a one-sided effort. Following this perspective, no specific policies
are required because the immigrants are responsible themselves for keep-
ing up with the rest of the population. Consequently, policies are main-
streamed in terms of their move away from specific policies, but often lack
the other characteristics of inclusiveness. Another approach to this frame is
more individualistic, less focused on explicit migrants’ responsibilities and
emphasizing everyone’s responsibility to be able to participate in society.
This approach can be recognized in larger social policy frames such as the
UK “Big Society’ and the Dutch ‘participatory society’ framework imply-
ing a shifting responsibility towards the individual citizen.



132 1. VAN BREUGEL AND P. SCHOLTEN

Thirdly, the frame of superdiversity is often mentioned either explicitly
or implicitly as an (discursive) explanation for why generic policies are
needed. This means that targeted policies would have become increas-
ingly impossible to implement due to the hyphenation of citizens and the
large number of characteristics that have to be taken into account. This
argument is echoed mostly in the Netherlands (e.g. when introducing
the generic city-citizenship framework in Rotterdam and Amsterdam)
and the UK (the shift away from the race relations model). However,
the superdiversity frame seems to be best applicable at the local level.
Cities (or boroughs), such as Southwark (UK), Saint-Denis (FA),
Rotterdam and Amsterdam (NL), increasingly emphasize that diversity
is perceived as the norm, leading to a situation in which the distinction
between immigrant and native citizen has lost its meaning. Finally, offi-
cial integration policies are increasingly limited to immigrant reception
policies. Following this demarcation, socio-economic and socio-cultural
integration are mainstreamed into other policy fields. This trend is rec-
ognizable in all countries, as well as at EU level. At EU level, border
management, asylum and the free movement of people have risen on the
agenda, whereas immigrant integration has declined as a policy priority.
In the UK, the approach to immigrant integration policies is twofold,
aiming at equality policies for those within the country, but increas-
ingly enforcing strict borders. Also, many political debates are centred
on the ‘influx’ of migrants into the country. Likewise, the Polish gov-
ernment focuses mostly on regulations concerning residence and work
permits. Due to the low percentage of immigrants and narrow range of
origins, a general lack of interest in immigrant integration is recogniz-
able especially at the national level, to which immigrant entrance policies
seem to be the only exception. Finally, in France and the Netherlands
(especially during the assimilationist turn), immigrant reception, such as
civic integration courses, is perceived as the main focus and eventually
the exclusive dimension of official integration policies. This approach
to integration policies does offer an opportunity to implement a main-
streaming approach to the socio-cultural and socio-economic integra-
tion of migrants.

What stands out in all these frames is an explicit generic policy
approach, consisting mainly of a strong shift away from policies targeted
at specific migrant groups. What does not become evident in these frames
is if, and how, migration-related diversity would be incorporated ‘in the
mainstream’.
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Actors: EU and National Politics as Driving Actors
Behind Mainstreaming

Additionally we examined what types of actors were involved in the pro-
cess of mainstreaming, either encouraging mainstreaming or advocating
alternative policy strategies. Is mainstreaming driven by political actors, or
is it a development driven rather by other actors such as policy officials,
NGOs or street-level bureaucrats? Is mainstreaming driven by national
actors, or has it been spurred rather by local actors or by developments at
the EU level?

Overall, we see that political actors were often strongly involved in
advocating integration governance mainstreaming. In various cases,
developments in the political setting were important incentives for main-
streaming. Elections may play a substantial role in this respect. Clear
examples are the ‘re-foundation’ of French immigrant integration poli-
cies after the 2012 /2013 elections. At the local level in the Netherlands,
strong shifts in the coalition formation led to significant changes in
policy frames and approaches to immigrant integration. In both the
Netherlands and France, politicization of migrant integration seems to
have contributed to a demand for more mainstreaming, either in the
form of the French republican model or in Dutch retrenchment from
integration policies.

Furthermore, in several cases, we found that research institutes or
committees had an important role in the process, even though they did
not always advocate mainstreaming per se. This applies in particular to
the UK and the Netherlands. For example, in the UK, reports such as the
Swann Report and Parekh Report led to more multiculturalist policies
and the Cantle Report introduced the community cohesion approach in
the UK. In the Netherlands, Scheffer’s article entitled “The Multicultural
Drama’ instigated the multiculturalism backlash at the Dutch national
level. On the other hand, many reports that focus on more explicit poli-
cies are influential as well, such as the Dutch WRR report regarding the
re-framing of early leavers as ‘overloaded students’ rather than focus-
ing on ethnic categories. However, reports may also lead to political
controversies, as happened when a French advisory report suggested
abolishing the ban on headscarves, when the Parekh Report stated that
‘Britishness as much as Englishness has systematic, largely unspoken
racial connotations’ (Parekh 2000: 38) and when the Rotterdam Bureau
of Statistics published a prognosis of future city demographics that was



134 1. VAN BREUGEL AND P. SCHOLTEN

interpreted by a politician of Liveable Rotterdam as a disturbing trend
that should be interrupted by an ‘immigrant-stop’ (allochtonenstop) or
a ‘fence around Rotterdam’. Although it seems that research institutes
may sometimes be important actors in changing policies, the acceptance
of specific reports and the associated proposed policy measures is highly
dependent on the match with the current political and policy frame.
Reports which do not fit the political frame are more often disregarded,
as is the case with the advisory reports on the re-foundation of integra-
tion policy in France.

Finally, the EU-member state nexus is of particular interest when
discussing actors involved in the mainstreaming of immigrant integra-
tion. New immigration countries, such as Poland, experience substantial
influence by the EU on their integration policies. As our Polish case
analysis shows, incentives provided in a European setting via funding
schemes such as the European Integration Fund have been an important
driving factor behind Polish policy initiatives. Sometimes even more
than domestic problem awareness in Poland itself. Important in the
context of this chapter is that this external incentive structure provided
by the EU also promotes mainstreaming as one of the EU’s common
basic principles of integration. The influence of such EU schemes on
developments in the ‘old’ immigration countries like France, the UK
and the Netherlands seems more limited. However, here too the EU has
been an important engine of exchanging knowledge and best practices
in terms of migrant integration at the city level in particular, amongst
others in networks such as Eurocities and the European Migration
Network.

In return, member states try to influence EU policies regarding immi-
grant integration. This was made apparent, for example, in the role that
the Dutch government played in the formulation of the Common Basic
Principles, in which mainstreaming was explicitly framed as one of the
principles. However, Denmark’s and Germany’s resistance to the inclu-
sion of mainstreaming as one of the main principles was also successful.
This example demonstrates that member states may be quite influen-
tial at the European level. The political climate in member states also
influences the EU’s policy options. Increasing politicization and media-
tization of the topic of immigrant integration in member states nega-
tively influences the opportunities of the EU to address migrant-specific
policies.
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Decision Moments: Mainstreaming in the Context of Austerity
and Ethnic Data

A third element that we looked at when reconstructing the process of
mainstreaming integration governance was whether there were key deci-
sion moments at which the choice whether or not to mainstream is taken.
In particular, we looked at whether the decision to mainstream coincides
with decisions taken in the context of the economic crisis that occurred in
Europe in the late 2000s and early 2010s. Furthermore, we looked at the
availability of ethnic data and statistics, we expected that the presence of
such data might make group-specific issues more visible and consequently
raise the urgency to have specific rather than mainstreamed policies.

We indeed found a clear relation between mainstreaming and austerity
measures at the national level in the ‘old” immigration countries. In the
UK and the Netherlands, austerity measures and governmental retrench-
ment have led to a more poly-centric mode of governance, in which the
role of the central and local government is re-positioned from executive
partner to facilitator. This role re-positioning is part of broader frames,
such as the ‘big society’ frame in the UK and the ‘participatory society’
in the Netherlands, which focuses on the empowerment of the voluntary
sector, civil society and individuals and entails a withdrawal of the national
government. In this context, the reduction of budgets for specific integra-
tion departments has often resulted in a decisive step towards mainstream-
ing, sometimes even long after these frames have changed in favour of
generic policies. For example, budgetary cuts have proved to be decisive
in the ending of cooperation with migrant organizations (Rotterdam)
or think tanks (national level) in the Netherlands. In France, an ‘inter-
ministerial delegate for integration and republican equality’ was installed
as part of the ‘re-foundation’ of integration policies. This delegate will
not be associated with a specific ministry and will not receive a dedicated
budget in order to manage integration policies across all departments. In
the context of austerity, it was considered impossible to establish a specific
integration institution with a dedicated budget.

Overall, governmental retrenchment and austerity measures appear to
be conducive to mainstreaming immigrant integration. This influence is
especially apparent with regard to the move towards poly-centric gov-
ernance and the ending of specific-focused institutions or subsidy rela-
tions. However, in a context of austerity and retrenchment, the active
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coordination and inclusiveness of immigrant integration policies may be
‘lost” in the process, which can turn a process of decentralization into a
mere ‘letting go’ of budgets and integration priorities entirely. A clear case
of dismantling can be seen in Rotterdam, where the responsible depart-
ment only realized that the budget cuts had led to the abolishment of
specific policies and departments, without a replacing coordination mech-
anism following the publication of the ‘state of integration’ report. This
illustrates how statistical data or the monitoring of migrants’ achievements
may be used as a coordination method.

We did not find a relation between the availability or lack of ethnic
data and the decision whether or not to mainstream. In the new immi-
gration countries, hardly any ethnic statistics are available. Among the
‘old” immigration countries the republican tradition in France has pre-
vented the collection of ethnic statistics. The idea here is that by collect-
ing ethnic-specific data, governments run the risk of stigmatizing and,
therefore, reinforcing the categories that policies are trying to overcome.
On the contrary, the EU, particularly the EC and DG Education, regu-
larly invests in and makes use of research, updates and evaluations on
the position of children with migrant backgrounds in order to monitor
specific performance gaps between migrant and native youth. Equally,
statistical monitoring, including ethnic-specific data, is well developed at
each governmental level in the Netherlands, and to some extent in the
UK. Monitoring is deemed essential in order to maintain a good over-
view of the integration process and effects of generic policies. However,
a decline in publicized ethnic-specific data is recognizable at the national
level and in Rotterdam, whereas this initially increased in Amsterdam.
This increase may be the result of the more inclusive approach to main-
streaming in Amsterdam, with more attention for migration-related
diversity.

So, as mainstreaming has taken place both in cases with and with-
out ethnic data and statistics, we cannot establish a meaningful relation
between the availability of ethnic data and mainstreaming. However,
collecting migrant-specific data could reinforce the inclusiveness of the
mainstreaming approach. This will be examined in more detail in the
subsequent parts of this chapter. Does the availability of ethnic statistics
perhaps not influence the decision to mainstream, but influence its effec-
tiveness by making explicit the effects that generic policies may have upon
specific groups?
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Focus Events: Impact on Policy in Geneval But Not
on Mainstreaming Per Se

Finally, we examined the role that specific incidents or ‘focus events’ may
have played in the process of mainstreaming. In the context of this chap-
ter, we found several key focus events that impacted the development of
migrant integration policy in general. However, we could not identify
a clear relation between these events and mainstreaming in particular.
The London bombings of 2005, the 2004 bombings in Madrid and the
murder of Theo van Gogh in Amsterdam in 2004 have been particularly
important focus events in this sense. The differences in the political and
policy responses to these incidents are especially noteworthy from a main-
streaming perspective. Whereas the bombings in the UK have had pri-
marily national-level implications, the murder of Theo van Gogh proved
to have particularly local implications. In addition, the UK response, as
documented in the ‘Preventing Violent Extremism’ programme, has
resulted in an entanglement of cohesion with homeland security and
counter-terrorism policies. Funds were allocated to local authorities with
significant Muslim populations and counter-radicalization among Muslim
youths was stated as a concrete goal. These measures have led to the stig-
matization of certain groups and resulted in an atmosphere of distrust
and disengagement. In contrast, the municipality of Amsterdam started
a comprehensive programme called ‘We Amsterdammers’, which aimed
to counteract radicalization by opposing discrimination and exclusion,
avoiding polarization and mobilizing positive powers. Subsequently, the
programme has resulted in a dual emphasis on terrorism on the one hand
and on social cohesion, city citizenship, commonality and identification
through mostly generic policies on the other hand.

In the UK, local unrest such as the Milltown riots in northern English
towns in 2001 also had a strong impact on integration policies in gen-
eral, but not so much on mainstreaming in particular. These events did,
however, trigger the policy change from multiculturalism to community
cohesion. The framework of community cohesion focuses on promoting
stronger bonds and shared values at the local level and operates through
an area-based proxy for integration governance. Similarly in Bristol, a
Race Equality and Community Cohesion Plan was developed in order to
tackle tensions caused by rapid local population change, after disturbances
occurred in the Barton Hill area in the summer of 2003. The plan eventu-
ally led to a community cohesion strategy. Triggered by specific attention
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to problems of integration or social cohesion, this led to a package of initia-
tives largely targeting immigrants and minority communities. Eventually,
however, this perspective shifted to a focus on the wider community.

However, similar urban unrest in France, the ‘banlicues riots’ in 2005
but to some extent also the more recent Charlie Hebdo affair, only further
strengthened the French resolve to continue its mainstreamed ‘republi-
canist’ approach. These incidents were, in the specific French political
and societal context, interpreted as signs that the republicanist approach
needed to be implemented with more vigour. This seems to support the
conclusion that focus events do indeed have a strong effect on integration
governance, but that there seems to be no generalizable effect on whether
or not mainstreaming is adopted.

EXPLAINING MAINSTREAMING

After analysing the main patterns of what is mainstreamed and how, this
section addresses the ‘why’ question. It aims to develop an explanation
for why under specific circumstances, immigrant integration was or was
not mainstreamed. Applying the multiple streams framework developed
by Kingdon (2003 [1984]), we will address a set of expectations on how
developments in the problem, policy and political setting may trigger or
prevent mainstreaming.

Problem Setting: Problem Developments Spur Mainstreaming
Only at the Local Level

The first stream to be discussed here is that of problem setting, explaining
why issues are recognized as problems and how this leads to policy and
political prioritization of mainstreaming in integration governance. The
first aspect to be assessed concerns the expectation that a longer history of
immigration, with different phases and groups of immigrants, increases
the likelihood that integration policies will be mainstreamed. Our findings
show more variety in some aspects of the expected pattern. When it comes
to mainstreaming as a trend from specific to generic policies, we can iden-
tify a pattern in our findings that matches this expectation. Distinguishing
between France, the Netherlands and the UK as ‘old’ immigration coun-
tries, and Spain and Poland as new immigration countries, we can indeed
observe that the ‘old” immigration countries are more inclined to adopt
generic policies. France has a long history of generic integration policies.
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On the other hand, the Netherlands and the UK were both formerly
known for their multicultural integration policies, and have since gone
through different phases of integration policies. Mainstreaming is now
considered the next, perhaps even inevitable, step. This is particularly rec-
ognizable at the local level, in Amsterdam, Rotterdam and the London
borough of Southwark.

For the new immigration countries, there appears to be a slight ten-
dency to adopt more specific policies when addressing immediate immi-
grant needs. This might be explained by the fact that integration needs are
new and more prominent, although the ‘young’ political context proves
to be influential here too, as will be elaborated in the sections below. The
pattern between the history of migration and mainstreaming does not
emerge when looking at the relation between migration history and the
inclusivity of the policy, or state-centric or poly-centric modes of gover-
nance (the second and third dimension of mainstreaming).

When it comes to plural and poly-centric forms of mainstreaming, we
see diverging patterns amongst the ‘old” immigration countries, whereby
the UK can be considered more pluralist, particularly when compared to
the Netherlands and France. While the long history of immigration seems
to be of influence on mainstreaming in terms of targeting in the UK and
the Netherlands, it cannot explain the monist or pluralist orientation of
policy, or state-centric or poly-centric modes of governance for either
the ‘old” or the ‘new’ countries of immigration. Furthermore, the trend
towards poly-centric governance can be found in all countries, though
to a lesser extent in France. Here too, no relation can be found between
migration history and mainstreaming.

A second expectation to be addressed concerns the relation between
mainstreaming and the extent of diversity, in terms of ethnicity and reli-
gion as well as intergenerational or individual diversification within these
elements. In this case France, the Netherlands, the UK and Spain can
be considered as highly diverse societies, in contrast to Poland which is
thus expected to be less likely to mainstream its integration policies. When
looking at the first group of countries, this thesis is most clearly illustrated
at the local level. On the one hand, the diversity of, for example, London
or Amsterdam demographics leads to a trend of generic policies, as main-
streaming is considered ‘inevitable’ when diversity is literally considered a
‘mainstream’ topic. Despite their multicultural history of specifically tar-
geted policies, the increased diversity of its population has led to a move
away from targeted policies. The increasing diversity within groups has
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made targeted policies ‘impossible to implement’ as Dutch education poli-
cies illustrate. Although at the national level this move away from targeted
policies in the Netherlands and the UK also seems to be driven by other
policy and political influences.

Of all the cases Poland is the least diverse. This lack of diversity indeed
seems to decrease the probability of mainstreaming. Even in Warsaw, which
is slightly more diverse and attempts to address the issue by programmes
such as ‘Diverse Warsaw’, the emphasis on diversity seems to encourage
a targeted response rather than a process of mainstreaming. Therefore,
diversity can indeed be considered an important driver for mainstreaming;:
on the one hand, moving away from specifically targeted policies, while
on the other hand addressing diversity within generic policies. Although
the local level shows a particularly strong trend in this respect, it can-
not explain why this does not translate to more inclusive policies at the
national level, particularly in France and the Netherlands. Poland’s short
history of immigration seems to have a stronger explanatory value than
Warsaw’s attempts to address diversity.

Finally, we formulated an expectation regarding the extent to which
integration problems are perceived, especially in relation to specific groups.
We expect that when there is a strong perception of specific integration
problems, this will decrease the probability of mainstreaming. We expect
that when specific problems are perceived, this will trigger specific policy
responses. Here we can distinguish roughly between the Netherlands and
the UK as countries with a strong perception of specific problems of inte-
gration on the one hand, and France, Spain and Poland as their opposites.
To a significant extent, this expectation does not fit our findings from these
countries. The Netherlands and the UK combine a relatively strong focus
on specific integration problems with a shift towards generic policies and
poly-centric governance. Since the Dutch backlash against multicultural-
ism in the early 2000s, migration-related issues in the Netherlands still
tend to be framed in group-specific terms. The national integration debate
in particular is characterized by strong problem framing, focusing par-
ticularly on issues of social-cultural integration and adaptation, and more
generically on issues of social cohesion. However, generic policy solutions
are proposed, despite the specific problem framing typical of the so-called
dilemma of recognition. In the UK, policy developments in the field of
integration are partially incident driven, with perceived problems of inte-
gration coming to the fore through civil disturbance or incidents. In the
UK perceived problems of integration, targeted through a needs-based
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proxy, have eventually led to a generic frame of social cohesion intended
to ‘lift up the entire area’; thus stimulating the process of mainstreaming.
On the other hand, integration problems are framed less specifically in
France, Spain and Poland. True to its republican tradition, France does
not register or monitor problems according to ethnicity or immigrant
background, but rather considers all its citizens French alike. According to
the hypothesis this would advance the chances for mainstreaming. While
France is indeed known for its generic targeting, the lack of attention for
specific problems of integration seems to obstruct a move to an inclusive,
whole society approach to mainstreaming. In a later stage of mainstream-
ing, attention for specific problems can in fact lead to more inclusive
mainstreaming, and a readjustment of mainstream services to align with
the diversity of its society. In Lyon, for example, problems around ethnic
discrimination are addressed explicitly, in contrast to the French tradition
at the national level. The attention for these perceived problems does not
seem to work against the tradition of generic policies, but instead puts
emphasis on the inclusiveness of these policies, as evident from advanced
monitoring schemes at the level of (Grand) Lyon. Equally in Rotterdam
the move towards generic citizenship policies was supplemented by addi-
tional programmes on integration, after problems in this domain were
addressed in a report on the status of integration in the cities of Rotterdam
and Amsterdam. In Spain and Poland, perceived problems of integration
are of little significance in the debate of integration and mainstreaming.

Policy Context: Mainstreaming in the Context of Austevity
and Retrenchment

Regarding the policy context, we expected that mainstreaming would be
promoted by experiences with mainstreaming in other policy domains
(referred to as spin-ofts between departments) and the increasing influence
of the crisis, austerity and governmental retrenchment across European
countries. On the contrary, countries or departments that have a lot of
experience with the use of specific policies could be less likely to switch to
mainstreaming.

First of all, regarding the potential path dependency of specific (or
generic) policies from the past, it is clear that the cases under research
have different histories of specific or generic policies. The UK and the
Netherlands in particular are characterized by their strong tradition of spe-
cifically targeted policies. The UK case illustrates that the path dependency
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of specifically targeted policies at the local level indeed seems to resist the
national spread of mainstreaming, with a strong initial minority focus in
generic community cohesion programmes. As explained earlier, this path-
dependent specific trend was eventually overcome through the needs-
based focus of the programme. The Dutch case shows a similar pattern,
although here eventually the legacy of specific policies and the perception
that these policies would have had inadvertent negative effects in terms of
labelling and reification of ethnic boundaries, contributed to the shift to
generic policies rather than preventing it. Spain shows a combined pattern
of specific and generic policies coexisting, though these do not seem of
particular influence on the move to mainstreaming.

The absence of a tradition of specific policies in France and Poland
can be considered as control cases, and are thus expected to stimulate
the move to mainstreaming. France has a strong tradition of generic poli-
cies, which shows a strong path dependency. However, this generic tradi-
tion is based on the republican tradition and leaves little room for a more
culturally sensitive whole society approach. Lyon, on the contrary, has
more experience with specific policies, particularly in the field of ethnic
discrimination. In contrast to the hypothesis this leads to more inclusive
mainstreaming. In the case of Poland specific policies in the field of inte-
gration are relatively new. Its prior absence can be considered an example
of ‘accidental’ mainstreaming, where generic policies are the result of a
simple absence of policy priorities in the field of integration rather than
a conscious choice of policy targeting. However, this cannot explain the
current divergence in specific and generic policy responses in the field
of Polish integration policies. On the one hand, the Polish policies tend
to be formulated in a generic sense as there is little attention for specific
groups or policy problems; on the other hand, the de-politicized context
of immigrant integration issues in Poland leaves room for both specific
and inclusive targeting.

So, while at first glance the path dependency of specific policies seems
to obstruct a move to generic policies, it is illustrated that they might as
well move away from this, or that specific policies can actually lead to more
inclusive forms of mainstreaming. The tradition of specific policies might
delay the development of mainstreaming, but does not seem to be of deci-
sive influence on any eventual shift towards or away from mainstreaming.

Second, we found a clear relation between mainstreaming and auster-
ity measures or government retrenchment. This clearly places the devel-
opment of mainstreaming within the context of the recent financial and
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economic crisis in Europe. Particularly, retrenchment seems to reinforce
already existing shifts towards generic policies. Several countries report
that it is increasingly difficult to implement specifically targeted policies,
due to the political and economic circumstances, which make it harder to
defend specific policies for immigrants. In Spain, the economic crisis has
had a highly significant impact on government efforts in the domain of
migrant integration, contributing to retrenchment. In Poland, retrench-
ment measures seem to have less influence on integration policies, but
retrenchment seems to be stimulating or reinforcing the move towards
generic policies. On the other hand, there is a risk of ‘decoupling’ which
can lead to a decrease of the effectiveness of policies when the process of
mainstreaming is accelerated or driven by cost reduction. In Rotterdam,
retrenchment measures in 2010 had a decisive influence on the citizenship
frame that had been set up in 2006 as an important step in the process of
mainstreaming its diversity policies. But here the risk of decoupling became
apparent after the stringent revision of the citizenship programme funds
risked doing away with diversity policies altogether, as diversity responsi-
bilities were not taken up by other departments. Only when integration
was put back on the agenda through an evaluation was there more active
coordination between departments. However, it is exactly this attention
for diversity and inter-departmental cooperation that is under threat with
declining budgets.

Finally, an important finding is that, contrary to our expectations, we
found no connection between mainstreaming in the field of immigrant
integration policies and mainstreaming in other policy areas such as dis-
ability, gender and climate. This strongly suggests that this is not a case
of spillover or ‘policy transfer’ from one of these areas to integration gov-
ernance, but that the mainstreaming of integration policies is driven by
other influences.

Political Stream: Politicization as a Motor for Mainstreaming
at the National Level

Finally, concerning the political stream we expected that increasing politi-
cal and media attention, as well as populism around migration and inte-
gration debates, would make it more difficult to justify group-specific
policies. Likewise, we expected increasing individualization to be of influ-
ence on the political context of mainstreaming, as here too it will become
increasingly difficult to endorse targeted integration policies.
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We indeed found a strong relation between increased political and
medin attention, populism and a shift to generic policies. The visibility and
negative framing of immigrant integration makes it increasingly difficult
to explicitly address integration issues or target specific migrant groups.
These patterns can be observed in France, the Netherlands, the UK and
to a lesser extent in Poland and Spain. In France, the politicization of
immigrant integration reinforces the dilemma of recognition: when fram-
ing immigrant integration is increasingly problematized and framed in
terms of individual responsibility to integrate, this does not lead to specific
policies.

Although increasing political and media attention and the (re-)framing
of immigrant integration under pressure from the rise of populist par-
ties seem to go hand-in-hand, they have a very different effect on the
degree to which policies are framed inclusively for all. When distinguish-
ing between these two it becomes clear that while increased attention
makes it more difficult to target specific groups or unpopular themes, on
the other hand political and media attention on integration issues can put
the issue back on the agenda, thereby advancing a more inclusive whole
society approach. In the UK, for example, political and media pressure
were important drivers accelerating the move from the integration to the
community cohesion frame. In the Netherlands, it was under political and
populist pressure in the early 2000s that social cohesion as a generic chal-
lenge of integration was put on the map in the first place, leading to a
move away from ‘beneficial’ specific policies. However, if we look at policy
developments since then, we see that it was under a subsequent decrease
in political pressure that integration issues were once more addressed as
political and media priorities locally, leading to the next steps in main-
streaming and embracing a whole society approach towards citizenship
policies. Thus, while populism might stimulate a move away from specific
policies, it also obstructs the next step towards more inclusive generic poli-
cies. After sentiments have calmed down, renewed attention for diversity
and issues of immigrant integration can lead to a more inclusive main-
streaming approach; however, if not addressed explicitly, policies run the
risk of diluting the issue of integration altogether.

The influence of the media and politics seems less pressing in the main-
streaming development in Poland and Spain. In Poland, immigration or
integration policies have hardly led to any political debate, leaving room
for either specifically targeted or inclusive generic policies. What triggers
a specific or generic policy response, however, cannot be explained by
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the influence of political and media attention. This leaves the Polish case
ambiguous in this sense. The Spanish case seems to be in contrast to the
expected trend. Decreasing attention for the topic by the current gov-
ernment, in combination with decreasing funds, is actually driving the
Spanish integration debate towards the EU discourse of a generic but less
inclusive frame.

The EU case shows that politicization on the national level speaks to
mainstreaming at the EU level in a very specific way. First of all, politi-
cal contestation on the national level seems to have made EU member
states, such as the Netherlands and France in particular, very reticent when
it comes to supporting the development of an EU approach to migrant
integration. Furthermore, in as far as an EU approach could develop, this
was framed in terms of mainstreamed policies, as a specific approach to
migrant integration could not emerge at the EU level due to its limited
competence in the field. However, there are very few means to ensure
that this mainstreaming strategy is effectively implemented across various
directorate generals, such as DG Education, DG Home Affairs and Justice
and DG Employment. This carries the risk of diluting migrant integration
policies, with mainstreaming being used as an excuse not to have policies
on migrant integration.

Lastly, in the political sphere we expected individualization to increase
the chances of mainstreaming, as it will become harder to justify group-
specific policies. Most countries are experiencing an increasing indi-
vidualization regarding the terms and conditions for integration. This
individualization can be connected to an assimilationist frame of inte-
gration with an emphasis on individual responsibility for integration and
adaptation. While France has a long tradition of this individual repub-
lican frame, this frame has developed relatively recently in the UK, the
Netherlands and Spain.

In France, the individualized framing of responsibilities for integration
leads to two patterns: a generic and monist perspective on integration with
an emphasis on the individual’s willingness and efforts to integrate, and
correspondingly the traditional republican value of equality that is applied
to frame anti-discrimination issues. In the UK| increasing individualiza-
tion is linked to the shift from social inclusion to social mobility, now one
of the dominant frames in integration policies. In the Netherlands, the
individualized frame with a focus on individual responsibility for integra-
tion has likewise become very dominant in recent years, especially at the
national level. At the local level a diverging trend of a more collective
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citizenship frame has unfolded. We can also observe this diverging trend
in Spain, especially between the regional and local level in Madrid, where
the former is engaging with a trend towards individualization. Apart from
the French case, the frame of individualization seems to be mainly con-
nected to a move towards generic targeting, while obstructing the devel-
opment of more pluralist and inclusive policies due to the dominance
of the individual frame over more collective frames of integration. For
the Polish case, individualization seems irrelevant to the development of
mainstreaming.

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter provides an analysis of the rationale of mainstreaming in
integration governance: sow have mainstreamed integration policies been
developed, and why did governments decide to mainstream?

Discrepancy Between National and Local Mainstreaming

Our analysis of mainstreaming shows a discrepancy between mainstream-
ing at the national and local level. The discrepancy between national and
local interpretations of mainstreaming is reflected in the frames that are
used to legitimate mainstreaming. At the national level, mainstreaming
is framed particularly in terms of promoting equality, anti-discrimination
and individual responsibility. In contrast, at the local and the EU level,
mainstreaming is more often framed in terms of (super)diversity.
Furthermore, at the national level mainstreaming appears driven in
particular by political factors, by the need for austerity measures and gov-
ernment retrenchment. The politicization of migrant integration appears
to have created a setting, especially in the ‘old” immigration countries,
where group-specific measures are politically undesirable, confirming our
expectations around target grouping (cf. Schneider and Ingram 1997 on
the degenerative effect of target groups). Furthermore, the economic cri-
sis has prompted governments to cut integration spending, which might
explain why diversity orientation is less manifest at the national level.
Mainstreaming may then become a vehicle for decentralization (UK and
to some extent France), or retrenchment (the Netherlands). In contrast,
at the local level, problem pressure seems to have been a more important
engine behind mainstreaming. In some cases this relates to focus events
or incidents that revealed the need for a more comprehensive approach to
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diversity, while in other cases the recognition of the (super)diverse charac-
ter of city population provides a more important explanation for why cities
choose to mainstream.

What stands out at both levels is the emphasis on generically targeted
policies, while often only in a second instance, if at all, leading to an adap-
tion of mainstream policies to migration-related diversity and coordina-
tion and monitoring structures to ensure this.

Mainstreaming and Proxy Policies

The discrepancy that we found between the more inclusive forms of main-
streaming, mostly found at the local level, and the more politicized and
austerity-driven mainstreaming, at the national level, needs to be nuanced
when looking at the widespread formulation of ‘proxy policies’. Proxy
policies, replacing the former target groups under which policies were
formulated, mostly involve needs-based or area-based measures that may
still primarily target migrants, albeit indirectly. Especially in the UK and
the Netherlands, area-based mainstreaming involves policy strategies
targeting neighbourhoods that are often home to a high proportion of
migrants, rather than targeting migrant groups per se. Such a strategy
can also be uncovered in the French approach to Urban Priority Zones,
UK’s Neighbourhood Renewal Policy frame, the Dutch approach to
Krachtwigken and the Spanish approach to Area Renewal Programmes.
Although our analysis shows that such ‘proxy policies’ are at the heart
of the mainstreaming of integration governance, we also found that in
many cases we cannot speak of ‘replacement strategies’ in the pure sense.
As conceptualized by De Zwart (2005, 2012), replacement strategies
involve the deliberate development of proxy strategies that target migrant
groups without mentioning them explicitly. In some cases, especially in
the Netherlands and to some extent the UK, we found evidence that
proxies were deliberately defined as a replacement for group-specific mea-
sures. However, in various cases, the EU case in particular, we did not
find evidence that proxy policies were designed with vulnerable migrant
groups in mind. Also in France, the presence of migrants does not play
an explicit role in the definition of Urban Priority Zones. This may signal
that mainstreaming by introducing proxies is ambiguous and can contrib-
ute to diluting integration policy preferences. The proxy categories might
avoid overt stigmatization and prioritization of particular groups, but sub-
sequently runs the risk of carrying little effective weight. Furthermore,
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the one-sided focus on letting go of specifically targeted policies suggests
a strategy that avoids to speak about integration rather than efforts to
embed this in the mainstream, at the risk of becoming an ‘empty signifier’
(Lombardo and Meier 2006: 161).

Incomplete Mainstreaming

A key expectation when connecting the migration literature to the lit-
erature on mainstreaming is that mainstreaming could form an adequate
governance response to the emergent reality of superdiversity as it involves
a strategy to embed migration-related diversity in the mainstream. The
analysis provided in this chapter nuances this expectation to a consider-
able extent. Only at the local level do we observe a relationship between
superdiversity and mainstreaming. In various cities, we have seen that the
importance (in terms of challenges as well as opportunities) of diversity
in the urban setting is recognized and combined with a ‘whole society’
approach aimed at awareness of diversity. This can take different shapes in
different cities. Some cities, such as Rotterdam and Saint-Denis, do not
make diversity as such explicit but rather focus on what citizens of a city
have in common, whereas cities like Bristol, Amsterdam, Barcelona and
to some extent also Warsaw and Lyon are more explicit in their diversity
orientation. However, when we look at the national level, the thesis that
superdiversity is associated with mainstreaming seems to be disqualified.
Rather, austerity appears a key driver of mainstreaming at the national
level, as well as national-level politicization which provides political incen-
tives against group-specific policies. When looking at the local level, main-
streaming appears associated with various forms of proxy policies that
indirectly do involve forms of targeting, however, without speaking of it.

The definition of mainstreaming applied in this book consists of three
dimensions: the generic and inclusive adoption of immigrant integration
priorities in generic policy domains, linked to a trend of decentralization
and deconcentration in terms of the coordination of integration policy
responsibilities. Looking back at how and why mainstreaming has, or
has not, been applied in the various cases we can thus conclude that the
observed developments focus strongly on the first dimension of main-
streaming (generic policies), while the second dimension (inclusive poli-
cies) is largely absent at the national level; attempts to formulate more
inclusive forms of generic city-citizenship programmes, for example, can
be recognized at the local level. Overall, however, the second dimension
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of mainstreaming, requiring an adaptation of mainstream policies to
migration-related diversity, and the absence of coordination and monitor-
ing mechanisms to facilitate the decentralized and deconcentrated gover-
nance of diversity are the weaker components of European mainstreamed
immigrant integration policies. This can to a large extent be contributed
to the mixed motives for mainstreaming, varying from considerations of
(super)diversity, politicization and retrenchment.

The following chapter focuses on the implementation of mainstreamed
integration policies, more specifically on street-level bureaucrats at the
neighbourhood level, illustrating how the frames and policies we described
here are put in practice.

NoOTES

1. Sixteen interviews for the EU case, 20 in France, 16 in the Netherlands,
10 in Poland, 20 in Spain and 18 in the UK.

2. Brey (2015): The Politics of Mainstreaming, Immigrant Integration
Policies: Case study of Spain. Project UPSTREAM; Bozec and Simon
(2014): The Politics of Mainstreaming, Immigrant Integration
Policies: Case study of France. Project UPSTREAM; Jensen and
Gidley (2014): The Politics of Mainstreaming, Immigrant Integration
Policies: Case study of the United Kingdom. Project UPSTREAM,;
J6zwiak, Nestorowicz and Lesiiska (2014): The Politics of
Mainstreaming, Immigrant Integration Policies: Case study of Poland.
Project UPSTREAM; Maan, van Breugel and Scholten (2014): The
Politics of Mainstreaming, Immigrant Integration Policies: Case study
of the Netherlands. Project UPSTREAM; Petrovic and Collett
(2014): The Politics of Mainstreaming, Immigrant Integration
Policies: Case study of the EU. Project UPSTREAM
See: http://www.project-upstream.eu/publications /country-reports
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CHAPTER 7

Mainstreaming in Practice: The Efficiencies
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Street-Level Bureaucrats
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The preceding chapters provided a conceptualisation of mainstreaming
and an analysis of why EU, national and local governments choose to
mainstream their integration policies. This chapter will delve more into
the practice of mainstreaming. It draws upon the local level of main-
streaming in more detail, focusing in particular on the implementa-
tion of mainstreaming at the street level. It explores what effects of
mainstreaming can be identified in terms of policy coordination, policy
practices and policy outcomes, and pays particular attention to how
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children.
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Integration policies often take shape at the local or even the neighbour-
hood level where front-line workers or ‘street-level bureaucrats’ imple-
ment policy projects and measures. Street-level bureaucrats are in touch
with the everyday reality and act not only on the basis of formal policy
goals but also on their own (professional) expertise and experiences. The
policy officers have a certain degree of policy discretion (Lipsky 1980);
this discretion often allows street-level bureaucrats to benefit from their
experiences from working with specific groups and the knowledge that
they have thus obtained of these groups. Also it allows them to cope with
the complexity of everyday policy practices, which often defy the policies
‘on paper’. What does mainstreaming mean for the policy discretion of
street-level bureaucrats, does it impede the development of knowledge
about specific groups or does it rather help them to address the complex
needs of migrants more adequately?

Based on the conceptualisation of mainstreaming as described in
Chap. 1, this chapter analyses structures of policy coordination and expe-
riences with the implementation of mainstreaming into concrete policy
measures, as well as an analysis of the perceived outcomes of mainstream-
ing. The approach was to develop a rich portrait of case studies, using
multiple stakeholder analysis. The chapter is based on empirical fieldwork
in several European countries (the UK, the Netherlands, France, Poland
and Spain) at the level of front-line workers in the area of integration gov-
ernance. The aim of this chapter is to develop a better empirical under-
standing of the practice of mainstreaming at the street-bureaucrat level.
We did not seek to evaluate the local authorities’ delivery in integration.
Instead, we gathered and triangulated the views of different stakeholders
(‘street-level bureaucrats’) who have experienced how these unfold on
the ground.

In total, 145 interviews! were held. This primarily involved interviews
with street-level bureaucrats. Additionally some migrant and minor-
ity organisations, civil society organisations and technical experts (e.g.
funders and evaluators) at the national level were interviewed. This chap-
ter is based on the country reports from the UPSTREAM project on the
implementation of mainstreaming.>

Within the cities we focused on specific neighbourhoods. We chose sites
that would allow us to see the extent to which different patterns of diver-
sity might affect policy implementation: long-standing arrival quarters and
newly diverse areas, areas that are homogeneously working class or where
gentrification introduces new axes of socio-economic diversity (and may
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reduce ethnic diversity). The research captures experiences in a range of
locations. As we will show in this report, the differences between neigh-
bourhoods—and the extent to which neighbourhood-specific factors
shape these—are often as or more significant than differences between
countries. The following types of neighbourhoods were involved in this
study:

Classic arrival quarters now experiencing super-diversity (such as
Delfshaven in Rotterdam).

‘New contact zones’ areas newly experiencing diversity (e.g. Stare
Winogrady, Poznan; Ochota, Warsaw; Lockleaze, Bristol).

Sites of gentrification, where new socio-economic axes of difference are
opening up alongside migration-driven dynamics (e.g. Pentes Croix
Rousse in Lyon; IJselmonde in Rotterdam).

Classic peripheral working-class immigrant quarters (e.g. Allende in St Denis).

INTEGRATION (GOVERNANCE AT THE STREET-BUREAUCRAT
LEVEL

In defiance of ideas of ‘national models of integration’ (Bertossi 2011) or
‘methodological nationalism’ (Wimmer and Glick Schiller 2002), integra-
tion policies often take shape within the setting of cities, neighbourhoods
or even smaller units. Those are the levels where people, migrants and
natives, meet, exchange ideas, go to school, find jobs and do many other
things. Therefore, it is important to study how integration policies take
shape at this local level, and how mainstreaming may support or obstruct
the implementation of integration programmes and measures at the most
concrete levels.

This is why it is important to look at the role of street-level bureaucrats
in the implementation of integration policies. Street-level bureaucrats are
composed of various sorts of actors involved in public service delivery who
work in public organisations working on the front line of society (Lipsky
1980; Korsten and Ligthart 1986; Hill and Hupe 2008). On this front
line, they are confronted with citizens who request to apply a particular
policy programme—often contained in laws and regulations—to their spe-
cific situation. In this translation process, an interpretation of policies ‘as
formulated on paper’ takes place. In the decision that follows, the actual
content of the policy is determined, especially when standards are
(sometimesintentionally) kept vague or conflicting (within the same scheme
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or between different schemes), which generates additional uncertainty.
This means that street-level bureaucrats often have a certain degree of
‘policy discretion” in determining actual policies on the ground. This can
have specific advantages as well as disadvantages (Lipsky 1980; Hill and
Hupe 2008). Policy discretion is sometimes desirable, because policy pro-
grammes must be translated into and refined to the individual situation
of a citizen. Customisation can be realised this way. Additionally, policy
discretion provides implementers with an opportunity to adjust the policy
to changing or unforeseen circumstances or to anticipate this. Potential
problems can be avoided this way. Finally, being able to have policy discre-
tion provides street-level bureaucrats with the opportunity to gain experi-
ence in the implementation of certain measures, so that the policy can be
adjusted based on learning experiences.

Yet there are disadvantages, too, to policy discretion (Hill and Hupe
2008). First, policy discretion can contribute to legal inequality and legal
uncertainty. After all, will all similar cases be treated equally and all dis-
similar cases unequally? Second, policy discretion can be used to frus-
trate the objectives of the policy, as discretionary powers often act as a
power source for resistance, especially when implementers disagree with
the content of the policy to be implemented. Third, the allocation of
policy discretion can be used to put off certain sensitive decisions that
need to be made in the formation of the policy. This shifts the ball to
implementation. For instance, this is the case when the formulation of
the policy is based on vague compromises. The way in which a compro-
mise works out in practice is then primarily a puzzle to be solved during
implementation.

For integration governance, in particular, the advantage of develop-
ing experience with specific migrant groups has been very relevant in
many cases. Street-level bureaucrats often have intimate knowledge of the
groups that they work with, enabling them to translate policies in a way
that reaches the target population more efficiently. As such, street-level
bureaucrats are often key to what is described in the literature as ‘back-
ward mapping’, which involves reinterpretation of policy that begins with
the recipients or target groups of the policy, and then raises the ques-
tion of what actions and measures should be taken to ensure that the
characteristics and behaviour of the ‘recipients of policy’ are taken into
account as much as possible. This means that possible bottlenecks and
tensions are signalled in advance. This is only possible, however, if consul-
tations and negotiations take place with the ‘recipients’ of the policy at an
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early stage in order to reach an agreement; this also applies to street-level
bureancrats, who play an important role in the ‘endpoint’ of the policy.

This raises the question how mainstreaming works out in practice for
the policy discretion of street-level bureaucrats. Does the decentralisa-
tion in combination with a generic approach allow for more individual
tailor-made measures? Or does mainstreaming deconstruct the actual
group-specific knowledge and expertise that is required for working with
migrants on the ground?

MAINSTREAMING IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION
AT THE STREET-LEVEL

Given the intersectional or deconcentrated character of mainstream-
ing, referring to the coordination between different policy fields, this
chapter focuses on two policy fields related to immigrant integration:
education and social cohesion. Within each field, we focused on two
subfields: a gemeric issue where (vulnerable) migrants are dispropor-
tionately affected, and a specific migrant/minority issue. Within social
cohesion, the generic subfield is anti-poverty or anti-exclusion pro-
grammes that focus on neighbourhoods (given that migrants, and in
particular vulnerable migrants, are likely to be concentrated to some
extent in priority neighbourhoods); the specific subfield is anti-racist
strategies and equality monitoring. Within education, the generic sub-
field is early childhood education and care, a broad policy area involv-
ing all children but where the children of newly arrived migrants are
expected to face particular challenges, and the specific subfield is sup-
port for children from additional/other language homes, including
language testing.

Mainstreaming in Social Cohesion

While in some instances social cohesion policies are directly linked to
immigrant integration policies by local policymakers and practitioners,
this is not always the case. In France, for instance, immigrant integra-
tion policies are explicitly restricted to newcomers. In the UK similarly,
cohesion (usually referred to in terms of community cohesion rather than
social cohesion) was for a short period associated with integration during
the early 2000s, but this has been separated again more recently. Below
the implications of mainstreaming are described in two areas of social
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cohesion policies: neighbourhood policies on the one hand and equality
and anti-racism policies on the other hand.

Anti-Poverty Programmes

For this chapter, we looked at anti-poverty or anti-exclusion programmes
that are focused on specific neighbourhoods. As priority neighbour-
hoods are likely to include high density of social housing (and access to
social housing may be a vital issue in determining migrant integration
outcomes), key issues here include social housing allocation, migrant
access to social housing entitlements, and whether segregation is driven or
prevented by social housing policies. A central question hereby is, to what
extent does policy attention on specific neighbourhoods mean that the specific
issues fucing (vulnevable) migrants and minorities ave lost or not. For exam-
ple, if local authorities prioritise neighbourhood-based community infra-
structure (neighbourhood houses and so on), are migrant and minority
needs accommodated by these? Do migrant communities dispersed across
districts get left out by neighbourhood-based policies? Or is integration
facilitated by bringing groups together around places rather than separat-
ing them by identity?

In all the case studies, there is a long tradition of neighbourhood-
focused policies in general, often framed in terms of urban renewal,
regeneration or community development. However, there was also a trend
across the case studies towards neighbourhood policy being used as a sub-
stitute ov replacement for targeting minority or migrant populations, as a
way of targeting the specific needs of migrants without doing so explicitly.
As is particularly evident in the Dutch case.

This trend illustrates the three dimensions of mainstreaming identified
for this project; the generic and inclusive adoption of immigrant integra-
tion priorities in generic policy domains, linked to a trend of decentrali-
sation and deconcentration in terms of the coordination of integration
policy responsibilities. Based on our data on neighbourhood policies,
we can identify some key elements of this trend. Geographic targeting
allows for richer and more granular understanding of diversity. This was
captured in an interview with one worker in Madrid, who said “diversity
is not only about immigrants. We see the coexistence of different cul-
tures, whether native or not: cultural diversity, sexual diversity, religious
diversity, social diversity”.? But we can also identify some key deficien-
cies. First, the trend to deconcentration often results in a lack of strate-
gic coordination, but increasing pressure on the discretion of front-line
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bureaucrats. In several case studies, especially in older immigration coun-
tries, interviewees spoke about the withdrawal of support, direction and
guidance from above—most often from central to local government, but
also from local government to its agencies and partners—about achieving
integration goals.

Second, neighbourhood-based initintives are often short-term, typi-
cally based on ‘soft money’ regimes such as one-oft funding pots from
central government, philanthropies or the EU. In this sense, although
they are part of the trend to mainstreaming in integration policy, they
often fall outside mainstream policy activity, and are under pressure to
‘mainstream’ their activities as the money runs out. The short-termism in
neighbourhood-based initiatives was seen across the case studies to cre-
ate pressures and risks around the loss of continuity or data (interviewees
often spoke of having to ‘reinvent the wheel’, e.g.) and around sustain-
ability. But a short-term focus also means that vulnerable groups are often
missed out.

Equality and Anti-Racism

The specific needs and disadvantages faced by migrant and minority resi-
dents can be made visible and addressed through strategies against dis-
crimination, including the monitoring of service delivery and outcomes for
migrant and minority background residents. 7o what extent is this approach
compatible with o mainstream approach? For example, are anti-racist strat-
egies or discrimination monitoring co-ordinated across the work of a local
authority (e.g. in a mayor’s or chief executive’s office), or are they concen-
trated in a specific department which targets these groups?

There are some striking examples of promising practices in terms of
anti-racism and anti-discrimination across our case studies, including
intercultural mediation and conflict resolution as well as city branding
work to affirm diversity as an asset. The anti-rumour network devel-
oped in Barcelona is recognised as a model of good practice in several
European studies, for example. In general, however, the turn to main-
streaming, particularly the generic turn, has been a turn away from equal-
ity monitoring and anti-racist strategies. As initiatives are deconcentrated
from national to local level or from local government to its partners,
the requirement to monitor in terms of equality is often loosened. As
one interviewee put it, “Experience has shown that when generic inter-
ventions have no objectives or specific indicators for vulnerable groups,
then their needs are not met.”* In several of the case studies, street-level
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bureaucrats and migrant interviewees spoke about how the generic turn
led to policymakers airbrushing or ‘denial’ of diversity issues and chal-
lenges, or how a ‘colour-blind” approach meant that the needs of vulner-
able groups were missed.

However, local authorities and neighbourhoods where the ethos of
flexible pragmatism described above was stronger, and a stronger diver-
sity orientation or intercultural commitment was demonstrated, operated
more in terms of what we might call ‘smart’ mainstreaming. Several of
the cases studies showed how discretion of street-level bureaucrats meant
that complex specific needs were prioritised despite not being highlighted
in official (generic) targets, such as actions against domestic violence
amongst migrants in Spain. Another example are initiatives that conduct
outreach work to marginal populations, to actively bring them in to the
mainstream, such as Kansrijk Zuidoost in Amsterdam or the Community
Involvement team in Southwark. These can all be seen as examples of
diversity or integration ‘proofing’ of mainstream policy initiatives, with a
diversity orientation to correct for the deficiencies of the deconcentration
and generic turns.

In several case studies, different parts of the local authority—or,
sometimes, non-state actors—took on more important roles in acting
as a hub between mainstream providers and migrant or minority com-
munities. Often because of an accident of history, or a personal interest
of a specific worker, particular agencies, desks, departments or even par-
ticular officers have become the ‘go-to” people for addressing migrant
needs—both in terms of mainstream agencies who want to reach out to
migrants and in terms of migrants who want to access services. In some
cities, this has been formalised—Madrid, for example, has a welcome
service—but more often it is not. In line with the weak coordination
structures we observed at the policy level, in the implementation too
the link between specific needs and generic services remains informal, at
risk of instability of the connection as it depends on specific persons. In
some of the case studies, we saw the value of ‘anchor organisations’ in
neighbourhoods: neutral spaces, such as community centres, settlement
houses, or sometimes libraries or schools, that were not migrant specific
but might be migrant friendly. They often host group-specific activi-
ties—but of different groups in the same building—therefore, facilitat-
ing contact rather than separation. This model of attending to the needs
of specific groups within the mainstream is a promising practice in the
field of cohesion.
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Mainstreaming in Education

In the policy field of education, we explored two areas: early childhood
education and care, a broad policy area involving all children but where
the children of newly arrived migrants are expected to face particular chal-
lenges, and the specific subfield is support for children from additional /
other language homes, including language testing.

In most EU countries, the primary responsibility and competency for
these issues lie with education providers such as schools rather than with
the local or regional authority as such. However, the focus of the proj-
ect was not on schools as such but on integration practices within them
and the governance of this, so we focused in particular on how policy is
developed and especially implemented within municipalities rather than
actual classroom practice in schools. For instance, is work developed
across schools by local authorities, does the local authority require schools
to ring-fence budget for particular activities or facilitate the sharing of
resources, or are schools completely autonomous:?

It has been identified that new migrants, in particular, have specific
needs in early education, although it is a mainstream policy area affecting
all children. A particular focus was on the extent to which migrant and
minority parents and families are engaged in the pre- and early-school sys-
tem, including whether opportunities for social integration are maximised.
Our specific subfield within education was language testing/acquisition/
support for children from additional /other language homes. This is a spe-
cific issue for migrant children, across the age range. In some places, sup-
port is provided in home languages; in others, the emphasis is on rapid
language acquisition. Key questions include the extent to which mainstream
mechanisms meet the language needs of migrant children, the extent to which
targeted practices exist ov not, and how targeted activities velate to main-
stream activities. Is theve language testing, and if so what does this mean for
the integration of migrant childven in mainstream education?

We found that the degree of concentration of migrants in particular
schools (versus dispersal across the school system) made a significant dif-
ference to how (and how effectively) this was delivered, as did the length
of experience of dealing with additional language children and the minor-
ity language policies of countries and regions. We also found that in some
cases (e.g. in Poland and Catalonia), practices towards migrant children are
shaped by practices towards historical national minorities or by the impor-
tance of regional language. Experience of working with Roma, for example,
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provided a wealth of expertise that could be transferred to migrant children.
A strong emphasis on Catalan language provision meant migrant children
had strong language support in Barcelona that was missing in Madrid.

In most of our cases, a clear trend from targeted to generic services
in the education field was visible. An example of this is language sup-
port within mainstream classes, although this often complemented with
some forms of targeting and tailoring such as transition classes and lan-
guage support classes. This was often driven by a combination of political
direction from above and the imperatives of fiscal austerity—the forms of
‘policy setting” and ‘political setting’ as discussed in Chap. 6. For example,
in Spain the period of rapid migration at the turn of the century was
swiftly followed by specific resources from local government to attend to
the situation of the children arriving from different countries, in a context
when the parents were often unable to speak Spanish and were working
long hours and therefore had limited capacity to support their children’s
learning. These resources were understood as ‘compensatory’ educa-
tion to reduce the gap between children coming from different educa-
tion systems. Since 2010, as arrivals have slowed and public spending has
shrunk, these targeted programmes have been withdrawn; the number of
teachers with a specific ‘compensatory’ role. Although the need has been
reduced, vulnerable children remain. In contrast, in many countries, most
strikingly the UK, education was a field that had seen less severe fiscal
retrenchment than other fields. Schools remained better resourced than
some other agencies, not least in the most deprived and diverse areas. In
this sense, schools are increasingly becoming a hub for migrant-focused
activities and increasingly act as a safe space or comfort zone for migrants
and minorities, often better trusted than other agencies. Migrant parental
involvement in schools is increasingly addressed and stimulated—both as
a way of improving migrant children’s educational outcomes and as a way
of achieving integration outcomes more generally.

There were some examples of tensions between ‘mainstreaming from
below” and ‘mainstreaming from above’ in our case studies. For instance,
in Madrid, school management was responsive to policy made at a regional
level (and therefore followed trends away from targeting), while teachers
themselves were more responsive to the needs of children (and therefore
were able to target specific needs rather than by broad categories). In the
case of Spain, the withdrawal of resources meant that mainstream street-
level bureaucrats were in a position of using their discretion about whether
to provide additional support, either alongside mainstream tasks in the
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classroom or by extending their working day, for example to provide after-
school support. This was putting some pressure on the teachers. This kind
of scenario was typical across the five countries. The withdrawal of tar-
geted services by the government or schools means that this is increasingly
the domain of NGOs rather than schools. This creates risks, for instance
in terms of the capacity and professionalism of NGOs, in terms of their
accountability, as well as in terms of the sustainability of the work.

The tension between ‘mainstreaming from below’ and ‘mainstreaming
from above’ is sharpened where municipalities have limited competencies
in education. This is the case, for example, in both France and the UK. In
the UK, for instance, recent governments have alternated rapidly between
prescriptive top-down national government direction over the content of
curriculum (e.g. the promotion of ‘British values’) and a rhetoric of decen-
tralisation and empowerment of schools; both have weakened the abil-
ity of local authorities to strategically orient schools towards integration
and cohesion goals. Thus, schools with a commitment to diversity have
increased freedom—but those with limited experience of diversity are left
alone. This meant that those schools who took diversity seriously appeared
better equipped to meet the needs of vulnerable families. But this creates
quite an uneven picture—within the same neighbourhoods, some schools
had far stronger commitment to interculturalism or to engaging parents
with others; some retained a very narrow view of the role of the school in
relation to integration while others had more progressive, expansive views.
Which schools did so often reflected either stronger connections to the
municipality (e.g. because they were connected to local authority-led chil-
dren’s centres in the UK) or a longer history of diversity. Where diversity
is mainstream, specific needs are better met.

A positive dimension of the shift from targeted to generic provision
was that it meant a move from a deficit model of migrant needs to a better
understanding of (a) the heterogeneity of migrant populations (includ-
ing the fact that some migrant children have significantly less need than
others) and (b) the sense in which migrant children might be an asset
for various reasons. In Southwark, for example, migrant children out-
perform non-migrant children educationally, and raise the overall attain-
ment level of schools in the area; some specific minority ethnic children
similarly outperform those of White British ethnicity, although others do
not. Factors other than migration and ethnicity—most obviously socio-
economic factors, particularly in a time of economic crisis—might make
far more of a difference, and a mainstream approach, with an intercultural,
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whole-society, diversity-sensitive orientation, is better able to flexibly
address this than multiculturalist targeted approaches. This forces a re-
thinking of the deficit model implicit in some targeted approaches to
integration, and clearly demonstrates the advantages of some forms of
mainstreaming.

In general, education is a policy field where migration-driven diversity
has become more commonplace, and street-level bureaucrats have built
up experience in dealing with the challenges that come with this. Some
schools explicitly address diversity as an asset. However, this is not even.
In areas where migration is new, mainstreaming can mean that education
providers are not given the support and guidance to transform diversity
into an opportunity rather than a problem, whereas in longer diverse areas
mainstreaming can provide freedom to target to more specific needs.

UNDERSTANDING MAINSTREAMING AT THE STREET- LEVEL

Our analysis makes clear that differences at a national level—between dif-
ferent national political traditions and national models or philosophies of
integration, between old and new countries of migration—made a dif-
ference to the dynamics of mainstreaming. But more strikingly we saw
convergences across them—and that differences between and within cities
were often sharper than those between countries. Two factors stand out
at all geographical scales as able to make a difference between more or less
effective mainstreaming of integration.

First, length of experience of diversity makes a fundamental difference.
In some agencies (e.g. specific schools or community centres), neighbour-
hoods or perhaps in some cities, diversity is mainstream: a mundane or
commonplace fact of life that bureaucrats are used to working with. In
these contexts, the possibility was maximised of making mainstream mea-
sures work to meet the needs of the most vulnerable. The competences
and knowledge of individuals and institutions were calibrated towards
meeting these needs. In these settings, diversity was more likely to be seen
as a resource rather than a challenge. For instance, the workforce of such
institutions was more diverse—although often lagging behind the diversity
of the whole population. And ethnic or migration-driven diversity was
more likely to be understood intersectionally, i.e. as intersecting with other
axes of difference such as gender, sexuality, disability or class. However,
in newer migration countries, such as Poland, mainstreaming has often
occurred by default without going through a stage of specific, targeted
services; here there is a risk that the knowledge and competence built up
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during a ‘pre-mainstreaming’ period is not able to bear fruit in the form of
better calibrated, more diversity-proof practice in a mainstreaming period.

Second, political leadership matters. The commitment of local political
leaders—mayors or other senior politicians, chief executives or other senior
officers—seemed to be central in strengthening the diversity dimension of
mainstreaming that makes generic and deconcentrated services best able
to meet the needs of the most vulnerable. However, this kind of political
leadership was vulnerable to several factors, including national-level policy
and media debates, which have become increasingly hostile to migrants in
almost all of the case study countries in the last few years.

We identified a number of vulnerable groups often missed in the main-
streaming turn for the reasons described above. These include:

e New migrants, especially from ‘new” origin countries (e.g. EU mobile
citizens) and especially in areas with less of a migration history

e Migrants with limited or unclear legal status

e ‘Hidden’ migrant populations, for example, those working long
hours (especially in grey economy) and not accessing universal ser-
vices because of their life course position; older migrants without
language skills; and migrants from ‘emerging’ countries of origin/
ethnic groups, i.e. new to service providers.

As we have described throughout this report, two of the main dimen-
sions of mainstreaming come with key risks:

e The risk of the generic turn is missing the vulnerable, and espe-
cially the newest, most dispersed and most mobile members of the
population.

e The risk of the decentralising turn is a lack of strategic direction
and coordination between levels. Deconcentration in practice often
entailed a withdrawal of responsibility from the layers of governance
with the most resources, leaving local authorities and especially
street-level bureaucrats in a position of having to grope along in the
dark alone and/or having to navigate the personal and ethical pres-
sures of using discretion to decide how to meet specific needs.

Linked to this is the need for ‘smarter’ mainstreaming. In the main-
streaming success stories we observed, street-level bureaucrats and agencies
had detailed knowledge of the specific needs of their target populations,
through both personal experience with vulnerable residents (in the case of
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street-level bureaucrats) and fine-grained quantitative data on the profile
of populations as a whole.

The qualitative knowledge held by street-level bureaucrats is often not
valued within agencies. Quantitative data is much more highly valued;
however, the study tells us that this is less likely to be collected, aggregated
or analysed during times of austerity. In some countries, the generic turn
itself has led to a loss of evidence-based steering, as collecting information
by ethnicity or migration background can be seen as violating the ‘whole
community’ approach of mainstreaming. However, both these forms of
knowledge can enable more surgically accurate targeting of provision, so
local authorities can put limited resources to use more efficiently: cutting
the research capacities of public agencies is often a false economy.

In the literature on gender mainstreaming, ‘strategies’ and ‘institutional
sets of tools and methods’ are distinguished. The combined effort of a
mainstreamed framework and concrete policy measures and coordination
mechanisms is emphasised in order to overcome the risk of mainstreaming
becoming an ‘empty signifier’ (Booth and Bennett 2002; Lombardo and
Meier 2000, see also Chap. 1). The importance of this combination clearly
plays out at the level of policy implementation in the field of immigrant
integration too.

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter provides an empirical analysis of how mainstreaming works
out in the practice of integration governance by street-level bureaucrats.
On the one hand, we found that mainstreaming helps street-level bureau-
crats to make use of their policy discretion to appropriately address the
complexity of the situation that migrants face. It allows them to include the
‘migration’ factor (such as culture, ethnicity and origin) as one amongst
many factors. This means that the relation between migration factors and
other factors, such as inequality and education, can be addressed inter-
sectionally, as called for within the super-diversity literature (cf. Vertovec
2007). On the other hand, the broad mainstreamed policy frame can also
lead to airbrushing or ‘denial’ of diversity issues and challenges, both at the
level of policy making and policy implementation, meaning that the needs
of vulnerable groups were often missed too. This was particularly salient in
neighbourhoods where there is little experience in working with a diverse
population, illustrating the different motivations for ‘mainstreaming from
above’ and ‘mainstreaming from below’.
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Additionally, we found that mainstreaming may be at odds with the
group-specific knowledge that street-level bureaucrats sometimes require
to translate and interpret policies to be efficient in practice. This does not
so much seem a concern for groups that have been there for a considerable
time already, but especially for new groups with whom little experience has
been developed yet. Here a mainstreamed approach may lack the knowl-
edge required to implement policies but also the groups themselves may
lack the knowledge required to get access to generic public services, such
as new migrants, but also migrants with limited or unclear legal status or
hidden migrant populations.

NoOTES

1. Interviews numbered 29 in the UK, 25 in the EU, 19 in France, 35 in the
Netherlands, 30 in Spain and 7 in Poland.

2. Brey, Sinchez-Dominguez, and Sorando (2015): Mainstreaming in prac-
tice: The efficiencies and deficiencies of mainstreaming in the Spain; Benton,
Collett, and McCarthy (2015): Mainstreaming in practice: The efficiencies
and deficiencies of mainstreaming in the EU; Jensen (2015): Mainstreaming
in practice: The efficiencies and deficiencies of mainstreaming in the UK;
J6zwiak (2015): Mainstreaming in practice: The efficiencies and deficiencies
of mainstreaming in Poland; Simon and Beaujeu (2015): Mainstreaming in
practice: The efficiencies and deficiencies of mainstreaming in France; Van
Breugel, Maan, and Scholten (2015): Mainstreaming in practice: The effi-
ciencies and deficiencies of mainstreaming in the Netherlands. See: http: //
www.project-upstream.cu,/publications /country-reports /284-mainstreaming-
in-practice-the-efficiencies-and-deficiencies-of-mainstreaming-in-spain

3. Brey, Sdnchez-Dominguez, and Sorando (2015): Mainstreaming in
Practice: The Efficiencies and Deficiencies of Mainstreaming in Spain.

4. Brey, Sanchez-Dominguez, and Sorando (2015): Mainstreaming in
Practice: The Efficiencies and Deficiencies of Mainstreaming in Spain.
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PART III

Theoretical Reflections



CHAPTER 8

The Dilution of the Ultimate Goal? Lessons
from Gender Mainstreaming

Petra Meier

THE GENESIS OF A PoLICY APPROACH

Gender mainstreaming came up as a policy approach! in the 1980s, more
particularly in development policies, with a shift in attention from women
in development (WID) to gender in development (GID). Feminist experts
in development studies, such as Boserup in her seminal work on the role
of women in economic development (Boserup 1970), had pointed at the
importance of not solely focusing on men as partners and target groups in
development policies. Such policies should also pay attention to women
given the important role they play in the social and economic tissue of
any society. The Nairobi Forward-Looking Strategies of the Third UN
World Conference on Women, held in Nairobi back in 1985, launched
the gender mainstreaming approach in development policies. In combi-
nation with specific projects focusing on the improvement of the social
position of women, all branches of development policies should pay atten-
tion to this goal. This would ultimately improve gender relations, to be
read as a more balanced or equal social position of women as compared
to that of men.
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It took another decade to mainstream gender mainstreaming. The
Beijing Platform for Action, adopted at the Fourth UN World Conference
on Women, not only firmly established the gender mainstreaming approach
for development policies (Woodford-Berger 2004), but also extended it
to all policy fields of a given country. By the mid-1990s, many Western
countries had developed women’s policy agencies focusing on women’s
needs and interests and designed policies and actions so as to improve
their social position. However, most of these were sectoral policies, not
crosscutting other government actions, and even less designed in interac-
tion with them. The Beijing Platform for Action established the principle
that gender equality policies should be conceived horizontally, within the
different policy competencies of the government, and not solely as a sec-
tor policy in itself. The Minister or State Secretary holding the portfolio of
gender equality, at that time often called equal opportunities, women’s—
or even family—aftairs, and her or his cabinet and women’s policy agency
was to coordinate government action in these matters, thus coordinating
the activities developed by all other members of government.

Gender mainstreaming as a policy approach travelled quickly and was
proof of an unprecedented diffusion across the world. By the end of the
1990s, more than 100 countries had adopted and put in place some gen-
der mainstreaming approach (Hafner-Burton and Pollack 2009; True and
Mintrom 2001). However, as simple as the idea seemed to be, putting it
into practice proved to be more difficult over the years. Although there
are also positive echoes, such as on the Swedish case (Daly 2005; Rubery
et al. 2004), or on the EU (Jacquot 2010), much of the research on gen-
der mainstreaming since its inception is negative about the results booked.
This goes for as diverse policy fields as agriculture (Shortall 2015), climate
change (Alston 2009; Allwood 2014), development (Debusscher 2010),
human resource management in the public administration (Benschop and
Verloo 2000), refugee protection (Freedman 2010), research (Mergaert
and Lombardo 2014) or spatial planning (Greed 2005). The idea underly-
ing this literature is that the approach of gender mainstreaming does not
deliver what it promised.

However, is it an issue of not delivering on formerly made promises?
The remainder of this chapter will discuss the causes of such failure put
forward by the research on gender mainstreaming, tying each of the
causes discussed to the findings on mainstreaming integration policies
discussed in the first part of this book. In this chapter, I will focus on
four such issues. I will successively look into the prerequisites for gender



THE DILUTION OF THE ULTIMATE GOAL? LESSONS FROM GENDER... 173

mainstreaming, the assumption of social change underlying it, as well as
into the understanding of gender equality and that of gender enshrined in
the policy approach of gender mainstreaming.

THE PREREQUISITES FOR GENDER MAINSTREAMING
AND FOR MAINSTREAMING INTEGRATION POLICIES

Research on gender mainstreaming puts forward a number of explana-
tions for the poor performance of the gender mainstreaming approach.
One of them is the lack of resources invested so as to meet political,
organisational, logistic or technical conditions needed so as to make it
succeed (Eveline and Todd 2009; Greed 2005; Meier 2006; Rees 2005;
Woodward 2003).

As Hankivsky (2016) underlined in a recent paper, this point has been
well covered. There is no need to further investigate how to implement
gender mainstreaming; we by now know from earlier research what the
prerequisites for a successful gender mainstreaming approach are. It needs
support, especially from the highest political level. Such support also
involves that gender mainstreaming work needs to be considered as high-
value work. The gender mainstreaming approach further needs to be a
shared responsibility, not only that of a small understaffed department
away from the core of the policy-making process. It further requires finan-
cial and human resources. This is an important issue, and to a large extent
relies on the former, which shows from the fact that Hankivsky sums it
up as one of the dimensions of support gender mainstreaming requires.
A successtful gender mainstreaming approach, according to her, further
requires training and education, not a one-off shot general but continuous
training, resonating with and tied to the work of the actors meant to do
gender mainstreaming work. There is the need for coordination and com-
munication across policy-making units and departments, so as to exchange
knowledge and practices on gender mainstreaming. In many cases, gender
mainstreaming further requires improved data collection and reaching out
to experts outside the existing policy-making process. A successtul gender
mainstreaming approach also requires accountability mechanisms, such
as sanctions in case of non-compliance, to be enshrined in the necessary
legislation. Finally, there is the need for monitoring and evaluation, so as
to reflect on the desired goal and outcome of the approach in use.

Much of what Hankivsky (2016) sums up as prerequisites for gender
mainstreaming have already been put forward by the early report of the
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Council of Europe (1998) on gender mainstreaming. Still as one of the
main references on this topic, it foresaw these as stumbling blocks for a
successful implementation of gender mainstreaming. While they may not
be sufficient prerequisites, there needs to be no doubt about the fact that
they are—to a larger or lesser extent—necessary ones. This has been well
documented by the scholars mentioned earlier on in this section.

It comes to no surprise then that the same prerequisites are put centre
stage in the different chapters of this book. Especially those reporting on
empirical experiences with mainstreaming integration policies underline
the crucial character of such prerequisites over and again. Political support
to the goal, focus and approach of the mainstreaming agenda, resources
such as financial means to be dedicated to mainstreaming initiatives, policy
processes and tools to develop them and put them into operation, and
staff to undertake the necessary actions, are also central to mainstreaming
integration policies. While not drawing explicit parallels with the gender
mainstreaming literature, the similarities are striking. The experiences with
mainstreaming integration policies echo all mayor conclusions of the gen-
der mainstreaming literature on this issue.

Interesting in this respect is the emphasis put on the financial crisis and
subsequent austerity policies. While as a topic it is less present in the gen-
der mainstreaming literature, since much interest in gender mainstream-
ing policies dates from prior to the financial crisis, there is an emphasis on
the need for sufficient means to enable gender mainstreaming policies,
too. Replacing former sectoral gender equality policies by gender main-
streaming should not be seen as a budget-saving strategy, as was already
underlined by the Council of Europe’s report on gender mainstreaming
(Council of Europe 1998). First, sectoral gender equality policies might
still be necessary to address problems not suited for a gender mainstream-
ing approach. Second, a gender mainstreaming approach also requires the
necessary resources, including financial means. The same argument can be
found within the chapters describing the course of mainstreaming inte-
gration policies. Austerity policies are not the right incentive to opt for
mainstreaming integration policies. Several of the empirical chapters in
this book point to the importance of the aftermath of the financial cri-
sis as an incentive to turn to generic policies, thus abandoning the more
target-group-oriented approach. While in some cases it may still be a con-
scious and ideologically inspired choice to tackle the increasing diversity
of immigrant populations, in others has to do with the crisis, as show the
cases of mainstreaming integration policies at the city level. The need for
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sufficient means is an important one, which gets lost more easily when
a policy goal is spread out across policy fields and departments, where it
becomes one among many policy problems to tackle. When integration
governance adopts a mainstreaming approach the necessary means need
to be scheduled.

Similar to the literature on gender mainstreaming the preceding chap-
ters also put forward the need for the development of knowledge, exper-
tise and skills across the different policy fields and levels to develop and
insert mainstreaming integration policies. Lack of such knowledge, espe-
cially in combination with a lack of political priority or support attributed
to mainstreaming integration policies, are important causes for a watering
down or absence of serious initiatives to mainstream integration policies.
This issue actually ties back to the need for the necessary means, not only
to make mainstreaming policies work, but also to allow for putting them
in place. No decent mainstreaming policies can see the light without the
means necessary to develop expertise in these matters. This, too, involves
financial means so as to train the broad range of actors involved in main-
streaming policies. This emphasis on the broad scope of actors involved
in the policy-making and implementation process is another point gender
mainstreaming policies and mainstreaming integration policies share—and
which they share with other mainstreaming policies as well, for instance
disability mainstreaming (Meier et al. 2016a). Mainstreaming policies
involve a broader range of actors than sectoral policies. This again means
that mainstreaming policies cannot be a cheap variant of sectoral policies.
It also implies, and here the literature on gender mainstreaming and main-
streaming integration policies meet again, important efforts to coordinate
the different mainstreaming actors. Adopting a mainstreaming approach
makes policy making a very complex process. Smart policy processes and
tools, including coordination and cooperation mechanisms are therefore
of crucial importance.

Mainstreaming policies, and no matter what they mainstream, one could
argue, all need the same prerequisites in order to be successful. Indeed, as
long as a mainstreaming approach will not be given priority, and will not
receive the necessary means to be put into practice, it will not be able to
fully deliver. However, this sense of priority to be given to a mainstreaming
approach, in combination with the necessary prerequisites to make it work,
mainly depends upon political choices. Given this fact, I will rather turn
to the policy approach itself and the theoretical assumptions underlying
especially gender mainstreaming in the rest of this chapter. This said, two
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issues should be kept in mind. First, the need for the prerequisites for a
mainstreaming approach to succeed should continuously be underlined.
Policy choices are in many cases not an issue of the incapacity to act but
of priorities set elsewhere. It is not as if scholars and policy makers would
be ignorant on what is required. Second, both policy makers and scholars
interested in pursuing with a mainstreaming approach should investigate
eventual alternatives so as to circumvent the stumbling blocks of the pre-
requisites required for genuine policy mainstreaming.

THE ASSUMPTION OF SOCIAL CHANGE IN
(GENDER MAINSTREAMING AND WHAT IT SAYS
ABOUT INTEGRATION POLICIES

From the outset, there were high expectations about gender mainstream-
ing. It was—and still is—considered to have a revolutionary potential
(Bustelo 2003; Mazey 2000; Verloo 2001; Woodward 2003). The revo-
lutionary potential of the gender mainstreaming approach is the social
change it is assumed to bring about, and that goes beyond the simple
improvement of the social position of women as compared to that of men.
This led to its qualification as an agenda-setting approach, the opposite
of an integrationist approach. While the agenda-setting approach trans-
forms the mainstream, an integrationist approach does not challenge the
mainstream itself (Jahan 1995). In the case of gender mainstreaming, it
would merely limit itself to adding women to the mainstream, eventually
to inserting a gender perspective, without questioning the underlying pol-
icy paradigms. The gender mainstreaming approach is supposed to reori-
ent the mainstream political agenda because it fundamentally rearticulates
policy paradigms, ends and means from a gender perspective, and it pri-
oritises gender objectives. Feminist scholars and activists started from the
assumption that gender mainstreaming is precisely about this challenging
and transforming of the mainstream.

The revolutionary potential of the gender mainstreaming approach and
the social change it was expected to bring about can, for instance, be seen
in the list of indicators Lombardo (2005) developed so as to measure the
adoption of a gender mainstreaming approach. She defined five shifts in the
policy-making process that at least partly have to occur so as to speak of a
gender mainstreaming approach to be implemented. A first shift concerns
concepts underlying the policy-making process. Gender mainstreaming
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implies a shift to a broad and holistic concept of gender equality, with a
focus on gender and not only on women, and the aim of achieving substan-
tive equality as opposed to equal treatment and /or opportunities. Typical
of such a shift is a focus on structural causes of the reproduction of inequal-
ity, such as an unquestioned masculine or even male standard, the patriar-
chal system or men’s behaviour. A second shift implies the reorientation of
the mainstream policy agenda in order to give priority to achieving gender
equality. Policy objectives and measures meant to achieve substantive gen-
der equality have to get a relevant place in meaningful policy initiatives and
fields. Gender equality objectives and targeted policies of special relevance
for women should get priority. A third shift requires that a gender perspec-
tive is built into the larger or mainstream political agenda. Policy measures
have to be screened regarding their effects on both sexes. Policy ends and
means have to be thought through and rearticulated from a gender perspec-
tive. A fourth and related shift concerns the institutional and organisational
cultures of political decision-making, implying shifts in the policy process,
in policy mechanisms and regarding policy actors. This involves acquiring
the necessary gender expertise and knowledge on the mechanisms causing
and reproducing gender inequality as well as on the necessary remedies. It
entails more cooperation among actors of different policy areas and from
civil society, as well as the development and use of new policy tools. A fifth
and final shift implies parity between men and women in decision-making
bodies and processes, hence, a shift towards the inclusion and participation
of'a higher number of women in political decision-making.

A gender mainstreaming approach is thus more than setting some pre-
requisites in place. Initiating these five shifts as defined by Lombardo will
lead to social change given the extent to which they trigger the putting
into question of prevailing paradigms, structures, processes and policies
reproducing gender inequality. Gender mainstreaming is meant to lead to a
critical review of deeply embedded cultural values and policy frames (Mazey
2000) or practices (Woodward 2003). It requires new perspectives, new
expertise and the change of established operating procedures (Pollack and
Hafner-Burton 2000). It actually addresses political, policy and bureaucratic
systems and structures themselves (Rees 1998). It implies more complex
and broader political action (Bustelo 2003) in order to come to a trans-
formation of the existing policy agenda (Verloo 2001). In the end, gender
mainstreaming means that its principles and practices become part of the
routine of policy formulation and implementation that they become part of
the deeply embedded rules or practices of institutions (Bretherton 2001).
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The question is whether the gender mainstreaming approach is about
all this. At first sight the most common definition of gender mainstream-
ing, provided for by the Council of Europe (1998) in its seminal report,
allows for such an expectation of social change (Meier 2006). Gender
mainstreaming organises, reorganises, improves, develops and evaluates
policy processes. It requires a gender equality perspective to be incorpo-
rated in all policies at all levels and at all stages. And it implies that this
perspective be adopted and incorporated by the actors normally involved
in the making of policies. However, van Eerdewijk and Davids (2014)
rightly underline that the social change a gender mainstreaming approach
is intended to produce should not be taken for granted. Daly (2005) takes
us a step further and argues that we particularly need to think through
the problem and predominant understanding of gender inequality when it
comes to gender mainstreaming in the articulation of how gender main-
streaming can bring about social change. It is thus not only an issue of
disposing of prerequisites and an approach that would stir and upset the
existing flow of things, it is also about what is being mainstreamed.

This brings me to the third section of this chapter, but before getting
there, it is interesting to note that the literature on mainstreaming integra-
tion policies, at least in this manuscript, does not echo such expectations
about social change. Accounts on mainstreaming integration policies, on
the contrary, seem to contain no expectations about a total remodelling
of priorities, thinking and acting by policy makers, with a different soci-
ety as the outcome. The aim seems to be to respond to the needs of an
increasingly diverse immigrant population by mainstreaming integration
policies. Mainstreaming integration policies, in this respect, is thus mainly
a procedural, logistic or technical issue. Also, as the term says in itself, the
issue consists in integrating incoming groups into an existing society. It is
not about a total remodelling of that society. Both gender mainstreaming
and the mainstreaming of integration policies are about the opening up
of society to ‘new’ social groups. In the case of gender mainstreaming this
request stems from the initial overlooking of women as full citizens with
their own needs and interests and a very androcentric approach to and in
policy making. Gender mainstreaming is a logical step in the long process
and recognition of the emancipation of women. In the case of mainstream-
ing integration policies, this opening up of society to new social groups
stems from an influx of citizens from elsewhere. While the host society
might open up itself, the aim consists of integrating immigrants. To this
end, policies, processes and facilities may be set up to meet their needs,
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but the main aim is not to remodel society. It rather consists of integrating
the new groups into the existing society. Mainstreaming integration poli-
cies, while they may contain an aim of opening up and thereby somehow
remodelling society, for instance towards a more multicultural—using this
term in the broad sense—one, does not contain the ultimate goal, aim or
illusion to completely remodel society. However, mainstreaming integra-
tion policies might fare well by more strongly aiming at a remodelling of
society. While gender mainstreaming might be understood as standing for
a goal that can look illusionist, mainstreaming integration policies might
do well by going beyond the aim of simply integrating let alone opening
up. It might be an illusion to think that mainstreaming integration policies
will be possible without a remodelling of society.

MAINSTREAMING GENDER EQUALITY OR INTEGRATION
AND MORE EMPHASIS ON PREREQUISITES

Booth and Bennett (2002) argue for a ‘three legged equality stool’,
comprising an equal treatment perspective, a women’s perspective and a
gender perspective. Gender mainstreaming, they argue, has mainly been
associated with the latter, but according to the authors, this is misleading.
Gender mainstreaming does not by definition lead to the mainstreaming
of a gender perspective. Similarly, Squires (2005) sets out gender main-
streaming against a typology of inclusion, reversal and displacement. The
first is associated with equal treatment, the second with positive action,
and the third has a truly transformative potential in that it is best suited
to respond to the demands of diversity. Squires, too, underlines that while
gender mainstreaming will most easily be associated with this transforma-
tive approach, it may also contain policy initiatives related to a strategy of
inclusion or reversal. The question thus is what a gender mainstreaming
approach is mainstreaming.

If we return to the definition of gender mainstreaming provided for
by the Council of Europe, we can see that it speaks of a ‘gender equality
perspective’ which is to be mainstreamed (Council of Europe 1998: 15).
But what is a gender equality perspective? As described earlier, the concept
of gender equality has broadly speaking evolved from a legalistic approach
of equal rights, to equal opportunities supported by positive action, to
what is called a more substantive understanding of gender equality look-
ing at the actual results achieved. Liebert (2002) argues that a gender
mainstreaming approach widens the gender equality frame by expanding



180 P MEIER

thinking about the structural and institutional causes of inequality.
Similarly, Verloo (2001) argues that it stands for the recognition of the
impact of gender biases on the reproduction of gender inequality. Rees
(1998) goes a step further and underlines that the gender mainstreaming
approach implies an underlying model of equality that is based on assign-
ing new standards for gender equality not only for women but also for
men. There is thus a tendency to associate gender mainstreaming with a
particular—and far reaching—understanding of gender equality, as is also
shown in the standards Lombardo (2005) developed for measuring the
putting into operation of a gender mainstreaming approach.

However, over the course of the years, scholars have underlined that
the approach can be very much an ‘empty signifier’, which gets mean-
ing in the context in which it is applied, as Alston (2009) shows studying
drought policy in Australia. And Bendl and Schmidt (2013: 377) come
to the conclusion that gender mainstreaming is ‘a nonsensical metaphor
for gender equality’. While feminist advocates of a gender mainstream-
ing approach had a clear understanding of what should be mainstreamed,
the fact is that any approach to women or gender or equality, or even
no explicit goal at all could be brought into the mainstream. The gen-
der mainstreaming approach tells us more about the flow of the process
and the steps to be taken, on how to proceed, than about what should
be mainstreamed. Lombardo and Meier (2006) develop how the gen-
der mainstreaming approach focuses on the procedural changes gender
mainstreaming involves but does not address what we should understand
by a gender equality perspective, what should be mainstreamed. The
impact that gender mainstreaming can have on the generation of a more
gender-equal society depends on the way in which it is interpreted, and in
particular on the extent to which a feminist interpretation of it infiltrates
political debates. However, in practice what needs to be mainstreamed
tends to get filled with the definition of gender equality prevailing in that
specific context, if there is any at all, with one ad hoc elaborated on by the
actors involved, or with simply nothing, at least not made explicit. It also
needs to be noted that many of the gender equality policies in place when
the gender mainstreaming approach came up focused on formal equality,
equal opportunities or considering particular needs of women. Few of such
policies were based on the understanding of gender equality requiring the
tackling of the structural character of gender inequality. It is not surpris-
ing, then, that the gender mainstreaming approach did not by definition
adopt a feminist understanding of what needed to be mainstreamed.
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Verloo (2005) goes a step further in her critical revision of the Council
of Europe’s 1998 report on gender mainstreaming, and argues that
there is an ambivalence in its articulation of the goal of gender equality.
According to her, this is problematic given the dual agenda underlying the
gender mainstreaming approach. She shows how the absence of a defini-
tion of gender equality or goal to be achieved, or the strategic leaving
away of it can lead to a loss altogether of any kind of goal synonymous
with any form of gender equality. Lombardo et al. (2009) have described
such processes as shrinking, stretching and even bending the concept of
gender equality. It can be shrunk to a very limited understanding of gen-
der equality, stretched to bring in broader—but not necessarily more far
reaching—understandings of it, or bent so as to be filled with a totally
different meaning. When in a gender mainstreaming approach the gender
equality goal to reach is not defined, such processes easily take over, espe-
cially in contexts where gender equality is strongly contested.

Nonetheless, given the procedural focus of the gender mainstreaming
approach, it can easily be stripped of its content, even if there is no con-
testation about it, simply because a deep understanding of gender issues
is lacking. In those cases, the gender mainstreaming approach turns into a
technocratic or bureaucratic tool, or simply a formal exercise (Daly 2005;
Debusscher 2010; Meier and Celis 2011). One can actually say that the
gender mainstreaming approach is not so much an empty signifier as an
empty process. MacRae (2013) goes as far as to argue that what she calls
the gender project needs to be well developed. Otherwise gender main-
streaming approaches are not only to a large extent ineffective but even
counterproductive, especially within the current neo-liberal context. This
is all the more important since the gender mainstreaming approach tends
to replace gender equality policies in place, rather than completing them
as was the initial ambition (Alston 2014; Bacchi 2009; Stratigaki 2005). If
then the gender mainstreaming approach is stripped of an aim to reach for
gender equality, not much is left.

Finally, it also needs to be underlined that even if the goal to be
achieved through a gender mainstreaming approach and the content of
what needs to be mainstreamed were clearly defined, the undertaking
would still not be a one-shot process. Striving for gender equality is a
never-ending process. Notwithstanding the fact that a couple of mile-
stones has been reached over the last century, many issues are still on
the table and even if they get solved one day, there will be new ones.
As society evolves so do gender relations but also the views on them.
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Furthermore, these views on how gender relations should look like are
diverse, contested and constantly negotiated. Subsequently, the percep-
tion of any gender equality policy, including the gender mainstreaming
approach, of what to aim for, is also permanently negotiated. In this
respect, Roggeband (2014) correctly emphasises that the gender main-
streaming approach is an ongoing struggle.

The chapters on mainstreaming integration policies put forward simi-
lar concerns on what understanding and definition of, as well as focus
on integration exactly should be mainstreamed. Several chapters echo the
danger of a very limited understanding of integration, be it in terms of
what is to be understood by integration, on what needs it should address
and services it should provide for, or in terms of which segment(s) of the
immigrant population to address. Mainstreaming integration policies, it
is underlined, sometimes only address the reception of newcomers, only
address particular policy fields, such as mastering the language of the host
country and the insertion in the labour market, or limit themselves to
rules focusing on the assimilation of immigrants to the host country. The
same goes for a lack of any definition of what integration means, leaving it
open and therefore allowing for this empty signifier to be filled with dif-
ferent and eventually counterproductive understandings of integration. In
the end, mainstreaming integration policies can be stigmatising, without
this necessarily being the intention.

Similar to the literature on gender mainstreaming, many of these con-
cerns link back to the importance of the right prerequisites for a main-
streaming approach. Of crucial importance in this context are the need
for a clear definition of and support for the goal of the mainstreaming
approach and the required expertise and knowledge to put it into practice.

THE UNDERSTANDING OF GENDER OR WHERE (GENDER
MAINSTREAMING AND MAINSTREAMING INTEGRATION
Poricies FINALLY MEET

Finally, scholars have put into question the understanding of gender itself.
As the concept says, the gender mainstreaming approach stands for the
mainstreaming of gender. Similar to the question of what goal is to be
achieved, there is the one of what is to be understood by gender. While
among feminist scholars prevailed an understanding of a far reaching goal
to be reached, the same is not necessarily the case when it comes to the
underlying understanding of gender. Gender was often understood as the
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social position of one sex as compared to the other. It was understood
as a binary construct, whereby the two sexes were furthermore seen as
opposites and without any further within group distinction. Such a rather
rigid and also limited understanding of gender has also been supported by
the emphasis on the need for data on the social position of women. The
lack of data on women’s social position led from the 1990s onwards to
a recurrent plea for data and statistics segregated by sex. The underlying
idea was that in the absence of data, no good picture of the problem could
be drawn, neither a policy strategy developed so as to solve it. Data segre-
gated by sex were and are also high on the list of prerequisites put forward
for the implementation of a gender mainstreaming approach. Gender, in
this case, boils down to the socio-demographic variable of sex. While the
need for data segregated by sex does not by definition imply a limited
understanding of gender, in many cases this is what it came down to.
More recently, scholars have turned to question the concept of gender
underlying the gender mainstreaming approach. Two issues are of inter-
est here: the first is a less rigid and limited understanding of gender; the
second is its broadening beyond the social category of gender. Rittenhofer
and Gatrell (2012) plea for a move away from what they call a stable
definition of male and female since it defines men’s and women’s interests
often in contrast to each other. Drawing upon Butler’s work, they argue
for a more situated approach of male and female. They see the need to
rethink the gender mainstreaming approach using a post-structural more
fluid interpretation of gender which is to be characterised as situational
and performed. Already a number of years ago but without elaborating
on it, Woodward (2008) put the idea on the table that the concept of
intersectionality may offer interesting new venues to further develop the
gender mainstreaming approach. Intersectionality reflects the idea that
individuals belong to multiple social categories such as gender, ethnic-
ity, social class or disability. These social categories are intersecting and
create opportunities and constraints, where a person can, depending on
his or her particular intersection of social categories and social context,
experience advantage, disadvantage or both at the same time (Collins
1990). Intersectionality is thus an aspect of social organisation that rejects
‘the idea that the effects of interacting social structures can be adequately
understood as a function of the autonomous effects of ... social catego-
ries’ (Weldon 2008: 197). Hippert (2011), for instance, is very explicit
on the need to integrate the insights from intersectionality theory into
a gender mainstreaming approach. She shows how the application of a
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gender mainstreaming approach in rural Bolivia did not pay attention to
the intersections of gender with ethnicity and class. Consequently, its sole
effect on rural women was to actually overburden them in their work. In
this respect, the theory of intersectionality allows for a more sophisticated
understanding of gender issues. While both the broadening of the under-
standing of gender away from a rigid oppositional binary construct and
the inclusion of its intersection with other social categories of exclusion
or marginalisation are very promising, their concrete elaboration within a
gender mainstreaming approach still requires further thinking.

It is here that gender mainstreaming and the mainstreaming of integra-
tion policies meet most—if we set aside more political, logistic and practi-
cal issues. The concern with gender mainstreaming on who to target relies
to the question of whether to define categories of people or not when
it comes to mainstreaming integration policies. In some of the former
chapters, Scholten and van Breugel extensively discuss De Zwart’s (2005)
distinction of three strategies in this respect. A first policy strategy consists
in denying groups, a second in their accommodation. As both show a
number of pitfalls, a third strategy of replacement is put forward. In the
end, none of these strategies provide for fully satisfying answers when it
comes to how to deal with social groups and how to approach and name
them. This echoes the crucial issue when it comes to gender mainstream-
ing of what to understand by gender and how to name it.

Throughout the book there appears an incentive for the mainstreaming
of integration policies, which meets the issue of intersectionality in gen-
der mainstreaming. It is the increasing diversity of affluxes of immigrant
populations, labelled as, respectively, superdiversity or even hyperdiversity.
This increasing diversity of an immigrant population, poses challenges to
the limits of target group policies—be they explicit or implicit. The more
diverse a policy target group, the more difficult it is to develop tailor made
solutions to predominant problems. In a very diverse context, it becomes
a sheer impossible undertaking to create subgroups meeting the real com-
position of the migrant population. Mainstreaming integration policies
is put forward as a solution to this problem, or the next logical step in
integration governance so as to face the challenges immigrant populations
pose in certain cases, because—as the authors argue in the conclusion—*it
involves a whole society approach’.

It is interesting to note that both fields put the emphasis on the diver-
sity of the group for which policies should be mainstreamed. While in
the case of gender governance the interest in intersectionality is to a large



THE DILUTION OF THE ULTIMATE GOAL? LESSONS FROM GENDER... 185

extent a reaction to the criticism of a very limited understanding of gen-
der, often also biased in terms of race, ethnicity, class and sexuality, in the
case of integration governance it is a reaction to an indeed increasingly
divergent immigrant population. The need for mainstreaming or for an
intersectional focus within mainstreaming is therefore different in the case
of integration governance and that of gender governance. Gender main-
streaming policies, on the whole, face a more stable form of diversity of
the population for which policies are designed than do mainstreaming
integration policies. While the socio-demographic profile of the overall
population does not alter very quickly, the socio-demographic composi-
tion of immigrant populations undergoes rapid changes, especially at the
local level, due to political, economic, environmental and social crises tak-
ing place around the globe. Mainstreaming integration policies thus need
to integrate a more flexible approach to the target population than do
gender mainstreaming initiatives.

CONCLUSIONS

However, the question is whether a mainstreaming approach does by
definition allow for addressing a very diverse population. The experience
of gender mainstreaming shows us that it does not do so. It needs an
intersectional focus in order to allow for addressing a diverse group. As
the former analyses of equality policies have shown one size does not
fit all (Verloo 2006). However, putting an intersectional approach into
practice is also difficult (Meier et al. 2016b). Nonetheless, it is probably
the biggest challenge for any mainstreaming approach, be it the main-
streaming of gender, of integration policies, of disability, or of any other
focus. All policies having targeted specific subgroups of the population in
the past have come to the conclusion that, first, only specific sectoral poli-
cies for this target group are insufficient so as to book satisfying results
in terms of a balanced and inclusive society, and, second, that the target
group focused upon by sectoral policies is way more diverse than was ini-
tially put forward. Intersectionality is thus more than a buzz word, it is a
necessity. Important in this respect might be to reflect upon the putting
into practice of an intersectional approach across the various mainstream-
ing approaches. One of the findings apparent in the previous chapters
on mainstreaming integration policies, and which also show in former
research on disability mainstreaming (Meier et al. 2016a) is the fact that
there are so to speak no exchanges nor any form of cooperation between
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different practices and policy cycles of mainstreaming approaches. For
instance, disability mainstreaming does not by definition contain a gen-
der perspective in case the same policy level applies a gender mainstream-
ing approach. This absence of any form of linkages between different
mainstreaming approaches might be a heritage from the past, when such
policies where sectoral target group policies, and related to the struc-
ture and organisation of the field of policy actors and other important
players involved. It nonetheless is something to be overcome so as to
conceive more fruitful mainstreaming approaches and policies. What
will be needed, in the end, is a more comprehensive understanding of
the diversity of the population policies target, no matter of whether we
speak of integration, of gender or of any other policy focus. The different
mainstreaming approaches all tend to see the segment(s) of the popula-
tion they target as having a secondary status in society. What we need to
understand is that many citizens face a secondary or even lesser status.
The crucial challenge is to find a way to accommodate for all of these
biases and discriminations.

NOTE

1. In this chapter, I consider gender mainstreaming to be a policy approach.
While the early literature on gender mainstreaming much reflected upon
whether it was a policy goal, strategy or tool, I treat it as a way of tackling
policy problems which is broader than the latter two, but not a goal in
itself, even though the move to gender mainstreaming may be defined and
experienced as a policy goal in a concrete policy context.
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CHAPTER 9

Mainstreaming and Interculturalism’s

Elective Affinity

Ricard Zapata-Barrero

INTRODUCTION: THE INTERCULTURAL DEBATE ACQUIT

The recent debate between multiculturalism and interculturalism prob-
ably illustrates that we are witnessing a process of policy-paradigm change. A
policy paradigm has the role to frame policy-making, and we cannot deny
that interculturalism has already attracted many cities and local policy mak-
ers from all over Europe and elsewhere (Quebec, most Latin-American
countries, Australia, and even now some Asian and Maghreb cities such

Mid-eighteenth century (as elective attraction): originally a technical term for the
preferential combination of chemical substances, it was widely used figuratively
in the nineteenth century, notably by Goethe (in his novel Elective Affinities) and
by Weber (in describing the correspondence between aspects of protestantism
and capitalism). In its common use ‘elective affinity” means: ‘A correspondence
with, or feeling of sympathy or attraction towards, a particular idea, attitude,

or person’ English Oxford Living Dictionaries: @OxfordWords https://
en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/elective_affinity
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as Tokyo and Tangier).! From the point of view of public acceptance, it
has even reached a level of consensus between society, policies and politics
that does not occur with other paradigms, such as civic nationalism? and
multiculturalism. As has been argued, the emergence of interculturalism
in Europe is directly related to the ‘local turn’ (see special issue edited
by Zapata-Barrero et al. 2017a,b). Namely, there is a common trend in
Europe to go from a state-centred to a local-centred approach in diversity
policies, where cities are increasingly recognized not only as implement-
ers of policies, but also as new players. This is why it is argued that this
local turn produces poly-centric policy-making (Scholten et al. 2016) and
can only be understood within the framework of multilevel governance.
Interculturalism provides answers for local concerns and this city-based ori-
gin is probably one of the factors justifying the adoption of mainstreaming
policy strategies (Zapata-Barrero 2017a). By applying the argument in this
volume that there are multiple factors explaining the mainstreaming move
of diversity policies, I will concentrate on the declining political support for
multicultural policies in most European cities (Taras 2012; Lewis 2014).
Mainstreaming’s conceptual core refers to incorporating the needs
and issues of a particular service into a general area or system and into
all aspects of an organization’s policy and practice (Chap. 1). Applied to
diversity management, it essentially means an overhaul of how we have
been doing things in the past and to include a new policy perspective in
all that we do. It is here that interculturalism meets the mainstreaming
debate of this volume, since its principal aim is to promote contact zones
among different people in diversity contexts (Zapata-Barrero 2016a: 56).
And the dominant policy paradigm of diversity management of ‘how we
have been doing things in the past” has certainly been multiculturalism.
As a city policy paradigm, one anchor point is its non-ideological char-
acter, in the sense that the city does not take sides towards a particu-
lar ideology from the right-left spectrum. The international network of
Intercultural Cities fostered by the Council of Europe® has not only
shown that it is politically colour-blind, but also that it is resistant to city-
government political changes* (cf. Chap. 4). It is a fact that intercultural-
ism has more elements of political continuity than multiculturalism, which
is not widely accepted by the whole political spectrum and its continuity
over time in cities is not fully guaranteed when a change of government
occurs. Multicultural policies have always had a certain problem being
accepted within the realm of public opinion, even before such policies
have been put into action (Crepaz 20006), and interculturalism seems to be
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more preventive to negative public opinion (Ludwineck 2015). There is
also the technical and administrative argument in justifying that we are
beginning a policy-paradigm formation, in the sense that interculturalism
does not generate immediate social negative effects (such as segregation
or separation) that can disturb policy-making plans in the medium or long
term (cf. Zapata-Barrero 2017b). It is also a recognized feature in the
emerging intercultural literature that one of its limits is that it has a cer-
tain, let us say, ‘relative conservative’ character in the sense that it does
not favour radical structural changes that may affect the regular patterns
of institutional action on policy. The emerging intercultural policy para-
digm does not favour specific structures in society, and focuses on diversity
policies on what is common among people from different national and
cultural backgrounds, rather than differences. This overall feature which
favours some sort of reflective equilibrium between majorities and minori-
ties, paraphrasing G. Bouchard (2015: 58), is sometimes presented with
the mainstreaming allegory of a policy lens, a wave with expanding pur-
poses all over the basic structures of society. The only premise required for
entering this policy paradigm is the recognition of diversity as an oppor-
tunity and as an advantage for the development of the city, as a commu-
nity asset. This is why diversity-recognition and the diversity-advantage
approach are preconditions of interculturalism, as is assumed in scholarly
intercultural policy research (cf. Wood 2015; Cantle 2016).

It also belongs to the intercultural acquit that this policy paradigm is
sustainable, both economically and in terms of human resources (Zapata-
Barrero 2015b). This basically means that the possibility of implemen-
tation is much more a matter of political will and technical motivation
(and imagination), than one of human and financial resources. If there
is a common guiding thread to all the contributions of this volume, it is
the conviction that the financial crisis has forced many governments and
administrations to cut the budget originally destined for immigration poli-
cies, and forced them to produce immigration policies at zero costs. That
mainstreaming is in part a consequence of this context of austerity seems
to be a pattern to be considered (see Chaps. 3 and 6).

These intercultural scholarly acquits are probably the first point of con-
nection with the emerging mainstreaming debate in migration studies.
The current context of an ideological crisis of the multicultural policy
paradigm is certainly a contextual factor favouring the elective affinity
between interculturalism and mainstreaming, to the point that we can
say today that mainstreaming is a distinctive feature to the intercultural
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policy philosophy. I would even defend the argument that this interface
provides interculturalism with a powerful competitive policy tool, solving
most of the concerns of policy makers with the multicultural approach. To
strengthen this link, I will speak from now about ‘Mainstreaming inter-
cultural policy paradigm’ as a way to designate a public-policy philosophy
that emphasizes both the importance of promoting communication,
interpersonal relations and even interactions (the core concept of inter-
culturalism) in all spheres of public life and basic structures of society
and for all the components of the diversity dynamics, including nationals
and citizens (the core concept of mainstreaming). The logical relation-
ship between them is clear: mainstreaming is one of the core attributes
of interculturalism. In practical terms, this means that mainstreaming is
the proper policy strategy to achieve interculturalism. Or to put it in the
multiculturalism /interculturalism framework of discussion, mainstream-
ing is the condition of interculturalism and one of its main distinctions in
relation to multiculturalism. The way we make visible this relationship is
through this concept of ‘Mainstreaming intercultural policy’ (MIc from
now onwards).

At this stage of the debate, it is probably difficult, and even adventur-
ous to say what factor(s) provokes the attraction of this policy paradigm,
but the fact is that we are in front of two policy trends that coincide in
time and space, and even reinforce each other’s legitimacy. That is, the
interculturalism policy paradigm is justified because it has mainstream-
ing as its main strategy of implementation, and mainstreaming applied
to immigration-related diversity management leads naturally to intercul-
turalism. The affinity between mainstreaming and the intercultural policy
paradigm seems then to be self-evident, but probably this needs to be
assessed within the theoretical framework of policy-paradigm change. In
this scholarly policy debate, the argument I would like to put forward is
that in migration-related diversity management we arve in a process of policy-
paradigm change, going from a multicultural to an intercultural policy
paradigm, and that mainstreaming is a cove driver of this process.

A PrOCEss OF PoLicy-PARADIGM CHANGE: A THEORETICAL
FRAMEWORK OF DISCUSSION
I propose to follow as a theoretical framework, the emerging literature

coming from public-policy studies on policy-paradigm change,® follow-
ing the path-breaking work of Hall (1993). The generating force of this
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literature is that policy paradigms are rather like the scientific paradigms
that Th. Kuhn theorized in the last decade. He referred to a series of out-
comes that were universally acknowledged by the scientific community
that provided them—at least for a while—with patterns of problems and
solutions (Kuhn 1962: 14).

The interest in policy paradigms begins with the recognition that
ideas are important, and are key to identifying patterns and processes of
policy dynamics (Hogan and Howlett 2015: 6). A policy paradigm con-
stitutes a theoretical tool to understand the guiding principles or ideas,
to create public policy, to identify the actors involved and to ascertain
why they pursue the strategies they do (3). Following Hall (1993) we
are in at the start of a third-order change,® where the new paradigm
is becoming institutionalized by policy makers and politicians, and is
being academically legitimated by a great variety of expert scholars.
The main theoretical concern of P. Hall was to see whatever paradigm
change comes from an interrelation between ideas, discourses and poli-
cies. In the case of interculturalism, we can even say that ideas come
from practice, since this move of policy paradigm from multiculturalism
to interculturalism also illustrates a pragmatic turn in diversity stud-
ies based on the nuclear idea that contact between different people
is politically and socially relevant.” A policy paradigm provides some
continuity to a policy content and discourse over time, as Hogan and
Howlet (2015) remind us. It is a cognitive model shared by a particular
community of actors, and which facilitates problem solving. A policy
paradigm assumes therefore that ideas are shared by a given commu-
nity, and it can also be defined as a set of coherent and well-established
policy ideas capable of having an impact on the focus and content of a
public policy.

Within this theoretical framework, the argument I will put forward,
directly related to what P. Hall refers as anomalies from the former para-
digm that the new policy paradigm needs to overcome,® is that the main-
streaming approach to immigration policy plays here the role of solving the
great part of contested arguments. This means that the movement from one
paradigm to another is likely to involve the accumulation of anomalies,
experimentation with new forms of policy, and policy failures that precipi-
tate a shift in the locus of authority over policy and initiate a wider con-
test between competing paradigms. Adapting Hall’s focus on the effect
of policy anomalies on policy-paradigm change, as anomalies accumulate,
ad hoc attempts are generally made to stretch the terms of the paradigm to
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cover them, but this gradually undermines the intellectual coherence and
precision of the original paradigm. Efforts to deal with such anomalies
may also entail experiments to adjust existing lines of policy, but if the
paradigm is genuinely incapable of dealing with anomalous developments,
these experiments will result in policy failures that gradually undermine
the authority of the existing paradigm and its advocates even further. This
process will end only when the supporters of a new paradigm secure posi-
tions of authority over policy-making and are able to rearrange the orga-
nization and standard operating procedures of the policy process so as to
institutionalize the new MIc policy paradigm.

FRrRAMING THE PoLicY-PARADIGM CHANGE:
BeYoND THE IMMIGRANT /CITIZENSHIP DIVIDE
OF THE POPULATION NARRATIVE FRAMEWORK—THE
MAINSTREAMING TURN

In this section, I would like to highlight that the mainstreaming trend in
migration policies is driving this policy-paradigm process of change from
multiculturalism to interculturalism.

Reviewing the substantial criticisms received by the multicultural pol-
icy narrative, it has been accused of being too group-right based and of
being the main source of a normative machinery for legitimating specific
policies for specific ethnic differences, leaving aside interpersonal relations
between people from different backgrounds. The assumption of this pol-
icy paradigm has always been that immigrants are cultural bearers of their
own countries, and that these distinctions need to be recognized within
liberal societies as some form of individual and cultural-group rights. The
original focus of Kymlicka (1995) has been the most powerful foundation
of this narrative, followed by an explosion of literature within diversity,
immigration and citizenship studies.” We already know that one of the
main efforts of Kymlicka has been to reconcile group-minority cultures
with the national group majority, offering a community- or group-based
perspective of culture, always taking for granted that culture has a political
and social function in fostering the fecling of belonging and even loyalty. 1
Recently, Kymlicka (2016) has also proposed a new framework of discus-
sion linking solidarity and diversity, arguing there is a trend in the debate
that says that the increase in immigration, and the multiculturalism poli-
cies it often gives rise to, has weakened this sense of national solidarity.
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This creates a potential ‘progressive’s dilemma’, forcing a choice between
solidarity and diversity. Behind this focus there is the premise called by
Banting and Kymlicka as the corroding effect, that ‘multiculturalism poli-
cies are said to erode solidarity because they emphasize differences between
citizens, rather than commonalities’ (Banting and Kymlicka 2006: 11).
B. Turner (2001), from citizenship studies, has also offered a cultural-
empowerment, rights-based approach, exemplifying this national-based
approach of culture, understood as the capacity to participate effectively
and successfully within the national culture.

The epicentre of the debate in Europe is that this multicultural mas-
ter narrative has neglected the social and political value of the contact
hypothesis. The new intercultural policy narrative positions itself in con-
trast to this (based on substantial insights on the view of ethnicity and
collective identity as being self-ascribed, flexible and dynamic) and empha-
sizes the need for communication. This is why its primary normative force
is that it is viewed as a set of arguments sharing one basic idea: that contact
among people from different backgrounds matters.

Consequently, interculturalism shares the premise that from a policy
point of view, we cannot condemn people by their nationalities and cul-
ture of origin to self-identify with a fixed category of cultural identity.
Many people simply do not like to be singled out or made to feel an
example of their cultural group. This is the most flagrant evidence that the
concept of diversity itself is a rather politically constructed category, and
is far from neutral. The intercultural narrative expresses the challenge that
we need to break this epistemological barrier in part created by the for-
mer multicultural narrative. Taking this perspective, we can even say that
the multicultural narrative has more in common with civic nationalism
(Mouritzen, 2009) and a homogeneous mindset, since it maintains the
idea of a primary belonging to one society and a loyalty to just one nation
state (Castles 2000: 5). This is why we can state that the multicultural nar-
rative suffers the so-called national methodology that most of the transna-
tional literature denounces (Wimmer and Schiller 2003; Thrinhardt and
Bommes 2010; Amelina and Faist 2012). civic nationalism and multicul-
turalism share an interpretative framework of diversity, namely in the way
that they categorize attributes such as nationality, race, religion and cul-
tural community in a similar manner. From an intercultural strategy, groups
can opt for internal monoculturalism, as the multicultural policy paradigm
promotes, or external interculturalism (Fanning 2002). The multicultural
narrative to my knowledge has never formulated a critical interpretative
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framework regarding the way homogeneous cultural and national states
categorize diversity dynamics. The intercultural argument is that we can-
not impose the majoritarian understanding of diversity categories on oth-
ers. Ethnicity is self-ascribed, flexible and cannot be imposed by those with
the power to define diversity categories. Ethnicity, understood as national
self-identification, concerns the categories of ascription. Ethnic boundar-
ies are also places of social interactions. The intercultural narrative reacts
against the process of the political ethnicization of people. This substantial
criticism of the multicultural narrative in the domains of ethnicity, nation-
alism and race is very close to what Brubaker calls ‘groupism’, namely, ‘the
tendency to treat ethnic groups, nations and races as substantial entities to
which interests and agency can be attributed’ (2002: 164), or even ‘solita-
rism’ by A. Sen (2006: xii—xiii), criticizing this tendency to reduce people
to singular, differentiated identity affiliations, to ‘miniaturize’ people into
one dimension of their multiple identities.

This leads me to mention what I call the ‘immigrant/citizenship divide’
that has dominated the diversity debate in migration studies. What inter-
ests me from this divide is the consequence of always reproducing a certain
discourse where ‘we’ citizens are not the object of diversity policies. That
is, the fact that in the policy-making process, the division of the popu-
lation between citizens and non-citizens, nationals and non-nationals,
immigrants and citizens has always had the assumption of reproducing a
certain power relation between the majority citizen and a minority ethnic.
Instead of creating bridges among these two sets of people, this division
actually consolidates separation in the same category of diversity and the
same policy, which has been mainly aimed at one part of the population:
be it immigrants, non-nationals, ethnic minorities or whatever depending
on countries and contexts.

The multicultural-based diversity narrative has contributed to reinforc-
ing this division of the population. And we know from migration studies
that what is really specific to immigration are basically three main stages
of the migratory process: admission policies, reception policies and citi-
zenship policies. The other policies, basically those that manage diversity
accommodation, settlement and incorporation of immigrants into the main
public sectors have been treated specifically but belong to policies that are
also targeting citizens. So if there is some justification to the targeting of
citizens with specific policies, it is because there are discriminatory reasons
or reasons due to diversity (basically, language, religion, culture, physical
differences having a social meaning). The specific has been centred on



MAINSTREAMING AND INTERCULTURALISM’S ELECTIVE AFFINITY 199

differences within the diversity framework, and not the specific related to
the concrete situations that an immigrant will encounter in his/her pro-
cess of incorporation. The fact that the immigrant does not have political
rights is specific to immigrants and has nothing to do with diversity. The
idea that diversity must be based on the competences of immigrants and
also on the context is what drives the concept of super-diversity, which
is quite different from the concept of diversity as has been understood
from multiculturalism. Mainstreaming policy directly breaks this narrative
framework differentiating immigrants from citizens, and incorporating all
the population as an object of policy. This is so substantial to the point
that maybe we need to leave aside the name of immigration policy as a
policy only aimed at migrants, and speak rather on mainstreaming policy,
which has the feature of including all into the scope of diversity policies.

These trends therefore frame the policy-paradigm formation of MIc in
cities. But as I have already explained, behind a policy paradigm there is a
determinate way to identify what Hall called “anomalies’. It is towards this
philosophy that I now direct the reader.

MIc Povricy-PARADIGM MAIN PHILOSOPHY: PROBLEM-
SOLVING APPROACH AND THE PRAGMATIC TURN
ON DIVERSITY MANAGEMENT

In targeting the broad population and incorporating diversity concerns
within the general public-policy focus, the intercultural approach features
the main dimensions of a mainstreaming policy and also seeks to be incor-
porated into policy-making at all city levels and in all departments (see
Chap. 1). Let us say it has a mainstreaming purpose. The final goal is to
create public services that are attuned to the needs of the whole popula-
tion, regardless of their background. It has also been recently defined as an
effort to reach people with a migration background through needs-based
social programming and policies that also target the general population
(Collet and Petrovic 2014: 2).

It is in this sense that we may say that MIc becomes a new policy para-
digm, since it frames the focus of several public policies, and even all basic
pillars of the structure of local societies, both through mainstreaming pub-
lic disconrse which explicitly incorporates intercultural priorities into other
goals, such as social inclusion, cohesion, tradition and political stability
narratives, and through mainstreaming governance involving coordinating
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a range of public and civil society actors participating in the policy-making,
either horizontally (by involving other policy departments at the same
level) or vertically (by distributing responsibilities across multiple territo-
rial levels of government). As a policy paradigm, MIc refers then to the
adaptations of general policies that incorporate intercultural priorities.
This policy adaptation is designed to better serve the diverse populations
that benefit from public policies by responding to their specific needs
rather than preconceptions of the needs of national cultural groups.

If we take, for instance, the categories indexing intercultural cities
(ICC)," we see that it has both an integral dimension and an expansive
scope in all the main spheres of the society (from media, to governance,
public spheres, mediators and other city realms). Interculturalism features
this mainstreaming approach in the sense that it does not legitimize any
specific policy justified in ethnic and whatever cultural-group terms. As
Cantle (2012) insists, interculturalism seeks to go beyond any racial spe-
cific claim. Interculturalism as a mainstreaming policy is then a departure
from ethnicity-based diversity paradigms, which are also blind to the inter-
nal diversity and stratification of ethnic groups and fail to address the key
challenge of integration of second generations through social mobility and
full citizenship.

This policy paradigm has also been named intercultural integration
(Guidikova 2015) and can be the basis of the Intercultural citizenship
approach (Zapata-Barrero 2016a). This dimension is important. The accom-
modation of diversity and incorporation of immigrants has been thought of
as always connecting the immigrant with the general pattern of the society,
through reception policies at the beginning and throughout different public
sectors. Now the fact that interculturalism becomes a policy paradigm also
means for current integration policies’ debates, that it assumes the premise
that integration is better performed by fostering communication and interac-
tions among people from different backgrounds. Integration is not done in a
unique way or through a set of public sector avenues, but through a network
of many avenues placing people in the public sphere and the web of relations
in everyday life (Wood 2015). This further assumes another hypothesis, that
mainstreaming interculturalism helps to achieve social integration.

By placing our view within this interplay, we can also state that MIc
illustrates a certain pragmatic turn in how to deal with diversity dynam-
ics. The public philosophy behind this rejects any presocial categoriza-
tion of people into whatever cultural and ethnic attributes. Furthermore,
it refuses to take group differences as a criterion for policy design. It
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focuses on differences rather than on what is common among people.
Consequently, this approach leaves autonomy to people to choose their
own cultural identities and rank their multiple (transnational) identities. It
is in this sense that MIc has to be interpreted as the most pragmatic answer
to concrete diversity-based concerns. It is within this pragmatic logic that
we can incorporate socio-economic inequality constraints as well. Here,
we may find some limits to this new policy-paradigm formation. A major
challenge across European cities is precisely the lack of physical contact
between different groups, and it is hard to draw a sharp line between class
and ethnic/immigrant status as determining social disadvantage. Poor
national and immigrant-origin citizens typically cohabit the least attractive
housing areas; this points to some degree of ‘interaction’ in these kinds of
dwellings. Thus, we could legitimately ask, why would interaction neces-
sarily lead to better relationships, especially in times of financial crisis and
increased competition over jobs? Despite having argued that promoting
interpersonal contact is important, it is also crucial to problematize this
question and the significance of the context in which these relations would
take place (what we may call contact zones). This is a significant point, since
it highlights that MIc is a proximate policy, always performance oriented,
with the aim of inverting diversity’s negative impact and of promoting a
view of diversity as an opportunity and advantage for personal and social
development as a community asset.

According to the policy-paradigm change debate, the problem-solving
dimension is an essential feature. It is in the very nature of MIc formation
to follow this approach. This is the case, for instance, of G. Bouchard him-
self, who recognizes that his last book (2015) summarizes his own position
after the much-discussed practical and public debate of the Bouchard-
Taylor Commission (Bouchard and Taylor 2008). Cantle, meanwhile, has
been a key player in policy orientations surrounding the British govern-
ment’s concern for local social disturbances in northern towns in August
2011. These events directly linked social conflicts with the failure of
British multicultural policy. His book Community Cohesion (2008), based
on a first approach presented in a previous report (the so-called Cantle
Report 2001), proposes reducing tension in local communities by pro-
moting cross-cultural contact and by developing support for diversity
and promoting unity. This work has had a direct influence on changing
state behaviour and policy focus in Britain. Ph. Wood (2004) and other
interculturalists connected, to different degrees, to the Intercultural Cities
Programme (Council of Europe 2008) are policy-oriented practitioners,
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coming from urban and management studies, as well as sociology, anthro-
pology and political science. To my knowledge, multiculturalism has
not shown such policy-oriented attractiveness at the city level in such a
relatively short time. There is empirical evidence that we are seeing an
interculturalist wave, but we cannot say that there is a multiculturalist
wave in cities. I would even contend that cities opting for the intercul-
tural approach are aware, as has been so brilliantly illustrated by one of
the foundational documents of the Intercultural Cities Programme of
the Council of Europe, that ‘one of the defining factors that will deter-
mine, over coming years, which cities flourish and which decline will be
the extent to which they allow their diversity to be their asset, or their
handicap. Whilst national and supra-national bodies will continue to wield
an influence it will increasingly be the choices that cities themselves make
which will seal their future’ (Council of Europe 2008: 22).

MIc 1s A MORE APPROPRIATE FRAMEWORK FOR DEALING
WITH THE COMPLEXITY OF CURRENT SUPER-DIVERSE
SOCIETIES AND TRANSNATIONAL MINDS!2

Until now, we have examined this policy-paradigm change as a reaction
against a former multicultural policy paradigm. It is now time to stop
looking in the rear-view mirror and look forward. At this stage, I would
like to highlight that most of the former features are process-dependent
on current social and political dynamics, and can be considered as the
outcome of the rising awareness that any diversity category also needs to
be incorporated into the mainstreaming public culture. As I said earlier,
without this precondition of diversity-recognition and diversity-advantage
awareness, interculturalism will have difficulties to gain authority as a pol-
icy paradigm.

As is argued in this volume, there is certainly a link between the emer-
gent interest on mainstreaming and super-diversity literature (Chap. 6),
in the sense that mainstreaming is an appropriate policy strategy in situ-
ations where specific policies are no longer feasible. I here state that this
new contextual diagnosis is also shared by interculturalism, which incor-
porates the fact of transnationalism, or the evidence that people could
have different national identities without being willing to rank them, even
if certain contexts force them to decide which is preferable to activate. We
know that although there is a pending debate between transnationalism
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and multiculturalism, there is also a positive relation (‘affinity’ in my
own terms) between interculturalism and transnationalism. If the rough
idea of transnationalism is to live with at least two identities, to have a
bicultural mind, then this internal dialogue of transnational people is by
itself an intercultural internal dialogue. This is why there is probably a
link between transnational minds and intercultural minds that need to be
explored empirically. The hypothesis of course is that transnational people
tend to be more intercultural, and that transnational people tend to favour
mainstreaming intercultural policies.

With regard to the field of immigrant integration, contemporary dis-
cussions on super-diversity (Vertovec 2007) suggest that there are now so
many different and heterogeneous migrant groups that single out specific
target groups for policies that it has become too complex and ineffective
(Chap. 6). This is connected to the framing of the globalization process,
as Cantle (2012) rightly views it. The fact is that there is no universal
ranking of identities. Identities arise in given practices and according to
determinate contexts. If I go to see a football match, my identity as a
supporter will come first, but in other contexts, other identities would
emerge first. To rank identities without taking context into account is
what certain multiculturalists seem to promote, as if there were primary
identities that are permanently active in any given context. In the same
vein, a diversity of loyalties amidst growing global mobility and increas-
ing cross-border human movement is becoming the rule. The new debate
on super-diversity also belongs to this track of incorporating complexity
into diversity studies (Vertovec 2014), as does the literature on network
societies arising from the seminal work of Castells (2010), showing that
the question of personal identity is much more connected to how people
relate to each other, rather than the traditional “‘Who am I?” based on
where I was born (territory) or who my parents are (descent). We can
even add some generational arguments of intercultural conflict. People
already socialized into diverse societies are facing the challenge of recon-
ciling national and city identities on the one hand, with different cultural
strands and multiple identities in everyday social life on the other (Crul
etal. 2012). The multicultural policy-paradigm debate has difficulties here
to incorporate the practical implications of these new trends that were first
academically articulated by sociologists and demographers.

From the above section, it follows that the multicultural policy para-
digm is becoming out of tune with complex new diversity dynamics that
demand a focus on interpersonal relations, rather than on agents seen as
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cultural bearers of their own national origin. It follows that MIc is a bet-
ter tool for dealing with the complexity of our super-diverse societies,
with transnational and multiple identities and cultural affiliations. It has a
much more dynamic view of ethnicity and assumes the interactive nature
of culture, instead of a simplistic, ready-made view of current diverse
socicties, as multiculturalists illustrate. Culture is interactive, follow-
ing again Brubaker’s (2002: 167) statement: ‘Ethnicity, race and nation
should be conceptualized not as substances or things or entities or organ-
isms or collective individuals—as the imagery of discrete, concrete, tan-
gible, bounded and enduring “groups” encourages us to do—but rather
in relational, processual, dynamic, eventful and disaggregated terms.” This
also means that a category of diversity does not entail a group. A cat-
egory of diversity, such as religion, language and so on, can be a potential
basis for group formation or ‘groupness’, but it must be initially treated
from above as a set of individuals, without any entailed generalization.
For instance, a Moroccan person is not necessarily a Muslim. In essence,
the multicultural policy-paradigm paradox is that it tends to view groups
in terms of nationality, and from there assumes a culture and a religion,
without asking people about personal religious or cultural experiences in
their everyday lives in a context that has not been constructed with this
assumption. MIc is about asking first how people sense their identities,
and it then respects their self-identification. Its premise is that we can-
not impose our ethnic categories onto others. This also includes a respect
for the diversity of identities within the same national cultural category. I
am thinking, for instance, that even if Morocco does not recognize cul-
tural diversity among their own nationals (for instance, Amazigh or Berber
culture), the multicultural policy paradigm followed by certain societ-
ies contributes to this homogenization of Moroccan culture by being
too national-dependent in ascribing the cultural identities of people of
Moroccan origin. Reality seems again to contradict some assumptions of
the multicultural policy paradigm. It is here that the policy-anomaly iden-
tification plays a role in analysing policy-paradigm change from multicul-
turalism to interculturalism.

CONCLUSIONS: THE ADVANTAGES OF MIcC

The debate of policy-paradigm change is neither only centred on the
changing features of a policy focus, nor only interested in identifying
the explanatory factors and patterns that give light to the reasons of
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this change, but also on the benefits, which play an important role for
definitively consolidating the policy-paradigm formation. The debate
on the benefits of interculturalism is maybe consubstantial to its same
emergence, since one of the key dimensions is to consider diversity as an
opportunity and a community asset. It is certainly here that the descrip-
tive meaning of interculturalism leaves room in the normative sense.
The descriptive sense tells us that interculturalism is a policy that basi-
cally seeks to favour contact zones and to foster contact among people
from different backgrounds. There can be different degrees of contact,
from a simple circumstantial encounter, to a dialogue and communi-
cation, exchange, collaboration and interdependent relations and even
inter-actions (involving sharing a common project of action). The nor-
mative drivers of interculturalism are multifaceted: the most important
one is certainly the social hypothesis which says that interculturalism
fosters more inclusion and cohesion in diverse societies, and the political
hypothesis emphasizing more the fact that interculturalism contributes
to stability and the formation of a shared common public culture and
tradition (sce Zapata-Barrero 2015a).

The diversity-advantage approach of interculturalism (Wood and
Landry 2008)'* certainly emerges assuming the economic development
hypothesis leading the debate, surely due because this approach has been
imported to intercultural studies from economics and business. This line
of discussion fits very well with other existing migration studies follow-
ing the classical view on the economic benefits of immigration (Borjas
1995). The argument that the intercultural policy paradigm contributes
to cities” economic development is really a powerful hypothesis which
is still in the process of producing more case studies and comparative
rescarch.* But this economic development hypothesis is maybe less
connected to the mainstreaming dimension of the intercultural policy
paradigm.

This is why I think there is a need to further research on a less explored
field of research: the wxenophobin-reduction hypothesis. Roughly speaking,
the argument is that MIc can contribute to reducing the space of anti-
immigration populism and be a tool for anti-racism policies.'®

It is maybe in this hypothesis that the argument I defend in this chapter
also becomes prominent. The key idea here is that mainstreaming con-
tributes not only to the process of policy change from multiculturalism
to interculturalism, but also reinforces the xenophobin-reduction hypothesis,
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namely reducing ethno-national narratives, racism, prejudice, false ste-
reotypes and negative public opinions, which restricts reasons for con-
tact between people from different backgrounds. It is here that many
programmes, which are aimed at fighting rumours, prejudices and
negative perceptions towards diversity are in expansion in Europe (see
Antirumours Networks for Diversity, http://pjp-eu.coe.int/en/web/
c4i). This hypothesis is related to a line of thought seeking the condi-
tions for reducing spaces of xenophobia and racism. The non-ideological
feature of this policy paradigm, and hence its potential for neutrality, also
reinforces it, as I pointed out at the beginning. We can also say that even
if mainstreaming and interculturalism is a strategic non-neutral decision
it has impartiality as its main justification in not favouring any specific
ethnic circumstances.

The operationalization of this hypothesis is still to be done, and can
take different levels of analysis. From a political party point of view, the
hypothesis can mean that intercultural cities tend to leave no place for
political parties with clear national xenophobic narratives. From a public
opinion perspective, it can also mean that once the intercultural policy
has been put in place, the negative attitudes towards diversity tend to
reduce also. In addition, we know that some of the main discursive frame-
works of xenophobia are social welfare, identity and security (Helbling
2012), which raise the question that multiculturalism, as it generates
specific policies, contributes to in-group monoculturalism and could also
be at the forefront of prejudices and rumours related to immigration
that are directly hyper-emphasized by xenophobic parties. So probably
the main argument that can consolidate these emerging trends of main-
streaming and interculturalism is that universal policies can contribute
to reducing the two main drivers of xenophobic narrative: specific poli-
cies increase (a) public budgets for (b) a privileged cultural-differentiated
group of people. The near future of course needs to do further research
on strengthening this dimension, namely that MIc is a strategic anti-
racist tool.’¢ It even becomes more prominent today to explore this link
given the context of rising radicalization in most xenophobic narratives.
So, even if it is a newcomer in the debates over diversity management,
MIc certainly needs to show its power of seduction for policy makers
(‘authority power” in Hall’s terms), who basically understand that this
approach contributes to reducing the main factors of negative public
opinion, the rise of xenophobia and anti-immigrant discourses (Zapata-
Barrero 2011). MIc can be considered as a tool for the main concern in
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European countries today: extremism: political and social xenophobia
on the one hand and terrorist attacks and Islamism on the other hand.
The consolidation of this evidence will also certainly consolidate MIc as
an appropriate policy paradigm for managing post-urban super-diverse
societies.

10.

NoOTES

. For instance, the intercultural cities network promoted by the Council of

Europe counts on more than 100 cities, without including national net-
works in Spain, Italy, Norway, Ukraine, Portugal, and Morocco.

. On civic nationalism, see Joppke (2004, 2007), Baubock & Joppke (2010),

Meer et al. (2015); Mouritzen (2008, 2011); Zapata-Barrero (2009).

. See the website: http://www.coe.int/en/web/interculturalcities/home.
. Most intercultural cities have passed the test of elections and changing

leadership, as I. Guidikova (2015) and Zapata-Barrero (2016b) have indi-
cated, among others.

. See, among the seminal ones, J. Hogan and M. Howlett eds. 2015;

Baumgartner, 2013; Daigneault, 2014, M. Wilder and M. Howlett, 2014:,
Carson, Burns, Calvo, 2009.

. P. Hall (1993) distinguished three orders of policy change: first-order

change affecting instruments settings, second-order change affecting pol-
icy instruments and goals hierarchy, and third-order change affecting
simultaneously settings, instruments and goals hierarchy.

. The relevant dimensions stressing commonalities and differences are the

basic focus of N. Meer, T. Modood and R. Zapata-Barrero, eds. 2016. See
also R. Zapata-Barrero contribution in this volume, 2016.

. P. Hall (1993) highlights, like scientific paradigms, a policy paradigm can

be threatened by the appearance of anomalies, namely by developments of
outcomes (such as segregation in our case taking the multicultural policy
paradigm) that are not fully comprehensible, even as puzzles, within the
terms of the paradigm.

. See, for instance, B. Parekh (2000), B. Barry (2001), N. Stevenson (ed.

2001) and E.F. Isin and B.S. Turner (eds. 2002), T. Modood,
A. Triandafyllidou, and R. Zapata-Barrero (eds. 2006), A. Phillips (2007),
T. Modood (2007), S. Vertovec and S. Wessendorf (eds. 2010), R. Taras
(2012), G. Crowder (2013), V. Uberoi and T. Modood (eds. 2015).

See, for instance, a summary of his focus in Kymlicka (2012). With some
variants we can also mention J. Carens (2000) and B. Parekh (2000), and
even T. Modood (2007), falling also within this broad perspective of cul-
ture that is national based.
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11. See http://www.coe.int/en/web/interculturalcities /about-the-index.

12. T update some of the findings in intercultural citizenship chapter. See
R. Zapata-Barrero (2016).

13. The concept of diversity advantage has been introduced by the UK think
tank Comedia directed by Ph. Wood (see), mainly inspired by G.P. Zachary’s
(2003) seminal work.

14. See, among others, A. Alesina and E. LaFerrara (2005), M. Janssens et al.
(eds. 2009), E. Bellini et al. (2009), Bakbasel (2011), K. Khovanova-
Rubicondo and D. Pinelli (2012), A. Wagner (2015).

15. The first time I defended this argument was in a discussion paper. See
R. Zapata-Barrero (2011).

16. The anti-racist dimension of interculturalism has been examined in depth
by education studies. P.J.S Gundara (2000) incorporates, for instance, the
argument that intercultural education is a remedy against racism, xenopho-
bia and anti-immigration rhetoric (see his chap. 5, 105-144), and that
interculturalism is a strategy to build a common and shared value system
(chap. 7, 145-160). See also Gundara (2005). It is also applied in the
policy studies only recently (R. Pinxten and M. Cornelis, 2002; B. Ravinder,
2012;]. Carr, 2016) and as a key strategic line by some national plans, such
as the debated Irish one (B. Fanning, 2002), which seeks to foster positive
local interculturalism to inform place-based anti-racism interventions.
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CHAPTER 10

Mainstreaming and Superdiversity:
Beyond More Integration

Fran Meissner

The emergent literature on mainstreaming immigrant integration fre-
quently references the term ‘superdiversity’. The diversification of
migration is put forward as one rationale for implementing measures
to support immigrant integration across policy fields and across levels
of policy making. Research into superdiversity has successfully increased
the recognition and study of the complex webs of multiple differentia-
tions that international migration entails and inscribes in local diversities.
Superdiversity offers an alternative to equating migration-related diver-
sity with a multiplicity of putatively cohesive origin or ethnic groups—
indeed it helps move beyond category-focused approaches to making
sense of migration-driven and migrant-led diversity (Meissner 2016;
Ye 2016a).

Thinking through a superdiversity lens assists in accounting for con-
temporary configurations of urban and increasingly also rural population
dynamics by going beyond cultural difference asa focal concern. Notdirectly
targeting any putative group and choosing to make migration-related
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diversity a concern across areas and levels of policy making is promising.
As this book documents, in practice it is not an easy feat. In this chapter
and against the backdrop of the aforegone empirical work, I ask how else,
beyond being a rationale for mainstreaming, thinking about superdiversity
might add to the presented debates. I primarily advance the argument that
a superdiversity lens is uniquely placed to critically examine whether the
goal of mainstreaming should be integration.

I start the chapter with a brief introduction to superdiversity. I empha-
sise that the term is not synonymous with more diversity and that the
notion instead challenges presumptions about more diversity requiring
more integration work. In the second section, I reflect on the conclu-
sions of the book’s empirical chapters to highlight a number of fault lines
at odds with seeing mainstreaming integration—the way it is currently
implemented—as an adequate response to the emergence of superdiver-
sity. I here come to the conclusion that efforts to mainstream integration
rarely respond to ideas about complex interconnections of difference—a
central facet of superdiversity. Instead what integration means is left vague
and the goal of integrating migrants becomes a maxim and a putatively
necessary characteristic of a good post-migration society.

In the third section, I discuss why mainstreaming practices may suf-
fer from the murkiness of what integration in superdiverse contexts is
or ought to be—it neglects the continued stigma associated to the term
and the effectiveness of invoking and measuring integration. I thus shift
the discussion’s focus to the connection between superdiversity and inte-
gration. Should it be a given that the goals of mainstreamed policies are
framed in terms of integration? I propose that a superdiversity lens can also
challenge us to consider the merits of alternative prerogatives such as what
I term convivial disintegration. I briefly explore how this might better suit
the way everyday diversity is practised. I conclude the chapter by sum-
marising the main points to highlight the multiple ways in which linking
superdiversity with mainstreaming practices can go beyond thinking about
more diversity needing more integration.

SUPERDIVERSITY— T ERMINOLOGICAL CLARIFICATIONS

In this book superdiversity is primarily used to describe ‘a context of
increasing diversification” (Scholten and van Breugel, Chap. 1). In my
previous work I have delineated three main ways of using superdiversity
in applied research. One, as a way to critically choose sets of variables and
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focal aspects included in investigations. These have to go beyond com-
monly used categories of migrants. Two, superdiversity as a context in
which those variables are at play and, finally, superdiversity as a malleable
social scientific concept that can account for less static conceptions of
migration-related diversity (Meissner 2015). Vertovec (2016) has recently
expanded and updated this survey of uses and amongst others adds that
a superdiversity lens compels innovative thinking about ‘the social organ-
isation of difference’. Keeping those multiple applications of the term in
mind, it is useful to consider what a diversification of diversity entails, if it
is thought about through a superdiversity lens (cf. Vertovec 2015b).

Assertions of increasing diversification often leave implicit what it is
that is increased and how. A very simplistic rationale for mainstreaming
integration might be that there is more migration and thus more diversity
and that this in turn also requires more integration work. This simple link
however should be avoided as it is at odds with the themes and research
challenges superdiversity research points to. At a global level Czika and
de Haas (2014) point out that the world has not become more migratory
since the 1960s. Instead migration has concentrated with people mov-
ing from more places to fewer destinations. As a result, in the European
context, an increasing number of cities are inching their way to becom-
ing minority-majority cities, a process that has been noted both for larger
cities and smaller urban municipalities. At the same time there are many
urban centres that have seen an increase in their share of foreign born, but
that remain far from becoming majority-minority cities. Local diversifica-
tion trends are variable, and to be a useful concept superdiversity has to
account for this.

In many national statistics, the number of foreign-born residents and
their offspring has increased over the past decades although often not
with the same magnitude as reported from different city contexts. The
introduction of superdiversity was motivated by those empirical shifts
(Vertovec 2007). However, the analytical focus of the term is on chang-
ing and complex patterns rather than on continuously increasing levels
of diversity. A diversification of origins and an increase in the count of
resident migrants went hand in hand with other stratifications of migrant
populations. One superdiversity thesis, subject to empirical verification,
is that the latter altered the dynamics of diversity. Central factors include
shifting legal provisions directed at migrants, different settlement and
moving on patterns, demographic differences in migrant cohorts and
how those cohorts engage differently in the labour market, in local social
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networks and in transnational networks which all link ever more varie-
gated physically distant and close localities. With its focus on the inter-
play of board and detailed aspects of migration-related differentiations,
superdiversity research is often concerned with processes through which
migration-related differences become habitual in everyday socialites (Wise
and Velayutham 2009; Vertovec 2015a; Wessendorf 2014).

Superdiversity is a useful lens beyond examining contexts that have
experienced exceptional increases in the numbers of foreign born. Whether
there are moderate levels or a lot of new migration, superdiversity high-
lights the notable entanglement of many differentiations that both con-
strain and provide opportunities for migrants to participate in local social,
economic and political structures. As a concept the notion is also useful
to consider the social organisation of difference in contexts of moderate
or long-standing diversities. Comparative approaches expose how interna-
tional migration is part of multiple registers of social, cultural and regu-
latory complexity. Complexity the way it is used in this chapter is about
considering more variables but it is not about a larger taxonomic diction-
ary of diversity, or about counting categories. Instead complexities con-
sidered are about the dynamic ways in which often less category-focused
differentiations—such as those deriving from the interplay between the
restrictiveness of immigration rules and movement dynamics—can be
thought about as being both co-dependent and as having an accumulated
history in contemporary configurations of diversity. This history derives
from consecutive changes in how migration and the possible ways through
which migration alters social settings gained situational social relevance
(Mitchell 1987). It is in considering the simultaneity of multiple differen-
tiations that we get to the heart of superdiversity research.

Defining and talking about superdiversity entails paying attention to
complexities in contexts where the sum of differences cannot explain the
social dynamics that international migration entails. It is often a fear of
small numbers that is framed in terms of large threats and heightened lev-
els of diversity (Appadurai 2006)—so long as this continues difference will
also continue to be eyed as disruptive and socially destabilising—as a threat
to integration. Yet at points more diversity may entail less antagonistic dif-
ferences than if relatively clear and contested cleavages dominate in social
settings (Brubaker 2008). Considering multidimensional differentiations
poses new challenges for addressing and understanding the implications
of international migration in local contexts. How those interconnections
and their appropriation by migrants produce sometimes unexpected and
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hard to predict feedback loops is important for changes in how diversity is
perceived and how it is dealt with (Blommaert 2013). It has been noted
how remarkably well cities work despite their evident accumulation of dif-
ference (Magnusson 2011).

More migrants and categories applied to those migrants is a clear impli-
cation of the emergence of superdiversity, but it does not constitute what
is at stake in thinking about the term. Considering the multidimensional-
ity of diversifications and how those differentiations co-evolve and change
over time is closer to what superdiversity can conceptually capture and add
to debates (Meissner 2016)—thus if superdiversity is used as a rationale
for mainstreaming policies it is important to ask whether those complexi-
ties are considered in innovating approaches for dealing with the implica-
tions of international migration.

Importantly superdiversity was ‘proposed as a “summary term” to encap-
sulate a range of [ ...] changing variables surrounding migration patterns—
and, significantly, their interlinkages—which amount to a recognition of
complexities that supersede previous patterns and perceptions of migration-
driven diversity’ (Meissner and Vertovec 2015, 542, emphasis added). With
reference to changing approaches to governing diversity, superdiversity
thought about in this way—more as a concept than as a context—makes
it difficult to consider policy shifts as responding to superdiversity. In fact,
the very changes in policies discussed in the empirical chapters of this book
directly impact on the complexities of superdiversity. Mainstreaming inte-
gration and thereby implementing sets of policy tools more broadly and at
multiple levels of government and through new governance structures is
itself a driver of superdiversity. At the same time following this definition,
it is a valid and important question to ask, whether changed perceptions
of diversity altered strategies for addressing the implications of migration
and in extension whether those changes are passable. The book’s empiri-
cal chapters offer insights here and highlight a number of fault lines at
odds with seeing mainstreaming integration—the way it is currently imple-
mented—as an adequate response to the emergence of superdiversity.

SUPERDIVERSITY AND ITS LINK TO MAINSTREAMING
INTEGRATION—REFLECTING ON EMPIRICAL. CHAPTERS

How diversity is perceived and imagined (Vertovec 2012) is of particular
importance for integration policies, which arguably, like migration policies,
have to satisty related and sometimes contradictory standards of legitimacy
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(Boswell 2007; Jong 2015). As we have just noted, superdiversity rescarch
aims to shift ideas about diversity away from thinking about more diver-
sity towards thinking about the complexities of diversity. Mainstreaming
integration efforts involves changes across different levels of government
(cf. Scholten and van Breugel, Chap. 1), and if the superdiversity talk was
a rationale for mainstreaming integration, it is reasonable to assume that
there has to be some recognition of those complexities also across levels
of policy making. There is little evidence that this is the case. The empiri-
cal work in this book shows instead that we find a clear scalar shift in how
much importance can be attributed to the recognition of superdiversity in
making the implications of migration a broad policy concern and shifting
who or what is targeted by policy initiatives.

At the urban level ideas about (super)diversity have been used to jus-
tify and implement mainstreamed approaches to immigrant integration,
bringing on board more stakeholders and a more varied portfolio of
policy areas (cf. Jézwiak et al., Chap. 3; Jensen, Chap. 4). At the same
time similar trends at the national level are not framed in terms of the
complexities of diversity—instead here a clear shift towards generic often
socio-economically focused policy concerns are found to be of increasing
importance. Justifications for generic policy frames at the national level are
promoted by pointing to austerity and cost-effectiveness. As McCarthy
ct al. (Chap. 5) show, at the EU level the commitment to using available
instruments to promote mainstreaming tools has been limited. Migration
and its implications remain a relevant topic at this level, however little in
the analysis of Chap. 5 suggests that this is because of the complexities
of migration-driven diversity. Pressure to facilitate sufficient adaptability
of policy tools is paramount to ensure that implementation in different
national contexts and across different policy fields is made possible at all.

The evident hierarchy of importance attributed to superdiversity is not
surprising, as Jensen et al. point out in their analysis: “the city [...] consti-
tutes the coalface of integration where policy frames confront the lived real-
ity of an increasingly diverse population” (Chap. 4, p. 72). Entanglements
of multiple migration-related differentiations noted in local contexts
disappear in the abstractions of higher-level frameworks. Whether main-
streaming happens in response to the recognition of superdiversity would
thus necessarily depend on how close those developing and implementing
efforts are to the practical needs that those integration efforts are sup-
posed to address. The chapter by Gidley et al. (Chap. 7), highlighting
the crucial role of street-level bureaucrats in implementing mainstreamed
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policies, offers a good example of the complexities that these actors can
and have to accommodate. It is clearly shown that many street-level
bureaucrats by necessity cannot disregard the co-relevance of multiple
registers of diversity (social diversity, sexual diversity etc.) which likely also
involves recognising intricacies within those registers (however also see
Boccagni 2014). The alluded-to hierarchy has the interesting side effect
that generic policy frames developed at the national level end up having an
immigrant integration focus at the local level (cf. Chap. 4). Considering
the types of initiatives described by Jensen et al. as well as by Jézwiak et al.
in reviewing how mainstreaming is evident in city contexts, it is important
to caution that even if policy approaches are responsive to ideas about
altered and heightened diversity, this is not always due to a recognition of
the multidimensionality of superdiversity. Regardless of whether diversity
is presented as an opportunity to be harnessed or as a challenge that needs
to be addressed, central concerns often remain with questions of multi-
ethnicity rather than with incorporating additional stratifications of differ-
ence. Efforts in multiple European cities described by Jensen show that
mainstreaming in local contexts, while not targeting any specific origin
group, often remains based on the idea that the disintegrative potential of
international migration is caused by insufficient contact and understanding
between people of different origin groups (ct. Schonwilder 2016). Where
migrants are from and their ethno-cultural differences remain central in
community cohesion and intercultural approaches even if the debates are
shifted away from directly targeting specific origin groups.

Ethnic and cultural differences play an important part in understanding
and making sense of post-migration societies, and superdiverse contexts
are often marked by the everydayness of this type of diversity (Wessendorf
2014). A recognition of the simultaneous stratifications along other
migration-related differentiations however is rarely subject of relevant
policies. One example that serves to support this is the fact that few city
governments are aware of, or actively seek to understand, the spatial dis-
tribution of migrants who moved through different immigration chan-
nels. This is surprising given the connection between legal status and the
socio-economic outcomes of migrants (Sohn 2013). Recent increases in
refugee migrations and imminent questions about where in cities new resi-
dents will find more sustainable housing have increased sensitivities in this
arca (Bolzoni et al. 2015). To date these mostly fail to address how refu-
gee migrations together with other migrations add to multiple speeds of
change in local diversity configurations and in how diversity is differently
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experienced and conflict prone in those uniquely configured contexts (for
two exceptions see: Phillimore 2013; Biehl 2014).

What types of policies then are considered as examples of mainstreaming
integration? The Polish and Spanish comparison representing the empiri-
cal case of mainstreaming in new-migration contexts (Chap. 3) presents
examples where practices are changed in light of heightened diversity but
not necessarily in response to superdiversity. Observed adaptations in
approaches towards migrant integration and how more actors, particu-
larly NGOs, take on mainstreamed integration responsibilities exclusively
respond to the presence of more migrants and changes in ethnic, cul-
tural and linguistic diversity. The authors show that while those changed
approaches to dealing with the implications of international migration can
be described as ‘mainstreaming by accident’, they also show, in analysing
the Polish case, that this may lead to exclusionary practices as particular
migrants, such as seasonal workers are not targeted by the described initia-
tives. This reflects that short-term but also intra-EU migrants are often
not considered as part of the integration paradigm (Collet 2013). Which
is why some advocate that to more fully take advantage of mainstreaming
integration concerns, it is necessary to pay attention to ‘mobility proofing’
and ‘diversity proofing’ policies (Benton et al. 2015).

To be clear, addressing questions about language competences espe-
cially in school contexts is important—empirical work suggests that lan-
guage acquisition is highly relevant for navigating destination contexts
(e.g. Hoehne and Michalowski 2016). The example of language support
used in the Polish case study is however useful to explain why there is a
mismatch between responding to more immigration and responding to
superdiversity. What is mainstreamed in practice—the acquisition of the
host-country’s language and ideas about mono- and bi-lingualism—dis-
regards and maybe even discounts the increasing importance of polylan-
guaging and how degrees of fluency and situational mobilisation and
creolisation of language have strong integrative and simultaneously disin-
tegrative potential. A rapidly growing literature on linguistic superdiversity
would certainly point us in this direction (Arnaut et al. 2016; Silverstein
2015; Hogan-Brun 2012). Those tendencies however may simply be out-
side of the reach of clear and easy to explain policy interventions that can
be provided by scarcely funded actors (Boccagni 2014). In thinking about
the transformation of generic policy frames in terms of integration, it is a
non-negligible risk that what is mainstreamed are tools that were devel-
oped with older ideas about dealing with difference in mind. These often
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respond only to smoothing over singular differences rather than engaging
with the co-relevance of multiple and intricately linked differentiations.

It is thus not entirely clear whether presented practices of mainstream-
ing integration do respond to a need for whole society approaches, at
least not, if we presume that addressing everyone also has to be sensitive
to the everyday complexities of diversity. This is also relevant for discuss-
ing the argument that to mainstream integration policies it is necessary
to pay attention to the ‘dilemma of recognition’ which was introduced
in the first chapter of this book. Doing so in theory demands that main-
streaming entails a vigilant attention to both more generic as well as
(non-group) targeted approaches. We can note that efforts described as
building on this prerogative are not necessarily successful. With the pre-
sented empirical examples, the interconnectedness of multiple differentia-
tions and how they play out in specific contexts appears poorly addressed
in making decisions about when, who or what to target. Simone et al.
(Chap. 2) show that shifting policies to area- or needs-based targets is not
in and of itself a solid strategy to counter pre-existing stigma and struc-
tural barriers faced by different migrants. In terms of superdiversity, the
relevant question might be in how far mainstreamed and devolved policy
approaches can be successful if other policies push exclusionary agendas
(Gebhardt 2015).

Area-based targeting is not performed in a policy vacuum and approaches
that result in proxy-targeting putative groups are likely to not respond to
the complexities of superdiversity. As the empirical analysis indicates, a
lack of sensitivity for how policy is calibrated risks developing tools that
poorly benefit anyone. Such practices carry the added danger of further
reducing openness towards needed redistributive efforts, which are linked
to attitudes towards migration in general (Dancygier and Donnelly 2013;
Baubock and Scholten 2016). This would reinforce the interlinkages of
differentiations and how migrants contribute to social change and why I
suggested that considering mainstreaming as a driver of superdiversity may
be more useful than to see superdiversity as a rationale for mainstreaming.
The French case offers the most alarming example of why cautiousness
about the effectiveness of shifting from ethnic groups to other putative
categories via proxy targets is in order (Bozec and Simon 2014).

Needs-based proxies face similar difficulties, as forecasting where poli-
cies have to steer their focus requires high levels of flexibility that may still
not bridge the gap between experienced and presumed needs (Phillimore
2015a). Changes in patterns of diversity often result in previously not
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considered scenarios—uncertainty is a core element of complex social
configurations. It is this uncertainty that ideally needs to become part of
mainstreaming efforts if they are to adequately respond to superdiversity.
Based on the empirical materials, it is not entirely clear if this is feasible or
if the needed flexibility poses new and different challenges for dealing with
diversity. There are evident difficulties in devising policies that are general
enough to work across levels of government and areas of policy making
but that at the same time can respond to the specificities of superdiverse
contexts. Further, proxy approaches expose the importance of highlight-
ing that anti-discrimination measures and measures designed to foster
equality and support in emergent and variegated arrival structures do not
always sit easily together under the umbrella term ‘integration’ (Bozec
and Simon 2014). The danger of dilution of problems is then another
non-negligible issue.

Beyond these concerns what is interesting in reviewing the researched
policy shifts is that, at each level considered, there appears to be consensus
that if there is something that needs to be done in response to interna-
tional migration and heightened levels of diversity, it has to be integration.
This suggests that integration as a goal has become a maxim, a leitmotiv,
in what needs to be done to counter the inequities migration entails and to
foster a good post-migration society. Some—but certainly not all—of the
migration-linked differentiations that a superdiversity lens points to are
subject to and product of policy tools framed in terms of migrant integra-
tion (cf. MIPEX). The link between superdiversity and integration debates
is thus not surprising—yet given the observations that mainstreaming
in practice is so far not necessarily an adequate response to dynamically
changing configurations of diversity, it is important to question whether
those dynamics can be made compatible with the far from unproblematic
notion of integration.

INTEGRATION AS A MAXIM?

As Scholten and van Breugel note in their introduction to this book, there
have been shifts in how integration policies are framed and implemented.
Not least as multicultural approaches have widely fallen out of favour (cf.
Banting and Kymlicka 2013) and ideas about assimilation have proven
to be too one sided (Crul 2016). A turn towards new understandings of
integration and what it should entail (cf. Gidley 2012) offers considerable
extensions to earlier more rigid ideas that saw integration responsibilities



MAINSTREAMING AND SUPERDIVERSITY: BEYOND MORE INTEGRATION 225

to rest exclusively with non-nationals. However, as the example of main-
streaming integration at the EU level shows—what is mainstreamed may
purposively be left open for interpretation in different national and local
contexts. Migrant integration even if dispersed through multiple levels of
policy making is subject to different policy frames that are applied in local
contexts (Caponio et al. 2015). This vagueness is relevant for what types
of policy interventions are thought of as mainstreaming integration and
which goals they should achieve in light of altered perceptions about
diversity.

As I suggested at the end of the last section, integration stands some-
what as a maxim in many debates which makes it prone to the dilution
of policy priorities criticised at various points in this book. Particularly
in the popular debate it is common that perceived or actual increases in
migration go hand in hand with debates about how best to integrate new
migrants. Here integration stands as a goal that if reached is the beacon
of'a good post-migration society. This preoccupation with integration can
be explained by considering how previous strategies for dealing with new
migrants often precluded meaningful participation and resulted in some-
times devastating differences that disproportionally left many (but by no
means all) non-nationals in socially and economically disadvantaged posi-
tions. Emphasising integration, both of settled and new or short-term
migrants, then emphasises predictability by addressing and not repeating
the same mistakes. That some of the inequities pointed to in calling for
more integration may already be embedded in other policy realms—par-
ticularly those of regulating migration—too easily disappears from debates
if a unified goal of integration dominates agendas.

Integration as a goal and maxim is certainly not equivalent with the
many ways of thinking about what challenges and dynamic changes in
social configurations international migration entails. Integration is then
seen as a process with many neglected dimensions (Catney et al. 2011)
or as having to be expanded beyond policies targeting people, directly
or by proxy, to embedding integration by generating change in institu-
tions charged with mainstreamed policy interventions (Phillimore 2015b;
Benton et al. 2015). The latter efforts, which have the most promise for
substantially altering how integration ‘is done’ (also compare Chap. 7),
however remain mostly the exception rather than the rule. Instead ideas
about integration are often built on a rhetoric of a two-way processes in
which ‘the degree of change is almost always unequal, much greater on
the immigrant side’ (Alba and Foner 2016, 7).
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In light of superdiversity this highlights at least two problems. First,
integration as a goal perpetuates the reproduction of an image of society
where some are thought about as needing to be integrated and others
as doing the integrating (Schinkel 2013). It is not surprising that this
unhelpfully stirs animosities both for those who never feel integrated
regardless of the efforts invested and for those who do feel that they have
reached the integration threshold but who neglect that the circumstances
and contexts of, for instance, learning the language or participating in
the labour market are vastly different for different migrants. The inte-
gration dichotomy has divisive characteristics. Secondly but relatedly the
goal of integration is difficult to align with uncertainties about how the
complex interconnections of difference play out in superdiverse contexts.
As I noted integration debates tend to be driven by suggesting certain-
ties and the ability to control the implications of international migration
in local and supra-local settings. Thinking about superdiversity however is
not least about presuming that different contexts subject to similar policy
interventions can still diverge in their outcomes as often a condition of
‘ceteris paribus’ (of all else being equal) cannot account for the local com-
plexities of diversity. Complexity is not least about an inability to trace
initial conditions. By implementing integration as a maxim it becomes
possible to disregard this very central aspect of complexity which conse-
quently also does not find recognition in the precision of policy goals—
rendering them virtually unchallengeable even if their content is relatively
unclear.

With those two concerns in mind we may ask whether mainstreaming
as a strategy for mobility and diversity proofing policies should be framed
in terms of integration at all. Can we be as bold as to say that thinking
about mainstreaming in light of superdiversity challenges us to consider
alternatives? Should integration be a beacon of what identifies a good post-
migration society or is a degree of disintegration permissible—maybe even
desirable? Let us think about the example of mobility proofing services
and ‘adapting to the realities of high population turn-over’ (Benton et al.
2015, 10). Strictly speaking this is at odds with integration as a maxim
because relevant socialites are reconfigured constantly. This arguably
means that what was there before is, to a degree, disintegrated and reas-
sembled constantly and that this happens in light of the multidimensional
differentiations that are emblematic of superdiverse contexts. Even if those
contexts can be marked by a familiarity with difference, where at times
new strangers are perceived as familiar strangers (Ye 2016b), it is clear
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that high mobility always entails at least minute changes which make it
difficult to clearly define when and how integration as a goal is reached to
everyone’s satisfaction.

Measuring integration by the presence or absence of certain policies
may say something about intentions but not least because of the multiscale
adaptations of policies it does not necessarily say much about contextual
outcomes. Processes of disintegration do not have to go hand in hand
with the perpetuation of inequities or with conflict prone social settings—
indeed disintegration may provide the disruptive spaces needed to find
convivial solutions and define inclusive goals. If what was there before
is reconfigured constantly and sometimes in bursts, this may also lead
to what I here term ‘convivial disintegration’. Considering research into
superdiversity with a focus on when diversity works we will note that this
is by no means a rare occurrence (e.g. Amin 2010; Wise and Velayutham
2009; Wessendorf 2014).

The idea of conviviality is frequently emphasised in the literature that
alludes to superdiversity (e.g. Nowicka and Vertovec 2014; Wise and
Noble 2016; Padilla et al. 2015). Whilst often linked to the writings of
Gilroy (2009), Wise and Noble (2016, 423) have recently suggested that
conviviality ‘is part of an older and broader concern with the ongoing ques-
tion of how communities/cultures/societies/nations “stick together”’.
While they argue that thinking about conviviality moves concern over cul-
tural difference into the centre of analysis (Wise and Noble 2016, 424 )—I
would suggest that from a superdiversity perspective it is precisely the co-
relevance of cultural aspects and other social, economic and regulatory
differences and importantly their simultaneity, which is moved into focus
and highlights complexities in contexts of diversified diversity (Hannerz
1992). Conviviality is no longer thought of as a concept that can only
account for positive encounters but in its multiple uses is giving room to
conflictual negotiations of difference and tensions that may persist or ebb
and flow in their intensity (Heil 2015). Some also link the notion to ideas
about de-growth and thus a critical appraisal of the objectives of policies
more generally (Les Convivialistes 2014 ). In relation to the analysis in this
book those possibilities get to the heart of why non-targeting might not
exclusively be what is at stake and why unclear policy goals are perpetu-
ated by an emphasis on integration as a maxim without viable alternatives.

Convivial disintegration is marked by a layering of differences and pos-
its concerns over how, when and where these take on salience. A superdi-
versity lens may thus—as I already suggested in the introduction—point
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us towards considering the merits of thinking less about integration as a
goal and more about notions such as convivial disintegration. Keeping
the omnipresence of calls for integration in mind, finding new ways to
define what it is that needs to be mainstreamed seems sensible as it is
out of the question that concerns over the implications of international
migration have developed to be broadly relevant rather than marginal
concerns. Thinking about convivial disintegration allows for incorporating
uncertainties and contextual specificities in making the case for a boarder
adoption of concerns with those implications, both across levels of policy
making and across policy portfolios. From this perspective, it may be pos-
sible to seek innovation in what it is that is mainstreamed without losing
sight of the specificities and tensions in local contexts and without resort-
ing to the dichotomous distinction between integrated and not integrated.

This does not mean losing sight of fostering a good post-migration
society but it does leave room for recognising that there is no one-size-
fits-all solution, even in light of parallel processes of diversification. It
is clear that little is won in replacing one term with a combination of
two others and more theorising will be necessary to fully develop the
notion of convivial disintegration. Yet in briefly introducing it here, I
am proposing it as something else that a superdiversity lens can add to
the debates in this book—precisely a reflexiveness about what it is that is
being mainstreamed.

CONCLUSION

As I discussed in this chapter, beyond equating superdiversity with more
diversity and calling for mainstreamed approaches to handle those increases,
there are two arguments that in a more nuanced way link a recognition of
superdiversity with mainstreaming prerogatives. Firstly, if migration-related
diversity is something that increasingly defines social configurations in des-
tination contexts—a thesis often associated with thinking about superdi-
versity—then clearly approaches are needed that account for the fact the
migration-related diversities are relevant for all of society. This tends to
be expressed in policy initiatives that for example evoke city-citizenship
to bring various local stakeholders to the same table (e.g. Amsterdam and
Rotterdam two of the UPSTREAM Cities). Secondly, channelling integra-
tion efforts by targeting origin groups is no longer viable. This aligns with
the post-ethnocentric positioning of superdiversity research. Policy mea-
sures that are supposed to avert the presumed socially destabilising effects
of migration thus have to be addressed through other foci.
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In the previous sections, I first demonstrated why superdiversity is
indeed incompatible with ideas about more diversity requiring more inte-
gration and secondly explored how those two latter points match main-
streaming integration prerogatives in practice. In doing so I identified
some mismatch between mainstreaming integration and thinking about
superdiversity. Based on this evaluation, I thirdly elaborated on why I see
the crux of the mismatch in the presumption that what needs to be main-
streamed are integration efforts, at least so long as it is not clear how
integration is defined and used.

If we assume that the continued change and interplay of multiple dif-
ferentiations—both of which I presented as central to thinking about
superdiversity—also inevitably mean social rearrangements that entail
some disintegration through the introduction of novelty and newness
(Phillimore 2015a) then, so my final argument went, we should think
more about processes of disintegration and in particular consider that
everyday diversity may be better served by exploring modes of convivial
disintegration. Generally, it seems sensible to promote more openness to
finding workable solutions to remove barriers to convivial modes of soci-
ality. In part this may be facilitated by asking what the interlinked differ-
entiations at stake are, and by recognising the dual possibility of both the
integrating and simultaneously disintegrating potential of most measures
applied. The question this raises is whether this presents simply a call for
reflexiveness about what is mainstreamed or whether there is more to be
learned in thinking convivial disintegration further—I have a hunch that
the latter is the case.
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CHAPTER 11

Conclusions

Peter Scholten and Ilona van Breugel

Mainstreaming marks only the most recent episode in a much older debate
in academia and policy on the issue of targeting and categorization in
migrant integration. As Frank De Zwart (2005) aptly described it, any
policy aimed at (migrant) integration inevitably faces a ‘dilemma of rec-
ognition’: are the policy goals best achieved by targeted or non-targeted
policies, or do the respective benefits outweigh the burdens of (non-)tar-
geting? In various European countries and cities as well as at the EU level
mainstreaming has been framed as a response to such dilemmas in migrant
integration policies. Rather than targeting migrant groups per se, a main-
stream approach would target the whole diverse population with generic
rather than specific policies.

The contributions in this book adopt either a theoretical lens on the
notion of mainstreaming or offer a critical empirical analysis of main-
streaming in practice. While recognizing that mainstreaming is increas-
ingly used as a concept in policy discourses, we chose to extrapolate a
theoretical definition of integration mainstreaming from the literature on
mainstreaming in other areas, particularly gender (see also Chap. 8 by
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Meier). This led us to define mainstreaming as the generic and inclusive
adoption of immigrant integration priorities in generic policy domains,
linked to a trend of decentralization and deconcentration in terms of the
coordination of integration policy responsibilities.

By bringing together unique empirical research on mainstreaming
in the UK, Spain, France, the Netherlands and Poland, and theoretical
reflections from various perspectives on the notion of mainstreaming,
including a perspectives from gender, policy studies, anti-discrimination
and sociology of migration, this book aims at contributing to the empiri-
cal and theoretical understanding of mainstreaming. In the conclusions
to this book, we will reflect on these contributions and will come back
to some of the expectations that were formulated at the beginning of
this book.

‘INCOMPLETE MAINSTREAMING’

One key finding that stands from various chapters in this book is that when
we follow the definition of mainstreaming as described above, we can only
speak of ‘incomplete mainstreaming’ in the area of migrant integration.
We did clearly find a trend towards a generic approach to migrant inte-
gration, where former specifically targeted policies were often dismissed.
This applies in particular to the national level. Throughout Europe such
generic policies are manifest for instance in the UK ‘Community Cohesion’
approach, the abandoning of the Dutch group-specific Minorities Policy
and, of course, the French Republicanist model. In relatively ‘new’ immi-
gration countries too, such as Poland and Spain, we found that migrant
integration was furthered in particular from already established policies;
evidently, most ‘new’ immigration countries also did not have a his-
tory with more target-group-specific policies such as in the UK or the
Netherlands.

Additionally, we found that migrant integration has increasingly become
an issue of poly-centric governance. This involves both the involvement of
different policy levels as well as the involvement of different types of actors
in policies at different levels. Differences persist however between coun-
tries like the UK that has always been rather decentral in its approach to
migrant incorporation, and France, with traditionally a more state-centric
approach. Our book does not support the idea that we are witnessing
the rise of effective multilevel governance in this area; in fact, as we will
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discuss more in detail later, we witnessed various occasions where there
were sharp contradictions between policies at different levels (as the EU,
national and local chapters in this book show). Furthermore, the cases
show a lack of political leadership and coordination of integration pri-
orities between policy departments (horizontally), while the literature on
gender mainstreaming clearly shows that this is a central requirement for
effective mainstreaming (Caglar 2013; Lombardo and Meier 20006; see
also Chap. 8 by Meier).

We found very little evidence of an explicit orientation at raising gen-
eral awareness of migration-related diversity as part of the mainstreaming
strategy. As also observed by Meier in this book (Chap. 8), this marks a
clear difference with gender mainstreaming, where such generic awareness
is key. In fact, as Simon and Beaujeu (Chap. 2) argue, mainstreaming can
also be interpreted as a strategy to not attribute any special attention to
migrant integration at all, but rather to ignore the problems and challenges
that migrants may face. The example of the French case shows much more
evidence of colour-blindness than of mainstreaming. Also in the Dutch
case, our book presents evidence of reports of declining consciousness of
migrant integration concerns, as a consequence of mainstreaming. Only in
some cases, such as Barcelona and London (see Chap. 4), we saw evidence
of more emphasis on intercultural awareness as part of mainstreaming.

Thus, in spite of the conceptual parallel with ‘gender mainstreaming’,
the material presented in this book suggests that in the case of immigrant
integration governance we can only speak of incomplete mainstreaming,
given the uneven emphasis on (the move) to generic policies, while leaving
‘mainstreamed attention for migration diversity’ unattended. This finding
seems to apply to both ‘old” and ‘new’ immigration countries. As the chap-
ters by Simon and Beaujeu (Chap. 2) and J6zwiak, Sinchez-Dominguez and
Sorando (Chap. 3) illustrate, the country cases presented in this book inter-
pret ‘incomplete mainstreaming’ as ‘empty universalism’ (Spain, Poland),
‘government retrenchment’ (the Netherlands) or ‘colour-blindness’ (France).

Different Intevpretations of Mainstreaming from o
Multilevel Perspective

However, from a multilevel perspective, our book reveals a different
picture. At the national level, mainstreaming appears to be incomplete
because of a general lack of a diversity orientation. However, a different
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situation emerges at the EU as well as the local level. At the EU level,
mainstreaming has been explicitly and firmly embraced as a cornerstone
of the EU’s approach to migrant integration. It has been part of the EU’s
approach ever since the EU Common Basic Principles on Integration of
2004 (Chap. 5).

There is little body to this EU mainstreaming approach as the EU
has very limited competencies in the area of migrant integration. In
fact, it could be argued that precisely because the EU does not have
competences for a specific approach to migrant integration, it is by
implication obliged to target migrant integration from the generic pol-
icy areas where it does have some competences. As Collett McCarthy
and Benton (Chap. 5) argue in this book, the recent refugee crisis
has further fed the EU’s efforts to mainstream migrant integration
particularly within its generic social policies. This is manifested in the
establishment of various forms of cross-DG cooperation around spe-
cific migrant integration concerns, including an inter-group service on
integration.

As Jensen shows in this book (Chap. 4), experiencing the complex
reality of superdiversity, cities seem more driven towards mainstream-
ing than policies at the national level. This often includes the diversity
orientation that our research showed to be lacking at the national level,
such as the ‘diversity-proofing’ of generic policies or explicit diversity
approached. Examples of the latter are the attempts of London and
Amsterdam to create a new shared sense of belonging to bond their
diverse population.

Finally, the chapter by Gidley, Scholten and van Breugel (Chap. 7)
showed the differences between mainstreaming at the level of implemen-
tation and at the national and local policy level. It is perhaps at this level
of implementation in diverse neighbourhoods that the potential of main-
streaming comes out best, as it proves to allow street-level bureaucrats to
make use of their policy discretion to appropriately address the complexity
of'the situation that migrants face, coming closest to what can be described
as an intersectional approach, as called for within the superdiversity lit-
erature (cf. Vertovec 2007, see also Chap. 10 by Meissner). Although at
this level too, a mainstreamed approach to migration or diversity-related
integration proves vulnerable to policy dilution, as without any policy sup-
port from above the ‘diversity proofing’ relies solely on the street-level
bureaucrat and his or her previous experience in working with migration
diversity.
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Muainstreaming and the Use of Proxy Strategies

Another key finding emerging from this book is the prominence of vari-
ous sorts of ‘proxy-strategies’ that can be considered indirect forms of
targeting. Even, or precisely, in the ideologically driven French colour-
blind approach, we found a widespread use of proxy strategies. In this
case, in particular area-based proxies, the targeting of areas where spe-
cific socio-economic issues are particularly pertinent, such as educational
deprivation, but which in reality often involve relatively high proportions
of migrants. The French urban priority zones or the Dutch approach to
Krachtwigken are clear illustrations of such area-based proxies that in real-
ity often to a great extent target migrant populations. Also, needs-based
proxies have been identified in various cases, where policies formerly tar-
geted at migrants have been replaced by policies targeted by, for example,
language needs or level of education of the parents.

The use of such proxies shows that mainstreaming does not immedi-
ately solve the contested theoretical and practical dilemmas regarding to
categorization and targeting. In practice there continues to be a demand
to target migration-related concerns wherever relevant. As van Breugel
and Scholten show (Chap. 6), rather than driven by an effort to over-
come the dilemma of recognition, mainstreaming seems to be applied to
avoid and replace the targeting of migrants or addressing diversity in the
mainstream.

A risk involved in these proxy strategies is that it may be very difficult
to reconstruct whether they indeed help to address concerns or problems
amongst specific migrant groups. It is hard to verify whether the proxies
indeed work. On the one hand, it is assumed by many policy practitio-
ners that using proxies also prevents some of the stigmatizing effects that
targeted policies may inadvertently generate. On the other hand, proxies
may also cloud the view on specific concerns that groups or vulnerable
categories might have; it leads to what we would describe as ‘blind main-
streaming’. This seems to apply in particular to France where the absence
of data on the position of migrant groups (‘ethnic statistics’). Also, the
front-line workers indicate that this seems to be particularly pertinent for
new and vulnerable groups on which there is a relative lack of experience
in working with these groups. In the Netherlands, the presence of data
on migrant groups allows for a check on whether proxies or generic poli-
cies actually manage to address the concerns of specific groups or catego-
ries. So, somewhat paradoxically we could conclude that ‘ethnic statistics’
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help to make sure that mainstreamed ‘proxies’ work. Although it must be
remarked that in the Netherlands, contrary to this finding, the collection
of these data is actually restricted under mainstreaming efforts.

THEORIZING INTEGRATION MAINSTREAMING

On a more theoretical level, these findings speak to some of the expecta-
tions that have been raised in the literature, and discussed in the introduc-
tion to this book, on how and why integration would be mainstreamed.

Mainstreaming in a Supevdiverse Context

One of these comes from the literature on ‘superdiversity’ (e.g., Vertovec
2007; Crul 2016; Meissner’s chapter (Chap. 10) in this book), expect-
ing that it is particularly in a superdiverse context that an ethnic lens
would become infeasible and instead a more generic and intersectional
approach to diversity would become more fitting. The findings in this
book do provide some support to this connection between superdiversity
and mainstreaming, but only to a specific extent. The superdiversity thesis
does explain why especially in local superdiverse settings we did see rela-
tively ‘complete’ forms of mainstreaming, mostly involving mainstreaming
including a diversity orientation.

However, as Meissner discusses in detail (Chap. 10), much more work
is required to fully understand the relation between superdiversity and
mainstreaming. Meissner sees a mismatch in particular between focus on
the mainstreaming of integration efforts per se and the complex social
reality of superdiverse societies. It is questionable whether integration is
still the right term to refer to how superdiverse societies are to be held
together, as in the context of superdiversity it is particularly hard to define
‘in what’ integration should take place. Rather, a mainstreaming that is
more fitting for superdiversity is what Jensen describes as the diversity
proofing of existing public services, not necessarily to promote integra-
tion in a particular context, but rather to make sure that those services
are adapted to the social reality of superdiversity. In fact, as Meissner
argues, superdiversity might rather be associated with forms of ‘convivial
disintegration’.

Another strand of literature that speaks to the concept of mainstream-
ing, and that is used throughout this book, is the literature on intercul-
turalism (Bouchard 2011; Zapata-Barrero 2015; Zapata-Barrero’s chapter
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(Chap. 9) in this book). Interculturalism is here understood as policy para-
digm aimed at promoting intercultural contact between groups with dif-
ferent backgrounds, rather than focusing on backgrounds of these groups
per se. This interculturalist approach, or model for integration, therefore
speaks to the ‘generic and diversity oriented’ approach of mainstreaming.
Theoretically, mainstreaming would then be a fitting policy strategy for
achieving interculturalism, or ‘intercultural integration’.

However, as we have seen throughout the book, empirically there is
little support for exactly the inclusive or diversity oriented dimension of
the mainstreaming approach. Rather than focusing on the promotion of
intercultural awareness, we have seen that in several countries the main-
streaming of integration rather leads to dilution or even a deconstruction
of integration as a policy priority. Perhaps, as mentioned above, at the
local level the interculturalist thesis does apply to some extent, especially
in those cities that explicitly reveal their superdiverse character. In this
sense, as Zapata-Barrero also recognizes in the chapter in this book (Chap.
9), there is not only ‘elective affinity’ between interculturalism and main-
streaming, but also between superdiversity and interculturalism.

Explaining Incomplete Mainstreaming

Speaking of the broader literature on superdiversity and interculturalism,
it has helped us to explain why mainstreaming works in particular in urban
settings. However, it does not explain incomplete mainstreaming at the
national level. If superdiversity is not experienced at all at the national
level, what would then drive the aspects of mainstreaming that we did find
on the national level, however ‘incomplete’?

Van Breugel and Scholten (Chap. 6) describe two key factors that have
emerged throughout the book that account for incomplete mainstreaming.
First, various chapters refer to austerity as an important context factor that
seems to trigger mainstreaming at the national level. Especially in the UK
and the Netherlands, specific measures promoting the integration of migrant
groups became subject to the economic crisis and government retrench-
ment. Also in the new immigration countries Poland and Spain, we found a
relation between austerity and the reliance on generic measures to address
migrant integration. Rather than a strategy to target the whole diverse popu-
lation, mainstreaming proves to be applied for retrenchment and govern-
ment withdrawal, with a one-sided focus on letting go of former specifically
targeted integration policies, without bringing diversity in the mainstream.
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Secondly, the politicization of migrant integration and in some cases
the rise of populist or anti-immigrant sentiments appears to have been a
trigger for mainstreaming as well in various cases. Both in the Netherlands
and the UK| politicization was an important driver of abandoning policy
frames that involved a more targeted or group-specific approach, such
as the Race Relations approach or the Minorities Policy. Especially when
politicization involves the rise of populism, as is currently the case in many
European countries (and beyond), providing active support to the inte-
gration of migrants tends to become more contested; it is seen as a way of
privileging migrants over native deserving-poor. Again, this plays out most
explicitly at the national level, although not absent at the local level either
as, for example, the Rotterdam case shows (see Chaps. 4 and 6).

TuE DILEMMA OF RECOGNITION AND THE REVOLUTIONARY
POTENTIAL OF MAINSTREAMING

Returning to the broader theoretical debate on categorization and target-
ing in migration policies, or ‘dilemma of recognition’ (De Zwart 2005),
what does our in-depth study of integration mainstreaming teach us: does
mainstreaming offer a solution to this ancient dilemma?

Instead of bringing migration-related diversity ‘in the mainstream’, as
indicated for gender equality priorities in the case of gender mainstream-
ing for example, the ‘mainstreamed’ policies that are described in this book
rather avert from talking about integration priorities altogether, either by
diverting from former (specific) integration policies or replacing these by
proxy policies, targeting roughly the same group under a different header.
Although these proxy policies could be understood as a ‘replacement
strategy’, described by De Zwart (2005: 140) as “a compromise between
denial and accommodation: a government pursues redistribution that ben-
efits caste, ethnic, or racial groups, but constructs its own social categories,
different in name and usually more inclusive than the folk categories they
replace.” While needs- or area-based target groups are potentially more
inclusive indeed, speaking to a wider crowd of low-income families for
example, the second condition of the replacement strategy is not met. De
Zwart continues to describe that “[t]he purpose of these constructs is to
avoid official recognition of social divisions thought to cause the problem,
yet permit redistribution that benefits disadvantaged groups.” The crux
is in the latter, as the forms of immigrant integration mainstreaming that
are described in this book lack an orientation or monitoring mechanisms
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to assure that benefits are redistributed to disadvantaged groups. When
mainstreaming away from former integration policies without bringing
diversity into the mainstream the redistributive mechanisms are not so
much replaced but rather dismissed.

This also means that the potential ‘degenerative effects” of policy tar-
geting, as theorized by Schneider and Ingram (1997), are not necessarily
overcome by mainstreaming. As Yanow also argues in the epilogue to this
book (Chap. 12), the choice not to target a specific group is also a targeting
decision. It means not only that the ‘whole population” will be targeted,
it reflects also a belief that it would not be desirable or relevant to target a
group specifically. This decision is obviously political of nature and can have
precisely the same ‘degenerative effects’ that Schneider and Ingram refer
to. Such a form of ‘benign neglect’ can inadvertently sustain or reify cleav-
ages in society and the deprivation experienced by migrants (cf. Aspinall
2007; Simon and Piché 2012; Yanow and Van der Haar 2013).

Ultimately, what is missing in the practices of immigrant integration
mainstreaming as described in this book, is the question ‘what is main-
streamed?” In the chapter on gender mainstreaming (Chap. 8), Meier
compares the goal, or ‘revolutionary potential’ for gender and integration
mainstreaming, and comes to the conclusion that the potential for social
change that mainstreaming is intended to bring about in terms of (gender)
equality is absent in the accounts of integration mainstreaming. Rather
than leading to a remodelling of society as a whole as called for in the gen-
der mainstreaming literature, as well as the superdiversity and intercultur-
alism literature, mainstreamed integration policies remain focused on the
adaption of migrants to their host societies, although in implicit (proxy)
terms. Meissner (Chap. 10) likewise concludes that rather than leading to
a remodelling of society, policy goals are diluted ‘rendering them virtu-
ally unchallengeable’ and claims that the perpetuation of this one-sided
focus on the integration dichotomy disregards the complexity as central
in the superdiversity literature, and questions the presumed link between
mainstreaming and integration. Instead she calls for a multidimensional or
intersectional approach (see also Chaps. 8 and 12 by Meier and Yanow)
to what identifies a post-migration society that accounts for ‘the fact the
migration-related diversities are relevant for all of society’. All in all, apart
from a few promising examples, particularly at the local level, the second
dimension of mainstreaming, namely ‘the inclusive adoption of immigrant
integration priorities’, is virtually absent in the empirical cases described.
To do justice to the inclusive dimension of mainstreaming, clear goals
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should be spelled out and monitoring mechanisms should be installed in
order to overcome the dilution of diversity or integration priorities, and
miss out on the revolutionary potential of mainstreaming for the society
as a whole.
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CHAPTER 12

Afterword: Mainstreaming, Classification,
and Language

Dvora Yanow

As T write this, I find myself caught between two events, each bringing
its own emotional response. On November 1, 2016, The Netherlands
Scientific Council for Government Policy ( Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het
Regeringsbeleid, WRR) and Statistics Netherlands ( Centraal Burean voor
de Statistiek, CBS) announced, jointly, that they would drop the two key
categories, allochtoon and autochtoon, used since the 1970s in national-level
immigration and other policy arenas and in public discourse especially in
the last two decades to designate ‘foreigners’ and ‘natives’. (The English
equivalents, allochthon and autochthon, have roots in geology; see Yanow
and van der Haar 2013 for a discussion of the etymology.) Allochtoon had
increasingly developed negative connotations, especially following its 1999
subdivision by the CBS into ‘Western” and ‘non-Western’. As my research
over the previous decade had shown the deleterious effects of these cate-
gories, I was pleased to see the announcement. And then on November 8,
US voters elected a president whose regime has opened the door to a

D. Yanow (B<)
Sub-department Communication, Philosophy, & Technology, Wageningen
University, Wageningen, The Netherlands

© The Author(s) 2018 249
Peter Scholten, 1. van Breugel (eds.), Mainstreaming Integration
Governance, DOI 10.1007 /978-3-319-59277-0_12



250 D.YANOW

surge of anti-immigrant, anti-Muslim, racist and anti-Semitic, misogy-
nist, and other deplorable sentiments and physical attacks. These events
joined others across Europe: the UK’s Brexit, the discussion of which also
gave voice to anti-immigrant sentiment and racist language and acts and
prompted at least one murder (of Labour MP Jo Cox, who opposed the
proposal); the resurgent right-wing parties in France, Germany, Hungary,
The Netherlands, and other European states; and the tremendous logis-
tical and other challenges prompted by waves of Syrian refugees and
economic and political migrants from elsewhere, increasingly blurring
conceptual-theoretical and political-legal boundaries between ‘migrants’
and ‘refugees’. It is into this morass—in which integrating mobile popu-
lations into existing state cultures finds its place—that this book falls, its
chapter authors contemplating the possibilities for improving said inte-
gration in the face of policy implementation challenges across multiple
layers of governments and governance. Can the idea of mainstreaming
help resolve implementation problems and achieve integration goals? Can
successful mainstreaming resolve the conundrum that population-naming
categories which were created for social justice purposes in the end under-
mine those very purposes?

REFLECTING ON ‘MAINSTREAMING’ AS METAPHOR

The difficulties entailed in implementing programs across multiple lev-
els of government and coordinating efforts across multiple agencies
at any given level are well known in the policy implementation lit-
erature, which developed initially in response to the anti-poverty pro-
grams of the Kennedy and Johnson administrations in the US (see,
e.g., Pressman and Wildavsky 1984 /1973, whose subtitle tells it all).
Social service coordination and evaluation research became their own
subfields of study. As one critical assessment noted over two decades
ago,

An ongoing problem in most social service delivery involves coordination
of services across and even within agencies. This problem has been clear to
evaluation researchers and to program managers ever since the start of the
[Johnson administration| Great Society programs, and even before. ... The
problem of coordinating services is well known to most policy sectors as an
obstacle to achievement of desired client outcomes. (Schuh and Leviton
1991: 533, 534)
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Complexities of this sort have also been noted more recently in non-
social policy sectors. Consider analyses that map climate change problems
across national borders, whose regulation involves not only individual
states and the United Nations, but also both environmental and non-
environmentally-related NGOs and other organizations (e.g., Zelli and
van Asselt 2013; see Fig. 1 there). And now this book, and especially
its empirical chapters, shows us that the same difficulties are at play in
immigrant integration policies. ‘It comes [as] no surprise’, as Petra Meier
writes (Chap. 8), looking at the implementation problems that have faced
the policy domain from which the ‘mainstreaming’ concept has been bor-
rowed, that integration mainstreaming should founder on the same shoals
as gender mainstreaming: analyses of the latter pointed to the same desid-
erata that are identified in this book with respect to the former. As Mary
Hawkesworth (2012: 238) put it, ‘By declaring every unit of governance
responsible for equality measures, [ gender mainstreaming policies| created
a situation in which equality was everyone’s responsibility but no one’s
job.” One might also note that these same criteria for implementation
success were already documented in the policy implementation literature
from the 1970s to the 1980s—among them leadership support, shared
responsibility, financial resources, human resources, coordination and
communication, accountability mechanisms, monitoring, and evaluation,
to draw several from Meier’s exhaustive list (Chap. 8; see, e.g., Bardach
1977; Brigham and Brown 1980; Bunker 1972; Edwards 1980; Elmore
1978; Ingram and Mann 1980; Lazin 1980; Lipsky 1978; Nakamura and
Smallwood 1980; Palumbo and Calista 1990).

But I think we might usefully engage a different question. Bracketing
recognized implementation problems, which are common across policy
domains, is ‘mainstreaming’ itself the best conceptualization of the inte-
gration problem for helping to surmount them? Is its seeming failure, as
judged from these chapters, ‘simply” an inherent part of policy implemen-
tation systems, or is the problem also, at least in part, conceptual? Such a
question is in keeping with an approach to policy analysis that shifts the
analytic focus from the failures of policy programs to the ways in which the
problem has been presented, that is, to the very definition and framing of
the perceived problem (Rein and Schén 1977; see van Hulst and Yanow
2016)—what Carol Bacchi (2009) has called the ‘What’s the problem
represented to be?” approach. When a term is clearly ‘borrowed’ from one
domain for use in another—here, importing mainstreaming from the arena
of gender-focused or gender-related policies—we are in the definitional



252  D.YANOW

realm of metaphor, and the term’s analysis as such might be productive for
understanding mainstreaming’s advantages and limitations.

Metaphors—which also work as framing devices—can be defined as
‘the juxtaposition of two superficially unlike elements in a single context,
where the separately understood meanings of both interact to create a new
perception of each, and especially of the focus of the metaphor. Subjected
to analysis, the surface unlikeness [of the metaphor’s meaning in its source
domain and that in its target] yields a set of criteria which both metaphoric
vehicle and focus share” (Yanow 2012,/1992: 125). Once a metaphor has
been identified (or is suspected) in policy discourse, analysis proceeds by
asking:

e what is the source domain of the metaphor—its more commonplace
or ‘natural’ usage setting?

e what are its entailments in that source? and

e what are the implications of those entailments for the metaphor’s
target—its new usage setting?

What ideas or meanings, in other words, are riding in on the back of the
suspected metaphor which are likely to be shaping how it frames under-
standing of the topic that is its target? This analytic approach rests on the
assumptions of cognitive linguistics that language, including metaphors,
has the ability not only to express prior thought, but also to shape ensu-
ing action.! As Lakoff and Johnson (1987: 79) put it, ‘Metaphor is not a
harmless exercise in naming. It is one of the principal means by which we
understand our experience and reason on the basis of that understanding.
To the extent that we act on our reasoning, metaphor plays a role in the
creation of reality.’

Does the concept of mainstreaming have a source domain? Dictionaries
can be useful for such discovery; and dictionary.com gives these as the first
two definitions of ‘mainstream’*:

‘1. the principal or dominant course, tendency, or trend: the mainstream of
American culture.
‘2. a river having tributaries’ (Random House Dictionary 2016)

To be in the mainstream, or to put something there, means that it is no
longer at the margins of activity, but at the very center. Those are the
entailments of the metaphor in its natural language source. In this light, it
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makes sense to think about ‘mainstreaming gender’—with gender used in
a policy context as a synonym for women—or ‘mainstreaming disability’
because the people who fall within those two categories are, in many soci-
eties today, still relegated to the margins of many areas of socio-political
life (e.g., the labor market, corporate boards, party politics). The intent of
public policy is to move them toward the center, out from the tributaries
to the main river, to a position where they will become normalized rather
than ‘marked’ identities.®> Those are the implications of the metaphor’s
entailments for its targets.

But what is the character of ‘integration’ as the target of mainstream-
ing? Integration itselfis neither a population category nor an identity term,
such that moving integration from the margins to the center—in keeping
with the sense of the metaphor—makes less sense than in mainstreaming’s
policy usage source, gender. Integration is an activity. Is it the sense of
the metaphor that integration policies and programs have been margin-
alized and are in need of being moved to center stage? I think not: the
intention of those using the metaphor seems, instead, to be to recognize
that existing integration activities unfold across a range of governmental
departments, agencies, and programs, and to point to problems that arise
when either that multiplicity is not recognized or, when it is, that the lack
of coordination across those multiple organizations impedes the policies’
implementation. It is the immigrant who is in need of mainstreaming—of’
integration by being brought into socio-cultural-political centers from the
margins. Focusing on the metaphoric usage of mainstreaming brings to
light a mismatch of concepts, between ‘mainstreaming’ and ‘integration’.
This is a conceptual problem with implications for the ensuing action such
framing puts in place, and this problematic framing may explain, in part,
the implementation difficulties.

To test this idea it might be useful to consider, if ‘mainstreaming’ is
as problematic a concept—from definition to implementation—as these
chapters suggest, whether some other term might be more conceptually
useful. Reading about ‘socio-economic’ integration and ‘socio-cultural’
integration—one might equally as well add ‘socio-political’—being ‘main-
streamed into other policy fields’ (Chap. 6) rather than being isolated
in a single immigration or even integration ministry or department or
program, I found myself thinking (long before finding the idea in Meier’s
chapter) that what is being described in these chapters is a kind of inter-
sectionality. That is, we understand today that people’s identities are
‘intersectional’—not only as Kimberlé Crenshaw (1991) meant that term
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with respect to gender, race, ethnicity, and other ‘demographic’ dimen-
sions of individual lives, but also in terms of the attributes that enable
immigrants to be integrated into their new homelands. Integration rests
on a range of personal aptitudes, as well as family, social, collegial, orga-
nizational, neighborhood, and other supports. Integration into an edu-
cational system requires language and other ‘mental’ and social abilities;
integration into a workplace requires various kinds of work-focused skills
and knowledge and perhaps social and emotional intelligence (Goleman
1995, 2000); integration into a neighborhood requires social capital, and
so on. This list does not even begin to touch on the various national and
sub-national or ‘ethnic’ origins with which its attributes ‘intersect’ and
which render different people, well, different. As someone in Madrid told
the authors of Chap. 7, ‘[ D Jiversity is not only about immigrants. We see
the coexistence of different cultures, whether native or not: cultural diver-
sity, sexual diversity, religious diversity, social diversity’ (Chap. 7).

The complexity of multiple attributes suggests why attention from
more than one governmental agency or program is likely to be needed
for purposes of integrating immigrants. But not just that. From an inter-
sectional perspective, it makes little sense to treat immigrant status as the
sole driver of educational attainment and other markers of ‘successful’
integration, especially as generational distance from the date of immi-
gration grows. Shifting the focus from the act of integration as needing
mainstreaming—which I suspect is a holdover from previous decades, in
‘older’ immigration states, of struggling with the challenges of incorpo-
rating people who appeared more of the ‘stranger’ than those who had
preceded them—to the ‘intersectional’ character of individual migrants
might bring a new angle to the problematic being addressed (although
it does not resolve the social service coordination problem). Moreover,
inspired by Meier’s astute political assessment of gender mainstream-
ing in Chap. 8, we might ask, from a symbolic-interpretive perspective,
whether the focus on mainstreaming integration rather than on main-
streaming immigrants and their concerns or needs has not been a kind of
policy myth (Bliesemann de Guevara 2016; Yanow 1992) that works to
block engagement with the political dimensions of the problem. As Meier
notes, there is little recognition that moving immigrants to the center
of a coordinated policy process entails social changes (Chap. 10). Social
and political changes of this sort include a reorientation of power rela-
tions between newcomers and ‘oldcomers’ as societies take on new forms
and open up to groups of people who often look, speak, and do things
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differently—at least until the second generation comes along, whose
dress, speech, and acts are designed to make them fit in.

No term is value free, and intersectionality applied to integration poli-
cies likely has its own limitations, but it escapes the conceptual stretching
of ‘mainstreaming’, to which the empirical chapters and Meier’s analysis
point. I will leave developing the metaphor analysis more fully for a later
time or another analyst and turn to my second theme, one of the cen-
tral features of evaluating integration policies: the need for categories and
their limitations.

REFLECTING ON MAINSTREAMING AND CATEGORIES

‘Mainstreaming’ does some very good conceptual work: it suggests that
immigrants, as groups and as individuals, are here to stay; they are nei-
ther guest workers who will return home nor migrants who have alighted
in a particular state momentarily, only to move along come Spring; and
integrating them into the state and its society and into everyday life is
not a task to be sequestered in an ‘Integration Ministry’, but instead is
a responsibility shared among all state agencies and societal institutions,
not to mention individual residents and their neighborhood and other
groups. But let us be practical: we did not need a Brexit or a Le Pen or an
Orban (or a Trump) to tell us that state institutions and citizens are not
always welcoming of newcomers. And so for a state or the EU to commit
to integration, it is normal to want to assess the success of the policies
and programs intended to achieve that integration, whatever the policy
arena—education or employment, health care or welfare support.
Keeping tabs on its population has been a mark of the modern state
since the early nineteenth century, drawing on the eighteenth-century
development of local-regional censuses (initially designed to itemize bod-
ies for potential military service, labor, and taxation) and descriptive sta-
tistics to serve state purposes. Here is where we founder on the logic
that inheres in contemporary state practices of categorizing for assessing
integration, much of which is linked to social justice goals (e.g., fighting
discrimination in employment, schooling, and so on). In order to measure
progress toward those goals, states need to be able to count things. That
statement may seem simplistic, but it entails deciding what to assess and
how to define and operationalize those elements in ways that are measur-
able. In terms of this book’s concern, states, usually through their stat-
isticians, need to decide what good, or useful, indicators of integration
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are—educational achievement, for instance (see, e.g., Chap. 3)—and what
range of attributes should be counted (e.g., the successful completion
of six years of schooling, secondary school, post-secondary/vocational
school, post-secondary /university, and so on). That is, counting requires
measurable concepts, usually rendered as categories, and these require
being named and defined.

The minute these category-making and categorizing practices are in
place, problems arise, some of which are mentioned or alluded to in these
chapters. For instance, measurement of progress in achieving policy ends
needs to be carried out over time, and so the indicators—the concepts and
categories, including their definitions—need to be stable. But empirical
research shows that this is not the case (Proctor et al. 2011; Yanow 2003;
Yanow et al. 2016). Moreover, the need for categories that for compara-
tive purposes are stable over time freezes immigrants in that transitory
status, quite aside from the definitions-in-use of ‘immigrant’, ‘race’, and
‘ethnicity” which do the same. The challenges include the following;:

e When does one cease to be considered an immigrant and become
a ‘native’ or native-like? i.e., how far back in time—for how many
generations—should states continue to consider the ‘immigration
background’ of those it counts?

e Do the various attributes according to which their integration will
be judged affect all group members in the same way? Too often,
‘methodological nationalism’ (Wimmer and Glick Schiller 2003) is
enacted, conceptually, in the form of ‘methodological group-ism’,
in which all “Turks’ (in Germany), all ‘Muslims’ (in Switzerland),
all ‘Black Caribbeans’ (the UK), all ‘white Netherlanders’ (The
Netherlands), and so on are assumed to manifest the same behav-
ioral, attitudinal, and cultural traits—regardless of any other, ‘inter-
sectional’ characteristics—and to experience and pose the selfsame
problems for integration.

e In tabulating ‘under-achievement’ within broader population cat-
egories, which dimension is to be used—e.g., to establish budgets
for programs to raise achievement levels—to create sub-categories:
geographic lines (‘Western’, ‘non-Western’, as has been the prac-
tice in the Netherlands since 1999, though possibly changing
soon)? race-ethnic lines (the currency of the UK, whose taxonomy
includes White-Irish and White-Scottish, Black British—Caribbean
and Black British—African, Asian British—Pakistani and Asian British—
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Bangladeshi)? nationality lines (a common surrogate for racial desig-
nations; see Yanow and van der Haar 2013; Yanow et al. 2016)? Or
some other dimension?

Furthermore, something changes, gradually, over time. Categories that
were created to achieve social justice purposes by measuring degrees of
discrimination take on a pejorative character. In the US, hyphenated
identities—Irish-American, Polish-American—became the ‘punishing
hyphen’, the mark of a lesser form of American, as noted a century ago by
both then-Colonel Theodore Roosevelt and President Woodrow Wilson
(Yanow and van der Haar 2013: 252, n. 2). In the Netherlands, ‘alloch-
toon’, especially ‘non-Western allochtoon’, became the mark of a lesser
citizen, as the WRR and CBS observed. This is part of the conundrum of
state-created categories in discrimination-remedying policy arenas.

No category set is perfect; all states seem to face that same conundrum,
whereby categories introduced to remedy injustices end up instantiating
them; to date, no state or researcher in my awareness has found a way
around it. Moreover, categories created for statistical measurement appear
to take on the political neutrality that attaches to statistics in the eyes of
many. As Professor of the Sociology of Public Opinion Fermin Bouza
was reported to have said, ‘Surveys and statistics are merely a tool and
as such are neutral’ (quoted in Giiell 2009; but see Yanow et al. 2016
for a contrary view). Part of the analysis of state-created categories from
a methodological position that challenges this putative neutrality entails
interrogating their political character: what power dimensions are embed-
ded in category creation, as well as in their use? The choices pointed to
in the three questions above are not objectively neutral, but are instead
infused with particular ways of seeing and their concomitant interests and
power relationships.

Does the idea of mainstreaming enable us to circumvent these various
issues and problems? Sadly, I conclude, along with at least some of this
book’s chapter authors, that the answer is ‘no’. Consider, as one exam-
ple, Chap. 5 and its examination of funding. Authors Elizabeth Collett,
Helen McCarthy, and Meghan Benton clearly lay out what is at stake.
Funding, they write, ‘is one of the most important mechanisms that the
European Union can use to influence policy in Member States” (Chap. 5,
p. 99). Immediately, we are in the midst of a classic policy implementa-
tion situation, in which policy is made at a central level of government,
passed down to the state or regional level, and in turn comes to rest on
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local governments (for an analysis of the same set of federated governance
issues in the US, see Yanow 1996, Chap. 1). This means that even before
states can do the category work of naming and defining the groups whose
members might need additional resources for social justice/integration
goals, policy implementation has foundered on the shoals of collaboration
and cooperation across organizational silos, especially when some do not
see integration programs as part of their policy remit. Then, situations
develop such as the ‘decision-making bodies administering the funds’ of
at least one grant-making agency—the European Social Fund—neither
making ‘systematic attempts to include ethnic minorities and immigrant
groups’ (Chap. 5, p. 101) nor having their funding regulations ‘provide
definitions of who falls into the category of “migrant™, including how
far into the past that definition should extend (p. 101-102). Such inclu-
sions and definitions require categories, and critical reflection on the per-
ceived need for categories opens the question as to the basis for counting
migrants, leading to the monitoring difficulties and less effective policy
responses noted by Chap. 5’s authors [idem.]. Or take Chap. 6, where
Tlona van Breugel and Peter Scholten make this point: unless the city col-
lects data on policy outcomes, it will remain unclear whether generic poli-
cies are also addressing the specific needs of immigrants (Chap. 6). We are
back, once again, in the realm of identity categories, whether the termi-
nology used is racial, ethnic or national.

CoONCLUDING THOUGHTS

We cannot escape language and the work it does, not in our everyday
worlds, not in the policy world. It is through language that we commu-
nicate with each other, certainly; but language also shapes how we act in
the world, if the arguments of the cognitive linguists are right. For the
World Bank to drop the concept of ‘developing country’ from its 2016
World Development Indicators (Bracho 2016), for example, is significant
for the ways in which policy makers think about the world, from ‘global
south’ to ‘global north’, and for actions at the level of international rela-
tions, aid, and the integration (sic!) of less developed and more devel-
oped states. The WRR Report released in the Netherlands on November
1, 2016 (Bovens et al. 2016) noted that hyphenated identities, such as
Moroccan-Netherlander, might be one alternative to the use of alloch-
toon. In the US context, as I have argued elsewhere (Yanow 2003), the



AFTERWORD: MAINSTREAMING, CLASSIFICATION, AND LANGUAGE 259

once-punishing hyphen has become the mark of a ‘good’ American, who
is both ‘American’ (so-designated on the right side of the hyphen) and
from some other place in space or time (as designated on its left). That
hyphen has evolved into a way in which Americans tell a national ori-
gins story, national identity stories, and group identity stories. In Chap. 6,
however, van Breugel and Scholten suggest that such hyphenation makes
integration (and other) policies targeted at specific groups impossible to
implement.

The concern in integration mainstreaming circles is that using catego-
ries to eradicate discrimination and bias ends up not only instantiating
such population divisions, but also sustaining the differences they were
intended to combat. This is analogous to the debate over the use of
‘race’ in the US: is it possible to eradicate racism, which is based on a
socially constructed sense of what ‘race” means, without using the very
word that thereby imputes an objective reality to it? The answer to that,
so far, has been ‘no’. But I think there is another path to take in the pol-
icy world that may mitigate these problems and concerns, at least some-
what. Once states create population categories of this sort, they take on
not only an objective reality and an essentialism, but a durability that
goes along with both of those. States do not often revisit their taxono-
mies to see if the categories are still useful for the policy ends for which
they were created. And over time, those categories—which may have
started oft with a neutral emotional charge—seem increasingly to grow
pejorative overtones, if not explicitly becoming negative labels, as in the
Pygmalion classroom experiment (Rosenthal and Jacobson 1968). Two
conceptual solutions, then, might be engaged (Yanow, forthcoming).
One is to recognize that a single set of categories may not be useful for
all policy arenas. What works for assessing educational attainment may
not work in criminal justice policies. That calls for investigating, for each
policy arena, the relationship between policy goals and the most useful
categories for achieving them. The second, and more to the point here,
would be to institute what in US policy-making is called a sunset clause:
to revisit the categories periodically, examine the state of their negative
labeling, and if they are more punitive than they are enabling, to change
them. This is what happened with the US Office of Management and
Budget’s affirmative action reporting categories between their establish-
ment in 1977 and their redefinition in 1997 (Yanow 2003); it is also
what appears to be taking place today in the Netherlands. Yes, this takes
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time and thought, but states need to weigh those costs against the costs
of negatively marking a portion of their citizens.

Even so, a challenge remains. The Netherlands 2016 WRR Report
points to a possible new category structure: adopting the language of
‘residents with a migration background’ and ‘residents with a Netherlands
background’ (imwoners met een migratieachtergrond, inwoners met een
Nederlandse achtergrond). Germany has been using the former since
2005 (Personen mit Migrationshintergrund), although it is not clear if
that shift has achieved its intended goal. What is clear, however, is that
such language does not escape marking distinctions between ‘natives’ and
‘foreigners’. And if the purpose of integration policies—whether via main-
streaming or more ‘old-fashioned’ sequestration by policy arena—is to
bring newcomers to a point where they know their new home society and
feel at home in it, then this new nomenclature is doomed, alas, also to fail
as it takes on the pejorative coloration of ‘othering’ those it wishes to draw
near. In short, I fear that mainstreaming, in the end, does not—and can-
not, given what we want integration policies to accomplish—get us closer
to the successful integration of newcomers as long as they are marked by
language that distances them, and does so not only today, but for genera-
tions to come.
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NOTES

1. See also Schon (1993,/1979) on metaphors as both ‘models of” prior
thought and ‘models for’ subsequent action.

2. T use the noun form as ‘mainstreaming’ is a gerund functioning as a noun in
the phrases gender mainstreaming and integration mainstreaming.

3. The idea of marking comes from linguistics or linguistic anthropology. A
‘normal’ term—*‘doctor’, say, or ‘professor’—is marked when an adjective
accompanies it: ‘Nigerian’ doctor, ‘woman’ professor. The marking of a
term treats the person so designated as other than the norm, outside of the
area under the bell curve of a normal statistical distribution. In many societ-
ies, such marking renders the marked person lesser than the normal case.
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