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Point of departure, research question

Migration research (e.g. Favell 2001, Koopmans et al. 2012)

Myopic perspective on single / selective set of explanatory factors (e.g. 
path dependency, party ideology)

neglect of larger institutional democratic setting

Research on empirical democracies (Lijphart 1999, 2012)

No direct answer to this question, but minorities in general: Consensus 
democracies «kinder and gentler», and better for minority representation

→ Research question: How do empirical patterns of democracy

affect integration policy outputs?

2



Explanatory Model
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Explanatory Model
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Expectations

Immigrants comprise non-eligible individuals…

H1: Power dispersion does not affect immigrant integration policies

…vs. eligible immigrants / future electorate: immigrant voters (cf. Koopmans et al. 2012)

H2: Proportional power dispersion leads to more inclusive immigrant integration policies

Immigrants = non-territorial minority (vs. Kymlicka 2001, Norris 2008; cf. Vatter 2011)

H3: Representative-veto power dispersion leads to more exclusive immigrant integration policies

Combining H2 and H3: centripetal democracy (Gerring et al. 2005)

H4: The inclusive effect of proportional power dispersion on immigrant integration policy is 
curbed by strong representative-veto or direct formal veto institutions

Anti-minority effect of direct democracy (cf. Gerber and Hug 2001, Vatter and Danaci 2010)

H5: Direct power dispersion leads to more exclusive immigrant integration policies



Data

Dependent variable

Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX 2010)

• 148 indicators in 7 areas: access to nationality, political participation, labour
market mobility, family reunion, anti-discrimination, long term residence, 
education

Independent variables

yearly measure (1990-2010) of three latent dimensions of democracy

• proportional power dispersion (cabinet type, effective number of parties, 
disproportionality of the electoral system)

• representative-veto power dispersion (federalism, bicameralism, judicial review)

• Direct power dispersion (direct democracy)

Controls

Party ideology (left, right / populist), immigration legacy, GDP, immigrant share
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Research Design and Methods

Research Design: 

Cross-sectional analyses (N = 30 European and North 
American countries)

Methods:

• Frequentist OLS regressions, interactions

• Simultaneous Bayesian measurement and outcome
Model (improvement and robustness check of
frequentist standard approach)
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Results
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Concluding remarks

Findings
• Distinct tendency: "Janus-faced" impact of democracy on 

integration policy
– Prop. power dispersion → inclusive int.pol.
– Repr.-veto power dispersion → exclusive int.pol.

• Conventional factors lose explanatory power once we account
for patterns of democracy

Remaining questions and challenges
• Frequentist and Bayesian approach?
• More substantial interpretation of Bayesian results
• low N, collinearity. Reduce explanatory variables? 
• Data on immigrant voters?
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Appendix, country scores
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Appendix, codebook
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Appendix, descriptives
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