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1. Introduction
Integration policy is a multidimensional policy field, comprising policies that regulate
immigrants’ integration in the socioeconomic, political, and cultural-religious realms of
society. Policy measures can range, thus, from granting immigrants’ access to state
employment (as a teacher or police officer, for example), to allowing for non-citizen voting
provisions, to authorizing religious minority rights (such as the right to Islamic burial),
or, respectively, demanding cultural or linguistic adaptation (Koopmans, Michalowski,
and Waibel 2012; Manatschal, Wisthaler, and Zuber 2020; Boswell 2003; Rosenberger
2020). With the increasing interest in policies regulating cultural diversity and immigrant
integration, a host of studies have started to assess policy outcomes—how these policies
affect natives’ and immigrants’ attitudes and behavior. No matter whether these studies
are based on neo-institutional premises (Pierson 2006; Schlicht-Schmalzle and Moller
2012), adhere to the “political opportunities structure” framework (Cinalli and Giugni
2011; Ireland 2006), or relate to policy feedback effects (Filindra and Manatschal 2020;
Pierson 1993), they all start from the basic assumption that integration policies embody
societal norms of inclusion or exclusion, which can influence natives’ in- or exclusive
attitudes toward immigrants, as well as immigrants’ attitudes and behavior. Studies
assessing policy effects capture natives’ inclusive attitudes typically via their levels of
social or political trust or different manifestations of tolerance, such as being supportive
of granting immigrants access to social, political, or cultural rights, or pro-diversity beliefs
more broadly (Weldon 2006; Kauff et al. 2013; Bloemraad and Wright 2014). Conversely,

exclusive attitudes comprise prejudices against particular groups such as foreigners



(xenophobia) or Muslims, which entail a rejection of others based merely on their place

of origin or religious affiliation (Green et al. 2020; Guimond et al. 2013).

A large body of comparative and experimental evidence suggests that inclusive policies
lead to higher levels of inclusive native attitudes, and, conversely, lower levels of exclusive
attitudes toward immigrants. At the same time, we still find enough evidence of the exact
opposite: that inclusive or multiculturalist policies coincide with more exclusive attitudes,
or that the integration policy context does not make much difference at all. Besides this
inconclusive evidence, existing research suffers from certain methodological limitations.
To start with, observational studies are challenged by endogeneity issues, as they cannot
provide a clear answer to the famous chicken-and-egg question of whether policy shapes
attitudes, or whether attitudes translate into more inclusive or exclusive policies. While
existing research suggests the causal arrow goes both ways, and that there is a mutually
reinforcing relationship between policies and attitudes (Weldon 2006), experimental and
quasi-experimental research designs can provide more convincing empirical evidence for
causal effects of policies on attitudes (e.g. Morrison, Plaut, and Ybarra 2010; Plaut et al.
2011). To date, however, there are hardly any experimental studies outside of laboratory
settings to document how a real-world integration policy or policy change causes an
immediate attitudinal change among the majority population. The paucity of natural
experiments on this particular question may relate to the fact that reality is much more

complex than a simple policy-attitudes change link would suggest.

Related to this point, studies scrutinizing integration policy outcomes on natives tend to
blend out the side of immigrants, even though they are the primary target population of
these policies. In spite of some mixed findings, a large body of research substantiates a
link between more inclusive policies and immigrants’ sense of belonging, naturalization
(intentions and behavior), school and labor market integration, as well as their political
and civic engagement (Bennour 2020; Cinalli and Giugni 2011; Koopmans 2010; Celeste
et al. 2019; Manatschal and Stadelmann-Steffen 2014; Bloemraad 2006). Occasionally,
even exclusive integration policies can trigger immigrant political engagement, e.g.
through mobilization via threat (Filindra and Manatschal 2020). More successful

integration in terms of psychological wellbeing, language skills, and labor market, civic,



and political participation implies, in turn, lower dependency of immigrants on state

supports such as social benefits.

The chapter brings these so-far unconnected literatures on integration policy outcomes
on native majority attitudes on the one hand, and on immigrant integration on the other
hand, into dialog. It postulates that to fully understand how integration polices affect
majority attitudes towards immigrants, we must also take into account the effect these

policies yield on immigrant integration.

2. What Is Integration Policy, and Why Should It Matter?

“Integration is a chaotic concept: a word used by many but understood differently by most”

(Robinson 1998, 167)

Robinson’s statement, although formulated more than 20 years ago, still has some validity
today. In public and scholarly discourses, integration is frequently related to a diverse
range of behavioral and attitudinal outcomes. In spite of the fact that public and political
discourses conceive of integration as a mutual process involving immigrants and natives,
integration is typically “measured” on immigrants only. If immigrants speak the host
country’s language, have a job, engage in the civic and political realm and cultivate friendly
and cooperative exchanges with the native population, meaning if they dispose of so-
called bridging social capital (Nannestad, Haase Svendsen, and Tinggaard Svendsen
2008), they are considered “well integrated” (Ager and Strang 2008; Harder et al. 2018).1
Further indicators of immigrant integration include good mental and physical health as
well as security, e.g. in terms of a stable legal status (Ager and Strang 2008). At the same
time, a multiculturalist understanding of integration includes the maintenance of

linguistic, cultural-religious, social, and emotional ties to the country of origin via contacts

1 One might correctly object that bridging social capital between immigrants and
natives describes a two-way process. However, the argument made here is that it counts

only as an indicator for integration for immigrants, not for natives.



with co-ethnics—so-called bonding social capital (Nannestad, Haase Svendsen, and

Tinggaard Svendsen 2008).

The complex and multifaceted meanings of integration must, and do, inform our
understanding of integration policy as a multidimensional policy field. In line with the
notion that immigrants need to find their place in the market, the nation and the state,
respectively (Entzinger 2000), many scholars identify three principal dimensions of
integration policy (Manatschal, Wisthaler, and Zuber 2020; Koopmans, Michalowski, and
Waibel 2012; Boswell 2003): Socioeconomic integration policies regulate aspects such as
immigrants’ access to the labor market or social benefits. Legal-political policies govern
immigrants’ political rights, e.g. in terms of non-citizen voting rights or access to
citizenship. Finally, cultural-religious policies address questions of cultural assimilation
or adaptation (e.g. language acquisition) and diversity (e.g. religious minority rights), and
are often also referred to as “multiculturalist policies” (Bloemraad and Wright 2014).
Integration policies can thus be defined as policies regulating processes of immigrant
integration in the socioeconomic, legal-political and cultural-religious domains. Legal-
political and socioeconomic policies can render access to social benefits or citizenship
easy (inclusive) or difficult (exclusive). Cultural-religious policies, in turn, can demand a
high degree of cultural assimilation (cultural monism) or be more permissive in terms of

cultural or religious minority rights (cultural pluralism).

The multidimensional nature of integration policy implies that it cuts across policy areas
that are normally dealt with in separate disciplines and literatures, such as political
science, economics, or social psychology. Different disciplinary backgrounds
notwithstanding, existing research postulates that integration policies trigger reactions
in both, natives and immigrants. These policies can influence individual affect, attitudes,
and behavior among the native majority population—discussed in the following section—
but even more so among immigrants themselves, who are the primary targets of these

policies.



2.1 Integration Policy and Natives’ In- and Exclusive Attitudes

A host of studies investigates how integration policies affect the attitudes of native
majority populations. Many of them test the central premise that more inclusive
integration policies coincide with more inclusive, or less exclusive, attitudes toward
immigrants. The assumption is that if immigrant integration policies express inclusive
and permissive societal norms, these norms will also reflect in majority attitudes (e.g.

Schlueter, Meuleman, and Davidov 2013).

There are four major research strands on how integration policies relate to attitudes and
behaviors of the majority population. The first deals largely with the relationship between
policies and interpersonal trust. Only a few studies report a direct relationship between
inclusive policies and higher levels of generalized trust (Reeskens 2010), with more
research focusing on the conditional effects of integration policy. Qualifying the often-
cited proposition that diversity hampers trust (Putnam 2007), Zimdars and Tampubolon
(2012) show that more inclusive integration polices can counterbalance the potential
negative effects of increasing diversity on trust. Accounting for attitudinal and behavioral
aspects of social capital, Kesler and Bloemraad (2010) further observe that trust, civic
engagement, and political participation are not negatively influenced by cultural diversity,
nor by policies promoting individual equality and cultural recognition. Furthermore,
analyses of integration policies at the subnational level bring the literature closer to
individual realities and provide more nuanced findings. They suggest that the negative
impact of immigrant presence on social trust is significantly reduced in regions with
inclusive socioeconomic integration policies (Gundelach and Manatschal 2017). However,
inclusive civic-political rights and family reunification policies at the regional level seem
to increase the negative effect of diversity on social trust (ibid). Beyond interpersonal
trust, studies have shown that multiculturalist policies coincide with higher levels of trust
in political institutions and government support, especially among respondents with
higher education levels (Hooghe and de Vroome 2015). Looking at the interplay of
policies, national identity, and political trust, McLaren (2017) finds relatively high trust
levels when both individual identity and immigrant incorporation policies are inclusive.
While several studies suggest a link between more inclusive polices and higher trust,
others point to more mixed results, and empirical evidence may still be “too thin to draw

strong conclusions” (Bloemraad and Wright 2014, 315).



The second literature strand looks at the relationship between integration policies and
another type of inclusive attitude, namely tolerance. Starting with the study by Wright et
al. (2017) onreligious tolerance in the US and Canada, their contextual comparison across
different multicultural policy regimes lends credence to a fairly subdued role for policy
and a much larger role for political culture. In contrast, Guimond et al. (2013) suggest that
anti-Muslim prejudice is significantly reduced in multicultural policy contexts. This
finding resonates with the study by Kauff et al. (2013), who find that more liberal migrant
integration policies can increase pro-diversity beliefs among the population. In a similar
vein, a comparative analysis of Western European countries observes that social and
political tolerance toward ethnic minorities is highest in those countries with the most
liberal and inclusive citizenship policies (Weldon 2006). Adding more nuance to this
picture, Reeskens and van Oorschot (2017) show that inclusive opinions in the fields of
political and civil rights coincide with increased tolerance toward newcomers.
Conversely, they find a negative correlation between a strong commitment to social rights
and tolerance (ibid), which, according to the authors, may help to understand the rise of
welfare chauvinism (Kitschelt 1997; Crepaz 2008). The picture emerging from the
tolerance literature is thus mixed. While some studies show that inclusive policies
coincide with more tolerant attitudes, it would be too far-fetched to speak of a unanimous

consensus on this question.

A third strand of research focuses on how integration policy shapes social identities and
intergroup attitudes, such as natives’ attitudes toward immigrant outgroups, or their
perception of the national ingroup, e.g. their understanding of national identity (Tajfel and
Turner 2004). Xenophobia—the fear of foreigners—represents one of the clearest
exclusive attitudes toward immigrants. Triggered by feelings of cultural threat or
competition over scarce resources (Ceobanu and Escandell 2010; Hainmueller and
Hopkins 2014), xenophobia demarcates the “us” from the foreign “others” via exclusive
and protectionist attitudes. With respect to the policy - intergroup attitudes link, several
studies report a direct relationship, showing, for instance, that inclusive or permissive
integration policies are associated with reduced feelings of perceived threat and more
pro-diversity beliefs (Hooghe and de Vroome 2015; Schlueter, Meuleman, and Davidov

2013; Kauff et al. 2013). According to Schlueter et al. (2013), this shows that integration



policies can convey dominant group norms to which citizens conform, and that such
policies can function as a political socialization mechanism. Beyond this, research
examines indirect policy effects building on the prominent contact theory, which
stipulates that contact with foreigners reduces intergroup prejudice and xenophobia
(Pettigrew 2016), and increases trust (Uslaner 2011). Green et al. (2020) document such
a moderating effect of integration policies on the contact-xenophobia link across 20
European countries. They show that the decreasing effect of natives’ contact with
immigrants on cultural threat perceptions is strongest in countries with inclusive

integration policies.

The fourth literature analyzes multiculturalist policies and cultural diversity, revealing a
more inconclusive picture. Morrison et al. (2010) demonstrate that, in the US context,
White American respondents primed with multiculturalist messages show higher levels
of threat to group values and higher levels of prejudice. Plaut et al. (2011) further
document, via experimental studies among White Americans, that majority group
members tend to associate multiculturalism with exclusion rather than inclusion—what
they call the “What about me?” effect. Building on these critical approaches to
multiculturalism, Citrin and colleagues (2014) reveal that strong multicultural policies
magnify the degree to which hostility to immigration is negatively associated with
political support across Europe. Relating this discussion to national identity, Wright's
(2011) longitudinal cross-country study shows how respondents become much more
exclusive in their understanding of national identity in the most politically multicultural
countries, whereas their notions of national identity become more inclusive in countries
with liberal citizenship regimes. Overall, these studies seem to support the popular
argument of a “backlash” toward multiculturalist policies in public opinion (Bloemraad
and Wright 2014; Vertovec and Wessendorf 2010). Conversely, Hooghe and de Vroome
(2015) find no evidence for the backlash thesis in the context of Western Europe, and
conclude that public concerns about multiculturalist policies are overestimated. Ward
and Masgoret (2008) even show how multicultural ideology coincides with diminished

threat perception and more positive attitudes toward immigrants in New Zealand.



2.2 Critique and the Missing Link

As the preceding section revealed, a host of studies analyze how integration policies, or
specific aspects thereof, relate to natives’ attitudes toward immigrants. Although many
studies find a direct or indirect link between policies and trust, tolerance, or xenophobia
in the majority population, the evidence on the nature of this relationship is mixed. While
studies suggesting a positive link between inclusive policies and inclusive attitudes seem
to prevail, we still find enough studies postulating the exact opposite, or suggesting that
integration policies do not make much of a difference. It seems that, in and of themselves,
integration policies do not convey strong enough group norms to which citizens simply
conform. Rather, the framing of these policies in a given society plays an important role
too (Hooghe and de Vroome 2015). As Plaut et al. (2011) argue, multiculturalism can be
framed as a more exclusive or inclusive concept from the perspective of White majority
members; if multiculturalism is also framed as an inclusive concept, it is associated with
more positive majority attitudes (ibid). Relatedly, Guimond and colleagues (2013)
suggest that the relationship between prejudice and support for multiculturalism much
depends on the national context and on local norms associated with policies that support
diversity. In other words, it is not enough to justlook at the policy-attitudes link; we must

also consider the larger societal or political context in which these policies operate.

Another challenge to these studies relates to the inherent endogeneity of policies and
attitudes (Coleman 1990; Weldon 2006). Following the simple policy cycle heuristics
(Jann and Wegrich 2007), each of the studies discussed above should ask whether
integration policy really affects attitudes, or whether it is the other way around. The
causal arrow could go either way, as documented by research analyzing how societal
norms, in terms of aggregated attitudes, translate via policy inputs into policy outputs
(Favell 2001; Butz and Kehrberg 2019; Crepaz 2008, 252; Manatschal 2012). While it
seems most likely that the causal arrows do in fact go both ways, and that there is a
reciprocal and mutually reinforcing relationship between policies and attitudes (Weldon
2006), the mechanisms through which policies affect majority attitudes remain obscure.
From a methodological perspective, (quasi-)experimental studies outperform
correlational research in providing convincing evidence that it is indeed the policy that
affects attitudes, rather than the other way round. So far, however, experimental research

has been based in laboratories and has largely tested the impact of policies on attitudes
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via hypothetical manipulations of societal norms (Morrison, Plaut, and Ybarra 2010; Plaut
et al. 2011). Natural experiments exploiting real-world policies or policy changes and
their impact on majority attitudes remain scarce. One reason for this paucity of studies
may relate to the fact that experiments adopt a too-simplistic view on policy outcomes.
Hypothetical experiments cannot fully capture the complex and multifaceted ways in
which real-world policy outputs, in concert with particular societal and political contexts

and discourses, shape majority attitudes.

More importantly, with the exception of research relating to contact theory (Pettigrew
2016; Green et al. 2020; Uslaner 2011), the studies discussed above completely neglect
the side of immigrants, even though they are the actual target group of integration
policies. It seems reasonable to assume that the impact of integration policy on natives’
attitudes toward immigrants depends on whether immigrants themselves profit from a
given integration policy, and whether this, in turn, alters their role and representation in
society. It makes a difference whether immigrants are perceived as a needy and
marginalized outgroup or as successful colleagues at work. The remainder of this chapter
will therefore try to shed light on this neglected perspective: how policies may indirectly
affect the attitudes of the native majority population via their impact on immigrant
integration. To elaborate on potential mechanisms, the following section first examines

existing evidence on integration policy outcomes on immigrants.

2.3 Integration Policy and Immigrant Integration
Given that integration policies target immigrant inclusion in the three respective domains,
it seems straightforward to assume that these policies affect immigrants’ structural
integration into schools and labor markets, their political and cultural inclusion, as well
as their social and psychological integration into society (Condon, Filindra, and
Wichowsky 2016; Manatschal and Stadelmann-Steffen 2014; Green and Staerklé 2013).
But which policies are most effective? Are inclusive integration policies more “successful”
in supporting and fostering immigrant inclusion than exclusive ones? And is it more
beneficial for individual integration processes if policies make concessions toward
cultural diversity—e.g. via bilingual education or religious minority rights—than if they

demand strict cultural assimilation?



Starting with policy effects on labor market integration, large-N cross-national studies
present mixed evidence on these policies’ effectiveness. Using, for instance, policy data
from the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX, see Huddleston et al. 2015),
Aleksynska and Tritah (2013) report a positive association between MIPEX and labor
market outcomes, whereas other studies find no significant correlation between
integration policy and immigrants’ unemployment propensity, labor force participation,
or occupational class (Pichler 2011). Summarizing multilevel studies examining the
impact of the MIPEX, Bilgili et al. (2015) further reveal that there is no systematic link
between general integration policies and immigrants’ individual labor market inclusion.
Koopmans (2010) suggests, in turn, that assimilationist integration regimes outperform
multiculturalist policies when it comes to immigrants’ labor market inclusion. Besides the
limitation that broad integration policy indices often represent too-rough instruments to
identify policy effects on very distinct groups (such as refugees or highly skilled
immigrants), these studies can only detect correlations, not causation. Small-scale
experimental or quasi-experimental policy evaluations can sidestep these shortcomings,
allowing for a more precise identification of the causal effect of specific labor market
integration policies on particular immigrant groups. Although the verdict on policy
performance is once again mixed, and not all polices seem to work as intended, these
studies reveal that inclusive programs that are closely linked to the labor market (e.g.
specific types of active labor market policies), or procedural aspects related to specific
groups (e.g. long waiting periods for asylum seekers) (Hainmueller, Hangartner, and
Lawrence 2016), do affect immigrants’ economic inclusion. As Hainmueller et al. (2019)
show, even apparently unrelated integration policies, such as citizenship regulations, can

catalyze immigrants’ long-term economic integration.

Education scholars focus in turn on the cultural and political integration context of schools
and educational curricula (Hansen and Wenning 2003; Dupriez and Dumay 2006; Fossati
2011). However, empirical evidence on the effect of integration policy on immigrant
pupils’ school inclusion is scarce, and studies using national integration policy indices find
no relevant effects on immigrants’ performance in school (Fossati 2011; Schlicht-
Schmalzle and Moller 2012). Research on integration policies across the subnational units

of Swiss cantons suggests, in turn, that inclusive cantonal integration policies significantly
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improve the school performance of students with an immigrant background relative to
natives (Manatschal and Stadelmann-Steffen 2013). Refining the analysis all the way
down to the level of individual schools, Celeste et al. (2019) document that multicultural
school policies predict smaller achievement and belonging gaps between immigrant and

native pupils in Belgium.

Turning to the effects of integration policy on immigrants’ political attitudes and behavior,
scholarly work can be aligned with the classical policy feedback literature (Pierson 1993).
According to this theory, public policies can influence individuals’ attitudes about
governments and toward societal groups, or enhance or decrease rates of political
participation of groups that are targeted by a specific policy (Condon, Filindra, and
Wichowsky 2016; Mettler 2002; Pierson 1993). Supporting the argument of policy
feedback effects on political engagement, inclusive integration or citizenship policies and
practices have been shown to alter both the intention to naturalize and the likelihood of
doing so (Bloemraad 2006; Bennour 2020; Hainmueller and Hangartner 2013). A more
nuanced picture emerges from studies simultaneously analyzing different dimensions of
integration policy. When combined with policies balancing the demand for cultural
assimilation with concessions toward cultural diversity, integration policies facilitating
immigrants’ political or labor market inclusion are conducive to civic and political
engagement (Cinalli and Giugni 2011; Manatschal and Stadelmann-Steffen 2014).
Research further suggests that inclusive integration policies are perceived of as
welcoming signals. Studies document that these policies can increase immigrants’
attachment to the place or country of residence (Bennour and Manatschal 2019),
generalized trust (Wright and Bloemraad 2012), psychological wellbeing (Pecoraro et al.
2019) and even governor approval ratings in the US context (Filindra and Manatschal
2020). It therefore seems to make an important difference whether the receiving policy
context gives immigrants “a warm handshake” or shows them a “cold shoulder” (Reeskens

and Wright 2014).

However, research on symbolic or psychological effects suggests that even restrictive
policies can trigger immigrant engagement. Besides material effects, which explain
political reactions as a response to impending material losses or desired gains, policies

can act symbolically as signals of inclusion or exclusion (Bloemraad 2013). Symbolic or
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psychological policy effects are not restricted to the immigrant group targeted by the
policy, but may spill over to their offspring and co-ethnics (Condon, Filindra, and
Wichowsky 2016; Bloemraad, Voss, and Lee 2011). Filindra and Manatschal (2020)
document such spillover effects in the US, showing that restrictive integration policy
changes at the state level coincide with higher voter turnout among first- and second
generation immigrants, as well as Hispanics in general. The authors explain this finding
with symbolic mobilization via the threat emanating from exclusive policies (A.D. Pantoja

and Segura 2003; Zepeda-Millan 2017).

Summing up, the literature on integration policy outcomes on immigrants clearly suggests
that these policies matter, and that they affect immigrants’ socioeconomic, political, as
well as cultural or psychological adaptation processes. Research observes that inclusive
policies, in particular, coincide with better educational performance, labor market
outcomes, higher political and civic engagement, and increased psychological wellbeing.
At the same time, research suggests that even restrictive policy measures can trigger

immigrant action in terms of heightened political engagement.

3. Connecting the Dots: The Interplay of Policies, Immigrant

Integration, and Native Attitudes
Existing research documents how integration polices can affect both immigrant and
native attitudes and behaviors. At the same time, these literatures clearly reveal that there
is no simple link between policy and individual reactions. Some policies may be more
effective than others in certain contexts, and depending on the outcome of interest,
different levels of analysis may be more appropriate than others. Research focusing on
the subnational level of regions documents for instance how regional integration policies
“make regional citizens” (Manatschal, Wisthaler, and Zuber 2020), by altering for instance
immigrants’ political engagement (Filindra and Manatschal 2020), their national
attachment to the host country (Bennour and Manatschal 2019), as well as their intention
to naturalize (Bennour 2020). Regional or local policies may also be the more relevant
analytic unit when interested in policy effects on interpersonal or -group attitudes such
as trust or xenophobia (Gundelach and Manatschal 2017; Kesler and Bloemraad 2010).

Existing research acknowledges further the relevance of the larger societal and political
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context for policy outcomes. They highlight, for instance, the relevance of the political
framing of these policies, the larger societal context and predominant norms and
discourses, as well as the socio-demographic context, pointing in particular to the
important role of interpersonal contact with immigrants in reducing prejudice (Plaut et

al. 2011; Uslaner 2011; Green et al. 2020; Pettigrew 2016).

Yet, given that these policies are designed to foster immigrant integration, what if policy
effects on majority attitudes depend on how integration policies shape immigrant
integration and thus, their representation in society, in the first place? What if policies
unfold their effect on native attitudes primarily via the impact they yield on immigrant
integration, given that improved inclusion also alters immigrants’ role and representation
in society? While it is up to future research to test this moderating or mediating
expectation empirically, the remainder of this chapter will elaborate on possible
mechanisms through which integration policy may alter majority attitudes via improved
immigrant integration. I will focus on three possible and interrelated mechanisms
through which this process may unfold: improved agency, increased visibility, and altered

representation.

As documented in the preceding section, inclusive integration policies may improve
immigrants’ school performance and labor market integration, increasing thereby the
chances that immigrants are self-sufficient and independent. This increased agency may
imply a reduced welfare state dependency and reduced victimization of immigrants.
Inclusive policies further coincide with higher political and civic engagement levels
among immigrants, and an increased likelihood of naturalization. Symbolic policy effects
can reinforce this process, given that more inclusive integration policies convey a stronger
feeling of belonging for immigrants, which is conducive to psychological wellbeing.
Multicultural policies, which give immigrants a sense of legitimate membership and
standing in society, especially increase the likelihood that immigrants will feel they have
a stake in society, further motivating them to actively engage in the civic and political
realm (Bloemraad 2013). Research and common sense suggest that the relationship
between individual integration domains is interdependent and mutually reinforcing
(Ager and Strang 2008; Martén, Hainmueller, and Hangartner 2019): social and cultural

(e.g. language skills) integration likely benefits labor market integration and vice versa.
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Psychological wellbeing, in turn, is an important precondition for partaking in civic,
political, or economic activities. The fact that inclusive integration policies foster
immigrant integration in different domains makes these policies particularly powerful

instruments for fostering immigrant agency.

However, as we have seen, exclusive policies can also foster immigrant agency, especially
in the political realm. The example of immigrant political mobilization in the US in the late
1990s and early 2000s illustrates that exclusive legislation, especially toward
undocumented migrants, can provoke massive political protests in the streets, translate
to higher naturalization rates, shift political ideologies among immigrants, and increase
formal political engagement levels (Voss and Bloemraad 2011; Adrian D. Pantoja,
Menjivar, and Magafia 2008; Bowler, Nicholson, and Segura 2006). Overall, both inclusive
and exclusive policies regulating immigrant integration can thus drastically alter
immigrant agency. This transformation from passive and potentially dependent to active
and self-sufficient members of society is unlikely to go unnoticed by the majority

population.

This is because increased agency also implies higher visibility, the second mechanism
discussed here. Besides altering immigrants’ visibility indirectly via increased agency,
integration policies can also directly foster immigrant visibility. Examples include policies
that facilitate or even promote immigrant representation in state institutions such as the
teaching force, public administration, or the judiciary (Manatschal 2012). Inclusive
integration policies and a non-discriminating political context can further encourage
immigrants’ political and civic engagement and representation via immigrant politicians
(Dancygier et al. 2015; Cinalli and Giugni 2011). This increases the likelihood of
encountering immigrants in the public realm, be it as teachers, police officers,

bureaucrats, or politicians.

In addition, multicultural policies can significantly contribute to the visibility of ethnic
diversity in a municipality or region. If a municipality provides Muslim cemeteries or
minarets for its Muslim community, this may shape the self-perception of that community
as being inclusive and diverse. In contrast to the often heated and highly symbolic debates

around multiculturalism and cultural diversity dominating national political arenas
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(Bloemraad and Wright 2014; Vasta 2007), local integration policymaking is typically
characterized by a more pragmatic and solution-oriented impetus (Manatschal,
Wisthaler, and Zuber 2020; Caponio and Borkert 2010, 188-190; Scholten 2016).
Inclusive cultural policies and lived diversity at the local level may thereby offset exclusive

national narratives around cultural diversity.

As shown by the US immigrant marches of 2006, restrictive immigration and integration
policies can also trigger immigrant political engagement, and contribute thereby to
greater visibility and representation of immigrants’ claims and interests (Adrian D.
Pantoja, Menjivar, and Magafia 2008). The successful framing of these struggles around
American values around family and work was crucial as it brought to the public mind that
immigrants, documented and undocumented, are part of US society (Bloemraad, Voss, and
Lee 2011). From invisible noncitizens, who were often treated and seen as deportable
criminals, the marches from 2006 rendered them visible as members of families and hard
workers. By appealing to their Americanism and to their belonging in US society, the
protesters found visibility in public opinion and in mainstream media coverage of the

protests (ibid.).

This brings me to the third mechanism—altered representation—which is a consequence
of both improved agency and increased visibility. As the preceding section showed,
exclusive or restrictive integration policies can trigger immigrant political engagement
and visibility. In the case of the US immigrant marches, immigrants’ political claims not
only helped to render their cause visible, but also gave it a human face. Apart from this
notable example, existing research suggests that inclusive integration policies, in
particular, can alter the representation of immigrants. By treating immigrants on a fair
and equal basis, inclusive policies are expected to soften formerly salient differences
between the national ingroup and the foreign outgroup, and to engender feelings of
general inclusion (Gundelach and Manatschal 2017; Dinesen and Hooghe 2010; Kesler

and Bloemraad 2010; Weldon 2006).

In the long run, these processes may also lead to a more inclusive “reconstruction of social
identities” (Putnam 2007). For this process to unfold, immigrants must however be

broadly and visibly perceived of as equal members of society. Through altering
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immigrants’ agency and public visibility, integration policies may thus also reshape social
identities. A stronger representation of immigrants in the public realm should, for
instance, weaken the stereotypical perception of teachers, bureaucrats, judges, the police
corps, or politicians as predominantly White and native, thereby diversifying the
perception of what is “normal.” Rendering the perception of immigrants as public actors
more familiar and normal will not only soften the stark distinction between the foreign
“them” and the known “us,” it will also render immigrants more relatable, be it as
coworkers, co-protesters, or fellow citizens. Feeling relatable, being able to identify with
immigrants, and seeing immigrants as more similar to oneself should also increase the
likelihood of entering into positive intergroup contact (Koopmans, Veit, and Yemane
2019), which is, as we have seen, a particularly powerful instrument for reducing

prejudice and xenophobia.

4. Conclusion
Motivated by the inconclusive evidence emerging from existing research, this chapteris a
plea to pay closer attention to the indirect effects of integration policies on native
attitudes via their impact on immigrant integration. If, as a result of certain integration
policies, immigrants feel that they are more part of, and have more of a stake in, society,
and are, as a consequence, less dependent and participate more in labor markets and civic
organizations, such outcomes also affect natives’ views of immigrants. The chapter
showed how by facilitating—or impairing—immigrants’ access to socioeconomic, civic-
political and cultural rights, integration policies foster immigrant agency and visibility,
thereby altering also their representation in society. As a result, these policies have the
potential to turn immigrants from passive and dependent strangers into familiar,
relatable, and contributing active members of society. While existing research suggest
that it is in particular inclusive integration policies that can support processes of
immigrant integration, studies show that also exclusive policies can trigger reactions
among immigrants. It seems thus that more important whether a given policy has an
inclusive or exclusive orientation is the fact that there is a policy at all, which can have

feedback-effects on immigrants.
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The chapter argued that thanks to immigrants’ increased agency, visibility, and
representation due to these policies, natives should no longer see them primarily as the
unknown “other” or as a potential burden to the welfare state, but as active and equal, or
at least more similar, members of society. A decrease in exclusive sentiments such as
xenophobia, and an increase in inclusive attitudes such as trust and tolerance, may result
from this. At best, future studies examine the mechanisms theorized here empirically in
seeking to account for the complexity of how integration policy affects majority attitudes
via improved immigrant integration. At the very least, however, research should
acknowledge that it is too short-sighted to simply blend out the effect these policies have
on immigrants, toward whom they are directed in the first place, when analyzing how

these policies may reshape majority attitudes.
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