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ABSTRACT 

This thesis aims to strengthen the state of European-level knowledge on the integration and 
well-being of immigrants and their descendants via helping to achieve a more 
comprehensive understanding of four key areas: (1) the concept of integration; (2) the 
multidimensionality of integration; (3) The relevance of immigrant parentage for the second 
generation; and (4) the role of the host country context in immigrant integration patterns. I 
address each of these four main knowledge gaps via four individual yet 
interconnected analyses. These consist, respectively, of a wide-ranging conceptual review 
and three quantitative studies using recent cross-European data (European Social Survey, 
2012-2018) for a set of multidimensional analyses (observing indicators of economic, 
political, and social inclusion, as well as health and well-being). The first study examines 
the multidimensionality of integration via a factor analysis of 18 integration-related 
outcomes for first- and second-generation racial/ethnic minority immigrants across Europe 
(ESS7; N=1,066). The second study compares outcomes of second-generation immigrants 
and native-parentage natives along multiple dimensions, with a systematic analysis of 
parental class background, gender, and ethnic/racial minority status both alongside and 
intersected with migration background (ESS 6-9, N=130,117). The third study explores the 
OiQkageV beWZeeQ iQdiYidXaO iPPigUaQWV¶ RXWcRPeV aQd hRVW cRXQWU\¶V PacUR-level 
characteristics through a wide range of models (ESS6-9, N1=9,175, N2=72 country-year 
contexts). Findings overall highlight, first, the complexity of integration concepts; second, 
the variation in integration outcomes across different dimensions; third, the continued and 
complex associations of immigrant parentage, including a relative second-generation 
advantage within otherwise vulnerable groups; and fourth, the relevance of several host 
country features for immigrant integration, including economic conditions, attitudes towards 
immigrants, and migrant integration policies. The thesis thus makes several original 
contributions helping to broaden the body of empirical evidence on first- and second-
generation multidimensional integration in Europe, along with some informative conceptual 
and methodological insights. With its cross-European, multidimensional, wide-ranging 
scope, the thesis helps fill conceptual and empirical gaps and inconsistencies within a so far 
rich but fragmented body of integration literature, thus helping to advance the field towards 
a broader, more comprehensive understanding of immigrant integration at a European level.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
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1.1 Introductory remarks 

 

Ensuring that migrants and EU citizens with a migrant background can fully participate and 

contribute is key to the future well-being, prosperity and cohesion of European societies 

Action plan on Integration and Inclusion 2021-2027,  

European Commission (2020a, 24) 

As of 2020, circa 12.8% of the population within the European Union/European Economic 

Area (EU/EEA) was foreign-born, representing about 66.2 million residents (OECD 2021a). 

For comparison, in 2000, this share was around 7.3% (UNDESA 2019). Further, native-born 

descendants of immigrants ± the so-called µsecond generation¶± represented ca. 7.4% of the 

population within the EU28 in 2017, from 5.2% in 2008 (OECD/EU 2019). Both figures 

have been increasing steadily over the past two decades, and are expected to continue doing 

so (OECD 2021a). As immigrants and their descendants come to represent a growing 

VegPeQW Rf EXURSe¶V SRSXOaWiRQ, eQVXUiQg WheiU acceSWaQce aQd iQcOXViRQ aV full members of 

society ± in other words, their integration (Penninx 2019; Alba and Foner 2015) ± represents 

an increasingly salient challenge for European states seeking to build fair and cohesive 

societies.  

In fact, over the past two decades the European Union (EU) has been gradually 

increasing efforts to coordinate immigrant integration measures at the EU level (European 

Commission 2020a; Geddes and Scholten 2015; Van Wolleghem 2019). Drawing on 

µpersisting challenges in relation to employment, education, access to basic services and the 

social inclusion of migrants¶, Whe EXURSeaQ CRPPiVViRQ¶V (2020a, 3) recent Action Plan on 

Integration and Inclusion 2021-2027 further escalates earlier efforts. These expanding 

efforts no longer target only third-country nationals but also naturalised third-country 
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nationals and their native-born descendants. A key element of this recent Action Plan is a 

call for increased and improved evidence base to monitor integration across Europe:  

[«] a QXPbeU Rf kQRZOedge gaSV Uemain that prevent effective evidence-based 
integration policies from being developed. While most Member States regularly 
monitor integration, they rarely rely on EU agreed indicators and the potential 
for international comparison is under-used (European Commission 2020a, 24). 

The aim of this thesis is to strengthen the state of European-level knowledge and scholarship 

on immigrant integration and inclusion. Specifically, I seek to address what I view as some 

key gaps in comprehensiveness and consistency that currently hold back the theoretical 

advancement and policy usefulness of an otherwise rich European literature on first- and 

second-generation immigrant integration. My research thus has a two-fold purpose, seeking 

both to improve the European-level evidence base for policy as well as the advancing the 

broader European theoretical discussion on the integration of immigrants and their 

descendants. I elaborate on the latter below.  

Traditionally, the scholarly field of immigrant integration research has been 

dominated by the US literature (Thomson and Crul 2007; J. Schneider and Crul 2010). 

Following a relatively later start, however, the past two decades have seen European 

integration scholarship come into its own as well, often building on conceptual and 

theoretical ideas developed in the North American context but revising and further evolving 

those in light of the complexity found within European contexts (e.g., Esser 2004a; 2010; 

Joppke and Morawska 2003; Vertovec 2007; Crul and Schneider 2010). Indeed, my own 

research is strongly influenced by the so-called µgrand theories of assimilation¶ originated 

the US context (Crul 2016, 2326; Alba and Nee 2003; Portes and Zhou 1993). One 

theoretical perspective that has been particularly influential to my thinking throughout the 

deYeORSPeQW WhiV diVVeUWaWiRQ ZaV PRUWeV aQd cROOeagXeV¶ VegPeQWed aVViPiOaWiRQ WheRU\ 
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(Portes and Zhou 1993; Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 2009a). While by no means the 

only theory involved in this research (as later chapters will demonstrate), it is one that has 

overarching implications and was a key starting point to my research; therefore, I present its 

key insights briefly below.  

Formulated in the US context of the 1990s, segmented assimilation theory (Portes and 

Zhou 1993; Gans 1992b) sought to explain the varying integration trajectories of first- and 

second-generation from the µnew¶ post-1965 immigrant inflows to the US, which often seem 

to differ, at least temporarily, from the traditionally expected path of acculturation and 

economic assimilation into the local dominant middle class.1 Portes and Zhou (1993) 

highlighted several key factors to explain this divergence, and, in doing so, brought multiple 

seminal insights concerning the complexity of intergenerational integration processes. They 

noted, for example, that the class background and ethnic/racial status (e.g., being non-white) 

of immigrant groups would be fundamental to their integration experience. In relation to 

this, Portes and colleagues (Portes and Rumbaut 1990; Portes and Zhou 1993) also 

underscored the role of the host country as a context of reception in shaping integration 

opportunities, citing a number of potentially influential factors including structural features 

of the labour market, the support or hostility of government policies, the attitudes of 

receiving society members, and pre-existing co-ethnic communities. Further, Portes and 

Zhou (1993) noted that there are multiple paths of integration that immigrants and their 

descendants might follow, beyond the traditionally expected path of acculturation and 

economic assimilation into the local dominant middle class.  

 
1 Observed, within the classical literature, for earlier European immigrants (Alba and Nee 2003). 
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Crucially, they noted that the two forms of integration ± economic and sociocultural ± 

do not necessarily go hand in hand, and may show distinct paths of development (e.g., with 

economic assimilation happening without full acculturation) (Portes and Zhou 1993). This 

assertion is conceptually significant for two reasons: first, it underscores the 

multidimensional nature of integration; second, it encourages a critical evaluation of how 

integration is defined (e.g., who we consider µintegrated¶, on what basis, etc.).2 The empirical 

prevalence of the alternative integration paths and specific mechanisms outlined by SAT, 

have been much debated, both in the US and European context (Portes, Fernández-Kelly, 

and Haller 2009a; Waters et al. 2010; Haller, Portes, and Lynch 2011b; Alba, Kasinitz, and 

Waters 2011; Haller, Portes, and Lynch 2011a; Vermeulen 2010; Thomson and Crul 2007; 

Crul 2016; Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012; Drouhot and Nee 2019). These (valid) debates 

notwithstanding, I view the above-highlighted fundamental ideas as constituting key 

advancements in the way we think about immigrant integration in modern scholarship.  

Furthermore, the past two decades have seen European integration scholarship come 

into its own as well, often building on conceptual and theoretical ideas developed in the 

North American context but revising and further evolving those in light of the complexity 

found within European contexts (e.g., Esser 2004a; 2010; Joppke and Morawska 2003; 

Vertovec 2007; Crul and Schneider 2010). Indeed ± linking back to the above points ± 

European, as well as transatlantic, scholarship has made substantial contributions to debates 

around the concept of integration (e.g., Joppke and Morawska 2003; Penninx 2005; Penninx 

and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Spencer and Charsley 2016; 2021), multidimensional 

approaches to the study of integration (e.g., Heckmann 2006; Ager and Strang 2008; Bean 

 
2 See Chapter 3 for more detailed discussions. 
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et al. 2012; Lessard-Phillips 2017), dynamics of second-generation integration, including 

the applicability of SAT (e.g. Crul and Vermeulen 2003; Vermeulen 2010; Crul, Schneider, 

and Lelie 2012; Phalet and Heath 2010; Heath and Schneider 2021; Luthra 2013a), and the 

role of the national context in integration (Thomson and Crul 2007; e.g., Crul, Schneider, 

and Lelie 2012; Dustmann, Frattini, and Lanzara 2012; Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007).  

Altogether, the increasingly rich European conceptual and empirical literature on 

immigrant integration has thus produced abundant arguments and evidence on numerous 

key questions of integration. However, I find that the usefulness of this literature ± especially 

from a cross-European perspective ± is currently held back by its fragmented nature. First, 

there is a lack of consistency in the varying conceptualisations and definitions of integration 

(more on this below). Second, individual studies tend to have a fairly narrow focus in terms 

of facets (dimensions) of integration, immigrant populations, and geographical contexts 

observed at once; combined with inconsistencies in methods, data, and indicators used, this 

makes it difficult to synthesise existing empirical research across specific areas of study and 

contexts. Further, although there are regular reports from organizations such as Eurostat (or 

the European Commission) and the OECD that do have such a broad scope, these tend to be 

limited in depth, offering a mostly descriptive perspective (OECD/EU 2019).  

Drawing on the above observations ± elaborated in further detail below ± this thesis 

seeks to help bridge some key comprehensiveness gaps in the existing knowledge on the 

integration and well-being of immigrant and immigrant-background individuals across 

Europe. To achieve this, I bring together a rich, but at often fragmented theoretical and 

empirical literature on immigrant integration in Europe and expand on it with a set of new, 

wide-ranging analyses. I am interested in four areas in particular: 
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x The concept of migrant integration 

x The multidimensionality of integration  

x The relevance of immigrant parentage for the second generation  

x The links between host country contextual characteristics and immigrant integration. 

I view these four topics ± or gaps in knowledge ± as fundamentally related and thus 

overlapping, yet also, distinct enough to warrant independent analyses. The alternative 

format of this thesis, consisting of one conceptual review and three empirical papers in 

journal-article format, allows me to develop analyses that both related and distinct: they 

share a guiding vision and thus similarities in approach (the cross-European scope, the data 

source, the multidimensional approach) in line with the overarching aim of 

comprehensiveness; yet, this format also allows for a degree of independence between 

studies that I found necessary so that each can serve the specific research question at hand 

with the most fitting design and approach. The discussion in the last chapter of the 

dissertation will then bring together the knowledge generated by these studies. In the 

following section, I expand on each of the above-mentioned knowledge gaps and present 

the research questions guiding my four respective main chapters. For reference, a separate 

section at the end of this chapter clarifies some main terms and definitions used in the text 

of this dissertation. (Note: some of these are preliminary definitions, to be examined and 

specified further in Chapters 3 [Concepts] Chapter 4 [Methodology], and/or the individual 

papers presented in Chapters 5-7). 
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1.2 Knowledge gaps and research questions 

1.2.1 The concept of migrant integration 

First of all, there is no real consensus on what migrant integration is, exactly. From 

terminology to definitions and conceptual frameworks, approaches to migrant integration 

(or migrant assimilation, incorporation, adaptation, etc.) have varied widely across time, 

geographical contexts, theoretical strands, and individual scholars (Kivisto 2005). Part of 

what makes it so difficult to reach a consensus on integration is the inherent subjectivity and 

normativity of the concept: most definitions of integration describe what integration is at the 

same time prescribing what it should be. As Phalet and Swyngedouw (2003, 7) write, 

the term integration bundles analytic concepts together with normative notions 
or idealised projections of society, which are weighted with very different 
emotional and attitudinal valences in different groups and contexts. 

This means that understandings of integration are highly influenced by the 

surrounding historical, social, and political context. Both integration and assimilation ± to 

cite the two most prominent terms ± have been defined and redefined time and again to better 

fiW ZiWh eYROYiQg SeUVSecWiYeV RQ VRcieW\ aQd iPPigUaQWV¶ SOace iQ WheP; aV a UeVXOW, Whe WZR 

have been referred to as synonyms, with integration being the preferred term in Europe (J. 

Schneider and Crul 2010), opposing models (Berry 1997), or altogether different types of 

processes (Esser 2004b). A similar divergence of approaches characterises the whole set of 

assumptions that make up a concept of integration ± for instance, if a process of adaptation 

is involved, who is adapting to whom? In what way(s)? When is integration µdone¶, and 

what does that end-state look like? What degree of remaining difference is no longer 

considered a problem? Differences in assumptions concerning these points, especially when 

unacknowledged, have long been a hindrance to the study of integration, as it often results 

in scholars talking past one another (Kivisto 2005; Gans 1997). This incoherence also 
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obstructs the effective measurement and evaluation of integration, which in turn makes it 

difficult to develop adequate policy measures to facilitate integration (European 

Commission 2020a).  

My first aim is therefore to help advance the field towards a more consistent and 

coherent conceptual approach to immigrant integration. In service of this aim, my first 

research question is the following: 

x Research question 1: How should immigrant integration be defined? 

To investigate this question in depth, Chapter 3 sets out to provide a comprehensive 

overview conceptual overview, bridging definitional divides and helping to understand the 

variety of conceptual approaches and their implications ± and, in doing so, set the foundation 

for a thoughtful and consistent conceptualisation of integration in my research in this 

dissertation. To achieve this, in Chapter 3 I conduct an extensive literature review around 

the concept of integration. Specifically, I review the evolution and debates around 

conceptualisations of immigrant integration and associated terms (e.g., assimilation) in 

sociological and related literature, from the early days of the field to the present day. In an 

effort to provide a systematic overview, I identify five key conceptual µbuilding blocks¶ of 

integration definitions and analyse existing conceptualisations along them. These are: (1a) 

the term used and (1b) its attached definition; (2) the areas of life (dimensions) and (3) actors 

considered part of the process; (4) the µreference group¶ against whom integration or 

assimilation is measured; and, (5) the endpoint (or goal) of integration, or what completed 

µintegration¶ (or µassimilation¶) looks like. This entails the following sub-questions 

concerning the definition of integration (from the perspective of integration research):  

x Research question 1a: What term should we use? 
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x Research question 1b: Integration in what sense? What are the different 

dimensions of integration? 

x Research question 1c: Who are the actors of integration? 

x Research question 1d: Who is the reference group for integration? 

x Research question 1e: What is the definitional endpoint of integration? What 

does µcompleted¶ integration look like? 

In examining these questions, my objective is to highlight the variety of conceptual 

positions involved in the process of defining integration, provide a useful systematic 

comparison and synthesis of prior approaches and debates, and ultimately use insights from 

that overview to develop my own conceptual framework of integration to use in the 

empirical studies making up the remainder of the dissertation. 

Building on the insights of this review, my concept of integration is centred on the 

societal inclusion and equality of immigrants and their descendants. This process involves 

multiple actors (including immigrants as well as host society, at different levels), and 

multiple dimensions. Integration, by my definition, does not necessarily involve 

sociocultural assimilation. Instead, I focus on the socioeconomic integration, 

civic/political/institutional inclusion, social inclusion, and well-being of immigrants and 

their descendants, seeking the disappearance of penalties tied to migration background in 

these domains. My conceptual review also underscores the importance of considering the 

internal diversity (e.g., in terms of race/ethnicity, socioeconomic background) of both 

immigrants and non-immigrants when comparing these populations and evaluating 

integration. 
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1.2.2 The multidimensionality of integration 

Building on insights and points raised in the above conceptual review, my second aim is to 

go into further depth concerning the aspect of multidimensionality in particular. Immigrant 

integration is nowadays widely recognized to be a multidimensional phenomenon (Spencer 

and Charsley 2016; 2021; OECD/EU 2019; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019; Penninx 2005; 2019; 

Bean et al. 2012; Lessard-Phillips 2017; Sobolewska, Galandini, and Lessard-Phillips 2017). 

Yet ± as is the case with the concept of integration generally ± while numerous frameworks 

have been offered,3 there is still no definitional consensus on what those dimensions are, or 

even what exactly multidimensionality entails. Is integration primarily a process of 

structural (economic) assimilation (Massey 1981)? Or structural and sociocultural 

adaptation (Alba and Nee 1997; Portes and Zhou 1993)? Or should we look at an even wider 

range of areas of life to capture the state of integration (e.g., Gordon 1964; Entzinger and 

Biezeveld 2003; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019)? In sum, my second research question is: 

x Research Question 2a: What does the multidimensionality of integration entail? 

Beyond pragmatic benchmarking purposes such as providing a richer assessment of 

the state of integration for policymakers (e.g., Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003; Ndofor-Tah 

et al. 2019), the question of dimensionality also holds theoretical implications concerning 

the mechanisms of integration. For instance, the idea that multiple domains of integration 

(e.g., structural, sociocultural) need to be observed for an accurate portrayal of integration 

is rooted in the notion that sub-processes of integration do not necessarily develop in tandem 

across those domains, as was once assumed (Portes and Zhou 1993; Lessard-Phillips 2017; 

 
3 See, e.g., Gordon (1964); Entzinger and Biezeveld (2003); Esser (2004b); Penninx (2005); Heckmann, 
(2006); Crul et al. (2012); Bean et al. (2012); Spencer and Charsley (2016); Lessard-Phillips (2017); 
Ndofor-Tah et al., (2019); OECD/EU (2019). 
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Lessard-Phillips and Fajth forthcoming). As such, the question of dimensionality is 

intertwined with the question of how closely different sub-processes of integration are 

related.  

Still, few of the many proposed multidimensional frameworks offered engage 

critically with this notion in their logic of categorisation. In fact, this lack of a consistent 

underlying logic may help explain the wide divergence in multidimensional frameworks. In 

recent years, a few studies have begun examining the question empirically, outlining 

multidimensional frameworks based on using quantitative analyses of outcome patterns 

across different indicators of integration (Bean et al. 2012; Lessard-Phillips 2017; see also 

Harder et al. 2018). These have highlighted some key findings, but were somewhat limited 

in scope (i.e., generational, geographical, dimensional coverage). Motivated by the objective 

of building towards a more consistent use of integration dimensions and a more solid 

empirical basis for dimensional categorisations in integration studies, I thus also pose the 

following question: 

x Research Question 2b: What kind of dimensional pattern do we see in the integration 

outcomes of European immigrant and immigrant-background minorities? 

Building on insights from an extensive review of prior conceptualisations of 

integration dimensions, the first empirical paper (Chapter 5) seeks to answer this question 

by providing a more comprehensive empirical analysis of integration dimensions than prior 

works, involving a wider range of indicators, using data from across Europe (European 

Social Survey 2012; 2014a; 2016; 2018d), and looking at outcomes of both first- and second-

generation immigrants (though focusing on racial/ethnic minority respondents ± a limitation 

necessary due to data limitations, explained further in Methodology [Chapter 4]). Findings 
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from this study highlight that grouping integration dimensions based on empirical outcome 

patterns can indeed lead to different dimensional categorisation than a purely thematic or 

conceptually driven approach. The five µempirical¶ dimensions (economic/structural 

integration; health; subjective well-being; cultural assimilation and civic/political 

integration; and minority socialization) highlight the distinct yet connected nature of these 

different aspects and challenge classical assumptions such as cultural assimilation and 

economic integration being strongly interlinked (in line with Portes and Zhou 1993; cf. Ruud 

Koopmans 2016). Ultimately, the paper ± co-authored with my supervisor Dr Laurence 

Lessard-Phillips ± adYaQceV a PRUe cUiWicaO Za\ Rf WhiQkiQg abRXW iQWegUaWiRQ¶V 

multidimensionality.4  

1.2.3 The situation of the second generation: does immigrant background still 
matter?  

Next, the situation of the second-generation immigrant population is particularly interesting 

as an indicator of the success ± or challenges ± of immigrant integration processes at the 

European level. It is generally held that, for people who immigrated as adults, the potential 

to µcatch up¶ with native-background natives is inherently limited (by the disruption of 

migration, foreign qualifications, language limitations, lack of cultural and social capital, 

etc.); in this sense, some degree of native-migrant disparities may be inevitable (Penninx 

2005; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). However, the generation that was born and/or raised 

in the host country since a young age, should, theoretically, have the same life chances as 

their native-background peers ± and, if they do not, that can be an important signal of 

 
4 Note: the paper presented in Chapter 5 was published as a co-authored journal article. While a first version 
of the paper picked up roughly where the related Chapter 3 section left off (with relatively little overlap), 
requests for additional engagement with the theoretical/conceptual literature in the process of peer review (to 
strengthen the paper as a standalone piece), have led to some overlaps in content with Chapter 3. 
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structural obstacles to integration (Penninx 2005; Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012). In other 

words,  

the litmus test for integration, and for the success or failure of policies in this 
field, is the status and success of the second generation. (Penninx 2005, 143). 

Indeed, understanding mechanisms and patterns of second-generation integration has 

been at the forefront of international theoretical debates around immigrant assimilation 

(Portes and Zhou 1993; Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 2009a; Alba, Kasinitz, and 

Waters 2011; Esser 2004a; Crul and Schneider 2010). Within Europe, as some major cohorts 

of second-generation immigrants (e.g., the children of the post-war guestworker inflows) 

have started reaching adulthood over the past decade, a growing body of literature has sought 

to assess their integration and relative situation in European societies (Alba and Foner 2015; 

e.g. Crul and Vermeulen 2003; Vermeulen 2010; Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012; Heath, 

Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Heath and Schneider 2021; Luthra 2013a; Gorodzeisky and 

Semyonov 2017; Phalet and Heath 2010; Drouhot and Nee 2019). Nevertheless, I find that 

despite an increasing number of studies, the fundamental question of whether second-

generation members of European societies are still held back by their immigrant background 

remains difficult to gauge.  

I identify multiple challenges in this regard. First of all, while concepts of integration 

are increasingly multidimensional (as established earlier), the existing European second-

generation literature exhibits an overwhelming focus on economic aspects, with relatively 

thinner knowledge on other key aspects of inclusion and well-being;5 moreover, studies 

applying a multidimensional frame of analysis are exceedingly rare (see Heath, Rothon, and 

 
5 Note that studies on the sociocultural assimilation of the second generation fall outside the scope of interest 
here, given my earlier-outlined concept of integration. 
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Kilpi 2008; and Drouhot and Nee 2019 for reviews of the rich literature on the economic 

aspects; see André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; André and Dronkers 2017; Safi 2010; and 

Gkiouleka and Huijts 2020 for some rare examples of cross-European studies on other 

dimensions; and see Bean et al. 2012; Heath and Schneider 2021; Lessard-Phillips et al. 

2017; Fajth and Bilgili 2018 for some rare multidimensional studies). Second, most studies 

tend to have a fairly narrow scope, typically observing one dimension of integration at a 

time, within a given (typically north-western European) country context, often focusing on 

one or a few particular ethnic groups (see, e.g., reviews by Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; 

Drouhot and Nee 2019). While understandable, and often necessary, these restrictions result 

in a somewhat fragmented evidence base that is difficult to synthesise due to discrepancies 

in data, measures, methods, and contexts across studies.  

Third, disentangling the role of migration background from other confounding factors 

± especially racial/ethnic minority background and class background ± remains a 

fundamental challenge. First of all, the distinction between ethnic/racial effects and 

migration background is often unclear, partly because the focus is so often on second-

generation individuals from racialised minorities (see, e.g., Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; 

Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012; Drouhot and Nee 2019). Second, some emerging evidence 

suggests that key background factors such class background, ethnic/racial minority status, 

and gender may work differently for children of immigrants than for their native-background 

peers (Heath and Brinbaum 2014; Li 2018; Platt 2007; Kasinitz et al. 2008; Fleischmann 

and Kristen 2014; Zuccotti 2015). Nevertheless, evidence on these dynamics is still far from 

conclusive, even for the relatively widely studied socioeconomic domain (Heath, Rothon, 

and Kilpi 2008; cf. Drouhot and Nee 2019). Indeed, the question of migration background 

vis-à-vis other background factors is similarly pertinent for other aspects of societal 
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inclusion and well-being, where prior evidence is altogether thinner (André, Dronkers, and 

Need 2014; Thorkelson 2015; André and Dronkers 2017; OECD/EU 2019; Gkiouleka and 

Huijts 2020; Safi 2010; Stevens et al. 2015).  

Drawing on the above gaps in knowledge, my second research question is, 

x Research question 3: Does migration background make a difference in the outcomes 

of the native-born offspring of immigrants in Europe? 

The second paper seeks to address this question with a wide-ranging comparative 

study of second-generation and native-parentage native adults across Europe. Specifically, 

the study pools data from the European Social Survey (2012; 2014a; 2016; 2018d) on 

second-generation immigrants of any origin (non-EU and EU-origin, low and high class 

background, etc.) from all over Europe (not only north-western Europe) and compares their 

outcomes to those of native-parentage peers across a wide range of domains (including 

economic as well as political, social, and health- and well-being-related outcomes). 

Importantly, it does so in three steps: first, looking at overall differences between second-

generation and native-parentage respondents; second, controlling for background factors of 

ethnic/racial minority status, gender, and parental class background; and third, including a 

comparative analysis of subgroups at the intersection of migration background and, 

respectively, ethnic/racial background, class background, and gender. In doing so, it allows 

to gain a more comprehensive picture of second-generation and native-background 

disparities at the European level, while also helping to disentangle the effects of migration 

background from other relevant background factors and examining how the implications of 

the latter may differ for children of immigrants versus children of natives. 
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The findings of this study suggest that for second-generation immigrants across 

Europe, foreign parentage is associated with a mix of advantages, null-effects, and 

disadvantages, depending on the dimension examined. Although class background and 

ethnic/racial minority status are key determinants, for the most part they do not µexplain 

away¶ second-generation differences. Further, subgroup analyses reveal a relative second-

generation advantage within otherwise disadvantaged (i.e., low class background and 

ethnic/racial minority) groups. 

1.2.4 The role of host country characteristics 

The third knowledge gap I seek to address concerns the role of host country characteristics 

in migrant integration. Integration scholarship has long held an interest in the role of the host 

cRXQWU\ cRQWe[W iQ iPPigUaQWV¶ aQd WheiU deVceQdaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ (PRUWeV aQd RXPbaXW 

1990; Portes and Zhou 1993; Alba and Foner 2015; Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012; 

Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016). European cross-national comparative research in 

particular has been instrumental in starting to explore the implications of different national 

contexts for integration (Thomson and Crul 2007), and the associated literature has been 

growing in recent years. Studies on structural factors influential for first-generation 

iPPigUaQWV¶ ePSOR\PeQW aQd VecRQd-geneUaWiRQ iPPigUaQWV¶ edXcaWiRQ, fRU iQVWaQce, aUe 

becoming clearer (e.g., Ballarino and Panichella 2015; Bisin et al. 2011; Borgna and Contini 

2014; Griga and Hadjar 2014).  

Nevertheless, especially from a multidimensional perspective of integration, our 

understanding of contextual effects is still far from complete. On the one hand, several 

specific associations between host country characteristics concerning the role of the host 

country context ± which characteristics affect which aspect of integration, and how ± remain 
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unclear (see below). On the other hand, I note the lack of an overarching conceptual model 

specifying the varied ways in which the host country context may influence integration. 

From an empirical perspective, this is partly due to a lack of comparability among existing 

studies, due, for example, to inconsistencies in indicators, populations of interest, contexts 

included, and data and methods used. The aim of this paper is to help build towards such a 

comprehensive overview, by (a) reviewing existing knowledge on sources of cross-national 

variation in immigrant integration outcomes, (b) outlining an initial conceptual model 

summarising some key factors emerging from the existing literature, with an associated set 

of research questions, and (c) providing a uniquely wide-ranging test of associations 

between characteristics at the level host country and individual immigrant integration 

outcomes. In sum, the third paper is driven by the following underlying question: 

x Research question 4: How are immigrant integration outcomes linked to the 

contextual characteristics of the host country? 

 Consulting a broad range of related theoretical and empirical works and reviews (e.g., 

Portes and Rumbaut 1990; Portes and Zhou 1993; Waldinger and Catron 2016; Luthra, 

Soehl, and Waldinger 2018; Alba and Nee 2003; Reitz 2002; Spencer and Charsley 2016; 

Penninx 2005; Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; 

Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015), I identify four types of potential sources of cross-

national differences in immigrant integration patterns. These are: (1) compositional 

diffeUeQceV iQ iPPigUaQW SRSXOaWiRQV¶ backgURXQd chaUacWeUiVWicV; (2) ecRQRPic cRQdiWiRQV 

aQd VWUXcWXUaO chaUacWeUiVWicV Rf Whe hRVW cRXQWU\ (3) Whe cRXQWU\¶V UeOaWiRnship to migration 

and immigrants in general (attitudes, pre-existing immigrant minorities); and (4) immigrant 
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integration policies.6 As I discuss in an extensive literature review within the paper (Chapter 

7), each of these factors warrants some further examination as existing evidence is either 

inconclusive or altogether sparse, especially from a multidimensional and cross-European 

perspective. 

To address the above research question, I thus exploit the variety of institutional, 

structural, and other contextual characteristics found across European countries and build a 

dataset combining macro-level indicators for 19 countries across four waves (72 country-

years) with individual data on immigrants residing in those contexts (from the European 

Social Survey (2012; 2014a; 2016; 2018d)). To achieve the desired breadth of analysis, I 

examine multiple dimensions of integration (economic, political, social, health and well-

being), for first-generation (i.e., foreign-born) migrants from any origins, as well as second-

generation migrants in a supplementary analysis. In a first step, I assess the presence of 

cross-QaWiRQaO YaUiaWiRQ iQ iPPigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes while controlling for 

relevant background characteristics of immigrants and native averages on the given 

outcomes. I then proceed to examine my research questions through separate models for 

each outcome and factor of interest. These questions include whether more favourable 

economic indicators, a larger immigrant stock, warmer attitudes towards immigrants, and 

more liberal integration policies, among other factors, are associated with better outcomes 

for immigrants (in terms of occupational attainment, political engagement, health, life 

satisfaction, and perceived in-group discrimination). Findings offer some general support 

for these ideas, though with some exceptions and important differences across specific 

 
6 The local (sub-national) aspect of integration has also (rightly) received increasing attention in recent 
years within the contextual-effects literature (see, e.g., literature on superdiversity Schneider and Crul 
2012; SchROWeQ aQd PeQQiQ[ 2016; RU Whe µORcaO WXUQ¶ iQ PigUaQW iQWegUaWiRQ SROicieV VeUWRYec 2007). 
Due to scope limitations, however, I do not include that level of analysis in this study. The same applies 
for detailed origin country and transnational factors (Aleksynska 2011; Spencer and Charsley 2016). 
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factors and outcomes. Through its insights, the paper ultimately helps advance towards a 

more comprehensive understanding of host country effects, particularly what may explain 

differences in integration patterns observed across Europe, and thus what host countries 

more generally can do to facilitate (or not obstruct) the integration of their immigrant 

populations.  

1.3 Summary of aims and contributions 

To summarise, with the research in this thesis I aim to contribute to our understanding of 

immigrant integration in Europe with a conceptual overview and three original studies, each 

of which help to bridge some of key comprehensiveness gaps within the broader European 

literature on immigrant integration. In doing so, my research seeks to inform ongoing 

conceptual and theoretical discussions around the integration of immigrants and their 

descendants. Specifically, the conceptual chapter and the first empirical paper contribute 

towards the development of more coherent and meaningful conceptual approaches to 

integration, with a particular attention to the aspect of multidimensionality. The second 

empirical paper then examines the fundamental question of how meaningful immigrant 

background is past the first generation, with a systematic consideration of class background, 

gender, and ethnic/racial minority status and how these other background factors may 

explain, add on to, or complicate outcome differences associated with second-generation 

(vs. native-parentage) status. The study thus provides a much needed, broad yet consistent 

analysis of the implications of immigrant parentage and other background factors for 

second-generation immigrants in Europe. Finally, the third paper provides a long-overdue, 

wide-ranging analysis of the links between host country characteristics and immigrant 

integration patterns ± an examination for which Europe, with its diverse set of country 
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contexts, offers an excellent case study. Overall, the cross-European, multidimensional, 

broad-scope nature of the analyses helps build towards a more comprehensive, birds-eye-

view understanding of immigrant integration in Europe. 

1.4 Outline of thesis structure 

The remainder of this thesis is structured as follows. The next chapter provides some key 

background information on immigration in Europe to contextualise the research in this thesis 

(Chapter 2). In line with the first research question and as a foundation for my subsequent 

studies, Chapter 3 provides an in-depth literature review on the concept of integration and 

outlines my own conceptualisation of integration. Chapter 4 presents my methodological 

approach to the empirical studies, offering an overarching discussion of the methodological 

choices taken in the three empirical papers as well as further detail on particular methods in 

each paper (providing additional detail that the journal article length restrictions often 

prevented in the individual papers). This is followed by the three empirical papers in 

Chapters 5 to 7. These investigate, respectively, the dimensions of integration (Chapter 5), 

the integration of the second generation (Chapter 6), and the role of host country 

characteristics for integration (Chapter 7). Following the typical structure of academic 

journal articles, they each include introduction, literature review, data and methods, results, 

and discussion and conclusion sections. In conclusion, the final Chapter 8 brings together 

the knowledge generated by the individual studies in research of the thesis into an overall 

discussion, outlining answers to research questions and broader implications, along with 

limitations, directions for future research, and concluding remarks. 
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1.5 Clarifying some key terms and definitions 

1.5.1 Immigrants, natives, and related terms (incl. immigrant generations) 

Definitions of immigrants can vary, depending, for example, on how naturalized citizens, 

foreign-born people who immigrated as children, and native-born children of immigrants 

are categorised (Anderson and Blinder 2019). Origin can also matter ± for instance, EU 

dRcXPeQWV aQd UeSRUWV¶ defiQiWiRQ Rf iPPigUaQWV RfWeQ e[cOXdeV PRbiOe EU ciWi]eQV (e.g. 

European Commission 2020a). Generally speaking, international migration scholars and 

demographers tend to define immigrants based on foreign country of birth rather than 

foreign citizenship, which is changeable, though the latter is sometimes used when country 

of birth information is missing (UNDESA 2020; Rumbaut 2006; Willekens et al. 2016). 

Following this logic, I base my identification on country of birth. Further, to add nuance to 

the foreign- vs. native-born distinction, it is common practice in migration scholarship to 

differentiate among migrant7 µgenerations¶ based on country of birth information of the 

individual and their parents (and/or grandparents) and time of immigration to the current 

country of residence (Rumbaut 2006).  

The level of detail in this regard can vary.8 Studies interested chiefly in first-generation 

immigrants may only distinguish between µimmigrants¶ and µnatives¶ meaning foreign-born 

 
7 Note: I use the terms µmigrant¶ and µimmigrant¶ interchangeably in this dissertation, though I mainly rely 
on the latter. 
8 At the most detail level, migration scholars (see, e.g., Lessard-Phillips et al. 2017, 27±28; Rumbaut 
2006) distinguishes between the following generations of immigrants:  
- 1st generation: foreign-born residents migrated to the host country as adults (age 18 and over); 
- 1.25 generation: foreign-born residents migrated to the host country as teenagers (ages 13±17); 
- 1.5 generation: foreign-born residents migrated to the host country as older children (ages 6±12); 
- 1.75 generation: foreign-born residents migrated as young children (ages 0±5); 
- 2nd generation: residents born in the host country to two foreign-born) parents; 
- 2.5 generation: residents born in the host country to one foreign- and one native-born parent; 
- 3rd generation: residents born in the host country to native-born parents, with one or more foreign-born 
grandparents; and 
- 4th generation: individuals with parents and grandparents born in the host country. 
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and native-born (of any background), respectively (see, e.g., Eurostat 2017). Further, 

literature interested in intergenerational processes of integration and/or the situation of 

children of immigrants tends to distinguish between three major generational groups: the 

first (i.e., foreign-born) generation, the second generation (their native-born offspring) and 

the µ3+¶ generation (natives with native-born parents) (Eurostat 2016; Pew Research Center 

2013). The way these broader generational categories are defined can vary.  

One example is where the µ1.5¶ generation ± immigrants who were born abroad but 

arrived as young children ± falls (Myers, Gao, and Emeka 2009). Though administratively 

foreign-born, members of the 1.5 generation have spent their formative years, including their 

schooling, in the host country. In light of this, their integration opportunities are often 

viewed as more comparable to that of the second generation than that of foreign-born 

residents who migrated as adults, for example (Myers, Gao, and Emeka 2009). Therefore, 

though some studies set examine the 1.5 generation as its own category, many consider 

members of the 1.5-generation as part of the µde facto¶ (or µbroad¶) second generation, 

essentially viewing them as µlate arriving members¶ of it (Myers, Gao, and Emeka 2009, 

210; Waters 2014; Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 2009a; Bean et al. 2012).  

Further, within the second generation, it makes theoretical sense to distinguish 

between children of one native and one foreign-born and children of two foreign-born 

parents, as the presence of even one native-born parent can make a considerable difference 

in terms of local cultural, social, and human capital, for example (Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 

2012; Lessard-Phillips and Li 2017; OECD/EU 2019; Pichler 2011). In practice, analyses of 

 
Typically, however, the generational distinction is simplified into a few main categories (as discussed in 
the following). 
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second-generation immigrants make this distinction fairly rarely, for the practical reason 

that second-generation samples large enough to allow for such a distinction and retain 

sample sizes sufficient for robust quantitative analyses are difficult to come by. (The same 

can be said for investigating the µ1.5¶ generation separately.) All in all, unless otherwise 

noted, I rely on the following terms and definitions: 

� Natives: native-born residents (regardless of parentage) 

� Immigrants: foreign-born residents (immigrated at any age, unless otherwise noted) 

� First-generation immigrants: foreign-born residents; excluding the 1.5 generation, if 

VR VSecified (µQaUURZ¶ defiQiWiRQ Rf fiUVW geQ.; XVed, e.g., iQ P\ ePSiUicaO aQaO\VeV)9 

o Also referred to as: immigrants, or immigrant populations/groups/minorities 

� µ1.5¶ generation immigrants: foreign-born residents who immigrated as young 

children; I use the common cut-off of age 12 or younger in my analyses (e.g. Kasinitz 

et al. 2008) 

� Second-generation immigrants:10 native-born residents with one or two immigrant 

parents; includes µ1.5¶ generation if so specified (broad definition of second 

geQeUaWiRQ, e.g., µsecond generation (incl. 1.5)¶) 

o Also referred to as: the second generation; immigrant-parentage natives, 

immigrant-background natives, or immigrant-background or immigrant-

origin populations/groups/ minorities 

� µ3+¶ generation: residents born in the host country to two native-born parents 

 
9 Operationalisation specific to empirical analyses discussed in further detail in Methodology section. 
10 ThRXgh I dR keeS Whe WeUP µVecRQd-geQeUaWiRQ iPPigUaQWV¶ iQ WhiV diVVeUWaWiRQ fRU cRQWiQXiW\ ZiWh eaUOieU 
OiWeUaWXUe, I aiP WR PiQiPiVe Whe XVe Rf Whe WeUP µiPPigUaQWV¶ aV PXch aV SRVVibOe ZheQ UefeUUiQg WR WhiV 
population (aQd dR QRW iQcOXde WheP iQ Whe VWaQdaORQe µiPPigUaQWV¶ WeUP) VeeiQg aV Whe\ aUe acWXaOO\ QaWiYeV, 
aQd cRQWiQXed UefeUeQce WR WheVe gURXSV aV µiPPigUaQWV¶ haV jXVWO\ beeQ cUiWiciVed aV aQ e[cOXViRQaU\ SUacWice 
(see, e.g., Favell 2016). 
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o Also referred to as: native-background or native-parentage natives 

� Immigrant and immigrant-background populations/groups/minorities: first- and 

second-generation immigrants, jointly (typically vs. native-background natives) 

o Also referred to as: immigrant and immigrant-origin populations/groups/ 

minorities; immigrants and their (immediate) descendants 

Figure 1.1 below illustrates the logic of the above categorisation, including the split 

into µnatives¶ and µimmigrants¶ based on country of birth, and further breakdowns within 

them. Within this graph, the joint immigrant and immigrant-background population as 

defined above includes the segment covered by the yellow and the green circles jointly. 

Figure 1.1.Illustration of logic of immigrant/native categories in terminology used 

 
Note: aXWhRU¶V RZQ iOOXVWUaWiRQ. 
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1.5.2 Integration 

There is no standard definition of migrant integration; in fact, even the term itself is 

contested (Kivisto 2005; Spencer and Charsley 2021). I undertake an extensive review and 

discussion around the definition of integration (and related alternative terms) in Chapter 3; 

iQ Whe PeaQWiPe, I ViPSO\ defiQe iQWegUaWiRQ aV iPPigUaQWV¶ aQd WheiU deVceQdaQWV¶ 

acceptance and inclusion as full members of society (Penninx 2019; Alba and Foner 2015). 

1.5.3 Social inclusion and inequality 

The concept of social inclusion (or exclusion) is strongly related to immigrant integration, 

and is often mentioned in policy-oriented integration research or initiatives (OECD 2012; 

European Commission 2020b). Used perhaps most prominently in the field of international 

development, social inclusion is typically defined in terms of removing barriers to equal 

participation in society for groups (defined by ethnicity, race, gender, sexual orientation, 

citizenship status, occupation etc.); social exclusion thus refers to the stigmatisation, 

structural exclusion, and/or discrimination that prevents certain members of society from 

fully participating in political, economic, and social life (World Bank n.d.; UNDESA 2016, 

20). The concept is thus strongly related to inequality, especially inequality of opportunity 

(see, e.g., Platt 2019). MRUe QaUURZO\, µVRciaO iQcOXViRQ¶ (RU e[cOXViRQ) caQ aOVR UefeU WR Whe 

specifically social aspect of societal inclusion/exclusion, measured for example via 

discrimination and other forms of differentiation (or lack thereof); in this case, it is often 

mentioned alongside other types of inclusion/exclusion, such as political (Wright and 

Bloemraad 2012).  

A related concept is that of inequality. Like integration, inequality has varied 

definitions and understandings. As Platt writes,  
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Inequalities can be distinguished in terms of whether they are inequalities of 
opportunity, inequalities of outcome, inequalities of access or inequalities in 
entitlement, and they are also differentiated as to whether they are characterised as 
jXVW RU XQjXVW, aYRidabOe RU XQaYRidabOe, µQaWXUaO¶ RU aUWificiaOO\ VXVWaiQed (2019, 3). 

Further, a common differentiation is between vertical vs. horizontal inequalities in society. 

Vertical inequalities refer to inequalities among individuals or households, while horizontal 

inequalities refer to inequalities among groups defined, for example by ethnicity, religion, 

or race (Stewart, Brown, and Cobham 2009). For the purpose of immigrant integration 

research, the type of inequality that is of most interest in that between groups (i.e., 

horizontal), though as I will elaborate later on (Chapter 3), understanding the latter involves 

a consideration of both. The differentiation between the prior types of inequality as it 

concerns immigrants and their descendants ± inequality of opportunity vs. outcomes, it being 

just or unjust, avoidable or unavoidable ± is far from straightforward, as I discuss further in 

Chapter 3. Generally speaking, I am interested in (in)equality of opportunity, drawing on 

the idea, as outlined also above, that links societal inclusion with equality of opportunity, 

referring to the basic idea that belonging to a certain group (including immigrant 

background) should not be a basis for structural exclusion, discrimination, and any other 

barriers to equal access to participation in society. That said, though like most studies on 

integration (e.g., OECD/EU 2019; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; see also Schinkel 2018; 

Favell 2016), I am chiefly able to infer about the state of (in)equality of opportunity via 

(in)equality of outcomes, net of relevant compositional effects (as far as data allows to 

account for these). (A longer discussion of these issues follows in Chapter 3.) 

1.5.4 Europe, EU, EU/EEA etc. 

M\ geRgUaShicaO fRcXV iQ WhiV WheViV iV EXURSe, Zhich I defiQe be\RQd Whe µQaUURZ¶ EU28 

bloc to include some further European countries to the extent possible. Generally, this means 
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including EEA or EFTA countries, especially Norway and Switzerland, but in the case of 

Paper 2 (where sample sizes allowed this) also some south-east European countries (e.g., 

Kosovo, Serbia, Montenegro; but not Turkey, for example). Throughout the thesis, I use the 

µROd¶ (2013-2019) EU28 aggregation as opposed to the new EU27(2020) one, because my 

data was collected in the pre-Brexit context. The acronym EU/EEA refers to EU28 countries 

(as of 2020) and EEA countries (Iceland, Liechtenstein, and Norway). When I mention 

µEXURSeaQ¶ OiWeUaWXUe I geQeUaOO\ UefeU WR ZRUkV within the broader European context 

(including as well as beyond the EU28 bloc), though the majority of European literature 

does focus on Western Europe. 
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2.1 Introduction 

To offer some additional background information on the populations and contexts explored 

iQ WhiV WheViV, WhiV VecWiRQ SURYideV aQ RYeUYieZ Rf EXURSe¶V iPPigUaQW aQd iPPigUaQW-

background population, including the history of these flows, the different host country 

contexts, a brief presentation of diverging policy responses, and some key present-day 

characteristics of immigrant minorities across Europe.  

2.2 The RUigiQV Rf EXURSe¶V iPPigUaQW SRSXOaWiRQ: a bUief hiVWRU\ Rf 
immigration since 1945 

To understand the present-day context of immigration and immigrant integration in Europe, 

iW iV heOSfXO WR UeYieZ Whe cRQWiQeQW¶V PRdeUQ hiVWRU\ ZiWh iPPigUaWiRQ. WhiOe PigUaWiRQ haV 

aOZa\V beeQ SUeVeQW, Whe RUigiQV Rf WRda\¶V fiUVW- and second-generation immigrant 

populations in Europe can largely be traced back to the post-World-War-II era and the 

demographic transitions, economic transformations, and historical events that followed (de 

Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019; Van Mol and de Valk 2016). Looking back on this history, 

de Haas, Castles, and Miller (2019, 117, 118±42) distinguish four main phases: migration in 

the post-war boom (1945-1973); settlement and the growth of dual labour markets (1973±

1989); migration during neoliberal globalization (1989±2008); aQd µdeVWiQaWiRQ EXURSe¶ 

(migration after 2008). I discuss these in turn. 

In the economic boom of the post-war era, North-Western Europe became a global 

migration destination, resulting in new, ethnically distinct immigrant communities in these 

countries (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Van Mol and 

de Valk 2016). Between 1945 and early the 1970s, Western European governments and large 

companies began major recruitment efforts of foreign workers from the European periphery 
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to assist reconstruction efforts and the expansion of industrial production, as their 

increasingly well-educated native workforces were moving up into white-collar work (de 

Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019; Van Mol and de Valk 2016). The so-called µguestworker¶ 

programs of Belgium, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Austria, and Switzerland (also, to 

some extent, Britain) attracted manual labourers, first from Southern Europe (Italy, Greece, 

Spain, and Portugal), and then, from the 1960s, Turkey, Morocco, and Yugoslavia (de Haas, 

Castles, and Miller 2019; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). Partly as a result of 

decolonization, the former imperial powers (Britain, France, and the Netherlands) then saw 

additional inflows of labour migration, and repatriation of former colonial settlers, from their 

(former) colonies in Asia, Africa, and the Caribbean (ibid.). Meanwhile, the northern 

countries of Denmark, Norway, and Sweden also received labour migrants, from Turkey, 

India and Pakistan, as well as intra-regional movements (especially from Norway, Denmark, 

and Finland to Sweden) as a result of a free Nordic labour market from 1954 (Heath, Rothon, 

and Kilpi 2008).  

The next phase (1973±1989) saw a global economic restructuring and the growth of 

dual labour markets in the 1970s and 1980s, accelerated in part by the Oil Shock of 1973 

and the following recessions (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019). As emphasised by de Haas 

and colleagues (2019), the ongoing shift from industry to services in North-Western 

European economies meant a reduction of industrial jobs in these countries. When the 

impetus for labour inflows stopped, many guestworkers did not return home but rather 

settled down and were joined by their families, resulting in a continued inflow of largely 

lower-skilled family migration to Western Europe (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019; 

Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Van Mol and de Valk 2016).  For the above-mentioned 

North-Western European nations, this period involved coming to terms with their reluctant 
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status as a countries of immigration, as new attempts to restrict mobility only served to 

turning formerly temporary or circular inflows into permanent ones when earlier labour 

migrants decided to settle and have their families join them (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 

2019; Martin and Miller 1980). By the 1980s, as these groups had settled and developed into 

established and visible communities, public and policy debates around their µintegration¶ 

URVe WR iQcUeaViQg SURPiQeQce, aORQg ZiWh diffeUeQW µPRdeOV¶ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ SROic\ UegiPeV. 

(I discuss these further in a following section.) 

Meanwhile, increasing quality of life and employment opportunities during this time 

in Southern Europe spurred a major return migration to these countries, with the number of 

Greek, Italian, Spanish, Portuguese and Yugoslavian immigrants in Europe decreasing, 

while the number of Turks and North African immigrants increased (Van Mol and de Valk 

2016). Partly due to immigration restrictions in North-Western Europe, Southern European 

countries also started experiencing migration inflows: from the mid-1980s and increasingly 

throughout the 1990s, Italy, Spain, Greece, and to some extent, Portugal, transformed into 

countries of immigration, with migrant workers from North Africa, Latin America, Asia 

(and, post-1989, Eastern Europe), taking up low-skilled jobs, often as part of the substantial 

informal economies operating in these countries (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019; 

Fokkema and de Haas 2011; Van Mol and de Valk 2016). Behind the Iron Curtain, Central 

and Eastern Europe also recruited migrant workers, from fellow communist countries, 

within the bloc and other parts of the world, such as Cuba, Vietnam, China, Angola, and 

others (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019).  

Also during this period, new neo-liberal economic policies of deregulation and 

decreased welfare state contributed to the development of dual labour markets, characterised 
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by a split between stable, formal and well-paid jobs in the primary labour market and 

precarious, poorly paid, and often informal jobs in the secondary labour market (Piore 1979; 

Constant and Massey 2005; de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019). As economies picked up 

again in the mid-1980s, demand for migrant workers increased again, this time at diverse 

skill levels (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). 

The following period, between 1989 and 2008, saw the end of the Cold War and the 

fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989, the following disintegration of multinational federal states 

and processes of neoliberal globalization, as well as the growing integration of the European 

Union, including the creation of the Schengen zone of free movement in 1992 and the 

following EU enlargements in 1995, 2004, and 200711 (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019). 

As Van Mol and de Valk (2016) note, as the European market became unified, movements 

within the EU were actively supported, while entrance into the EU became progressively 

restricted and politicised. Stricter immigration controls, they add, went hand in hand with an 

increase in irregular migration. Overall, countries of origin and migration motives continued 

to diversify (Van Mol and de Valk 2016).  

The dissolution of Yugoslavia in throughout the 1990s also led to a large increase in 

refugee movements, chiefly to Germany and north-western Europe, but also Hungary, 

Poland, and the Czech Republic (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019; see also Kaczmarczyk 

and Okólski 2005). Overall, the 1990s saw a growth in East to West migration within Europe 

and intra-EXURSeaQ PRbiOiW\ iQ geQeUaO (iQcOXdiQg aOVR µeWhQic PigUaWiRQ¶ fURP bRUdeUiQg 

 
11 Which led to the inclusion of most of Central-Eastern and Southeastern Europe into the bloc, i.e., the 
Czech Republic, Cyprus, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, and Slovakia (2004); Bulgaria 
and Romania (2007). 
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countries) (ibid.).12 Although the events of the 1990s and the EU enlargement rounds of the 

2000s alike did lead to a substantial increase East to West labour migration (with a 

considerable presence of, for example, Polish workers in the UK and Germany, Romanians 

in Spain and Italy), de Haas and colleagues (2019) note that these flows for the most part 

did not reach the expected ±sometimes feared± levels. Following early surges, movements 

often remained temporary and circular, complementing, rather than replacing. non-European 

immigration.13  

In fact, non-EU immigration also continued to increase throughout the 2000s, with 

increasing diversity as regions of origin came to include Latin America, Asia, and sub-

Saharan Africa; their education levels became more varied, as well, with migration from 

higher-skilled workers and students from Asia, for example, increasing steadily (de Haas, 

Castles, and Miller 2019; OECD 2010). Southern Europe was also a major recipient of this 

new immigration, with irregular migration becoming a strong presence, and finding 

employment in the informal economy, as mentioned above (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 

2019). An important demographic development during this time was an increasing 

recognition of the aging native population in many European societies, as lowered fertility 

rates paired with the baby boomer generation reaching retirement age, predicting a growing 

need for labour migration (OECD 2010). Further, Van Mol and de Valk (2016) note 

increasing attempts by many European countries to attract highly skilled migrants, including 

student migration, often from outside the EU. 

 
12 Central-Eastern European states of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic continued to attract some 
immigration, often from countries further East. 
13 De Haas and colleagues (2019) highlight the large-scale settlement of Polish workers in the UK as an 
important exception. 
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The last phase outlined by de Haas and colleagues (2019) started with a slump in 

migration after the Great Recession of 2007-08. Nevertheless, they note, this did not lead to 

large-scale increase in return migration among non-EU migrants (echoing the post-1973 

settlement of guestworkers). Southern European countries, Ireland, and some Eastern 

European countries14 that were hit the hardest saw decreases in immigration and increases 

in emigration, as unemployment soared among natives as well as foreigners (de Haas, 

Castles, and Miller 2019; OECD 2010; OECD/EU 2019). Still, the new intra-European 

migrants were often highly skilled and not filling the continued need for low-skilled jobs, 

thus leading to a continued position for non-European migrant workers (de Haas, Castles, 

and Miller 2019). Once economic growth resumed in the 2010s, immigration in countries 

such as Germany, the UK, the Netherlands, Belgium, Switzerland, and Scandinavia 

continued to grow, driven in part by increased refugee and asylum seeker inflows, especially 

around 2015 (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019; OECD/EU 2019).  

To summarise, this overview of modern European immigration history distinguished 

between four main phases (drawing on Van Mol and de Valk 2016; and de Haas, Castles, 

and Miller 2019). The period from the 1950s to the early 1970s was characterised by an era 

of post-war economic boom in North-West Europe which led to a demand in (temporary) 

labour migration from Southern Europe as well as Turkey, North Africa, and (former) 

colonies. The oil crisis of 1973 marks the start of the second period, which led so much to a 

stop of immigration as much as a transformation in the type of migration. As the earlier 

demand for foreign workers came to a stop, guestworkers and other (presumed) temporary 

labour immigration turned long-term and was paired with an increase in family migration. 

 
14 The exception being Poland, which has shown signs of transitioning to a net immigration country 
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That said, by the mid-1980s Southern Europe saw an increase in return migration as well as 

immigration from outside the EU (North Africa, Latin-America, Asia). The next period, 

starting from the early 1990s, saw the end of the Cold War, a rise in humanitarian migration, 

and increasing EU integration. These processes led to an increase in East-to-West migration 

within Europe and intra-EU migration in general, while the increasing regulation of non-EU 

immigration has been associated with highly skilled and student immigration but also an 

increase in irregular immigration from outside Europe. The past decade, including the post-

2008 period, has seen an increase in highly skilled migration from Southern and Eastern 

Europe to North-West Europe, and some major humanitarian inflows.  

Overall, the past decades have seen continuing diversification of migrant populations 

across Europe, in terms of countries of origin, destinations, migration motivations, skill 

levels, and demographics. In fact, an emerging scholarship has been paying attention to the 

so-called superdiversity of migrant populations, especially in major European cities such as 

London, Amsterdam, or Brussels, but also as a global phenomenon (Vertovec 2007; Crul 

2015). The notion of superdiversity does not merely refer to more diversity, but rather more 

complex patterns of diversity, manifesting in multiple, interacting forms: 

The changing configurations not only entail the movement of people from more 
varied national, ethnic, linguistic and religious backgrounds, but also the ways that 
shifts concerning these categories or attributes coincide with a worldwide 
diversification of movement flows through specific migration channels (such as work 
permit programmes, mobilities created by EU enlargement, ever-changing refugee 
aQd µPi[ed PigUaWiRQ¶ fORZV, XQdRcXPeQWed PRYePeQWV, VWXdeQW PigUaWiRQ, faPiO\ 
reunion, and so on); the changing compositions of various migration channels 
themselves entail ongoing differentiations of legal statuses (conditions, rights and 
UeVWUicWiRQV), diYeUgiQg SaWWeUQV Rf geQdeU aQd age, aQd YaUiaQce iQ PigUaQWV¶ hXPaQ 
capital (education, work skills and experience) (Meissner and Vertovec 2015, 542). 

Ne[W, I bUiefO\ deVcUibe EXURSe¶V SUeVeQW-day immigrant and immigrant-background 

populations in terms of their origin, residence, and main demographic characteristics, based 

on recent statistics.   
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2.3 A SURfiOe Rf EXURSe¶V iPPigUaQW aQd iPPigUaQW-background population 

As mentioned in the Introduction, immigrant populations ± defined as foreign-born residents 

± represent a steadily growing segment of European societies, both in the absolute and 

relative sense (see Figures 2.1-2.2) (OECD 2021c; Eurostat 2021b). 15, 16 As of 2020, there 

were an estimated 66.2 million foreign-born residents living in EU/EEA region (OECD 

2021c); between 2011 and 2020, immigrants represented an average ca. 11.2% of the 

population in the EU/EEA region (Eurostat 2021b). The majority of these immigrants (64%) 

were born outside the EU28, though intra-EU movers also represent a considerable share 

(about 36%) ± a ratio that has stayed remarkably steady, as shown in Figure 2.2 (Eurostat 

2021b). The EU/non-EU distinction is a very common one in EU immigration statistics and 

SROic\: RfficiaO iPPigUaWiRQ VWaWiVWicV SURYided b\ Whe EU WeQd WR XVe µEU¶ aQd µQon-EU¶ 

origin as the main differentiation within immigrant flows and stocks; further, EU policy 

efforts and thus EU-commissioned statistics on integration primarily focus on third-country 

nationals (non-EU origin). I follow this EU/non-EU distinction in this section as I am 

relying, for simplicity, on aggregate statistics as provided by the EU, OECD, and similar 

sources, even if it is not (exactly) the differentiation I use in my later analyses (see 

Methodology chapter for details). 

 
15 In this section, my focus is on characterising the main trends (generally led by the main immigrant-hosting 
countries) and thus I follow the typical aggregation of EU/EEA or EU/EFTA countries, or, when that is not 
available, EU28 or the closest approximate aggregation. I keep the EU28 aggregation as opposed to the new 
EU27 (2020) as my data was collected in the pre-Brexit context. 
16 For brevity, in most of this section I use EU28 or EU/EEA aggregates (with the exception of Figure 2.4); 
for more detailed statistics, refer to OECD (OECD 2021b; OECD/EU 2019) and Eurostat (2015; 2021b). 
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Going into further detail concerning the first generation, Table 2.2 below lists the top 

three countries of origin for immigrant stocks in different European countries, alongside the 

main reasons for immigration indicated among immigrant respondents of the survey (based 

on 2014 LFS AHM data). As shown here, countries vary widely in both the origin and the 

reason for immigration of their immigrant populations. The latter is meaningful for 

integration because is linked to demographic characteristics, skill levels, and other types of 

selectivity of immigrant populations (see, e.g., Constant and Zimmermann 2005; Bilgili, 

Huddleston, and Joki 2015). For instance, we may expect labour or student immigrants to 

successfully integrate into the labour market, due both to selectivity (in terms of 

skill/education) and motivation. Family and humanitarian migrants may also end up 

integrating very successfully into the labour market, but they do not represent a specifically 

µSUe-VeOecWed¶ Sopulation in those terms. For third country nationals, their security of long-

term residence and rights during residence may depend on their type of residence permit, 

that is, the legal channel through which they immigrated into the country,18 affecting their 

participation in host society (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Corrigan 2015). Looking 

at first-generation immigrants at the overall EU level from 2014, the main reported reason 

for migration were primarily family reasons (49.5%), followed by work (29.2%), education 

(5.5%), and international protection or asylum (5.1%). For women, family reasons were by 

far the most prevalent, indicated by over half of respondents, while for men, work reasons 

were nearly as common (Eurostat 2017).  

 
18 Which, it should be noted, can differ from their actual (main) motivation for immigration and/or long-term 
settlement, which may also be multifaceted and change over time (Van Mol and de Valk 2016). 
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2.4 Integration policy regimes 

A further factor shaping the past and present of immigrant- and immigrant-background 

members of European societies is the way in which receiving countries have addressed their 

integration, if at all. Although analyses of integration policies fall beyond the scope of the 

research in my thesis ± except, to some extent, in Paper 3 (Chapter 7) ± I find it useful to 

briefly discuss some of the main policy approaches taken across the continent, as they form 

an important backdrop to the phenomenon of integration in Europe and can thus help 

contextualise my research and findings. As an introductory note, a useful framework through 

which to understand the diversity of policy approaches comes from Penninx (2005). Penninx 

identifies four areas of integration policy: the legal/political, socioeconomic, and 

cultural/religious dimensions; within each, he argues, integration policy (or policies relevant 

to integration) can be inclusive (e.g., providing citizenship/legal rights; equal access to the 

labour market/economic participation; and equal cultural/religious rights), or exclusive 

(denying equal access and rights). In practice, countries tend to adopt a variation of more and 

less inclusive policies in different regards.  

The different history and nature of immigration across the continent, as discussed 

earlier, combined with varied citizenship, labour market, and welfare regimes has resulted in 

a range of different integration policy approaches (Brubaker 1992; Hollifield 1997; Castles 

1995; Freeman 2004; Penninx 2005; Bean et al. 2012). The development of integration 

policies ± or lack thereof ± in North-Western Europe was shaped by the history of colonial 

immigration and guestworker programs, as well as different models of citizenship and 

nationhood among them (Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo 2016; Hollifield 1997; Castles 

1995). BaVed RQ WheVe, VchROaUV haYe SRViWed diffeUeQW W\SeV Rf µiQWegUaWiRQ UegiPeV¶, RU 



 

 45 

national models (typically focusing on the North-Western EuropeaQ µWUadiWiRQaO¶ cRXQWUieV Rf 

immigration) (e.g., Brubaker 1992; Hollifield 1997; Castles 1995; Freeman 2004; Penninx 

2005; Bean et al. 2012). Though the validity of such models has been challenged (Bean et al. 

2012; Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo 2016; Freeman 2004), I find them useful here as a 

basic overview. In Table 2.3 (next page), I present a rough synthesis of the main outlined 

regime types based on some seminal literature in this regard (e.g., Brubaker 1992; Hollifield 

1997; Castles 1995; Freeman 2004; Penninx 2005; Bean et al. 2012).  

Focusing on the North-Western Europe, categorisations tend to distinguish between 

Germany, Austria, and Switzerland; France; the UK; and Sweden as representing four 

different approaches. The Netherlands varies in categorisation, also due to changes over time. 

Germany, Austria, and Switzerland (as well as early policies of the Netherlands) represent 

what Hollifield (1997) caOOV Whe µgXeVW ZRUkeU PRdeO¶, ZiWh RYeUOaSV iQ ZhaW CaVWOeV (1995) 

caOOV µdiffeUeQWiaO e[cOXViRQ¶ aQd FUeePaQ (2004) Whe µWhiUd V\QdURPe¶ Rf aSSURacheV. AV 

WheiU PaiQ iQfORZV ZeUe UeSUeVeQWed b\ µgXeVW ZRUkeUV¶, iPPigUaQWV ZaUe PeUeO\ VeeQ 

temporary labour providers in society, making their cultural and political integration 

unnecessary. Immigrants were given access to the labour market, but only on a temporary 

basis; permanent settlement was discouraged. In line with this, access to citizenship was 

difficXOW, aQd RfWeQ baVed RQ aQceVWU\ UaWheU WhaQ Whe SeUVRQ¶V SOace Rf biUWh (jXV VaQgXiQiV).  

 



 

 46 

Table 2.3. A summary of integration regime categorisations (North-Western European countries, 1980±early 2000s) 

Name of policy approach/regime Description 
Countries used 
as examples1 Other features2 

Guest worker model (Hollifield 1997) 

Migrants seen as temporary labour-providers ʹ permanent 
settlement discouraged, access to citizenship difficult (just sanguinis); 
access to labour market provided, but only temporarily; cultural and 
political integration not seen as necessary to address (given the 
temporary nature) 

Germany, 
Austria, 
Switzerland 

Coordinated market 
economies, 
corporatist/conservative 
welfare systems; 

Differential exclusion (Castles 1995) 

͚Third sǇndromeΖ ;Freeman ϮϬϬϰͿ 

Exclusionist (Penninx 2005) Netherlands 
(until 1980) 

͚HǇbridΖ ;soc͘ democraƚicͬ 
conservative) welfare state 

Assimilation model (Hollifield 1997) 
Migrants accepted as permanent members of society and given 
legal/citizenship rights (jus soli). However, no tolerance for cultural 
pluralism 

France Conservative welfare state Assimilation (Castles 1997) 

Legal/political inclusion (but other 
exclusion) (Penninx 2005) 

Ethnic minorities model (Hollifield 1997) Migration accepted as permanent, and citizenship rights fairly easy 
(e.g. for colonial immigrants); however, migrants are defined by their 
ethnic/migrant origin; cultural pluralism allowed, but as separate 
communities; inclusion in the legal/political sense does not entail 
equality 

UK/Britain Liberal welfare state 
Legal/political inclusion (but other 
exclusion) (Penninx 2005) 

Assimilation (Castles 1997) (Netherlands) 

Pluralist (multicultural/integrationist) 
approaches (Castles 1995) Moderately open immigration and citizenship regimes, uneasy 

embrace of multiculturalism; mixed approach, incorporating some 
pluralist elements; contradictions between goals and policies 

Sweden Coordinated market 
economies, social 
democratic or corporatist 
welfare states Second syndrome' (Freeman 2004) (Netherlands) 

Source: author's summary/adaptation based on Hollifield (1997), Castles (1995), Freeman (2004), Penninx (2005), Brubaker (1992), Bean et al. (2012), 
Entzinger and Biezeveld (2003); 1 Note these are based on policy contexts at the time; 2 Based on Freeman (2004) and Kammer et al. (2012). 
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By comparison, the models of France and the UK were more accepting of migrants as 

permanent members of society, constituting models that were more inclusive from a 

legal/political perspective (Penninx 2005), though neither represented a fully inclusive or 

egalitarian logic ± Castles (1995) categorises both under the µassimilation¶ model. Hollifield 

(1997) VeeV Whe WZR aV diVWiQcW. FUaQce UeSUeVeQWV Whe µaVViPiOaWiRQ PRdeO¶, ZheUe 

immigrants are accepted into the state and native-born children of immigrants are 

automatically provided citizenship (jus soli). However, immigrants are also expected to fully 

aVViPiOaWe, adRSWiQg hRVW VRcieW\¶V cXOWXUaO QRUPV aQd QRW fRUP VRciR-culturally distinct 

communities (Hollifield 1997; Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo 2016). In this model, civic 

inclusion thus comes at the cost of low (or no) tolerance for cultural pluralism. The UK 

model, which was shaped primarily by colonial migration (as was, in part, the Dutch model), 

was similar in that citizenship was provided fairly easily, especially for (post-)colonial 

immigrants. However, Hollifield (1997) caOOV WhiV Whe µeWhQic PiQRUiWieV PRdeO¶ aV PigUaQWV 

continue to be defined ± even several generations in ± by their ethnic/migrant origin. Unlike 

iQ Whe caVe Rf FUaQce, cXOWXUaO SOXUaOiVP iV aOORZed, bXW iQ Whe fRUP Rf VeSaUaWe µPiQRUiW\¶ 

communities (Hollifield 1997; Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo 2016). Meanwhile, 

Sweden was seen as exemplifying a relatively more tolerant, pluralist (or multicultural) 

model (Castles 1995; Freeman 2004). Some also categorise the Netherlands, post-1980, as 

representing this approach (e.g., Freeman 2004). Still, even this model was mixed in its 

inclusiveness, combining a moderately open immigration and citizenship regime with an 

apprehensive embrace of multiculturalism in formal policies (Castles 1995; Freeman 2004).  

Beyond targeted integration policies, Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo (2016) note 

ke\ diffeUeQceV WR iQ WheVe cRXQWUieV¶ ZeOfaUe UegiPeV aQd iPPigUaQWV¶ acceVV WR WheP. FRU 

instance, while Scandinavian countries tend to cover the whole population (and the 
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Netherlands, Spain and the UK offer universal coverage in some areas of welfare), 

conservative-corporatist welfare states like Germany, France, and the Benelux tend to 

e[cOXde VRPe PigUaQW caWegRUieV fURP beQefiWV (ibid.). CRXQWUieV¶ aSSURacheV haYe aOVR 

changed in some ways, with naturalisation becoming somewhat easier in some formerly 

more restrictive countries (e.g., Germany), while others, such as Denmark and the 

Netherlands, have introduced mandatory integration courses (which have since become 

more widely adopted in Western Europe), enforcing some forms of cultural assimilation 

(Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo 2016).  

On a further note, in addition to the national level, local authorities and local actors 

have long played a key role in formulating and especially implementing integration policies 

(Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo 2016; Scholten and Penninx 2016). As Doomernik and 

Bruquetas-Callejo (2016) note, even in countries with highly centralised systems such as the 

Netherlands or Sweden, local actors have influenced integration processes substantially, 

often operating from a more pragmatic perspective.19 

Turning to other regions of Europe, in Southern and Central and Eastern European 

countries integration policies have generally represented a later and more limited concern, 

in line with their delayed and/or more limited experiences of immigration compared to the 

µclassical¶ immigration countries of North-Western Europe. Concerning the then-new 

countries of immigration of Italy, Greece, Spain, Portugal, Doomernik and Bruquetas-

Callejo (2016) note an early labour-oriented approach similar to North-Western European 

cRXQWUieV¶ early guestworker model, followed by a bottom-up development of policies 

originating from local-level initiatives in the 1990s and then somewhat more coordinated 

 
19 For an in-depth discussion of multilevel integration governance, see Scholten and Penninx (2016). 
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national frameworks in the early 2000s (especially in Greece and Portugal). Further, EU 

initiatives and support played a notable role in developing local integration programmes, in 

cooperation with local level organisations (Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo 2016). While 

inclusive in legal terms and in terms of access to basic rights, these countries tend to have 

fairly restrictive citizenship policies (ibid.). As the latter were paired with no formal 

assimilation or multiculturalism policy, in the mid-2000s Freeman (2004) warned that the 

approach end up as a model of de facto differential exclusion, with the relatively high share 

of undocumented immigrants in these countries constituting a particularly vulnerable 

population. Overall, Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo (2016) conclude that integration in 

these countries is often less mediated by explicit pROicieV aQd PRUe b\ ORcaO QeWZRUkV¶ 

VXSSRUW aQd iPPigUaQWV¶ ageQc\ aV Whe\ RfWeQ PaQage WR geW b\ UegaUdOeVV Rf OegaO VWaWXV. 

In Central and Eastern Europe, with an overall more limited experience of immigration 

and much of the foreign-born population being ethnically familiar, the design of integration 

policies has not been a priority. In fact, Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo (2016) assert that, 

in countries like Hungary, Czechia and Poland, the development of integration policies has 

largely been a top-down process driven by the EU. While some countries (e.g., Czechia) 

have taken active steps such as changing naturalisation laws to facilitate legal inclusion, 

others (e.g., Poland) have relied explicitly and almost exclusively on EU funds to develop 

programmes; overall, national integration policies remain limited (Doomernik and 

Bruquetas-Callejo 2016). 

Overall, as of the mid-2010s Doomernik and Bruquetas-Callejo (2016) note a trend of 

convergence in integration regimes across Europe, with some North-Western European 

cRXQWUieV¶ iQiWiaO PXOWicXOWXUaOiVW aSSURach WXUQiQg PRUe aVViPiOaWiRQiVW RYeU WiPe, aQd Yice-
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versa, shifts from exclusion to openness in others. In Southern, Central and Eastern Europe, 

national integration policies remained limited, largely driven by local initiatives and/or EU 

funds and initiatives. Concerning the situation in recent years, a recent evaluation of migrant 

integration policies in several countries, including most European countries, from the 

MIPEX (Migrant Integration Policy Index) project20 (Huddleston et al. 2015; Solano and 

Huddleston 2020) show the legacy of the above-described approaches as well as notable 

changes in policy.  

Specifically, the latest MIPEX evaluation (Solano and Huddleston 2020) asserts that 

policies supporting equal opportunities for immigrants are generally favourable in Western 

Europe (EU15). Sweden, Finland, Portugal, Belgium, Ireland, and Spain in particular are 

highlighted as some of the most inclusive policy contexts, representing a µcomprehensive¶ 

approach to integration. At the same time, most North-Western European countries (Austria, 

Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Switzerland, UK) and Italy remain fairly 

restrictive in terms of long-term settlement policies for of immigrants and their families. 

Moreover, Denmark, Italy, Poland, Sweden, and, especially, Norway and Denmark, 

introduced more restrictive policies between 2014 and 2019 (Solano and Huddleston 2020). 

Ireland, on the other hand, developed a new, more inclusive policy framework in the past 

few years (ibid.). Other recent developments include more targeted support in Austria and 

Germany, and dual nationality for the second generation in Germany (ibid.). Southern 

European countries seem mixed in their approaches over the past decade: Spain, and, 

especially, Portugal have become examples of inclusive policy contexts, while Italy places 

the higher end of the µhalfway favourable¶ policy contexts, and Greece on its lower end 

 
20 Also used in the study presented in Chapter 7 of this dissertation (Paper 3). 
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(Huddleston et al. 2015; Solano and Huddleston 2020). In the emerging destination countries 

that still have small number of immigrants yet strong anti-immigration attitudes, such as the 

Baltics, Balkans, and Central and Eastern Europe, migrants face considerable challenges, 

with little policy support (if not obstruction) of integration (Solano and Huddleston 2020). 

That said ± and further underscoring the role of the EU in these countries integration policies 

± between 2014 and 2019 Bulgaria has implemented EU laws and Czechia and Poland 

adopted EU-required anti-discrimination laws, as well as domestic citizenship reforms 

(ibid.). 

On a further note concerning the role of the EU, though its formal competence on 

issues of migrant integration entered into effect in 2010 with the Lisbon treaty, its influence 

has been present since the early 2000s (Van Wolleghem 2019). This influence has typically 

been exercised via µsoft¶ instruments, in a patchwork of tools involving conceptual 

frameworks, networks of officials, benchmarks and funding opportunities (ibid.). Van 

Wolleghem notes a clear effort on the part of the EU to generate convergence in integration 

policies starting with the 2007-2013 Multiannual Financial Framework in particular. Though 

the size of funds has since grown substantially, analysing more recent frameworks, Van 

Wolleghem (2019) asserts that the substantive policy objective has given way to prioritising 

a greater degree in EU procedural control in the management of integration-related funds. 

SWiOO, Whe EU¶V cRQWiQXed effRUWV WR eQcRXUage Whe deYeORSPeQW Rf iQWegUaWiRQ SROicieV aQd 

support coherence among them, remains clear, for example, in the 2021-2017 Action Plan 

(European Commission 2020b).  

How iV EXURSe¶V iPPigUaQW aQd iPmigrant-background population doing, then? As a 

fiUVW, biUd¶V-eye view into the situation of immigrants and their descendants in Europe, in the 
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fROORZiQg I bUiefO\ RXWOiQe VRPe aggUegaWe VRciaO iQdicaWRUV baVed RQ Whe OECD aQd EU¶V 

(2019) joint Settling In 2018 report, the most recent and wide-ranging collection of first- and 

second-generation descriptive statistics at the EU level. (The same points about EU/non-EU 

classification, etc., apply to these statistics as the ones shared in the prior descriptive section 

on demographics.) 

2.5 The situation of immigrants and their descendants in Europe: some basic 
indicators 

Starting with the situation of first-generation (foreign-born) immigrants, as shown in Figures 

2.5 and 2.6, the OECD and EU (2019) report considerable immigrant-native disparities in 

several areas. According to the statistics in Figure 2.5, 2014 LFS AHM data estimates over 

two-thirds of foreign-born residents across the EU to speak the language of the host country 

fluently (OECD/EU 2019). As of 2017, the share of the highly educated was similar (under 

30%) among natives and foreign-born residents, but a higher share (by over 10%) of the 

foreign-born had low education levels (a trend driven by non-EU-born migrants) (Eurostat 

2017; OECD/EU 2019).  

The unemployment rate was higher among the foreign-born than the native-born, both 

among low-educated and high-educated groups; again, the trend was driven by those born 

outside the EU (Eurostat 2017; OECD/EU 2019). Overqualification rates were also much 

higher (about 10%) among the foreign-born (OECD/EU 2019) That said, the overall 

economic participation rate was similar for immigrants and native-background natives, 

achieved by higher rates of self-employment among immigrants (OECD/EU 2019). 

Immigrants also tend to be poorer, especially those of non-EU origin (OECD/EU 2019). As 

of 2015, the foreign-born overall had a nearly 13% higher rate of relative poverty, as well 
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as higher rates of living in overcrowded housing (Figure 2.6) (OECD/EU 2019). The median 

income as of 2015 (in constant prices based on 2014 PPP) for the population aged 16 and 

over was nearly 1400 EUR lower, on average, for foreign-born EU residents compared to 

the native-born population (with an even bigger gap for non-EU-born immigrants) 

(OECD/EU 2019). 

Concerning the aspect of health, similar shares of the foreign-born reported good 

health status, as was the case with unmet medical needs (as of 2016) (OECD/EU 2019). 

Even among similarly eligible residents, a lower share of the foreign-born reported having 

participated in the most recent election (2008-16) (OECD/EU 2019). Similarly high shares 

of foreign- and native-born residents reported feeling close to their country of residence in 

2014 (OECD/EU 2019). However, a total of over 13% of immigrants reported belonging to 

a group that is discriminated against on the grounds of race, ethnicity, or nationality 

(OECD/EU 2019). As shown in Figure 2.7, rates of perceived discrimination were 

particularly high among male, African (especially Sub-Saharan African), Asian, low-

educated, and unemployed immigrants (OECD/EU 2019). 
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TXUQiQg WR Whe VecRQd geQeUaWiRQ, Whe OECD aQd EU¶V UeSRUW fRcXVeV RQ \RXQg people 

± 15- to 34-year-olds ± with a migration background (OECD/EU 2019); comprehensive 

reports on the European second-generation population (including older cohorts) remain 

scarce. As shown in Figure 2.8, Whe OECD aQd EU¶V (2019) statistics suggest that children 

of immigrants, on average, tend to have lower educational attainment than their peers of 

native parentage, though disaggregated statistics (Eurostat 2017) reveal that this only true 

for those with a non-EU background, while children of EU immigrants, on average, tend to 

be higher-educated than children of natives. (Also, keep in mind that these statistics limited 

to the currently young cohort.) As of 2017, the rate of early school leavers was higher among 

youth with a migrant background, especially the foreign-born who arrived as children (i.e., 

the 1.5 generation) (OECD/EU 2019).  

The shares of young adults who were not in employment, formal education or training 

(NEET) was somewhat lower for native-born children of immigrants (especially focusing 

on the low-educated), and somewhat higher, again, among foreign-born who arrived as 

children (OECD/EU 2019). Unemployment rates were higher among youth with a migration 

background, especially the foreign-born among them (OECD/EU 2019). Unlike for the first 

generation discussed above, the overqualification rates of youth with a migration 

background (including, though to a lesser extent, the foreign-born who arrived as children) 

were similar to those of native-parentage natives (OECD/EU 2019). Finally, the second-

generation immigrants were more likely to report feeling discriminated against than their 

native-parentage peers, and were considerably less likely to participate in political elections 

(OECD/EU 2019).  
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All in all, these figures suggest that that there are some considerable immigrant-native 

gaps at the European level, though the extent of those gaps depends strongly on the outcome 

observed as well as the origin of immigrants, with non-EU origin immigrants generally at a 

disadvantage (Eurostat 2017; OECD/EU 2019). Second-generation youth is generally closer 

to native averages than the first generation, though gaps still remain, especially for youth of 

non-EU background (Eurostat 2017; OECD/EU 2019). Overall, I view these figures as 

underscoring the continued relevance of studying integration, both for first- and second-

generation immigrants. I note, for instance, a variation of patterns across different indicators 

that underlines the relevance of assessing integration from a systematically 

multidimensional perspective. I apply such a multidimensional approach throughout my 

three empirical studies, with a pointed examination of the structure of multidimensionality 

(and the links between different indicators) in the first empirical paper.  

Further, the disparities shown by EU/non-EU origin even for the native-born 

generation ± which should, ideally, no longer be suffering the disruptions associated with 

international migration ± make a case for further examination. Are these inequalities an 

extension of EU/non-EU socioeconomic disparities observable for the migrant generation? 

Or are they due the racialised status of non-European-background members of the second 

generation? I explore these and other questions relating to second-generatiRQ iPPigUaQWV¶ 

integration ± including young and older cohorts ± in the second empirical paper. Finally, 

though for length concerns I did not delve into country differences in these gaps, the above 

reports (Eurostat 2017; OECD/EU 2019) also show considerable variation in native-

migrant(-background) disparities across different countries. Are these merely due to 

differences in the composition of immigrant(-background) groups, or are they also due to 

structural or institutional differences across countries ± such as the variety in approaches to 
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integration policies described earlier? I examine these questions in my third empirical paper. 

All in all, I note some intriguing patterns within recent aggregate statistics, which, in 

combination with gaps within the existing scholarly literature (reviewed briefly in the 

Introduction, and more extensively in the individual papers) provide the basis for my 

upcoming analyses. 

2.6 Conclusion 

This chapter provided some background information on the history of immigration and 

integration in Europe, to help contextualise present-day situation of immigrant(-

background) populations across the continent. The first section provided an overview of 

immigration history since 1945 to recent decades, highlighting the diverging experiences 

with immigration across the different regions of Europe. It described the origins of present-

day first- and second-generation immigrant groups in North-Western Europe, along with the 

more recent inflows to Southern Europe, and to some extent, Central and Eastern Europe. 

In conclusion, it noted a decades-long process of increasing diversification among 

immigrant and immigrant-background populations across Europe in terms of countries of 

origin, destinations, migration motivations, skill levels, and demographics. This diversity 

was further illustrated in a brief section presenting demographic and other descriptive 

statistics of first- and second-generation immigrant populations across Europe. To provide 

further background on the integration context faced by these groups, I then provided an 

overview of the different approaches to integration policy among European countries, from 

the µguestworker¶ era to recent years. I concluded with a brief overview of recent integration-

related statistics for first- and second-generation immigrants at the European level. These 

highlighted how the disadvantages, if any, faced by first- and second-generation immigrants 
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compared to native-background natives vary depending on the outcome examined, the origin 

of immigrants, and the destination country. These questions raised by these complex 

patterns, in combination with the existing scholarship on first- and second-generation 

immigrant integration in Europe ± elaborated in the coming chapters ± were the starting 

point for the empirical studies conducted within this dissertation. Having established the 

empirical context of my analysis, in the next chapter I turn to a conceptual contextualisation 

of my research, performing an in-depth review of the concept of integration to set the basis 

for my own conceptual approach in the empirical studies that follow.  
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3 THE CONCEPT OF INTEGRATION 
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3.1 Introduction 

This chapter investigates the concept of integration and outlines my own conceptual 

approach to the study of integration. In the first of two main sections, I start by presenting 

the challenge of defining integration and go on to highlight the many different conceptual 

approaches and their points of difference via an extensive analysis of prior 

conceptualisations of integration. In doing so, I review a vast body of literature, from the 

eaUO\ da\V Rf iPPigUaQW iQWegUaWiRQ (RU µaVViPiOaWiRQ¶) UeVeaUch iQ Whe US cRQWe[W WR 

contemporary European approaches. The first main section concludes by gathering insights 

concerning how integration may ± and should be ± conceptualised. Drawing on these 

insights, in the second main section I then develop and present my own conceptual position, 

which shapes the way in which I study integration in the empirical chapters of this 

dissertation. Within the broader structure of the dissertation, this chapter outlines the 

conceptual framework underlying my empirical analyses, while the next chapter 

(Methodology) presents its practical application in terms of the methodological approach, 

analytical strategy, operationalisation, measures, and methods used in the individual studies.  

3.2 A review of the literature 

3.2.1 Introduction: the challenge of defining integration 

A PajRU cRQceSWXaO chaOOeQge fRU iQWegUaWiRQ UeVeaUch iV WhaW WheUe iV QR ViQgOe, µVWaQdaUd¶ 

definition of immigrant integration (Kivisto 2005). To begin with, terminology is 

inconsistent: some talk of integration, others of assimilation, and others again of 

incorporation, adaptation, or other terms (see, e.g., Ager and Strang 2008; Alba and Foner 

2015; Alba and Nee 2003; Bean et al. 2012; Bernard 1956; Berry 1997; Esser 2004b; Gordon 

1964; Kivisto 2005; Lessard-Phillips 2017; Portes and Böröcz 1989; J. Schneider and Crul 
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2010; Spencer and Charsley 2016). More importantly, each term has spurred a wide array 

of definitions and uses, often with substantial differences in meaning and thus ± as I explore 

in this chapter ± different conceptual, theoretical, and operationalisation-related 

implications. For reference, Appendix Table 1 provides a list of prominent definitions 

attached to assimilation, integration, and some further alternative or related terms. (Some of 

these definitions are discussed in the following sections, while others are provided as further 

examples to illustrate the varied interpretations of the given term.) For the sake of simplicity, 

following (most of) the European tradition (Crul and Schneider 2010; Spencer and Charsley 

2016) within this literature review I use the term integration when talking about the process 

generally, but refer to the original term used ± e.g. assimilation, or another alternative ± 

when citing other works.  

To help make sense of this wide array of integration (and related) concepts, I identify 

a set of key questions along which we may identify fundamental differences (or similarities) 

across approaches and thus more clearly outline the spectrum of conceptual positions. A first 

point of difference, as just mentioned, concerns terminology: what term should be used? 

(AQG ZK\?) TKHQ, WXUQLQJ WR µcRQWHQW¶, a IXQGaPHQWaO TXHVWLRQ LV, LQWHJUaWLRQ LQ ZKaW VHQVH? 

WKaW aUH WKH PaLQ aUHaV RI a PLJUaQW¶V OLIH LQ ZKLcK WKH SURcHVV LQWHJUaWLRQ SURcHVV WaNHV 

place? Or, from an analytical perspective: how many, and which different domains should 

be considered in the measurement of integration? These are the questions of dimensionality. 

A third question concerns the actors of integration: who is making integration happen? Or, 

more broadly, who is involved in the integration process, and to what extent? Fourth, if we 

think of integration as a process of adaptation, what is the reference point, or reference 

JURXS, aJaLQVW ZKLcK RU ZKRP SURJUHVV LV PHaVXUHG? WKR VHWV WKH LGHaO IRU µLQWHJUaWHG¶? 
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Finally, if integration is a process, what is the endpoint of that process? What does the end-

VWaWH RI µcRPSOHWHG¶ LQWHJUaWLRQ ORRN OLNH?  

Implicit inconsistencies in conceptualisations of integration (or assimilation, etc.) have 

long held back the productivity of debates around integration (Kivisto 2005; Gans 1997). A 

clear position on these questions is key for any analytically useful ± and comparable ± 

conceptual framework of integration. As a contribution towards broader conceptual clarity 

across the field, as well as to build a foundation for my own conceptual approach to 

integration, in the following I undertake a broad analytical review of the concept of 

integration (assimilation, etc.). Considering definitions from the early day of the field to 

recent works, I focus my attention to the evolution and divergence of approaches as reflected 

within the above key conceptual elements. To illustrate the early development process of 

the concept, I first present seminal early conceptualisations as one, though with an attention 

to the above conceptual elements within them. Then, as conceptualisations become more 

sophisticated and varied, I discuss the evolution and diversity of approaches separately for 

each conceptual element (first for the more modern literature in the US, and then for Europe). 

In the final section of the chapter, I then use insights from this analytical review to outline 

my own conceptual framework for the study of integration.  

3.2.2 The foundations of the concept of assimilation (early to mid-20th century US 
scholarship) 

The origins of integration research are commonly associated with the early days of American 

sociological scholarship, featuring most prominently the work of Robert Park and his 

colleagues at the University of Chicago in the first half of the 20th century who examined 

predominantly the settlement of European-origin immigrant groups (Kivisto 2005). In later 

decadeV, cOaVVicaO ZRUkV Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ WheRU\ gaUQeUed aQ µaQWi-pluralist or even 
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iPSeUiaOiVWic¶ (GaQV 1992a, 48) UeSXWaWiRQ for conceptualising assimilation ± the prevalent 

term at the time ± as a one-way process of conformity on behalf of the migrant, stipulating 

µWhe eUaVXUe Rf aOO VigQV Rf eWhQic RUigiQV¶ (Alba and Nee 1997, 828) iQ faYRXU Rf Whe hRVW¶V 

culture. Revisiting some of these original works, however, I do not find this account to be 

eQWiUeO\ accXUaWe. CRQVideU, fRU iQVWaQce, PaUk¶V fROORZiQg defiQiWiRQV Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ, bRWh 

widely used references to classical assimilation theory:  

Assimilation is a process of interpenetration and fusion in which persons and 
groups acquire the memories, sentiments, and attitudes of other persons and 
groups, and, by sharing their experience and history, are incorporated with them 
in a common cultural life (Park and Burgess 1921, 735). 

In the United States an immigrant is ordinarily considered assimilated as soon as 
he has acquired the language and the social ritual of the native community and 
can participate, without encountering prejudice, in the common life, economic 
and political. (Park, 1930, p. 281 as cited in Gordon 1964, 63). 

Upon a close reading, the first definition is actually neutral regarding the directionality 

of the process (i.e., who conforms to whom), while the second does imply a process of one-

way adaptation, but still does not stipulate origin-culture erasure. Both definitions (Park and 

Burgess 1921, 735; Park 1930, 281) specify dimensions involved in the process of 

assimilation, namely culture and identity (as often called in later frameworks), as well as 

language (another aspect of culture), economic and political life, and the lack of prejudice. 

Especially noteworthy is the latter, as it effectively casts the host society as a necessary actor 

in the achievement of assimilation. Taken together, the end-goal of assimilation seems to be 

one of inclusion, a shared participation in cultural, economic, and political life, without 

XQeTXaO WUeaWPeQW. USRQ cORVeU e[aPiQaWiRQ, PaUk¶V cRQceSW Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ WhXV VeePV 

fairly inclusive. 
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That said, there are some examples of early assimilation definitions is consistent with 

cOaVVicaO aVViPiOaWiRQ WheRU\¶V OaWeU UeSXWaWiRQ. OQe e[aPSOe iV Whe YeU\ eaUO\ 

conceptualisation of Mayo-Smith (1894, 670), ZhR VaZ aVViPiOaWiRQ aV a µQaWXUaO aQd aOPRVW 

iQeYiWabOe¶ SURceVV Rf Whe iPPigUaQWV Wransforming themselves to fit into host society 

(KiYiVWR 2005). A ViPiOaU, OaWeU e[aPSOe iV FaiUchiOd¶V defiQiWiRQ:  

In essence, assimilation is the substitution of one nationality pattern for another. 
Ordinarily, the modifications must be made by the weaker or numerically inferior 
group. (Fairchild 1944, 84 as cited in Gordon 1964, 64) 

Both conceptualisations are entirely focused on the domain of culture. The responsibility for 

assimilation lies solely with the immigrant group, with the majority (i.e., native/host society) 

group constituting the point of reference. Assimilation is completed when ethnic culture has 

been fully erased and replaced by the majority society culture, which has not been altered in 

the process.  

Perhaps the most prominent representaWiRQ Rf µWhe eWhQRceQWUic WeQdeQc\ iQ cOaVVicaO 

APeUicaQ aVViPiOaWiRQ¶ (AOba aQd Nee 1997, 827) iV RfWeQ associated with mid-century 

theorists Warner and Srole (1945). In their 1945 book, Warner and Srole do not outline an 

explicit definition of assimilation; however, in their outline of the assimilation process they 

eTXaWe fXOO aVViPiOaWiRQ ZiWh Whe abiOiW\ WR µdiVaSSeaU¶ iQWR ZhiWe AQgOR-Saxon society 

(Warner and Srole 1945, 2, 289). Further, Warner and Srole (1945, 288±92) SUeVeQW a µScaOe 

of subordinatiRQ aQd aVViPiOaWiRQ¶ RXWOiQiQg UaciaO aQd eWhQic diVWaQce WR ZhiWe AQgOR-Saxon 

society, followed by a prediction of the time necessary for assimilation based on those 

distances, under the assumption of gradual intergenerational change (and intermarriage). 

With its explicit racial categorisation and mentions of non-ZhiWeV¶ VXbRUdiQaWe VWaWXV, Whe 

work lends itself for interpretation as a white Anglo-Saxon Protestant (WASP) manifesto of 
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ethnocentric assimilation. However, I posit that a close reading of the work suggests that 

this interpretation confuses an effort at descriptive social analysis with social/political 

ideology. An alternative ± and I believe, more accurate ± interpretation of the text is that 

WaUQeU aQd SUROe¶V defiQiWiRQ Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ iV µfXOO acceSWaQce iQ Whe hRVW VRcieW\¶ (1945, 

285). Warner and Srole seem to view visible racial traits as insurmountable obstacles to this 

goal, not due to some innate inferiority but due to the strength of racial prejudice in American 

society of their time. CXOWXUaO aQd UaciaO µdiVaSSeaUaQce¶ iV WhXV QRW aQ ideaOiVed gRaO bXW 

rather a potential pre-requisite for social acceptance depending on the contemporary societal 

context. In fact, they note that the assimilation of the most looked-down-upon groups may 

be VSed XS ZiWh Whe gUadXaO chaQge Rf Whe µAPeUicaQ VRciaO RUdeU¶ Rf Whe WiPe (WaUQeU aQd 

Srole 1945, 292).21,22  

The concept of assimilation as a one-way process of increasing cultural conformity 

was challenged in the late 1950s. American sociologists such as Fichter (1957, as cited in 

Gordon 1964), Bernard (1956, as cited in Gordon 1964) and Borrie (1959, as cited in Gordon 

1964), for instance, speak of a process of reciprocal change in which ethnic culture retention 

is not antithetical to successful adaptation. In his definition of assimilation Fichter stresses 

WhaW bRWh SaUWieV ZiOO PXWXaOO\ µacceSW aQd SeUfRUP RQe aQRWheU¶V SaWWeUQV Rf behaYiRXU,¶ 

 
21 A common narrative is that, as American society became more diverse by the second half of the century, 
Whe QRWiRQ Rf µPaiQVWUeaP¶ VRcieW\ chaQged aQd WROeUaWed PRUe Sh\VicaO aQd cXOWXUaO diYeUgeQce fURP Whe 
former WASP norm (Alba and Nee 2003). It could also be argued, however, given the continued evidence of 
racial inequality and prejudice towards non-white immigrant-origin groups in contemporary American 
society (e.g. Lee et al. 2019; see also Alba 2005), that Warner and Srole (1945) were rightly pessimistic and 
full assimilation (in the sense of full acceptance by the dominant segment of society) has not been realised to 
this day. 
22 It should also be noted that the domain of biological differences and convergence (or amalgamation) 
between ethnic minorities and majority societies was a topic of focus in several early assimilation works, in 
particular works borrowing from or intersecting with the field of anthropology (a common occurrence in the 
early days of sociology). I do not discuss this domain in detail as the biological perspective disappeared quite 
early in assimilation research. One associated topic that survived to this day is the examination of 
intermarriage, but already in the time of Gordon (1964) this was of interest mainly as an indicator of attitudes 
and social inclusion, not biological amalgamation. (Although it could be argued that such indicators are 
merely measures of amalgamation by a different name.) 
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WhRXgh QRWiQg Whe SRVVibiOiW\ WhaW RQe SaUW\ µPa\ be PXch PRUe affecWed WhaQ Whe RWheU¶ 

(1957, p. 229 as cited in Gordon 1964, 65). Bernard, on the other hand, rejects the notion of 

assimilation altogether and instead endorses the concept of integration: 

The fact of the matter is that the United States has not assimilated the newcomer 
nor absorbed him. Our immigrant stock and our so-caOOed µQaWiYe¶ VWRck haYe 
each integrated with the other. That is to say that each element has been changed 
by association with the other, without complete loss of its own cultural identity. 
[«] [T]he SaUWV, ZhiOe affecWed b\ iQWeUacWiRQ ZiWh each RWheU, QeYeUWheOeVV 
UePaiQ cRPSOePeQWaU\ bXW iQdiYidXaO. [«]  IW ZiOO be aSSaUeQW WhaW WhiV cRQceSt 
of integration rests upon a belief in the importance of cultural differentiation 
within a framework of social unity. It recognizes the rights of groups and 
individuals to be different so long as the differences do not lead to domination or 
disunity. (Bernard, 1956, p. 2, as cited in Gordon 1964, 68) 

The above definition is, to my knowledge, the first explicit differentiation between 

immigrant assimilation and integration. For Bernard (1956), assimilation thus represents a 

one-way process of adaptation via increasing conformity on behalf of the migrant group, 

while the alternative of integration represents a two-way process of mutual adaptation which 

also allows for a retention of cultural differences.23,24 The notion of the reference group is 

less clear-cut than earlier, as both parties change in reference to the other. Regarding 

dimensionality, most of these early frameworks remain primarily focused on culture, with 

RQO\ a YagXe UefeUeQce WR Whe VRciaO aQd/RU SROiWicaO eOePeQW (cOaiPiQg µXQiW\¶). 

The first explicit summary and categorisation of different aspects of assimilation (here 

used again in the broad sense) dimensions comes from Gordon, whose seminal 1964 book 

offers a systematic overview of assimilation and related concepts in the early literature. 

Recognizing the lack of consistency in prior approaches to assimilation, Gordon (1964, 71) 

sets out to provide a consistent conceptual framework of assimilation to enable sound 

 
23 ThiV diffeUeQWiaWiRQ iV PiUURUed iQ BeUU\¶V iQfOXeQWiaO 1997 fUaPeZRUk (diVcXVVed OaWeU RQ). 
24 NRWe WhaW ZhaW BeUQaUd heUe caOOV µiQWegUaWiRQ¶ iV QRW QeceVVaUiO\ UadicaOO\ diffeUeQW fURP RWheU aXWhRUV¶ 
concepts of assimilation, as outlined above. 
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aVViPiOaWiRQ aV Whe PRVW cUXciaO aVSecW: µRQce VWUXcWXUaO aVViPiOaWiRQ haV RccXUUed [«] aOO Rf 

Whe RWheU W\SeV Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ ZiOO QaWXUaOO\ fROORZ [«] SWUXcWXUaO aVViPiOaWiRQ, WheQ, UaWheU 

than acculturaWiRQ, iV [«] Whe ke\VWRQe iQ Whe aUch Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ¶ (GRUdRQ 1964, 80±81; 

see also Kivisto 2005). 

Gordon (1964, 71) conceptually defines completed assimilation as the absence of 

value and power conflict; consequently, he outlines three possible scenarios for the way in 

which this might be realised: Anglo-conformity, the melting pot, and cultural pluralism. 

Anglo-conformity entails full adaptation to core society (at the time meaning WASP) culture 

and identity. In the melting pot scenario, the meeting of the minority and the majority ethnic 

group creates a new, shared identity and culture, which incorporates elements from both 

parties. Both Anglo-conformity and the melting pot involve social mixing (defined by 

Gordon as structural assimilation). Finally, in cultural pluralism both parties have 

maintained their respective identities and cultures, and socialise separately in their own 

VXbgURXSV. FURP a cRQceSWXaO SeUVSecWiYe, WheVe WhUee µideaO W\SeV¶ Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ aUe 

presented as equally valid.  

In many asSecWV, GRUdRQ¶V (1964) fUaPeZRUk iV a PiOeVWRQe iQ Whe eYROXWiRQ Rf 

assimilation concepts: it highlights and distinguishes most of the integration dimensions 

discussed to this day (as I will discuss later), it considers the possibility of both a one-way 

and a two-way adaptation process, and its vision of completed assimilation is tied to a 

conflict-free society as a whole. The varied possible outcomes he presents encompass both 

µaVViPiOaWiRQ¶ aQd µiQWegUaWiRQ¶, iQ Whe VeQVe abRYe defiQed b\ BeUQaUd (1956). Nevertheless, 

aQ iPSRUWaQW VhRUWcRPiQg Rf WhiV fUaPeZRUk iV iWV ViPSOiVWic QRWiRQ Rf µcRUe VRcieW\¶ (Zhich 

does, in this case, largely constitute the reference group for assimilation): Gordon seems to 
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assume a homogenous native population, when in fact American society was already 

comprised by diverse ethnic, racial and socio-economic groups in his time (Alba and Nee 

1997). Further, despite his outlining of different options for what assimilation might look 

like, in his description on the processes describing each type or stage of assimilation (Table 

3.1) Gordon (1964) seems to endorse the scenario of Anglo-conformity in particular, though 

this might be because he considered this the more likely trajectory, or at least the most 

popular one in contemporary scholarship and political thinking.  

IQ VXPPaU\, ZheWheU Whe µcOaVVicaO¶ cRQceSW Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ eQWaiOV aQ eWhQRceQWUic, 

µaVViPiOaWiRQiVW¶ SeUVSecWiYe deSeQdV VWURQgO\ RQ Whe cOaVVicaO ZRUkV cRQVideUed aQd WheiU 

interpretation. Overall, I conclude that such a reputation is not entirely warranted: though 

approaches simplistically equating assimilation with a one-way process of increasing 

cultural conformity did exist, there were also more nuanced perspectives that considered 

multiple facets of integration, and multiple potential end-states, not necessarily involving 

one-Za\ cRQfRUPiW\. I aOVR QRWe aQ eaUO\ ePShaViV RQ Whe UROe Rf hRVW VRcieW\ (RU µQaWiYeV¶) 

iQ Whe acceSWaQce Rf QeZcRPeUV, aOWhRXgh Whe VWaWXV Rf hRVW (µcRUe¶) VRcieW\ aV Whe UefeUeQce 

group for assimilation is indeed unquestioned. It is important to note ± and this is true for 

later scholarship as well ± that different interpretations of particular works can also stem 

from a conflation of descriptive sociology and political ideals; as noted by Kivisto (2005, 

4), µDiVcRXUVeV RQ aVViPiOaWiRQ aV a facW aQd aV aQ ideaO aUe RfWeQ iQWeUPiQgOed, VR WhaW ZhaW 

is in fact the case and what might or might not be desired are difficult to analytically 

diVWiQgXiVh¶. IQdeed, aV GaQV aVVeUWed, RSSRViQg SRViWiRQV in the assimilation scholarship 

RfWeQ µdiffeU OeVV iQ ePSiUicaO UeaOiW\ WhaQ iQ debaWe¶ (1997, 876). 
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3.2.3 AVViPilaWiRQ UeYiVed: NRUWh APeUicaQ UeVeaUch RQ Whe µQeZ¶ (SRVW-1965) 
immigrants 

As Kivisto (2005) and Alba and Nee (1997; see also Glazer 1993; Gans 1997; 1992b) write, 

after 1965, the arrival of a more diverse (non-European) immigrant population, combined 

with a socio-political atmosphere of ethnic revival and the civil rights movement within the 

US, resulted in a critical stance against classical assimilation theory and what became seen 

as its ethnocentric, Anglo-conformist perspective on assimilation (discussed above). Later 

decades, especially the 1990s, saw a breadth of new assimilation scholarship seeking to 

address the shortcomings of classical assimilation theory. Whether with slight revisions 

(Alba and Nee 1997; 2003; see also Barkan 1995) or alternative frameworks (Portes and 

Zhou 1993), these new works brought a set of conceptually relevant changes and 

contributions.  

Terminology 

FRU RQe, giYeQ iWV aVVRciaWiRQV ZiWh fRUced aVViPiOaWiRQ PRYePeQWV, Whe WeUP µaVViPiOaWiRQ¶ 

became unpopular for a while in the public realm (Glazer 1993; Brubaker 2001; Kivisto 

2005), and alternatives such as integration and incorporation entered some mainstream 

literature (e.g. Massey 1981; Portes and Rumbaut 1990). That said, within the specialised 

US VchROaUVhiS Whe XVe Rf µaVViPiOaWiRQ¶ QeYeU UeaOO\ ZeQW aZa\, aQd eYeQ VaZ a 

µUehabiOiWaWiRQ¶ b\ a QeZ bRd\ Rf VchROaUVhiS (WaWeUV aQd JiPpQe] 2005, 107) What sought 

to revive classical assimilation theory by incorporating some updates and revisions, thereby 

SURSRViQg a µQeZ aVViPiOaWiRQ WheRU\¶ (Alba and Nee 1997; 2003; see also Barkan 1995).  

As is often the case in integration research, during this time multiple different 

understandings and uses of assimilation and integration emerged within North American 

scholarship: some scholars using the two terms almost interchangeably (e.g. Massey 1981); 
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others defining integration as a specific, still-limited stage of assimilation (Barkan 1995); 

some discussing assimilation as essentially the economic counterpart to acculturation (Gans 

1992b; 1997); and still others defining integration and assimilation as opposing models of 

acculturation, with regards to ethnic retention (most famously, Canadian social psychologist 

Berry 1997).25 

Dimensions of assimilation 

SecRQd, VchROaUV cRQdXcWiQg ePSiUicaO aQaO\VeV Rf µQeZ¶ SRVW-1965 immigrant communities 

started noting a divergence between the sociocultural and socioeconomic realms of 

assimilation. Observing the assimilation patterns on the native-born offspring of immigrants, 

Portes and Zhou (1993; see also Gans 1992b) noticed that socioeconomic success (in terms 

of gaining access to the middle-class) was not necessarily tied to sociocultural acculturation. 

SSecificaOO\, a VWURQgeU UeSOacePeQW Rf eWhQic cXOWXUe aQd cRPPXQiW\ WieV ZiWh ORcaO µQaWiYe¶ 

culture and social ties could be associated with socioeconomic decline, while a strong ethnic 

retention would coexist with (and could even facilitate) socioeconomic success (Portes and 

Zhou 1993). As argued by Gans (1997), this potential incongruence highlights the need to 

observe assimilation processes in the economic and sociocultural in their own right, as 

potentially related but fundamentally distinct dimensions.  

Beyond the latter idea, I find that US assimilation scholarship after Gordon (1964) 

shows relatively little direct conceptual engagement with assimilation/integUaWiRQ¶V 

dimensionality. Nevertheless, taken together, the large body of empirical work produced 

 
25 In his framework of acculturation strategies, Berry (1997, 10) outlines integration and assimilation as two 
alternative strategies for acculturating migrants: in integration, migrants learn the dominant culture and 
SaUWiciSaWe iQ µOaUgeU VRcieW\¶ ZhiOe Vimultaneously retaining ethnic culture and identity; in the case of 
aVViPiOaWiRQ, eWhQic cXOWXUe aQd ideQWiW\ geW µVhed¶ iQ faYRXU Rf hRVW/PajRUiW\ VRcieW\ cXOWXUe aQd ideQWiW\ 
(Berry 1997, 28).  
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post-1965 does offer insight (even if implicitly) into what scholars viewed as the different 

facets of assimilation. For instance, in a 1981 comprehensive review of American 

aVViPiOaWiRQ UeVeaUch aW Whe WiPe (RQ Whe µQeZ iPPigUaQWV¶ VeWWOed SRVW-1965) Massey (1981, 

63) VXPPaUiVeV fiQdiQgV aORQg Vi[ µdiPeQViRQV¶ (RU µfaceWV¶) Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ: faPiOiVP,26 

fertility, residential segregation, political participation, intermarriage, and social mobility. 

Ultimately, however, Massey (1981) underscores the latter as the most important aspect, 

positing that all other criteria of assimilation tend to increase with social class. Indeed, he 

goes on to define assimilation as µfXQdaPeQWaOO\ a SURceVV Rf VRciaO PRbiOiW\¶ (Massey 1981, 

72). This strong emphasis on the economic aspect of assimilation ± with other, e.g., spatial 

and sociocultural manifestations of assimilation appearing of interest to the authors mainly 

for their connection with economic assimilation ± iV chaUacWeUiVWic Rf Whe µgUaQd aVViPiOaWiRQ 

WheRUieV¶ fRUPXOaWed iQ Whe 1990V aQd eaUO\ 2000V US cRQWe[W ± WR bRUURZ CUXO¶V (2015, 54) 

term referring to segmented assimilation (Portes and Zhou 1993) and new assimilation 

theory (Alba and Nee 1997). 

ThaW Vaid, be\RQd Whe µgUaQd WheRUieV¶ Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ, VSecific ePSiUicaO VWXdieV 

actually considered quite a broader set of integration dimensions, though typically focusing 

on one dimension at a time. In a 2005 review of Whe SUeYiRXV decadeV¶ ePSiUicaO UeVeaUch, 

Waters and Jimenez (2005, 107) OiVW Whe µVWaQdaUd PeaVXUeV Rf iPPigUaQW aVViPiOaWiRQ¶ aV 

including:  

(a) socioeconomic status (SES), defined as educational attainment, occupational 
specialization, and parity in earnings; (b) spatial concentration, defined in terms 
of dissimilarity in spatial distribution and of suburbanization; (c) language 
assimilation, defined in terms of English language ability and loss of mother 
tongue; and (d ) inter-marriage, defined by race or Hispanic origin, and only 

 
26 Referring to a strong collectivist perspective oriented towards the family (common among particular 
iPPigUaQW cRPPXQiWieV), aV RSSRVed WR Whe (VXSSRVedO\ PRUe µAPeUicaQ¶) iQdiYidXaOiVWic YaOXeV (Massey 
1981). 
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occasionally by ethnicity and generation (Waters and Jiménez 2005, 107±8; see 
also Bean and Stevens 2003).  

AVViPiOaWiRQ, iQ WhiV YieZ, Pa\ be Yia PeaVXUed iPPigUaQWV¶ aQd WheiU chiOdUeQ ViPiOaUiW\ WR 

µRWheU APeUicaQV¶ (WaWeUV and Jiménez 2005, 106) within each of these dimensions, and 

altogether across these dimensions.  

Further, a notable exception from the post-Gordon US literature that does tackle the 

question of dimensionality head-RQ iV WiOOiaPV aQd OUWega¶V 1990 VWXd\, Zhich performs 

aQ ePSiUicaO WeVW Rf GRUdRQ¶V W\SRORg\ (XViQg facWRU aQaO\ViV) RQ a NebUaVkaQ daWaVeW fURP 

1978. Williams and Ortega (1990) find that given the closely related nature of certain 

outcomes, the classic seven types of assimilation may in fact be narrowed down to three: 

structural assimilation (including marital assimilation), cultural assimilation (including 

identificational and civic assimilation), and receptional assimilation (prejudice and 

discrimination, but can also include marital assimilation). These results underscore the role 

Rf ePSiUicaO WeVWV Rf cRQceSWXaO aVVXPSWiRQV abRXW iQWegUaWiRQ¶V diPeQViRQaOiW\ (aQ 

emerging topic of interest, as I discuss further later on).27  

Actors involved 

Another conceptual improvement on classical assimilation theory was a more extended view 

of the actors involved in the process of integration beyond the immigrant group or individual 

(Barkan 1995; Portes and Rumbaut 1990). Barkan (1995, 40), for instance, conceptualises 

aVViPiOaWiRQ aV a µWZR-Za\ SURceVV¶, WhRXgh Whe UROe Rf Whe µdRPiQaQW¶ VRcieW\ iV cRQVideUed 

 
27 Another rare engagement with dimensionality within (partly) US scholarship is the recent transatlantic 
effRUW b\ HaUdeU aQd cROOeagXeV¶ (2018) at developing a multidimensional measure, discussed in the next 
section (which discusses European and recent transatlantic literature). 
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merely in terms of attitudes and discrimination.28 In PRUWHV aQG RXPbaXW¶V (1990, 91; see 

also Portes and Zhou 1993) Modes of incorporation IUaPHZRUN, WKH acWRUV VKaSLQJ PLJUaQWV¶ 

integration trajectory additionally include the state (i.e., government policy), and the pre-

existing co-ethnic community in the destination country. 

Reference group for assimilation 

Concerning of the reference group for assimilation, much of this newer literature (e.g., Alba 

and Nee 2003) VWiOO defiQeV aVViPiOaWiRQ aV WakiQg SOace iQ UefeUeQce WR a QaWiYe µPaiQVWUeaP¶ 

society, although the concept of mainstream society is more flexible than in classical 

aSSURacheV. SSecificaOO\, iQ WheiU 2003 bRRk µRePakiQg Whe PaiQVWUeaP,¶ AOba and Nee 

defiQe WheiU cRQceSW Rf µPaiQVWUeaP¶ aV µWhaW SaUW Rf Whe VRcieW\ ZiWhiQ Zhich eWhQic aQd 

UaciaO RUigiQV haYe aW PRVW PiQRU iPSacWV RQ Oife chaQceV RU RSSRUWXQiWieV. [«] Ze dR QRW 

limit the mainstream to the middle class: it contains a working class and even some who are 

SRRU, QRW jXVW affOXeQW VXbXUbaQiWeV¶ (2003, 12). IPSRUWaQWO\, Whe\ defiQe Whe PaiQVWUeaP 

(eaUOieU aOVR caOOed µcRUe VRcieW\¶) aV chaQgiQg RYeU WiPe iQ OiQe ZiWh dePRgUaShic aQd VRciR-

political processes, noting how the concept of mainstream American ethnicity changed over 

time, from WASPs to include Catholics and Jews, and they predict that the mainstream will 

no longer necessarily be only white groups, including, for example, Asian and Hispanic 

ethnicities. (The accuracy of this prediction is a different question.) 

CRQYeUVeO\, a ke\ QRYeOW\ iQ PRUWeV aQd ZhRX¶V (1993) theory of segmented 

assimilation was its recognition of the fact that the native groups that some immigrant 

communities encounter ± and that thus represent the reference group for assimilation to them 

± are not from the white American middle-class but the local (often non-white) underclass 

 
28 As evidenced above, this is not a new idea, though such a conceptualisation so explicitly positioning 
dominant society as a key actor is noteworthy (cf. Gordon 1964). 
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± iQ RWheU ZRUdV, QRW Whe µPaiQVWUeaP¶. UOWiPaWeO\, WhiV UeSUeVeQWV aQ iPSRUWaQW chaOOeQge WR 

Whe QRWiRQ Rf µhRVW¶ RU µPajRUiW\¶ VRcieW\ aV aQ RbYiRXV beQchPaUk fRU aVViPiOaWiRQ; aV 

XQdeUVcRUed b\ KaViQiW] aQd cROOeagXeV¶ (2008, 15) often-ciWed TXeVWiRQV µAVViPiOaWiRQ iQWR 

ZhaW? AQd SURgUeVV cRPSaUed WR ZhRP?¶ hRVW VRcieW\ iWVeOf iV fUagPeQWed aQd heWeURgeQRXV, 

and defining the reference group is a highly subjective (and inherently normative) choice.  

End-state of assimilation 

CRQceUQiQg Whe µeQd-VWaWe¶ Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ, cRQceSWXaOiVaWiRQV OikeZiVe YaU\ acURVV WhiV bRd\ 

of literature. From the perspective of new assimilation theory, Alba and Nee (1997, 863), 

defiQe Whe eQdSRiQW Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ aV hRPRgeQeiW\, QaPeO\ µWhe diVaSSeaUaQce [«] Rf aQ 

eWhQic/UaciaO diVWiQcWiRQ aQd Whe cXOWXUaO aQd VRciaO diffeUeQceV WhaW e[SUeVV iW.¶ BaUkaQ 

(1995) mentions a bidirectional process in which both hosts and newcomers are affected, 

though likely to different degrees, while Alba and Nee aUe SXUSRVefXOO\ µagQRVWic abRXW 

whether the changes wrought by assimilation are one-sided or more mutual. Indeed, there 

VhRXOd be QR defiQiWiRQaO SUeVcUiSWiRQ RQ WhiV SRiQW¶, Whe\ aUgXe (1997, 863).  

Other frameworks questioned the inevitability of cultural homogeneity altogether. 

Gans (1992a; 1997) SRViWV a µbXPS\¶ iQVWead Rf µVWUaighW¶ OiQe Rf iQWeUgeQeUaWiRQaO 

acculturation, with potential revivals of a mostly symbolic ethnic identity. Meanwhile, 

Portes and colleagues (Portes and Zhou 1993; Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 2009a) 

stress the possibility of delayed acculturation for the second generation, though they still 

e[SecW fXOO accXOWXUaWiRQ b\ Whe WhiUd geQeUaWiRQ. AV PeQWiRQed, iQ PRUWeV aQd ZhRX¶V (1993) 

fUaPeZRUk Rf µVegPeQWed¶ aVViPiOaWiRQ, economic assimilation to a disadvantaged segment 

Rf QaWiYe VRcieW\ iV aQ e[hibiW Rf µaVViPiOaWiRQ¶ QRQeWheOeVV; iQ WhiV VeQVe, WheiU cRQceSW Rf 

assimilation is remarkably flexible.  
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A further theoretical strand emerging during this period ± relevant especially to the 

question of end-states ± were multiculturalism and related frameworks, largely from Canada 

(as noted by Kivisto 2005). One influential related framework comes from the Canadian 

social psychologist Berry (1997, 10), who outlines integration and assimilation as two 

alternative strategies for acculturating migrants. In integration, migrants learn the dominant 

cXOWXUe aQd SaUWiciSaWe iQ µOaUgeU VRcieW\¶ ZhiOe ViPXOWaQeRXVO\ Uetaining ethnic culture and 

identity; at the societal level, the integration of ethnocultural groups results in the state of 

multiculturalism (Berry 2001; 2011; Berry and Ward 2016). In the case of assimilation, 

eWhQic cXOWXUe aQd ideQWiW\ geW µVhed¶ iQ faYour of host/majority society culture and identity 

(Berry 1997, 28; 2001; 2011). Generally speaking, in the framework of multiculturalism the 

end-state of integration allows for a considerable degree of ethnic retention on the part of 

immigrant and immigrant-background minorities, as long as there is a common life across 

overall society, sharing ideals of justice, tolerance, solidarity, and loyalty (Kymlicka 1995; 

Parekh 2006; Kivisto 2005; Bloemraad, Korteweg, and Yurdakul 2008).  

Summary 

In summary, the more modern North American theoretical literature brought further 

complexity to the concept of assimilation in a number of respects. Firstly, the term of 

assimilation met some controversy, though it never entirely went out of use. By the early 

2000s, the diverse definitions attached to the term made assimilation, if not exactly a neutral 

term, then at one least flexible to more progressive interpretations. Second, the separation 

of the sociocultural and structural dimensions of integration helped set the stage for 

multidimensional frameworks of integration, even if the focus often stayed on those two 

dimensions (especially the economic). Third, host society became conceptualised as more 

of an active participant of the process. Fourth, the notion of an obvious, homogenous native 
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mainstream as the reference group for assimilation was challenged, with some noting that 

local groups outside the white middle-class mainstream may also serve as reference group, 

while others broadened the concept of the mainstream to allow for greater diversity. Finally, 

Whe QRWiRQ Rf cXOWXUaO hRPRgeQeiW\ (iQ Whe iPage Rf Whe hRVW VRcieW\ µVWaQdaUd¶) aV Whe 

inevitable endpoint of assimilation came under fire, with perspectives envisioning, 

alternatively, a two-way process of adaptation, no prescription in this regard, or even an 

acceptance of enduring cultural diversity. In the following section, I review approaches to 

the concept of integration from the European (and, in some cases, trans-Atlantic) migration 

scholarship from the late 20th century to recent years.  

3.2.4 European conceptualisations of integration 

Following a relatively later start, largely emerging in the 1980s (Bilgili 2014; Esser 2004a), 

by the late 1990s and early 2000s European integration scholarship was outlining its own 

conceptualisations of immigrant integration (Esser 2004a; Penninx 2005; Heckmann 2006; 

Koopmans and Statham 2000; Favell 2001; Crul and Vermeulen 2003). An interesting 

feature of the European scholarly perspective on integration is that, on the one hand, it builds 

on the previously established ± and at that point, internationally dominant ± American 

assimilation scholarship (Alba and Nee 2003; Portes and Zhou 1993; cf. Thomson and Crul 

2007). On the other hand, European scholarship adapts and expands on those earlier 

approaches following (perceived) key differences between the European and US context 

(e.g., Crul and Vermeulen 2003; Esser 2004a; Heckmann 2006). Importantly, those 

differences in migration history and structural characteristics have, in turn, shaped the nature 

Rf kQRZOedge SURdXcWiRQ iQ each cRQWe[W (GOick SchiOOeU aQd da÷OaU 2009; BiOgiOi 2014). 
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Observing one receiving country with multiple immigrant groups, many of them 

dating several generations, US scholarship sought to develop holistic theories to explain 

integration (Bilgili 2014). Meanwhile, early European immigration and integration research 

came primarily within a few major Western European nation-states (e.g., United Kingdom, 

Sweden, France and the Netherlands), each dealing with their own experience of 

immigration (see also Brubaker 2001).29 Much of this early literature was split across 

disciplines and reflected national concerns and perspectives of the time, producing an overall 

fragmented body of research. As noted by Bilgili (2014), the implementation of major 

European Union research initiaWiYeV VXch aV Whe EXURSeaQ CRPPiVViRQ¶V 6Wh FUaPeZRUk 

Programme for research (2002-2006) marked the start of more advanced ± i.e., large-scale, 

multidisciplinary, and nationally comparative ± European research.30 In fact, another 

interesting feature European scholarship (exhibited by several of the conceptual 

contributions I highlight in the following) is that some of the broader conceptual frameworks 

of integration were developed not strictly within academic circles but in policy reports (see, 

e.g., Penninx 2005; Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003; Heckmann 2006; Ager and Strang 2008). 

ThiV µgUe\ OiWeUaWXUe¶ (Zhich ZaV QeYeUWheOeVV OaUgeO\ deYeORSed b\ SURPiQeQW acadePicV) 

often features a strong connection with integration policy and an emphasis on measuring 

and evaluating integration; though less theoretically ambitious (cf. Esser 2004a), it is very 

useful in its clear outlining of conceptual elements (e.g., actors, dimensions, benchmarks for 

integration etc.).  

In the following, I demonstrate the different and evolving perspectives on the above-

discussed elements of integration concepts as displayed in some key frameworks from the 

 
29 See also Wimmer and Glick Schiller (2002) on the pitfalls of methodological nationalism. 
30 See Geddes and Scholten (2015) for a detailed discussion of the development of EU-level research±policy 
infrastructure; also, refer to the discussion in the first section of the Introduction. 
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European literature (including policy reports and academic scholarship) in the past two 

decades. I begin by briefly presenting the reviewed works.  

Presenting the literature 

One of the earliest conceptual frameworks I consider forms part of the early initiatives for 

EU-level integration policy and research mentioned in the introduction. In this 2003 report 

for the European Commission, Entzinger and Biezeveld build on a vast body of prior 

literature to provide a comprehensive conceptual framework on integration to facilitate 

benchmarking for immigrant immigration for policymakers. A more academically inclined 

conceptual framework from tKLV HUa RULJLQaWHV IURP EVVHU¶V (2004b), ZKRVH IUaPHZRUN KaV 

been highly influential in later European approaches to dimensionality; examples include 

the TIES project (Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012), as well as policy reports (Heckmann 

2006; Bosswick and Heckmann 2006) (discussed below).  

Another, distinctly policy-focused conceptual framework of integration comes from 

Penninx, originally outlined as part of a United Nations report (2005), though later expanded 

on it in academic publications, as well (see also Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; 

Penninx 2019). In another major policy report published around this time, Heckmann (2006; 

see also Bosswick and Heckmann 2006) bUiQgV WRgeWheU EVVeU¶V (2004b) aQd RWheU VchROaUV¶ 

cRQceSWV aQd hiV WR deYeORS a µcRPPRQ aQaO\WicaO aQd cRQceSWXaO fUaPe¶ WR faciOiWaWe 

European-level approaches migrant integration (Heckmann 2006, 6). Another influential 

framework, concerning especially conceptualisations of integration dimensions, comes from 

Ager and Strang (2008), who originally developed their framework as part of a study on 

local refugee integration commissioned by the UK Home Office in 2002. The framework 
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was recently republished as the Home Office Indicators of Integration framework 2019 

(Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019). 

Between 2007 and 2008, the aforementioned TIES project (The Integration of the 

European Second Generation) investigated the second generation of Turkish, Moroccan, and 

former Yugoslavian descent in fifteen cities in eight European countries (Groenewold and 

Lessard-Phillips 2012). As the first major cross-European survey on the second generation, 

it is the source for some further key European integration literature, including Crul and 

SchQeideU¶V (2010) comparative integration context theory, their (co-edited) book assessing 

the situation of the second generation (Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012), as well as Bean and 

cROOeagXeV¶ (2012) aQd AOba aQd FRQeU¶V (2015) transatlantic analyses of second-generation 

integration. 

In 2012, the OECD started a series of major international reports on immigrant 

integration indicators across OECD countries. The initial 2012 report was somewhat 

expanded in a 2015 and then a 2018 version, as part of a series titled Settling in (OECD 

2012; OECD/EU 2015; 2019). The 2015 and 2018 reports were published in collaboration 

with the European Union and provide the most extensive cross-European reports on 

PigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-UeOaWed RXWcRPeV iQ UeceQW \eaUV. WhiOe iW iV QRW Whe UeSRUW¶V gRaO WR 

make conceptual advances, I find its approach to integration relevant to consider as it 

UeSUeVeQWV ZhaW Pa\ be Whe PRVW µPaiQVWUeaP¶ SXbOicaWiRQ iQ Whe WRSic, ZiWh a VWURQg 

cRQQecWiRQ WR Whe SROic\ VSheUe. FXUWheUPRUe, Whe UeSRUW¶V WRSicaO cRYeUage aQd VWUXcWXUe 

mirrors (and likely influences) what is available in terms of cross-national integration data. 

Returning to the more scholarly literature, in a 2016 paper (and 2021 follow-up), 

Spencer and Charsley build on prior European conceptual debates around integration to 
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deYeORS WheiU RZQ, µPRUe V\VWePaWic aQd QXaQced¶ (2016, 4) analytical framework. Further, 

I consider the recent conceptual debate around a strongly critical piece on the concept of 

integration by Schinkel (2018; 2019) and its varied responses from fellow European scholars 

(Favell 2019; Hadj Abdou 2019; Penninx 2019; Meissner 2019).  

Finally, I consider a few, relatively recent works engaging with the question of 

iQWegUaWiRQ¶V diPeQViRQaOiW\ ZiWh ePSiUicaO WeVWV. TheVe iQcOXde a WUaQVaWOaQWic aQaO\ViV b\ 

Bean and colleagues (2012), a UK study by Lessard-Phillips (2017), and a recent 

transatlantic effort by Harder and colleagues (2018) to develop a multidimensional index of 

integration. While the latter is emphatically more practically than conceptually focused ± 

based on survey results and meant to serve as a survey instrument ± I find it noteworthy as 

iW UeSUeVeQWV a UaUe ePSiUicaO effRUW WR achieYe PRUe cRheUeQce iQ aSSURacheV WR iQWegUaWiRQ¶V 

dimensionality. 

Terminology 

Starting with the question of terminology, European scholarship tends to talk primarily of 

µiQWegUaWiRQ¶. AV diVcXVVed b\ BUXbakeU (2001) and Heckmann (2006), µaVViPiOaWiRQ¶ had 

particularly unpleasant ethnocentric connotations in Europe (particularly for Germany and 

France), as it echoed historical efforts of forced national homogenisation. Therefore, 

European literature has mostly relied on the term integration, typically implying a standpoint 

that is ± at least in principle ± not ethnocentric (Schunck 2014). As modern definitions of 

assimilation have become more inclusive, as well (e.g. Esser 2004a), in many cases uses of 

the integration term in Europe have been, in practice, synonymous with the concept of 
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assimilation in the US context (Bosswick and Heckmann 2006; J. Schneider and Crul 

2010).31  

In recent years, integration has also met some critiques in the European literature, with 

some calling into question the (relative) neutrality and inclusivity once associated with the 

term (e.g. Favell 2010; Rytter 2010; Schinkel 2011; 2018). As mentioned earlier, this had 

led some to use integration merely as a placemat term (e.g. Ager and Strang 2008; Spencer 

and Charsley 2016). Spencer and Charsley (2016), for instance begin by acknowledging 

prior critiques of the WeUP µiQWegUaWiRQ¶, bXW keeS XViQg iW fRU cRQWiQXiW\ ZiWh UeOaWed OiWeUaWXUe 

while revising its conceptual elements. Others seek out alternative terms such as 

incorporation or adaptation. Incorporation, for instance, has been used as an alternative 

terminological option on both sides of the Atlantic for quite some time (e.g. Portes and 

Böröcz 1989; Zolberg and Woon 1999; Freeman 2004; Barkan, Diner, and Kraut 2008; Bean 

et al. 2012), although the term has remained less mainstream than integration or assimilation 

± which is perhaps why it is still considered fairly free from ideological-political 

connotations (Kivisto 2005). The case is similar for adaptation, whose definition by 

Lessard-Phillips (2009; 2017)32 calls to mind early definitions of integration (see Bernard, 

1956, as cited in Gordon 1964, 68). 

In even more recent conceptual work, Spencer and Charsley (2021), while 

acNQRZOHGJLQJ UHaO LQWHJUaWLRQ cRQcHSWV LQ SaVW UHVHaUcK, VKaUH PHQQLQ[¶V (2019) YLHZV WKaW 

 
31 AQ e[ceSWiRQ WR WhiV WUeQd iV EVVeU¶V (2004b; 2004a) conceptualisation, which differentiates between 
integration at the group level (which he calls system or social integration and refers to the disappearance of 
structural inequalities) and at the level of the individual actor, whose one-sided efforts to adapt to host 
society ± fROORZiQg fURP BeUU\¶V (1997) matrix of acculturation strategies ± are considers a special case of 
social integration called individual assimilation. 
32 Lessard-Phillips defines adaptation as µa d\QaPic SURceVV Rf adjXVWPeQW WR a QeZ VRcieW\, Zhich iQYROYeV 
both the migrants and their descendants and the people and the institutions of the host country working 
through their differences, and whose outcomes can be either positive or negative and can span [many] 
diPeQViRQV.¶ (2009, 4) 
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certain critiques of integration (such aV ScKLQNHO¶V [2018], abRYH) cRQIOaWH SXbOLc aQG 

academic uses of the integration concept, often focusing on exclusionary uses of the 

integration concept in the public and policy realm while overlooking some contemporary 

academic conceptual advances and efforts at developing more robust models for empirical 

application. Spencer and Charsley (2021) go on to identify common critiques of integration 

cRQcHSWV, ZKLcK LQcOXGH QRUPaWLYLW\ LQ GHILQLWLRQV RI LQWHJUaWLRQ, QHJaWLYH µRWKHULQJ¶ RI 

migrants (with an undue focus on their background characteristics), an outdated idealised 

image of the host society, and a narrow focus on migrants in the factors shaping integration 

processes. In fact, these relate closely to the conceptual aspects of reference group, actors, 

and end-state of integration that I examine in this review. In the following, I discuss how 

they ± and other scholars ± approach these conceptual elements, along with the question of 

dimensionality. 

Dimensions 

As I demonstrate in the following, the multidimensionality of integration has often been 

recognised in the European analytical frameworks for integration, but with considerable 

variation when it comes to specific dimensions. Entzinger and Biezeveld (2003) outline four 

domains of integration. They begin by distinguishing between structural (later called socio-

economic) and cultural dimensions. As they turn to discuss integration from a policy 

perspective, they set apart the legal-political dimension. Next, a recognition of the two-sided 

nature of the integration process leads them to distinguish a fourth domain: attitudes of 

recipient societies (Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003). The resulting four-dimensional 

framework, including indicators, is shown in Table 3.2 below. While Entzinger and 

Bie]eYeOd¶V (2003) W\SRORg\ Rf diPeQViRQV haV cRQVideUabOe RYeUOaS ZiWh GRUdRQ¶V (1964) 

seminal framework from the classical US literature, there are also some notable differences. 
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overcome barriers to integration), social connections (bridges, bonds and links), and means 

and markers (outcomes in employment, housing, education and health, which are both 

mechanisms and indicators of integration) (Ager and Strang 2008, 170; see also Ndofor-Tah 

et al. 2019). Compared to the above-diVcXVVed fUaPeZRUkV, AgeU aQd SWUaQg¶V (2008) 

framework also contains some new elements such as health, housing, and safety and 

stability. This difference is easily attributable to the original study¶V fRcXV RQ Whe YXOQeUabOe 

refugee population, though the element of health, for example (or housing), is becoming 

common in general immigrant integration reports, as well (e.g., OECD/EU 2019, discussed 

below).  

In a recent transatlantic effort, Harder and colleagues (2018) consult a vast number of 

existing surveys, some prior theoretical literature, and multiple rounds of pilot surveys to 

develop a multidimensional survey instrument to measure integration (the Immigration 

Policy Lab [IPL] Integration Index). This index distinguishes between six dimensions of 

integration: psychological (feeling of connection to country, sense of belonging, wish to 

continue living in the country); economic (employment, employment satisfaction, financial 

security); political (XQdeUVWaQdiQg Rf cRXQWU\¶V SROiWicaO iVVXeV, SROiWicaO eQgagePeQW); social 

(social ties and interactions with natives, participation in native organisations); linguistic 

(fluency in host country language), and navigational (abiOiW\ WR QaYigaWe Whe hRVW cRXQWU\¶V 

labour market, political system, and social institutions) (Harder et al. 2018, 11484).  

The OECD¶V Settling In series (OECD 2012; OECD/EU 2015; 2019) also follows a 

multidimensional approach to evaluating integration. The latest report in particular stresses 

 
argue that lack of rights can impede integration processes, viewing them as pre-conditions may not be 
aQaO\WicaOO\ cRUUecW¶ (Spencer and Charsley 2021, 13). 
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make no claim that indicators in one domain are fundamentally linked in their development 

(OECD/EU 2019). Yet, the aggregation of such a wide range of topics does reflect a less in-

depth engagement with these areas (compared to the topic of employment, for instance) and 

may signal an overall lower priority for these topics within the focus of the framework. 

Ultimately, as is common in earlier literature ± UecaOO MaVVe\¶V (1981) claim, for example, 

equating assimilation with social mobility ± within a multidimensional approach, this major 

report (OECD/EU 2019) thus still views the economic domain as the most important (or 

most reflective of the overall state of integration). 

As part of their suggested conceptual framework, Spencer and Charsley (2016; 2021) 

bring together prior formulations (Ager and Strang 2008; Entzinger 2000; Heckmann and 

Schnapper 2003; Spencer 2011) to outline five main domains of integration. As shown in 

Table 3.7 below, these are: structural integration, social integration, cultural integration, 

civic and political participation, and identity. One may note that their indicators are not too 

dissimilar from the OECD/EU (2019) indicators outlined above, with the exception of 

stressing the mutual aspect of adaptation more (and an overall more abstract formulation of 

these indicators). Spencer and Charsley (2016; 2021) also make a disclaimer that this 

categorisation of dimensions serves as a heuristic device, to distinguish key areas while 

keeping the number of domains manageable for analyses; in reality, they stress, the 

separation between areas may be less straightforward.34 

Table 3.7. Domains of integration in Spencer and Charsley (2016; 2021) 

Domain Description 

 
34 In a recent multidimensional empirical analysis of immigrant integration in Europe, Heath and Schneider 
(2021) build on prior literature and distinguish between five dimensions: structural (socioeconomic), cultural, 
social, political, and civic integration (including identification with the host country). Though the 
categorisation is somewhat different, in terms the overall indicators largely fall in line with the above 
frameworks. 
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LI WKHLU RXWcRPHV aUH VWURQJO\ OLQNHG WR RQH aQRWKHU (L.H., WKH\ µcR-YaU\¶, RU PRYH WRJHWKHU), 

while diverging outcome patterns indicate (somewhat) separate dimensions. In line with 

their hypotheses, Bean and colleagues (2012) find that more inclusive contexts are 

associated with more disparate dimensions (four, mirroring the four conceptual dimensions, 

in American contexts; three, with the economic and political dimensions merging, in 

European contexts), while in less inclusive contexts, dimensions tend to bundle together, 

resulting in fewer distinct dimensions (three, economic/political, spatial, and 

sociocultural/linguistic, dimensions in the American case; two, economic/political/spatial 

and sociocultural/linguistic, dimensions in the European cases). In another empirical test of 

multi-dimensionality (and following a similar methodology), Lessard-Phillips (2017) 

explores the structure of dimensionality in the adaptation of ethnic minorities through the 

case study of Britain. Lessard-PhiOOiSV¶V (2017) results suggest a four-dimensional structure, 

consisting of a cultural, a spatial, and a socio-economic domain, as well as one focused on 

political identity.35  

Summary of dimensions and indicators outlined across the literature  

All in all, in my review of different European typologies of integration dimensions from the 

SaVW WZR GHcaGHV I QRWLcH aQ LQWHUHVWLQJ cRQWLQXLW\ ZLWK GRUGRQ¶ (1964) original set of 

domains: the areas included generally cover culture (with or without religion, but almost 

always including language), identity, intermarriage and other social interactions, 

institutional ties, civic/political inclusion and ± somewhat less commonly ± prejudice and/or 

discrimination. Topics relating to the socioeconomic status and work, only peripherally 

SUHVHQW LQ GRUGRQ¶V RULJLQaO IUaPHZRUN, KaYH VHHQ WKH OaUJHVW JURZWK LQ WRSLcaO cRYHUaJH, 

 
35 ThiV iV URXghO\ iQ OiQe ZiWh BeaQ eW aO.¶V (2012) results for the more inclusive contexts, except that 
Lessard-PhiOOiSV¶ (2017) cultural domain includes social indicators such as friendships and marriage, which 
were not considered in the earlier study. 
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with modern conceptualisations spanning a variety of topics relating to socio-economic 

status (employment, income, education) (e.g., Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003; Heckmann 

2006; OECD/EU 2019), housing and residential characteristics, and, most recently, health 

and subjective well-being (Ager and Strang 2008; OECD/EU 2019).36 

Beyond topical coverage, multidimensional integration frameworks also differ in way 

in which they group or separate particular topics to outline individual dimensions. For some, 

such as Bean and colleagues (2012), dimensions are distinguished based on particular areas 

of integration following a distinct development paths (empirically observable through 

divergent outcome patterns). In this case, the (dis)aggregation structure carries theoretical 

meaning; in other cases (e.g. OECD/EU 2019), grouping domains seems to be a question of 

cRQYeQieQce aQd/RU iQWXiWiYe WRSicaO RYeUOaS. SWiOO, eYeQ fROORZiQg a ViPiOaU µORgic¶ Rf 

distinction, approaches can vary considerably. Accordingly, the total number of dimensions 

outlined varies widely across frameworks. 

Across frameworks, domains of culture (language, religion, values and/or customs), 

identity, and social relations (interaction, friendship, intermarriage) may be outlined as 

distinct categories, or nested in some way. Likewise, areas of work, income, education, 

housing, residential characteristics, and civic/political participation vary in their 

categorisations: some frameworks group (most of) them under an umbrella structural or 

socio-economic domain, while others separate the spatial (housing and/or residential 

characteristics) and/or the civic/political (and/or institutional) (citizenship, rights, political 

SaUWiciSaWiRQ) dRPaiQV. PUejXdice aQd diVcUiPiQaWiRQ, VeSaUaWe aUeaV iQ GRUdRQ¶V RUigiQaO 

 
36 For a helpful visualisation of the overlaps and differences in outlined dimensions across different 
frameworks, refer to Table 1 in Paper 1 (Chapter 5; omitted here to avoid issues of self-plagiarism). 
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1964 framework, nowadays commonly form one dimension (whether it incorporates only 

one or both elements). As also noted by Lessard-Phillips (2017), areas such as health, 

subjective well-being and related topics are fairly new additions and therefore do not follow 

a typical pattern of categorisation yet. 

In the following I outline a comprehensive (if arguably still not exhaustive) list of 

integration dimensions and indicators, based the reviewed literature discussed above 

(chiefly, Bean et al. 2012; Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012; Esser 2004b; Entzinger and 

Biezeveld 2003; Gordon 1964; Heckmann 2006; Lessard-Phillips 2017; Ndofor-Tah et al. 

2019; OECD/EU 2019; Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Spencer and Charsley 2016). 

This framework, presented in Table 3.8 (below), differentiates between 8 major dimensions: 

culture, identity, social life, economic, spatial, health and well-being, and civic and political 

integration. As explained earlier, most of these domains are fairly common. Informed by 

more recent approaches, however, I add a distinct dimension focused on health and detach 

the spatial dimension from the economic.37 The purpose of this framework is not, at this 

stage, to serve as an endorsed analytical framework, but rather to serve as a comprehensive 

collection of commonly used dimensions and indicators across the literature.  

 
37 It has been shown that ethnic segregation patterns may persist beyond the socio-economic gap 
(Balakrishnan and Hou 1999); while some degree of variation across subtopics of a single dimension would 
QRW be XQcRPPRQ, I e[SecW Whe VSaWiaO dRPaiQ¶V SaWh WR be diVWiQcWiYe eQRXgh fRU iWV VeSaUaWiRQ WR be heOSfXO. 
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Table 3.8. A summary of common dimensions of integration from the related literature 

Broader theme/ 
dimension 

Theme/dimension Common sub-dimensions/indicators 

Sociocultural Culture Language (proficiency, use) 
Cultural capital, values/attitudes 

Identity Sense of belonging; identities 

Social life Social mixing: interactions, acquaintances, friendships, intermarriage with native majority 
(per se, or vs. minority socialisation);  
Social ties in general (social capital vs. social isolation);  
Membership in clubs/associations (majority/ethnic/any); 
Social cohesion 

Discrimination and prejudice Experiences/perceptions of discrimination 
Attitudes and behaviour of majority population 

Structural Economic Human capital (education) 
Income/Socio-economic status 
Labour market position (employment, occupation, overqualification) 

Civic/political/institutional Citizenship, political participation and representation, institutional inclusion 

Spatial Housing quality 
Residential segregation/concentration (ethnic or socioeconomic) 

Other Health and well-being Physical health, mental health, subjective well-being, access to healthcare 

Source: own collection, following Bean et al. (2012); Crul et al. (2012); Esser (2004b); Entzinger and Biezeveld (2003); Gordon (1964); Heckmann, (2006); Ndofor-
Tah et al., (2019); OECD/EU (2019); Penninx (2005); Spencer and Charsley (2016).   
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Within this summary framework, the cultural domain includes issues of language and 

familiarity with the cultural capital (e.g., traditions, customs, modes of everyday behaviour) 

relevant to life in the host country, along with values and attitudes (e.g., in relation to gender 

norms, or tolerance of diversity). The identificational domain typically looks at sense of 

belonging to certain collective entities; this may be a nation, but also an ethnic group, city, 

or other communities around which identities are formed. The domain of social life 

encompasses social ties in all forms, such as interactions, friendships, and marriage, as well 

as formal social participation in clubs and associations, for example. It can also include 

measures of social cohesion, such as generalised trust. The economic sphere refers to 

questions of education (including skills), work (employment, self-employment, level of 

occupation, overqualification), and wealth (usually measured through income).  

The combined domain of discrimination and prejudice encompasses perceptions and 

attitudes towards immigrant and immigrant-background minorities as well as their treatment 

and equality of opportunity (on the basis of migrant background, although that will 

inevitably intersect with other social categories). The civic/political/institutional domain is 

concerned with issues of citizenship (naturalisation), civic and political participation (e.g., 

voting, activism), as well as representation in positions of power and involvement in 

decision-making processes. It can also include relationships to institutions in the host 

country (e.g., trust, access, participation). The spatial domain can include both issues of 

residential segregation/concentration and quality of housing (which is related to both wealth 

and residential patterns). The health domain encompasses both physical and mental health, 

as well as subjective measures of general well-being (e.g., life satisfaction).  
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Actors 

Having established the numerous spheres in which integration takes place, a next conceptual 

question concerns the actors involved in the process and the respective roles they play in the 

process. 

Penninx (2005) outlines the two key actors of integration: immigrants and the 

receiving society. The success of the integration process is determined by the interaction of 

the two actors, but their dynamic is an unequal one, Penninx argues, as receiving society 

hROdV PXch PRUe SROiWicaO SRZeU aQd UecRXUVeV; µiWV iQstitutional structure and its reaction 

WR QeZcRPeUV aUe WheUefRUe PXch PRUe deciViYe fRU Whe RXWcRPe Rf Whe SURceVV¶ (Penninx 

2005, 142).  

HHcNPaQQ¶V (2006) definition of integration strongly evokes that of Penninx (2005), 

portraying integration as an interactive process between the two actors of migrants and the 

receiving society, and noting that receiving society has much more power and prestige (see 

Appendix Table 1 for full definition). Heckmann, however, is more specific (and, arguably, 

prescriptive) concerning the expected roles of each actor: for migrants, the process of 

integration involves learning the new culture, acquire rights, position, and statuses, build 

social ties to host society members, and form feelings of belonging and identification to host 

society; the receiving society is expected to learn how to interact with newcomers and adapt 

its institutions to their needs (2006, 18). 

IQ aQ XSGaWHG YHUVLRQ RI PHQQLQ[¶V (2005) above framework, Penninx and Garcés-

Mascareñas (2016; see also Penninx 2019) expand on their notion of the two parties involved 

in integration (immigrants and receiving society), by outlining three levels within each: the 

level of the individual immigrants or natives; the collective/group of immigrants or natives, 
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and institutions of immigrants or receiving society. Integration processes can take place and 

be measured on all three levels; the total six type of actors (three levels on both sides) are 

each involved in the process of integration, interacting with one another across the three 

dimensions outlined (legal/political, socio-economic, cultural/religious) (Penninx and 

Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Penninx 2019).  

Meanwhile, Spencer and Charsley (2016) combines actors and roles ± drawing on the 

QRWLRQ RI µIacLOLWaWRUV¶ IURP AJHU and Strang (2008) aQG µbaUULHUV¶ IURP HHcNPaQQ (2006) 

± LQWR ZKaW WKH aXWKRUV caOO µHIIHcWRUV¶ RI LQWHJUaWLRQ. TKHVH aUH: WKH LQGLYLGXaOV; IaPLOLHV 

and social networks; opportunity structures in society; policy interventions; and 

transnational effectors (Spencer and Charsley 2016, 7). Somewhat similarly to Penninx 

(2005), Spencer and Charsley (2016) also identify different contextual levels involved in the 

process of integration: for them, these are the local, national, and transnational levels.  

In these frameworks, in addition to individual migrants and individual host society 

members, the host state thus also becomes a key actor, influencing the integration process 

via policies and structural features in the host country. Likewise, the co-ethnic community, 

and families and social networks more broadly, potentially even at the transnational level, 

can play a key role (as can native-background or other immigrant neighbours, organisations, 

etc.). 

Reference group 

Some European scholars have long been critical of the notion of the host society as the ideal 

reference group for integration. Joppke and Morawska (2003), for instance, write: 

The XbiTXiWRXV QRWiRQ Rf µiQWegUaWiQg¶ iPPigUaQWV [«] UeVWV RQ Whe SUePiVe Rf aQ 
already integrated, bounded society, which faces the risk of disintegration and 
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unbinding due to immigration. The underlying picture is that of a society 
cRPSRVed Rf dRPeVWic iQdiYidXaOV aQd gURXSV (aV Whe aQWiSRde WR µiPPigUaQWV¶), 
Zhich aUe µiQWegUaWed¶ QRUPaWiYeO\ b\ a cRQVeQVXV aQd RUgaQi]ationally by a 
VWaWe. PRVWcOaVVicaO VRciRORg\ [«] haV VhRZQ WhaW VXch a µVRcieW\¶ dReV QRZheUe 
exist, except in the imagination of some (especially political) actors (Joppke and 
Morawska 2003, 3). 

In comparative integration context theory, Crul and Schneider (2010) build on the 

ideaV Rf a µUe-Pade PaiQVWUeaP¶ (Alba and Nee 2003) and the importance of the local social 

context for second generation integration (Portes and Zhou 1993; Portes, Fernández-Kelly, 

and Haller 2009a; Kasinitz et al. 2008) to argue that, in the context of the multi-ethnic 

European metropolis, second-generation minorities are no longer outsiders but part of the 

mainstream ± possibly more so than some non-urban native-background individuals. Indeed, 

Crul and Schneider (2010) posit that in some super-diverse European cities, ethnic 

PiQRUiWieV¶ VRciR-economic diversity now mirrors that of the native-background population, 

and thus, characteristics such as education level, socio-economic status and urban/rural 

origin may become more meaningful identifiers than ethnic background. 

µRecRQVideUiQg Whe PaiQVWUeaP¶ WhXV Pa\ UadicaOO\ VhifW Whe fRcXV RQ Zhich 
gURXS iV PRUe RU OeVV µaVViPiOaWed¶ RU µiQWegUaWed¶. ChiOdUeQ Rf QaWiYe-born 
parents with no connections outside their own group may find themselves outside 
Whe PXOWicXOWXUaO µPaiQVWUeaP¶ (Crul and Schneider 2010, 1257). 

CUXO aQd SchQeideU¶V (2010) concept of integration is thus no longer based on 

cRQYeUgeQce WR Whe eWhQic PajRUiW\ bXW WR a diYeUVe µPaiQVWUeaP¶, iQYROYiQg UeVideQWV 

regardless of ethnicity. This perspective is informed by the emerging body of literature on 

super-diversity (Vertovec 2007), but whereas Crul and Schneider (2010) observe a changed 

mainstream, super-diversity approaches see the disappearance of a mainstream altogether, 

suggesting that as a result of socio-cXOWXUaO aQd dePRgUaShic cRPSOe[iW\, µiQ PaQ\ aUeaV 
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there is no coheUeQW PajRUiW\ cXOWXUe¶ (Grzymala-Kazlowska and Phillimore 2018, 180).38 

In light of this new complexity, Grzymala-Kazlowska and Phillimore (2018) advocate for 

integration research that applies an intersectional and multidimensional lens. 

Indeed, Spencer and Charsley (2016; 2021) Veek WR defiQe iQWegUaWiRQ µZiWhRXW 

UefeUeQce WR aQ\ QRUPaWiYe gRaO¶ (2021, 15), ZiWhRXW µRWheUiQg¶ eiWheU Vide. Opposing a one-

directional notion of integration, they propose the following definition of integration:  

Processes of interaction, personal and social change among individuals and 
institutions across structural, social, cultural and civic spheres and in relation to 
identity; processes which are multi-directional and have spatial, transnational and 
temporal dimensions. (Spencer and Charsley 2021, 16). 

Some quantitative studies similarly omit the using native (or majority, etc.) 

benchmarks, but still, for pragmatic reasons, incorporate normative decisions about what 

constitutes a more favourable outcome. The idea in this case is to conceptualise integration 

(and thus its measures) in a way that does not involve similarity to natives as the benchmark 

for integration but rather other, generally positive outcomes indicating success and overall 

well-being in the host country (e.g. Harder et al. 2018; see also Lessard-Phillips et al. 2017). 

That said, even without the native-comparison benchmark some measures, such as the host 

cRXQWU\ OaQgXage RQe¶V PaiQ OaQgXage, RU iQWeUeWhQic VRciaOiVaWiRQ (Harder et al. 2018; see 

also Lessard-Phillips et al. 2017) can still be argued to be culturally normative. (This 

discussion on benchmarking also relates to the question of conceptualised end-states of 

integration, discussed in the next section.)  

 
38 It is in a recognition of this new complexity in modern societies Vertovec that proposes the concept of 
super-diversity: µLW LV QRW HQRXJK WR VHH GLYHUVLW\ RQO\ LQ WHUPV RI HWKQLcLW\, [bXW aOVR] LPPLJUaWLRQ VWaWXVHV 
and their concomitant entitlements and restrictions of rights, divergent labour market experiences, discrete 
gender and age profiles, patterns of spatial distribution, and mixed local area responses by service providers 
aQG UHVLGHQWV¶ (Vertovec 2007, 1025). 
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Notwithstanding all the above-outlined refinements, the concept of integration 

remains subject to critique. Just a few years ago, a debate has (re-)emerged in response to 

an extensive provocative piece by Schinkel (2018),39 critiquing the study of integration in 

general, and specific elements such as the concept of integrating migrant and migrant-

background individuals into some pre-H[LVWLQJ µVRcLHW\¶. TKLV cULWLTXH LV QRW H[acWO\ QHZ, aV 

demonstrated above (Joppke and Morawska 2003) and noted by Hadj Abdou (2019) in her 

UHVSRQVH WR ScKLQNHO¶V SaSHU.  

SchiQkeO (2018) gReV RQ WR RXWOiQe WZR fXUWheU SURbOePV ZiWh cRPSaUiQg µiPPigUaQW-

backgURXQd¶ gURXSV RU iQdiYidXaOV WR a µQaWiYe¶ RU µPaiQVWUeaP¶ SRSXOaWiRQ aV a PeaVXUe Rf 

iQWegUaWiRQ. FiUVW Rf aOO, Whe µQaWiYe¶ caWegRUiVaWiRQ becRPeV e[cOXViRQaU\ ZheQ VeYeral 

generations in, de facto native-born descendants of immigrants are defined in opposition to 

WhiV caWegRU\, cRQWiQXiQg WR be ideQWified b\ WheiU µPigUaQW backgURXQd¶. AV VXSSRUWed b\ 

Favell (2016; see also 2019), this is a typically the case for non-white minorities, in which 

case this becomes a thinly veiled race-baVed e[cOXViRQ fURP µQaWiYe¶ (i.e., µiQWegUaWed¶) 

society.40 The e[cOXViRQ, fROORZiQg SchiQkeO¶V (2018) UeaVRQiQg, aOVR e[WeQdV WR Whe caWegRU\ 

Rf Whe µPaiQVWUeaP¶ SRSXOaWiRQ, ZheQ aQ\ chaQgeV in the aggregate characteristics of the 

resident population (resulting from the presence of minorities) are not considered societal 

changes but an evidence of lack of integration on the part of immigrant and immigrant-

background minorities. (Examples of this could include religiosity, but also crime, poverty 

etc.) In fact, Schinkel (2018, 5) continues, by attributing any problems (e.g., unemployment, 

incarceration, homophobia) that occur for immigrant and immigrant-background minorities 

 
39 See also Rytter (2019) and Favell (2019). 
40 See also Lessard-Phillips, Galandini, de Valk, & Fibbi (2017) on the exclusiRQaU\ SRWeQWiaO Rf Whe µQaWiYe¶ 
category. 
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as a sign of insufficieQW µiQWegUaWiRQ¶, WhiV aSSURach aVVXPeV WhaW µiQWegUaWed¶ VRcieW\ iWVeOf 

is free from such problems. 

While largely agreeing with the problematic nature of the approaches cited by 

Schinkel (2018), Meissner (2019) and Penninx (2019) also note that his sweeping critique 

does not actually fit with the actual state-of-the-art of integration literature, as several recent 

works have taken into account these, in fact, rather longstanding, concerns and have been 

working on conceptual and methodological improvements to address them. Penninx cites 

hiV µiQWeQWiRQaOO\ RSeQ¶ (2019, 5) defiQiWiRQ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ baVed RQ VRcieWaO acceSWaQce 

(discussed above) and his two-actor, multi-level, multi-dimensional analytical framework 

from his work with Garcés-Mascareñas (2016) (outlined earlier in this chapter). Meissner 

(2019), meanwhile, defends the methodological approach of superdiversity, which, with its 

intersectional understanding of diversity and its attention to context, she argues, is in fact an 

effort to move beyond Whe VRcieWaO biQaUieV aQd aVVXPSWiRQV Rf eWhQic gURXSV¶ cRheViYeQeVV 

criticised by Schinkel (2018).  

WhaW SchiQkeO¶V abRYe cUiWiTXe aOVR VeePV WR RYeUORRk, iQ P\ YieZ, iV Whe iQcUeaViQg 

effort on the part of studies on immigrant(-RUigiQ) gURXSV¶ iQeTXaOiWy to disentangle effects 

of class background and ethnicity (or race, religion, etc.) from migration background, even 

if there is undoubtedly further scope to examine the intersections of ethnic/racial minority 

vs. majority status and migrant vs. native background in inequality dynamics (Gkiouleka 

and Huijts 2020; Heath and Cheung 2007; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Heath and 

Brinbaum 2014; Heath and Schneider 2021; Lessard-Phillips and Li 2017; Groenewold and 

Lessard-Phillips 2012; Li 2018; Luthra 2013b; Platt 2007). Even the largely descriptive 

OECD/EU Settling in UeSRUW XVeV µQaWiYeV¶ aV Whe beQchPaUk fRU cRPSaUiVRQ, bXW defiQeV 



 

 103 

iQWegUaWiRQ aV µ[The] abiOiW\ Rf iPPigUaQWV WR achieYe Whe VaPe VRciaO aQd ecRQRPic 

outcomes as natives taking into account their characteristics¶ (2019, 17; italics added), 

meaning, for example, gender or educational level. Most of the studies cited above make 

eYeQ PRUe VRShiVWicaWed effRUWV WR cRPSaUe µOike ZiWh Oike¶. IQ VXch VWXdieV, Whe aUgXPeQW iV 

not that if persisting disadvantages are revealed to be merely tied to class background or 

race/ethnicity, they do not matter, but rather, that a clear (or at least clearer) understanding 

of the factors tied to disadvantage is essential in accurate policy responses. Indeed, 

disentangling these factors from one another is a key to avoid essentialising ethnicity, race, 

religion in inequality-related research (see also Anthias 2013; Luthra, Soehl, and Waldinger 

2018).41 I return to these points on the additional section on inequality and intersectionality 

below. 

On an additional note concerning the question of the reference group, it is worth 

keeping in mind that the native, majority, or mainstream (however those terms may be 

defined) are not the only options for benchmarking the relative well-beiQg RU µSURgUeVV¶ Rf 

migrant minorities. Regarding second-generation youths, Lessard-Phillips and colleagues 

(2017) note two alternatives to using native-parentage peers as a benchmark, given its 

problematic aspects: one is to compare them to the migrant generation, which could mean 

the immigrant parents but also first-generation youths who migrated as children. Another 

alternative is to use the cohorts residing in the origin countries as a benchmark (a less 

explored, but interesting option) (Lessard-Phillips et al. 2017). 

 
41 This also ties into the above arguments (Crul and Schneider 2010, 1257) WR µUecRQVideU Whe PaiQVWUeaP¶ 
and migrant origin as necessarily a position of disadvantage relative to natives. 
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Endpoint/end-state of integration  

Much like the question of the reference group, the conceptual question of how the endpoint 

(or end-state) of integration is defined is particularly normative, and thus difficult to 

disentangle from debates of political ideology ± especially concerning the socio-cultural 

dimension of integration. Across the reviewed works, I note three main approaches.  

First, responding to critiques to traditional end-state concepts (e.g. the classical 

assimilation approaches discussed earlier), one approach is to avoid conceptualising an end-

state altogether. Ager and Strang (2008), for instance, note that while favourable outcomes 

iQ Whe µPeaQV aQd PaUkeUV¶ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ Whe\ RXWOiQe (i.e., gRRd ePSOR\PeQW, hRXViQg, 

education, health) are indicators of integration progresV, WhUeVhROdV fRU µcRPSOeWiRQ¶ Pa\ 

vary; they thus do not outline a defined end-state.  

Spencer and Charsley (2016) are even more resolutely opposed to the notion of an 

end-state of integration. They base their opposition on a number of arguments. On the one 

hand, citing Phillimore (2012), they assert that integration does not necessarily proceed in 

RQe diUecWiRQ, aQd WhaW µSURgUeVV¶ ± which Spencer and Charsley (2016) also qualify as a 

normative term ± may reverse over time. As they write in their 2016 paper,  

TheUe iV WhXV QR iQWegUaWiRQ µeQd-VWaWe¶, QR µiQWegUaWed VRcieW\¶ bXW UaWheU aQ eYeU 
evolving process. Outcomes measured at any one time are a snap-shot, not a 
permanent feature (Spencer and Charsley 2016, 4). 

Taking this idea further, in their 2021 revision 

The focus [..] is entirely on process. There is no concept of an end state, an 
µiQWegUaWed VRcieW\¶. The RSSRViWe Rf iQWegUaWiRQ, iV QRW diViQWegUaWiRQ, bXW Whe 
absence of processes of interaction, personal and social change. No judgement is 
made on the consequences of integration processes, nor lack of them (Spencer 
and Charsley 2021, 16). 
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Spencer and Charsley (2016) also tie into the growing literature of transnationalism 

(Snel, Engbersen, and Leerkes 2006), which stresses the relevance of migrantV¶ cRQWiQXiQg 

ties to their origin country. These social, cultural, and economic ties may be present well 

after the first, migrant generation, and, scholars of transnationalism stress, are not 

antithetical to integration in the host country (see e.g. Bilgili 2014; Snel, Engbersen, and 

Leerkes 2006). This notion of ethnic/origin culture retention and host country acculturation 

co-existing instead of necessarily involving a zero-sum trade-off falls in line with the 

literature of multiculturalism mentioned earlier (Kymlicka 2012; Wright and Bloemraad 

2012; cf. Esser 2010).  

Second, a different type of approach does define integration based on an ideal end-

state, but ± instead of the typical criteria of similarity and adaptation expected from 

immigrants ± that end-VWaWe iV a deOibeUaWeO\ µRSeQ¶ idea Rf acceSWaQce aQd iQcOXViRQ. ThiV iV 

Whe VWUaWeg\ Rf PeQQiQ[ ZhR defiQeV iQWegUaWiRQ aV µWhe SURceVV Rf becRPiQg aQ acceSWed SaUW 

Rf VRcieW\¶ (2005, 141).42 Going into further detail, Penninx (2005) describes his three 

dimensions of integration (legal/political, socioeconomic, cultural/religious) from the 

perspective of what inclusion by receiving society would look like, in terms of equality of 

rights provided via public policy. Likewise, Heckmann defines integration aV µa geQeUaWiRQV 

lasting process of inclusion and acceptance of migrants in the core institutions, relations and 

VWaWXVeV Rf Whe UeceiYiQg VRcieW\¶ (2006, 18).  

In a somewhat similar third approach, the end-state is defined in terms of societal 

equality, and, often, social inclusion. This conceptualisation is particularly common in 

 
42 PeQQiQ[¶V (2005) notion of societal acceptance as the end-state of integration has a long history ± note how 
it echoes the conceptualisations of Warner and Srole (1945) and Gordon (1964) presented earlier. 
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perspectives focused primarily on the socioeconomic domain. Esser, for instance, envisions 

completed group-level integration as the disappearance of structural inequalities, or 

µbeWZeeQ-gURXS YaUiaQceV iQ edXcaWiRQ, RccXSaWiRQV, aQd iQcRPe beWZeeQ eWhQic gURXSV¶ 

(2004a, 1131).43 Very similarly, as mentioned above, in Settling In 2018, the OECD and EU 

defiQe iQWegUaWiRQ aV iPPigUaQWV haYiQg µWhe VaPe VRciaO aQd ecRQRPic RXWcRPeV¶ as 

cRPSaUabOe µQaWiYeV¶ (OECD/EU 2019, 17). A bURadeU bXW ViPiOaU SeUVSecWiYe iV UefOecWed 

iQ AOba aQd FRQeU¶V (2015) aSSURach, Zhich defiQeV Whe gRaO Rf iQWegUaWiRQ aV iPPigUaQWV 

aQd WheiU chiOdUeQ becRPiQg µfXOO PePbeUV¶ Rf Whe VRcieWieV iQ Zhich Whe\ Oive: 

Full membership means having the same educational and work opportunities as 
long-term native-born citizens, and the same chances to better their own and their 
children's lot. It also means having a sense of dignity and belonging that comes 
with acceptance and inclusion in a broad range of institutions. (Alba and Foner 
2015, 1±2)44, 45 

As evidenced by the latter examples as well as discussions concerning the issue of the 

reference group, the concept of integration is strongly related to the concepts of inequality 

and social inclusion, especially in some contemporary approaches. I thus briefly look into 

these concepts further before moving on to my own conceptual approach of integration.  

3.2.5 Insights from the study of social inclusion and inequality  

As defined earlier (Introduction), the study of social (societal) inclusion or exclusion is 

largely concerned with ensuring that no group in society is prevented from fully participating 

in the social, political and economic life of the country (World Bank n.d.; UNDESA 2016, 

 
43 For examples of the empirical literature reflecting this approach, see Heath et al. (2008) or Fleischmann 
and Dronkers (2007), or Algan et al. (2010). 
44 ThiV VeePV, iQ eVVeQce, a UeYiVed YeUViRQ Rf AOba aQd Nee¶V 1997 defiQiWiRQ Rf aVViPiOaWiRQ (diVcXVVed 
earlier). 
45 AOVR VRPeZhaW ViPiOaU iV HaUdeU aQd cROOeagXeV¶ (2018, 11488; referencing Kymlicka 1995; 2012) 
defiQiWiRQ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ aV µWhe degUee WR Zhich iPPigUaQWV haYe Whe kQRZOedge aQd caSaciW\ WR bXiOd a 
successful, fulfilling life in the host society¶, WKRXJK WKLV RPLWV QaWLYHV aOWRJHWKHU. 
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20). The concept of social exclusion is strongly linked to the concept of inequality, which 

can both be a cause and result of the former (UNDESA 2016). Traditionally, sociological 

interest in inequality largely concerned the economic domaiQ (iQcOXdiQg geQeUaO µOife 

chaQceV¶, VRciaO PRbiOiW\, ZeaOWh, aQd VRciRecRQRPic VWaWXV, eWc.); hRZeYeU, iQWeUeVW iQ 

inequalities has increasingly encompasses varied domains of life (Platt 2019). While views 

on the desirability (and feasibility) of full societal equality of outcomes vary, the sentiment 

that individuals across society should enjoy equal opportunities is a fairly prevalent one 

(Sawhill 1999). FRU POaWW, eTXaOiW\ Rf RSSRUWXQiW\ iV µWhe fUeedRP WR SXUVXe VXcceVV, 

achievement or individual goalV XQiPSeded b\ aUWificiaO cRQVWUaiQWV¶ (2019, 8). This does 

not necessarily imply absolute equality (i.e., equality of outcomes) across society; the point 

iV WhaW ceUWaiQ backgURXQd chaUacWeUiVWicV VhRXOd be iUUeOeYaQW WR iQdiYidXaO¶V chaQceV WR 

prosper in society (Platt 2019). Depending on the outcome examined, such characteristics 

might include gender, age, disability, ethnicity, class background, or migration background, 

for example. Assuming an equal distribution of talent and ability across the population, 

systematic differences in outcomes across social groups (as defined, e.g., by the above 

characteristics) are unfair and thus unjustified (Platt 2019).  

Examining differences across social groups, Platt (2019) calls attention to other 

relevant background characteristics that, distributed unequally between the examined groups 

± aQd WhXV UeVXOWiQg iQ ZhaW aUe aOVR caOOed µcRPSRViWiRQaO¶ RU µVeOecWiYiW\¶ effects ± may be 

driving the inequalities and thus could reduce or even explain away the observed differences 

in outcomes (see, e.g., Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Feliciano 2020; van de Werfhorst 

and Heath 2019). Common examples of this (examining, e.g., occupational attainment) may 

include age, qualifications, and other characteristics. Here the notions of absolute versus 

relative inequality ± or gross versus net penalty/premium ± become relevant, referring to 
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diffeUeQceV iQ µRYeUaOO¶ gURXS aYeUageV YeUVXV differences after accounting for relevant 

e[SOaQaWRU\ facWRUV WR Pake caVeV µcRPSaUabOe¶ (Platt 2019; Phalet and Heath 2010). What 

is meant by the latter is that analyses of social inequalities often seek to compare individuals 

across groups that, with the exception of the outcome of interest, are otherwise similar in 

terms of other potentially relevant characteristics, thus leaving social group membership 

(e.g., ethnicity) as the sole remaining explanation for the observed difference, confirming an 

µXQjXVW¶ source of inequality (Platt 2019; Phalet and Heath 2010). Still, this strategy has its 

own caveats, as Platt (2019) notes: for instance, that the factors that made group members 

dissimilar in the first place might themselves be relevant to the analysis (e.g., differences in 

educational attainment); furthermore, individuals across and within groups may be so 

different, in so many regards, that the objective of full comparability is a futile one. 

Further on the topic of selectivity, it is important to note that most immigrant 

integration research conducted in a given country excludes, by default, those immigrants 

who have left, either to return to their country of origin or onward to another destination. It 

seems likely that the decision to leave ± or stay ± would at least be somewhat related to the 

VXcceVV Rf iQWegUaWiRQ, UeVXOWiQg iQ a SRViWiYeO\ VeOecWed µVWa\ee¶ SRSXOaWiRQ Rf iPPigUaQWV, 

whether in terms of sociocultural integration, structural integration, or both. Concerning 

sociocultural integration, there is some evidence that the likelihood of return or onward 

PigUaWiRQ iV iQfOXeQced b\ Whe VWUeQgWh Rf Whe iPPigUaQW¶V aWWachPeQW WR Whe hRVW cRXQWU\: 

having invested more into cultural assimilation (e.g. language fluency), identifying more 

strongly with the host country, or having married a native of the host country, for example, 

seem to lower the likelihood of leaving (Adda, Dustmann, and Görlach 2021; Constant and 

Massey 2003; Della Puppa, Montagna, and Kofman 2021; Morad and Sacchetto 2020). That 

said, it is worth noting that causality here may well be the other way around, with migrants 
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who have intentions to leave being less likely to invest in sociocultural integration than those 

who plan to stay. 

Turning to structural integration, the picture is more mixed. Neoclassical migration 

theories saw return migration as a sign that the income-maximising project of labour 

migration had failed (Cassarino 2004). Indeed, an influential early study by Constant and 

Massey (2003) found evidence of returnees being negatively selected in terms of labour 

market success in the host country; however, they did not find that selective emigration to 

significantly distort cross-sectional estimates of earnings. Furthermore, later theories such 

as the new economics of labour migration  came to view return as a potentially planned final 

step within the broader migratory project, afforded by the achievement of socioeconomic 

advancement during migratory project (Cassarino 2004; Stark 1991). Additionally, 

migration is known to be a resource-intensive process, meaning that socioeconomically 

more successful individuals may have the capability to migrate while those with the least 

resources may not (de Haas, Castles, and Miller 2019); this could well apply to immigrants 

who wish to re-migrate, as well, with the most marginalized (and least structurally 

integrated) immigrants being less able to leave even if they want to. In fact, multiple studies 

have found re-migrants to be positively selected, in socioeconomic terms, within the broader 

immigrant population (e.g., Esteva and Alberto 2013; Gundel and Peters 2008; Nekby 2006). 

Some find a mix of positive and negative socioeconomic selection across different origin 

groups (Esteva and Alberto 2013). Finally, acquiring citizenship has been found to lower 

the likelihood of return, but ± at least within Europe ± facilitate and thus increase the 

likelihood of onward migration (Caron 2020).  
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Studying migrant integration, and thus inequalities by migration status, raises some 

further questions regarding what degree of equality in outcomes can be reasonably expected. 

Migration itself is a notoriously disruptive process (Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). When 

it comes to social networks, linguistic ability, location-specific cultural capital and practical 

knowledge, and applicability of credentials and experience, first-generation migrants are 

likely to have some natural disadvantages compared to natives (Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 

2008; Penninx 2005). Some of these disadvantages can be overcome over time, but others 

are unlikely to fully vanish within the immigrant generation (Penninx 2005). Considering 

this, disadvantages tied to first-generation status may be less indicative of inequality of 

opportunity and more tied to the disruptions of international migration per se (Heath, 

Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). Still, this does not mean that any degree of disadvantage among 

first-generation migrants should be accepted as unavoidable; in fact, reducing such 

disadvantages ± from access to institutions to equal treatment ± is a key goal of integration 

policies (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021; Feliciano 2020; 

European Commission 2020b). Meanwhile, for the native-born offspring of immigrants (the 

µVecRQd geQeUaWiRQ¶), PaQ\ Rf Whe above disruptions do not apply, and thus it is questionable 

whether penalties tied to migration background should be expected at all, once relevant 

background factors (e.g., parental human capital) are taken into account (Heath, Rothon, and 

Kilpi 2008). In other words, equality with native-background natives should, theoretically, 

be attainable for second-generation immigrants. (A fuller discussion of this follows in Paper 

2.) 

Intersectionality 

Looking deeper into the question of inequalities across groups also raises the question of 

what happens as different analytical categories intersect. Originating from feminist theory, 
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the analytical lens of intersectionality (Anthias 2013; Crenshaw 1991; Davis 2008; McCall 

2005; YXYaOဨDaYiV 2007) haV beeQ iQcUeaViQgO\ adopted in broader sociology, policy, and 

the public sphere as a tool to understand the complex dynamics of structural inequalities 

(Platt 2019). For Davis, 

 µIQWeUVecWiRQaOiW\¶ UefeUV WR Whe iQWeUacWiRQ beWZeeQ geQdeU, Uace, aQd RWheU 
categories of difference in individual lives, social practices, institutional 
arrangements, and cultural ideologies and the outcomes of these interactions in 
terms of power (Davis 2008, 68). 

In reality, the idea of intersectionality encompasses a multitude of perspectives and 

theoretical debates, even within feminist scholarship (McCall 2005). McCall (2005, 1773) 

highlights three main approaches, focusing, respectively, on anticategorical, intracategorical 

and intercategorical complexity. Intracategorical approaches, McCall (2005, 1780) writes, 

inaugurated the intersectional analytical lens by calling attention to the overlooked 

e[SeUieQceV Rf VXbRUdiQaWed gURXSV ZiWhiQ Whe µfiQeU iQWeUVecWiRQV Rf caWegRUieV¶, W\SicaOO\ 

focusing on Black American women. An important aspect of this newly revealed complexity 

was that the intersecting axes of subordination may add on to one another, but may also be 

in conflict with one another, leading to various outcomes (McCall 2005). McCall (2005) 

characterises these approaches as primarily focused on narratives, providing in-depth 

information on specific cases; while making important contribution, their single-case focus 

has limited power to outline broader structural dynamics.  

Anticategorical approaches, which McCall (2005) associates with feminist 

poststructuralists, focus on challenges to assumptions about the validity of social categories, 

critiqued as inherently simplistic. Notwithstanding the important conceptual benefits of a 

healthy skepticism towards social categories and an awareness of essentialist tendencies, 
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pragmatically speaking, a complete refutation of social categories makes analytical 

engagement challenging (Platt 2019; McCall 2005; Alexander and Mohanty 1997).46  

Combining insights from the two prior approaches, McCall (2005) endorses the 

intercategorical approach. The intercategorical perspective emphasises the complexity of 

relationships across analytical categories, involving multiple social groups. Instead of 

zooming in on a highly specialised category, intercategorical approaches have a multigroup 

subject, applying a systematically comparative method. For McCall,  

[Multigroup] studies analyze the intersection of the full set of dimensions of 
multiple categories and thus examine both advantage and disadvantage explicitly 
and simultaneously. It is not the intersection of race, class, and gender in a single 
social group that is of interest but the relationships among the social groups 
defined by the entire set of groups constituting each category. (2005, 1786±87). 

Recent years have seen increasing calls for the adoption of intersectionality in the 

study of migrant integration (Anthias 2013; Bürkner 2012; Cheung and Phillimore 2017; 

YXYaOဨDaYiV 2007). AV aUgXed b\ B�rkner (2012), applying the intersectional analytical 

frame to has the potential to 

help liberate migration studies from conceptual limitations caused by pre-fixed 
caWegRUieV, VXch aV µeWhQic cRPPXQiW\¶ aQd µPaUgiQaOiVed VXbgURXSV¶; iQVWead, 
[a] refined analysis of cross-cXWWiQg VWUXcWXUaO caWegRUieV («) ZiOO geQeUaWe PRUe 
precise and realistic evidence of changing modes of inequalities among migrants, 
as well as between migrants and majorities (Bürkner 2012, 192).  

In fact, the logic of intersectionality ± and, specifically, the intercategorical 

perspective above ± does not fall far from established theories of integration. Segmented 

assimilation theory (SAT) (Portes and Zhou 1993), for instance, recognises that while ethnic 

 
46 In the words of Ale[aQGHU aQG MRKaQW\, µSRVWPRGHUQLVW GLVcRXUVH aWWHPSWV WR PRYH bH\RQG HVVHQWLaOLVP 
by pluralizing and dissolving the stability and analytic utility of the categories of race, class, gender, and 
sexuality . . . but the relations of domination and subordination that are named and articulated through the 
processes of racism and racialization still exist, and they still require analytic and political specification and 
HQJaJHPHQW¶ (1997, xvii). 
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divisions often correlate with class divisions, the two cannot be equated: different classes 

are represented within both migrant minority and native majority groups, and different 

ethnicities are represented within social classes. This heterogeneity has important theoretical 

implications, as it means that migrant-to-native assimilation will not always involve the 

socio-economic advancement of migrants (Portes and Zhou 1993). To cite a different 

example, multiple empirical integration studies have pointed to a phenomenon of migrant-

background young people from disadvantaged backgrounds showing a greater upward social 

mobility than their native-background counterparts (Li 2018; Kasinitz 2008; Crul, Keskiner, 

and Lelie 2017), pointing to complex dynamics between intersecting categories of social 

class and migrant background.  

These perspectives thus not only reinforce above-mentioned ideas concerning the 

iQWeUQaO heWeURgeQeiW\ Rf bRWh iPPigUaQWV aQd µQaWiYe VRcieW\¶ (hRZeYeU defiQed), bXW 

provide a framework for how to deal with that complexity analytically. Practically speaking, 

this means on the one hand, disentangling the effect of migration background from other 

relevant potential sources of disadvantage (e.g., race/ethnicity, class, gender); and, on the 

other hand, examining immigrant- and native-background groups from a systematically 

comparative perspective, with an attention to other cross-cutting social categories and the 

resulting complex patterns of advantage and disadvantage. (I elaborate on my own 

application of these insights in the following section and the next chapter, Methodology.) 

3.2.6 Conclusion   

This literature review provided an extensive review of conceptualisation of integration and 

associated terms (e.g., assimilation) in sociological and related literature, from the early days 

of the field, within the US scholarship, to recent contributions and debates from the 
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European (and transatlantic) scholarship. To provide this overview and identify trends and 

alternative perspectives, I compared and contrasted conceptualisations of integration (or 

assimilation, etc.) focusing on their different approaches to a set of key conceptual questions: 

terminology, integration dimensions, actors of integration, and the reference group and end-

state of integration.  

My takeaways are the following. Starting from the question of terminology, I found 

inconsistent ± and at times contradicting ± definitions attached to both the term assimilation 

and the term integration (and other terms, which I found were often not fundamentally 

different than certain definitions of the latter).47 This leaves me with the impression that the 

term used, per se, does not matter as much as the attached definition and conceptual 

framework. The real differences, and thus advances, I believe, can be found by focusing on 

content ± that is, the other conceptual elements outlined. In terms of dimensions, I note a 

variety of multidimensional approaches especially in the European literature, with an 

increasing degree of complexity and range of areas included. I thus set out to gather and 

synthesise various dimensions (and attached indicators) from across this literature, for the 

purpose of having a comprehensive list to use as reference when deciding on a 

multidimensional approach. I also note an emerging literature seeking to investigate the 

VWUXcWXUe Rf iQWegUaWiRQ¶V PXOWidiPeQViRQaOiW\ PRUe cUiWicaOO\. 

In terms of actors, recent frameworks on the hand incorporate the receiving society 

µVide¶ aV aQ acWiYe SaUWiciSaQW aQd UeVSRQVibOe SaUW\ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ; RQ Whe RWheU haQd, they 

consider multiple levels within each side, from the individual to the community to the 

 
47 CRPSaUiQg, fRU e[aPSOe, PeQQiQ[¶V (2005, 141) YV. SchiQkeO¶V (2018) µiQWegUaWiRQ¶; RU BeUU\¶V (1997, 10) 
YV. AOba aQd Nee¶V (1997, 863) µaVViPiOaWiRQ¶; RU AOba aQd Nee¶V (1997, 863) µaVViPiOaWiRQ¶ YV. AOba aQd 
FRQeU¶V (2015, 1±2) µiQWegUaWiRQ¶.  
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organisational/state level (especially in the case of the host society). In terms of the reference 

group, I also note an increasing degree of complexity, with many challenging the notion of 

using the native-background population as a reference group to measure integration, while 

others argue for a more nuanced consideration of the internal diversity of both migrant(-

origin) groups and the receiving society.  

Finally, when it comes to the (definitional) end-state of integration, I note diverging 

approaches. Some frameworks, noting for example the potentially non-linear nature of 

integration processes and avoiding a prescriptive notion of societal homogeneity, do not 

define an end-state of integration at all. Others define a state of institutional and societal 

inclusion of immigrants and their descendants on behalf of the receiving country. A similar 

common approach, prominent especially among quantitative studies focused on 

socioeconomic outcomes, defines completed integration as the disappearance of inequalities 

tied to migration status, at times combined with social inclusion. The recurring notions of 

inequality in the literature lead me to consider that concept in some further depth. That 

discussion ultimately underscores calls for intersectional approaches (especially 

comparative intracategorical approaches) to the study of inequalities tied to migrant status 

or migration background. 

 

 



 

 116 

3.3 Own conceptual framework of integration 

3.3.1 Introduction 

Building on insights from this extensive review, in the next chapter I outline my own 

conceptual approach to integration, which underlies the subsequent empirical analyses. I 

outline my conceptual framework focusing on the earlier-highlighted conceptual building 

blocks, namely: terminology, definition, dimensions, actors, reference group and endpoint 

of integration.  

3.3.2 Terminology and general definitions 

As argued in the literature review above, I find the specifics of the definition and conceptual 

approach to be more meaningful and important than the choice of terminology. Therefore, I 

settle on the continued use of integration for consistency with prior European literature and 

focus on developing a definition and conceptual framework that are informed by the 

aforementioned debates and advancements. 

As discussed earlier (see also Appendix Table 1), definitions of integration are 

manifold, and can vary not only across authors but also the particular angle or focus of the 

research in question (compare, e.g., Alba and Nee 1997; Alba and Foner 2015). Accordingly, 

my own definition and conceptualisation of integration varies slightly across the three papers 

in line with their individual aims and focus (see Table 3.9 below). That said,  all three 

definitions share a core notion of equality and inclusion as the purpose of integration. (More 

on this later.) To broadly define these notions before I proceed with a more detailed 

elaboration, by equality I generally mean the disappearance of unreasonable disadvantages 

tied to migration background per se in socioeconomic and social positions, as well as in 

terms of general well-being (Alba and Foner 2015; Esser 2004b; OECD/EU 2019; Platt 
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2019). By inclusion I mean equality of rights and equal access and inclusion in institutions 

as native-background members of the population, as well as general social acceptance 

(Penninx 2005). Socio-cultural conformity or homogeneity is deliberately not part of this 

definition, which I instead consider assimilation, though I do acknowledge that host-society-

specific social and cultural capital (including language skills) may facilitate the achievement 

of the above states of integration (Ager and Strang 2008; Harder et al. 2018). A more detailed 

discussion follows in the sections below, along with a final, more thorough definition of 

integration at the end of the section. 

Table 3.9. Definitions of integration in the three empirical papers 

  Paper 1 Paper 2 Paper 3 
Aim Examine the structure 

of relationships among 
integration-related 
indicators 

Assess integration-relevant 
outcome disparities tied to 
second-generation status 

Assess variation of 
integration-related 
outcomes across country 
contexts, and their linkages 
to country characteristics  

Population of 
interest  

1st and 2nd generation 2nd generation 1st generation (2nd gen. in 
supplementary analyses)  

Reference gr.  none 3+ gen. 3+ gen. 

Definition of 
integration 

µa QRWiRQ Rf eTXaOiW\, 
inclusion, and 
acceptance in broader 
VRcieW\¶ 

µeTXaOiW\ ZiWh QaWiYe-
parentage natives in terms 
of life chances, social and 
institutional inclusion, and 
overall well-beiQg¶  

µWhe diVaSSeaUaQce Rf 
systematic inequalities and 
social exclusion tied to 
PigUaWiRQ bacNgURXQd¶ 

Source: aXWhRU¶V VXPPaU\ fURP iQdiYidXaO SaSeUV iQ ChaSWeUV 5-7.  
 

3.3.3 Dimensions 

M\ UeYieZ Rf aSSURacheV WR iQWegUaWiRQ¶V diPeQViRQaOiW\ iQfRUPV P\ aSSURach WhURXgh Whe 

following key takeaways. First is the core idea that the process integration touches upon 

multiple areas of life. Second, sub-processes of integration in different areas of life do not 

necessarily develop in sync, or even in the same direction ± the state of integration in one 

regard (e.g., employment) cannot necessarily be predict the state of integration in another 
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regard (e.g., identity). Integration, in its multifaceted complexity, is thus best captured using 

a multidimensional framework of analysis.  

That said, particular dimensions of integration, as demonstrated, can conceptualised 

and operationalised is a multitude of ways. A main reason why it is difficult to settle on a 

single multidimensional framework within the field is because the specific dimensions 

cRQVideUed deSeQd highO\ RQ Whe idea Rf µiQWegUaWiRQ¶ beiQg PeaVXUed (Zhich Pa\ RU may 

QRW, fRU e[aPSOe, iQYROYe cXOWXUaO ViPiOaUiW\ WR a µQaWiYe PaiQVWUeaP¶, aV diVcXVVed), aQd, 

pragmatically, the data available. Arguably more important than the coverage of specific 

aspects, however, is an awareness of multidimensionality itself, even when the scope of a 

given analysis is limited to one or a few aspects. In practice, this means being careful with 

aVVXPSWiRQV abRXW ZhaW Whe µVWaWe¶ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ iQ RQe aUea PeaQV fRU iQWegUaWiRQ iQ RWheU 

areas.  

In line with this, one of my takeaways from the above literature review is that it would 

be conceptually useful to have more empirical evidence on how processes in different 

domains of integration relate to one another. Further, it would be useful to have more 

multidimensional assessments of integration, as a simultaneous assessment of multiple 

aspects of integration (for the same population, with the same data) can tell us about the 

multifaceted nature of the process more effectively than a disjointed set of narrower studies. 

I conduct the studies in this thesis in this spirit: although I am not able to account for every 

aVSecW RXWOiQed iQ Whe µcRPSUeheQViYe¶ VeW Rf diPeQViRQV RXWOiQed iQ Whe SUiRU VecWiRQ (TabOe 

3.8) ± nor does every aspect mentioned there fall in line with my own conceptualisation of 

integration ± I aim to represent a diverse set of integration-related outcomes in each study. 

Below (Table 3.10), I outline the dimensions observed in each of my three empirical studies, 
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in broad terms (operationalisation details follow in the Methodology chapter [Chapter 4] and 

individual papers [Chapters 5-7]).  

As shown in Table 3.10 (see next page), overall, I measure four broader themes: 

economic integration/socioeconomic status (SES), civic/political/institutional inclusion, 

social inclusion and well-being, health and subjective well-being, and sociocultural 

assimilation (Paper 1 only).48 Although sociocultural assimilation is not an element in my 

own definition of integration, Paper 1 includes measures of it because the purpose there is 

to test common assumptions across the broader literature, which often involve the 

relationship between sociocultural assimilation and other aspects of integration (see Paper 

1/Chapter 5 for more detail). 

The remaining dimensions of integration and their indicators are more focused on 

immigrant(-backgURXQd) SRSXOaWiRQV¶ ZeOO-being and inclusion, in line with my own 

concept of integration. Indeed, the analyses of Papers 2 and 3, which contain evaluations of 

integration (who is doing better/worse and where are migrants doing better/worse), focus 

solely on indicators for these dimensions. To capture well-being and inclusion, this set of 

dimensions and indicators combines established socioeconomic or structural integration 

measures with measures adopted from the well-being and social exclusion literature 

(following a relatively recent trend in the integration literature discussed earlier). Examples 

of the latter include indicators on health and subjective well-being, financial circumstances, 

and social well-being (as opposed to social isolation) (Linton, Dieppe, and Medina-Lara 

2016; Omtzigt 2009).   

 
48 Additionally, the set of indicators observed is somewhat limited by the variables available in my chosen 
data source, the European Social Survey (more on this in Chapter 4: Methodology). 
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Table 3.10. Dimensions and aspects measured in the three empirical studies 

Broader theme/ 
dimension1 Theme/dimension Paper 1 

(First and second generation) 
Paper 2 
(Second generation) 

Paper 3 
(First generation + second)4 

Economic 
integration/SES 

Economic Highest level of education 
Household income (national decile) 
Subjective household income  
Occupational status/SES 

Highest level of education 
Occupational status/SES 

Occupational status/SES 

Civic/political/ 
institutional 
inclusion 

Civic/political Citizenship 
Political engagement 
(electoral/nonelectoral activity) 

Political engagement  Political engagement 

Social inclusion and 
well-being 

Social well-being General socialisation  - - 

Discrimination and 
prejudice 

Discrimination3 Discrimination3 Discrimination3 

Health and 
subjective well-
being 

Health and well-being General physical health3 
Mental health3 
Life satisfaction 

Health3 
Life satisfaction3 

Health3  
Life satisfaction 

Sociocultural 
assimilation 

Culture Language use in the home - - 

Identity Feeling of closeness to host country - - 

Social assimilation Minority socialisation2 - - 

Spatial Minority presence in neighborhood2, 

3 
- - 

1NRWe: UefRUPXOaWed YV. TabOe 3.8¶V VRciRcXOWXUaO/VWUXcWXUaO VSOiW; 2Reverse measure; 3Perceived/self-assessed; 4Second gen. studied in supplementary analysis 
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Concerning specific indicators, a key difference between papers is the target 

population under the lens, which affects which outcome may be most relevant. For instance, 

Paper 2 focuses on the second generation, which makes educational attainment, for example, 

more relevant than for Paper 3, which focuses primarily on first-generation immigrants 

(though Paper 3 does include a supplementary analysis of the second generation). Other than 

these reasons, most of the reduction in the number of indicators from Paper 1 to Papers 2 

and 3 in the domains outside of sociocultural assimilation is due to practical reasons, such 

as to simplify a methodologically complicated analysis, or due to missing data on variables. 

(A more detailed discussion of the measures used follows in the Methodology chapter.)  

3.3.4 Actors 

Drawing on the insights from the reviewed literature, in my own conceptualisation, the 

process integration involves a varied set of actors, including: the migrant(-origin) individual 

or group, the family and close social network (if looking at the individual), the (pre-existing) 

co-ethnic community, other migrant communities and different ethnic and socio-economic 

segments of the native-background population, as well as state and other institutional actors 

(NGOs, clubs and associations, faith-based organisations. etc.). That said, I am not able to 

accRXQW IRU WKLV IXOO UaQJH RI acWRUV LQ P\ HPSLULcaO aQaO\VHV, QRU LV aQ aQaO\VLV RI acWRUV¶ 

effects included in the scope ± except, to some extent for Paper 3 which is interest in host 

cRXQWU\ IacWRUV¶ HIIHcWV (aQG WKXV, b\ H[Wension, the role of host country state, institutions, 

individuals etc.). Nevertheless, the knowledge of this complexity informs my understanding 

of integration mechanisms and thus my approach and interpretation of findings. 
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3.3.5 RefeUeQce gURXS (aQd cRPSaUiQg µgURXSV¶ iQ geQeUal) 

Learning from the earlier-outlined conceptual discussions, my understanding of integration 

also features an awareness of the considerable diversity within each category of both native 

and immigrant(-background) individuals and communities mentioned, for example along 

intersections of socio-economic status, ethnicity, religion, political views etc. (Bürkner 

2012; Cederberg 2012; Crul and Schneider 2010; Grzymala-Kazlowska and Phillimore 

2018; Vertovec 2007; Wessendorf 2018). Although I am not always able to fully engage 

with and account for this complexity in my empirical models (due, for example, to limits of 

data and methodological complexity), it does inform my approach to integration and 

interpretation of results. Specifically, building on the insights and recommendations 

highlighted in the discussion on inequality and intersectionality (see end of previous 

section), Paper 2 in particular examines what happens at the intersections of migration status 

(i.e., second-generation migrant versus native-background native) with social categories of 

gender, class, and racial/ethnic background. This strategy allows for a systematic (inter- and 

intra-group) comparative analysis of immigrant- and native-background groups, 

incorporating the cross-cutting effects of other relevant social categories, and the complex 

patterns of advantage and disadvantage in which their specific interactions might result. 

Further, on the note of inter-group complexity, from the prior conceptual discussion I 

also gather need for a degree of scepticism concerning common categorisations such as 

µiPPigUaQW¶, µQaWiYe¶, µeWhQic gURXS¶, aQd RWheUV. IQdeed, ZhiOe aggUegaWiQg SRSXOaWiRQV RQ 

basis of shared ethnicity, religion, and/or migrant status can shed light on some significant 

structural factors and group dynamics, treating these groups as uniform entities can run the 

risk of essentialising these categories (Anthias 2013; Semati 2011; Verkuyten 2003). People 

of one country of origin (or ethnicity, religion, migrant status etc.) may be far from 
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ideQWif\iQg aV RQe µcRPPXQiW\¶ giYeQ eiWheU iQWeUQaO fUagPeQWaWiRQV aORQg facWRUV (e.g. 

socio-economic status) that may in fact carry greater weight than a shared country of 

origin.49 In fact, as Waldinger and Catron (2016; see also Luthra, Soehl, and Waldinger 

2018) note in their critique of the modes of incorporation framework (Portes and Zhou 1993; 

Portes and Rumbaut 1990), differentiating migrant groups primarily based on their 

nationality (as a proxy for a set of associated background characteristics) risks conflating 

feaWXUeV. The SUacWice Rf XViQg µQaPeV¶ (i.e., SaUWicXOaU QaWiRQaOiWieV, eWhQiciWieV, cRXQWUieV, 

RU cRXQWU\ gURXSV) iQVWead Rf µYaUiabOeV¶ (i.e., Whe UeOeYaQW chaUacWeUiVWicV), aV Whe\ caOO iW 

(Waldinger and Catron 2016, 48), risks overlooking diversity in relevant characteristics 

within national origin groups and, vice versa, similarities in relevant characteristics across 

national groups.  

Accordingly, especially since much of European research (especially on the second 

generation) has focused on particular national origin groups,50 in this research I deliberately 

fRcXV RQ diUecWO\ UeOeYaQW backgURXQd chaUacWeUiVWicV (µYaUiabOeV¶) iQVWead Rf QaWiRQaO RUigiQ 

caWegRUiVaWiRQV (µQaPeV¶), bRWh ZheQ aQaO\ViQg iPPigUaQW YV. QaWive individuals51 (e.g., 

Paper 2) and when analysing host country contexts (Paper 3). (See Methodology for further 

details on research design.) 

 
49 RefeU WR SchiQkeO (2018) fRU a deWaiOed cUiWiTXe Rf µgURXSiQg¶ SUacWiceV iQ iQWegUaWiRQ UeVeaUch; Vee aOVR 
Crul and Schneider (2010) 
50 e.g., Turkish, Moroccan, and other Muslim-majority countries and/or non-white groups (see, e.g., Crul, 
Schneider, and Lelie 2012; Alba and Foner 2015; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008, 214; Drouhot and Nee 
2019). 
51 Beyond the immigrant or second-generation vs. native-parentage native categorisation, which is relevant to 
my research question seeking to identify effects tied to immigrant background after controlling for other 
presumably relevant characteristics. In fact, if the latter turn out to be more meaningful than immigrant 
background per se, that might further challenge the relevance of categorisation by immigrant background 
status. 
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3.3.6 The endpoint, or end-state of integration 

From the earlier-outlined approaches to definitional endpoint of integration ± if any ± as 

mentioned in definitional discussion above, I do define an endpoint, for which I follow 

chiefly the approaches focused on equality and social inclusion. While taking the discussed 

points about the nonlinearity of the process and cUiWicaO WakeV RQ Whe QRWiRQ Rf aQ µiQWegUaWed¶ 

society, I maintain that inequality and social exclusion tied specifically to migration 

background are real potential issues faced by immigrants and their descendants (while not 

negating the relevance of other existing issues in the host society) and thus see the 

minimisation such inequality and exclusion as an state worth pursuing ± even if that state 

might regress and thus may not be a real endpoint in the empirical sense. From a practical 

perspective, as well, in conducting quantitative analysis on integration (especially one 

focused on inequalities) I find it logically necessary to have at least a definitional notion of 

µachieYed¶ iQWegUaWiRQ (OikeZiVe fRU Whe iVVXe Rf Whe UefeUeQce gURXS). 

Overall, in this research I thus consider definitional endpoint of integration as a state 

of social acceptance and social and institutional inclusion for immigrant and immigrant-

background minorities, in which they enjoy comparable life chances and well-being to their 

native-parentage native peers. This conceptual end-state thus involves the disappearance of 

a migrant(-background) penalty in the host society in economic, social, and general well-

being terms. By penalty here I mean a relative disadvantage (vs. native-background peers) 

remaining after controlling for relevant background characteristics.52  

 
52The specific background characteristics are discussed further in Methodology and the individual papers. 
NRWe WhaW WhiV iV ViPiOaU WhRXgh QRW eQWiUeO\ eTXiYaOeQW WR HeaWh¶V (see, e.g. Phalet and Heath 2010, 1825) use 
Rf µeWhQic SeQaOW\¶ (Zhich fRcXVeV RQ ecRQRPic RXWcRPeV aQd cRQWUROV SUiPaUiO\ fRU RZQ hXPaQ caSiWaO). 



 

 125 

3.4 Conclusion 

This chapter provided a comprehensive overview of the concept of immigrant integration. 

The first main section of the chapter provided an overview of the different conceptual 

approaches to integration as they evolved and varied over time and across contexts and 

schools of thought. Looking at different conceptualisations and definitions 

comparatively, I identified five main conceptual elements along which approaches tend 

to differ: terminology chosen, and how the dimensions, actors, reference group, and the 

endpoint or end-state of integration is defined. The main insights from this review as they 

concern each of these elements were summarised in section 3.2.6.  

Building on those insights, in the second main section of this chapter I then outlined 

my own definition and conceptual approach to integration. My concept of integration is 

centred on the societal inclusion and equality of immigrants and their descendants, which 

does not necessarily involve, by my definition, sociocultural assimilation. Importantly, I 

conceptualise integration as a multidimensional phenomenon, involving the socioeconomic 

integration, civic/political/institutional inclusion, social inclusion and well-being, and health 

and subjective well-being. I also conceptualise integration as a process involving multiple 

actors at different levels. I view the definitional end-state, that is, the ideal goal of integration 

a state of social acceptance and social and institutional inclusion for immigrant and 

immigrant-background minorities, in which they enjoy comparable life chances and well-

being to their native-parentage native peers. This involves the disappearance of a migrant(-

background) penalty in the host society in economic, social, and general well-being terms 

(i.e., the above dimensions outlined). I also briefly presented how these conceptual positions 

shape and/or manifest in the three empirical studies that follow. 
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The following Chapter 4 discusses my Methodology for the empirical papers 

(presented in Chapters 5-7). In this next chapter, I go into more specific detail concerning 

operationalisation and other practical decisions, thus providing the bridge from my 

conceptual approach ± developed and outlined above ± to the three major empirical analyses 

that comprise the core of this dissertation. 
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4 METHODOLOGY 
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4.1 Introduction  

Building on the conceptual positions discussed in the previous chapter, this chapter outlines 

the methodology followed in the empirical studies of this thesis. It begins with a discussion 

of the philosophical position taken in this research, which shapes the overall methodological 

approach. It then outlines and explains decisions taken concerning data used, the 

operationalisation of the concepts of interest (identified in the previous chapter), and 

methods of analysis. It concludes with a discussion of ethics concerning this research. 

4.2 The philosophical stance of the research  

My concept of integration and the design of this research are shaped by my ontological and 

epistemological positions. With some simplification, questions of ontology in social 

research concern the underlying belief regarding the existence of a real and objectively 

observable world, while epistemology asks what can be known about the social phenomenon 

under study, and how this knowledge may be acquired (Della Porta and Keating 2008; 

Matthews and Ross 2010; Gray 2013). Questions of methodology, then, concern the 

technical tools used to acquire that knowledge (Della Porta and Keating 2008; Matthews 

and Ross 2010). In the following section, I elaborate on my ontological and epistemological 

positions to help place my research within the broader field and draw the path from concepts 

to methodology.  

Beginning with ontology, Matthews and Ross (2010) present objectivism and 

cRQVWUXcWiYiVP aV WZR cRQWUaVWiQg SRViWiRQV: RbjecWiYiVP beOieYeV iQ Whe e[iVWeQce Rf a µUeaO¶ 

and objectively observable world and thus focuses on natural laws, while constructivism 

rejects the above belief, focusing instead on the (continually changing) subjective meanings 
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attributed to social phenomena. Taking ontology and epistemology together, Della Porta and 

KeaWiQg (2008; cf. GUa\ 2013) cRQWUaVW µSRViWiYiVW¶ (iQcOXdiQg neo- and post-positivist) 

approaches and interpretivist (including constructivist) to humanist approaches. Broadly 

speaking, this represents a spectrum from a view of social reality as purely objective to 

purely subjective; from empirically observable (natural) causal laws to only empathetic 

knowledge, constructed and abstract (Della Porta and Keating 2008). Within my research, 

there is an inherent tension between objectivity and subjectivity (Della Porta and Keating 

2008). This tension stems from the fact that I seek to reconcile a positivist aim to understand 

social phenomena via measurable empirical data and with the inherent subjectivity of the 

very concept of migrant integration ± an idea intrinsically linked to normative judgments 

and human ideas about society, as discussed in the conceptual chapters above (Phalet and 

Swyngedouw 2003, 7; Bilgili 2014, 32). I therefore draw upon both ontological perspectives 

in my research.  

Further, from an epistemological perspective, I identify most closely with the position 

of critical realism (Matthews and Ross 2010; Sayer 1999; Gray 2013). As defined by 

Matthews and Ross, 

[Critical realism] prioritises identifying structures or mechanisms that result in 
inequality or injustice and thus offers the opportunity for social change by 
changing or negating the structural mechanisms that are identified as having 
these impacts. This position does not fit neatly into an objectivist or a 
constructivist ontological position as it focuses on the identification of 
knowledge that is real but unobservable other than in the effects it has (Matthews 
and Ross 2010, 29). 

What makes the approach critical, then, is its objective to not simply gain knowledge 

but improve existing social systems (Matthews and Ross 2010; Sayer 1999). In line with 

WhiV, P\ UeVeaUch VeekV WR iPSURYe kQRZOedge RQ PigUaQW PiQRUiWieV¶ iQcOXViRQ aQd ZeOO-
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being, investigating underlying mechanisms and associations with the ultimate purpose of 

minimising disadvantage tied to migration background in Europe. 

As explained by Della Porta and Keating (2008), critical realism takes a post-positivist 

approach to social sciences, looking not for universal causal laws, but probabilistic laws. 

Recognising the influential role of context and the associated variability and 

unpredictability, critical realists thus do not expect to find µformal associations¶ but rather 

seek to identify µsubstantial connections¶ among social phenomena (Sayer 1999, 27). 

Critical realism shares elements of both positivism and interpretivism (Sayer 1999), 

maintaining that while social science can seek causal explanations (observing what can be 

measured and counted), it also must involve interpretive understanding, as social phenomena 

as intrinsically meaningful (concept-dependent). In line with these perspectives, I am aware 

that the results of my research will not represent universal laws concerning the structure, 

state, and mechanisms of integration, for example, but merely associational findings, 

statistical estimates subject to probability and with limited generalisability to different 

contexts and populations. In other words, I am trying to gain the best approximate 

knowledge on my questions while constrained imperfect data, methods, and the inherent 

subjectivity of the subject matter (integration and its examined indicators) and the social 

science research process in general.  

In terms of methodology, in line with critical realist epistemology (Della Porta and 

Keating 2008), in my studies I largely follow a post-positivist methodology, falling closest 

to the hypothetico-deductive (deductive-empirical) method. As an approximation of the 

natural method, in lieu of experiments in social sciences, tests are typically conducted via 

statistical analyses on large quantitative datasets, operationalising concepts and phenomena 
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of interest into variables (dependent and independent). I use the European Social Survey, as 

discussed later in this chapter (along with my operationalisation). Traditionally, the logic of 

this method is to start with a theory, generate hypotheses (expectations) based on that, and 

test them empirically through (typically quantitative, sometimes qualitative) data (Della 

Porta and Keating 2008). My approach diverges somewhat from this template; namely, in 

the second and third studies (Chapters 6 and 7), I do rely on theory, but, due in part to 

sufficient theoretical (or empirical) basis to set up clear expectations, these are kept slightly 

PRUe µRSeQ¶ aQd fRUPXOaWed aV TXeVWiRQV iQVWead Rf h\SRWheVeV. Meanwhile, the first study 

(Chapter 5) takes a more exploratory approach and combines positivist and interpretivist 

elements. On the one hand, as in the other studies I outline some general expectations based 

on theory and previous empirical evidence, which I proceed to test against the results of a 

quantitative empirical study (using factor analysis); on the other hand, I use an interpretivist 

approach to assign theoretical meaning to the results of that study factor analysis (i.e., 

ideQWif\ Whe µdiPeQViRQV¶ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ baVed RQ Whe emerging factors ± more on this below).  

While the post-positivist elements in my approach seek to approximate the natural 

PeWhRd¶V RbjecWiYiW\ aQd ePSiUiciVP, I remain aware of the inherent subjectivity and 

meaning-dependent nature of much of my research. First, as discussed in the conceptual 

chapter, the concept of integration is inherently subjective and normative, and subject to 

continued challenge and reinterpretation; Second, there is the subjectivity of my 

RSeUaWiRQaOiVaWiRQ SURceVV (chRRViQg µPeaVXUeV¶); WhiUd, Whe VXbjecWiYiW\ Rf VeYeUaO Rf Whe 

concepts measured in the data (e.g., life satisfaction, identities, self-assessed health, etc.); 

fourth, the subjectivity of the benchmarking process (e.g. comparing immigrant minorities 

to native-background natives); and finally, the subjectivity my own interpretation of the 

UeVXOWV iQWR fiQdiQgV UeOeYaQW WR Whe µUeaO ZRUOd¶. I keeS WheVe VXbjecWiYe RU iQWeUSUeWiYist 
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influences in mind as I discuss my findings and conclusions throughout and especially in 

the concluding chapter of this research.  

4.3  Data, Measures, and Methods 

Having discussed the philosophical position of this research, I now proceed to discuss the 

specifics of how the research is conducted. I begin with a recap of the research aims and 

questions, after which I identify the (sub-)populations of interest and discuss the choice of 

data, measures, and methods used to address them. 

As discussed in the introduction, the research aims to fill a set of remaining 

comprehensiveness gaps in the existing knowledge on the integration and well-being of 

immigrant and immigrant-background individuals across Europe. Having addressed the first 

question concerning the concept of integration in the previous two chapters, the remaining 

chapters are centred around the following three questions: 

x RQ2: What kind of dimensional pattern do we see in the integration outcomes of 

European immigrant and immigrant-background minorities? 

x RQ3: Does migration background make a difference in the outcomes of the native-

born offspring of immigrants in Europe? 

x RQ4: How are immigrant integration outcomes linked to the contextual 

characteristics of the host country? 

Importantly, in line with above aim of comprehensiveness ± and my conceptual 

discussions outlined in the previous chapter ± I seek to investigate these questions from a 

multidimensional, cross-European point of view, involving migrant groups from varied 

backgrounds. By this I mean exploring both migrant generations, as far as feasible (for RQ2 
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and RQ4), and including not just the most-often examined migrant minorities (typically non-

white, often Muslim and/or socioeconomically disadvantaged) but first- and second-

generation immigrants from any national origin and varied socioeconomic backgrounds. 

Likewise, when included, I am interested in the native-background population in its full 

diversity, including any ethnic/racial/religious and socioeconomic background (not just the 

white/ethnic majority/Christian and/or middle-cOaVV µPaiQVWUeaP¶).53 Further in line with my 

aim of comprehensiveness, I examine these questions with a set of quantitative analyses that 

can cover and capture dynamics across a wide range of geographical contexts and 

populations.  

Specifically, to address RQ2, in Paper 1 I investigate the dimensionality of integration 

by analysing outcome patterns for a wide range of typical integration-related indicators for 

first- and second-generation immigrants across Europe. To address RQ3, in Paper 2 I 

investigate second-generation versus native-background disparities across Europe, with a 

consideration of the cross-cutting factors of class, gender, and ethnic/racial minority status, 

and the complex patterns of disadvantage that might emerge at the intersections of migration 

background and these other background factors. To address RQ4, in Paper 3 I then 

investigate the links between host country characteristics and cross-European immigrant 

integration patterns. 

In the following, I discuss specific choices concerning data, measures and methods 

used in these analyses, beginning by outlining, with greater precision than earlier, the 

population of interest in my studies.  

 
53 More details on choices regarding comparisons with native-background natives in the specific papers 
follow. 
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4.3.1 Defining the populations of interest 

Figure 4.1 below illustrates my logic in identifying and categorising the groups of interest 

in my empirical analyses, following up on the definitional practices mentioned in the 

Definitions section of the Introduction chapter. Essentially, concerning migrant status or 

background, I distinguish between three groups:  

1) first-generation immigrants, aOVR jXVW caOOed µiPPigUaQWV¶, b\ Zhich I UefeU WR 

foreign-born residents (settled for at least 5 years) who immigrated after the age of 

12; 

2) the (broad) second-generation, which, unless otherwise specified, includes members 

of the 1.5 generation (foreign-born arrived before or at age of 12) alongside the 

second generation (i.e., native-born with at least one immigrant parent);  

3) µQaWiYe-bacNgURXQd QaWiYeV¶, comprised Rf Whe µWhiUd geQeUaWiRQ¶ aQd higheU, WhaW iV, 

the native-parentage native-born population. 



 

 135 

Figure 4.1. Categorisation of immigrant generations used in analyses 

 
Source: aXWhRU¶V RZQ iOOXVWUaWiRQ Rf categorisation used.  
 

I decide to exclude recent arrivals (i.e., foreign-born immigrated less then 5 years 

prior) from the first generation (and the analyses altogether) as these immigrants would still 

be in the early stages of settlement and therefore their outcomes may be premature to 

iQWeUSUeW aV iQdicaWRUV Rf Whe µVXcceVV¶ Rf WheiU iQWegUaWiRQ (RU Oack WheUeRf). NRU aUe WheiU 

outcomes really comparable to those who have been settled for several years, and, since 

breaking up the immigrant sample by years-of-arrival categories would result in too-small 

samples for robust analyses, I decide to omit this group since my main interest is in long-

term integration anyway. 

As mentioned earlier (Introduction), I set the cut-off between first and µ1.5¶ generation 

at age 12 following common practice in the second-generation literature, based on the end 

of primary-school-age RU µPiddOe chiOdhRRd¶ (SUe-adolescence) (Rumbaut 2006; Lessard-
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Phillips et al. 2017). As also mentioned, although distinguishing between second-generation 

members with one native and one foreign-born vs. two foreign-born parents, as well as 

members of the µ1.5¶ generation, would be ideal for full accuracy, for pragmatic (sample 

size feasibility) reasons I find it necessary to treat these groups as a single category in my 

studies.  

4.3.2 Data 

The data needed for this research 

Examining the above-outlined questions in satisfactory depth and breadth via the outlined 

studies required a recent dataset with the following characteristics:  

a) a large enough immigrant and immigrant-background sample to allow for complex 

analyses, achieved either through targeted sampling of immigrant minorities (of any 

origin, not focusing on a few selected nationalities/ethnicities), or a large-enough 

random sample of the general population to capture a fair representation of 

immigrant-background groups; importantly, immigrant-background respondents 

need to be identified or identifiable as such through country-of-birth information on 

the respondent as well as their parents; 

b) a wide coverage of European countries, not limited to a few western or northern 

European countries but a more diverse regional representation, with at least a few 

southern and eastern European countries; and 

c) thematic coverage of relevant background factors including, beyond basic 

demographics, at least some information on ethnic/racial minority status and 

religion, as well as parental class/human capital) and integration-related outcomes of 
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interest, including education, labour market position, political participation, health 

and subjective well-being, and social inclusion.  

Given the above criteria, I decide to rely on the strengths of existing large-scale European 

datasets. Specifically, I view the European Social Survey (ESS) the best currently available 

data source for my research. I expand on this below. 

About the European Social Survey (ESS) 

The ESS is an academically-driven, multi-country repeated cross-sectional survey 

(European Social Survey 2018c). Since its first wave in 2002, it has been conducted every 

two years in a total of 35 countries, though not every country participated in every wave. 

The aims of the ESS include monitoring public attitudes and relations to institutions, 

advancing and consolidating cross-national survey measurement in Europe, and developing 

a series of European social indicators (European Social Survey 2018c). Accordingly, the 

survey is conducted following a rigorous harmonised methodology across participating 

countries and covers a variety of topics (from demographic and socioeconomic information 

to politics, social exclusion, language, identity, health, well-being, and others). Each country 

sample seeks to be representative of all individuals aged 15 and over resident within private 

households in the given country, regardless of their nationality, citizenship, language, or 

legal status. Respondents are selected by strict random probability methods at every stage. 

The data is collected in a face-to-face interview, typically in the main language of the 

country but translations need to be available for any other minority language that is spoken 

as a fiUVW OaQgXage b\ aW OeaVW 5% Rf Whe giYeQ cRXQWU\¶V SRSXOaWiRQ (EXURSeaQ SRciaO SXUYe\ 

2021c).  
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Limitations of the ESS 

Despite its aim to be generally representative, much like other surveys without a targeted 

immigrant or immigrant-background oversample, the ESS is bound to underrepresent 

migrant populations (Heath and Schneider 2021). Migrants generally constitute a µhard to 

survey¶ segment of the population (Steiner and Landös 2019), given their higher rates of 

mobility, vulnerability, and non-fluency in the language in which the survey is conducted. 

Further, when not specifically targeted, less-populous migrant groups have a small chance 

to be captured in a random sampling of the general population (this tends to be an issue 

especially in countries where migrant populations tend to be low in numbers to begin with, 

such as Eastern European countries).54 All in all, using ESS samples for the study of 

immigrant- and immigrant-background populations, one should expect immigrants less 

fluent in the main language, immigrants in a vulnerable position (including irregular status), 

as well as less-prominent immigrant groups to be underrepresented (cf. Andreß and Careja 

2018; Steiner and Landös 2019 for further discussions on the topic). Indeed, even when 

pooling datasets across countries and years, the first- and second-generation sample size can 

be limiting. 

Beyond the issue of representativity, further limitations of the ESS for the purposes of 

this research include shortcomings in the measurement of race and ethnicity (and/or ethno-

racial minority status in a given country context) and some sociocultural aspects of 

integration and assimilation such as inter- and intra-ethnic mixing, neighbourhood 

composition, identity, and sense of belonging, to name a few. I will return to these in the 

section on Measures below.  

 
54 Similar ± and overlapping ± aUgXPeQWV haYe beeQ Pade fRU eWhQic aQd UaciaO PiQRUiWieV¶ VaPSOiQg iQ Whe 
ESS (see European Commission 2017). 
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A note on other potential data sources 

I chose the ESS as the data source for my research following much deliberation and 

comparison with the pros and cons of other major cross-European social surveys. Some 

e[aPSOeV iQcOXde Whe LabRXU FRUce SXUYe\¶V 2014 ad-hRc PRdXOe µThe OabRXU PaUkeW 

ViWXaWiRQ Rf PigUaQWV aQd WheiU iPPediaWe deVceQdaQWV¶ (LFS 2014 AHM), EU VWaWiVWicV RQ 

income and living conditions (EU-SILC), the Eurobarometer, or the European Union 

Minorities and Discrimination Survey (EU-MIDIS) (European Union Agency for 

Fundamental Rights 2017) (European Commission 2017). Below, I briefly present the 

comparative strengths and weaknesses of these alternatives. 

Compared to the ESS, the LFS 2014 AHM had the considerable advantage of a 

targeted first- and second-generation migrant sample (Eurostat 2015). However, being 

focused on the economic aspect, its topical coverage was much less wide-ranging than the 

ESS (missing some variables of interest on political participation, discrimination, 

socialisation), a fundamental shortcoming given the multidimensional scope of my research. 

Further, while the LFS 2014 AHM microdata covers a wide range of European countries, it 

is missing some important migrant-hosting countries, such as Germany, the Netherlands, 

Denmark, and Ireland (Eurostat 2015).  

Another key cross-European survey, EU-SILC (EU statistics on income and living 

conditions), monitors poverty and social inclusion at the individual and household level 

(Eurostat 2021a). While it does cover some key topic of interest, similarly to the LFS 2014 

AHM it is ultimately too narrowly focused on economic outcomes for my research.55 

Importantly, EU-SILC only allows to identify second-generation migrants if they are living 

 
55 The same applies to the European Working Conditions Survey (Eurofound 2016). 
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with their parents (parental country of birth is not asked specifically but can be available if 

parents are within the household) (Eurostat 2021a).  

The Eurobarometer is another repeated cross-European survey that allows to identify 

first- and second-generation migrants and observes outcomes quite a wide range of areas of 

life (European Commission 2018); however, it does not provide data on age of arrival, 

meaning the 1.5 generation cannot be identified,56 and lacks several variables  relevant to 

my research (e.g., on race and ethnicity, religion, identity, health). Some other multi-country 

European surveys, such as EU-MIDIS I-II (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 

2017) and SICIIS (Six-Country Immigrant Integration Comparative Survey) (Ersanilli and 

Koopmans 2013) do focus on migrants and migrant-background minorities and their 

integration, but their population focus is limited to particular ethno-racial minorities. Given 

the comprehensive aims of this research, having data on migrant groups from any 

ethnic/racial background was an important criterion (in fact, Paper 2 contrasts second-

generation migrants who are ethno-racial minorities vs. those who are not). As mentioned, 

large (migrant) sample sizes and broad European coverage was also important, discounting 

some other minor migrant surveys (see, e.g., Steiner and Landös 2019, 43±49 for a list). 

There are also some multi-country surveys focusing specifically on the second 

generation. These include CILS4EU (2009-2013), EDUMIGROM (2008-2009), 

EFFNATIS (1998-2000), GEITONIES (2009-2010), LOCALMULTIDEM (2004-2008), 

and TIES (2006-2008) (Lessard-Phillips et al. 2017). Of these, CILS4EU and 

EDUMIGROM are ruled out because they focused on minors, while my focus is on adults 

(of varied ages). Data from EFFNATIS is relatively old and focuses on a few particular 

 
56 This is also the case for the European Quality of Life Survey (Eurofound 2017). 
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ethnicities, a small age cohort (16-25), and only a few country contexts. GEITONIES is 

advantageous in some regards (e.g., it features adults and is not limited to particular ethnic 

groups), but its geographical scope of six countries (a city in each) is still narrower than I 

would like. (The data is also a decade old.) Though its coverage is wider, the overall case is 

similar for LOCALMULTIDEM data, which is also over a decade old at this point. 

SiPiOaUO\, TIES¶V VcRSe iV a biW QaUURZeU WhaQ I ZRXOd Oike, aV iW fRcXVeV RQ ageV 18-35 and 

features data from seven countries, largely focusing on three origin groups (Turkish, 

Moroccan, and former Yugoslav) (for further details, see the full review by Lessard-Phillips 

et al. 2017). 

Finally, I also considered using national data sources such as the German 

Socioeconomic Panel (SOEP 2019) RU Whe UK¶V UQdeUVWaQdiQg SRcieW\ (University of 

Essex, Institute for Social and Economic Research 2021). Advantages of these datasets 

include a considerable depth within the national level as well as their longitudinal design 

which could allow to observe processes over time. However, a key drawback of this option 

is that only a few European countries produce such rich data sources, which would thus 

leave the geographical coverage of the study to the already most-researched western and 

northern European countries. Further such national surveys can be difficult to harmonise as 

they each observe somewhat different variables, to name just one aspect. Considering my 

multidimensional aim (which would require consistency across a wide range of indicators), 

cross-European aim (which would require harmonisation across a large number of national 

data sources), and overall aim of producing a large-scale but consistent body of evidence 

with each paper (given that the rich but fragmented nature of the existing evidence base), 

the lack of harmonisation presents a major drawback. In light of these considerations, I 
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ultimately decided that discrete national sources would not be the best fit for my priorities 

in this research project. 

Considering the sum of the above strengths and weaknesses, the ESS ultimately stood 

out as the best available data source for the purposes of this research (at the time of writing). 

Notwithstanding some limitations as mentioned above, its wide geographical and population 

coverage and inclusion of relevant variables in line with criteria (a) to (c) above made it the 

best fit for my research objectives. Aiming to keep the data as recent as possible while also 

achieving a large enough sample size for robust analyses on the migrant- and migrant-

background subsamples, I focus on data from the four most recent waves (ESS6-9), collected 

between 2012/13 and 2018/19.  

The datasets used in this research  

As mentioned, I generally aim to include a wide coverage of European countries (EU/EFTA, 

and, where feasible, Western Balkans countries). Beyond this general aim, the country 

coverage within the dataset of each paper is a function of (1) which countries participated in 

which waves and (2) their respective sample sizes for the population under focus in the 

specific study. Table 4.1 (next page) shows which countries participated in each wave 

(ESS6-9), aQd Zhich cRXQWUieV¶ datasets are included in the specific studies. A total 17 

EU/EFTA countries, highlighted in the table below (Austria, Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, 

Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, 

Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK). were represented in all three studies. 
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collected in 2014/2015, and focuses on first- and second-generation respondents who are 

also ethnic/racial minorities in their respective countries of residence (N=1,066; data from 

19 EU/EFTA countries). This is necessary because ESS wave 7, which includes a special 

immigration survey experiment, includes some variables that could be used, for ethnic/racial 

minority respondents, as (inverse) measures of social assimilation (more on this in 

Measures).  

Paper 2 and Paper 3 both rely on a pooled version of ESS waves 6 through to 9, 

including immigrants of any ethnic/racial background. Still, their focus is somewhat 

different. Paper 2 focuses on second-generation and native-background respondents (who 

serve as the reference group). In this study, broad geographical coverage is particularly 

important, both to achieve large-enough second-generation sample sizes for detailed 

analyses and to achieve a more comprehensive cross-European analysis. Therefore, datasets 

from a total of 30 countries including EU/EFTA and Western Balkans countries are included 

(N=128,067).  

In Paper 3, the focus shifts to include host country characteristics. While a wide 

geographical coverage is still also aimed for, it is also important that the country-level 

contextual indicators of interest are available for all included countries (discussed below). 

As part of this is a multilevel analysis,57 it is also important that each contextual unit (i.e., 

country-wave unit ± more on this below) has a sufficient sample size for the populations of 

iQWeUeVW. A WRWaO 19 EU/EFTA cRXQWUieV¶ daWaVeWV meet these criteria. Paper 3 focuses 

primarily on first-generation respondents (N=9,175), though its supplementary analyses 

 
57 As I discuss later on, originally (and thus at the stage of data cleaning) the entire paper relied on multilevel 
analysis, making level-2 sample sizes particularly important. 
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include second-generation respondents (N=12,673); further, the average outcomes of native-

background respondents within the same country-year context serve as control variables 

ZiWhiQ Whe VWXd\¶V aQaO\VeV. TR iQcRUSRUaWe iQfRUPaWiRQ RQ hRVW cRXQWU\ chaUacWeUiVWicV, I 

expand the ESS6-9 dataset containing individual-level data with contextual data at the 

country-year level (N2=72) from various sources. Specifically, I gather macroeconomic and 

RWheU UeOeYaQW VRciaO aQd SROic\ iQdicaWRUV fURP Whe VXSSOePeQWaU\ µPXOWiOeYeO daWa WRRO¶ 

from ESS (European Social Survey 2021a), OECD Data (OECD 2020; 2021a), the Fraser 

IQVWiWXWe¶V EcRQomic Freedom of the World 2019 report (Gwartney, Lawson, and Hall 

2020), the V-Dem project (Coppedge et al. 2022) GaOOXS¶V 2017 MigUaQW AcceSWaQce IQde[ 

(Gallup 2017), and the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) project (Huddleston et al. 

2015; Solano and Huddleston 2020).58  

Considering the already rich body of country-specific literature on integration, my 

research deliberately applies a cross-European frame of analysis in an effort to move beyond 

the national frame and reach theoretical and empirical insights applicable at a more general 

level (Scholten and Penninx 2016). Therefore, none of my studies delve into analyses of 

specific countries. Paper 1 and Paper 2 use data that is aggregated across countries, and even 

Paper 3 focuses country characteristics, not particular countries (more on this later). Finally, 

it is important to note that due to the cross-sectional (even if repeated) nature of the data and 

the methods used (outlined below), throughout my studies I am able to assert associational 

but not necessarily causal relationships between variables. (Results and conclusions are 

discussed accordingly.) 

 
58 See Paper 3/Chapter 7 for further details on these measures and data sources. 
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4.3.3 Measures and operationalisation 

Integration outcomes (dependent variables) 

As outlined in my conceptual framework of integration, in my research I measure integration 

via the following aspects: social inclusion and well-being, economic integration/ 

socioeconomic status, civic/political/institutional inclusion, and health and subjective well-

being. In addition, in Paper 1 I also measure socio-cultural (including spatial) assimilation. 

I discuss my measures for these in turn. Table 4.2, on the following page, offers a 

comprehensive overview of these measures. As the table shows, I use a very wide range of 

variables across my three studies; to avoid excessive detail, I keep their discussion here to 

the main operationalisation decisions and summarise the main information in the table, but 

further information on specific variables is available within the respective papers (Chapters 

5-7).
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Economic integration/socioeconomic status 

I measure integration in the socioeconomic realm via outcomes of education, occupational 

VWaWXV, aQd iQcRPe. FRU edXcaWiRQ, I RbVeUYe Whe higheVW OeYeO Rf edXcaWiRQ. AV aQ µRXWcRPe¶ 

of integration, this is relevant mainly for the second generation, whose schooling is often 

considered an early indicator of socioeconomic/structural integration (one that will influence 

other forms of socioeconomic integration, as well) (Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012; Griga 

and Hadjar 2014; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Lessard-Phillips and Li 2017; OECD/EU 

2019). I focus on completed education as opposed to other common indicators such as school 

performance (e.g. Borgna and Contini 2014) because I focus on the adult second generation, 

with full-time students excluded from the sample. Information on the highest level of 

completed education is provided in the ESS with cross-nationally harmonised ES-ISCED 

codes (European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b). As Paper 3 is more focused on 

first generation immigrants, I do not observe this outcome there. 

Concerning labour market integration, I focus on occupational status in part because 

this is a less researched area than labour market participation (or unemployment), which is 

already researched quite extensively for both first- and second-generation immigrants in 

Europe (Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Drouhot and Nee 

2019; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2017; Ho and Turk-Ariss 2018; Pichler 2011; Bisin et al. 

2011; OECD/EU 2019). I also find this a particularly interesting indicator because it speaks 

to socioeconomic status, and ± when controlling for parental SES ± intergenerational 

mobility. I measure occupational status in all three studies, considering it a key measure of 

economic integration for both first- and second-generation immigrants. I develop my 

measure of occupational status using ESS data on the ISCO-08 cRde Rf Whe UeVSRQdeQW¶V 

occupation (European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b), transformed into the 
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International Socio-economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEI) (Ganzeboom, de Graaf, 

and Treiman 1992; Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996) ZiWh Whe heOS Rf JaQQ¶V (2019) Iscogen 

Stata module.59 The ISEI converts occupational information into a continuous score based 

on the average education and income of occupational groups, with higher values reflecting 

better socio-economic standing. The principle behind the construction of ISEI was to 

maximise the role of occupation as the intervening mechanism linking education and income 

(Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996). While I have considered other common measures of status, 

VXch aV EUikVRQ aQd GROdWhRUSe¶V (1992) class categories (EGP), I ultimately decided on 

ISEI because it provided a greater level of differentiation that might allow to capture more 

nuanced differences between groups, and a continuous score (ranging from 16 to 90) as 

opposed to a categorical form, which also made calculations easier. It also seems to be a 

more precise measure of occupational prestige and attached socio-economic status, based 

on prior evidence that finds it to be systematically superior to EGP in explaining educational 

attainment and occupational attainment, while similarly good in explaining income 

attainment (Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996). A shortcoming of the ISEI score is that it was 

constructed using only male data, though its authors argue that this does not mean its use 

should be restricted to male samples (Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996). Overall, ISEI is 

widely used in integration research focused on occupational status (e.g., Fokkema and de 

Haas 2011; Luthra 2013a; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021).60  

Disparities in household income are also a common measure of inequality and/or 

obstacles to integration for the immigrant population (e.g., OECD/EU 2019). Concerning 

 
59 In case of Paper 1 and 2, if they have ever been employed; in the case of Paper 3, if they are currently 
employed. 
60 Some other indicators, such as rate of overqualification, would have been interesting to observe but 
ultimately did not make the cut as the included variables were seen as more important (overqualification 
indicators would also have been more complicated to construct, as there is no direct measure for it in ESS). 
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income, the ESS includes a measure of total net household income (from all sources, self-

UeSRUWed) cRQYeUWed iQWR QaWiRQaO deciOeV, aV ZeOO aV a PeaVXUe µVXbjecWiYe¶ iQcRPe, QaPeO\ 

how the respondent feels about their income nowadays (European Social Survey 2018a; 

2018b; 2020; 2021b). I found both measures relevant to economic integration, considering 

one an indicator of (more) objective household income level ± also a relative income 

position indicator, as it is provided in national decile position ± and the other an indicator of 

subjective socioeconomic/financial situation, therefore also interesting as an indicator of 

subjective well-being. The main drawback of these measures, especially self-reported 

household income, is the relatively low response rate. In Paper 2, for instance, this 

information would have been missing for 17% of respondents in my non-complete-case 

ESS6-9 sample (N=143,815), so given potential issues with data missing not-at-random, I 

ultimately decided to leave out income variables for Paper 2 and Paper 3 (where the same 

issue applied).  

Civic/political/institutional inclusion 

I measure civic, political, and institutional inclusion in terms of citizenship (of the country 

in which the respondent was surveyed) and political engagement.61 I observe citizenship 

information it is provided in the ESS (European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b), 

including it in Paper 1 but not Paper 2 nor Paper 3. Citizenship was of interest in Paper 1 

especially because of its potential links to other aspects of integration. Within the sample 

used in Paper 2, rates of citizenship were at 90% within the second-generation sample and 

even higher among particular subgroups; I thus decided to focus on integration aspects with 

 
61 Variables related to trust in institutions (e.g. government, politicians) were considered (and trust in police 
was included in an earlier version of Paper 2), but these were ultimately cut in favour of other variables 
considered more important for the analyses (and also considering issues with response rates for some 
variables, which would have reduced complete-case sample sizes further).  
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greater variability in outcomes. For Paper 3, citizenship would have been a peculiar outcome 

variable as naturalisation is so strongly tied to national regulations (both on the side of the 

host country and the origin country, which may not allow double citizenship). While the 

openness of access to citizenship policies was included among my independent variables, I 

did not have a strong theoretical expectation for links between citizenship acquisition and 

the other contextual factors examined. Ultimately, in this study I had to keep the number of 

dependent variables relatively low due to an already high number of independent variables 

of interest (requiring separate models), and thus decided to focus on political engagement 

instead. All this is not to discount citizenship acquisition/naturalisation as a relevant issue in 

first- and second-generation integration research; in fact, the topic has garnered a growing 

cross-European literature (e.g., Bauböck et al. 2013; Bloemraad, Korteweg, and Yurdakul 

2008; Dronkers and Vink 2012; Heath and Schneider 2021; Vink 2021; Peters and Vink 

2016), which is also why I decide to focused on some less-examined aspects. 

I measure political engagement in binary terms (for simplicity), considering 

respondents ± whether first- second-generation, or µ3+¶ generation ± to be engaged in 

politics if they have voted in the last national election or have taken part in any nonelectoral 

activity in the 12 months prior. I include the latter so that respondents who are not eligible 

to vote (e.g., they do not hold citizenship) will still be counted as politically engaged if they 

participated in other ways.62 Though the joint (electoral/nonelectoral) and binary form of the 

variable is no doubt somewhat simplistic, I consider this an important indicator of 

ciYic/SROiWicaO iQWegUaWiRQ, aV iW WaSV iQWR PigUaQWV¶ aQd WheiU deVceQdaQWV¶ acceVV WR SROiWicV 

 
62 European countries also vary in their voting legislation in terms of what kind of non-citizens may be able 
to vote in national elections (Huddleston et al. 2015), which could further confuse results concerning strictly 
electoral participation. On that note, Paper 3 does include PeaVXUeV fRU cRXQWUieV¶ RSeQQeVV iQ WeUPV Rf 
access to citizenship and political participation for immigrants though MIPEX measures (see Paper 3 and/or 
Methods discussion below for more details). 
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and whether they feel that it is worth voicing their political opinion in the country, or, 

conversely, feel alienated by political events in the country, and (at least somewhat) 

measures their degree of involvement and activity in political processes. I therefore include 

this indicator in all three papers.  

Social inclusion and well-being 

Turning to social integration, observe measures of perceived discrimination (the available 

variable in ESS asks about perceived in-group discrimination) in all three papers as a key 

indicator of social inclusion/exclusion of immigrants and their descendants (European 

Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b). A limitation of this variable (in addition to its 

subjectivity) is that it does not ask about actual experiences of discrimination, nor in what 

context that discrimination occurs (see, e.g. Esses 2021 for a fuller range of potential aspects 

to consider). Still, I consider the form present in ESS as a useful indicator for my purposes. 

In the case of Paper 1, as a measure of social well-being I also observe some 

deOibeUaWeO\ µQeXWUaO¶ (QRW iQWeUeWhQic Pi[iQg-related) measures of socialisation, namely 

regular socialising (as compared to age peers) and close friends (i.e., intimate discussants) 

(European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b). This follows from my concept of 

integration, which ± as outlined in the previous chapter ± is focused on equality, inclusion, 

and well-being of immigrants and their descendants rather than their prioritisation of native-

background social ties over co-ethnic ties (which I consider social assimilation, as discussed 

below). In other words, with variables assessing regular socialising and the presence of close 

ties, I seek to observe whether immigrants are socially well-adjusted as opposed being 

socially excluded, which may indicate a lack of social cohesion and potential social 

PaUgiQaOiVaWiRQ Rf iPPigUaQWV aQd/RU WheiU deVceQdaQWV (Vee, e.g. BpaWUice d¶HRPbUeV eW aO. 
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2018). These variables were not included in Papers 2 and 3 to prioritise other variables 

(although an earlier version of Paper 2 included a measure of regular socialising).  

Health and subjective well-being 

Concerning health and subjective well-being, across my studies I consider (self-reported) 

physical health, mental health, being hampered by mental/physical condition, and life 

satisfaction (European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b). As usual, Paper 1 

involves the widest range of indicators, while Papers 2 and 3 focus on two indicators that I 

consider the most effective: general physical health and life satisfaction.  

Concerning general physical health, the subjective nature of the indicator is an 

important shortcoming; further, the question of whether immigrants (and thus, perhaps, their 

descendants) are positively ± or negatively ± selected along health is a key potential source 

of selection bias to consider (Domnich et al. 2012; Feliciano 2020). In this regard, it is worth 

QRWiQg WhaW UeVeaUch haV VXggeVWed WhaW Whe µiPPigUaQW heaOWh SaUadR[¶ RbVeUYed iQ Whe US 

context ± which posits that immigrants are positively selected in terms of health, due to the 

physical and mental demands of migration ± is not necessarily applicable to the European 

context (Domnich et al. 2012). Second, even when present, the initial health advantage tends 

to diminish over time (Francesca and Petretto 2019; Rechel et al. 2013; Domnich et al. 2012; 

Lubbers and Gijsberts 2019) As discussed by Francesca and Petretto (2019; see also Rechel 

et al. 2013; Lubbers and Gijsberts 2019) migrants can face a set of particular health 

challenges, including social exclusion, worse living conditions, barriers to healthcare access, 

overrepresentation in jobs associated with worse occupational health. Together, these factors 

caQ Oead WR aQ µe[haXVWed PigUaQW effecW¶, caQceOOiQg RXW Whe iQiWiaO µheaOWh\ PigUaQW effecW¶ 

and possibly even resulting in a health disadvantage, at times even for the second generation 
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(Francesca and Petretto 2019; Rechel et al. 2013; see also Gkiouleka and Huijts 2020). In 

sum, while the issue of selectivity should not be discounted, health inequalities can indeed 

indicate difficulties in integration.63 Importantly, immigrants may also have limited access 

to healthcare or health insurance (e.g. Bean et al. 2012; Domnich et al. 2012; Riza et al. 

2020; WaOkdeQ eW aO. 2018). IQdeed, aQ iQdicaWRU RQ iPPigUaQWV¶ aQd WheiU deVceQdaQWV¶ 

access to (and quality/use of) healthcare would be highly relevant; unfortunately, such a 

variable is not currently available in ESS. 

While there is no standard definition of subjective well-being, the concept typically 

concerns how people evaluate their lives (Hadjar and Backes 2013; Linton, Dieppe, and 

Medina-Lara 2016; Safi 2010; Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018). Life satisfaction is thus a 

common ± though not the only ± measure (ibid.). Life satisfaction has also been shown to 

strongly correlate with other potential measures of subjective well-being, such as happiness 

(Hendriks and Bartram 2016). I consider life satisfaction to be an important measure of 

integration as it may capture an array of conditions and successes or disappointments in 

iPPigUaQWV aQd WheiU deVceQdaQWV¶ OiYeV WhaW PighW RWheUwise overlooked by more 

µWUadiWiRQaO¶ iQdicaWRUV (e.g., VRciR-economic status, cultural assimilation etc.). I therefore 

iQcOXde a PeaVXUe Rf Oife VaWiVfacWiRQ, baVed RQ Whe ESS YaUiabOe µhRZ VaWiVfied ZiWh Oife aV 

a ZhROe¶ (EXURSeaQ SRciaO SXUYe\ 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b) in all three papers. 

Sociocultural assimilation 

Finally, Paper 1 includes a set of measures for sociocultural assimilation. While all of the 

above-discussed variables (or source variables) are available in the main questionnaire of all 

 
63 Especially in the long term ± which is another reason why, in my analyses, I focus on immigrants who 
have been settled for over five years. 
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four ESS rounds used (ESS6-9) (European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b), 

measures of social and spatial assimilation were more difficult to come by. In fact, most 

waves of the ESS do not include typical measures of these, such as questions on social 

mixing or inter- and intra-ethnic contact. ESS7, which includes an experimental module 

focused on immigration, is the only wave with at least some approximate measures of social 

mixing ± eYeQ if fURP Whe SeUVSecWiYe Rf Whe µPajRUiW\¶ SRSXOaWiRQ. The WhUee relevant 

questions assess frequency of socialisation with ethnic minorities, friendship with ethnic 

PiQRUiWieV, aQd WheiU SUeVeQce iQ Whe UeVSRQdeQW¶V OiYiQg aUea (European Social Survey 

2018b). Though still not direct measures of migrant-native (or migrant- and native-

background) socialisation, at least for those first- and second-generation immigrants who 

are ethnic/racial minorities, these questions may indicate the degree of in-group 

socialisation. As such, it can be used an inverse measure of social assimilation in terms of 

social mixing with majority members, under the (somewhat debatable) assumption that 

those with mixing more with fellow minorities, including the character of their 

neighbourhood, will be mixing relatively less with majority members (Heath and Schneider 

2021; Fajth and Bilgili 2018; cf. Bilgili 2014). While this is admittedly an imperfect 

measure, it is still a meaningful and important one for my analysis in Paper 1. To be able to 

use these measures, I thus restrict my sample for this study to ESS7 and ethnic/racial 

minority respondents.  

I aOVR ORRk aW ideQWificaWiRQaO aVViPiOaWiRQ, PeaVXUed b\ hRZ µcORVe¶ Whe UeVSRQdeQW 

feels to the country (asked in ESS7), This may be considered a proxy for sense of belonging, 

though it arguably meaVXUeV QaWiRQaO µOR\aOW\¶ PRUe WhaQ iW dReV µbeORQgiQg¶ iQ Whe VeQVe Rf 

feeOiQg VeWWOed aQd VRciaOO\ iQcOXded iQ Whe hRVW cRXQWU\. The µOR\aOW\¶ aSSURach ZRUkV fRU 

measuring identificational assimilation, which is my objective in Paper 1. However, I do not 
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iQcOXde WhiV YaUiabOe aQd iWV aOWeUQaWe YeUViRQ fURP OaWeU ZaYeV (µhRZ aWWached¶ WR Whe 

country) in the other papers.64 As a final aspect of sociocultural assimilation in Paper 1, I 

consider cultural, specifically, linguistic assimilation. This is measured by the respondent 

using the (or an) official language of the country in their home; specifically, as the first 

OaQgXage PeQWiRQed aV beiQg µPRVW RfWeQ VSRkeQ aW hRPe¶ (European Social Survey 2018b). 

ESS only asks to specify the language; I recode the specified languages into being an official 

language of the host country or not manually for each country. An even stronger measure of 

linguistic assimilation would be to count those who only spoke the language of the host 

country in the home; however, I consider this unrealistic given that half of my sample in this 

study consisted of first-generation immigrants (not to mention very strongly assimilationist). 

OQ Whe RWheU haQd, fRU a VRPeZhaW µZeakeU¶ PeaVXUe I cRXOd aOVR iQcOXde WhRVe ZhR 

mentioned the official language as a second language spoken in the home. I settled for the 

µPediXP¶ VWUeQgWh RSWiRQ Rf Whe RfficiaO OaQgXage beiQg QRW aV Whe RQO\, bXW Whe fiUVW OaQgXage 

spoken in the home (still indicated by the majority of respondents). 

Notes on key constructed independent variables 

Ethnic/racial background 

As mentioned earlier, ESS data is somewhat limited when it comes to identifying race and 

ethnicity of respondents. In my research, I am interested specifically in whether a respondent 

may be considered part of a racialised minority group in his or her country of residence, as 

I expect this to be associated with a set of disadvantages tied to discrimination and social 

exclusion (Kahanec, Zaiceva, and Zimmermann 2010; Gans 2017; European Union Agency 

 
64 Not least because of inconsistency in questions and their coding across survey waves: ESS6 has no 
comparable question, ESS7 asks about feeling close to country (with 5 answer-options), while ESS8-9 asks 
about attachment to country (with 11 answer-options) (European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b). 
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for Fundamental Rights 2017; Heath and Schneider 2021). Importantly, I consider this to be 

a different though intersecting factor with immigrant status: not all racialised minorities have 

a migration background (e.g., long-established Roma minorities), and not all immigrants 

aQd WheiU deVceQdaQWV aUe UaciaOiVed (e.g., ZhiWe/µWeVWeUQ¶ iPPigUaQWV) (AQdUp aQd DURQkeUV 

2017; European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 2017; Esses 2021; OECD/EU 2019). 

Which groups are racialised, and to what extent, also varies across European country 

contexts, though it seems generally safe to assume that groups of non-European/non-white 

ancestry will suffer from some degree of social exclusion (André and Dronkers 2017; 

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights 2017; Esses 2021; OECD/EU 2019). 

Beyond ancestry or skin colour, it has been argued Muslims (and ethnicities associated with 

Islam) also constitute a racialised minority across Europe (Zolberg and Woon 1999; Garner 

and Selod 2015; Drouhot and Nee 2019).  

For the purpose of my studies, I am not so much interested in the implications of 

particular ethnic group membership as in the implications of ethno-racial minority vs. 

majority status in general. While viewing this issue as a binary is undoubtedly a 

simplification, I consider it a useful one in this case as my goal is not to attribute differences 

in outcomes to particular national origins, for example, but to capture the implications of 

being a PePbeU Rf a gURXS WhaW iV µRWheUed¶ RQ Whe baViV Rf WheiU eWhQR-racial associations ± 

whether in combination with, or regardless of migration background. I also find it a useful 

simplification for practical reasons, as it allows me to at least somewhat account for the latter 

SheQRPeQRQ aQd/RU RbVeUYe iWV aVVRciaWiRQV µRYeUaOO¶, aV RSSRVed to having to consider 

several ethnic groups individually in some already complex analyses (and result in small 

µeWhQic¶ VXb-samples). Further, a detailed analysis of particular ancestry associations, per se 
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and in interaction with migration status, using ESS data, has very recently been published 

by Heath and Schneider (2021). 

Creating a racial/ethnic minority/majority distinction within the ESS data was not a 

straightforward task. Until Round 7, the European Social Survey did not collect specific 

ethnicity data, only the question µDo you belong to a minority ethnic group in [country]?¶ 

(European Social Survey 2018a). Beyond lack of specificity, this question is not ideal for 

capturing ethno-UaciaO PiQRUiW\ VWaWXV (iQ Whe VeQVe Rf beiQg a µYiVibOe¶ RU UaciaOised minority) 

fRU a QXPbeU Rf UeaVRQV. FiUVW, µa PiQRUiW\ eWhQic gURXS¶ Pa\ be iQWeUSUeWed aV UefeUUiQg 

specifically to historical minority groups. Second, the individual may not identify with the 

ORcaO PajRUiW\ eWhQiciW\ bXW aOVR QRW ZiWh aQ\ VSecific µPiQRUiW\ gURXS¶. ThiUd, ShUaVed iQ 

WeUPV Rf µbeORQgiQg¶ Whe TXeVWiRQ Pa\ UefeU PRUe WR SeUVRQaO ideQWiW\ WhaQ hRZ Whe 

individual is perceived and thus treated in society (i.e., as a member of the local ethnic 

majority versus a minority individual), which is of more relevance to my research.  

Another proxy for race/ethnicity that is available in all waves of ESS can be the 

YaUiabOe RQ diVcUiPiQaWiRQ (µPePbeU Rf a gURXS diVcUiPiQaWed agaiQVW iQ WhiV cRXQWU\: 

colour/race, nationality, religion, language and ethQic gURXS¶), Zhich iV a UeOeYaQW WR caSWXUe 

racialised minorities, but is limited to the experience or perception of in-group 

discrimination (European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b). Further, the ESS asks 

respondents their religion, which makes it possible to identify Muslim respondents, for 

instance (ibid.). 

Since Round 7, ESS has introduced a measure of ethnic ancestry using the European 

Standard Classification of Cultural and Ethnic Groups (S. L. Schneider and Heath 2016; 

Heath, Schneider, and Butt 2016). This is a major improvement in terms of data on ethno-
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racial background within ESS. The one issue with these variables (first and second ancestry) 

for the purposes of my research is the almost too-high specificity of categories, which would 

require either a very detailed manual recoding (over 200 unique categories for each, within 

my pooled ESS7-9 sample), or relying on major categories (by the first two digits of the 

code that change by sub-continents) to classify respondents into ± presumable ± ethno-racial 

minorities or majorities in their respective European countries of residence. Overall, both 

options still involve a high degree of subjectivity and some generalising assumptions, as my 

categorisations also demonstrate.  

To identify ethnic/racial minorities (and majorities), as accurately as possible, I relied 

on all four of the above types of variables. Specifically, I categorised respondents 

ethnic/racial minorities if they indicated any of the following:  

a) belonging to a minority ethnic group in the survey country 

b) being members of a group that is discriminated against on the basis of colour, 

race, or ethnicity65  

c) African, Asian, Middle Eastern, or Caribbean66 as first or second ancestry. 

Those respondents to whom none of these applied (i.e., did not indicate belonging to 

minorities or their group being discriminated on the above grounds, and indicated only 

European, North American, Australian, or Latin American ancestries, if any), were 

categorised as (likely) belonging to the ethnic/racial majority. Further, based on above-

mentioned arguments about the racialised status of Muslims in Europe, in Papers 2 and 3 a 

revised version of the variable (developed in later stages of the research and thus not used 

in Paper 1) also caWegRUiVeV UeVSRQdeQWV ZhR iQdicaWed µbeORQgiQg WR¶ ± ESS¶V ZRUdiQg 

 
65 Alternative version of variable excluding this component was used in models where outcome examined 
was discrimination 
66 ESS codes 20,000-59,000; 70,000-79,000 
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(European Social Survey 2018b, 94) ± Whe MXVOiP faiWh aV µeWhQic/UaciaO PiQRUiW\ (iQcO. 

MXVOiP)¶. OYeUaOO, ZhiOe Whe abRYe cRQVWUXcWed PeaVXUe (ZiWh aQd ZiWhRXW Whe iQcOXViRQ Rf 

Muslim respondents) is no doubt still an imperfect flag for racialised minority status, I 

believe it has a reasonably good chance ± considering data limitations± of capturing at least 

a fair share of racialised respondents.67  

Parental socioeconomic status 

Another key background factor of interest to my analyses ± especially Paper 2, but also 

Paper 3 ± was parental class background. As highlighted by Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi (2008, 

220) in their review of second-generation educational and occupational attainment in 

WeVWeUQ EXURSe, Whe UROe Rf µcOaVV RUigiQV¶ iV a ke\ TXeVWiRQ iQ SURSeUO\ XQdeUVWaQdiQg Whe 

situation of the second generation (see also Drouhot and Nee 2019). One key issue is parental 

selectivity in terms of human capital and/or socioeconomic status. As discussed in the 

Background chaSWeU, a OaUge SaUW Rf Whe SaUeQWaO iPPigUaQW geQeUaWiRQ Rf WRda\¶V VecRQd-

generation population came with low levels of human capital. In fact, it has thus been 

suggested that  

The RYeUaOO WUeQdV iQ Whe VecRQd geQeUaWiRQ¶V Oabor market outcomes are social 
reproduction in existing structures of inequality and moderate social mobility 
given prior family socioeconomic status, which is generally low due to the social 
origins of many immigrant families who first came through the guest worker 
programs. (Drouhot and Nee 2019, 183)  

While this may be the general trend, there is also evidence to suggest a more 

complicated dynamic. A key question, for instance, is whether class origins may work 

 
67 Counting the total five source variables (belonging to minority group; discriminated by colour/race; 
discriminated by ethnicity; first ancestry; second ancestry) among the respondents identified as ethnic/racial 
minorities, ca. 78% matched one variable, 16% matched two variables, 5% matched three, 0.6% matched 
four, and 0.04% matched all five variables (considering the pooled ESS6-9 dataset used in Paper 2, before 
reducing sample to complete cases; N= 143,815). 
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differently for second-generation members than they do for natives. Heath and colleagues 

(2008) highlight this as a yet relatively unexplored element of the second-generation 

socioeconomic achievement model. Evidence from both sides of the Atlantic has suggested 

that intergenerational mobility patterns may differ for children of immigrants (and/or ethnic 

minorities) compared their native-parentage and/or majority peers (e.g., Crul et al. 2017; 

Dronkers and Fleischmann 2010; Fernández-Kelly 2008; Heath and Brinbaum 2014; Li 

2018; Pichler 2011; Platt 2007; Zuccotti 2015). This phenomenon is of key interest to Paper 

2 (though it should be noted that it is not a specialised social mobility study). In Paper 3, 

parental class background is included simply as a key control for compositional effect ± that 

is, WR iVROaWe diffeUeQceV iQ µVWaUWiQg SRiQWV¶ aPRQg UeVSRQdeQWV fURP diffeUeQceV iQ 

integration trajectories. 

SWUaWegieV WR accRXQW fRU cOaVV backgURXQd Pa\ iQcOXde SaUeQWV¶ higheVW edXcaWiRQaO 

level (mother, father, or both), a composite socioeconomic status (SES) or class score, their 

occupational status (e.g., occupational prestige or class/SES associated with occupation), 

parental earnings, household income, other measures of household wealth (Heath, Rothon, 

and Kilpi 2008; Hermansen 2016; Lessard-Phillips and Li 2017; Li 2018; Platt 2007; Torche 

2015; Zuccotti 2015). When such data is available, intergenerational mobility studies on 

iPPigUaQWV aQd WheiU deVceQdaQWV Pa\ cRQVideU Whe SaUeQW¶V edXcaWiRQaO OeYeO, 

socioeconomic status, or class position as it was in the origin country, which may have been 

higher, both in absolute and relative terms, than in the destination country (Ichou 2014; 

Fernández-Kelly 2008). Socioeconomic background information collected in the recent 

ZaYeV Rf Whe ESS iQcOXde PRWheU¶V aQd faWheU¶V higheVW OeYeO Rf edXcaWiRQ (haUPRQiVed iQWR 

ES-ISCED caWegRUieV), aV ZeOO aV PRWheU¶V aQd faWheU¶V ePSOR\PeQW VWaWXV aQd RccXSaWiRQ 

when the respondent was aged 14 (European Social Survey 2018a; 2018b; 2020; 2021b).  
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In the case of second-generation respondents, parental occupation can be largely 

assumed to refer to occupation in the host country (since all included respondents would 

have immigrated before age 14), unless the parent was not living with them in the destination 

country. Parental educational degrees may have been completed in either country, though 

one could assume that the majority of foreign-born parents would have completed their 

education in their country of birth. In the case of first-generation respondents (immigrated 

after the age of 12), it seems fairly safe to assume that most of this information pertains to 

SaUeQWV¶ edXcaWiRQ cRPSOeWed iQ, aQd RccXSaWiRQ iQ Whe RUigiQ cRXQWU\. CRQVideUiQg hRZ 

educational qualifications and occupation, as noted above, may have different status 

implications in the origin vs. destination countries, my use of these variables as equivalent 

indicators of parental class background among first-, second- and third-generation-and-

higher respondents is an acknowledged, but necessary simplification given the limitations 

of the data. 

For my analyses in Papers 2 and 3, I sought an indicator of parental 

socioeconomic/class status that was simple68 bXW ZRXOd caSWXUe Whe UeVSRQdeQW¶V 

VRciRecRQRPic backgURXQd (RU µVRciaO RUigiQV¶) aV effecWiYeO\ aV SRVVibOe. FRU WhiV, I fRcXVed 

on information on parental occupation when the respondent was 14, prioritising the parent 

whose occupation had the higher associated skill level or SES, or if one was missing, than 

the one available. In cases where both were missing, to avoid reducing my samples, I relied 

on the variable on parental education level, again prioritising the higher one between the 

two. I recoded the original nine categories of occupations into three categories indicating ± 

 
68 This was important especially for Paper 2, which would use this variable in interaction effects (seeking 
results should still be relatively easy to interpret). 
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with some simplification ± low, medium, and high socioeconomic status associated with the 

occupation.69 

x LRZ: µfaUP ZRUkeUV¶, µXQVkiOOed ZRUkeUV¶, aQd µVePi-skilled ZRUkeUV¶ (cRdeV 7-9) 

x MediXP: µVkiOOed ZRUkeUV¶, µVeUYice¶, µVaOeV¶ aQd µcOeUicaO RccXSaWiRQV¶ (cRdeV 3-6) 

x High: µhigheU adPiQiVWUaWRU¶, µSURfeVViRQaO aQd WechQicaO RccXSaWiRQV¶ (cRdeV 1-2) 

In the remaining ca. 6% of cases where educational information (where available) was 

used as a proxy due to missing occupational information for both parents, the coding logic 

ZaV Whe fROORZiQg: ORZ SaUeQWaO SES iQ Whe caVe Rf µXS WR ORZeU VecRQdaU\¶ edXcaWiRQ, 

PediXP SaUeQWaO SES fRU µXSSeU VecRQdaU\ RU YRcaWiRQaO¶ edXcaWiRQ¶ aQd high SaUeQWaO SES 

fRU µWeUWiaU\¶ edXcaWiRQ. WhiOe WhiV iV XQdRXbWedO\ a VRPeZhaW iPSUeciVe aSSUR[iPaWiRQ Rf 

the above categories, I do not expect this to be a major source of bias as the proxy was only 

used for a small percentage of cases. In facW, Whe UeOaWiYe fUeTXeQc\ Rf caWegRUieV iQ Whe µfiQaO¶ 

parental SES variable (14% high, 42% medium, 41% low)70 is not much different from that 

of the parental occupation source variable (16% high, 44% medium, 40% low).71  

A note on benchmarking  

A further key measurement choice concerns the inclusion of native-backgURXQd QaWiYeV¶ 

outcomes as a benchmark. In this regard, cross-national studies of immigrant integration 

tend to follow one of four strategies: (a) omit natives altogether, observing and interpreting 

PigUaQWV¶ RXWcRPeV iQ WeUPV Rf abVROXWe OeYeOV (aV RSSRVed WR UeOaWiYe WR QaWiYeV) (e.g., 

Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018); (b) run parallel analyses for the native and immigrant 

 
69 The categorization is my own, but it was decided after consulting some prior discussions of common 
occupation-to-class categorisations, in general (Ganzeboom and Treiman 1996) and using ESS data 
(Leiulfsrud, Bison, and Jensberg 2005).  
70 1.5% of cases missing in the non-complete-case dataset (N= 143,815). 
71 Percentages calculated among non-missing cases (N= 143,815); overall, 7.5% were missing cases. 
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subsample (e.g., Pichler 2011); (c) include natives as the reference group, that is, the 

reference category in the regression models (e.g., Blom, Huijts, and Kraaykamp 2016; 

HadjaU aQd BackeV 2013; T\UbeUg 2020); RU (d) accRXQW fRU QaWiYeV¶ aYeUage VcRUeV b\ 

including them as a control variable in the regression models (e.g., Just and Anderson 2014; 

Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021).  

I follow strategy (a) in Paper 1, largely because it is the most feasible option with the 

method used (factor analysis, discussed later) and because this particular study is less 

concerned with migrant-native inequalities and more with the structure of outcome patterns 

among a set of integration-related indicators, which is well observable looking at absolute 

outcomes, too.72 Paper 2, on the other hand, is focused on the presence and size of outcome 

gaps between second-generation and native-parentage groups. Strategy (c) ± including 

natives as the reference category ± stands out as the best option in this case as it allows to 

measure the effect of covariates on the size and significance of second-generation status (vs. 

3+ gen. status) associations, thereby offering the most precise measure of group disparities. 

Following from my inequality-centred definition of integration, strategy (c) was also 

attractive for Paper 3; however, given the large number of contextual factors examined (and 

the originally multilevel design of the study) this option was found to add an unproductive 

level of complexity to the analyses (discussed further below). Therefore, I fond strategy (d), 

controlling for native-background naWiYeV¶ aYeUageV WR be PRUe faYRXUabOe. 

4.3.4 Methods (by study) 

This section expands on the methods used within each study. While it can serve an overview 

of the methods and analytical strategies used in the three papers altogether, its chief purpose 

 
72 This is also the strategy followed by a similar prior study (Lessard-Phillips 2017). 
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to complement the methods sections of the individual papers by provide additional 

information on the methods and methodological choices that could not be elaborated within 

the papers due to journal length restrictions (or would not have been appropriate for a 

specialised journal article). This also means that each sub-section is shaped by what is and 

is not already included in the associated empirical chapter, which may result in some slight 

discrepancies in the extent and type of details discussed. 

Paper 1: Multidimensionality in the integration of first- and second-generation migrants 
in Europe: a conceptual and empirical investigation 

PaSeU 1 cRQdXcWV aQ ePSiUicaO WeVW Rf PigUaQW iQWegUaWiRQ¶V PXOWidiPeQViRQaO QaWXUe ZiWh Whe 

method of factor analysis. Factor analysis is a measurement model approach popular, for 

example, in the field of psychology, where most concepts (for example, intelligence) cannot 

be RbVeUYed diUecWO\ aQd WhXV cRQVWiWXWe µOaWeQW¶ cRQceSWV WhaW Qeed WR be iQfeUUed fURP 

several observed indicators (Fischer and Karl 2019). In such cases, factor analysis and 

related methods (including confirmatory factor analysis, exploratory factor analysis, and 

principal component analysis) are often used to develop scales and test the validity of 

particular variabOeV (µiWePV¶) aV PeaVXUeV Rf aQ XQdeUO\iQg cRQceSW (µfacWRU¶). The SUiQciSOe 

behind factor analysis is the idea that patterns of covariation between observed items may 

be explained by an underlying factor they share a relation to (e.g., they all relate to a certain 

form of intelligence, to keep with the earlier example). By this same logic, factor analysis 

can be used to infer the presence of one or more latent (underlying) factors in the data based 

on the underlying structure of associations (i.e., correlation patterns) between a set of items 

± in other words, µdo these measures reflect a single underlying construct, or do different 

subsets of measures represent a few different constructs?¶ (Fabrigar and Wegener 2012, 1). 

During the analysis, the theoretical interpretation of a factor is inferred from the group of 
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items that have the highest factor-loading scores on it (indicating a strong relationship 

between the item and factor) (Acock 2008). In sum, factor analysis can serve as an 

exploration tool to better understand the structure of associations in the data, see whether 

the given items represent a single coherent factor, or multiple (potentially related, or 

unrelated) factors, and assign theoretical meaning to those factors.  

Factor analysis therefore represents a helpful tool to better understand the (multi-

)dimensional structure of a complex, multifaceted phenomenon such as immigrant 

integration. In fact, a few prior studies (Bean et al. 2012; Lessard-Phillips 2017; J. A. 

Williams and Ortega 1990) have applied factor analysis and related methods (PCA) to 

explore the dimensionality of integration-related outcomes. Together with my supervisor 

and co-author Dr. Lessard-Phillips, in Paper 1 we conduct factor analyses on a set of 18 

integration-related indicators to learn more about the underlying structure of associations 

among those indicators and to identify some distinct dimensions of immigrant integration. 

We choose a factor analysis approach over principal component analysis (PCA) as the goal 

of our analysis is not really to reduce the data but to understand the pattern of correlation 

among variables and thereby identify the latent dimensions represented in the variables.73 

Since we are interested in any potential configuration of integration dimensions, we choose 

the method of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) over confirmatory factor analysis. EFA is 

often used for a first estimation of a factor structure as it considers correlations between all 

items and maintains the possibility of a relationship between any item and factor (Mooi, 

Sarstedt, and Mooi-Reci 2018; Fischer and Karl 2019). Our factor analysis indicates the 

number of distinct underlying factors (dimensions) within our set of indicators and outlines 

 
73 As summarised by Mooi and colleagues (2018, 266), µWhiOe Whe PCA¶V RbjecWiYe iV WR UeSURdXce a daWa 
structure, as ZeOO aV SRVVibOe RQO\ XViQg a feZ facWRUV, facWRU aQaO\ViV aiPV WR e[SOaiQ Whe YaUiabOeV¶ 
cRUUeOaWiRQV b\ PeaQV Rf facWRUV¶. 
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a pattern among those indicators along particular factors. Based on this pattern, we identify 

an empirically-driven multidimensional structure of integration, with dimensional categories 

that differs in some interesting regards from the largely conceptually or thematically-driven 

integration dimensions prominent in prior literature. Additional analyses also check for 

discrepancies in factor structure between first- and second-generation subsamples, and 

countries with more versus less inclusive migrant integration. The data cleaning and most 

of the analysis are conducted in Stata (16-17), with some elements conducted in R (namely, 

the invariance testing; I also double-check the factor solutions calculated in Stata with R). I 

explain these steps in more detail below.74  

Specifically, the analysis consists of the following steps: first, we produce a weighted 

correlation matrix for the indicators of interest. The weights applied to the data are the ESS-

UecRPPeQded µaQaO\WicaO ZeighWV¶ WhaW cRUUecW fRU diffeUeQWiaO VeOecWiRQ SURbabiOiWieV ZiWhiQ 

each country as specified by sample design, for nonresponse, for noncoverage, and for 

sampling error, while also taking into account differences in population size across countries 

(Kaminska 2020). The analytical weights are included in ESS from Round 9, or can be easily 

computed as the product of population size weights and post-stratified design weights 

provided in earlier rounds ± which is what we did for this Round 7 data. Given the mix of 

binary, ordinal and continuous variables among our items we produce the correlation matrix 

using the polychoric module in Stata by Kolenikov and Angeles (2004). We used polychoric 

as opposed to just the default Pearson moment correlation in Stata as the latter is ideal for 

continuous variables only, while polychoric estimates a mix of polychoric correlations (for 

ordinal/binary variables), polyserial correlations (for ordinal and continuous), biserial 

 
74 The major steps are outlined in the paper, but some detail was cut to fit with journal wordcount; the text 
below thus provides a fuller explanation and justification of methods. 
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correlations (for binary and continuous), and/or Pearson moment correlations (for 

continuous), depending on variables in question, thus providing more accurate estimates for 

correlations among a set of variables that are not solely continuous (Kolenikov and Angeles 

2004).  

Based on the resulting correlation matrix, we run an initial extraction of factors using 

the principal-factors (PF) method to get a first look at the factor structure. Preliminary 

analyses supported the suitability of our data for factor analysis: our sample size (N=1,066) 

is well above the recommended minimum of 300 observations (in case of low 

communalities) (MacCallum et al. 1999); our overall KMO statistic (Kaiser±Meyer±Olkin 

statistic, the measure of sampling adequacy, MSA) is 0.68, which, while not indicating a 

very high level of correlation among variables, is well above the typical acceptability 

threshold of 0.50 (as are almost all individual MSAs) (Mooi, Sarstedt, and Mooi-Reci 2018). 

That said, since the goal of this analysis is not the traditional one of using the computed 

factor scores in lieu of the original, e.g., in a regression analysis; instead, the goal is to 

explore the very pattern of correlations: therefore, even a weak revealed set of correlations 

iV QRW a µZURQg¶ UeVXOW fRU RXU SXUSRVeV ± it would be merely highlighting a weak 

interrelationship between some integration-related indicators (a valid finding in itself, for 

our purposes). 

Next, we identify the number of underlying dimensions in our data ± i.e. whether the 

items represent a single dimension or more ± XViQg HRUQ¶V (1965) SaUaOOeO aQaO\ViV,75 which 

is commonly considered the best method for determining the number of factors to retain 

(Ledesma and Valero-Mora 2007; Mooi, Sarstedt, and Mooi-Reci 2018). Next, we run a 

 
75 Performed with the paran program in Stata (Dinno 2015). 
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principal factor analysis specifying the number of dimensions (factors) identified in the 

previous step. The resulting loading matrix is rotated using orthogonal varimax rotation with 

Kaiser normalisation to help achieve a more distinct and thus interpretable matrix of factor 

loadings. 76 We rely on the resulting table of factor loadings to assign items to factors and 

interpret the dimensions, based on which items load highly on it; we also observe 

distinctions and associations between dimensions based, for example, on cross-loading 

items (items loading highly on more than one factor).  

In an additional step, we check whether the factor structure is the same for the second-

generation group as it is for first-generation group, as well as in more and less inclusive 

country contexts in terms of migrant integration policy (refer to Paper 1 for details). To 

achieve this, we apply the three-VWeS µPURcUXVWeV URWaWiRQ¶ PeWhRd RXWOiQed b\ FiVcheU aQd 

Karl (2019, 13±15). In the first step, we repeat the above methods of factor analysis in R for 

the two subgroups (second-generation and native-parentage). In the second step, using the 

R function prost (see Fischer and Karl 2019), we apply a Procrustes rotation that makes the 

two factor structures comparable. In the final step, we then measure the degree of similarity 

ZiWh TXckeU¶V cRefficieQW Rf agUeePeQW (RU TXckeU¶V Shi). IW VhRXOd be QRWed WhaW WheVe 

additional analyses are perfomed or relatively small samples (440<N<620) and thus be 

considered merely as robustness checks the to main analysis. 

Paper 2: Does immigrant parentage matter? A multidimensional analysis of second-
generation immigrants¶ inclusion and well-being across Europe  

Paper 2 examines disparities in outcomes between second-generation and native-

background Europeans with a set of multivariate regression models. Multivariate regression 

 
76 The varimax orthogonal rotation is a popular method of rotation that maximises the variance of the 
squared loadings within factors (Kaiser 1958). 
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models allow to estimate the effect of a change or difference77 in independent variable X1i 

on dependent variable Yi, while holding other regressors (independent variables X2i, X3i, etc.) 

constant (Stock and Watson 2015, 235). In the case of this paper, I am interested in 

calculated the difference in an integration-related outcome (e.g. income) associated with the 

respondent being a second-generation immigrant as opposed to a native-parentage native, if 

other background characteristics (e.g., age, gender, class background, etc.) are kept equal. 

In equation form, the multiple regression model may be described as: 

Yi = E0 + E1X1i + E2X2i + « + EkXki + ui , i = 1, « Q, 

where  

x Yi  is the ith observation on the dependent variable (in a sample with n observations) 

x X1i, X2i, « , Xki are the ith observations on each of the k regressors (independent 

variables, or predictors) 

x ui is the error term, i.e., the deviation of a particular observation from the prediction 

(due to additional, unobserved influencing factors) 

x E1 is the (slope) coefficient of independent variable X1; it shows the estimated 

change in Yi from a one-unit change in Xi, keeping X2i, « , Xki constant (likewise 

for E2 and x2, etc.) 

x E0 is the intercept; this is the expected value of the dependent variable when all 

independent variables equal zero, or are at their reference categories (Stock and 

Watson 2015, 238).  

 
77 Difference in category (category A vs. B), in case of categorical variables. 
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A regression model may have one or more independent variables of interest; 

independent variables that are not the focus but are merely included to account for relevant 

differences in composition between the two populations of interest, for example (i.e., to keep 

µaOO eOVe eTXaO¶), aUe RfWeQ UefeUUed WR aV cRQWURO variables. Based on the form of the dependent 

variable (e.g. continuous, ordinal, categorical, dichotomous), different methods of 

estimation are typically used.  

As outlined earlier in Table 4.2, my dependent variables in this study include 

continuous (ISEI, Life satisfaction), ordinal (Education, Health), and dichotomous variables 

(Politial engagement, Social acceptance). Accordingly, I rely on, respectively, ordinary 

least squares (OLS), ordered logistic (ordered logit), and logistic (logit) estimators (Stock 

and Watson 2015).  

OLS is the typical estimator used for continuous variables (Stock and Watson 2015). 

OLS is a linear method of estimation that seeks to find the best fit for data by minimising 

the sum of squared errors in the linear prediction. OLS results can be interpreted in line with 

the equation above. In the case of binary dependent variables, the variable can only take on 

values 0 and 1; in this case, the approach changes from predicting the actual value ± or 

change in value ± to predicting the probability ± or change in probability ± of a positive 

outcome (Y=1), given a change in a regressor (Stock and Watson 2015). Probit and logit (or 

logistic) regressions are nonlinear regression models designed specifically for binary 

dependent variables, accounting for the fact that predicted values will be between 0 and 1. 

The two estimators are essentially similar (ibid.); I rely on logit following common practice 

in the field (e.g. André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; 

Lessard-Phillips and Li 2017; Pichler 2011; cf. Heath and Schneider 2021). The logit 
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command in Stata (which I use for my binary outcome models), fits a logit model for a 

binary response using maximum likelihood estimation. As the coefficients estimated in logit 

models can be difficult to interpret directly, I also present the results of these models in 

average marginal effects and/or predicted probabilities (C. Mood 2010). 

In the case of ordinal (i.e., ordered categorical) dependent variables, Williams (2021, 

1) outlines three common approaches. First, when the dependent variable has more than 5 

categories, it is common to treat it as continuous, thus relying on the simple (to use and 

interpret) OLS regression method. Indeed, I generally use this method for ordinal variables 

that include 10 or more categories ± here, Life satisfaction ± which is also coded (and 

answered in the survey) as a numerical score, making it even more intuititively analogous 

to a continuous variable. A second method is to ignore the ordinality of the variable and treat 

the categories as nominal, for example via a multinomial logit model. While this produced 

unbiased estimates, it ignores useful information about the variable and is inefficient, as it 

calculates a separate parameter for each outcome (especially in my case of 10+ outcomes 

per variable above, this would be very inefficient). It also often leads to insignificant results. 

A third option is to assume the ordinal scale on which the variable is measured represents a 

rough measurement of an underlying interval or ratio scale; in this case, an ordered logit ± 

also called proportional odds model ± can be used. I rely on this model, with the ologit 

command in Stata, for my dependent variables Education and Health, which each have three 

ordered categories. 

In the ordered logit model, Y can essentially be thought of as a collapsed version of a 

latent continuous variable Y*. Variable Y* has various treshold points (cut points, 

corresponding to the number of categories in Y); the value of Y depends on whether or not 
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a particular treshold has been crossed. The model essentially estimates the probability that 

the unobserved variable Y* falls within the given threshold limits (R. Williams 2021). In 

ordered logit, the coefficients (E) are thus estimated together with the cut points, which take 

the place of the intercept term. A key assumption of the ordered logit (ologit) model is that 

the relationship between independent and dependent variables (the slope coefficient/value 

of E) will be consistent across different values of Y; this is called the proportional odds 

assumption. A common way to check for this is to perform Wald tests (R. Williams 2021). 

I performed Wald tests for all 3 ordered logit models used and found that none violated the 

proportional odds assumption. 

For each of my dependent variables ± regardless of the type of estimator used ± my 

analysis consists of three steps. The first is a base regression model that relies on second-

generation status (vs. native-parentage status) as the sole explanatory variable, along with 

some basic controls (age, age squared,78 and ESS round). The second model is somewhat 

expanded, adding independent variables on three more key background factors: ethnic/racial 

minority (vs. majority) status, gender (female vs. male), and parental socio-economic status 

(low and high vs. medium). A third set of models then examines what happens at the 

intersection of second-generation status and the other background factors, with three sets of 

models similar to the previous model but calculated separately for each subgroup defined 

by the intersection of second-generation status and one of the three other background factors 

(see Paper 2 for more details).79 To help interpret these results, I provide figures visualising 

(a) the average marginal effect associated with covariates for the first two sets of models, 

 
78 It is commonly assumed, especially when observing labour market outcomes, that the marginal effect of 
age (in terms of an additional year of age) diminishes as people get older (e.g. Ho and Turk-Ariss 2018); 
therefore, age is often modelled in non-linear terms. 
79 In the case of second-generation status and class, an additional analysis involving an interaction effect 
between the two is also conducted.   
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and (b) the contrast (if any) in predicted probabilities/values on outcomes for the different 

subgroups in the third set of models (e.g., second-generation and native-parentage 

respondents who are, and who are not, ethnic/racial minorities).  

All models use cluster-robust standard errors, identifying clusters by countries, to 

account for the nested nature of the data (that is, the fact that observations from the same 

country are likely to be more similar to one another) (Angrist and Pischke 2009). All data 

cleaning and calculations are conducted in Stata 16-17. As mentioned, as a limitation of the 

cross-sectional nature of the data and the study design, I am able to assert associational but 

not necessarily causal relationships between variables. (As is the case for all three papers.) 

I discuss my interpretations of findings accordingly, with an attention to the different 

potential explanations for my results. Further details and limitations are discussed in the 

paper. 

Paper 3: The role of host country characteristics in immigrant integration: A cross-
European analysis 

Paper 3 examines the relationship between macro-level factors within the host country 

aQd iQdiYidXaO PigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes with multivariate regression 

models.80 The areas of integration of interest to this study are similar to those in Paper 2, 

with the omission of education since the analysis focuses on first- as opposed to second-

generation immigrants (education thus not being an indicator of integration achieved in the 

 
80 Note: an earlier version of this paper relied on multilevel (hierarchical) models, but, in light of issues with 
the reliability of multilevel models in case of relatively few level-2 ± i.e., country ± units, this choice has 
beeQ UeYiVed WR XVe µcRQYeQWiRQaO¶ PRdeOV ZiWh cOXVWeUed VWaQdaUd eUURUV iQVWead (WhRXgh keeSiQg a PXOWiOeYeO 
specification for a first, base analysis of cross-contextual variation. These methological choices are outlined 
in further detail in Chapter 7/Paper 3. As mentioned in an earlier footnote in this chapter (in the discussion of 
country samples), the original modelling strategy influenced some early decisions, e.g, concerning data 
cleaning and avoiding some further choices that would have added additional complexity, such as using 
cross-level interaction effects, or further outcome variables. Since the analysis does remain fairly complex 
(e.g., involving a very wide range of contextual factors), I retained these choices in the following despite no 
longer using a multilevel specification in the main models of this study. 
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host country for most respondents). My five dependent variables in this case are therefore 

ISEI (Occupational status), Political engagement, Health, Life satisfaction, and Social 

acceptance. For further simplification given the particularly broad scope of this paper, 

Health and Life satisfaction are recoded from ordinal into binary form (indicating, 

respectively, Fair/good health and High life satisfaction). I rely on OLS models for the 

continuous outcome variable (ISEI), and logit models for the remaining binary variables  

(see earlier Table 4.2  and Paper 3 for details on these variables).  

My analytical strategy is the following. As a preliminary step, for each outcome I first 

eVWiPaWe a µbaVe¶ PXOWiOeYeO PRdeO, Zhich includes the individual-level (level-1) controls 

(e.g., gender, age, education, ethnic/racial minority status, parental SES) and the native 

average on the outcome (within the country-year context), allowing for the intercept to vary 

across country-wave contexts (random effects). This set of models shows how much the 

intercept varies across country-wave contexts µiQ geQeUaO¶ (before accounting for host 

country characteristics), addressing my first research question in the paper. Then, I switch 

WR a µcRQYeQWiRQaO¶ (QRQ-multilevel) specification and include each host country 

characteristic of interest into the model, one at a time. (Model specification decisions, as 

mentioned in the above footnote, are detailed in the Paper.) I explore the rest of my research 

questions, which concern associations between particular host country characteristics and 

outcomes (see Paper 3), by examining Whe VigQificaQce Rf each cRQWe[WXaO YaUiabOe¶V 

regression coefficient through these models. As in the prior two studies, it is important to 

note that the nature of the relationships asserted is associational, and not necessarily causal. 

As in those studies, I interpret my findings keeping this in mind. 
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As mentioned earlier, the method of benchmarking to natives is slightly different in 

this study than the one in Paper 2. I did consider using the same method of using natives as 

the reference group in the regressions; indeed, an advantage of this option is that it would 

allow to measure the effect of covariates on the size and significance of the migrant status 

(vs. native), thereby offering the most precise measure of immigrant vs. native-background 

disparities. However, since in this study I am interested in how certain contextual factors 

affect migrants in particular (or, to be exact, the migrant-native gap), this would have meant 

interacting every contextual covariate with migrant status. I did try out this approach in 

preliminary analyses, but given the number of covariates of interest and the added 

complications of cross-level interaction in each case (especially in the original multilevel 

specification), I found that this complicated the analysis and the interpretability of results to 

an unproductive extent, driving me to seek a more parsimonious alternative. Further, since 

the regressions are performed on a joint migrant-native sample, this way, results on variance 

composition (in the first step of the analysis) would show not the across-context variation in 

iQWegUaWiRQ, RU PigUaQWV¶ RXWcRPeV iQ SaUWicXOaU, bXW Whe acURVV-context variation in the joint 

migrant-QaWiYe VaPSOe¶V RXWcRPeV, Zhich is not the intended focus of this analysis. I 

ultimately thus decided to control for native averages on the given outcome, within the 

country-wave context. This is a fairly common approach, used for example in similar studies 

by Just and Anderson (2014) or Platt and colleagues (2021).  

Given the contextual focus of this study, I find it important to make a note on what 

has been called the issue of µmethodological nationalism¶ in integration research (Wimmer 

and Glick Schiller 2002, 302), that is, a critique of a tendency in integration studies to rely 

too strongly on a national lens, and overuse national frameworks (see also Schinkel 2019; 

Favell 2019; Hadj Abdou 2019; Scholten and Penninx 2016 for a broader discourse). This 
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critique makes a case for both sub-national and cross-national approaches in integration 

analyses (Scholten and Penninx 2016). The cross-European frame of analysis within this 

study (and the dissertation research as a whole) is essentially an effort to move beyond the 

national frame to a broader regional level (see also Scholten and Penninx 2016). That said, 

recognizing the need to move beyond a strictly national lens in the study of integration does 

not automatically imply that the national unit is meaningless (cf. Alba and Foner 2016; Hadj 

Abdou 2019; Penninx 2019). Indeed, the country level is an important unit within my 

analysis. ESS data is collected at the national level, and I identify the host context in terms 

of the country(-wave) context, using contextual variables that are, for the most part, country-

year specific. That said, I do not use national categorisations, or rely on country names as 

variables, to paraphrase Luthra and colleagues (2018, 925); UaWheU, I fRcXV RQ cRXQWUieV¶ 

contextual features as measured via variables (which may differ, or not, across particular 

countries). This approach yields more generalisable explanations for differences and 

similarities observed among countries (or, in this case, countries at a given point in time) 

than national frameworks might (Scholten and Penninx 2016, 93).  

Nevertheless, an important limitation of this study is that it does not have the scope 

(or sample sizes) to include levels of analysis at the more local level. An emerging 

(especially qualitative, but also quantitative) literature on focusing on local-level effects is 

making a compelling case for the importance of regional, city, and neighbourhood-level 

feaWXUeV RQ PigUaQW¶V iQWegUaWiRQ e[SeUieQceV (Hadj AbdRX 2019; SchROWeQ aQd PeQQiQ[ 

2016; for examples, see Bean et al. 2012; Crul 2015; Grzymala-Kazlowska and Phillimore 

2018; Fleischmann et al. 2011). In this study, among contextual determinants within the host 

environment, I am only able to focus on factors the country level, for two reasons. First, 

given the large-scale aim and already complex and wide-ranging nature of this study, the 
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incorporation of local-level effects would make the scope too broad for a single study. 

Second, more analyses at a more disaggregated contextual level are unfeasible due to sample 

size limitations, as my ESS sample often present small-N problems even at the country level 

(despite pooling across waves). Given the availability of appropriate data, I would strongly 

encourage the development of a study incorporating an additional, smaller level of 

contextual analysis in future studies.  
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4.4 Ethical considerations 

This research received ethical approval from the University of Birmingham. Within this 

ethical review process, for a research project such as mine ± using secondary quantitative 

data ± some of the main points to consider include confidentiality and anonymity, potential 

risks to individuals, the environment and society (and how those risks, if present, are 

mitigated), and the significance and benefits of the research. I discuss these in turn. 

Starting with issues concerning confidentiality and anonymity, my research consists 

of quantitative studies analysing publicly available, anonymised secondary survey data. 

Specifically, as discussed, I use data from the European Social Survey (ESS). The ESS is a 

major cross-European survey whose data collection and handling procedures are 

meticulously regulated and harmonised across participating national institutions. The ESS 

European Research Infrastructure (ESS ERIC) subscribes to the Declaration on Professional 

Ethics of the International Statistical Institute (ISI 2010).81 ESS data is designed to ensure 

the anonymity and confidentiality of this data and prevent identification of respondents, who 

aUe SURYided a µSUiYac\ QRWice¶ (eVVeQWiaOO\ a cRQVeQW fRUP) SUiRU WR SaUWiciSaWiQg (ESS ERIC, 

n.d.). ESS ERIC collects data from respondents on the lawful bases used that µit is 

undertaken as a task in the public interest and necessary for research and archiving purposes, 

in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation and national laws¶ (ESS ERIC, 

n.d., sec. 9).82 In accordance with data protection regulations in participating countries, ESS 

only makes anonymous data available to users (ESS ERIC, n.d.).  

 
81 These ethical principles include: pursuing objectivity; clarifying objectives and roles; assessing 
alternatives impartially; avoiding conflicting interests; avoiding pre-empted outcomes; guarding privileged 
information; exposing and reviewing methods and findings; communicating ethical principles; bearing 
responsibility for the integrity of the discipline; and protecting the interests of subjects (ISI 2010, 6±7). 
82 For further details on ESS regulations, procedures etc., refer to the ESS website: 
http://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/about/index html 
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The secondary data used in this thesis was therefore already made anonymous and 

confidential by the national institutions that led and/or implemented data collection and has 

been subjected to ethical and safety regulations of the ESS prior to its release. ESS uses 

respondent ID numbers at the individual level, but direct or indirect identification of the 

respondents is made impossible. Following common practices for good research, I avoid any 

use of the data that may endanger the anonymity of participants (such as publishing small 

counts or detailed geographical disaggregations of the data), or may be misleading (e.g., 

publishing statistics based on small counts).83 The topics included in the study can be 

somewhat personal (e.g., income, national origin, attitudes etc.), but are not particularly 

sensitive; anonymisation should therefore be sufficient in preventing any potential negative 

consequences for participants of the original surveys. 

Generally speaking, given the nature of the research (a quantitative study on pre-

existing open-access anonymous social survey data), the research did not pose particular 

risks to individuals involved in the research, nor the larger environment or society. That said, 

some of the populations researched ± such as migrant-origin individuals, or 

ethnic/racial/religious minorities ± might be considered vulnerable, as they constitute groups 

that may be subject to prejudice and discrimination and are typically within the less powerful 

segments of society (even though the focus is not on minors, refugees, or any other 

particularly vulnerable subgroups). In line with the overall emancipatory aim of this 

research, I put considerable thought (see Chapter 2) into relying on a concept of integration 

that does not reinforce exclusionary or oppressive perspectives towards immigrant and 

immigrant-background minorities, and instead centres their societal inclusion, equality, and 

 
83 In fact, I generally seek to the achieve the highest level of accuracy and robustness of my results as far as 
my data and personal capabilities allow. 
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well-being. Furthermore, I pay particular attention not to formulate findings in a way that 

would lend itself to being used as political ammunition against migrant-origin and ethnic 

minorities.  

Against these relatively mild risks, I believe the research in this thesis holds 

significance for European societies and can benefit migrant-origin populations by helping 

to develop a deeper and broader understanding of integration processes. Specifically, in line 

with needs outlined by European Commission (2020a) it helps develop a more coherent 

definition and conceptual approach to integration, not to mention a broader cross-European 

view on the situation of immigrants and their descendants; by applying its multidimensional 

perspective, it is particularly apt at highlighting potentially overlooked areas in which 

migrants and their descendants may need more support, as well as areas where they may be 

performing better than public narratives would have us expect. In particular, Paper 2 looks 

at the intersections of migrant- vs. native-parentage status and some other potential sources 

of disadvantage such as low class background, female gender, and racial/ethnic minority 

status; this can help better identify sources of disadvantage in European societies and thus 

facilitate accurate policy targeting. Paper 3 then looks into the potential positive and negative 

aVVRciaWiRQV Rf a Zide aUUa\ Rf cRXQWU\ chaUacWeUiVWicV, iQcOXdiQg SROic\, ZiWh PigUaQWV¶ 

integration and well-being related outcomes; this also holds potential for key insights that 

could help governments address the needs of immigrant minorities more effectively.  
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4.5 Conclusion 

This chapter discussed the various methodological considerations and decisions involved in 

making the connection from the aims, research questions and conceptual framework 

outlined in the prior chapters to the empirical analysis conducted in the studies forming the 

second half of the thesis. The first section outlined the philosophical stance of the research, 

which I identified as a critical realist perspective, relying primarily on a post-positivist 

(deductive-empirical) methodological approach, though with elements of interpretivism, 

especially in the first study. Overall, the research is characterised by a mix of objectivism 

and subjectivism, inevitable given the number of necessarily subjective interpretations 

throughout the research ± starting with the very concept of integration.  

Next, I outlined the data, measures, and methods selected to address the three 

remaining research questions in this dissertation (RQ2-RQ4). Table 4.3 below offers an 

overview of these, by study. All of these choices, starting with the choice of dataset, were 

shaped by the research questions and aims outlined in the Introduction, as well as the 

conceptual framework developed in the previous chapter. I discussed my choice of using 

data from the European Social Survey (waves 6 though to 9, 2012-2018), the characteristics 

of this data source as well as the specific subsamples I use in each of my studies (see Table 

4.3). Moving on to Measures and operationalisation, I presented my measures of integration 

± the dependent variables in my studies ± by main themes/dimensions observed, including 

a comparative overview table of the variables used in each study and their source ESS 

variables. Further, I discussed how I constructed some independent variables that were key 

to my studies but had no direct measure in ESS, namely concerning migrant generation 

(earlier in the section, before data), ethnic/racial background, and parental class/SES 
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background. I also discussed my choice of benchmarking in the measurement of integration 

in each study (i.e., if and how a native-background reference group is used; see Table 4.3). 

I then proceeded to outline the Methods used in the individual studies, focusing on 

explaining methodological details and reasoning that could not necessarily be elaborated in 

the text of empirical papers given their journal-article format (again, see Table 4.3 for a 

summary overview). Lastly, I discussed the ethical considerations of the research.  

Taken together, the last three chapters have outlined the background, conceptual 

framework, and methodological choices behind the three empirical studies (Papers 1, 2 and 

3) of this dissertation. The following three chapters (Chapters 5-7) reproduce each empirical 

paper in its most recent form ± that is, as a published or manuscript version of an academic 

journal article. The three chapters are then followed by an overarching discussion and 

conclusion to the dissertation (Chapter 8).  
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Table 4.3. Summary overview of papers (focus, data, measures, methods etc.) 

    Paper 1 Paper 2 Paper 3 
Focus 
  

Dimensionality of integration  Second-gen vs. native-parentage 
disparities 

Host country characteristics vs. individual 
integration outcomes 

Data ESS wave/years ESS7 (2014-15) ESS6-9 (2012-2018) ESS6-9 (2012-2018) 

Sample size N = 1,066 (first & second gen 
jointly) 

N=130,117;  
of which second gen. N = 12,149 

First gen: N=9,175;  
Second gen N=12,673;  
Country-year contexts N= 72 

Countries 19 (AT; BE; CH; CZ; DE; DK; ES; 
FI; FR; GB/UK; HU; IE; IT; LT; 
NL; NO; PT; SE; SI) 

30 (AL; AT; BE; BG; CH; CY; CZ; DE; 
DK; EE; ES; FI; FR; GB/UK; HU; HR; 
IE; IT; LT; LV; ME; NL; NO; PL; PT; 
RS; SE; SK; SI; XK) 

19 (AT; BE; CH; CZ; DE; DK; EE; ES; 
FI; FR; GB/UK; IE; IT; LT; NL; NO; PT; 
SE; SI) 

Population 1st gen Yes (ethnic/racial minorities) - Yes  

2nd gen Yes (ethnic/racial minorities) Yes  Yes (supplementary analysis) 

3+ gen - Ref. (Reference group in regressions) Ref. (average by context controlled for) 

Integration dimensions 
considered 
  

Socio-economic; Political/civic; 
Social inclusion and well-being; 
Health- and subjective well-being; 
Identity; Socio-cultural assimilation 

Socio-economic; Political/civic; Social 
inclusion; Health- and subjective well-
being 

Socio-economic; Political/civic; Social 
inclusion; Health- and subjective well-
being 

Independent variables of interest 
  

- Second gen status; gender, parental SES, 
ethnic/racial minority status 

Indiv. level (similar as Paper 2) + Context 
level characteristics (macroeconomic; 
migration-specific; migrant integration 
policies) 

Method 
  

Factor analysis Regression analysis  Regression analysis  
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5 EMPIRICAL PAPER 1: 
MULTIDIMENSIONALITY IN THE INTEGRATION OF FIRST- 

AND SECOND-GENERATION MIGRANTS IN EUROPE: A 
CONCEPTUAL AND EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION 

 

The following pages reproduce an article that was recently accepted and published in the 

International Migration Review. 

Note: the manuscript follows the formatting and language guidelines of the journal. The 

manuscript was first submitted in June 2020 and went through multiple rounds of revisions 

and resubmissions before being accepted. The first of these revisions involved some 

substantial changes made in light of revieZeUV¶ cRPPeQWV, PRVW iPSRUWaQWO\ a gUeaWeU 

incorporation of theory and prior conceptual frameworks, paired with a somewhat lessened 

emphasis on the empirical study (given its limitations). Though I tried to minimise 

RYeUOaSV beWZeeQ ChaSWeU 3¶V diVcXVViRQV on dimensionality and the theoretical section of 

this paper as far as possible without sacrificing the overall narrative thread, some degree of 

repetition undoubtedly remains. 

The article is co-authored with my supervisor Dr. Laurence Lessard Phillips (LLP). 

Author contributions: LLP conceptualised the original idea behind the paper and the 

analytical approach; these were then developed further jointly with Veronika Fajth (VF). 

VF authored the theoretical background and literature review, performed data cleaning, 

and calculations, interpreted results and wrote up the original manuscript and performed 

most revisions. LLP provided methodological support, provided guidance and advice with 

interpretation, and provided assistance with writing-up and revisions. 

 

 

  





These five “empirical” dimensions (economic/structural integration; health; subjective
well-being; cultural assimilation and civic/political integration; and minority socializa-
tion) differ from the eight typical “thematic” dimensions identified in existing scholar-
ship in key respects, which we discuss alongside potential connections between
integration aspects as suggested by our findings (e.g., between economic and civic/
political or between civic/political and cultural aspects). Overall, our article advances
migration studies by helping us think more critically about the multidimensionality of
immigrant integration and contributes to an emerging literature on integration’s
multidimensionality.

Introduction
Over the past decade, immigrants and their descendants have come to represent a
growing population across European countries (OECD/EU 2019; OECD 2021).
Migration scholars and policymakers routinely stress the importance of successfully
integrating these immigrant groups for the future of European societies (Alba and
Foner 2015; OECD/EU 2019; European Commission 2020; Platt, Polavieja, and
Radl 2021). Indeed, immigrant integration receives considerable attention in political
rhetoric and media headlines across Europe an attention focused overwhelmingly
on immigrants’ cultural assimilation (e.g., Ruthven 2017; Boffey 2020; Burnett
2021; Rosman 2021). Yet research from Western Europe suggests that the general
public views immigrant integration as a more multifaceted process also involving
social, economic, and political aspects, for instance (Sobolewska, Galandini, and
Lessard-Phillips 2017). Rhetoric aside, European countries’ integration policies
tend to target immigrant inclusion and integration in multiple domains, even if
levels of governmental involvement can be uneven across different dimensions
(Solano and Huddleston 2020). Indeed, defining immigrant integration as a multidi-
mensional phenomenon has become common in academic and policy literatures on
immigrant integration in Europe (e.g., Grzymala-Kazlowska and Phillimore 2018;
Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019; OECD/EU 2019), and multidimensional frameworks of inte-
gration abound (e.g., Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003; Esser 2004a; Heckmann 2006;
Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Spencer and Charsley 2016; Ndofor-Tah
et al. 2019).

Still, multidimensional immigrant integration continues to be a slippery concept,
as there is no ‘standard’multidimensional framework of integration (Lessard-Phillips
2017; Harder et al. 2018). This lack of consensus results in a lack of consistency in
how immigrant integration is conceptualized and measured in an otherwise-rich body
of European literature on immigrant integration (e.g., Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003;
Esser 2004a; Heckmann 2006; Bean et al. 2012; Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012;
Alba and Foner 2015; Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Spencer and
Charsley 2016; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019). Beyond issues of consistency, questions
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concerning how different dimensions of integration relate to one another also tie into
long-standing theoretical assumptions and debates on the nature and specifics of the
process of immigrant integration itself (Gordon 1964; Gans 1992b; Portes and Zhou
1993). Ultimately, we believe that a critical appraisal of immigrant integration’s
(multi)dimensionality is essential to developing more coherent and robust frame-
works for the study of immigrant integration in Europe and beyond.

With this article, our aim is not to outline a single “correct” multidimensional
framework of integration but, rather, to strengthen the conceptual and empirical
basis behind these frameworks. Following this aim, we structure this article
around three objectives. First, we provide an overview of different conceptualizations
of immigrant integration dimensions identified in the existing literature and the vast
range of domains upon which these different frameworks touch. Through a closer
look at various taxonomies of integration dimensions, we identify what we see as
major common themes. Second, we review perspectives on how different aspects
of immigrant integration may relate to one another, based on prior theoretical and
empirical research, placing particular emphasis on works from or about Europe.
This section underscores the relevance of multidimensional integration frameworks
that engage with the empirically observable concurrence and divergence of integra-
tion processes across different domains of integration. Third, noting shortcomings in
that empirical knowledge base, we conduct an empirical exploration of inter- (and
intra-) dimensional linkages between various indicators of integration, using
European survey data on first- and second-generation immigrants. Together, we
believe these elements help us move toward more consistent and nuanced multidi-
mensional approaches in the study of immigrant integration.

I. Dimensionality in Immigrant Integration: A Conceptual
Overview
We view the question of dimensionality as an intrinsic element of any concept of
immigrant integration. Our own definition of integration, for instance, is centered
on a notion of equality, inclusion, and acceptance in broader society for migrant-
background residents1 (Heckmann 2006; Alba and Foner 2015; Penninx and
Garcés-Mascareñas 2016). Yet, to be analytically useful, a definition of integration
must also be specific about the domains to which this notion applies, as well as
the indicators and benchmarks used to measure progress toward it. It is vis-à-vis
these conceptual elements that defining integration becomes particularly contentious.

1The term “migrant background population” refers to first and second generation migrants.
As native born children of immigrants, second generation individuals are not really migrants,
but they are of interest to the study of immigrant integration, as their foreign parentage tends
to affect their position in society (Alba and Foner 2015). Keeping this point in mind, we occa
sionally use the term ‘second generation migrants’ for simplicity’s sake.
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As several critics have pointed out (Spencer and Charsley 2016; Schinkel 2018;
Favell 2019; Hadj Abdou 2019), depending on the choice of indicators and bench-
marks, integration concepts can effectively be just as exclusionary and ethnocentric
as the assimilation concepts they were originally meant to replace as more inclusive
and pluralist alternatives.2 This inevitable subjectivity and normative potential are
partly why we see such variation among approaches to dimensionality in integration
research. In what follows, we provide an overview of the most common indicators of
immigrant integration and their categorization into dimensions. The section con-
cludes with our attempt at a comprehensive multidimensional framework, drawn
from a synthesis of prior conceptualizations.

Starting at the most fundamental level, immigrant integration literature tends to
differentiate between two main dimensions of integration: the sociocultural and the
structural (e.g., Fokkema and de Haas 2011). Though terms and definitions of
these dimensions vary, the core logic of this dichotomy is fairly consistent within
immigrant integration scholarship, following a distinction between processes of
acculturation and of socioeconomic assimilation that was popularized by the
“grand theories of assimilation” (Portes and Zhou 1993; Alba and Nee 2003; Crul
2016, 2). Moving beyond this basic dichotomy to more detailed breakdowns of
immigrant integration dimensions, we note a variety of approaches. In Table 1, we
contrast some of the most prominent attempts at multidimensional frameworks in
recent European literature, along with Gordon’s (1964) seminal first framework,
whose influence remains apparent in many modern approaches (e.g., Entzinger
and Biezeveld 2003; Esser 2004a; Penninx 2005, Heckmann 2006; Spencer and
Charsley 2016). As Table 1 shows, conceptualized dimensions of immigrant integra-
tion have varied in both terminology and content that is, the specific aspects or indi-
cators encompassed by each dimension. Indeed, once we look at the specific aspects
or indicators included in each framework, common themes and outliers start to
emerge. The rest of this section discusses these themes in turn.

The broad realm of immigrant sociocultural integration is arguably the most subjec-
tive and contested dimension of integration, where the conflict between assimilationist
and pluralist or multicultural approaches plays out (Kivisto 2005). We see this duality
in all the sociocultural dimension’s major areas, starting with the cultural domain. In
the classical assimilation-oriented perspective, cultural integration is essentially syn-
onymous with immigrants’ cultural conformity, with the immigrant group changing
its “cultural patterns to those of host society” (Gordon 1964, 71). To this day,
commonly considered facets of cultural integration include language, religion
(e.g., Warner and Srole 1945; Heckmann 2006; Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012),

2In this article, we define assimilation as a notion of one way adaptation through which the
migrant background individual or group becomes increasingly similar and close to the ‘main
stream’ (or majority, native, etc.) population (Berry 2001; Heckmann 2006).
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norms, attitudes, and values (e.g., Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003; Heckmann
2006; OECD/EU 2019). From a less normative and more functional perspective,
instead of the above aspects, we may consider the acquisition of cultural knowl-
edge as a competency necessary for immigrants and their descendants to ‘get
by’ in broader society (Ager and Strang 2008). Similarly, frameworks might
focus on language fluency (i.e., the ability to communicate effectively in the
host country’s primary language(s)) (Heckmann 2006; Ager and Strang 2008)
or, from a more assimilationist perspective, the dominant use of the host-country
language over the ‘origin’ language in places like the home (Alba and Nee 2003;
Lessard-Phillips 2017).

The aspect of identity has also been present in frameworks since the earliest con-
ceptualizations of immigrant integration (Park and Burgess 1921; Gordon 1964).
Building on classical assimilation perspectives that viewed (national, ethnic, etc.)
identity as a matter of competing loyalties (ibid.), identificational integration is
often understood as the replacement of minority (or origin) identity with some
form of majority-society identity (e.g., Esser 2010). More recent pluralist perspec-
tives, on the other hand, reject a zero-sum view of identity (Platt 2014, 47) and main-
tain that minority and majority identities can coexist nested within each other (Berry
2001). Moreover, we note a growing practice of observing sense of belonging
(Heckmann 2006; Schneider et al. 2012; OECD/EU 2019), as opposed to national
identity, reflecting a shift in focus from immigrant “loyalty” to immigrant inclusion
in the host society.

Social integration has traditionally been thought of as a move from the co-ethnic
community into “mainstream” society, however defined (Gordon 1964; Gans 1997;
Esser 2010). Informed by this perspective, immigrant integration researchers often
measure social integration via indicators of social mixing such as interactions and
social relationships with members of the majority society and membership in
“majority-society” organizations (Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003; Esser 2004a;
Heckmann 2006). Intermarriage was once seen as the ultimate indicator of social
mixing and, thus, social integration, both signaling and perpetuating the lessening
of social distance between groups (Warner and Srole 1945; Gordon 1964).
Intermarriage remains a popular immigrant integration indicator in contemporary
integration literature (Alba and Nee 2003; Heckmann 2006; Hamel et al. 2012;
Alba and Foner 2015), though its validity as “the ultimate litmus test of integration”
has been contested by some scholars (Song 2009, 331). In social mixing-focused
approaches to social integration, “majority” socialization is often measured relative
to co-ethnic socialization, making the latter a negative measure of social integration
(e.g., Crul, Schneider, and Lelie 2012; Chiswick and Wang 2016; Lessard-Phillips
2017; Fajth and Bilgili 2018). Conversely, some recent frameworks present co-ethnic
relationships (“social bonds”) as complementary to majority ties (“social bridges”)
in their role in immigrant integration (Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019). Others consider
aspects of local social capital (or social isolation) in general, without an ethnic
distinction (OECD/EU 2019; Lessard-Phillips, Fajth, and Fernández-Reino 2020).
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Another critique of social-mixing measures argues that the traditional focus on the
social lives of immigrants, as opposed to natives,3 effectively blames immigrants
for patterns of social exclusion enacted by natives (Schinkel 2018). Indeed, the diver-
sity of majority-society members’ socialization patterns can also be considered an
indicator of immigrant integration (Huijts, Kraaykamp, and Scheepers 2014;
OECD/EU 2019; Lessard-Phillips, Fajth, and Fernández-Reino 2020).

Another way to involve the side of “majority” society in studies of immigrant
integration is to look at the openness of their attitudes and the prevalence of their
discrimination toward immigrant(-background) groups (Entzinger and Biezeveld
2003; OECD/EU 2019). The notion of host-society attitudes and behavior as bench-
marks of social integration appears in the literature as early as Gordon (1964) but is
surprisingly uncommon in later frameworks (e.g., Esser 2004a; Heckmann 2006;
Bean et al. 2012; Spencer and Charsley 2016), many of which consider discrimina-
tion only as a potential obstacle to immigrant integration, not as an indicator of its
state. Once again, the relative rarity of including native attitudes and behavior
toward immigrants as a measure of immigrant integration reflects the tendency to
consider the degree of integration a characteristic of immigrants, not society as a
whole (c.f., Schinkel 2018).

Moving to the structural realm, the main dimension of interest tends to be eco-
nomic integration (e.g., Portes and Zhou 1993; Waters and Jiménez 2005;
Fokkema and de Haas 2011; Koopmans 2016; Drouhot and Nee 2019; Heath and
Schneider 2021). Broadly speaking, economic integration encompasses immigrants’
and/or their descendants’ socioeconomic position (e.g., income, poverty indicators),
labor market characteristics (e.g., unemployment, occupational skill level, educa-
tional attainment), and other aspects of living conditions (e.g., housing) (Heath,
Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019; OECD/EU 2019; Heath and
Schneider 2021). While less contentious than the sociocultural aspect, notions of eco-
nomic integration or assimilation have also drawn criticism and evolved over time
(see Klarenbeek 2019; Alba and Foner 2015 for recent debates). In the early assim-
ilation literature, the expectation was that immigrants would enter an imagined
“mainstream” constituted by the white middle class, and this research often over-
looked the fact that host society itself was socioeconomically fragmented (Portes
and Zhou 1993). Still, even the present practice (e.g., Alba and Foner 2015;
OECD/EU 2019) of comparing “group averages” between immigrant and non-
immigrant groups can be misleading when relevant compositional factors (e.g.,
class background, education) are not taken into account (c.f., Heath, Rothon, and
Kilpi 2008). Alternative indicators such as inter- or intra-generational social mobility

3In this article, we define “natives” as native born residents without a recent migration back
ground (i.e., both parents were also native born residents of the given country)
(Lessard Phillips et al. 2017).
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or rates of overqualification, for example, can help with comparability (Hermansen
2016; Li and Heath 2016; OECD/EU 2019).

Another key dimension of immigrant structural integration is civic-political inte-
gration (e.g., Bean et al. 2012; Wright and Bloemraad 2012). Integration in the polit-
ical sphere typically refers to immigrants’ acquisition of political and civic rights, as
well as participation in political processes and institutions (Penninx 2005; Bean et al.
2012; Wright and Bloemraad 2012). Common indicators include rates of citizenship/
naturalization (which may determine access to political participation), electoral and
non-electoral participation in politics, and activity and membership in political asso-
ciations and civil society (Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003; Heckmann 2006; Penninx
and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Spencer and Charsley 2016; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019;
OECD/EU 2019).

Spatial integration typically refers to residential patterns, particularly the residen-
tial segregation or concentration of immigrant minorities, and sometimes includes
socioeconomic segregation and/or housing quality (Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003;
Heckmann 2006; Bean et al. 2012). We note that much of the interest in spatial inte-
gration involves its links to other aspects of immigrant integration: on the one hand,
residential segregation may be a result of broader processes of socioeconomic
inequality and discrimination, as well as general social distance, and residential char-
acteristics themselves may influence socioeconomic opportunities and socialization
patterns (Bolt, Özüekren, and Phillips 2010; Bean et al. 2012; Fajth and Bilgili
2018). On the other hand, residential concentration can sometimes be a preferred
strategy of immigrant minorities, due to factors such as hostility from majority resi-
dents and the benefits of an “immigrant enclave” (e.g., access to community support
and the ethnic economy) (Logan, Zhang, and Alba 2002; Fajth and Bilgili 2018).
Depending on the perspective, spatial integration may, therefore, be considered a rel-
evant aspect of integration per se, a reflection of integration in other dimensions, or
neither (if it is considered neither an expression nor a prerequisite for successful
integration).

Beyond the long-established areas of integration listed above, we note some
emerging areas in the literature, which typically address other aspects of well-being.
The area of health, for instance, encompassing health outcomes and access to health-
care, has started to appear in recent immigrant integration frameworks (Ager and
Strang 2008; Bean et al. 2012; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019; OECD/EU 2019; Solano
and Huddleston 2020). As analyzes of the COVID-19 pandemic shed light on the
increased health vulnerability of immigrants and ethnic minorities (Guadagno
2020), this area’s salience will likely continue to grow in the future. Beyond physical
health, measures related to mental health and subjective well-being (e.g., life satisfac-
tion) are also increasingly present in frameworks and empirical studies of immigrant
integration, especially those using a well-being centered concept of integration (Safi
2010; Levecque and Van Rossem 2015; La Parra-Casado, Stornes, and Solheim
2017; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019; Gkiouleka and Huijts 2020). All in all, immigrants’
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mental and physical well-being is becoming increasingly established as dimension of
immigrant integration.

To summarize, beyond the basic sociocultural structural dichotomy, we identify
eight themes within the existing conceptual and empirical literature on migrant inte-
gration: culture, social life, identity, discrimination, economic, civic-political, spatial
integration, and health and well-being. Table 2 summarizes these main (thematic)
dimensions, along with commonly considered aspects within each dimension.4

On a final note, we gather that characteristics such as generational status, age,
gender, race and ethnicity, and reason for migration (to name a few) can also influ-
ence the salience of particular domains of immigrant integration. Achieving progress
in some indicators of integration (e.g., obtaining fluency in the host country’s lan-
guage or gaining citizenship) may be a long process for first-generation immigrants,
while much easier to achieve, if not automatic, for their native-born children
(Penninx 2005). Due to such intergenerational differences in starting points, indica-
tors within particular domains may carry different meaning as markers of the

Table 2. A Summary of Common Integration Dimensions and Related Indicators.

# Dimension (theme) Common sub dimensions/aspects observed

1 Culture Language (proficiency, usea), cultural knowledge, values/
attitudesa

2 Identity Sense of belonging; identities
3 Social Social mixinga – interactions, acquaintances, friendships

between migrant( background) and majority population;
intermarriage

Social ties (social capital/social isolation) in general
Membership in organizations (majoritya/ethnic/any)

4 Discrimination and
prejudice

Experiences/perceptions of discrimination
Attitudes and behavior of majority population

5 Economic Education, income/SES, labour market position (employment,
occupation, overqualification)

6 Civic/political Citizenship, political participation and representation,
institutional inclusion

7 Spatial Housing quality, residential segregation/concentration (ethnica/
socio economic)

8 Health and well being Physical health, mental health, subjective well being

aIndicates aspects potentially reflecting a more assimilationist approach.

4For the sake of a comprehensive overview, Table 2 also includes indicators reflecting more
assimilationist approaches, not necessarily in line more pluralist definitions of integration
(such as our own). Should this table be used for reference when analyzing integration, we rec
ommend keeping in mind the above discussed critiques pertaining to particular aspects.
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integration process for different generations of immigrants. Labor market outcomes
may have different relevance for individuals in different age groups or between male
and female immigrants (Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007); likewise, the domain of
discrimination may hold particular relevance for immigrants who belong to a racial-
ized group in the host society, as may the feeling of safety for refugee populations
(Ager and Strang 2008). Though some of the above-cited integration frameworks
are specific to, for example, the second generation (Bean et al. 2012) or refugee pop-
ulations (Ager and Strang 2008), most do not distinguish by generational status or
other background factors. This specificity is worth keeping in mind when using exist-
ing multidimensional frameworks or developing new ones.

II. Relationships Between Dimensions
Looking at the broader immigrant integration literature, we notice that there are, in
fact, two different approaches to delineating integration dimensions (even if they
are sometimes combined) (see Heckmann 2006 or Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003
vs. Bean et al. 2012 or Lessard-Phillips 2017). First is what we call the “thematic”
logic. Most of the above-discussed frameworks seem to follow this logic, outlining
their integration dimensions along the lines of some intuitive themes (i.e., what we
think of as different domains) that, at times, correspond to academic disciplines
(e.g., economics, sociology, political science, geography) or policy areas (e.g.,
labor market, legal/civic, cultural) (Penninx 2005; Bean et al. 2012). The second
motivation to distinguish between different dimensions of integration may come
from the empirically observed divergence between some integration-related pro-
cesses and outcomes. We call this distinction between dimensions the “empirical”
multidimensionality of immigrant integration. Indeed, the recognition that immi-
grants may not be integrating uniformly across different domains (i.e., one may
learn the language but not have a job, and vice versa) has played an important role
in the move from unidimensional to multidimensional perspectives in integration
research (Lessard-Phillips 2017). From a methodological perspective, if immigrant
integration consisted of uniformly developing, fully connected processes and out-
comes, there would not be a need for multidimensional frameworks; by observing
one aspect, we could draw conclusions about the state of immigrant integration as
a whole. Conversely, the more independently different facets of immigrant integra-
tion develop, the greater the degree of complexity and nuance that is required in mul-
tidimensional analytical frameworks. In other words, the question of how, and
whether, different facets of immigrant integration are empirically linked is funda-
mental to how we conceptualize integration’s dimensionality and, therefore, critical
to consider in more depth. In this section, we review knowledge on the linkages
between (and within) dimensions of immigrant integration from the prior theoretical
and empirical literature.

Returning to the basic dichotomy of sociocultural and structural integration and
following different theoretical strands within integration research, we identify four
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hypothesized scenarios concerning how different dimensions of immigrant integra-
tion relate to one another. The first scenario, characteristic of what was later
named “straight-line”assimilation theory (Warner and Srole 1945; Gans 1992a),
envisions a uniform process developing across generations in which sociocultural
and structural aspects of the integration progress are in sync, being strongly and pos-
itively related. A second, revised version of the first scenario acknowledges the pos-
sibility of one area lagging behind another, although it still views the sociocultural
and structural dimensions of integration as fundamentally linked (e.g., language
fluency, social/residential mixing, socioeconomic advancement, etc.) (Alba and
Nee 1997; 2003; Gans 1997). The perspective of new assimilation theory, for
instance, notes potential delays and divergence across groups but still largely envi-
sions an overall trend of assimilation in both regards (Alba and Nee 1997, 2003;
Gans 1997; Waters and Jiménez 2005; Bean et al. 2012). In line with this perspective,
several European studies (e.g., Bisin et al. 2011; Fokkema and de Haas 2011;
Chiswick and Wang 2016; Koopmans 2016; Mendoza, Bertran, and Pàmies 2021)
find a positive link between sociocultural and economic integration, suggesting at
least a common co-occurrence, if not necessarily a causal relationship.

The perspective of segmented assimilation (Gans 1992b; Portes and Zhou 1993;
Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 2009), on the other hand, outlines three possible
paths for the second generation: one of joint acculturation and economic integration
(in line with the former perspectives); one of limited acculturation but successful eco-
nomic integration; and one of strong acculturation but at the cost of unsuccessful eco-
nomic integration. Moreover, a multicultural perspective posits that in tolerant
societies, the lack of sociocultural assimilation on the part of immigrants should
not necessarily thwart their structural integration (Bean et al. 2012; Wright and
Bloemraad 2012). These frameworks lead us to the third and fourth scenarios: one
in which sociocultural and structural integration are not related (and, thus, may
develop independently of each other) and one in which sociocultural and structural
integration have a negative relationship in which progress in one area results in a
trade-off with another (e.g., Aparicio 2007; Maxwell 2012; 2013).

Further, there may be divergence within the major dimensions of sociocultural and
structural immigrant integration. As mentioned earlier, multicultural frameworks
have long argued that in aspects of sociocultural integration such as language,
culture, identity, and socialization patterns, ethnic cultural retention and host-country
acculturation are not mutually exclusive and that multiple adaptation scenarios are
possible (Berry 2001; Bean et al. 2012). As emphasized by Bean et al. (2012), post-
industrial perspectives have also shed light on the fluidity of sociocultural identities,
processes, and outcomes, building on the notion that “advanced societies increas-
ingly do not require that given ethnoracial identities, sexual orientations, marital sta-
tuses, religious preferences and family behaviors bundle closely together” (Soysal
1994; citing Kymlicka 1995; Parekh 2006; see also Nguyen and Benet-Martínez
2010; Bean et al. 2012, 184). Empirical findings from the superdiversity (Crul
2016) and transnationalism literatures (Bilgili 2014) offer further evidence of
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heterogeneity within immigrant integration’s sociocultural dimension. Immigrant
integration research from recent decades also suggests that the connection between
economic mobility and spatial (residential) integration is less straightforward than
assumed (Musterd et al. 2008; Bolt, Özüekren, and Phillips 2010; Murdie and
Ghosh 2010; Fajth and Bilgili 2018), as is the relationship between citizenship
status and labor market integration (Peters and Vink 2016). Economic marginaliza-
tion may both motivate and alienate immigrants from participating in the political
process (Bean et al. 2012; Heath et al. 2013; Maxwell 2013). Even within the eco-
nomic domain, aspects of education, employment, or occupational status may each
paint a different picture of second-generation integration (Heath, Rothon, and
Kilpi 2008). Finally, little is known about how closely we might expect newer
sub-areas of integration, such as health and subjective well-being, to bundle with
structural or sociocultural integration dimensions, although there is some evidence
of linkages between health and life satisfaction with socioeconomic status
(Gkiouleka and Huijts 2020) and discrimination (Safi 2010), for example.5

We are aware of two papers that attempt an overarching empirical assessment of
multidimensionality in integration-related outcome patterns. Bean et al. (2012)
compare how closely different indicators of incorporation for the second generation
bundle together in 13 US and European cities with “more” versus “less inclusionary”
policy environments, using factor analysis methods. In the more inclusive contexts,
they find three distinct dimensions of integration: economic/political, spatial, and
sociocultural/linguistic. In the less inclusive contexts, they find only two distinct
dimensions of integration: economic/political/spatial and sociocultural/linguistic (a
distinction that echoes the classic dichotomy discussed above). Using similar
methods, Lessard-Phillips (2017) looks at outcome patterns of immigrant and
immigrant-background ethno-racial minorities in Britain across a range of typical
adaptation indicators and finds that integration-related outcomes may be grouped
into four distinct dimensions: spatial, socioeconomic, political, and sociocultural
adaptation. Moreover, outcomes across these four dimensions do not follow one uni-
versal pattern but, rather, four types of configurations based on specific, mostly cul-
tural trade-offs; importantly, specific configurations are characteristic of particular
ethnic and generational groups, suggesting that dimensions of integration may not
relate to one another the same way for all groups (Lessard-Phillips 2017).

In conclusion, since the early days of immigrant integration and assimilation
research, integration scholars have come to view immigrant integration as a multifac-
eted phenomenon that is best understood as consisting of multiple, potentially dis-
tinct dimensions. Our review highlighted that while this multidimensional feature
of integration is widely recognized, categorizations and definitions of those multiple

5As in the case of economic integration, potential selectivity effects are important to keep in
mind when analyzing health outcomes, especially for first generation migrants (Feliciano
2020).
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dimensions vary considerably across the literature. In an effort to synthesize these dif-
ferent approaches, we reviewed and identified eight main themes of integration dimen-
sions drawn from multidimensional conceptual frameworks on integration.

Theory concerning whether and how these dimensions of integration are con-
nected is mixed, but recent discourses largely emphasize the possibility of diver-
gence, both across and within broad thematic categories, as we outline below.
Focusing on Europe, empirical evidence on the matter is limited, as the majority
of existing studies tend to have a narrow scope in terms of areas considered,
origin groups, and/or geographical context (e.g., Musterd et al. 2008; Safi 2010;
Lancee and Hartung 2012; Maxwell 2012; Cheung and Phillimore 2014; Chiswick
and Wang 2016; Koopmans 2016; Lessard-Phillips 2017; Fajth and Bilgili 2018;
see also Heath, Rothon and Kilpi 2008), making it difficult to compare or synthesize
their findings. This gap in generalizability is especially pertinent as the few existing
cross-dimensional analyzes suggest that patterns of bundling and divergence among
integration dimensions can differ across policy contexts (Bean et al. 2012), ethnic
groups, and immigrant generations (Lessard-Phillips 2017).

To strengthen the empirical evidence base underlying dimensional typologies of
immigrant integration and to examine potential differences between thematically
and empirically derived dimensional distinctions, further evidence is needed.
Specifically, we note the need for a comprehensive examination of the system of
interrelationships among a broad-ranging set of integration dimensions, with atten-
tion to divergences across contexts and groups, ideally with a cross-country scope.
While the lack of appropriate data prevents us from undertaking a truly comprehen-
sive analysis at this point, in the second half of this article, we attempt to empirically
examine the structure of linkages between a multidimensional set of integration-
related outcomes on available cross-European data. Though admittedly limited,
this initial analysis yields some noteworthy new findings and hopefully paves the
way for future, more widely representative analyzes of cross-dimensional linkages
in immigrant integration.

III. An Empirical Exploration of Multidimensionality
Data & Methods
We set out to explore how different aspects and dimensions of integration for first-
and second-generation immigrants in Europe relate to one another, relying on data
from the European Social Survey Round 7 (ESS7, ed. 2.2) (European Social
Survey 2018).6 The ESS is a biannual cross-sectional survey measuring social indi-
cators among the resident population in countries across Europe. ESS7 is the best
currently available dataset for our purposes in terms of first- and second-generation

6https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org
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sample size (and the identifiability of these populations), geographical scope, and
broad thematic coverage. Nevertheless, it has some limitations, chief among them
that it is not fully representative of immigrant-background populations, which are
only included via random sampling.7 We focus on Round 7, conducted in 2014
and 2015, because it features the broadest coverage of the domains in which we
are interested.

We limit our sample to first- and second-generation immigrants, identified as
foreign-born respondents and native-born respondents with at least one foreign-born
parent. Since integration outcomes might take some years to develop, we exclude
immigrants who have been in the country for less than five years. Driven by our
aim to achieve wide coverage of commonly studied aspects, we limit our sample
to respondents who are ethnic/racial minorities in their respective countries of resi-
dence so that we can use ESS variables on minority socialization and neighborhood
presence as inverse measures of social and spatial assimilation (see Online Appendix
Table A3 for variable construction details). We also exclude respondents under 18,
full-time students, and respondents with missing observations on key variables.
Our final sample includes 1,066 respondents in a total of 19 European countries
(Online Appendix Table A1; see Online Appendix Tables A8.1 8.2 for origin-
country breakdown). All our analyses apply the post-stratification and population
size weights included in the ESS.

Though our coverage of aspects and dimensions of immigrant integration is far
from exhaustive, we include one or a few typical indicators for each of the eight
main thematic dimensions outlined, as shown in Table 3. Some indicators are consis-
tent with the approach of assimilation, which is not equivalent to our own concept of
integration. We include them because our goal is not to measure integration per se,
but to test common theoretical conceptual assumptions about the interconnection of
aspects and dimensions of integration. Such assumptions, as discussed above, have
often been conceptualized from the perspective of assimilation. Specifically, our
18 variables measure linguistic assimilation (within the domain of cultural integra-
tion); sense of belonging (within the domain of identity); minority socialization as
an inverse measure of social assimilation and general socialization (within the
domain of social integration); education, income, and socioeconomic status
(ISEI),8 based on occupational status (within the domain of economic integration);

7As a result, less prominent groups may not be captured; underrepresentation is particularly
common in samples from countries without large migrant background populations (e.g.,
most Eastern European countries).

8The ISEI, or Standard International Socio Economic index, is an internationally comparable
index of socioeconomic status associated occupational status (with higher scores indicating
more prestigious status). As outlined in Online Appendix Table A3, we constructed this var
iable based on occupational information (ISCO 08) available in ESS, using the iscogen Stata
package (Jann 2019).
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Table 3. Indicators Used in Analysis, by Thematic Dimensions.

# Dimension (theme)
Common sub-dimensions/aspects observed
(measured aspects underlined) Indicators used in analysis

1 Culture Language (proficiency, use), cultural knowledge,
values/attitudes

Official language of the country used in the home

2 Identity Sense of belonging; identities Feel close to country
3 Social Social mixing interactions, acquaintances,

friendships between migrant(-background) and
majority population, intermarriage (vs. minority
socialization)

Frequent contact with ethnic/racial minority individuals
Friendship(s) with ethnic/racial minority members

Social ties (social capital/social isolation) in general Regular socializing (taking part in social activities compared to age
peers)

Close relationships/friendships (intimate discussants)
Membership in organizations (majority/ethnic/any)

4 Discrimination and
prejudice

Experiences/perceptions of discrimination Perceived in-group discrimination (on the basis of nationality,
race, or ethnicity)Attitudes and behavior of majority population

5 Economic Education Highest level of education
Income/SES Household income (decile)

Feeling about household income
International socioeconomic index (socioeconomic status

associated with occupation) [ISEI score]

Labour market position (employment, occupation,
overqualification)

6 Civic/political Citizenship
Political participation and representation Institutional

inclusion

Citizenship
Politically engaged (electoral/nonelectoral activity)

7 Spatial Housing quality, residential segregation/concentration
(ethnic/ socio-economic)

People of minority race/ethnic group in current living area
(perceived)

8 Health and well-being Physical health, mental health, subjective well-being (Subjective) general health
Physical/mental fitness (hampered by mental/physical health

problems, reverse coding)
Mental health (depression, reverse coding) life satisfaction
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minority residential concentration as an inverse measure of spatial assimilation
(within the domain of spatial integration); and measures of physical health, mental
health, and life satisfaction (within the domain of health and well-being). For more
details on variable construction, see Online Appendix Table A3. For simplicity’s
sake and in keeping with earlier practice by Bean et al. (2012) and
Lessard-Phillips (2017), we code our indicators on socioeconomic status and differ-
ent aspects of well-being such that higher scores imply more favorable outcomes,
which, in this case, we interpret as positive from the perspective of immigrant inte-
gration (for summary statistics, see Online Appendix Table A2).

We examine outcome patterns across this set of variables with the method of
factor analysis. Factor analysis uses the correlation matrix of a set of variables
(“items”) to obtain a reduced set of latent constructs (“common factors”) that
account for the pattern of variation observed among the variables (Allen 1973;
Fabrigar and Wegener 2012). We rely on exploratory factor analysis in particular,
as this method maintains the possibility of a relationship between any item and
factor (Mooi, Sarstedt, and Mooi-Reci 2018). The theoretical interpretation of a
factor is inferred from the cluster of items that load most highly on it, indicating a
strong relationship (Acock 2008). Following in the footsteps of Bean et al. (2012)
and Lessard-Phillips (2017), we use factor analysis to learn more about the underly-
ing structure of associations among the variables and to identify some distinct dimen-
sions of immigrant integration.

Proceeding with the analysis, we, first, produce a (weighted) correlation matrix for
our items, using the polychoric command in Stata by Kolenikov and Angeles (2004).
Based on this matrix, we, then, identify the number of underlying dimensions in our
data, using Horn’s (1965) parallel analysis (Mooi, Sarstedt, and Mooi-Reci 2018).
Once the number of dimensions is determined, we run a principal factor analysis,
rotating results for interpretability. We use the resulting table of factor loadings to
interpret the dimensions and observe association patterns. Additionally, we are inter-
ested in whether the revealed structure of associations between areas is fundamen-
tally different across generational lines (e.g., first- vs. second-generation
immigrants) and in more versus less inclusive policy contexts.9 To examine these
potential discrepancies in association patterns, we perform a set of additional separate
analyses for first- and second-generation subsamples, as well as more and less inclu-
sive contexts. Due to smaller subsample sizes, these results should be interpreted
with caution and serve mainly as a robustness check.

9To distinguish between more and less inclusive policy contexts, we utilize the latest MIPEX
(Migration Policy Index, Solano and Huddleston 2020) scores and split our sample into two
groups: respondents in “high” (>56) and “lower” (=<56) MIPEX score countries. First and
second generation migrants are defined as above, with the distinction that “1.5 generation”
immigrants (arrived before the age of 12) are classified as second generation (similarly to
Bean et al. 2012). See Online Appendix Table A3 for details.
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Results
As outlined above, we, first, produced a correlation matrix for our 18 items on the
overall sample (N= 1,066) (available upon request). A subsequent parallel analysis
suggested five main underlying dimensions among our items.10 Therefore, we per-
formed a principal-factor analysis specifying five factors to be retained; the factor
loadings for each of our 18 items are presented in Table 4 (varimax-rotated solution
with Kaiser normalization; items are ordered by strength of loading for main associ-
ated factors, with loading values over 0.3 considered high).

The pattern of factor loadings in Table 4 suggests five fairly distinct dimensions of
immigrant integration. The first factor seems to capture economic or structural inte-
gration, with highly loading items including education, ISEI/occupational status,
household income, feeling about household income, political engagement, and citi-
zenship. The second factor focuses on aspects of health (general health,mental/phys-
ical fitness, and mental health load highly), while a separate third factor gathers items
related to subjective well-being, including the social aspect (life satisfaction, mental
health, feeling about household income, taking part in social activities, and close
friendships). The fourth factor seems to represent a joint dimension of cultural
assimilation and civic/political integration (use official language at home, citizen-
ship, feel close to country, and political engagement), distinct from a fifth factor
that focuses on minority socialization ( friendship with minorities, everyday contact
with minorities, minorities in living area, and, less strongly, perceived in-group
discrimination).

Several of the aspects examined relate strongly to more than one dimension, sug-
gesting potential overlaps across integration dimensions. Aspects of civic-political
integration, for example, cross-loads on the economic/structural dimension, while
the subjective well-being dimension has highly loading items in common with the
economic dimension ( feeling about income) and health dimension (mental health).
Importantly, no item with a strong positive correlation to one factor has a strong neg-
ative correlation to another. Turning to the ways in which aspects are not connected,
the perception of in-group discrimination shows a strikingly high uniqueness value
(0.91), indicating that the item does not relate very strongly to any factor identified
and is quite distinct in its variation. We also note weak correlations, for example,
between aspects of minority socialization and economic integration.

An additional look at how the results of such an analysis diverge for particular sub-
groups in our sample revealed largely similar factor structures to the one above, save for a
few notable discrepancies mostly concerning the civic/political/cultural and subjective

10Using the paran command in Stata (Dinno 2015), Horn’s Parallel Analysis for principal
components (with 540 iterations, using the p95 estimate) indicated five components/
factors with an adjusted eigenvalue greater than one.
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well-being dimensions.11 (See Online Appendix Tables A4-A7 for factor loadings.) For
instance, in the second-generation subsample, items of minority socialization cross-
loaded, in the opposite direction, on the cultural assimilation dimension; moreover, the
civic/political aspects loaded, not with the cultural aspects, but primarily on the eco-
nomic/structural dimension. The first-generation subsample showed a similar factor
structure to the joint-sample one. Turning to the country-group breakdown, two observa-
tions stand out. First, for the subgroup of respondents in “High MIPEX score” countries,
cultural (linguistic and identificational) integration fell into the economic/structural
dimension. Second, for the “Lower MIPEX score” countries, in-group discrimination
had a strong negative correlation with the subjective well-being dimension (which
includes social well-being). Nevertheless, these latter results should be interpreted with
caution, given the smaller (N≈500) sample sizes of these analyses.

Discussion and Conclusions
This article set out to help develop a more consistent and nuanced incorporation of
multidimensionality into the study of immigrant integration. To do so, it (1) provided
an overview of the different conceptualizations of immigrant integration dimensions
and related indicators in the prior immigrant integration literature and (2) shed light
on inter- and intra-dimensional linkages from the existing literature, as well as
through (3) an original study on European survey data. In the following, we summa-
rize the main takeaways from each of our article’s three sections.

The first section gave an overview of prior conceptual frameworks of immigrant
integration to catalog and summarize the different dimensions and related aspects of
integration. Starting from the basic dichotomy of sociocultural and structural dimen-
sions, we proceeded to identify eight main (thematic) dimensions of integration
emerging from the immigrant integration literature culture, identity, social integra-
tion, discrimination and prejudice, economic integration, civic/political integration,
spatial integration, and health and well-being which we discussed, along with
some of their most frequently observed aspects. We concluded with a table summa-
rizing the most common dimensions and aspects of immigrant integration, which
may be used for reference, as a conceptual framework in its own right, or as a starting
point for more sophisticated future frameworks.

The second section looked into potential relationships between the above dimen-
sions. Reviewing prior theoretical and empirical works, we identified four potential
scenarios, with dimensions progressing (a) jointly, in sync; (b) generally in the same
direction, though not necessarily simultaneously; (c) independently from one

11Invariance checks conducted with the Procrustes rotation method (Fischer and Karl 2019)
confirmed that in both cases, factor incongruence between the two groups’ solutions
emerges for two factors, roughly representing the civic/political/cultural and subjective well
being dimensions. (Detailed results available upon request.)
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another; or (d) in opposite directions, in a trade-off dynamic. Concerning the relation-
ship between sociocultural and structural integration, more recent theories and empir-
ical works have emphasized the possibility of divergence, not only between these two
main domains, but also within them. Though empirical evidence on the matter is still
fragmented, it is becoming clear that immigrant integration outcomes may vary in
complex ways across thematic dimensions (e.g., economic, spatial, cultural, social
etc.) and even within them (e.g., education, occupational status). Further complicat-
ing the picture, the available evidence on multidimensionality suggests that the way
in which dimensions of immigrant integration relate to one another may differ across
ethnic groups, immigrant generations, and policy contexts (Bean et al. 2012;
Lessard-Phillips 2017).

In reviewing different typologies of immigrant integration dimensions, we also
noted two different logical approaches to multidimensionality: the “thematic” logic
(in which integration dimensions are categorized by themes, e.g., based on different
domains) and the “empirical” logic (in which different dimensions have an empiri-
cally observed divergence in outcomes). Our review of linkages across and within
thematic dimensions of immigrant integration underscored the conceptual relevance
of these relationships for multidimensional frameworks while also highlighting short-
comings in the related empirical knowledge base.

This article’s third section presented an original empirical exploration of how dif-
ferent aspects of immigrant integration bundle together or diverge, aiming for
broader thematic and geographical coverage compared to earlier studies, though
facing our own set of limitations (discussed below). In a case study of Europe, we
conducted a factor analysis of 18 indicators on varied domains from the eight the-
matic dimensions outlined above, using ESS7 data from first- and second-generation
respondents across 19 countries, all of them ethnic/racial minorities in their respec-
tive societies (we exclude recent immigrants). An analysis of the correlation
matrix of our 18 indicators revealed five underlying dimensions: (1) economic or
structural integration; (2) health; (3) subjective well-being, including social well-
being; (4) cultural assimilation and civic/political integration; and (5) minority
socialization.

Comparing this empirically based five-dimensional integration framework to the
eight thematic dimensions derived from the prior literature and outlined above, we
note some interesting differences and similarities. For instance, drawing on earlier
discussions, we might have expected aspects under the broad “sociocultural”
theme to bundle together (e.g., Portes and Zhou 1993; Fokkema and de Haas
2011). However, in our empirical analysis we found the items of cultural (linguistic)
assimilation and identificational integration not to bundle with the social aspects.
Instead, items of cultural and identificational assimilation bundled with aspects of
civic and political integration. Our analysis points to an interesting potential connec-
tion between acculturation and political integration, which is worth further examina-
tion. Civic and political integration items also cross-loaded with economic aspects on
the structural/economic dimension, an association consistent with some prior
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integration frameworks joining economic and civic/political integration aspects into a
single “structural” dimension of immigrant integration (e.g., Heckmann 2006).

Furthermore, our items relating to immigrants’ socialization patterns (minority
socialization and general socializing) fell into two separate dimensions. Our social
assimilation measures (minority socialization) formed a distinct dimension, joined
by spatial integration. This finding is consistent with prior approaches in the integra-
tion literature (e.g., Alba and Nee 2003; Esser 2004b) that discuss social and residen-
tial mixing or, conversely, embeddedness in co-ethnic social networks and
neighborhoods as going hand in hand (often discussed in terms of the “ethnic
enclave”). Interestingly, we found discrimination to be quite distinct from other
aspects in general, although it showed some connection to the minority socialization
dimension of integration. General socialization, meanwhile, fell under the dimension
of subjective well-being, which, in turn, was separate from the dimension of (phys-
ical) health. Given the less-established status of health and subjective well-being
aspects among immigrant integration frameworks, these results offer some interest-
ing initial evidence on their position within the broader multidimensional structure
of immigrant integration.

As an interesting side note, the fact that the item of citizenship in particular
appeared in dimensions alongside economic/structural integration indicators, as
well as aspects of acculturation, may be interpreted as support for earlier research
showing citizenship’s wide-ranging effects as a facilitator, or even foundation, of
integration (Ager and Strang 2008; Vink 2021). That said, citizenship’s linkages
to cultural and structural were likely also driven by the fact that in several
European countries, a high level of integration (in terms of employment, education,
language, etc.) is a prerequisite for immigrants seeking to naturalize (Bauböck et al.
2013).

An additional analysis of subgroups by generational status and policy contexts
revealed largely similar structures, though with some differences in the spheres of
cultural-political integration and subjective well-being. Most notably, when
looking only at the second generation, we observe a joint “sociocultural assimilation”
dimension in which minority socialization related negatively to cultural assimilation
(in terms of language and identity, but not for the first generation, whose patterns mir-
rored those of the joint sample). Yet these results were conducted on relatively small
subsamples (N < 500, in the latter case) and should, thus, be interpreted with caution.

Though our results are not directly comparable to prior cross-dimensional ana-
lyzes by Bean et al. (2012) and Lessard-Phillips (2017), since we use a different
(and generally broader) set of indicators, we do see some noteworthy differences
and overlaps. First, our main results do not suggest a distinct spatial dimension,
which could be due to the limitations of our spatial assimilation measure (which is
subjective and not very specific). Political engagement loaded highly with the eco-
nomic dimension in our results, echoing Lessard-Phillips’s results (2017) and
Bean et al. (2012) results for Europe. Similar to findings in Lessard-Phillips
(2017), identificational integration was tied to civic-political integration in our
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results, although linguistic and social assimilation only formed part of the same
dimension for our second-generation subsample.

Concerning the hypothesized cross-dimensional linkage types discussed in our
review, our main results largely point to positively, though not necessarily very
strongly, connected dimensions (e.g., the economic/structural and cultural/civic-
political domains and the economic/structural, health, and subjective well-being
domains), as well as some relatively independent dimensions of integration (e.g.,
social (non-)assimilation and economic integration). Importantly, we do not find evi-
dence suggesting any strong trade-off dynamics between different aspects of immi-
grant integration. All in all, then, the findings of our brief empirical analysis join an
emerging literature in underscoring the possibility of divergence across and within
main thematic dimensions of immigrant integration (e.g., between the economic
and cultural domains or within the broad socio-cultural domain).

Our empirical results’ robustness and generalizability are limited by the already-
mentioned sampling shortcomings, missing data, and the nature of some variables
that required us to restrict our sample to ethnic/racial minorities to make them mean-
ingful measures (in fact, our constructed ethnic/racial minority variable may itself be a
source of imprecision). Future studies could take this line of investigation into more
robust territory, given key data availability improvements. Such improvements may
include, for example, a more populous and representative first- and second-generation
immigrant sample, a wider coverage of European contexts, andmore pointed variables
on social mixing and residential integration. Data permitting, research identifying and
confirming causal relationships between different dimensions and aspects of integra-
tion would be particularly relevant.

Notwithstanding these limitations, the empirical investigation presented in this
article contributedmuch-needed evidence concerning the structure of cross-dimensional
linkages within a multidimensional framework of immigrant integration. It is the first
empirical examination of multidimensionality featuring a cross-European scope, first-
and second-generation immigrants, and a wide-ranging set of indicators reflecting
recent multidimensional frameworks. Our empirical investigation highlighted that the-
matic and empirical approaches to outlining integration dimensions lead to somewhat
differently structured multidimensional frameworks, underscoring the need for critical
consideration of the empirical basis when applying a multidimensional lens to immi-
grant integration. Together with our comprehensive overview of (multi)dimensionality
and related concerns in integration research, this article makes key contributions toward
the development of a more consistent and nuanced multidimensional approach to inte-
gration research and paves the way for future research seeking to improve understand-
ings of immigrant integration.
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Abstract  
Does migration background make a difference in the outcomes of the native-born offspring of 
immigrants in Europe? This article brings some key new evidence to this question by 
examining second-generation immigrant integration from a multidimensional perspective, on 
a cross-European scale. Using a pooled ESS sample (ESS6-9, 30 European countries, 
N=130,117), the study compares outcomes of second-generation immigrants and native-
parentage natives along indicators of economic, political, and social inclusion, as well as health 
and subjective well-being. Importantly, it features a systematic analysis of parental class 
background, gender, and ethnic/racial minority status, examining how these factors may (a) 
explain, (b) add on to, and/or (c) intersect with the effects of second-generation status. Findings 
reveal a mix of advantages, null-effects, and disadvantages associated with having immigrant 
parents. While class background and ethnic/racial minority status are found to be key 
determinants, they do not, for the most part, ‘explain away’ second-generation differences. 
Importantly, subgroup analyses reveal a second-generation (vs. native-parentage) advantage 
within low parental SES and ethnic/racial minority subgroups, pointing to a potential positive 
effect associated with migration background within disadvantaged groups.  
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Introduction 

The situation of the second generation is often considered the real litmus test of immigrant 

integration (Alba & Foner, 2015; Penninx, 2005). Across Europe, second-generation 

immigrants comprise a substantial and growing population segment of the population, most 

recently estimated to represent 35 million individuals in the EU28 (OECD/EU 2019). Born and 

raised in the destination country, they should, ideally, enjoy comparable life chances to their 

native-parentage peers. Is this the case? Despite a growing empirical literature on the second 

generation in Europe (Alba & Foner, 2015; Crul et al., 2012; Drouhot & Nee, 2019; Heath et 

al., 2008), the question of whether immigrant background constitutes an obstacle to their equal 

participation in European societies remains difficult to answer.  

One key challenge, I argue, is to disentangle the role of migration background from other 

confounding factors – especially racial/ethnic minority background and class background – in 

second-generation Europeans’ outcomes. Concerning the presence of second-generation vs. 

native-background economic disparities net of class background, cross-European findings are 

mixed and often difficult to synthesize due to discrepancies in outcomes observed, populations 

and contexts under study, not to mention samples and methods (Drouhot & Nee, 2019; Heath 

et al., 2008). Further, the distinction between ethnic/racial effects and migration background is 

often unclear, partly because the focus is so often on second-generation individuals from 

racialised minorities (ibid.). Importantly, there is some international evidence suggesting that 

class background, ethnic/racial minority status, and even gender may matter differently for 

children of immigrants than their native-background peers (Fleischmann & Kristen, 2014; 

Heath & Brinbaum, 2014; Kasinitz et al., 2008; Li, 2018; Platt, 2007; Zuccotti, 2015). 

However, a more widely representative and consistent examination is needed to ascertain these 

dynamics at a cross-European scale. Looking at a broader range of integration-related aspects, 

the case is somewhat similar for other aspects of societal inclusion and well-being of second-
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generation immigrants (André et al., 2014; André & Dronkers, 2017; Gkiouleka & Huijts, 

2020; OECD/EU, 2019; Safi, 2010; Stevens et al., 2015; Thorkelson, 2015), though 

comparative evidence from this perspective (i.e., investigating the migrant-background gap 

vis-à-vis other background factors) is overall thinner.  

This paper improves on the existing European knowledge base on second-generation 

integration in two key respects. First, it is unusually broad in its coverage and scope: it covers 

30 countries across Europe (including but not limited to Western Europe), featuring second-

generation respondents of varied ethnic/national and class backgrounds and native-parentage 

natives of varied ethnic/racial and class backgrounds. Following a multidimensional concept 

of integration, it also widens the range of examined outcomes beyond the most-often studied 

economic domain to simultaneously examine further key aspects of inclusion and well-being 

(i.e., political inclusion, social inclusion, health, and subjective well-being), examining a total 

of six outcomes across four main dimensions of integration. A second asset of the study its 

consistency: it relies on one coherent cross-European sample (ESS6-9, 2012-2018; N=128,067) 

and compares various outcomes of second-generation and native-background Europeans with 

a consistent analytical approach, considering migration background both alongside and 

intersecting with factors of class background, gender, and ethnic/racial minority status. This 

approach yields a set of key new insights on second-generation advantages and disadvantages, 

bringing us one step closer to understanding the complex phenomenon of second-generation 

immigrant integration. 

The next section outlines my conceptual approach, the theoretical foundations of the study, and 

reviews the relevant empirical literature. I then outline my research questions and the study’s 

data and methods, followed by results and a discussion of findings.  
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Concepts and theory 

Conceptualising integration 

For the purposes of this paper, my definition of second-generation immigrant integration is 

centred on equality with native-parentage natives in terms of life chances, social and 

institutional inclusion, and overall well-being (following Alba & Foner, 2015, pp. 1–2). Put 

plainly, I am interested in how well second-generation members are doing compared to native-

background peers – and whether migration background, per se, differentiates second-

generation members’ outcomes from those of their peers.  

In line with contemporary conceptual frameworks (see Fajth & Lessard-Phillips 2022, for a 

review), I view integration as a multidimensional phenomenon, best captured via a 

simultaneous observation of outcomes across multiple different areas of life. Though 

categorisations vary, common integration dimensions include social, cultural, and 

identificational assimilation, economic, civic/political/institutional integration, and 

discrimination (or social acceptance) (Gordon, 1964; Heckmann, 2006; Spencer & Charsley, 

2016). Given that my concept of integration in this study is focused on the inclusion and well-

being of immigrant-background individuals, rather than sociocultural similarity and/or 

closeness to natives, the first three (‘assimilation’) aspects fall outside the scope of this paper. 

At the same time, I draw on a growing interest within recent integration scholarship in aspects 

of health, well-being, and social inclusion (e.g., La Parra-Casado et al., 2017; Ndofor-Tah et 

al., 2019; OECD/EU, 2019), including these aspects in my analytical framework. I sum, I thus 

observe integration across four main dimensions: (1) economic integration; (2) 

political/institutional inclusion; (3) social inclusion; and (4) health and subjective well-being. 

(Specific indicators to be discussed in Data and methods.) 
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Theoretical overview: the implications of migration background for the second generation 

Theoretical expectations for the second generation’s integration have grown more nuanced 

since the early days of the field, but continue to be a subject of debate. Classical – or ‘straight-

line’ (Gans, 1992) – assimilation theory, drawing on the experiences of early-twentieth-century 

European immigrants to the United States, envisioned a relatively straightforward process of 

increasing assimilation over time and, especially, across immigrant generations (e.g. Warner 

& Srole, 1945). Conversely, scholars of the more diverse, post-1965 ‘new immigration’ in the 

US questioned the universal applicability of straight-line assimilation the experiences and 

prospects of the new second generation, for whom traditional pathways to assimilation were 

often blocked by discrimination (among other factors), and thus formulated alternative 

theoretical frameworks such as the ethnic/racial disadvantage model (Glazer & Moynihan, 

1963) and segmented assimilation theory (SAT) (Portes & Zhou, 1993; Portes et al., 2009). 

Beyond underscoring the relevance of ethnic/racial and class background in the integration 

opportunities and trajectories of second-generation immigrants, a key novelty of SAT (ibid.) 

was that it made a case for more nuanced comparisons by stressing the racially and 

socioeconomically stratified character of the immigrant as well as the native population, in 

contrast with classical perspectives that assumed an idealised ‘native mainstream’ (often 

synonymous with white and middle-class) as the benchmark for integration (Alba & Nee, 2003; 

see also Crul & Schneider, 2010).  

Where does this leave us concerning the relevance of migration background in the outcomes 

of the second generation? I note three main scenarios. In the first, continued disparities 

observed for the second generation, if any, are merely an extension of disparities stemming 

from social (class) origins and ethnoracial minority status1 in host society (e.g., Drouhot & 

 
1 Which, in Europe, is often argued to include Muslim faith (Drouhot & Nee, 2019; Zolberg & Woon, 1999). 
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Nee, 2019; see also Favell, 2016; Zuccotti, 2015). In this case, for those born in the host 

country, migration background per se is thus no longer a significant source of disadvantage for 

the second generation – a perspective that echoes revised versions of straight-line assimilation 

theory (Alba & Nee, 2003).  

An alternative scenario is that migration background continues make a difference for the 

second generation, beyond class origin and ethnoracial background. Why would this be? 

Studies on the aspect of education, among others, have highlighted a range of influential 

background factors specific to children of immigrant parents, such as immigrant parents’ 

relative lack of host-country-specific knowledge (e.g., of the educational system, but also social 

norms, etc.), language fluency, cultural and social capital (Griga & Hadjar, 2014; Heath et al., 

2008; Heath & Brinbaum, 2014). Immigrant ethnic residential segregation can also be a factor, 

though the effects of this are less clear (Heath et al., 2008). On the positive side, it is often 

argued that immigrant parents are self-selected in terms of drive to succeed and thus hold high 

aspirations for their children, a phenomenon also called ‘immigrant optimism’ (Heath & 

Brinbaum, 2014; Kao & Tienda, 1995; Li, 2018). Immigrants’ co-ethnic communities and 

‘ethnic capital’ may also play a supportive role (Modood, 2004; Portes & Zhou, 1993).2  

While these factors are typically formulated focusing on educational and/or labour market 

outcomes, their effects may extend well beyond the socioeconomic domain. For one, outcomes 

in the socioeconomic domain are likely to share linkages to other aspects of inclusion and well-

being (Bean et al., 2012; Fajth & Lessard-Phillips, 2022). Moreover, there is reason to expect 

differences tied to migration background for each of the dimensions outlined above. For 

 
2 On the topic of selectivity, there is also eYidence VXggeVWing WhaW immigranW parenWV¶ µWrXe¶ claVV backgroXnd 

may be higher than their host-country SES, or even educational level may suggest (with relative educational 

position within the origin country society being more important) (Feliciano & Lanuza, 2017; Fernández-Kelly, 

2008). 
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instance, even if the majority of second-generation immigrants hold citizenship and thus voting 

rights in the host country, migration background may continue to have an effect on political 

participation and institutional trust via institutional and social hostility, as well as family 

socialisation (André et al., 2014; Thorkelson, 2015).3 Acculturation challenges and experiences 

of social hostility or outright discrimination due to migration background, whether in childhood 

or later, may lead to social exclusion and/or isolation, lower mental health and/or subjective 

well-being, and even lower health among second-generation immigrants (Huijts & Kraaykamp, 

2012; La Parra-Casado et al., 2017; Mood et al., 2016; OECD/EU, 2019; Raabe, 2019; Safi, 

2010). At the same time, there is also evidence suggesting particular second-generation 

resilience, for example, with regards to mental health (Mood et al., 2016).  

Importantly, via some of the above mechanisms, migrant background may not only constitute 

‘additional’ effects but be associated with fundamentally different class and ethnoracial 

background effects. There is considerable evidence, for instance, suggesting intergenerational 

social reproduction processes to differ for second-generation minorities compared to their 

native-parentage peers (Alba & Nee, 2003; Kasinitz et al., 2008; Li, 2018; Platt, 2007; Zuccotti, 

2015). This can result in a relative second-generation advantage within lower-class-

background and/or ethnoracial minority groups in host society (Hermansen, 2016; Kasinitz et 

al., 2008; Li, 2018; Urban, 2012), a phenomenon also called the ‘immigrant paradox’ or 

‘superachievement’ in the US literature (Feliciano & Lanuza, 2017; see also Crul et al., 2017). 

Some suggests that the phenomenon goes both ways, with the positive effects of higher parental 

class background also being relatively weaker for second-generation immigrants compared to 

their native-parentage peers (Lessard-Phillips & Li, 2017; Platt, 2007; Urban, 2012; Zuccotti, 

 
3 For instance, immigrant parents may have different trust in institutions and the political process due to 

conditions in the origin country, and may be less familiar with local politics than most native-born parents 

(ibid.) 
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2015). The idea of a relative second-generation advantage among ethnic/racial minorities (e.g., 

Kasinitz et al., 2008) warrants further examination, as, especially in Europe, relevant studies 

often limit the ethnoracial minority status to the second generation, and ‘white’ status to native-

background individuals (e.g. Li, 2018; Zuccotti, 2015). Further, there is also some evidence 

suggesting that the implications of second-generation status may be gendered, though from the 

exiting European literature this is difficult to clearly delineate from ethnic group effects (Crul 

et al., 2012; Feliciano & Rumbaut, 2005; Fleischmann & Kristen, 2014; Heath et al., 2008). 

This third scenario ties recent arguments for the adoption of an ‘intersectional’ lens within 

integration studies (Anthias, 2013; Bürkner, 2012). Originating from feminist theory, the 

analytical lens of intersectionality encompasses a multitude of perspectives (see McCall, 2005 

for a discussion); most helpful to my purpose here is the intercategorical approach. As outlined 

by McCall (2005), intercategorical approaches emphasize the complexity of relationships 

across analytical categories, with an awareness that intersecting axes of subordination may add 

on to another, but may also be in conflict with one another, leading to complex patterns of 

advantage and disadvantage (McCall, 2005). Intercategorical approaches thus involve multiple 

social groups, examined with a systematically comparative method (McCall, 2005). I find the 

perspective lends itself well to the study of second-generation integration in terms of inequality 

vis-à-vis native-background natives. For instance, segmented assimilation theory’s (Portes & 

Zhou, 1993) emphasis on the diversity of class and ethnoracial statuses within both the 

immigrant- and the native-background population underscores the intersecting nature of 

analytical categories, while the above-discussed cases of second-generation 

‘superachievement’ (or ‘immigrant paradox’) within lower-class or ethnoracial minority 

groups (e.g., Kasinitz et al., 2008) may constitue axes of subordination being in conflict instead 

of adding on to one another.  
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Empirical literature review 

Cross-European evidence on the above-discussed dynamics has not been conclusive thus far. 

On the one hand, there is considerable evidence for the importance of parental class background 

and ethnoracial background in driving second-generation vs. native-parentage gaps in 

education and occupational attainment (Crul et al., 2012; Drouhot & Nee, 2019; Heath et al., 

2008; OECD/EU, 2019; Pichler, 2011). Results are conflicting, however, on whether a second-

generation gap remains after accounting for class background (Aleksynska & Algan, 2010; 

Connor & Koenig, 2013; Dronkers & Fleischmann, 2010; Drouhot & Nee, 2019; Heath et al., 

2008; Heath & Cheung, 2007; Krause et al., 2015; Zuccotti, 2015). Further, there is some 

evidence suggesting that parental class background may matter less – both in a negative and 

positive sense – for second-generation (and/or ethnic/racial minority) individuals than for 

native-background (and/or majority ethnic) individuals (Dronkers & Fleischmann, 2010; Heath 

& Brinbaum, 2014; Lessard-Phillips et al., 2012; Zuccotti, 2015). However, more large-scale 

evidence, and with a clearer distinction between the factors of ethnoracial minority/majority 

status and migration background, is needed.  

In fact, the latter distinction is generally a problematic one. Existing cross-European studies 

typically focus on differences by particular ethnic/national origin groups within the second 

generation, but not comparatively to native-parentage natives (but see Heath & Schneider, 

2021). This prevalent approach can highlight some relatively disadvantaged groups within the 

second generation (typically identified as non-European, Muslim, or less-developed-country 

origin groups) (Drouhot & Nee, 2019; Gorodzeisky & Semyonov, 2017; Heath et al., 2008). It 

does not, however, allow to gauge the relative importance of ethnoracial background versus 

migration background, per se, or whether the latter remains relevant net of racialised minority 

status. Nor do such approaches allow to identify potential differences in the implications of 
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ethnic/racial minority status for second-generation versus native-parentage Europeans.4 

Similarly, there is some evidence of a differential in gender gap between second-generation 

and native-background Europeans for both education and labour market outcomes 

(Fleischmann & Kristen, 2014; OECD/EU, 2019; Pichler, 2011), but it is unclear to what extent 

this is driven by particular origin groups (Crul et al., 2012)5 or is, in fact, a difference tied to 

migration background. 

The case is largely similar for the non-economic domains of interest in this study, though cross-

European literature on second-generation vs. native-parentage gaps in these regards is also 

generally more limited. First of all, there is some cross-European evidence to suggest 

disparities tied to second-generation (vs. native-parentage) status in political engagement 

(Aleksynska & Algan, 2010; Maxwell, 2010; OECD/EU, 2019; Schneider & Crul, 2012; 

Thorkelson, 2015), social inclusion/exclusion (including discrimination) (Aleksynska & 

Algan, 2010; André & Dronkers, 2017; OECD/EU, 2019; Raabe, 2019), health (Gkiouleka & 

Huijts, 2020; La Parra-Casado et al., 2017), and subjective well-being (Levecque & Rossem, 

2015; Safi, 2010; Stevens et al., 2015), though overall this evidence is far from conclusive. 

Socioeconomic background, gender, and ethno-racial minority status (and associated 

discrimination) are known to affect outcomes in these areas, as well (André et al., 2014; André 

& Dronkers, 2017; Bean et al., 2012; La Parra-Casado et al., 2017; Safi, 2010), though the 

prevalence of compositional, additional, and/or moderating effects of migration background 

vis-à-vis the former is not yet clear. Some studies on political participation and discrimination 

have found disadvantages tied to ethnic/racial minority (e.g., non-EU parentage and Muslim) 

 
4 In a recent study Heath and Schneider (2021) offer an important comparative study involving ancestry and 

migration background/generational status, but their focus is on intergenerational progress vs. the first 

generation. 
5 Several studies focus on the pronounced disadvantage of Muslim (especially Turkish and Moroccan) second 

generation women in particular (e.g., Koopmans, 2016; Lessard-Phillips et al., 2012). 
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status within the second generation (André et al., 2014; André & Dronkers, 2017; OECD/EU, 

2019; Thorkelson, 2015). There is also some initial evidence suggesting that the second-

generation vs. native parentage gap may depend on gender, parental SES, or EU vs. non-EU 

parental origin (see, e.g., Gkiouleka & Huijts, 2020 on health; or Stevens et al., 2015; Levecque 

& Rossem, 2015 on subjective well-being). Overall, as in the case of economic outcomes, more 

systematically comparative studies – ideally incorporating an intercategorical analytical 

approach (McCall, 2005) – are needed to gauge the extent to which second-generation gaps, if 

any, persist net of class background and ethnic/racial minority status, as well as the potential 

divergence in the effects of those factors (and gender) by migration status.  

Research questions 

Drawing on the earlier theoretical discussions and the empirical knowledge gaps outlined 

above, I thus examine the integration of second-generation immigrants in Europe via the 

following research questions: 

1. Is migration background – in terms of second-generation vs. native-parentage 

native status – associated with significant differences in the outcomes examined?  

a) Overall (or only controlling for basic demographic characteristics) 

b) Controlling for ethnic/racial minority status and parental class background 

2. How strong a determinant is second-generation (vs. native-parentage) status for the 

examined outcomes, compared to other background factors such as ethnic/racial 

minority status, gender, and class background? 

3. What happens at the intersections of migration background and ethnic/racial 

minority status, gender, and class background? 

� How does the situation (i.e., the outcomes) of particular subgroups 

compare? 
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Data & methods 

Data 

To examine the above questions in from a cross-European and multidimensional perspective 

required a dataset with a broad thematic scope, detailed demographic information (including 

parental migration background), and a wide-ranging coverage of European countries and 

populations (not limited to a few select ethnic groups). Following these criteria, the European 

Social Survey (ESS) stood out as the best available dataset. ESS is a biannual cross-national 

survey on social indicators for the European population (European Social Survey, 2021). ESS 

data are collected from strict random probability samples of the population aged 15 and over 

in participating countries, following a harmonised methodology. Despite its strengths, the ESS 

has some shortcomings in its representativity of immigrant minorities, especially concerning 

smaller and/or more marginalised groups (Heath & Schneider, 2021), which thus might be 

underrepresented in my sample.  

To gain a sufficiently large sample of second-generation respondents (included in ESS via 

random selection), I pooled data from the four latest rounds (waves 6-9), collected between 

2012 and 2018 (European Social Survey, 2020). I included datasets from all over Europe, for 

a total of 30 countries represented in at least one wave (see Appendix Table A1 for sample 

breakdown). Given my focus on second-generation versus native-background European adults, 

my sample excludes foreign-born respondents (first-generation immigrants) save for those who 

immigrated before the age of 12 (the ‘1.5’ generation),6 respondents under the age of 18, and 

full-time students. Aiming to use the same sample across models for comparability purposes, I 

excluded observations with missing information on key variables. One such variable was 

occupational status, therefore the sample excludes respondents who have never been in paid 

 
6 I set the cut-off at age 12 following common practice (e.g., Kasinitz et al., 2008). 



 13 

work. I deemed listwise deletion generally acceptable as for most variables, only about 1-2% 

of observations were missing. My final sample includes 130,117 respondents across Europe, 

of which 12,149 are members of the second generation.   

Measures 

Dependent variables 

As established earlier, I observe integration via second-generation vs. native-parentage 

disparities across four main dimensions: economic integration, political inclusion, social 

inclusion, and health and subjective well-being. Each of these dimensions comprise complex 

concepts that may be measured in a multitude of ways. Within the scope of this analysis, I am 

able to include 1-2 indicators per dimension, resulting in a total of 6 dependent variables. All 

variables used in the study are outlined in Table 1, including their means or relative frequencies 

by generational status.  

With regards to economic integration, I observe two aspects. First, I examine Educational 

attainment, in terms of highest qualification achieved. Second, I measure occupational 

attainment and socioeconomic status (SES) via the International Socio-economic Index of 

Occupational Status (ISEI) (Ganzeboom & Treiman, 1996; Jann, 2019), which converts 

occupational information into a continuous score based on the average education and income 

of occupational groups, with higher values reflecting more better socio-economic standing. For 

example, ISEI scores 18 for a farm worker, 45 for a sales worker, and 68 for a high-level 

manager (Ganzeboom & Treiman, 1996, p. 214).7 For consistency, as shown in Table 1 (refer 

to end of subsection), each variable (here and later on) is coded so that higher values correspond 

to higher or more ‘positive’ outcomes (see Appendix Table A2 for coding details).  

 
7 I focus on gaps in occupational status over employment as the latter is already studied relatively often (Heath 
et al., 2008). 
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Within political and institutional inclusion, I look at Political engagement, which I measure 

with a binary variable indicating whether the respondent had taken part in any political 

activities in the past year. (Considering that not all second-generation members may hold 

citizenship and thus full voting rights in their country of residence, I consider electoral and 

non-electoral activities equally.) To assess social inclusion, I look at whether the respondent 

feels part of a group that is discriminated against to assess Social acceptance (also a binary 

measure). Finally, I examine health and subjective well-being via self-assessed general Health 

(an ordinal scale) and Life satisfaction (indicated as a score from 0 to 10). 

Independent variables  

To keep the analysis to a manageable level of complexity and to prevent (sub)samples from 

getting too small, I constructed (or kept) my four main independent variables in binary form. 

(Below are brief descriptions; please see Appendix Table A2 for details on coding procedure.) 

The first independent variable is migration background, which scores 1 for second-generation 

members, defined as native-born residents with at least one foreign-born parent, or foreign-

born residents who immigrated as young children (age 12 or younger; the ‘1.5 generation’). 

The base category (0) is ‘native-parentage natives’, referring to native-born residents whose 

parents are both natives (‘3+’ generation). To identify ethnic and/or racial minority 

respondents, in lieu of a straightforward measure in ESS I built a binary variable from related 

available variables available, seeking to identify members of ‘visible’ or racialised minorities. 

I categorised respondents as ethnic/racial minorities if they either: (a) identified as member of 

an ethnic minority group in the country, (b) indicated non-European first or second ancestry, 

(c) perceived in-group discrimination based on race or ethnicity, and/or (d) indicated ever 

belonging to the Muslim faith (included in consideration of the racialised status of Muslim 
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minorities in Europe (Zolberg & Woon, 1999; Drouhot & Nee 2019))8. The µgeQdeU¶ variable 

identifies female (1) versus male (0) sex. For a simple measure of class background I 

constructed a set of binary variables indicating Low, Medium, and High parental 

socioeconomic status (SES) (or ‘class background’),  based on information about the 

occupation of parents (highest/non-missing) when the respondent was aged 14, or their 

educational level if the former was not available for either parent.  

Further control variables include age (categorized into five groups), ESS round, and region, 

which groups survey countries into four main groups to account for some major regional 

differences in geographic and political-economic context, as well as immigration history. 

Specifically, though named for major geographic areas, my classification of regions follows 

some main historical-cultural divisions (see Delanty 2012 for a longer discussion and a more 

detailed classification) and the OECD/EU’s Classification of OECD and EU countries as 

immigrant destinations according to key characteristics of the foreign-born population (2019, 

26; see also Van Mol and de Valk 2016 for a longer discussion).9 The four regions I distinguish 

are as follows. First, I distinguish Western European countries within my pooled sample 

(Austria, Belgium, Germany, Netherlands, France, UK, Ireland and Switzerland); these are 

generally classified as ‘Longstanding destinations’ of immigration by the OECD/EU.10 A 

second category covers Scandinavian/Nordic countries (Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and 

 
8 This is, of course, a very simplified measure, but such a simplification was necessary to keep the analysis 

manageable and (sub)sample sizes workable. For a more detailed investigation of ethnicity as it relates to similar 

outcomes, see Heath and Schneider (2021). 
9 See also Chapter 2 of this dissertation for further discussion of immigration/integration histories across Europe 
(and sources such as Van Mol and de Valk 2016). As discussed in more detailed by Delanty (2012), though 
regional classifications of Europe are often used, there is no consensus on the specific regions and included 
countries; my own classification of regions combines the often-used general north-south-east-west logic with the 
mentioned categorization by history and type of immigrant inflows in each country (OECD/EU 2019), which is 
a key differentiator in this case. 
10 The one exception is Ireland, which I chose to include here (as opposed to alongside Mediterranean countries, 
per the OECD/EU classification) for geographical/historical-cultural coherence (Delanty 2012). 
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Finland), classified as ‘Destinations with recent and significant humanitarian migration’ by the 

OECD/EU. Third, I distinguish countries from the Southern Europe/Mediterranean region 

(Italy, Spain, Portugal, and Cyprus), which the OECD/EU describes as ‘New destinations with 

many labor immigrants’. Finally, I distinguish the broad region of Eastern Europe (Albania, 

Bulgaria, Czechia, Estonia, Croatia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Montenegro, Poland, Serbia, 

Slovakia, Kosovo), which covers the OECD/EU classification of ‘Countries with immigrant 

populations shaped by border changes and/or by national minorities’, but also additional (non-

EU/OECD) countries from the former Eastern bloc that may be characterized similarly 

(Bonifazi and Mamolo 2004).   
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Descriptive statistics  

A first look comparing the distribution of the outcomes of interest between second-generation 

and native-parentage native respondents within my sample confirms some notable differences, 

highlighting advantages as well as disadvantages by migration background. Table 1 (above) 

shows relative frequencies and means across different variables for the two groups, including 

whether differences are statistically significant (based on t-tests). As shown here, the second-

generation sample is overall more highly educated, with a lower share of respondents with less-

than-lower-secondary education (17% vs. 24%) and a higher share of tertiary-educated 

respondents (27% vs. 24% for native-parentage respondents). The second-generation sample 

also has somewhat higher average occupational status, with a mean ISEI score of 44 versus 42 

for the native-parentage sample. However, the second-generation sample also has a 

considerably lower share of respondents who are politically engaged (77% vs 84%), and who 

feel socially accepted (in that they do not report feelings of in-group discrimination; 86% vs 

94%). The two groups seem similar in terms of average self-reported general health, but the 

second-generation sample has a somewhat lower average life satisfaction score (6.93 vs. 7.03).  

Comparing the distribution of independent variables, however, we also see that the two groups 

differ in their composition regarding some key demographic and background characteristics. 

For one, they differ in their age distribution, with the second generation having a higher 

representation of younger cohorts (especially the youngest, under-26 group) and a lower share 

of the older (60-plus) cohort; the gender distribution is similar. As may be expected, the two 

samples also differ in their regional representation: although the overall ‘ranking’ of subsample 

shares by region is the same, the distributions are varied; for instance, the relative prevalence 

of subsamples collected in Western Europe is much stronger within the second-generation 

sample (while the opposite is true for subsamples from Southern Europe).  
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Turning to other key background characteristics, the second-generation sample has a much 

higher share of ethnic/racial minority respondents than the native-parentage sample (24% vs 

4%, respectively). Further, the second-generation sample seems positively selected in terms of 

class background compared to the native-parentage sample, with a relatively smaller share of 

respondents with low parental SES (33% vs. 41%) and a higher share of respondents with high 

parental SES (20% vs. 15%). The latter is unexpected considering common accounts of a 

European second generation with modest class origins (see, e.g., Drouhot & Nee 2019 for a 

review), although it should be noted that those often focus on a young and/or non-white section 

of the second generation, typically in Western Europe. Indeed, a further look into class 

background distribution by age groups shows that the second-generation class background 

advantage is smaller (or even reversed) for the younger cohorts and increases gradually across 

age cohorts. Further, a disaggregation by region shows some positive second-generation class 

selection to persist across all regional samples, albeit barely so for Western Europe, originating, 

instead, largely from samples from Scandinavian and Southern European countries. 

Interestingly, a disaggregation by ethnic/racial minority status shows a parental-SES-wise 

positively selected second-generation among both groups but especially among ethnic/racial 

minorities.  

Table 2. Perc. distribution of parental SES for native-parentage and second-generation samples, by other factors 
  Native-parentage natives (3+ gen) Second generation Difference (p.p.) 

(2nd gen – 3+ g)  Parental SES Parental SES 
  Low Med. High Total Low Med. High Total Low High 
Age group           
under 26 23.3% 57.5% 19.2% 100% 26.7% 54.1% 19.2% 100% 3.4 0.0 
26-35 23.8% 53.5% 22.8% 100% 25.0% 50.6% 24.4% 100% 1.3 1.6 
36-45 29.7% 50.3% 20.0% 100% 27.5% 47.7% 24.8% 100% -2.2 4.8 
46-60 41.3% 44.3% 14.4% 100% 34.0% 45.8% 20.2% 100% -7.3 5.7 
Over 60 56.2% 34.8% 9.0% 100% 44.7% 40.5% 14.8% 100% -11.5 5.8 
Region           
Western E 33.3% 50.3% 16.5% 100% 33.7% 47.3% 19.1% 100% 0.4 2.6 
Scandinavian 35.3% 43.5% 21.2% 100% 23.8% 44.6% 31.6% 100% -11.5 10.4 
Southern E 52.3% 39.4% 8.3% 100% 36.0% 43.5% 20.5% 100% -16.3 12.2 
Eastern E 48.2% 39.0% 12.8% 100% 35.1% 45.8% 19.1% 100% -13.1 6.3 
Ethnic/racial minority status    100%    
E/R majority 40.7% 44.3% 15.0% 100% 32.1% 47.1% 20.8% 100% -8.6 5.8 
E/R minority 56.5% 32.0% 11.5% 100% 37.5% 43.7% 18.9% 100% -19.0 7.4 

Source: ESS6-9, author’s subset of original sample. 



 20 

In addition, as illustrated in Figure 1 below, I find that age distributions differ substantially 

between ethnic/racial majority and minority populations in my sample, especially for the 

second-generation ethnic/racial minority subsample, which skews particularly young 

compared to the other three respective subgroups. Appendix Table A3 shows an additional 

breakdown of the main ancestry groups represented within second-generation vs. native-

parentage ethnic/racial minority subgroups, and low vs. high parental SES subgroups (where 

any were indicated – ancestry variables had high shares of missing responses). Among both 

native-parentage and second-generation ethnic/racial minority groups (although with generally 

higher shares among the latter), some of the main non-European ancestries indicated are 

MENA/Central Asian (including Turkish), South and South-East Asian, Sub-Saharan African, 

and Caribbean (in descending order). Further, the low-class-background second-generation 

group had a notable (11%) representation of MENA/Central Asian ancestry respondents (again, 

note that these figures exclude high numbers of missing observations in each case; see Table 

A3 for details). 

Figure 1. Age distribution of subgroups by migration background and ethnic/racial minority status 

 
 
Whether the above sample characteristics are accurate reflections of overall second-generation 

vs native-parentage dynamics across Europe (which are rarely assessed at such a broad level) 

or due to sampling shortcomings within the ESS that (as mentioned) might exclude some 
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vulnerable second-generation groups, all in all for the purpose of this study these insights 

confirm the necessity of accounting for these differences in background characteristics when 

assessing second-generation vs. native-parentage outcome gaps, and explore the implications 

of these background characteristics as they relate to those gaps in further detail. Accordingly, 

my analytical strategy proceeds as follows.  

Analytical strategy  

In line with my research questions and in light of the above, I approach my research questions 

in three steps. First, to assess whether migration background is associated with disparities in 

outcomes overall (RQ1a), I examine each outcome of interest with a base regression model 

(Model A) that relies on second-generation status (with native-parentage native status as the 

reference category) as the sole explanatory variable, although with some basic controls (age, 

gender, region, and ESS round). Second, I seek to examine whether differences, if any, 

associated with second-generation status still stand after accounting for some further key 

background characteristics (RQ1b); moreover, I want to see how the (statistical) effects of 

migration background and other key factors compare to one another (RQ2). For this, in Model 

B I expand on the above base regression model with two additional independent variables: 

ethnic/racial minority status, and parental SES (gender already being included). Finally, I am 

interested in what happens at the intersection of second-generation status and the other 

background factors (RQ3). I examine this with three sets of additional models (Models C, D, 

and E), which calculate Model B for particular subgroups, identified by migration status (i.e., 

second-generation vs native-parentage status) and, respectively, ethnic/racial majority vs 

minority status, low vs high parental SES, and male versus female gender. 11  

 
11 Compared to the original Models B, these models exclude, in each case, the independent variables used in the 

specification of subgroups. 
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The above approach yields five main regression models (Models A, B, C, D, and E) for each 

of the six outcomes examined, denoted as Models 1A-E through 6A-E.12 Depending on the 

type of dependent variable, I use logistic (binary variables), ordered logistic (ordinal variables), 

or ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions (continuous variables and ordinal variables with 

10 or more categories).13 All regression models rely on the use the same main sample (N= 

130,117), which is split up four ways in the case of the subgroup analyses. Results for Models 

A-B are presented in regression tables and illustrated with graphs displaying average marginal 

effects to facilitate the comparison of effects associated with particular factors, while results of 

Models C-E are presented in terms of predicted-probabilities and predicted values, listed in a 

table and illustrated in graphs, to help compare outcomes across subgroups. (All full regression 

tables are available in the Appendix.) 

Results 

Economic integration/well-being 

According to the ordered logistic regression results shown in Table 3 (Models 1A & 1B), 

second-generation respondents tend to have higher levels of educational attainment, an 

association that holds (in fact, goes from significant at the 10% to the 5% significance level) 

across models 1A and 1B. As shown in Figure 2 (and Appendix Table A4), Model B estimates 

that a second-generation respondent is, on average, 2 percentage points more likely to have 

tertiary education compared to an otherwise similar (in terms of our independent variables) 

respondent of native parentage. Ethnic/racial minority status is associated with a disadvantage 

of about 5 percentage points, while gender is only marginally significant. Parental 

 
12 Note that Models 1-6A-E are calculated, in each case, for a total of six subgroups. 
13 Ordered logit versions of these models (trust, life satisfaction, and household income variables), performed as 

robustness checks, produced similar results. Wald tests were conducted for all 3 ordered logit models used; none 

violated the proportional odds assumption. 
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socioeconomic status makes the biggest difference: all else kept equal, high (vs. medium) 

parental SES is associated with an average 19-percentage-point higher probability of having a 

tertiary degree.  

The initial second-generation advantage in Occupational status (ISEI) goes from marginally 

significant in Model 2A to lose its significance in Model 2B once all background factors are 

accounted for (see Table 3 and Figure 3, Models 2A-B; also Appendix Table A4). Other 

background factors, however, have a strong relationship to ISEI. Ethnic/racial minority status, 

being a woman, and having low parental SES are all associated with lower ISEI scores (about 

-3, -2, and -7 points, respectively) , while high parental SES is associated with a higher ISEI 

score (the largest difference, an average +9 points). 
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Table 3. Regression results (Models A & B)  
 

  Economic integration Political inclusion Social inclusion Health and subjective well-being 
 Educational 

attainment ISEI (occupation) Political engagement Social acceptance Health Life satisfaction 
 Model 1A Model 1B Model 2A Model 2B Model 3A Model 3B Model 4A Model 4B Model 5A Model 5B Model 6A Model 6B 

 Ordered logit OLS OLS Ordered logit Logit OLS 
  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Second generation 0.127+ 0.124* 0.814+ 0.618 -0.415*** -0.449*** -0.926*** -0.270** -0.209*** -0.185** -0.146* -0.029 
    (ref.: 3+ generation) (0.069) (0.056) (0.479) (0.446) (0.111) (0.101) (0.118) (0.098) (0.064) (0.064) (0.066) (0.066) 
Female (ref.: male) 0.083 0.079 -2.872*** -2.918*** -0.044 -0.046 -0.067 -0.105* -0.179*** -0.184*** -0.017 -0.023 
 (0.067) (0.073) (0.400) (0.392) (0.040) (0.040) (0.048) (0.048) (0.030) (0.031) (0.032) (0.032) 
 Ethnic/racial minority 
    (ref.: ethnic/racial majority) 

 -0.344+  -2.251*  -0.018  -2.165***  -0.298***  -0.695*** 
 (0.178)  (0.929)  (0.176)  (0.149)  (0.061)  (0.121) 

Parental SES (ref.: medium)            
   Low parental SES  -0.977***  -7.656***  -0.302***  0.025  -0.272***  -0.305*** 

 (0.051)  (0.303)  (0.041)  (0.051)  (0.056)  (0.057) 

   High parental SES  1.265***  8.959***  0.589***  -0.248***  0.258***  0.167*** 
  (0.049)   (0.309)   (0.044)   (0.053)   (0.031)   (0.038) 

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Constant/cuts Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Adjusted R2     0.040 0.150             0.092 0.104 
Pseudo R2 0.056 0.121     0.070 0.081 0.021 0.085 0.086 0.090     

Notes: All models additionally control for age group, geographical region, and ESS wave. Model 4B uses an altered version of the ethnic/racial minority variable (as discussed). Standard 
errors clustered by country for all models. (Standard errors in parentheses.) N = 130,117 across all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; +p < 0.10. 
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Figure 2. AMEs from Models 1A-B        Figure 3. AMEs from Models 2A-B 

 
 
 
Figure 4. AMEs from Models 3A-B        Figure 5. AMEs from Models 4A-B 

 
 
 
Figure 6. AMEs from Models 5A-B        Figure 7. AMEs from Models 6A-B 
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Political inclusion and social inclusion 

 Models 3A and 3B (Table 3, above; and Appendix Table A5) find second-generation status to 

be associated with a lower probability of political engagement, both before and after accounting 

for other background characteristics (Figure 4). Specifically, a second-generation respondent’s 

probability of being politically engaged is, on average, 6 percentage points lower than that of 

an otherwise similar native-parentage peer. Ethnic/racial minority status and female gender are 

not associated with significant differences. Parental socioeconomic status, however, is a strong 

predictor, with an average negative 4 percentage-point difference associated with low parental 

SES, and a nearly 8 percentage-point difference associated with high parental SES, all else kept 

equal. 

Model 4A (Table 3; and Appendix Table A5) finds second-generation status to be associated 

with a lower probability  of feeling socially accepted (with an AME of about 5.5 percentage 

points). Once other background characteristics are accounted for (Model 4B), this second-

generation disadvantage remains significant but shrinks to an average 1.5-percentage-point gap 

in the probability of feeling socially accepted (Figure 5). Having high parental SES is 

associated with a similar-size negative difference, while being an ethnic/racial minority is 

associated with an average 12-percentage-point negative difference, all else kept equal..14 This 

suggests that much, though not all, of the initial gap was driven by the second-generation 

sample’s higher share of ethnic/racial minorities and higher class background respondents.  

Health and subjective well-being 

In contrast with descriptive results, Model 5A (Table 3, above; and Appendix Table A5) finds 

second-generation status to be associated with lower levels of self-reported health, a link that 

 
14 To prevent endogeneity issues, Models 9B-E are calculated using an adjusted version of the ethnic/racial 

minority status variable constructed without the racial or ethnic discrimination component. 
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slightly weakens, but remains significant, after accounting for class background and 

ethnic/racial minority status (Model 5B). For instance, as illustrated in Figure 6, the predicted 

probability of reporting good or very good health is 3.6 percentage points lower, on average, 

for a second-generation respondent than for an otherwise similar native-parentage respondent. 

Gender has a similar effect, while ethnic/racial minority status and class background have 

somewhat stronger (statistical) effects. The largest average difference in probability of 

reporting (very) good health is associated with ethnic/racial minority status (ca. –6 percentage 

points), followed by low and high parental SES (ca. 5 percentage point each, in opposing 

directions).  

In the case of Life satisfaction, the initially observed disadvantage associated with second-

generation status (Model 6A) loses its significance once class background and ethnic/racial 

minority status are accounted for (Model 6B) (Table 3). According to Figure 7, ethnic/racial 

minority status is associated with the largest difference in predicted life satisfaction scores (ca. 

-0.7 points), followed by low and high parental SES. (Gender is not significant.) 15 

Subgroup analyses  

Turning to compare outcomes across subgroups defined by the intersection of migration status 

and the above background factors (see Models C, D, E in Table 4, end of section, for full list 

of predicted probabilities/values; see Appendix A6-A14 for full regression tables), I begin with 

subgroups by ethnic/racial minority status and continue with subgroups by low vs high class 

background. By and large, I do not find striking discrepancies in my subgroup analyses by 

gender (i.e., gender dynamics seem fairly similar by migration status, and vice versa), so for 

 
15 While models originally do not control for educational attainment to keep the list of independent variables 

fully consistent across models, an alternative version of Models 2B-6B were run controlling for educational 

attainment, as a robustness check. Interestingly, this does not lead to substantial changes in the results. 

Regression tables for these alternative models are available in Appendix Table A15. 
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brevity I do not discuss their results in further detail here; average predicted probabilities and 

values for these subgroups are presented in Table 3 alongside results for other subgroups, and 

figures illustrating these are in the Appendix (Figures A1-A6). 

Migration background and ethnic/racial minority vs. majority status  

Figures 8 to 13 show how average predicted outcomes vary for the four subgroups defined by 

the intersection of migration background and ethnic/racial minority status. Starting with 

educational attainment, Figure 8 shows ethnic racial majority and minority second-generation 

subsamples as having a similar and relatively high predicted level of educational attainment. 

Meanwhile, I note a larger difference between majority and minority members of native 

parentage – specifically, the native-parentage ethnic/racial minority group stands out as having 

the lowest predicted educational attainment, on average, of the four groups (while the other 

three are fairly similar). Turning to occupational status (ISEI), I note a similar dynamic, with 

the native-parentage ethnic/racial minority group standing out as having the lowest average 

predicted ISEI, while the native-parentage majority group and the second-generation 

ethnic/racial minority group have similar average predicted scores. Interestingly, the second-

generation ethnic/racial majority group has the highest average predicted score of all. 

Altogether, this adds some nuance to the apparent null-result for found in Model 2B (and the 

initial second-generation advantage found).  

In the case of Political engagement and Social acceptance, the second-generation ethnic/racial 

minority group becomes the one with the lowest average predicted probability of these 

outcomes. This is especially apparent in the case of political engagement, where the three other 

groups have comparable average predicted probabilities of 0.8 or over, while the minority 

second-generation group’s is 0.68 (this also means the majority/minority gap in this regard is 

markedly wider within the second generation, as apparent in Figure 10). When it comes to 



 29 

social acceptance (Figure 11), the minority/majority gap is overall quite wide (in line with 

earlier regression results), but especially so between second-generation groups (0.64 vs 0.93, 

i.e., nearly 30 percentage points). That said, there is also a slight second-generation 

disadvantage between the majority groups. 

Turning to Health and Life satisfaction, I once again find the native-parentage ethnic/racial 

minority group to be the worst-off in terms of average predicted outcomes. In the case of health, 

the other three groups have similar average predicted outcomes (e.g., probability of around 

0.65 of reporting good health, vs. 57 for the native-parentage minority group). In the case of 

life satisfaction, both minority groups are relatively worse-off, but the native-parentage 

minority group is especially so (with an average predicted score of 5.8 vs. 6.6 for the second-

generation minority group, and ca. 7 for both majority groups). 

Figure 8. Average predicted probabilities, Model 1C     Figure 9. Average predicted values, Model 2C 

 

Figure 10. Average predicted probabilities, Model 3C   Figure 11. Average predicted probabilities, Model 4C  
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Figure 12. Average predicted probabilities, Model 5C.   Figure 13. Average predicted values, Model 6C 

 

 

Migration background and low vs. high parental SES (class background)  

Figures 14-19 (and the middle columns of Table 4) show how average predicted outcomes vary 

across subgroups defined by the intersection of migration background and class background 

(focusing on low and high parental SES). Looking at Educational attainment and Occupational 

status (ISEI) (Figures 14-15), the class-background divide is the most apparent one, but within 

that there are some interesting patterns again: namely, comparing high-parental-SES groups, 

the second generation seems at a slight disadvantage (especially for ISEI), but comparing low-

parental-SES groups, I note a second-generation advantage (notable especially for probability 

of low educational attainment and ISEI).  

To better understand the above phenomenon, I take a further look into the relationship between 

parental SES and economic outcomes for native-parentage natives and second-generation 

members. First, I go back to examine their percentage distributions (based on raw counts). As 

illustrated in Figures 20 and 21 (end of section), the patterns show here further suggest that 

class background may play a different role for second-generation and native-parentage 

respondents. Specifically, both figures show a pattern of relative second-generation advantage 

among low-parental-SES groups but a native-parentage advantage within the high-parental-

SES segment. For instance, Figure 20 shows that a relatively higher share of low-class-
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background second-generation members attain secondary and tertiary education compared to 

their low-class-background peers of native parentage (of whom a relatively larger ratio does 

not make it past lower secondary level of education). Similarly, a higher share of native-

parentage natives with medium parental SES remain in the lower-educated segment compared 

to similar-background second-generation members. However, comparing high-class-

background groups, second-generation members with high parental SES seem relatively less 

likely to complete tertiary education than their native parentage peers. A similar (though very 

moderate) non-linear pattern appears when comparing mean ISEI scores (Figure 21).  

To explore this phenomenon further, I check how the average marginal effects associated with 

low and high class background vary in regression models for native-parentage and second-

generation (analogous to earlier Models B, but calculated separately for the two groups). 

Results from these, presented in Figure 22 below (see Appendix Table A16 for regression 

table), largely support the above pattern, suggesting, for the second generation, a more 

moderate negative effect of low class background as well as a more moderate positive effect 

of high class background – although confidence intervals do often overlap (due to large SEs). 

Therefore, as an additional check, I also conduct a version of Model B that specifies interaction 

effects between second-generation status and parental SES. The results of these models are 

shown in Appendix Table A16. Alongside negative main effects on economic outcomes for 

low parental SES (and vice versa for high parental SES), these models confirm the presence of 

a significant positive interaction effect for second-generation status combined with low 

parental SES for both educational attainment and ISEI, along with a negative interaction effect 

for second-generation status combined with high parental SES. In other words, both the 

negative implications of low parental SES and the positive implications of high parental SES 

are reduced, on average, for the second generation.  
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In the case of Political engagement (Figure 16), second-generation status and low-class 

background are both associated with disadvantages, but the two factors combined seem to 

result in a particularly low average predicted probability of political engagement for the low-

class-background second-generation group (0.72 vs 0.81 and 0.84 for the low-class-

background native-parentage group and high-class-background second-generation group, 

respectively, and 0.91 for the high-class-background native-parentage group).  

 In the case of Social acceptance, the estimated average probabilities are largely in line with 

those from the earlier regression (Model 4B), with no major additional discrepancies apparent; 

the case is similar for Life satisfaction (Figures 17 and 19). Lastly, turning to Health, a result 

that stands out is the high-class-background second-generation group’s average predicted 

probability of indicating good health, which is considerably higher (at 0.74) than the other three 

groups’ (at around 0.55) (Figure 18).16 

 

 
16 My supplementary examination of interaction-effect models (Appendix Table A16) also suggests a positive 

interaction effect between second-generation status and high parental SES (though only significant at the 10% 

level). 
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Figure 14. Average predicted probabilities, Model 1D    Figure 15. Average predicted values, Model 2D 

 
 
 
Figure 16. Average predicted probabilities, Model 3D    Figure 17. Average predicted probabilities, Model 4D 

 
 
 
Figure 18. Average predicted probabilities, Model 5D.   Figure 19. Average predicted values, Model 6D 
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Figure 20. Educational attainment by parental SES for native-parentage vs second-generation respondents  

 
 
Figure 21. Mean ISEI score by parental SES for native-parentage vs. second-generation respondents 

 
 
Figure 22. AMEs associated with low and high parental SES for economic outcomes, by migration 
background (separate models) 
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Discussion and conclusions 
 
This paper has compared second-generation and native-parentage Europeans to gauge the state 

of the former’s integration by testing whether migration background, compared to, and in 

combination with, other background factors is associated with any key differences in social 

inclusion and well-being. Relying on pooled cross-European data, the study engaged in a 

simultaneous examination of economic, political, social, and well-being related dimensions of 

integration, proving a rarely wide-ranging yet consistent body of evidence on second-

generation integration in Europe. In doing so, it contributes a long-needed systematic analysis 

to help address the challenge of disentangling the effect of migration background, if any, from 

the potential confounders of parental class background and ethnic/racial minority status in the 

comparative outcomes of second-generation immigrants in Europe. Further, part of this 

challenge is also to gain a clearer understanding of how the implications of class background, 

ethnic/racial minority status, and gender, may differ for second-generation immigrants versus 

native-parentage peers. In the following, I summarize the findings of this wide-ranging study 

as they relate to each research question – Table 4, below, provides an overview to aid this – 

after which I discuss potential explanations, implications, and limitations, along with the final 

takeaways and recommendations for future research. 
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Table 5. Overview of findings 
Relevant research question RQ1 

RQ2 RQ3 
(a) (b) (a) vs. (b) 

Model Model A Model B Model A vs B Model B Models C, D E 
  Difference associated 

with second gen. status 
Changes from accounting for E/R 
background, gender, parental SES 

Comparison of AME size 
among significant variables  

Comparison of avg. predicted outcomes 
across subgroups 

Economic integration 

(1) Educational 
attainment 0/+ + Second-gen. advantage  

becomes significant at 5% level pSES > E/R > 2gen  
G2 maj | G2 min > G3 maj > G3 min; 

High pSES G3 |  High pSES G2 >>  
>> Low pSES G2 > Low pSES G3  

(2) 
ISEI (occupational 
status) 0/+ 0 

Second-gen. advantage  
loses (marginal) significance pSES > fem | E/R  

G2 maj > G3 maj | G2 min > G3 min 
High pSES G3 > High pSES G2 >>  
>> Low pSES G2 > Low pSES G3 

Political/institutional inclusion 

(5) Political engagement - - Second-gen. disadvantage 
increases slightly 

pSES > 2gen  
G3 maj > G2 maj | G3 min >> G2 min; 

High pSES G3 > High pSES G2 > 
> Low pSES G2 >> Low pSES G3 

Social inclusion  

(9) Social acceptance - - 
Second-gen. disadvantage  

shrinks considerably E/R > 2gen > pSES > fem 
G3 maj > G2 maj >> G3 min > G2 min; 

Low pSES G3 > High pSES G3> 
 > Low pSES G2 > High pSES G2 

Health & subjective well-being 

(10) Health - - Second-gen. disadvantage  
shrinks  pSES | E/R > 2gen | fem 

G3 maj | G2 maj | G2 min > G3 min; 
High pSES G2 > Low pSES G2 >|  
>| High pSES G3 | Low pSES G3   

(11) Life satisfaction - 0 
Second-gen. disadvantage loses 

significance E/R > pSES 
G3 maj | G2 maj > G2 min > G3 min; 

High pSES G3 > High pSES G2 > 
> Low pSES G2 >| Low pSES G3 

NRWeV RQ VigQV aQd abbUeYiaWiRQV XVed: µ+¶: adYaQWage fRU VecRQd geQ., µ-µ: disadvantage for second gen., µ0¶: no difference/null effect; µ0/+¶ marginally significant (p<0.10) second-generation 
advantage. pSES: parental SES; E/R: ethnic/racial minority status; 2gen: second-generation status; fem: gender (female); G2: second generation; G3: 3+ generation/native-parentage; min: 
ethnic/racial minority; maj: ethnic/racial majority 
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First of all (RQ1), I was interested in assessing the general presence of advantages or 

disadvantages tied to migrant parentage, observed via potential outcome disparities between 

second-generation Europeans and their native-parentage peers. Initial descriptive statistics 

suggested that at a cross-European level, migrant parentage – i.e., second-generation status – 

may be associated with a relative advantage in economic outcomes (higher educational 

attainment and occupational status), but a disadvantage when it comes to political engagement, 

social acceptance, and life satisfaction. (The distribution of health outcomes showed no 

significant differences between the two groups at this point.) After controlling for basic 

demographic factors (age, gender) and sample characteristics (ESS wave and survey country 

region; clustering standard errors by country) in our base regressions, the second-generation’s 

economic advantage became only marginally significant (p<0.1), while all other, non-

economic outcomes (including health) now indicated a significant (p<0.05) disadvantage 

associated with migrant parentage (RQ1a). 

Next, following from common arguments of compositional effects in the outcomes of the 

second generation (see e.g. Drouhot & Nee, 2019), I was interested in to examine whether the 

migrant-parentage outcome differences found in the models above may actually be driven by 

other, co-occurring background factors (RQ1b), such as ethnic/racial minority status – 

relatively more common among second-generation Europeans – and class-background 

composition. Interestingly, the latter, which I approximated via parental SES, was actually 

higher, on average, for the second-generation group within my sample. A closer look revealed 

that this was particularly true for the ethnic/racial minority subset of my sample. Furthermore, 

the overall trend was driven primarily by older cohorts, while younger cohorts, and samples 

from the region I defined as Western Europe (vs. Nordic countries, Southern Europe, and 

Eastern Europe), formed an exception. After controlling for ethnic/racial minority status and 

parental SES, the second-generation’s relative educational advantage became even clearer, 
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while its disadvantage in social acceptance and health shrank, but remained significant. The 

second-generation disadvantage found for political engagement became slightly stronger, 

while differences in occupational status and life satisfaction were no longer found to be 

significant.  

I was also interested in the relative importance of each background factor in driving outcome 

differences (RQ2). In terms of average marginal effect magnitudes among the four background 

factors of interest, parental SES was the strongest predictor for economic outcomes. 

Ethnic/racial status was the strongest predictor for social acceptance, life satisfaction, and 

health (closely followed by parental SES). Second generation status was the strongest predictor 

for political engagement, the second-strongest for social acceptance, and the third-strongest for 

education (and not significant elsewhere). Overall, accounting for other key background factors 

added important nuance to the initial picture, as some migrant-parentage-disparities 

disappeared, and, even where the association remained significant, other factors – namely, class 

background and ethnic/racial minority status – were often found to be stronger predictors. 

Nevertheless, even beside these effects, migration background maintained some significant 

implications in each of the four main dimensions examined (RQ1b).  

Lastly, I turned to understand these associations in further detail by examining outcomes at the 

intersection of migration background and the above background factors (ethnic/racial minority 

status, class background, and gender) (RQ3). To this end, I conducted separate regressions for 

each subgroup defined by the combination of those categories and compared their average 

predicted outcomes. By highlighting some interesting intra- and inter-categorical patterns, 

these analyses helped to understand and add further nuance to the above main results. Most 

notable was a pattern of particular (i.e., disproportionate) disadvantage for the native-parentage 

ethnic/racial minority subgroup – not only relative to their native-parentage majority 
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counterparts, but also both second-generation subgroups – in the economic, as well as the 

health and subjective well-being dimensions. In all four related outcomes, the native-parentage 

ethnic/racial minority subgroup has the least favorable average predicted outcomes of the four 

subgroups. By comparison, the second-generation ethnic/racial minority subgroup’s outcomes 

were often close to those of the second-generation majority-members’, especially in the case 

of education and health. In the case of average predicted occupational status and life 

satisfaction, I did find a minority-majority gap within the second generation, but these gaps 

still tended to be more moderate than those observable between the minority and majority 

native-parentage groups. Two important exceptions to this were for the outcomes of political 

engagement and social acceptance, in which cases second-generation groups were generally 

worse off (in line with results from Models B), but the ethnic/racial minority second-generation 

group especially so.  

Furthermore, I found an analogous pattern when looking at economic outcomes (education and 

ISEI) for subgroups defined by intersecting categories of migration background and class 

background: while economic outcomes of groups with low parental SES were generally 

predicted to be lower (compared to groups with high parental SES), the gap in average 

predicted outcomes between low- versus high-class-background second-generation members 

tended to be smaller than those between low- versus high-class-background native-parentage 

natives. Ranked by their average predicted outcomes, high-parental-SES native-parentage 

natives would come first, followed by high- and then low-parental-SES second-generation 

members, while the low-parental-SES native-parentage natives would come last. An additional 

exploration of descriptive statistics further highlighted a nonlinear association, in which 

second-generation members have relatively better economic outcomes, on average, within the 

lower-parental-SES segment, but that difference reduces in the ‘medium’-parental-SES 

segment and turns into a second-generation disadvantage within the high-parental-SES 



 41 

segment. Further supplementary analyses, including, first, examining marginal effects of class 

background on economic outcomes separately for second-generation and native-parentage 

samples, and second, an alternative version of models including interaction effects between 

second generation status parental SES, offered some further support to the idea of relatively 

more modest parental SES effects for second-generation members (especially in the case of 

ISEI). 

Taken together with the results concerning subgroups defined by ethnic/racial minority status 

and migration background, these findings may be interpreted as signaling a particular penalty 

effect for disadvantaged native-parentage groups, or vice versa, a curious phenomenon of 

‘alleviated’ disadvantage for second-generation peers of ostensibly comparable backgrounds. 

This are key findings as they provide new broad-scale European evidence to so far smaller-

scale (or US-based) accounts of differing intergenerational social reproduction processes 

among second-generation immigrants (Alba & Nee, 2003; Kasinitz et al., 2008; Li, 2018; Platt, 

2007; Zuccotti, 2015). On the one hand, the pattern of relative second-generation advantage 

among lower-class-background groups echoes the phenomenon second-generation 

‘superachievement’ discussed earlier (Crul et al., 2017; Feliciano & Lanuza, 2017; Lessard-

Phillips & Li, 2017). On the other hand, my results for occupational status in particular suggest 

a broader dynamic in which second-generation members may be relatively less held back by 

modest social origins, but, may not be able to utilize their high parental SES to the same degree 

as their privileged native-parentage peers. This falls in line with results from prior country 

studies (e.g., UK and Sweden) finding a two-sided phenomenon in which both positive and 

negative implications of class background are weaker for second-generation immigrants 

(Lessard-Phillips & Li, 2017; Platt, 2007; Urban, 2012; Zuccotti, 2015).  
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As discussed earlier, these phenomena could be explained by various mechanisms, from 

parental selectivity (including ‘true’ class background as well as motivation) to a protective 

immigrant community or other beneficial factors (Feliciano, 2020; Kao & Tienda, 1995; Portes 

et al., 2009). An underestimation of immigrant parents’ ‘true’ class origins (due, for example 

to having to work jobs they were overqualified for, and my measure of class being largely 

based on job title) could be driving the results of (apparent) lower-class-background 

‘superachievement’ among the second generation, but it would not explain the pattern stopping 

(or even flipping) at the higher parental SES levels, unless the problem of immigrant-parent 

overqualification is no longer present there. A similar argument could be made for immigrant 

(parents’) selectivity along motivation. Another important potential selectivity issue concerns 

the aforementioned imperfect representativity of immigrant-background minorities in ESS, due 

to which my second-generation sample might underrepresent the most marginalized second-

generation groups (e.g. even within the lower-parental-SES group).  

On a different note, the pronounced pattern of disadvantage found for native-parentage 

minorities (and low-parental-SES native-parentage natives) calls to mind segmented 

assimilation theory’s (US-context-based) emphasis on established, but all the more so, long-

disenfranchised native-parentage minority groups in the receiving country context – compared 

to whom second-generation youths may be a relative advantage (e.g., still having more 

optimism, immigrant-community resources, etc.) (Portes & Zhou, 1993; see also Kasinitz et al. 

2008). Exploring what makes this minority segment of the native-parentage European 

populations examined in my study so disadvantaged (especially relative to second-generation 

minorities) would be another question worth exploring further.  

Overall, the new evidence provided by this paper on the prevalence of the ‘superachievement’ 

phenomenon and diverging class and minority-status effects for the second generation in 
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Europe makes a strong case for further examinations of the underlying mechanisms at play in 

future research. A key limitation of this study is the fact that is that I am only able to make 

associational, and not causal, claims. Further, the large and complex scope of the study, along 

with sample size concerns (and variable limitations), meant that I had to rely on simplified 

class and ethnic/racial categorisations and a cross-nationally aggregated analysis, though 

calculations did account, to some extent, for the cross-national nature of data and the resulting 

variation (controlling for main regions and clustering standard errors by country). While the 

broad scope of this study brought its own contributions – chief among them providing a wide-

ranging, systematic set of analyses targeting strongly related questions typically addressed in 

disparate studies – these further complexities would be worth examining in future studies, data 

permitting.  

Interestingly, I did not find much evidence of differing gender effects by migration 

background; in this regard, more specific analyses, involving interactions with ethnicity (where 

sample sizes allow for robust intra-group comparisons), may prove more fruitful (Fleischmann 

& Kristen, 2014). Nevertheless, from an analytical and methodological perspective, the insights 

gained from this comparative subgroup analyses in this paper affirm the benefits of applying 

intersectional, especially intercategorical perspectives to the study of migrant integration 

(ideally with more sophisticated measures of racialisation) (Bürkner, 2012; McCall, 2005).  

All in all, my findings overall suggest that migration background continues to be a relevant 

source of difference – though to varying degrees and in varied ways – in the lives of second-

generation immigrants in Europe (Portes & Zhou, 1993; Heath & Schneider, 2021). My attempt 

to delineate, as far as possible here, implications of migrant parentage from those of other key 

background factors, especially class background and racialized/ethnic minority status, 

confirmed the multiple ways in which second-generation status may be associated outcome 
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disparities. Namely, returning to the original ‘scenarios’ outlined, I find that second-generation 

disparities are, to some extent, extensions of disparities stemming from social origins and 

ethnoracial minority status in society; however, in most cases I also find second-generation 

status effects beyond those attributable to class background and ethnoracial minority status. 

Further, I find that, depending on the outcome, migrant parentage may not only make a 

difference in its own right but through differentiated implications of class and ethno-racial 

minority status.  

Indeed, the multidimensional scope of the analysis helps to reveal a complex pattern of relative 

advantages and disadvantages tied to migration background, which I broadly interpret, as 

outlined above, as a divide between economic and non-economic aspects of integration and 

inclusion/well-being (with persisting disadvantages apparent especially for political and social 

inclusion). This discrepancy I find both across and within dimensions is theoretically 

meaningful as it provides further, large-scale European evidence reinforcing arguments 

stressing the potential divergence of integration processes different areas of life (not just for 

the first, but also the second generation) (Bean et al., 2012; Fajth & Lessard-Phillips, 

forthcoming; Lessard-Phillips, 2017). As such, it further underscores the need for 

multidimensional analytical frameworks to accurately assess integration (Ndofor-Tah et al., 

2019; Penninx, 2005; Spencer & Charsley, 2016), whether from a scholarly or policy-oriented 

perspective. 
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The role of host country characteristics in immigrant integration: 

A cross-European analysis 

 
Introduction 

International comparisons consistently suggest that immigrants fare better in some countries 

than in others (OECD/EU 2019). Why is this? Differences in the composition of immigrant 

populations undoubtedly play a role, but do not seem to explain the full picture (Crul and 

Schneider 2012; Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; Huijts and Kraaykamp 2012; Pichler 

2011; Kogan et al. 2018). Immigrant integration and assimilation scholarship has long been 

interested in the role that the host country context may play in the integration trajectories of 

immigrants and their descendants (e.g. Portes and Zhou 1993; Portes and Rumbaut 2001; 

Waldinger and Catron 2016). Europe, with its variety of institutional arrangements, 

economic characteristics, migration histories, and policy approaches, forms a particularly 

interesting context in which to examine this question (Thomson and Crul 2007; OECD/EU 

2019). Indeed, recent years have seen a growing body of comparative studies investigating 

the effects of structural factors on immigrant integration across European contexts (Bean et 

al. 2012; Koopmans 2013; Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Drouhot and Nee 2019; van 

de Werfhorst and Heath 2019; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021).  

Yet, despite a growing body of specialized literature, a comprehensive conceptual or 

empirical overview of the role of the host country context in immigrant integration remains 

lacking. This is due to a number of factors, including the fragmented nature of the existing 

evidence base, conflicting findings, and/or a lack of evidence altogether. Most existing 

studies tend to focus on a single aspect of integration at a time, with an overwhelming focus 

on indicators of socioeconomic integration such as employment (for the first generation) or 
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education (for the second generation) (e.g., Ballarino and Panichella 2015; Bisin et al. 2011; 

Borgna and Contini 2014; Griga and Hadjar 2014). Further, existing evidence within and 

across different aspects of integration is often difficult to aggregate, due to discrepancies in 

methodology, population focus, and geographical focus (not to mention an overwhelming 

focus on Western Europe) (cf., e.g., Pichler 2011; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021). 

Altogether, this results in a fragmented body of knowledge that makes it difficult to assess 

the relationship between host country characteristics and immigrant integration from a 

multidimensional perspective. Moreover, the key question of whether more inclusive 

immigrant integration policies are linked to better immigrant integration outcomes has not 

yet been clearly answered by the existing European evidence base (Bilgili, Huddleston, and 

Joki 2015; Koopmans 2013). 

The aim of this paper is to help build towards a comprehensive overview of the varied 

ways in which macro-level characteristics of the host country may shape integration 

opportunities. Following up on these gaps and shortcomings, with this paper I seek to 

improve on the existing European empirical evidence on host country effects in three ways. 

First, building on a multidimensional concept of immigrant integration centred on inequality 

and inclusion, my analysis extends to multiple outcomes at once, thus providing comparable 

evidence on a wide range of dimensions, including economic, political, social, and well-

being-related aspects of integration. In doing so, I focus on outcomes on which existing 

evidence is so far thin and/or inconclusive, iQclXdiQg immigUaQWV¶ RccXpational attainment, 

political participation, social acceptance (perceived discrimination), health, and subjective 

well-being. Second, my analyses incorporate a wide range of structural factors and other 

host country characteristics outlined as relevant by prior literature, with a particular attention 

to migrant integration policy. Third, my analysis covers a diverse but consistent set of 19 
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countries, going beyond the typical northwestern European focus. Further, though my focus 

is primarily on first-generation immigrants, in supplementary analyses I include a look at 

second-generation immigrants and a breakdown of EU vs. non-EU origin first-generation 

immigrants.  

In summary, understanding the effect of different contextual factors on the outcomes 

of immigrants and their descendants has so far remained a key missing piece of the 

integration puzzle. This paper makes several useful contributions to advance knowledge in 

this regard. To begin with, the first half of the paper provides a long-needed cross-

dimensional synthesis of European integration literature on host country effects. Then, it 

expands on that literature with a wide-ranging new analysis. Through the approach described 

above, it provides comparable evidence concerning several key contextual features of host 

country ± including economic conditions, attitudes towards migrants, prevalence of 

immigrants in the population, and the inclusiveness of policies for immigrant integration ± 

as they relate to iQdiYidXal immigUaQWV¶ equality and inclusion in economic, political, and 

social life, as well as their health and well-being. In doing so, the analyses in this paper allow 

to identify some key contextual factors for each dimension of integration examined, and, 

vice versa, show how specific factors relate to various aspects of migrant integration. 

Moreover, my results contribute to an otherwise inconclusive or limited evidence base for 

some areas.  

In the following section, I outline my concept of integration, review prior knowledge 

on the individual and structural factors shaping immigrant integration, and formulate my 

research questions. I then present the data and methods used for the analysis, followed by 

results. Lastly, I discuss findings and conclusions.  
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Concepts, theory and prior literature  

Concept of integration 

In this paper, I define integration as the disappearance of systematic inequalities and social 

exclusion tied to migration background (Alba and Foner 2015; OECD/EU 2019). In line 

with recent conceptualisations (Bean et al. 2012; Grzymala-Kazlowska and Phillimore 2018; 

Harder et al. 2018; Lessard-Phillips 2017; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019; Spencer and Charsley 

2016), I view integration as a multifaceted phenomenon best assessed via multiple 

dimensions, including the socio-economic sphere but also other, non-economic areas of life, 

such as the political/institutional domain, social inclusion, or health- and well-being. This 

multidimensional framework deliberately leaves out some common aspects of integration 

WhaW aUe mRUe fRcXVed RQ immigUaQWV¶ accXlWXUaWiRQ aQd/RU VRcial aVVimilaWiRQ (e.g., cXlWXUal 

assimilation, national identity, etc.) than their inclusion and equality within host society, as 

I do not consider these as essential prerequisites of integration by my definition (see also 

Spencer and Charsley 2016; Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016). 

SSecificall\, iQ WhiV VWXd\ I am iQWeUeVWed iQ immigUaQWV¶ RccXSaWiRQal VWaWXV, SRliWical 

participation, health, and subjective well-being (relative to native-background populations 

iQ Whe Vame cRXQWU\ cRQWe[WV), aV Zell aV immigUaQWV¶ SeUceiYed leYel Rf VRcial acceSWaQce 

within the host country. In line with my inclusion-focused concept of integration, I interpret 

µbeWWeU¶ RU µmRUe adYaQced¶ iQWegUaWiRQ aV a higheU degUee Rf iQclXViRQ iQ hRVW VRcieW\, 

meaning a smaller migrant-native gap or a relatively higher likelihood of a favourable 

outcome for the immigrant (on aspects relating to iQdiYidXalV¶ well-being, or their 

participation in society). I view integration as relevant to first-generation (i.e., foreign-born) 

immigrants as well as their second-generation descendants, though noting, of course, their 
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processes are not equivalent (Penninx 2005). The primary focus of this paper is on the first 

geQeUaWiRQ, WhRXgh VRme aWWeQWiRQ iV alVR giYeQ WR Whe VecRQd geQeUaWiRQ¶V iQWegUaWiRQ.   

It should be noted that among integration studies focused on contextual effects, some 

observe how contextXal facWRUV affecW immigUaQWV¶ RXWcRmeV iQ geQeUal (i.e., iQ Whe abVRlXWe 

sense) (e.g., Bisin et al. 2011; Pichler 2011), while others focus on how they affect 

immigUaQWV¶ UelaWiYe RXWcRmeV, RU immigUaQW-native2 gaps (e.g., Blom, Huijts, and 

Kraaykamp 2016; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021). Following from my concept of 

integration, I am SUimaUil\ iQWeUeVWed iQ immigUaQWV¶ UelaWiYe RXWcRmeV,3 as indicated by the 

size of the migrant-native gap in different contexts, or the cross-national variation in 

immigraQWV¶ RXWcRmeV Zhile cRQWURlliQg fRU diffeUeQceV iQ QaWiYeV¶ aYeUageV acURVV WhRVe 

same contexts (unless the outcome in question is inherently relational, e.g., social acceptance 

or discrimination by majority society). 

Sources of cross-national variation in immigrant integration  

What factors can explain the variation in immigrant integration patterns across different 

country contexts? To start with, Whe liWeUaWXUe WeQdV WR diVWiQgXiVh beWZeeQ µRUigiQ¶ effects 

and/or compositional factors on the one hand, and µdeVWiQaWiRQ¶ effecWV or host country 

contextual factors on the other (e.g., van Tubergen, Maas, and Flap 2004; Huijts and 

Kraaykamp 2012; Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; Luthra, Soehl, and Waldinger 2018). (I 

follow the latter terminology.) Put simply, the µRUigiQ¶ and/or compositional-effects 

argument explains differences in integration patterns across countries can be traced back to 

the countries of origin and/or other relevant background traits of the immigrant population 

 
2 FRU Whe SXUSRVeV Rf WhiV SaSeU, b\ µQaWiYeV¶ I UefeU QaWiYe-background native residents of a country, distinct 
from members of the second generation (i.e., native-born children of one or two immigrant parents, including 
foreign-bRUQ UeVideQWV ZhR immigUaWed aV \RXQg childUeQ); Vee alVR µMeaVXUeV¶ VecWiRQ. 
3 That said, for reasons of scarcity, my literature review includes studies from both camps. 
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in a given country (Damelang, Ebensperger, and Stumpf 2021; Huijts and Kraaykamp 2012; 

Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007). µDeVWiQaWiRQ¶ RU cRQWe[WXal e[SlaQaWiRQV, RQ Whe RWheU 

hand, focus on how structural and societal traits of the host country environment that may 

shape the integration opportunities and experience of immigrants and their descendants 

(Griga and Hadjar 2014; Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021). 

I elaborate on each of these ideas below.  

ImmigranWV¶ background characteristics (compositional and/or origin effects) 

First of all, countries differ widely in the (pre-migration) characteristics of the immigrants 

they attract or allow in (OECD/EU 2019). AV a UeVXlW, VRme cRXQWUieV¶ immigUaQW 

populations are inherently better positioned to reach (or even surpass) native-level education 

levels, living standards, etc. (Feliciano 2020). Isolating the portion of cross-national 

YaUiaWiRQ iQ immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes that is due to such compositional 

effects is thus a key preliminary step before attributing effects to the host country 

environment (Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; van de Werfhorst and Heath 2019; see also 

Feliciano 2020). Individual-level characteristics driving selection or composition effects can 

range from immigUaQWV¶ basic sociodemographic characteristics (age, gender etc.) and 

human capital, or socioeconomic background, to aspects such as mental and physical health, 

norms and values, cultural capital, talent, motivation, resilience, et cetera (Feliciano 2020; 

Polavieja, Fernández-Reino, and Ramos 2018).  

Selectivity in the skill (or educational) levels of the immigrant generation are often 

used to explain the cross-national variation in the socioeconomic integration the first-

generation as well as the second-generation (Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Drouhot and 

Nee 2019; OECD/EU 2019). FRU e[amSle, childUeQ Rf Whe majRU µgXeVWZRUkeU¶ cRhRUWV Rf 
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the post-war era in North-Western Europe are often as having faced considerable 

disadvantage dXe WR WheiU SaUeQWV¶ lRZ hXmaQ caSiWal leYelV (Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; 

Drouhot and Nee 2019). Further, a common argument holds that immigrants may be 

positively selected along qualities such as motivation or resilience, driving a differential in 

socioeconomic outcomes net of human capital (Feliciano 2020; Borjas 1987; Chiswick 

1999). The extent of such selectivity may be linked to reason for migration (with self-

selection applying mostly to economic migrants) and the selectivity of counWUieV¶ 

immigration policies (Chiswick 1999; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). However, once these 

factors and immigUaQWV¶ Vkill leYels have been accounted for, there is arguably little reason 

to expect that immigUaQWV¶ mRWiYaWiRQ, UeVilieQce, eW ceWeUa, would vary systematically across 

countries. Moreover, a recent examination (Polavieja, Fernández-Reino, and Ramos 2018) 

has challenged the significance of motivational selection effects among immigrants in 

Europe.  

On a related note, µcXlWXUe¶ aQd RWheU, haUd WR RbVeUYe TXaliWieV aVVXmed WR YaU\ b\ 

ethnic or national origin, have often been approximated by using national origin (or 

ethnicity) essentially as an explanatory factor (Drouhot and Nee 2019; Pichler 2011; Portes 

and Rumbaut 1990). A critique of these practices is that they can easily end up essentialising 

national origin or ethnicity (Anthias 2013; Semati 2011; Verkuyten 2003), as well as 

conflating explanatory factors (Waldinger and Catron 2016; see also Luthra, Soehl, and 

Waldinger 2018). Instead of national (or ethnic) composition then, an analytically clearer 

approach is to focus, as far as possible, on the relevant background factors directly and 

individually (e.g., education levels, legal status, racialised status, etc. of the immigrants, or 

macro-level indicators of the origin country thought relevant) (Waldinger and Catron 2016; 
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Luthra, Soehl, and Waldinger 2018; see Huijts and Kraaykamp 2012 for an example of the 

latter approach). 

On the aspect of health, there is reason to expect that health disparities observed for 

immigrants across Europe may not merely be reflecting selectivity effects. First of all, the 

YalidiW\ Rf Whe µimmigUaQW healWh SaUadR[¶ RbVeUYed iQ Whe US cRQWe[W ± which posits that 

immigrants tend to be positively selected on health due to the strenuous nature of the 

migration process ± has been challenged for the European context (Domnich et al. 2012). 

Much of immigration to European countries ± especially the movement of mobile European 

citizens ± is a relatively less demanding endeavour (and does not involve, in the latter case, 

health screenings). Further, as discussed by Francesca and Petretto (2019; see also Rechel 

et al. 2013), although migrants are often initially healthier due to selection effects, once in 

the host country they tend to face particular health challenges and may acculturate to less 

healthy lifestyles. A combination of factors such as social exclusion, worse living 

conditions, barriers to healthcare access, overrepresentation in jobs associated with worse 

RccXSaWiRQal healWh caQ all lead WR ZhaW haV beeQ called Whe µe[haXVWed migUaQW effecW¶, 

caQcelliQg RXW Whe iQiWial µhealWh\ migUaQW effecW¶ aQd SRWeQWiall\ eYeQ leadiQg WR a healWh 

disadvantage, at times observable even for the second generation (Rechel et al. 2013; see 

also Gkiouleka and Huijts 2020). Though controlling for socioeconomic status may reduce 

or even cancel the migrant-native health gap in empirical studies, health inequality 

researchers argue that lower SES itself is partly driven by social exclusion processes tied to 

migration, and thus should not be viewed as a confounding factor (Francesca and Petretto 

2019; Rechel et al. 2013). 
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All iQ all, Whe cRmSRViWiRQ Rf diffeUeQW cRXQWUieV¶ immigUaQW SRSXlaWiRQ ZiWh regards 

to key background factor is thus bound to be an important source of cross-national variation 

in integration patterns. Nevertheless, the takeaway from existing cross-European literature 

aiming to isolate compositional (or origin) effects from destination country effects seems to 

be that compositional effects alone do not explain the full extent of cross-national variation 

iQ immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ RXWcRmeV, suggesting an influential role for the host country 

context, as well (André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; André and Dronkers 2017; Fleischmann 

and Dronkers 2007; Huijts and Kraaykamp 2012; Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018; Pichler 

2011). I elaborate on the role of the host country context in the following. Meanwhile, as a 

starting point for my analysis, my first question is the following: 

x RQ1: DR immigUanWV¶ inWegUaWiRn-related outcomes vary significantly across 

country contexts, accounting for compositional effects?  

Characteristics of the host country context 

European integration scholarship, with its penchant for comparative cross-national research, 

has been instrumental in drawing attention to the national context as a key factor of 

integration within the international theoretical debate (Thomson and Crul 2007). On a 

preliminary note, it should be noted that the host country context encompasses a number of 

sub-contexts, such as the neighbourhood, the city, and other localities. Indeed, the local 

aspect of integration has (rightly) received increasing attention in recent years within the 

contextual-effects literature: examples include emerging literature on superdiversity and the 

µlRcal WXUQ¶ iQ migUaQW iQWegUaWiRQ SRlicieV (SchQeideU aQd CUXl 2012; SchRlWeQ aQd PeQQiQ[ 
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2016; Vertovec 2007).4 Recognising the importance of the local (and the transnational)5 

context, however, need not deny the continued relevance of the country-level context (Hadj 

Abdou 2019). Across Europe, the nation-state continues to determine differences in a wide 

range of areas, including, for instance, national laws concerning immigration, citizenship 

regimes, national policies relevant to integration, institutional arrangements on the labour 

market, healthcare system, welfare system, etc., not to mention history of immigration, 

colonial or other relevant history, and national identity (Castles, de Haas, and Miller 2014; 

Brubaker 1992; Huddleston et al. 2015; Kammer, Niehues, and Peichl 2012; Scholten and 

Penninx 2016; Penninx 2005). Further, as I discuss below, there are still numerous open 

questions concerning the implications of national-level contextual differences for 

integration. In this paper I thus focus on shedding further light on the role of country-level 

contextual factors. 

TheRUeWical aUgXmeQWV aV WR hRZ Whe hRVW cRXQWU\¶V VWUXcWural characteristics may influence 

the integration trajectories of immigrants and their descendants are numerous, ranging from 

historical and cultural to institutional factors, from history with immigration to labour 

market institutions ± offering, in the ZRUdV Rf HeaWh aQd cRlleagXeV, ³a lRQgeU liVW Rf 

SRWeQWial e[SlaQaWiRQV WhaQ Ze haYe cRXQWUieV´ (2008, 228). In lieu of an existing 

overarching conceptual framework on these dynamics, I focus on some of the most 

prominent factors within in the contextual-effects scholarship. Drawing on a vast review of 

prior literature ± including general conceptual frameworks of integration (Penninx and 

Garcés-MaVcaUexaV 2016; SSeQceU aQd ChaUVle\ 2016), PRUWeV aQd cRlleagXeV¶ µmodes of 

incorporation¶ framework (Portes and Rumbaut 1990; Portes and Zhou 1993; see also 

 
4 See also Scholten and Penninx (2016) on multi-level governance. 
5 Referring to the simultaneous embeddedness of immigrants and their descendants in countries of origin and 
destination (see, e.g., Spencer and Charsley 2016; Bilgili 2014). 
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Waldinger and Catron 2016; Luthra, Soehl, and Waldinger 2018), multiculturalism literature 

(Reitz 2002), and reviews of the existing empirical evidence (Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 

2008) ± I identify a few main types of host country contextual factors relevant to integration. 

These are: economic and structural characteristics of the host country; prior presence of 

immigrants in the host country; attitudes towards immigrants within the host country; and 

policies targeting (or relevant to) immigrant integration. I expand on each of these below. 

Economic and structural characteristics of the host country 

Starting with economic conditions, the general theoretical argument suggests that 

immigrants and their descendants are more likely to integrate successfully among more 

favourable economic conditions, and, conversely, in conditions of relative scarcity and 

shrinking opportunities, immigrant minorities tend to be particularly disadvantaged (Alba 

and Nee 1997; Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Chaloff, Dumont, and Liebig 2012; 

Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Portes and Zhou 1993). Heath and colleagues, for instance, 

VWUeVV Whe µh\SeUc\clical¶ QaWXUe Rf eWhQic miQRUiW\ XQemSlR\meQW, meaning in times of 

economic recession, minority ethnic groups tend to have disproportionately high 

unemployment rates (Li and Heath 2008; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). Along a similar 

line of reasoning, Heath and colleagues (2008) note that ethnic penalties may be expected 

larger in labour markets with overall higher unemployment, and generally more unequal 

societies. Indeed, the global recession (2008-09) has shown immigrant workers in general 

to be particularly vulnerable to economic downturns: likely due to a combination of factors 

such as their concentration in more volatile sectors, lower levels of seniority in the job, and 

less secure contracts, immigrant workers were often the first to go; it also became relatively 

more difficult for them to get hired (Chaloff, Dumont, and Liebig 2012).  
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Reviewing existing cross-European empirical evidence, the positive associations of 

more favourable economic conditions within the host country are generally supported 

cRQceUQiQg immigUaQWV¶ emSlR\meQW (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Heath, Rothon, 

and Kilpi 2008; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021). Looking at occupational status, the 

dynamic largely seems to apply as well, though the evidence is somewhat less consistent 

(and scarcer). Economic inequality (typically measured with the Gini coefficient), has often 

been associated with larger occupational penalties for first- and second-generation 

immigrants (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008); moreover, 

in a study of 28 countries, Pichler (2011) finds negative association between a cRXQWU\¶V 

unemployment rates and the occupational status of first-generation immigrants (but see also 

Corrigan 2015).  

While arguments concerning the effects of economic conditions within the host 

country for immigrants are primarily formulated with regards to their labour market position, 

iW VeemV UeaVRQable WR e[SecW a cRQQecWiRQ WR RWheU aVSecWV Rf immigUaQWV¶ VRcial iQclXViRQ 

and well-being, not least due to the interrelated nature of different aspects of integration 

(André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018; Vogt Isaksen 2019; Fajth 

and Lessard-Phillips 2022; Ager and Strang 2008). For instance, AQdUp aQd cRlleagXeV¶ 

(2014) cross-European study finds a positive link between the hRVW cRXQWU\¶V GDP SeU caSiWa 

aQd immigUaQWV¶ elecWRUal SaUWiciSaWiRQ (similar to Aleksynska 2011). Just and Anderson 

(2014) do not confirm this effect, but they do find higher rates of unemployment to affect 

immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical SaUWiciSaWiRQ QegaWiYel\ via its negative connection to attitudes 

towards immigrants (more on attitudes later). GDP per capita seems positively associated 

with the life satisfaction of immigrants in general (Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018), but some 

find the positive effect of GDP per capita to be weaker for immigrants (first- and second-
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generation) than for natives, thus resulting in a larger native-immigrant gap (Hadjar and 

Backes 2013). Similarly, there is some evidence inequality might be associated with 

generally lower subjective well-being among immigrants (Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018), 

though its effects on the immigrant-native gap need to be explored further. In light of the 

above arguments and evidence (or lack thereof), I thus pose the following question: 

x RQ2a: Do immigrants tend to have better integration outcomes in countries with 

more favourable economic indicators? 

In the case of immigUaQWV¶ occupational attainment, institutional arrangements concerning 

the labour market also constitute a key factor. One popular argument posits that while 

flexible (vs. rigid, i.e., more strongly regulated) labour markets can make it easier for 

immigrants to get a job (Bisin et al. 2011), they may be detrimental to occupational status, 

as they may offer immigrant workers less protection from discrimination in hiring and work 

(Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; see also Ballarino and Panichella 2015). Others, 

however, have argued that rigid labour markets may end up penalising µRXWVideUV¶ VXch aV 

immigrant(-background) individuals especially strongly (e.g. Corrigan 2015); in fact, 

several cross-national studies have found rigid labour markets to be associated with lower 

occupational status for (TCN) first-generation immigrants (Corrigan 2015; Fleischmann and 

Dronkers 2007; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021; cf. Pichler 2011).6 The dynamic also seems 

to apply to second-generation minorities (Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; Heath and 

Cheung 2007). I therefore also pose the following question: 

 
6 Pichler (2011) does not find a significant effect of employment protections for first-generation immigrants, 
but Platt and colleagues (2021) suggest that this might have been due to his joint inclusion of EU and non-
EU immigrants (and binary measure of occupational attainment). 
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x RQ2b: Do immigrants tend to have higher occupational status in countries with more 

flexible labour markets? 

Another often-examined structural feature concerns the welfare system of the host country 

(e.g., Koopmans 2010; Levecque and Rossem 2015). As argued by Koopmans (2010), a 

more generous welfare state may be associated with lower socioeconomic status among 

immigrants. A first reason for this is a negative selection effect, in which immigrants with 

weaker labour market prospects may gravitate towards destinations with a more secure 

social safety net (whereas this may be less of a factor for immigrants in a stronger labour 

market position) (ibid.). A second reason is that less generous welfare provisions may offer 

more of a motivation for immigrants to make efforts towards improving their labour market 

positions (ibid.). While there is empirical support for these claims (Koopmans 2010; 

Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2017; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021), there are also some 

challenges WR Whe YalidiW\ Rf Whe µZelfaUe-magQeW¶ h\SRWheViV (e.g., Ponze 2019). I am 

therefore also interested to check: 

x RQ2c: Do immigrants tend to have higher occupational status in countries with 

higher social expenditure levels? 

Turning to health and well-being, a particularly relevant institutional feature may be the 

level of health expenditure, which varies widely among European countries (Eurostat 

2021b). Studies have suggested that countries with relatively high social spending, including 

health expenditures, tend to have smaller health inequalities (along socioeconomic status) 

(de Breij, Huisman, and Deeg 2020). It would be worth exploring whether this dynamic 

applies to immigrant minorities, as well. One study by Blom and colleagues (2016) finds 

that healthcare expenditures may favour natives more than recent non-Western immigrants, 
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ultimately increasing the native-migrant gap in health and well-being for this group, though 

not for other groups of immigrants. Further evidence could help clarify this dynamic. I 

therefore also ask: 

x RQ2d: Do immigrants tend to have better health and subjective well-being levels in 

countries with higher health expenditure levels? 

Concerning other area-specific institutional arrangements, André and colleagues 

(2014) aUgXe WhaW a hRVW cRXQWU\¶V SRliWical V\VWem is likely to shaSe immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical 

participation; for instance, immigrants may be more motivated to vote in countries with a 

higher democratic quality and more inclusive political systems. That said, their study does 

not find evidence for selected political and institutional features to significantly affect 

immigUaQWV¶ elecWRUal SaUWiciSaWiRQ (see also Blais 2006). To explore this question further, I 

ask: 

x RQ2e: Do immigrants have a higher propensity to be politically engaged in countries 

with more democratic or inclusive political systems? 

Migration-related characteristics of the host country 

The hRVW cRXQWU\¶V UelaWiRQVhiS WR diYeUViW\ ± including public attitudes towards immigrants 

as well as pre-existing immigrant minorities ± has also been hypothesised to influence 

integration (e.g. Portes and Rumbaut 2001). Indeed, European countries vary widely in terms 

of their experience with immigration and their attitudes towards immigrants (Papadopoulos 

2011; OECD/EU 2019; Messing and Ságvári 2019).  

Starting with the former aspect, one line of reasoning holds that countries with larger 

immigrant stocks might be more experienced in dealing ZiWh diYeUViW\ aQd QeZcRmeUV¶ 
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needs, and thus better equipped to do so (Cebolla-Boado and Finotelli 2015; Dustmann, 

Frattini, and Lanzara 2012). Further, the presence of fellow immigrant minorities is likely 

to be meaningful, especially in the case of co-ethnics. Comparative integration context 

theory (Crul and Schneider 2010), for instance, has underlined how in areas with high levels 

of diversity, immigrants and their descendants may be more readily accepted as part of the 

µmaiQVWUeam¶. AQRWheU Za\ iQ Zhich laUgeU immigUaQW SUeVeQce mighW cUeaWe a mRUe 

favourable environment for integration is through a larger representation of immigrants in 

the electorate, which has may incentivise mainstream parties to adopt inclusive policies 

(Koopmans, Michalowski, and Waibel 2012). The role of the co-ethnic community in 

immigrant integration is in itself complex topic, with debates around the extent to which 

such communities might facilitate or hinder integration, help overcome or maintain migrant-

native inequalities (Portes and Manning 1986; Portes and Zhou 1993; see also Fajth and 

Bilgili 2018 for a discussion). European empirical evidence on how the overall presence of 

immigrants within the host country relates to my immigrant integration outcomes of interest 

is limited so far. Fleischmann and Dronkers (2007) find no significant link between a host 

cRXQWU\¶V QeW migUaWiRQ UaWe aQd immigUaQWV¶ VRciRecRQRmic VWaWXV aWWaiQmeQW. (I am not 

aware of studies examining the effect of the size of the resident migrant population in this 

regard.) Nor has the often-hypothesised SRViWiYe liQk beWZeeQ a cRXQWU\¶V UaWiR Rf fRUeigQ-

born residents and the political participation of its immigrants been confirmed (André, 

Dronkers, and Need 2014; Just and Anderson 2014; Tyrberg 2020). Huijts and Kraaykamp 

(2012; see also Walkden et al. 2018) find a negative relationship between relative co-ethnic 

group size and health outcomes for the first generation, though not for the second. In sum, I 

pose the following question:  
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x RQ3a: Do immigrants tend to have better integration outcomes in countries with 

larger stocks of immigrants? 

The argument on how public attitudes may influence integration is more 

straightforward. The openness or prejudice of host society members towards newcomers has 

long been considered ke\ deWeUmiQaQW Rf immigUaQWV¶ iQclXViRQ aQd iQWegUaWiRQ (Gordon 

1964; Portes and Rumbaut 1990; Alba and Nee 2003). Negative attitudes towards 

immigrants can manifest in prejudice and discrimination towards immigrants in 

interpersonal and institutional settings, with consequences for immigrants ranging from 

feelings of social exclusion to unemployment, underemployment, and other barriers to equal 

participation in host society (Esses 2021). Further, as anti-immigrant political parties gain 

support, they can oppose iQclXViYe SRlicieV WhaW e[SaQd migUaQWV¶ UighWV (Koopmans, 

Michalowski, and Waibel 2012; see also Callens 2015 on the link between public opinion 

and integration policies). 

Prior cross-European evidence on the relationship between social attitudes in the host 

country and my integration outcomes of interest is mixed. Anti-immigrant attitudes (along 

with discrimination) seem to negatively affect occupational status of immigrants and their 

descendants, especially third-country nationals (Corrigan 2015) and Muslims (Drouhot and 

Nee 2019). That said, most existing European evidence focuses on the detrimental effects to 

employment, with relatively less information on occupational status (Heath, Rothon, and 

Kilpi 2008). There also seems to be a link between attitudes towards immigrants and 

immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical eQgagemeQW, WhRXgh iWV diUecWiRQ iV QRW cleaU. SRme SUiRU eYideQce 

points to higher electoral or non-electoral political participation among immigrants in 

countries with more pro-immigrant opinion climates (and vice versa for more anti-
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immigUaQW climaWeV) (JXVW aQd AQdeUVRQ 2014; T\UbeUg 2020; cf. VRicX aQd CRmúa 2014).7 

Huijts and Kraaykamp (2012) find mean anti-immigrant attitudes in a country to be 

(negatively) connected with first-geQeUaWiRQ immigUaQWV¶ Velf-rated health. Attitudes towards 

immigrants have also been suggested to affect the life satisfaction of immigrants, though 

evidence is mixed (Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018; cf. Hadjar and Backes 2013).8 Perhaps 

because the link is taken for granted, there is surprisingly little literature empirically testing 

how closely anti-immigrant attitudes and perceived discrimination among immigrants are 

actually connected; the one (US-based) study that Esses (2021) highlights in a recent review 

challenges the notion of a one-to-one relationship between the two (Hopkins et al. 2016). (I 

find no European studies on the matter.)  

Seeking to clarify these questions, I thus ask:  

x RQ3b: Do immigrants tend to have better integration outcomes in countries with 

more positive attitudes towards immigrants?  

Migrant integration policies 

Finally, I consider migrant integration policies ± by which I mean policies relevant to 

immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ. A cRXQWU\¶V iQWegUaWiRQ SRlicieV aUe often characterized in terms of 

their inclusiveness versus exclusiveness (Penninx 2005). Reviewing the variety of policy 

approaches to integration across Europe, Penninx (2005), differentiates between approaches 

along three key questions: (1) whether immigrants are included as full members of the 

 
7 One might also expect the strength of anti-immigrant (and/or far-right) political parties in a country to 
influence (first- and second-geQeUaWiRQ) immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical eQgagemeQW; cURVV-national studies, however, 
have failed to find a clear or significant relationship between the two (André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; 
Thorkelson 2015; Tyrberg 2020). 
8 Safi (2010) and Levecque & van Rossem (2015) also find evidence for perceived discrimination (measured 
at the level of the individual immigrant) to influence for life satisfaction and depression, respectively. 
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political community (residence rights, citizenship, political/civic rights); (2) whether they 

hold equal social and economic rights as national citizens (including employment, benefits, 

etc.); and (3) whether they hold equal cultural and religious rights. The basic premise in this 

case is that exclusionary policies have negative effects on integration processes, while 

inclusionary policies have a positive effect (Penninx 2005). Indeed, this view is shared by 

much of integration scholarship (see e.g. Bean et al. 2012; Kymlicka 2012; Reitz 2002; 

Wright and Bloemraad 2012), even if the meaning of inclusionary policies can differ; 

multiculturalist theorists, for instance, stress that liberal policies should not merely be neutral 

but actively accommodate diversity to effectively support social equality (see Bloemraad 

and Wright 2014 for a discussion). Some, however, worry that multiculturalist policies can 

result in the sociocultural segregation of immigrant minorities, hurting their sociocultural 

integration (e.g., Koopmans 2010). In practice, the impact of migrant integration policies is 

difficult to assess (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015), due to a lack of experimental-quality 

data and issues such as endogeneity in the case of analyses using cross-sectional data. 

Indeed, as I elaborate below, the existing cross-European empirical evidence on the 

UelaWiRQVhiS beWZeeQ migUaQW iQWegUaWiRQ SRlic\ eQYiURQmeQW aQd immigUaQWV¶ integration 

(along my outcomes of interest) is mixed.  

Multiple categorisaWiRQV aQd iQdiceV meaVXUiQg Whe iQclXViYeQeVV Rf cRXQWUieV¶ SRlic\ 

regimes towards migrants have been developed (see Goodman 2015 for a review). One 

popular measure ± used in much of the literature mentioned in the following as well as my 

own study ± is the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) (Huddleston et al. 2015; 

Solano and Huddleston 2020). MIPEX is a tool developed to evaluate and compare policies 

aiming to promote the integration of migrants, with a broad coverage of European countries. 

Each version of MIPEX (updated every few years since 2004) provides benchmarks for 167 
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policy indicators across 8 main areas: Labour Market Mobility, Family Reunion, Education, 

Political Participation, Long-term Residence, Access to Nationality, Anti-discrimination 

and Health (introduced in the 2015 version) (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Huddleston 

et al. 2015). Indicators in MIPEX are selected and scored by experts and are peer reviewed; 

national policies are measured on a 1-3 scale, with 3 indicating the highest standards for 

eTXal WUeaWmeQW. MIPEX RffeUV aggUegaWed VcRUeV fRU 8 maiQ aUeaV aV Zell aV µRYeUall¶ fRU 

the country. The latter are often used as a measure for the overall inclusiveness of a policy 

context, though the makers of MIPEX themselves have noted limitations of this approach 

and recommended more area-specific approaches for more accurate and meaningful 

analyses (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Ruedin 2015). 

Beginning with the socioeconomic facet of integration, existing studies have not 

cRQfiUmed a cleaU liQk beWZeeQ a cRXQWU\¶V RYeUall MIPEX VcRUe aQd Whe labour market 

integration of its migrant population (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; see also Algan et 

al. 2010).9 Bilgili and colleagXeV¶ (2015) review also finds no convincing evidence of a link 

between the inclusiveness of national integration policies specifically targeting labour 

market mobility aQd immigUaQWV¶ labour market integration (see also Platt, Polavieja, and 

Radl 2021). However, there is some evidence that more favourable naturalisation policies 

and stronger anti-discrimination policies in a country may be associated with higher 

occupational and general socioeconomic status for immigrants ± especially third-country 

 
9 A notable exception is the study of Bean and colleagues (2012), who, using their own dichRWRm\ Rf µmRUe¶ 
YeUVXV µleVV¶ iQclXViYe EXURSeaQ ciWieV, dR fiQd VRme eYideQce Rf a WeQdeQc\ WRZaUd higheU VcRUeV iQ µmRUe 
iQclXViYe¶ ciWieV RQ Whe µEcRQRmic/SRliWical¶ iQWegUaWiRQ dimeQViRQ (Zhich iQclXdeV RccXSaWiRQal SUeVWige aQd 
political engagement), albeit focusing on second-generation respondents. 
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nationals (Corrigan 2015; Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021; 

cf. Pichler 2011).10   

Concerning the political domain, Thorkelson (2015) finds that in countries with a 

higher overall MIPEX score, both natives and immigrants are more likely to vote and 

participate in electoral or non-electoral activities, though it is unclear what this means for 

their relative rates of participation (see also Just and Anderson 2014). Conversely, André 

and colleagues (2014) do not find a significant effect of a countr\¶V MIPEX VcRUe RQ 

immigUaQWV¶ elecWRUal SaUWiciSaWiRQ, QRU dReV ThRUkelVRQ (2015) when using the Migrant 

Multiculturalism Policy Index (another measure for the inclusivity of policy contexts). 

Concerning more specific policy areas, there is some evidence of more policies targeting 

immigUaQWV¶ political participation (as measured via the MIPEX strand) having a positive 

effect on civic participation for specific groups of immigrants (those from developed 

countries, non-Muslims, and more recent immigrants) (Aleksynska 2011), though a general 

effecW iV XQcleaU (VRicX aQd CRmúa 2014). ImmigUaQWV Veem mRUe likel\ WR SaUWiciSaWe iQ 

politics and mainstream civic society in countries with easier access to citizenship (Maxwell 

2010; cf. Aleksynska 2011). This makes intuitive sense given the citizenship requirement 

for some forms of political participation such as voting in national elections, but it is unclear 

whether there is an effect beyond that (Aleksynska 2011; Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; 

Prokic-Breuer et al. 2012).  

 
10 Pichler (2011) finds no significant effects on first-geQeUaWiRQ immigUaQWV¶ RccXSaWiRQal aWWaiQmeQW fRU aQ\ 
of the six integration policy areas he examines using MIPEX strand scores (labour market access, family 
reunion, political participation, long-term residence, access to nationality, and anti-discrimination), but his 
results may be confounded by the EU immigrants present in his sample (as they are often not the target 
population of these policies). 
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Concerning health, Malmusi (2015) finds the self-reported health of settled third-

country nationals (TCNs) to be better in multicultural countries compared to exclusionist 

and assimilationist countries, using a categorisation based on MIPEX 2007. Moreover, he 

finds the highest and most persistent health inequalities between TCNs and natives in 

exclusionist countries. Giannoni and colleagues (2016) find similar results in countries with 

a high number of problematic integration policies (scores under 50 in MIPEX 2010).11 Blom 

and colleagues (2016) fiQd Whe SUeVeQce Rf SRlicieV aimed aW imSURYiQg immigUaQWV¶ healWh 

to be associated with only a marginally smaller gap (vs. natives) for (recent, non-Western) 

immigrants. Walkden and colleagues (2018) focus on frailty of older-age immigrants across 

Europe and find that the link between migrant status and frailty is stronger in countries 

whose healthcare systems and health policies are less inclusive for immigrants (as measured 

via MIPEX 2015). (Their longiWXdiQal VWXd\ alVR fiQdV QR eYideQce Rf a µhealWhy migUaQW¶ 

effect outside of Southern Europe.) Access to citizenship and long-term residence policies 

also seem to matter, as citizenship (Walkden et al. 2018) and the security of legal status 

(Riza et al. 2020) have been found to affect health outcomes; a recent systematic review 

(Juárez et al. 2019) also finds that restrictive policies in the integration phase ± especially 

concerning welfare eligibility and documentation requirements ± are associated with 

increased odds of poor self-rated health and mortality among immigrants.  

Concerning subjective well-being, Hadjar and Backes (2013) find some evidence for 

a relatively smaller immigrant-native gap in subjective well-being in countries with high (vs. 

low) overall MIPEX scores, though other cross-national studies (focusing on life satisfaction 

and depression, respectively) do not find such a link (Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018; 

 
11 Both these analyses used versions of MIPEX that did not yet include a health strand. 
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Levecque and Rossem 2015). Further, Blom and colleagues (2016) find that the subjective 

well-being of established first-generation immigrants, relative to natives, tends to be better 

in countries with health policies targeting immigrants.  

I do not find prior studies examining whether overall inclusiveness in migrant 

integration policies relates to perceived discrimination levels among immigrants, though 

CalleQV¶V UeYieZ (2015) underscores a link between attitudes towards immigrants (and/or 

feelings of threat) among the general population and more exclusionary integration policies 

(as measured by MIPEX), which points to a potential connection. André and Dronkers 

(2017) find some evidence of lower perceived in-group discrimination among (first- and 

second-generation) immigrants in countries with more inclusive family reunion policies (as 

measured by MIPEX), and the opposite for countries with inclusive labour market access 

policies; however, effects disappear once individual background factors are controlled for. 

Interestingly, they do not find significant associations for long-term residence, access to 

citizenship or anti-discrimination policies.  

This review UeYealV WhaW, fiUVW, iW iV VWill QRW cleaU ZheWheU Whe µRYeUall¶ RSeQQeVV RU 

inclusivity of migrant integration policies in a given country is really meaningful for 

different integration outcomes: though no studies (to my knowledge) find a negative effect 

of inclusive integration policies on my outcomes of interest, existing cross-European studies 

do not clearly confirm a significant positive effect, either.12 Second, studies analysing 

µiQclXViYeQeVV¶ iQ VSecific SRlic\ aUeaV fiQd VRme iQWeUeVWiQg cRQQecWiRQV, QRW RQl\ beWZeeQ 

Whe QRmiQall\ µmaWchiQg¶ aUeaV (e.g., µSRliWical SaUWiciSaWiRQ¶ Solicies vs. immigrant political 

 
12 These null results fall in line with an earlier review by Koopmans (2013), who sees some evidence of a 
negative link between multicultural policies and socio-cultural assimilation, but not other domains. 
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engagement, etc.) but also highlighting areas in which inclusive policies may have effects 

reaching across multiple domains (e.g., access to citizenship). Still, as mentioned, findings 

from different studies are often contradictory or difficult to compare due to differences in 

measures, definitions and population focus (e.g., migrant generation, EU/non-EU origin, 

recent/settled immigrants, etc.). This makes the case for a single, consistent study of the 

overall as well as more specific integration policy area as they relate to outcomes across 

multiple domains. 

Considering the measurement challenges mentioned above and shortcomings in 

appropriate (experimental) data at the time of writing, a large-scale assessment of causal 

impacts of these policies remains beyond reach. Nevertheless, having at least a 

comprehensive assessment of associational links between national integration policy 

contexts and related integration outcome patterns will be a useful starting point given the 

limitations of existing evidence as highlighted above (see also Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 

2015). Overall, I ask the following question: 

x RQ4: Do immigrants have better integration outcomes in countries with more 

inclusive migrant integration policies? 

 
Summary 

Before delving into the methods and findings of my empirical analysis, Table 1 below 

summarises my research questions, while Figure 1 (following page) provides a visual 

illustration of my conceptual model, summarising the ideas outlined above and providing 

the analytical framework of this study.  
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Table 1 

Summary of research questions 

RQ 1 DR immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes vary significantly across country 
contexts, net of compositional effects? 

RQ 2a  Do immigrants tend to have better integration outcomes in countries with more 
favourable economic indicators? 

RQ 2b  Do immigrants tend to have higher occupational status in countries with more 
flexible labour markets? 

RQ 2c Do immigrants tend to have higher occupational status in countries with higher 
social expenditure levels? 

RQ 2d  Do immigrants tend to have better health and subjective well-being levels in 
countries with health expenditure levels? 

RQ 2e Do immigrants have a higher propensity to be politically engaged in countries 
with more democratic or inclusive political systems? 

RQ 3a  Do immigrants tend to have better integration outcomes in countries with larger 
stocks of immigrants? 

RQ 3b  Do immigrants tend to have better integration outcomes in countries with more 
positive attitudes towards immigrants? 

RQ 4 Do immigrants tend to have better integration outcomes in countries with more 
inclusive migrant integration policies? 

 

More specifically, Figure 1 illustrates the combination of compositional and host 

country factors hypothesised to drive the observed cross-QaWiRQal YaUiaWiRQ iQ immigUaQWV¶ 

integration outcomes, highlighting the main factors discussed in the above review (and 

specified in my research questions). As also noted in the figure, the set of factors (and 

outcomes) considered in this framework ± and the analysis that follows ± by no means 

exhaustive, given limitations in scope as well as measures available to this study. 

Nevertheless, the figure offers a broad overview, outlining at least a few key contextual 

factors at play. Likewise, the following analysis, while by no means exhaustive, offers an 

unusually wide-ranging test of contextual factors and integration outcomes analysed within 

a single, coherent study.    
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Figure 1 

Conceptual model: sources of cross-QaWiRQal YaUiaWiRQ iQ immigUaQWV¶  

integration across host country contexts 

 
Source: aXWhRU¶V illXVWUaWiRQ (own synthesis, building on ideas, theories, and prior findings outlined 
above) 
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Data and methods 

Data 

To address the above questions, I rely on a pooled dataset using the four most recent waves 

of the European Social Survey (ESS6±9) (European Social Survey 2020). The ESS is a 

large-scale repeated cross-sectional social survey conducted biannually in over 30 countries. 

Its unique strengths include cross-European coverage, rigorous harmonised methodology, 

relatively large sample sizes, and detailed demographic and other social indicators (allowing 

to identify migration status, for example). In light of these advantages, I find the ESS to be 

best available data source for this kind of multidimensional comparative study on immigrant 

integration across Europe (for a discussion, see also Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; 

Pichler 2011). That said, a limitation of the ESS is that it does not specifically target 

immigrant populations, and, as a result, it has some known representativity issues especially 

concerning smaller populations (see also Heath and Schneider 2021). This means that some 

smaller and/or more vulnerable immigrant groups may be underrepresented in my data and 

findings.  For this study, I rely on data collected between 2012 and 2018 on the population 

aged 18 and over across 19 countries (Austria, Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, 

Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Ireland, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, 

Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, UK),13 for a total 72 country-year (or -wave) contexts 

(not all countries participated in all four waves, see Appendix Table A2).14  

 
13 Countries with small (N<150) samples of first-generation migrants were excluded (this mostly applies to 
Eastern and Southeast European countries). 
14 This sample was achieved after omitting a further 2.5% of observations due to missing data on key 
variables such migration status, age, gender, and the dependent variables (except for ISEI; variables 
discussed below). For other independent variables, missing observations were included as a separate 
category (not reported in main tables). 



 29 

I draw on country of birth (and year of birth/year of arrival) information in ESS to 

classify respondents into three groups: (1) native-SaUeQWage QaWiYeV, RU Whe µWhiUd- aQd higheU¶ 

generation, that is, native-born residents of the given country born to two native-born parents 

(I Zill UefeU WR WhiV gURXS aV µQaWiYeV¶ fRU VhRUW); (2) VecRQd-geQeUaWiRQ µmigUaQWV¶, WhaW iV 

native-born residents with one or two foreign-born parents; following common practice (e.g. 

Bean et al. 2012), I also include the so-called µ1.5¶ geQeUaWiRQ iQ WhiV gURXS (fRUeigQ-born 

residents who immigrated before the age of 12); (3) first-generation immigrants, 

encompassing foreign-born residents who arrived at or after age 12 (omitting recent 

immigrants arrived less than five years before the time of survey). My analyses focus on the 

first immigrant generation, though the second generation is also examined in supplementary 

aQal\VeV; RbVeUYaWiRQV fURm Whe µQaWiYe¶ VXbVamSle aUe RQl\ XVed WR accRXQW fRU QaWiYeV¶ 

outcome patterns in the same contexts. (In line with my relative approach to integration 

measurement ± see Concept of integration ± I cRQWURl fRU QaWiYeV¶ aYeUageV ZiWhiQ Whe Vame 

context; discussed also below). The overall sample includes 9,175 first-generation 

respondents (and 12,673 second-generation respondents). The exception is the set of models 

for occupational status (ISEI, see below), which rely on a subset of the sample to include to 

focus on individuals who are in full-time work (N=4,929; see Table 4). Individuals in all 

samples are nested in 19 countries and 72 country-wave, or country-year, units. Country-

specific sample sizes are presented in Appendix Table A2.  

Measures 

Dependent variables 

As discussed earlier, I measure immigrant integration via multiple areas of life, including 

the economic and political domains, health and well-being, and social inclusion. 

SSecificall\, I RbVeUYe UeVSRQdeQWV¶ RccXSaWiRQal VWaWXV (aV a SUR[\ fRU labour market 
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integration and socioeconomic status), political engagement, general health, life satisfaction, 

and perceived in-group discrimination. As outlined in Table 4 (see end of this subsection), 

occupational status is operationalised b\ cRQYeUWiQg emSlR\ed UeVSRQdeQWV¶ jRb 

characteristics into the International Socio-Economic Index (ISEI, Ganzeboom and Treiman 

1996; XViQg Whe µiVcRgeQ¶ SWaWa Sackage b\ JaQQ 2019), a cRQWiQXRXV meaVXUe fRU Zhich 

higher scores indicate higher occupational prestige (and thus success in the labour market). 

All other dependent variables are coded in binary form, indicating, respectively: being 

political engaged, reporting fair to good health, a high level of life satisfaction, and perceived 

(in-gURXS) VRcial acceSWaQce (i.e., QRW SeUceiYiQg diVcUimiQaWiRQ WRZaUdV RQe¶V RZQ gURXS). 

FRU all YaUiableV, a higheU RU µ1¶ YalXe iQdicaWeV mRUe adYaQced iQWegUaWiRQ (in line with the 

earlier conceptual discussion). (See Appendix Table A1 for details on variable construction 

for variables listed above and in the following.) Table 2 below shows summary statistics for 

these dependent variables. 

Table 2 
Summary statistics for dependent variables (first-generation immigrants) 

Variable N Mean Std. dev. Min Max 
ISEI 4,929 40.83 17.94 10 89 

Political engagement 9,175 0.54 0.50 0 1 

Fair/good health 9,175 0.91 0.29 0 1 

High life satisfaction 9,175 0.51 0.50 0 1 
Social acceptance 9,175 0.84 0.37 0 1 

Source: ESS6-9, aXWhRU¶V calcXlaWiRQV (aXWhRU¶V VXbVeW Rf daWa fRU fiUVW-generation immigrants).  
 

Individual background variables  

Following from the composition/selectivity considerations discussed earlier and following 

prior studies (André and Dronkers 2017; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; La Parra-Casado, 

Stornes, and Solheim 2017; Tyrberg 2020; Bisin et al. 2011; Fleischmann and Dronkers 
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2007; Pichler 2011), my models control for a set of individual background factors to isolate 

compositional effects as far as possible with the current data. As listed in Table 4, these 

individual-level factors are: age, gender, educational attainment, parental class background, 

ethno-racial minority status (including being a Muslim),15 EU vs. non-EU country of birth, 

and urban or rural domicile (urban or rural). Summary statistics for individual background 

variables are shown in Appendix Table A3 (both first and second generation). 

Host country contextual factors  

In line with the themes identified in the literature review, I include a wide range of host 

country characteristics (listed in Table 5 below). I describe these below, along with some of 

their main descriptive statistics (before standardisation); relevant tables and figures are at 

the end of the subsection. 

To characterise the general economic situation within a host country, I observe 

general wealth/economic performance, inequality, and unemployment, measured with, 

respectively, GDP per capita (gross domestic product, per capita, at current US Dollars), the 

Gini coefficient of equivalised disposable income, and the long-term unemployment (12+ 

months) share among the active population, for the country in a given year (always matching 

the closest available year to the survey year of the individual data). All three measures are 

available through European Social Survey¶V (2020) mXlWileYel daWa SRUWal. Table 3 below 

shows the overall averages, across the 72 country-year contexts, for these (and all other) 

contextual measures, while Table A5 in the Appendix shows more detailed country averages 

(across years) for each. As shown in these tables, all three macroeconomic indicators vary 

 
15 As the purpose of this variable is to capture racialized status in host societies, Muslims are included 
alongside other ethnic/racial minorities, drawing on longstanding discussions of the racialized status of 
Muslim minorities in Europe (Zolberg and Woon 1999; Drouhot and Nee 2019). 
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quite widely across contexts, especially GDP per capita and unemployment rates (Figures 2 

and 3 below). Looking at country averages among the country-year contexts observed (Table 

A5 and Figure 2), average GDP per capita is highest for Norway (86 thousand USD) and 

lowest for Lithuania (15 thousand USD), while the overall average is ca. 43 thousand USD. 

Country averages for the Gini coefficient range from 24% in Slovenia and Norway (most 

equal) to around 35% in Lithuania and Spain (most unequal), with an overall average of 

29%. As shown in Figure 3, Norway also has the lowest average unemployment rate (1%), 

while Spain has the highest, at 10%; the overall average is at 3.5%.  

Turning to characteristics of the labour market, I measure the rigidity vs. flexibility 

of labour market regulations with the measure provided by the Fraser institute (Gwartney et 

al. 2020), which, based on the degree of hiring regulations and minimum wage, assigns 

scores ranging from 0 for countries with the most rigid labour market regulations to 10 for 

the ones with mRVW µfUeedRm¶, WhaW iV, fle[ible UegXlaWiRQV (Vee ASSeQdi[ Table A1 fRU fXUWheU 

construction details on selected measure). According to country averages on this measure, 

Norway has the least highl\ UegXlaWed labRXU maUkeW (4.8), Zhile Whe UK¶V iV Whe mRVW 

µfle[ible¶ (8.28) (Appendix Table A5); the average score across all contexts is 6.7.  

Next, to measure welfare e[SeQdiWXUe leYelV I Uel\ RQ Whe OECD¶V (2022) meaVXUe, 

which provides total public social expenditures as a percentage of GDP in a given country 

and year. The average across contexts for this is 23%, with country averages ranging from 

16% in Lithuania and Switzerland to 35% in France (Appendix Table A5 and Figure 4 

below). I use a similar measure for health care expenditures in a country, relying on the 

variable (Health care expenditure, % of GDP) provided alongside the ESS (European Social 
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Survey 2020). Relative health expenditure levels average at 9.5% of the GDP, with lowest 

country averages in Estonia (6%) and highest in Switzerland (12%) (Figure 4). 

For indicators on characteristics of the political system (namely, how democratic and 

inclusive it is), I rely on the V-Dem project¶V (Coppedge et al. 2022): the Electoral 

democracy index, Equal access index, and Exclusion by Socioeconomic group (SES)16 

measure (for relevant country-years). All three score 0 to 1 (indicating most 

equal/democratic for the former two, and most exclusion for the latter). Figure 5 illustrates 

country averages on the three measures. The overall averages are 0.88 and 0.89 for the 

Electoral democracy and Equal access indices, respectively, and 0.05 for the Exclusion by 

SES measure. 

FRU a meaVXUe Rf a cRXQWU\¶V immigUaQW VWRck Vi]e, I Uel\ RQ Whe OECD¶V (2021) 

Percentage of foreign-born in population measure (for relevant country-years). Figure 6 (and 

Appendix Table A5) shows how country (averages) vary in this regard, from 5% in 

Lithuania to 28% in Switzerland; the overall average across contexts is 13% (Table 3). For 

a meaVXUe Rf aWWiWXde WRZaUdV immigUaQWV, I Uel\ RQ GallXS¶V (2017) MigUaQW AcceSWaQce 

Index, a composite index that ranges from 0 to 9 (for most accepting; see Appendix A1 for 

details). The overall average across contexts is a score of 6, with the lowest score in Czechia 

(2.3) and the highest in Sweden (7.9) (Figure 6).  

Lastly, I meaVXUe Whe iQclXViYeQeVV Rf a cRXQWU\¶V migUaQW iQWegUaWiRQ SRlicieV ZiWh 

the scores provided by the aforementioned MIPEX project (Huddleston et al. 2015; Solano 

and Huddleston 2020), matching 2014 scores to ESS rounds 6-8, and 2019 scores to round 

 
16 I take a closer look at exclusion by socioeconomic group in particular since immigrants tend to be 
overrepresented in poorer segments of European societies (OECD/EU 2019). 
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9 data. AV aQ iQdicaWRU Rf RYeUall iQclXViYiW\, I Uel\ RQ Whe µRYeUall¶ VcRUe (aQ aYeUage Rf all 

strands, including health). This averages around 59 across contexts, varying quite widely 

across different countries: as shown in Figure 7, country averages range from 34 for 

Lithuania to 86.8 for Sweden. Further, I also include disaggregated strand-specific scores, 

namely for Labour market mobility, Family reunion, Political participation, Permanent 

residence, Citizenship, Anti-discrimination, and Health-related policies. Table 3 (and 

Appendix Table A6) list summary statistics for these indicators. 

      On a final note, as a control concerning the country-year context, I account for nativeV¶ 

(3+ generation) averages on the given outcome of interest (calculated by country-year); the 

exception to this are the models for the outcome of social acceptance (based on perceived 

in-group discrimination), which I consider an inherently relational indicator of (social) 

integration. Summary statistics for these variables are available in Appendix Table A4. 
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Table 3 
Summary statistics for contextual variables (country-year context) 

  Across country-years 
Variable Mean Std. dev. Min Max 
Host country characteristics     

GDP per capita, thousand USD 42.55 20.56 14.11 101.8 
Gini coefficient (%) 29.17 3.69 22.5 37.6 
Unemployment rate (%) 3.53 2.55 0.6 12.9 
Labour market reg./flexibility (0-10) 6.68 1.04 4.38 8.43 
Public social expenditure (%GDP) 23.20 5.06 13.59 32.03 
Health care expenditure (% GDP) 9.46 1.6 5.83 12.25 
Electoral democracy index (0-1) 0.88 0.02 0.82 0.93 
Equal access index (0-1) 0.89 0.05 0.79 0.98 
Exclusion by SES index (0-1) 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.18 
% Foreign-born in population 13.07 5.24 4.5 29.5 
Migrant Acceptance Index (0-9) 6.1 1.82 2.26 7.92 

Migrant integration policy     
MIPEX 2014/19 (0-100) 58.89 13.75 33 87 
MIPEX 2014/19 ± Strand-specific scores    

Labour Market Mobility 61.91 20.63 20.0 94.4 
Family Reunion 53.31 16.59 26.0 87.1 
Political participation 50.35 25.92 5.0 95.0 
Permanent residence 65.44 14.89 47.9 96.0 
Citizenship 48.17 22.89 13.0 85.5 
Anti-discrimination 74.78 19.71 38.0 100.0 
Health 63.59 18.16 23.0 85.4 

Note: N = 72 country-year clusters, nested in 19 countries. All values before standardisation. Sources: 
European Social Survey (2020), Fraser institute (Gwartney et al., 2020), OECD (2020; 2021), Coppedge et 
al. (2022), Gallup (2017), MIPEX (Huddleston et al. 2015; 2020) (see Table 4 for details.) 

Figure 2  
GDP per capita, thousand USD (country averages across years 2012, 2014, 2016, 2017) 

  
Source: European Social Survey (2020) 
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Figure 3  
Unemployment rate (2012/14/16/17 avg.) 

 
Source: European Social Survey (2020) 

 
Figure 4  

Public social expenditure (2012/14/16/18 avg.) and Healthcare expenditure (2012/14/16 avg.) 

 
Source: OECD (2020), European Social Survey (2020) 

Figure 5  
V-Dem indices for electoral democracy, equal access, and exclusion by SES (2012/14/16/18 avg.) 

 
Source: V-Dem (Coppedge et al. 2022) 
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Figure 6  
Percentage of foreign-born stock (2012/14/16/18 avg.) and Migrant Acceptance Index (2017)  

 
Source: OECD (2021), Gallup (2017) 

 
Figure 7  

MIPEX Overall score (incl. Health) (2014/19 avg.)  

 
Source: MIPEX (Huddleston et al., 2015; 2020) 

 



 38  

Table 4 

Measures (1/2): Individual-level variables 

Area/Indicator of interest 
Measure used 

Variable name Type Values/categories 
Dependent variables 

   

Economic integration 
   

Occupational status (& SES)  International Socio-Economic 
Index (ISEI) 

Continuous Higher score: more prestigious occupation (current) 

Political integration 
   

Political engagement/activity Political engagement Binary 0: not engaged in politics; 1: politically engaged 
Health and subjective well-being 

   

General health Fair/good health Binary 0: poor or very poor self-reported health; 1: fair to very good health 
Life satisfaction High life satisfaction Binary 0: not very high/low life satisfaction; 1: high life satisfaction 

Social acceptance/discrimination 
   

(No) perceived in-group 
discrimination 

Social acceptance (No in-group 
discrimination) 

Binary 0: identifies as member of a discriminated group; 1: does not 
identify as member of a discriminated group 

Independent variables  
  

Migration status/ background Migration status/background Categorical  0: third generation and higher (µnative¶) [ref.];  
1: second generation (incl. 1.5); 2: first generation 

Gender Female Binary 0: male [ref.]; 1: female 
Age Age Continuous Years 
Socio-economic/class background Parental socio-economic status 

(SES) 
Categorical  1: lower-skilled; 2: medium-skilled [ref.]; 3: high-skilled 

Education level Highest educational attainment Categorical  1: up to lower secondary; 2: secondary or vocational [ref.]; 3: 
tertiary 

Racialised minority status Ethnic minority (incl. Muslim) Binary 0: majority member (i.e. not a minority in the following sense) 
[ref.]; 1: ethno-racial minority and/or of Muslim faith 

Area of origin/country of birth  First-generation: EU27+/TCN Binary 0: third-country national (TCN) [ref.]; 1: EU27+ 
Urban/rural domicile Domicile Categorical  1: big city (area); 2: town or small city [ref.]; 3: countryside 
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Table 5 
Measures (2/2): Contextual variables 

Area/Indicator of interest Measure used 
Variable name Values (all continuous) Source 

Host country characteristics  
 

 
General wealth/economic 

performance 
GDP per capita [Country-year] GDP (gross domestic product) per capita at current prices, 

US Dollars (2012, 2014, 2016, 2017)a 
ESS 

Inequality Gini coefficient [Country-year] Gini coefficient of equivalised disposable income (%) (0: 
perfect equality; 1: perfect inequality) (2012, 2014, 2016, 2017) a 

ESS 

Level of unemployment Unemployment rate [Country-year] Long-term Unemployment (12 months and more), % of 
active population (2012, 2014, 2016, 2017) a 

ESS 

Labour market type (rigid/ 
flexible) 

Labour market regulations/ 
flexibility 

[Country-year] Labour market flexibility; (0: least freedom [most rigid 
regulations]; 10: most freedom) (2012, 2014, 2016, 2017) a 

Fraser 
institute 

Welfare expenditure Public social expenditure (%GDP) [Country-year] Public social spending, % of GDP (2012,2014,2016,2018) a OECD 
Expenditure on health care Health care expenditure (% GDP) [Country-year] Health care expenditure, % of GDP (2012,2014,2016) a ESS 
Quality of political system Electoral democracy index 

Equal access index 
Exclusion by SES index 

[Country-year] Composite indices measuring, respectively, the achievement 
of electoral democracy; equal in access to political power; and unequal 
access to public services across socio-economic groups 

V-Dem 

Size/prevalence of immigrant 
population 

% Foreign-born (stock) [Country-year] % foreign-born residents in total population (2012, 2014, 
2016, 2018) a 

OECD 

Attitudes towards migrants Migrant Acceptance Index [Country] composite acceptance score based on population attitudes (0: least 
accepting; 9 most accepting) (2017) 

Gallup  

Native levels on outcomes of 
interest 

Native average on [dependent 
variable] 

[Country-wave] Average score for ISEI, the ratio of Y=1 responses among 
natives for the other (binary) dependent variables 

ESS 

Migrant integration policy 
   

Overall inclusiveness of migrant 
integration policy 

MIPEX 2014/19 overall score [Country] Average score on all MIPEX strands, including health (2014 used 
for waves 6, 7, 8; 2019 for wave 9) 

MIPEX  

Inclusiveness of migration 
policies in particular areas 

MIPEX Labour market mobility 
MIPEX Family reunion 
MIPEX Political participation 
MIPEX Permanent residence 
MIPEX Citizenship 
MIPEX Anti-discrimination  
MIPEX Health 

[Country] Average score on respective strand in MIPEX (2014 used for 
waves 6, 7, 8; 2019 for wave 9) 

MIPEX  

Sources: European Social Survey (2020), Fraser institute (Gwartney et al. 2020), OECD (2020; 2021), Coppedge et al. (2022), Gallup (2017), MIPEX 2014; 2019 
(Huddleston et al., 2015; Solano and Huddleston 2020). aYears selected to match individual-level ESS data from waves 6 (2012), 7 (2014), 8 (2016), and 9 (2018, or 
latest available year). 
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Methods 

I address my research questions concerning the relationship between different contextual 

factors and individual immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes via a set of regression 

analyses on the above-described pooled ESS dataset. For the calculation of contextual 

effects on individual outcomes, I have considered various multilevel and non-multilevel 

model specifications. Ultimately, following arguments outlined by Platt and colleagues 

(2021; building on Bryan and Jenkins 2016; Schmidt-Catran and Fairbrother 2016; Van der 

Meer, Te Grotenhuis, and Pelzer 2010) in a comparable study, I decide against a multilevel 

specification for my main models. I elaborate on this decision in a separate subsection below. 

The analysis proceeds as follows. As a preliminary step, a first set of µbaVe¶ models 

includes the individual-level controls and the native average (by country-wave) on the given 

dependent variable (except for social acceptance, as mentioned above), while allowing for 

random effects, that is, for the constant to vary across country-year units.17 This provides a 

base measure of the variation of the intercept at the country-year level (Bryan and Jenkins 

2016), while controlling for individual background factors and native averages. In other 

words, it shows how much immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes vary across host 

country contexts to begin with, thus helping to answer research question 1.  

Then, in the main models that follow, I examine each outcome with a set of 

conventional (non-multilevel) regression models with clustered standard errors, featuring 

one contextual variable of interest at a time along with the above-listed controls. 

Occupational status (ISEI) is predicted with ordinary least square (OLS) regressions, while 

 
17 PUeceded b\ aQ µemSW\¶ mXlWileYel mRdel WR meaVXUe Whe cURVV-context variation of the intercept without 
any variables. 
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all other (binary) outcomes are predicted with logistic regressions. Contextual variables are 

standardised, and results are presented in average marginal effects (AMEs). Answers to 

research questions 2-4 aUe eYalXaWed baVed RQ Whe VigQificaQce Rf each cRQWe[WXal YaUiable¶V 

regression coefficient.  

Model specification rationale and supplementary analyses 

M\ chRice fRU µcRQYeQWiRQal¶ YeUVXV mXlWileYel mRdelV iV primarily due to the relatively 

small number of countries in my dataset ± a common issue for cross-European comparative 

studies (Bryan and Jenkins 2016). As explained by Bryan and Jenkins (2016), to avoid 

biased estimates, a multilevel model specification requires a large number of level-2 units 

(in this case, countries or country-years), and a large number of observations by level-2 

units. As also highlighted by others (Schmidt-Catran and Fairbrother 2016; Van der Meer, 

Te Grotenhuis, and Pelzer 2010), multilevel models with data sampled across a relatively 

small number of countries at repeated points in time are particularly vulnerable to issues of 

model misspecification and to outliers driving the results. In the case of this study, even with 

my relatively large pooled ESS sample, number of countries is too small (N=19) to rely on 

them as level-2 units. Alternatively, if level 2 is identified as country-year units (N=72), 

WheQ, ideall\, Whe QeVWed VWUXcWXUe VhRXld be mRdelled b\ VSecif\iQg µcRXQWU\¶ aV leYel 3 

(Schmidt-Catran and Fairbrother 2016), but then the number of these units is once again 

fairly small; further, the number of observations by country-year units may become too small 

for robust estimates. In a similar cross-European study, Platt and colleagues also note that 

Whe aVVXmSWiRQ WhaW Whe cRXQWUieV cRQVideUed aUe ³a UaQdRm VamSle fURm aQ RYeUall 

SRSXlaWiRQ´ iV WeQXRXV (2021, 15±16).  
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In light of these problems, I thus settle on a simpler specification, pooling the data for 

individuals across all country-wave samples and using cluster-robust standard errors for my 

main estimation of contextual effects (see Bryan and Jenkins 2016, 2±3). As noted by Bryan 

and Jenkins (2016), a danger of simply pooling the data across contexts is that disregarding 

the nesting of observations within countries (and a probable degree of similarity, thus 

correlation, among individuals within a country) will lead to an underestimation of standard 

errors (see also Angrist and Pischke 2009). By clustering my standard errors at the country-

year level, I therefore account for the fact that in my pooled dataset, observations may be 

more similar within countries in a particular (survey) year. (In fact, the contextual factors 

observed also mostly vary across not just countries but years.)18 The exception to the strategy 

abRYe iV aQ iQiWial, SUelimiQaU\ VeW Rf (almRVW) µemSW\¶ mXlWileYel mRdelV iQ Zhich I examine 

the overall level of cross-contextual variation in outcomes (as outlined above). My µmaiQ¶ 

modelling strategy chosen does have its own shortcomings, including the fact that clustered 

standard errors control for but do not explicitly model within-country-year correlation, 

which Bryan and Jenkins (2016) deem a conservative strategy.19 

Critiques of prior studies in the topic (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Platt, 

Polavieja, and Radl 2021) have noted the need to distinguish by the origin of immigrants, as 

integration policies, for example may only target third-country national immigrants (not to 

mention how EU immigrants may face much fewer barriers to integration to begin with). 

While my sample sizes do not allow a robust observation of specific origin groups, in 

addition to controlling for EU/non-EU origin in my main models I include a supplementary 

 
18 Note: an alternative version of these models clustering standard errors by country (presented in Appendix 
Table A12) yielded similar results, only with slightly larger standard errors. 
19 That said, early calculations of my main models that relied on a multilevel specification, with country-year 
context as level-2, yielded similar results (not shown, but available upon request). 
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analysis of EU/EEA vs. TCN-origin subsamples within the first generation as a further 

robustness check. Interaction-effect models (interacting EU/non-EU origin with the 

contextual factor of interest) are used to test for coefficient differences across the two 

groups. Finally, I conduct supplementary analyses (repeating the main models) for the 

second generation to contribute to a relatively sparse body of European evidence on how the 

same contextual factors affect different migrant generations (cf. e.g. Pichler 2011; Platt, 

Polavieja, and Radl 2021).  

Results 

As a starting point, the intra-class cRUUelaWiRQ (ICC) calcXlaWed fURm a VeW Rf µemSW\¶ 

multilevel models (i.e., just the intercept without predictors) suggests that differences 

between the country-wave (level-2) contexts in which immigrants live account for 4.9% of 

the variation in their occupational status, 9.6% of their variation in political engagement, 

14.5% of their variation in fair/good health status, 9.1% of their variation in high life 

satisfaction, and 5.7% of their variation in perceived social acceptance.20 This between-

country-wave variation is due to differences in both composition and context.  

Table 6 VhRZV Whe UeVXlWV Rf Whe µbaVe¶ mXlWileYel mRdelV WhaW Veek WR assess remaining 

cross-contextual variation after accounting for differences in composition and contextual 

differences concerning native averages (RQ1). As shown here, a varying, but generally large 

SRUWiRQ Rf Whe RbVeUYed YaUiaWiRQ acURVV cRQWe[WV iV e[SlaiQed b\ Whe immigUaQW SRSXlaWiRQ¶V 

individual characteristics and native averages on the given outcome within the (country-

 
20 The intra-class correlation is calculated according to the fRllRZiQg eTXaWiRQ: ICC = Ĳ0/(Ĳ0 +ı2), or ICC = 
Ĳ0/(Ĳ0 +S2/3) in the case of a logistic model. (The logistic distribution for the level 1 residual implies a 
variance of S2/3§3.29 [RXiWeU aQd YaQ TXbeUgeQ 2009, S.878]). ICC YalXeV deemed VigQificaQW YaU\ Zidely 
across disciplines, but the values I find fall within the common range (5±20%), in educational research, for 
example (Aguinis, Gottfredson, and Culpepper 2013; Ruiter and van Tubergen 2009). 
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year) context. Specifically, the share of cross-contextual variation explained by these factors 

is highest for life satisfaction and political engagement and social acceptance. Still, though 

considerably reduced, the unaccounted country-wave-level variance remains substantial for 

most outcomes (significantly different from zero [p<0.05] for all outcomes). This suggests 

an affirmative answer to RQ1.  

Table 6 
Base models (multilevel) 

 

  ISEI Political 
engagement 

Fair/good 
health 

High life 
satisfaction 

Social 
acceptance 

 AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE 
Female (ref.: Male) -4.755*** 0.030** -0.008 0.020* -0.009 
 (0.411) (0.010) (0.006) (0.010) (0.007) 
Age 0.084*** 0.007*** -0.004*** -0.001* 0.001** 
 (0.020) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)     
  Low SES -3.390*** -0.068*** -0.011 -0.035** -0.007 
 (0.493) (0.012) (0.007) (0.012) (0.009) 
  High SES 2.987*** 0.044** 0.002 -0.002 -0.002 
 (0.541) (0.014) (0.009) (0.014) (0.010) 
Highest educational attainm.  
  (ref.: upper secondary)   
  Up to lower secondary -5.933*** -0.081*** -0.039*** -0.032* -0.005 
 (0.569) (0.013) (0.008) (0.013) (0.009) 
  Tertiary 16.481*** 0.088*** 0.020** 0.045*** -0.011 
 (0.495) (0.012) (0.007) (0.013) (0.010) 
Ethnic minority (incl. Muslim)   
  (ref.: majority) -1.323** -0.032** -0.017* -0.057*** -0.193*** 
 (0.465) (0.011) (0.007) (0.012) (0.011) 
Domicile (ref.: town/small city)    
  Big city (area) 0.737 -0.001 0.006 -0.020+ -0.024** 
 (0.475) (0.011) (0.007) (0.012) (0.009) 
  Countryside -0.627 0.013 0.013+ 0.041** 0.000 
 (0.556) (0.013) (0.008) (0.014) (0.010) 
TCN origin (ref.: EU27+) -2.919*** 0.045*** -0.017* -0.018 0.010 
 (0.500) (0.013) (0.008) (0.013) (0.010) 
Native average on dep. var.  
  (by country-wave) 0.297** 0.808*** 0.576*** 0.751***  
  (0.110) (0.153) (0.168) (0.043)   

Var(constant[country-wave])) 
[Level-2 Var.] 3.543*** 0.256*** 0.182** 0.024* 0.128*** 

Perc. of Level-2 Var. explained 
(vs. µemSW\¶ mRdel) 77.6% 26.6% 67.4% 92.7% 36.0% 

N1 4929 9175 9175 9175 9175 
N2 72 72 72 72 72 

Source: ESS6-9, aXWhRU¶V calcXlaWiRQV (fiUVW-generation immigrant sample). Notes: Base models including Level-1 
predictors (controls) and native averages only; average marginal effects. Average marginal effects shown, with standard 
errors in parentheses. 'Missing' categories included but not presented. Var(Constant[country-wave])): remaining variation 
of the constant across country-waves. ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; +p < 0.1. 
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Having eVWabliVhed WhaW immigUaQWV¶ RbVeUYed iQWegUaWiRQ RXWcRmeV WeQd WR YaU\ acURVV hRVW 

country contexts, net of basic compositional effects and native averages, I now turn to 

examine relationships between specific host country characteristics and immigrant 

integration outcomes, in line with RQs 2-4. As outlined in Methods, to ensure robust 

estimates at this stage I forego the multilevel specification and rely on conventional 

regressions with standard errors clustered by the country-year context units, estimating 

distinct regression models for each outcome and contextual-factor combination of interest. 

Table 7 summarises the results of these models, focusing, for space considerations, on the 

estimated average marginal effects of each contextual factor of interest for a given outcome. 

While not shown here, all models include the individual-level predictors from previous 

analyses along with native averages on the given outcome (except for Social acceptance 

models). (Full regression tables for individual models are available upon request.) I first 

discuss results in the order of the research questions (i.e., by contextual factors), focusing 

on the significance of coefficients. Then, I briefly summarise the main findings by outcomes, 

illustrating main associations in the panel of graphs comprising Figure 8. 

Starting with economic and structural characteristics of the host country (RQ2a-c), 

my findings are as follows. First, I find that higher GDP per capita in the host country context 

is associated, on average, with higher occupational status (ISEI) and a higher probability of 

perceived social acceptance among immigrants, all else kept equal. (Links to other outcomes 

are not statistically significant.) Moreover, higher levels of income inequality (Gini 

coefficient) in the host country are associated, on average, with a lower probability of 

political engagement, high life satisfaction, or perceived social acceptance among 

immigrants, but a higher probability of their reporting fair to good (as opposed to poor) 

general health. 
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Table 7 
Results from main regression models including contextual factors 

  ISEI Political 
engagement 

Fair/good 
health 

High life 
satisfaction 

Social 
acceptance 

  AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE 
Economic and structural char.s      

GDP per capita 1.230** -0.006 0.005 0.012 0.032*** 
 (0.372) (0.012) (0.009) (0.010) (0.005) 

Gini coefficient -0.111 -0.038** 0.010* -0.016* -0.018** 
 (0.319) (0.012) (0.005) (0.007) (0.006) 

Unemployment rate -0.991** -0.025* 0.012* -0.009 -0.018** 
 (0.365) (0.011) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) 

Flexibility of labour market 0.842**      (0.270)     
Public social expenditure -1.226***      (0.332)     
Health expenditure   0.016*** 0.025**     (0.004) (0.008)  
Electoral democracy index  -0.016      (0.018)    
Equal access index  0.001      (0.020)    
Exclusion by SES index  0.057***    

  (0.009)    
Other migration-related char.s      

Perc. of foreign-born (stock) 1.279*** -0.036*** 0.007 -0.011 0.017*** 
 (0.228) (0.009) (0.006) (0.008) (0.005) 

Migrant acceptance index 0.148 0.048* 0.017*** 0.027*** 0.021*** 
 (0.286) (0.021) (0.003) (0.008) (0.006) 
Migrant integration policy      

MIPEX 2014/19 overall score -0.740* 0.044** 0.011* 0.022*** 0.003 
 (0.294) (0.014) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) 

MIPEX Labour market mob. -0.536+   0.007 -0.004 
 (0.289)   (0.008) (0.007) 

MIPEX Family reunion -0.749*   0.013+ -0.004 
 (0.283)   (0.008) (0.006) 

MIPEX Political participation  0.016  0.021** 0.020*** 
  (0.016)  (0.007) (0.006) 

MIPEX Permanent residence -1.262*** 0.005 0.002 0.007 -0.005 
 (0.296) (0.014) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) 

MIPEX Citizenship -0.240 0.053*** 0.014*** 0.024*** 0.004 
 (0.368) (0.015) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007) 

MIPEX Anti-discrimination -0.635 0.061*** 0.012* 0.023*** -0.004 
 (0.383) (0.011) (0.005) (0.006) (0.007) 

MIPEX Health   0.024*** 0.020*  
   (0.004) (0.009)  
N 4929 9175 9175 9175 9175 

Source: ESS6-9, aXWhRU¶V calcXlaWiRQV (first-generation immigrant sample). 
Notes: AME: average marginal effect. SE: standard error. Each row refers to a separate model (which includes the 
indicated contextual variable of interest). Each model includes the same control variables as Whe µbaVe¶ models (shown in 
Table 6). Full indvidual tables available upon request. ***p <0.001; **p <0.01; *p <0.05; +p <0.1.  
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In host country contexts where unemployment is higher, immigrants tend to have 

lower ISEI and are less likely to be politically engaged or feel socially accepted. However, 

both income inequality and unemployment are associated with higher probability of 

fair/good (as opposed to poor) general health among immigrants. In response to RQ2a, my 

results thus largely suggest a positive (or non-negative) relationship between more 

favourable economic indicators and immigUaQWV¶ integration outcomes, with the exception 

of the health dimension, where the relationship is negative (or at least non-positive).  

Concerning other factors potentially relevant to immigUaQWV¶ occupational status, I find 

that a lower degree of regulation within the labour market of the host country (i.e., a higher 

degree of flexibility) is associated, on average, with higher occupational status among 

immigrants (RQ2b). Further, I find a negative link between the level of public social 

e[SeQdiWXUe (UelaWiYe WR GDP) iQ Whe hRVW cRXQWU\ aQd immigUaQWV¶ RccXSaWiRQal VWaWXV 

(RQ2c). However, looking at health expenditure in particular, my results indicate a positive 

link, on average, between health expenditure levels (relative to GDP) in the host country and 

immigUaQWV¶ UeSRUWed health and subjective well-being (life satisfaction) of immigrants 

(RQ2d). Next, turning to political-system characteristics of the host country as they relate to 

immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical eQgagemeQW (RQ2e), I dR QRW fiQd a VigQificaQW aVVRciaWiRQ fRU Whe 

electoral democracy index nor the equal access index, only an (unexpected) positive 

relationship between lack of inclusiveness by sRciRecRQRmic gURXSV aQd immigUaQWV¶ 

probability political engagement. 

Considering migration-related contextual characteristics (RQ3a-b), I find that a higher 

rate foreign-born residents within the host country population is associated with higher 

occupational status and higher probability of perceived social acceptance among 
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immigrants, but a lower probability of political engagement (RQ3a). (No significant 

aVVRciaWiRQ, RQ aYeUage, ZiWh immigUaQWV¶ life VaWiVfacWiRQ.) Further, I find more positive 

attitudes towards immigrants in the host country (RQ3b) to be associated with a higher 

probability of immigrants indicating political engagement, fair/good health, and perceptions 

of social acceptance. (No significant relationship is found with occupational status.) 

Next, I look at how the inclusivity of migrant integration policies in the host country 

relate to integration outcomes (RQ4). Starting with the overall MIPEX score, I find that a 

generally higher degree of inclusivity in the host couQWU\¶V iQWegUaWiRQ-related policies is 

associated with a higher probability of political engagement, fair/good health, and high life 

satisfaction among immigrants, but lower occupational status. (No significant relationship 

is found with perceived social acceptance.) Unpacking these general links by looking into 

more specific policy areas, I find the following. More inclusive labour market mobility 

SRlicieV VhRZ a QegaWiYe (WhRXgh RQl\ maUgiQall\ VigQificaQW) UelaWiRQVhiS ZiWh immigUaQWV¶ 

occupational status. More inclusive family reunion policies show a negative link with 

occupational status, but a (marginally significant) positive link with immigUaQWV¶ life 

satisfaction. The MIPEX score for political participation policies does not show a significant 

link ZiWh immigUaQWV¶ SURbabiliW\ Rf SRliWical eQgagemeQW, bXW iW dReV VhRZ a SRViWiYe liQk 

to probabilities of high life satisfaction and social acceptance (curiously, it is the only 

MIPEX strand to show a significant link to the latter).  

A higher MIPEX score on permanent residence policies of the host country shows a 

QegaWiYe UelaWiRQVhiS ZiWh immigUaQWV¶ occupational status. (No significant links to other 

outcomes.) More inclusive access to citizenship policies are associated with higher 

probabilities of political engagement, fair/good health, and high life satisfaction among 
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immigrants. Likewise, a higher MIPEX score on anti-discrimination policies within the host 

country is linked to higher probabilities of political engagement, fair/good health, and high 

life satisfaction. Finally, more inclusive health policies in a host country are associated with 

higher probabilities of fair/good health and high life satisfaction among immigrants. All in 

all, my results concerning the inclusiveness of migrant integration policies within the host 

country (RQ4) point to several positive (or at least non-negative) associations with 

immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes, with the exception of occupational status, in 

which case higher MIPEX scores overall and in multiple strands tend to be associated with 

lower occupational status among immigrants.  

Summary: main factors by outcomes and illustration of effects 

I now proceed to VXmmaUiVe Whe maiQ aVVRciaWiRQV fRXQd b\ RXWcRmeV, ZiWh cRYaUiaWeV¶ 

average marginal effects plotted (with 95% confidence intervals) in the graphs of Figure 2. 

As shown here, my results suggest that immigrants tends to have higher occupational status 

in host country contexts where GDP per capita is higher, the unemployment rate is lower, 

labour market regulations are more flexible, and the share of the foreign-born population is 

higher. Higher levels of public social expenditure in the country and more inclusive migrant 

integration policies (especially permanent residence policies) are linked with lower 

occupational status among immigrants in that country, on average. Further, I find that 

immigrants are more likely, on average, to be politically active in country contexts with 

lower inequality, a smaller relative foreign-born stock, warmer attitudes towards 

immigrants, and more inclusive migrant integration policies, especially access to citizenship 

policies.  
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I find that immigrants are more likely, on average, to report fair to good health in host 

country contexts with a higher level of relative health expenditure, warmer attitudes towards 

immigrants, and generally more inclusive migrant integration policies ± especially health 

policies. Meanwhile, immigrants are more likely, on average, to report high life satisfaction 

in country contexts with lower inequality, and ± as in the case of health ± higher levels of 

health expenditure, warmer attitudes towards immigrants, and generally more inclusive 

migrant integration policies. Finally, immigrants are more likely to report social acceptance 

(in the sense of not indicating in-group discrimination) in host country contexts with 

generally more favourable economic indicators, a larger relative immigrant stock, and 

warmer attitudes towards immigrants. 
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Figure 8  

Illustration of AMEs with 95% Cis for selected models/covariates 

 
Source: ESS6-9, aXWhRU¶V calcXlaWiRQV (fiUVW-generation immigrant sample). 
Notes: Adjusted predictions with 95% confidence intervals, using selected values of highlighted contextual variables; all 
RWheU cRYaUiaWeV VeW aW Whe meaQ. µPU(Y)¶: SUedicWed SURbabiliW\ Rf Y deSeQdeQW YaUiable beiQg 1. 
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Supplementary analyses 

Results from supplementary aQal\VeV Rf VXbVamSleV b\ µEU27+¶ YV. WhiUd-country national 

(TCN) origin (i.e., country of birth) of respondents are presented in Appendix Tables A7-

A9. These tables display three columns for each outcome, showing, respectively, AMEs of 

covariates calculated for the EU27+ origin subsample and the TCN origin subsample, as 

well as the coefficient calculated for the interaction variable between the given covariate 

and the TCN-origin dummy variable. The purpose of the latter is to provide a test for the 

significance of coefficient differences found between the subsample analyses. A few 

associations stand out. The positive link between less-regulated labour markets and 

occupational status seems to be driven by the TCN origin respondents. The negative links 

between economic indicators and political engagement appear to be driven by EU27+ origin 

UeVSRQdeQWV. The SRViWiYe liQk beWZeeQ a SRliWical V\VWem¶V e[clXViRQ b\ SES gURXSV aQd 

immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical eQgagemeQW VeemV dUiYeQ b\ TCN RUigiQ respondents, as is the link 

with access to citizenship policies. The positive link between immigUaQWV¶ life VaWiVfacWiRQ 

and warmer attitudes towards migrants, as well as the strength of anti-discrimination 

policies, is particularly strong for TNC origin respondents. Further, I find a negative 

relationship between overall MIPEX score and health outcomes for the TCN subsample, 

which seems to be driven by the strand measuring inclusivity access to permanent residence 

policies. Overall, however, it should be noted that these results are generally weaker due to 

smaller sample sizes (especially for the EU27+ group) and should therefore be interpreted 

with caution.  

In the supplementary set of analyses conducted for the second generation (see 

Appendix Tables A10-A11), I find several interesting findings indicating significant links 

between host country characteristics and second-generation outcomes. First of all, base 
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models still indicate a significant degree of unexplained variation across country-wave 

contexts for all outcomes. More favourable economic indicators remain positively linked to 

second-geQeUaWiRQ immigUaQWV¶ RccXSaWiRQal VWaWXV. IQeTXaliW\ UemaiQV QegaWiYel\ liQked WR 

probabilities of political engagement and high life satisfaction among the second generation. 

Relative health expenditure levels remain positively linked to health and, especially, life 

satisfaction. Interestingly, I find more significant associations between political engagement 

and my measures of the quality of the political system, and they still mostly indicate a 

negative relationship, with second-generation members tending to show relatively higher 

likelihoods of political activity in countries that are less democratic and have a higher 

political exclusion by SES. (Although the equal access index shows a marginally significant 

positive relationship.) Associations for the relative size of the immigrant stock are similar to 

those of the first generation, except for health and life satisfaction, which, for the second 

generation show significant positive and negative links, respectively. In another interesting 

finding, warmer attitudes towards migrants have positive associations for almost all 

outcomes, including occupational status, but not social acceptance. Migrant integration 

SRlicieV¶ iQclXViYeQeVV RQl\ VhRZV significant (positive) links for second-generation 

membeUV¶ SURbabiliW\ Rf SRliWical eQgagemeQW aQd high life VaWiVfacWiRQ (maUgiQall\ 

significant). Strand-specific associations are largely similar to those found for the first 

generation, though with some losing significance. 

Interestingly, the share of immigrants in the host country seems to matter even more 

than in the case of the first generation: a relatively stronger foreign-born presence is 

positively related to occupational status, health, and social acceptance, and negatively to 

political engagement and life satisfaction. Attitudes towards immigrants also seem to matter 

for the second generation, with more acceptance being positively related to their 
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occupational status, health, and life satisfaction. Overall, compared with the first generation, 

I find considerably fewer significant effects for immigrant integration: the overall MIPEX 

score shows no significant relationship to outcomes for the second generation, although 

particular strand-outcome relationship do reach statistical significance. 

Discussion  

Building on prior knowledge and frameworks, m\ aQal\ViV Rf hRVW cRXQWU\ chaUacWeUiVWicV¶ 

links to immigrant integration outcomes sought to address gaps and remaining questions 

from the existing cross-European literature, and to help build towards a more comprehensive 

understanding of this question. As a preliminary step, I first sought to substantiate the 

presence of significant cross-EXURSeaQ diffeUeQceV iQ immigUaQWV¶ RXWcRmeV be\RQd 

compositional effecWV aQd µgeQeUal¶ (ZhRle-population) cross-European variation in the 

selected social indicators (RQ1). Indeed, I fouQd immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes 

to vary significantly across country(-year) contexts even after accounting for relevant 

individual-level background characteristics of immigrants and native averages in the given 

country context.  

Though my findings are strictly associational and cannot claim to assess causality, 

considering the isolation of (at least some) cRmSRViWiRQal effecWV aQd µgeQeUal¶ cURVV-national 

variation in the observed indicators (as observed via natives), these findings offer 

compelling evidence fRU a UelaWiRQVhiS beWZeeQ Whe hRVW cRXQWU\ cRQWe[W aQd immigUaQWV¶ 

integration across various dimensions. As such, my study falls in line with a set of 

conceptual frameworks suggesting a significant role for host country context in integration 

(Portes and Rumbaut 1990; Portes and Zhou 1993; Luthra, Soehl, and Waldinger 2018; 

Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Spencer and Charsley 2016; Reitz 2002), and joins 
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a growing empirical literature (André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; André and Dronkers 2017; 

Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; Huijts and Kraaykamp 2012; Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 

2018; Pichler 2011) arguing that cross-European variation in immigrant integration patterns 

cannot be solely attributed to compositional effects but also differences in national contexts, 

which have the potential to shape integration opportunities across different domains. 

Importantly, my study strengthens this body of work by covering multiple dimensions of 

integration at once, advancing towards a more comprehensive evidence base with the 

findings outlined below.   

Having confirmed the presence of cross-contextual differences in immigrant 

integration patterns, my next objective was to investigate how particular characteristics of 

those host country contexts ± considering economic, institutional, and migration-related 

features as well as the inclusivity of migrant integration policy ± relate to specific integration 

outcomes. Here, I broadly asked whether immigrants tend to have better integration 

outcomes in country contexts that (RQ2a) have more favourable economic indicators, 

(RQ2c-e) more supportive institutional arrangements in specific areas, (RQ3a-b) are more 

accustomed to migration, and (RQ4) have more inclusive migrant integration policies.  

In seeking to interpret and explain cross-sectional results concerning the role of 

contextual characteristics for individual outcomes, there are generally three main options to 

consider: (a) a casual contextual effect; (b) a selectivity effect; and (c) other cases of 

endogeneity (e.g., Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018; 

Pichler 2011). A causal contextual effect is the type of dynamic I am most interested in here, 

but one that is not possible to assert definitively due to the cross-sectional nature and the 

design of this study (Angrist and Pischke 2009). A selectivity effect is particularly important 
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to consider in the case of economic and health outcomes of immigrants (Feliciano 2020), as 

data may not be able to capture (and thus offer the opportunity to isolate) the fact that 

immigrants who, for example, have less favourable career prospects or are less healthy to 

begin with may be more drawn to particular contexts, for example ones that are less 

competitive or challenging, or offer more of a safety net (as also discussed in the literature 

section of this paper). That said, potential economic selectivity effects in this study are 

somewhat alleviated by the controls included fRU Whe iQdiYidXal¶V edXcaWiRQ leYel aV Zell aV 

for parental class background (ibid.). Finally, as another case of endogeneity, especially in 

the case of public policies it is possible that causality goes the other way: as Bisin and 

colleagues (2011) note for the case of labour market integration, for example, the countries 

most inclined to adopt targeted measures may be those that have a more severe labour market 

integration problem to begin with. Therefore, the presence of labour market inclusion 

policies in a context will not necessarily be tied to a comparative advantage in immigrant 

labour market outcomes (as confirmed by Grubanov-Boskovic et al. 2017); a similar 

argument could arguably be made for measures addressing anti-discrimination and political 

participation. In the following, I discuss potential interpretations of my results accordingly.  

The idea that better economic indicators ± i.e., higher GDP per capita, lower 

unemployment and lower inequality ± are associated with better integration outcomes for 

immigrants (RQ2a) is supported for several, though not all factor-outcome combinations. 

Namely, a positive link is supported for all three economic indicators concerning 

immigUaQWV¶ feeling of social inclusion (in-group social acceptance). The presence of a 

positive relationship is partly supported (i.e., a mix of positive and null results) for 

immigUaQWV¶ economic integration (occupational status), political integration (political 
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engagement), and subjective well-being (life satisfaction), and partly countered (i.e., a mix 

of negative and null results) in the case of health.  

Concerning immigUaQWV¶ economic, political, social inclusion and well-being, my 

results thus fall in line with the idea WhaW immigUaQWV¶ VRcial aQd VWUXcWXUal iQclXViRQ 

opportunities may be influenced by the economic conditions of the host country context. 

Such a positive association for times of economic prosperity ± acceVV WR Whe µmaiQVWUeam¶ 

for immigrant and ethnic/racial minorities ± was suggested by Alba and Nee (2003) in the 

US context, while, vice versa, as analyses of the last recession have observed (e.g., Chaloff, 

Dumont, and Liebig 2012; Vogt Isaksen 2019), economically adverse contexts may 

exacerbate social and social exclusion of immigrants. My findings offer further, wide-

ranging evidence for these ideas ± observing several contexts, multiple indicators of 

economic performance, and multiple outcomes relating to the social and structural inclusion 

of immigrants.  

In light of the above argument, the positive relatiRQVhiS fRXQd beWZeeQ immigUaQWV¶ 

health unemployment rates and/or income inequality level within the host country may seem 

counterintuitive at first, but could in fact be explained as reflecting a selection effect, in 

which WheVe UelaWiYel\ µWRXgheU¶ cRQditions discourage less-healthy immigrants from settling 

or drive them to leave. While health status prior to migration is unfortunately not available 

in ESS data, so such selectivity cannot be definitely confirmed, in light of the associations 

found, it is an interesting potential dynamic to consider as it would mean that the occurrence 

Rf µhealWh\ migUaQW¶ aQd/RU Whe µValmRQ biaV¶ SheQRmeQa RbVeUYed iQ some migration 

literature (see Blom, Huijts, and Kraaykamp 2016; Feliciano 2020) may be in part moderated 

by the economic conditions of the destination country.  
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I also find that more flexible ± i.e., less regulated ± national labour markets are 

associated with higher occupational status among immigrants (again, controlling for 

education and parental claVV backgURXQd, QaWiYeV¶ aYeUage ISEI, eWc.). This finding falls in 

line with recent prior results by Platt, Polavieja, and Radl (2021; cf. Pichler 2011), and lends 

support to the argument that more rigid or regulated labour markets may lead to particularly 

strong migrant-status penalties (RQ2b). Further research is necessary to ascertain why this 

happens; one potential mechanism, suggested in earlier literature (Bilgili, Huddleston, and 

Joki 2015), posits that an increased perceived risk in hiring in more strongly regulated labour 

markets (due, e.g., to costlier firing) among employers may lead to overqualification in 

immigrant employment. That said, some degree of self-selection is also a possible 

explanation, in that immigrants with less robust career prospects may be more drawn to 

labour markets providing greater security for employees (see Koopmans 2010).  

In fact, I also find that the general level of welfare provision in a country 

(approximated here via relative public social expenditure) also relates negatively to 

immigUaQWV¶ RccXSaWiRQal VWaWXV (RQ2c). As outlined in the literature review, this could be 

due to multiple mechanisms, from a selectivity effect similar to the one mentioned above ± 

in which immigrants with weaker career prospects seek host contexts with more of a social 

safety net ± to a negative causal effect of the option of welfare support on the career-

advancement investment on part of the immigrant (Koopmans 2010; Fleischmann and 

Dronkers 2007; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2017; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021). In the 

availability of longitudinal information on immigUaQWV¶ RccXSaWiRQal VWaWXV, ideall\ SUiRU WR 

and at different stages post-immigration, future studies could help clarify the mechanisms 

behind this association. 
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I fiQd WhaW geQeUall\ higheU healWh e[SeQdiWXUe leYelV (UelaWiYe WR Whe cRXQWU\¶V GDP) 

are positively associated with the health and subjective well-being of immigrants (RQ2d). 

This contrasts with earlier results by Blom and colleagues (2016), thus challenging the 

notion that immigrants do not reap comparable benefits from healthcare expenditures. 

Indeed, my results suggest that immigrants may benefit particularly when expenditure levels 

are high, and ± in what seems more likely given typical patterns of immigrant exclusion, 

including in the area of health (e.g., Bilgili et al. 2015) ± they may suffer particularly strongly 

when they are low. Overall, the exact mechanisms and potential non-linearity of this 

relationship warrant further study. 

Concerning the quality of political institutions in the host country as they relate to 

immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical engagement (RQ2e), I do not find evidence for a significant link 

beWZeeQ hRZ demRcUaWic a cRXQWU\¶V SRliWical institutions are, or how generally egalitarian 

iWV acceVV WR SRliWicV aQd immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical iQclXViRQ (aV faU aV m\ meaVXUeV aUe 

concerned); as such, my findings echo those of Blais (2016) That said, I do find a higher 

level of political exclusion by socioeconomic group to be associated with higher probability 

Rf immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical eQgagemeQW. IQ WhiV caVe, Whe effecW cRXld aUgXabl\ be RQe of 

stronger intentions to vote being motivated by a more exclusionary system (Tyrberg 2020; 

André et al. 2014). 

Turning to migration-related characteristics, my results suggest wide-ranging 

associations for attitudes towards immigrants in the host country (RQ3b). (Occupational 

status is the one exception with which the link is not significant.) Specifically, I find that a 

higher level of acceptance towards immigrants in a country is positively linked not only to 

iQdiYidXal immigUaQWV¶ SeUceiYed VRcial acceptance (i.e., a lower likelihood of perceived in-
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group discrimination) but also their health and subjective well-being. These are some 

noteworthy findings for a still-growing area of integration research (Hadjar and Backes 

2013; Huijts and Kraaykamp 2012; Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018). Moreover, in countries 

where foreign-born residents are more prevalent (RQ3a), immigrants tend to have better 

occupational status and are more likely to feel that their in-group is accepted in society (cf. 

Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007). At the same time, I find that immigrants are less likely to 

be engaged in politics in such contexts (cf. André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; Just and 

Anderson 2014; Tyrberg 2020). The relative size of the immigrant stock thus showed mixed 

associations (RQ3a). Future research relying on data with reliable information on the size of 

immigUaQW iQdiYidXalV¶ cR-ethnic groups (as opposed to just general immigrant stocks, to 

which I was limited), may help understand these associations more clearly. 

Lastly, I look at policies relating to immigrant integration (RQ4). Using MIPEX 

(2014/2019) as a measure of the overall inclusivity of migrant integration policies in a 

country, I find generally more inclusive policy environments to be linked to better 

integration outcomes concerning immigUaQWV¶ SRliWical eQgagemeQW, healWh, aQd life 

satisfaction (cf. Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Thorkelson 2015; Just and Anderson 

2014; André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; Malmusi 2015; Giannoni, Franzini, and Masiero 

2016; Juárez et al. 2019; Hadjar and Backes 2013; Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018). 

However, I find a negative association for occupational status (cf. Bilgili, Huddleston, and 

Joki 2015). Perhaps surprisingly, I do not see an overall link concerning feelings of in-group 

social acceptance.  

Looking to interpret these general associations, strand-specific results can offer some 

additional insight. For instance, the negative association for occupational status seem driven 
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by more liberal labour market mobility, family reunion, and permanent residence policies. 

Higher MIPEX scores on these components reflect immigration policies that are relatively 

less restrictive and selective along labour market skills and income; for instance, for labour 

market mobility, a higher score means policies that allow for easier mobility for workers 

and are less likely to restrict access to immigrants (especially third-country-nationals) with 

the strongest career prospects and higher income (Huddleston et al. 2015). For family 

reunion policies, this means allowing family migrants more easily, with fewer eligibility 

requirements tied to socioeconomic position (ibid.). Likewise, immigrants may gain access 

to permanent residence may not only be accessible to those with more means (ibid.). Taken 

together, this set of findings thus seems likely to reflect dynamic of immigrant selectivity 

alongside socioeconomic position or income, as moderated by permissiveness or openness 

of immigration and residence policies in the host countries. That said, concerning labour 

market mobility policies the association found (which supplementary analyses shown to be 

driven by third-country nationals) could also reflect an endogeneity effect, in which ± as 

mentioned above ± countries ZiWh mRUe SURblemV iQ WheiU immigUaQWV¶ labRXU maUkeW 

integration are developing policies to alleviate the issue (Bisin et al. 2011; Grubanov-

Boskovic et al. 2017). 

Turning to other outcomes, the overall MIPEX VcRUe¶V SRViWiYe aVVRciaWiRQ ZiWh 

political engagement seems driven by policies allowing easier access to citizenship and anti-

discrimination policies. The former is not surprising considering access to voting rights and 

the electoral participation component of my measure of political engagement, but is 

nevertheless a useful empirical confirmation of the link (Bilgili et al. 2015). The link with 

anti-discrimination policies is interesting in that it could signal effective more protection 

from discrimination (including on ethnic/origin grounds) in political participation, or more 
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motivation to participate in a system where there is more potential for addressing exclusion 

and unfair treatment (Huddleston et al. 2015). The positive association with health seems 

driven by the inclusiveness of health policies (Walkden et al. 2018; cf. Blom, Huijts, and 

Kraaykamp 2016), anti-discrimination, and access to citizenship policies. The latter result is 

interesting in that may be interpreted in line with arguments about the wide-ranging potential 

Rf acceVV WR ciWi]eQVhiS fRU immigUaQWV¶ bURadeU iQclXViRQ and well-being (Bauböck et al. 

2013). Ne[W, Whe SRViWiYe aVVRciaWiRQ beWZeeQ migUaQW iQWegUaWiRQ SRlicieV aQd immigUaQWV¶ 

life satisfaction relates to more inclusive policies in a wide range of areas, including family 

reunion, political participation, access to citizenship, anti-discrimination policies, and 

health-related policies. This finding is particularly interesting as it suggests wide-ranging 

imSlicaWiRQV Rf mRUe iQclXViYe SRlicieV iQ YaUiRXV aUeaV aQd immigUaQWV¶ VXbjecWiYe Zell-

being, which is still a relatively less-studied aspect of immigrant integration (Kogan et al. 

2018; Safi 2010). By and large, my results therefore suggest that immigrants tend to be more 

likely to engage in politics, have good health, and high life satisfaction in countries with 

more inclusive or liberal policies relating to immigrant integration (Bean et al. 2012; 

Kymlicka 2012; Reitz 2002; Wright and Bloemraad 2012). 

Conclusion 

This paper joins a growing body of comparative empirical literature seeking to understand 

the role of host country characteristics in the varied migration integration patterns across 

Europe. Identifying some key gaps and unresolved questions in the existing evidence base, I 

offer a wide-ranging cross-European study that considers a multitude of theoretically 

relevant host country characteristics and assess their relationship to multiple different 

dimensions of integration. The fact that these varied connections are examined with a 

consistent use of definitions, methods, population, and geographical focus is a key 
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contribution to a literature whose fragmented nature has so far made it difficult to achieve a 

comprehensive evidence base. 

I XVed a SRRled daWaVeW fURm Whe EXURSeaQ SRcial SXUYe\¶V fRXU mRVW UeceQW ZaYeV, 

containing data on a total of 9,175 adult first-generation immigrants across 19 European 

countries (72 country-year contexts). Taking a multidimensional approach to integration, I 

fRcXVed RQ immigUaQWV¶ RccXSaWiRQal VWaWXV, SRliWical eQgagemeQW, geQeUal healWh, life 

satisfaction, and perceived (in-group) social acceptance. I complemented this individual-

level dataset with data on country characteristics (for four survey years, given the time-

variant nature of several host country characteristics) from various sources (ESS, OECD, 

GallXS, MIPEX eWc.). I WheQ SURceeded WR e[amiQe immigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes 

with a set of regression analyses. First, I checked ZheWheU immigUaQWV¶ RXWcRmeV Ueall\ dR 

vary significantly across contexts, once relevant individual background factors (and native 

averages in the given context) are taken into account. My results on remaining country-level 

variances suggested that they do. I then proceeded to examine three sets of questions 

concerning the role, of, respectively, economic and institutional factors, relation to 

immigration, and policies related to immigrant integration (for a total of 19 contextual 

factors, nine of which examined for all outcomes).  

Generally speaking, my findings suggest that the economic conditions of the host 

country relate to immigrant integration patterns across multiple domains; specifically, 

immigrants generally seem to fare better in host country contexts characterised by better 

macroeconomic conditions (controlling for native averages), though not every indicator-

outcome association is significant. The aspect of health is the exception to this, which could 

reflect an immigrant health selectivity effect tied to economic conditions, though this will 
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need to be explored further to confirm the presence of a causal link. I find more flexible 

labour market regulations to be associated with higher occupational status among 

immigrants, which may be further evidence that immigrant workers are particularly 

penalised in highly regulated labour markets (Platt et al. 2021; Bilgili et al. 2015). Further, 

higher levels of welfare expenditure are associated with lower occupational status among 

immigrants (Koopmans 2010; Platt et al. 2021), although higher levels of health expenditure 

(relative to GDP) are associated with better immigrant health and subjective well-being (cf. 

Blom et al 2016). The size of the immigrant stock and, especially, warmer attitudes towards 

immigrants in the host country context have mostly positive links to outcomes.  

Finally, in line with the theoretical literature of multiculturalism (e.g., Bean et al. 2012; 

Kymlicka 2012; Reitz 2002; Wright and Bloemraad 2012), my findings largely suggest that 

immigrants have better integration outcomes in countries with overall more liberal/inclusive 

migrant integration policies ± as far as non-economic outcomes are concerned. Indeed, I find 

a negative link between more liberal policieV aQd immigUaQWV¶ occupational status. As 

discussed, since this specifically concerns more liberal labour market mobility, family 

reunion, and permanent residence policies, I view this as a likely reflection of a selectivity 

effect for socioeconomically better-positioned immigrants in countries with more restrictive 

immigration regimes (although I cannot assert casual links due to my cross-sectional 

research design). The analysis also revealed further interesting connections between more 

specific policy areas and outcomes. Moreover, supplementary analyses were performed with 

the (first-generation) immigrant sample broken down by origin (by EU27+ vs. third-country 

national), as well as considering second-generation respondents from the same ESS sample 

(which iQclXded Whe µ1.5¶ geQeUaWiRQ), RffeUiQg fXUWheU iQVighWV aQd highlighWiQg VRme 

additional future avenues for research. 
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Nevertheless, the study is not without its limitations. For one, my ESS sample did not 

have the information and/or sample sizes to allow for detailed breakdowns by origin country 

or reason for migration. Given the already wide-ranging nature of my investigation, I also 

did not have the scope to incorporate macro-level characteristics of specific origin countries 

in my analysis. These would be meaningful aspects to consider in future studies. I also did 

not have the space nor sample sizes to delve into a sub-national level of analysis, which 

remains an important level of contextual factors to consider in future studies. Though I 

aimed to include a diverse set of integration facets in my study, numerous further outcomes 

warrant attention in future studies (e.g., social integration, spatial integration, sense of 

belonging, income, etc.). Finally, as mentioned, the cross-sectional nature of my data meant 

WhaW I cRXld QRW aVVeVV caXVal mechaQiVmV (QRU did I haYe Whe VcRSe fRU a µSURSeU¶ imSacW 

evaluation of specific policies); pending the availability of appropriate data in the future, 

this would be an important next step to take in future research. These shortcomings 

notwithstanding, this study advances the existing comparative integration literature by 

providing a wide range of findings concerning relationships between specific host country 

characteristics and immigrant integration outcomes, highlighting some important 

connections. Its key innovation is it does so from a multidimensional, cross-European 

perspective, contributing some much-needed comparable evidence on a key puzzle of 

integration research.  
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8.1 Introduction 

To conclude the thesis, this chapter provides a summary of the thesis: it begins with a 

recapitulation of the research aims, research questions, and the related analyses within the 

thesis. It then discusses the main findings for each research question. This is followed by an 

overall summary of the contributions and implications of the thesis, limitations and 

recommendations for future research, and some final remarks. 

8.2 Revisiting the aims and research questions of the research 

This thesis aimed to strengthen the state of European-level knowledge on the integration and 

well-being of immigrants and their descendants. Specifically, I sought to advance towards a 

more comprehensive understanding of integration by focusing on four aspects in particular: 

(1) the concept of integration; (2) the multidimensionality of integration; (3) the relevance 

of immigrant parentage for the second generation; and (3) the links between host country 

contextual characteristics and immigrant integration. I briefly elaborate on each of these 

aspects and the associated research questions below. 

First, I sought to address the fundamental issue of a lack of consistent 

conceptualisations of integration ± an objective pertinent for the broader field, from theory 

to policy, as well as for my own empirical research within this thesis. My first research 

question was therefore the following:  

x Research Question 1: How should immigrant integration be conceptualised? 

Second, I sought delve deeper into the conceptual aspect of multidimensionality in 

particular. The evolution of multidimensional perspectives within immigrant integration 
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research were already examined in the extensive review of Chapter 2.84 However, a number 

of factors made the issue of multidimensionality particularly interesting: its increasing, yet 

inconsistent mentions and applications within the field, its connection to essential theoretical 

questions concerning the relationship between different aspects of integration, as well as its 

still-thin empirical basis led me to ask the following questions: 

x Research Question 2a: What does the multidimensionality of integration entail? 

x Research Question 2b: What kind of dimensional pattern do we see in the integration 

outcomes of European immigrant and immigrant-background minorities? 

Third, I noted some key knowledge gaps regarding the situation of the second 

geQeUaWiRQ, ZhRVe RXWcRPeV aUe RfWeQ cRQVideUed aV Whe XOWiPaWe PaUkeU Rf iQWegUaWiRQ¶V 

success or failure. Indeed, the prospects and dynamics of second-generation integration have 

been much debated (in Europe and beyond); however, I noted that the overall picture, 

especially from a multidimensional perspective, remains unclear. A particular source of 

unclarity I noted is the difficulty in disentangling the effects of migration background, per 

se, from those of class and ethnic/racial background, especially as these may interact with 

one another. My third research question was therefore the following: 

x Research question 3: Does migration background make a difference in the outcomes 

of the native-born offspring of immigrants in Europe? 

Fourth and last, I sought to broaden the evidence base on the links between host 

cRXQWU\ chaUacWeUiVWicV aQd iPPigUaQWV¶ iQWegUation patterns. The role of the host country in 

 
84 Paper 1, presented in Chapter 5, was published as a peer-reviewed journal article, co-authored with my 
supervisor Dr. Lessard-Phillips. While a first version of the paper picked up roughly where the related 
Chapter 3 section left off, in the process of peer review we were asked to add further detailed engagement 
with the theoretical/conceptual literature, leading to some repetition of the literature review in Chapter 3. 
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shaping integration opportunities is theoretically (though often not very specifically) 

acknowledged, and contextual-effects literature has been growing in recent years, with 

several European comparative studies. Nevertheless, I noted remaining shortcomings that, 

once again, make it difficult to gauge the broader picture, whether regarding the overall 

relevance of the host country context, the range of different contextual factors relevant to a 

particular aspect of integration, or, vice versa, how a particular factor may relate to 

integration from a multidimensional perspective. I saw these shortcomings as being due to 

a combination of narrow-scope individual studies and incomparability across studies (much 

as in the case above), as well as the lack of an overarching conceptual framework. Overall, 

I thus asked:  

x Research question 4: How are immigrant integration outcomes linked to the 

contextual characteristics of the host country? 

8.2.1 How these research questions were addressed 

I addressed each of the above four main questions via four individual yet inter-

connected analyses. These consisted, respectively, of a wide-ranging conceptual review 

(Chapter 3) and three quantitative studies (Chapters 5-7) using recent cross-European data 

(European Social Survey, 2012-2018) for a set of multidimensional analyses. Specifically, 

Chapter 3 addressed RQ1 with a wide-ranging analytical review of prior conceptual 

approaches to integration (including assimilation), highlighting the evolution of perspectives 

as well as continuing debates within the field. I focused my analysis on the conceptual 

aspects of terminology, (multi)dimensionality, actors, reference group, and endpoint. 

Through this review, I also developed my own conceptual position and understanding of 

integration, which shaped my approach within the subsequent empirical analyses.  
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The first empirical paper (Chapter 5) addressed RQ2a-b by examining the issue of 

multidimensionality in immigrant integration first conceptually and then empirically 

through an original analysis of European Social Survey (ESS7) data. This analysis relied on 

a factor analysis of 18 integration-related outcomes for ethnic/racial minority first- and 

second-generation immigrants to identify the underlying dimensional structure among those 

outcomes. In additional checks, it also tested for differences in structure between first and 

VecRQd geQeUaWiRQV aQd cRXQWUieV ZiWh PRUe YV. OeVV µiQcOXViYe¶ iQWegUaWiRQ SROic\ cRQWe[WV. 

The second empirical paper (Chapter 6) examined RQ3 through a comparative 

analysis of second-generation and native-backgURXQd iQdiYidXaOV¶ RXWcRPeV acURVV PXOWiSOe 

areas of life. Specifically, in line with the multidimensional concept of integration developed 

in Chapter 3, I assessed the integration of second-generation immigrants in Europe by 

examining their socio-economic situation, political and social inclusion, and their health and 

well-being, as compared to their native-parentage peers. Following up on points raised in 

ChaSWeU 3¶V section on inequality (and disparities highlighted in Chapter 2), the study 

incorporated a systematic consideration of class, gender, and ethnic/racial background, and 

how these factors may (a) explain, (b) add on to, and/or (c) intersect with the effects of 

second-generation status.  

In line with RQ4, the third empirical paper (Chapter 7) then turned the focus to the 

role of the host country in immigrant integration. Based on a broad review of related 

literature, I identified a set of key host country contextual factors for integration and outlined 

an overarching conceptual model. Combining pooled individual ESS6-9 data on immigrants 

from 19 European countries with macro-level indicators on the respective 72 country-year 

contexts, I then used a wide range of regression models to test whether more favourable 
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economic indicators, a larger immigrant stock, warmer attitudes towards immigrants, and 

more liberal integration policies, among other factors, are associated with better integration-

related outcomes for immigrants. Like the previous studies, Paper 3 featured a 

multidimensional scope, looking at occupational attainment, political engagement, health, 

life satisfaction, and perceived in-group discrimination. The study primarily focused on the 

first generation, thought to be most directly affected by contextual factors such as immigrant 

integration policy. That said, potential (direct or indirect) associations for the second 

generation were also of interest, and were thus examined in a set of supplementary analyses 

(along with an additional separate analysis for EU vs. non-EU origin immigrants). In the 

following, I discuss findings from the above analyses as answers to my research questions. 

8.3 Answering research questions and discussing findings 

RQ1: How should immigrant integration be conceptualised? 

Generally speaking, the inherent subjectivity of the concept of immigrant integration (and 

UeOaWed WeUPV) PakeV iW difficXOW WR ideQWif\ a ViQgOe µcRUUecW¶ defiQiWiRQ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ. Since 

the early days of the field, there has been a notable evolution in conceptualisations of 

integration within the broader scholarship, with conceptual approaches seeking to become 

OeVV e[cOXViRQaU\ aQd beWWeU UefOecW iPPigUaQWV¶ OiYed e[SeUieQce Rf iQWegUaWiRQ (Gordon 

1964; Portes and Zhou 1993; Alba and Nee 1997; Penninx 2019; Spencer and Charsley 

2021). That said, in my view some points of debate are so strongly tied to subjective 

judgments that some differences in approaches are bound to remain; indeed, the conceptual 

definition of integration depends on the perspective and focus of the research (or policy) in 

question. For instance, given my own emancipatory goal within this research, my concept 

of integration is centred primarily on social inclusion and equality.  
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Nonetheless, I believe that it is important to aim for coherence and conceptual clarity 

within the field; even if definitions and specific conceptual framework continue to differ, 

they should at least be as clear as possible concerning their assumptions and interpretations. 

Reviewing various approaches, I identified fiYe ke\ cRQceSWXaO µbXiOdiQg bORckV¶ Rf 

integration (assimilation, etc.) concepts: (1) terminology, (2) dimensions of integration, (3) 

actors of integration, (4) the question of the reference group, and (5) the definitional endpoint 

of integration (or the theorised end-state of integration). I argue that to be conceptually clear 

and enable the comparability and dialogue across theoretical and empirical works on 

integration, any definition of integration should specify its stance concerning these five 

aspects. Based on these, I thus posed five further sub-questions; below, I discuss my 

takeaways for each and the position I reach for my own conceptualisation. 

RQ1a: What term should we use? 

Concerning terminology, in reviewing definitions and critiques of different terms 

(integration, assimilation, incorporation, adaptation, etc.), I found widely varying 

understandings of the same term and overlapping meanings between different terms.85 This 

inconsistency ultimately that left me questioning the productivity of debating terms, turning 

instead to compare and contrast conceptualisations along their content. For my own 

cRQceSWXaOiVaWiRQ, I VeWWOed RQ Whe WeUP µiQWegUaWiRQ¶ fRU cRQWiQXiW\ ZiWh SUiRU EXURSeaQ 

scholarship, which I view as a potentially inclusive term, depending on its definition and use 

(as is the case for other, alternative terms). As mentioned, my own definition of integration 

is centred on equality and inclusion within host society; I outline its specifics below. 

 
85 See Chapters 3.2.3, 3.2.4., 3.3.2, and Appendix Table 1 for specifics. 
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RQ1b: Integration in what sense? What are the different dimensions of integration? 

Through a wide-UaQgiQg UeYieZ Rf SUiRU SeUVSecWiYeV RQ iQWegUaWiRQ¶V diPeQViRQaOiW\ aQd 

prior dimensions outlined in proposed analytical frameworks (e.g., Bean et al. 2012; Crul, 

Schneider, and Lelie 2012; Esser 2004b; Entzinger and Biezeveld 2003; Gordon 1964; 

Heckmann 2006; Lessard-Phillips 2017; Ndofor-Tah et al. 2019; OECD/EU 2019; Penninx 

and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; Spencer and Charsley 2016), I ultimately found that the 

question of multidimensionality ± as the concept of integration in general ± is a highly 

subjective one, inherently reflecting normative positions concerning the ways in which 

iPPigUaQWV aUe e[SecWed WR µcaWch XS ZiWh¶, RU cRPe WR UeVePbOe, Whe QaWiYe-background 

population (if at all). While expectations of socio-economic/structural equality are generally 

(though not universally) considered to be fairly inclusive, such expectations can easily 

become ethnocentric or exclusionary when it comes to sociocultural aspects (think, e.g., 

demands of one-way socio-cultural assimilation and origin culture abandonment from 

immigrants).  

Overall, especially among European works I noted an increasing acknowledgment of 

the multidimensional nature of integration, and a growing array of dimensions considered. 

While some frameworks still involve some expectation of sociocultural assimilation, several 

have made pointed efforts to focus on aspects that measure inclusion and well-being of the 

immigrant in their new society (rather than sociocultural homogeneity) (e.g., Penninx 2005; 

Heckmann 2006). I also noted ± and in the following paper (Chapter 5), expanded on ± an 

emerging strand of literature that takes a more critical look at how indicators or aspects of 

iQWegUaWiRQ aUe caWegRUiVed iQWR µdiPeQViRQV¶, aQd tests the extent of multidimensionality 

empirically (Bean et al. 2012; Lessard-Phillips 2017).  
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I concluded by gathering and synthesising the various multidimensional frameworks 

of integration into a summary table (Table 3.8) of the most commonly conceptualised 

dimensions (or areas/themes) of integration along with associated indicators. These main 

identified dimensions include culture, identity, social life (including social mixing and 

general socialisation), discrimination and prejudice (within the broad sociocultural realm); 

economic, civic/political/institutional, and spatial domains (within the broad structural 

realm), as well as the newer domain of health and subjective well-being. This summary of 

dimensions can be used as a starting point or reference for researchers or policymakers 

seeking to apply a multidimensional approach; the dimensions and indicators will both 

express and be shaped by their own concept of integration. Indeed, I relied on this collection 

of dimensions and indicators when developing my own multidimensional approach. In line 

with my equality- and inclusion- concept of integration, in the empirical papers that follow 

I measured integration within the economic and civic/political/institutional domains, along 

with general socialisation, discrimination, and health and subjective well-being. 

RQ1c: Who are the actors of integration? 

Concerning the conceptual approaches to actors of integration, I noted an evolution from an 

exclusive or strong focus on the immigrant as the party performing and responsible for the 

success of integration, with the host society taking on a largely passive role via 

prejudice/discrimination or acceptance (e.g. Warner and Srole 1945; Barkan 1995), to more 

complex and two-sided conceptualisations (e.g. Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016; 

Spencer and Charsley 2016). Specifically, recent frameworks not only incorporate the 

UeceiYiQg VRcieW\ µVide¶ aV aQ acWive participant and responsible party of integration, but 

consider multiple levels within each side, from the individual to the community to the 
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organisational/state level (especially in the case of the host society) (e.g. Penninx and 

Garcés-Mascareñas 2016). My own understanding is informed by the latter approaches. 

RQ1d: Who is the reference group for integration? 

In terms of the reference group, I also noted a trend of increasing degree of complexity, 

cRPSaUed WR cOaVVicaO QRWiRQV Rf a hRPRgeQRXV aQd µRbYiRXV¶ QaWiYe PaiQVWUeaP beQchPaUk 

(Warner and Srole 1945; Gordon 1964; cf. Portes and Zhou 1993; Alba and Nee 2003). In 

recent works, I found that some critical approaches altogether reject the notion of using the 

native-background population as a reference group to measure integration (Schinkel 2018; 

Spencer and Charsley 2016), while others argue for a more nuanced consideration of the 

internal heterogeneity of immigrant(-origin) groups and host society  (e.g. Portes and Zhou 

1993; Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 2009a; Vertovec 2007; Crul and Schneider 2010; 

Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008). While seeing value both arguments, I found the latter 

approach more practically useful for my own analyses, which follow my equality-centred 

concept of integration (making the use of a reference group analytically necessary). 

RQ1e: WhaW iV Whe defiQiWiRQaO eQdSRiQW Rf iQWegUaWiRQ? WhaW dReV µcRPSOeWed¶ iQWegUaWiRQ 
look like? 

Turning to the definitional endpoint of integration, I once again noted continued diverging 

approaches; this is not surprising considering that this aspect is perhaps the one most 

µideRORgicaO¶ RQe (SRWeQWiaOO\ UefOecWiQg SROiWicaO gRaOV). MRVW WUadiWiRQaO aSSURacheV (aQd 

still some to this day), envisioned completed integration as immigrants and/or their 

deVceQdaQWV haYiQg µbOeQded iQWR¶ PaiQVWUeaP VRcieW\ iQ VRciaO aQd cXOWXUaO WeUPV, PRVW Rf 

their members having joined the middle class (as noted, e.g., by Portes and Zhou 1993; Alba 

and Nee 1997). By contrast, some modern frameworks, stressing the potentially non-linear 

nature of integration processes and seeking to avoid a prescriptive notion of societal 
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homogeneity, do not define an end-state of integration at all (Spencer and Charsley 2016). 

Others define a state of institutional and societal inclusion of immigrants and their 

descendants on behalf of the receiving country (not necessarily involving cultural 

assimilation) (Penninx 2005; Heckmann 2006). A similar approach defines completed 

integration as the disappearance of inequalities tied to migration status, often in combination 

with social inclusion (Esser 2004b; Alba and Foner 2015; OECD/EU 2019). The recurring 

notions of inequality in the literature also led me to consider the concept of inequality in 

some further depth (Platt 2019; McCall 2005). That discussion ultimately highlighted a need 

for intersectional (e.g., intergroup) approaches in the study of migrant-native inequalities ± 

tying into above discussions underscoring the internal complexity of both immigrant- and 

non-immigrant groups (McCall 2005; Bürkner 2012).  

For the purpose of this research, I found analytically necessary to specify a definitional 

endpoint of integration, even if I do not consider it an empirically inevitable, or, once 

achieved, irreversible end-state. In line with the latter ideas, I conceptualised the endpoint 

of integration as a state of social acceptance and social and institutional inclusion for 

immigrant minorities, in which they enjoy comparable life chances and well-being to their 

native(-background) peers. This conceptual end-state thus involves the disappearance of a 

migrant(-background) penalty within host society in economic, social, and general well-

being terms (i.e., the above-outlined multiple dimensions of integration). I apply suggestions 

from the above inequality and intersectionality-related literature in Paper 2 in particular, 

which features a systematic intergroup comparison of second-generation and native-

background individuals considering multiple potentially overlapping or conflicting axes of 

inequality. 
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Overall, I thus found some general trends of increasing nuance and complexity among 

conceptualisations of integration, although several contemporary approaches also diverge 

from one another, and I find some advancements more empirically applicable ± at least for 

a quantitative analysis of integration ± than others. As highlighted above, the reviewed 

conceptual arguments and developments shaped my own approach to integration in the 

empirical studies that followed, whether directly (e.g., definition, dimensions observed) or 

indirectly (general analytical approach, interpretation, etc.). 

RQ2a: What does the multidimensionality of integration entail? 

In the simplest approach, the multidimensionality of integration refers to the fact that 

integration is a complex process that takes place across multiple areas of life (or, put 

differently, involves multiple domains). From this perspective, different dimensions of 

integration are typically outlined on a thematic basis, categorised corresponding to academic 

disciplines or policy areas, for example (Bean et al. 2012). From a somewhat more critical 

SeUVSecWiYe, Whe QRWiRQ Rf iQWegUaWiRQ¶V PXOWidiPeQViRQaOiW\ iV URRWed iQ Whe RbVeUYaWiRQ WhaW 

different facets of integration do not necessarily advance in unison, but along distinct 

trajectories; indeed, they might progress (a) jointly, in sync; (b) generally in the same 

direction, though not necessarily simultaneously; (c) independently from one another; or 

even (d) or in opposite directions, in a trade-off dynamic to one another. This potential 

divergence, then, is what makes a multidimensional frame of analysis necessary for an 

accurate assessment of the state of integration. In this latter understanding then, the 

dimensional framework outlined holds some theoretical implications with regards to the way 

in which particular aspects of integration relate to one another. (For instance, two indicators 

form part of the same dimension if they tend to progress jointly, and form separate 

dimensions if they do not necessarily develop together or even in the same direction.) I call 



 

 201 

WhiV OaWWeU Whe µePSiUicaO¶ aSSURach WR RXWOiQiQg iQWegUaWiRQ diPeQViRQV, aV Whe ORgic Rf 

categorisation is based on empirical outcome patterns (Bean et al. 2012; Lessard-Phillips 

2017; also, Portes and Zhou 1993). The µePSiUicaO¶ aSSURach ZhiOe UaUeU, iV becRPiQg PRUe 

common in some recent literature, as I discuss. In practice, the two perspectives may also 

overlap; the two approaches are often combined (as they are in my subsequent second and 

third papers). 

RQ2b: What kind of dimensional pattern do we see in the integration outcomes of 
European immigrant and immigrant-background minorities? 

I observed 18 integration-related outcomes for first- and second-generation immigrants in 

Europe (focusing on ethnic/racial minorities).86 Following common thematic 

categorisations, these indicators would be categorised into eight typical main dimensions: 

culture, identity, social, discrimination and prejudice, economic, civic/political, spatial, 

health and well-beiQg (dUaZiQg RQ Whe µVXPPaU\ WabOe¶ Rf cRPPRQ iQWegUaWiRQ diPeQViRQV 

outlined in Chapter 3, [Table 3.8; see also Table 3.10]). An empirical approach, i.e., an 

analysis of the correlation matrix of the 18 indicators, however, suggested five underlying 

dimensions: (1) economic or structural integration (with civic/political integration cross-

loading); (2) health; (3) subjective well-being, including social well-being/general 

socialisation; (4) cultural (linguistic, identificational) assimilation and civic/political 

integration; and (5) minority socialisation.  

DiffeUeQceV beWZeeQ Whe µWhePaWic¶ aQd µePSiUicaO¶ gURXSiQg SaWWeUQV WheQ iQcOXde a 

VeSaUaWiRQ Rf Whe µVRciRcXOWXUaO¶ iQdicaWRUV iQWR a cXOWXUaO aVViPiOaWiRQ aQd a VRciaO 

assimilation, challenging common assumptions of the two being intrinsically connected 

 
86 See Paper 1 (Chapter 5), Table 3 or Table 4 for a list. 
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aspects (e.g., Ruud Koopmans 2016). (Although the two did form a joint dimension for the 

second-generation subsample.) Cultural assimilation items seem most strongly related to 

civic/political integration items, which could point to causal mechanisms going either way 

(or both ways) (Lessard-Phillips et al. 2017; Vink 2021; Ager and Strang 2008; Bauböck et 

al. 2013). Results also highlight a connection between economic and civic/political aspects 

of integration, reinforcing a common association of the two within what is often called the 

µVWUXcWXUaO¶ diPeQViRQ iQWegUaWiRQ (Bean et al. 2012; Lessard-Phillips 2017). Social 

assimilation and spatial assimilation (more specifically, minority socialisation and living in 

minority neighbourhoods) form a joint dimension, in line with literature highlighting links 

between social and residential mixing (or lack thereof) (e.g., Bolt, Özüekren, and Phillips 

2010; Fajth and Bilgili 2018; Esser 2004a). The relatively newer aspects of subjective well-

being (including general socialisation) and health each seem distinct from the other three 

domains. The item of discrimination is also remarkably distinct. 

The findings do not point to a significant trade-off, or opposite dynamics of 

development in any areas. However, they do offer support to the notion that integration in 

certain domains may advance quite distinctly from integration in others, overall reinforcing 

the idea that integration does not necessarily progress jointly and uniformly across all areas 

of life (Lessard-Phillips 2017). From a practical perspective, this means that evidence of 

equality or inclusion in one aspect (e.g., socioeconomic) will not necessarily imply equality 

or inclusion in other aspects (e.g., subjective well-being, discrimination). Conversely, lack 

of social or cultural assimilation does equate to lack of economic integration. These 

observations fall in line the basic idea of there being multiple paths to integration, and 

sociocultural assimilation not necessarily being a prerequisite for immigrants or their 

deVceQdaQWV¶ VXcceVVfXO adjXVWPeQW iQ RWheU aVSecWV (e.g., ecRQRPic, VXbjecWiYe ZeOO-being, 
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etc.). As such, it echoes observations from segmented assimilation theory (Portes and Zhou 

1993; Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 2009a) as well as multiculturalist frameworks 

(e.g. Kymlicka 2012; Wright and Bloemraad 2012). 

From the perspective of my research, these findings overall corroborate the necessity 

of using a multidimensional lens in the measurement of integration, with distinct indicators 

for each main dimension sought to observe. Indeed, both subsequent papers observe 

indicators for multiple (thematic) dimensions of integration, namely economic integration, 

political/ institutional inclusion, social inclusion and well-being, and health and subjective 

well-being (see Table 3.10 in Chapter 3 for an overview). 

RQ3: Does migration background make a difference in the outcomes of the native-born 
offspring of immigrants in Europe? 

Comparing second-generation and native-parentage native Europeans, my results suggest 

that migration background is associated with a mixed pattern of relative advantages, 

disadvantages, and parity, depending on the outcome and subgroup examined. I expand on 

this below. 

First of all, my multidimensional frame of analysis revealed that the extent and 

direction of a second-generation gap varies across dimensions. Looking at socioeconomic 

outcomes (education, and ISEI/occupation) the second generation seems to be doing as well 

as, if not better, than native-parentage peers, on average. Looking at non-economic 

dimensions, however, I find a general pattern of second-generation disadvantage, 

specifically in political engagement, social acceptance (in-group discrimination), health, and 

life satisfaction.  
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The other background factors examined ± class background, gender, and ethnic/racial 

minority status ± also played an important role. For economic outcomes, once class 

background and ethnic/racial minority/majority status are accounted for, the significance of 

the second-geQeUaWiRQ¶V edXcaWiRQaO adYaQWage iV eYeQ cOeaUeU. (The VecRQd-generation 

advantage in occupational status loses its initial marginal significance.) As for the second-

generation disadvantage in non-economic outcomes, accounting for class background and 

eWhQic/UaciaO VWaWXV RQO\ µe[SOaiQV aZa\¶ Whe gaS fRU Oife VaWiVfacWiRQ, ZhiOe fRU VRciaO 

acceptance and health, the gap is reduced but remains significant, and for political 

engagement, it actually increases in size.  

Comparing average marginal effect sizes, I generally find class background 

(especially for socioeconomic outcomes) and ethnic/racial minority status (especially for 

non-economic outcomes) to be relatively stronger determinants than second-generation 

status (immigrant parentage), per se. That said, as outlined above, for the most part 

accRXQWiQg fRU WheVe backgURXQd facWRUV did QRW, µe[SOaiQ aZa\¶ VecRQd-generation 

disadvantages found ± a finding in contrast with arguments viewing second-generation 

disparities as fundamentally driven by compositional effects in these regards (cf., e.g., 

Drouhot and Nee 2019). 

Furthermore, comparing second-generation and native-parentage natives through 

cross-cutting categories of parental SES, gender, and ethnic/racial background revealed 

some interesting patterns of second-generation advantage. By and large, these subgroup 

analyses suggest that within otherwise disadvantaged groups, such as ethnic/racial 

minorities and individuals from lower class backgrounds, second-generation respondents 

tend to be relatively better off than their native-parentage peers. The exception to this pattern 
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is social acceptance, and, especially, political engagement, in which case minority second-

generation respondents show a pronounced disadvantage. Results did not suggest gendered 

second-generation status disparities. (Or, put differently, gender differences did not vary 

significantly by migration background.) 

All in all, findings paint an encouraging though mixed picture of second-generation 

integration at the European level (Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008; Drouhot and Nee 2019; 

Heath and Schneider 2021). Importantly, the findings of this study join some earlier 

evidence from country studies suggesting that children of immigrants may, in some cases, 

be relatively less held back by low class background and/or ethnic/racial minority status than 

their native-background peers (Li 2018; Kasinitz 2008; Crul, Keskiner, and Lelie 2017). 

There are multiple potential explanations for this, including parental selectivity (e.g., along 

motivation) (Feliciano 2020), immigrant or second-generation resilience (Carina Mood, 

Jonsson, and Låftman 2016), µhiddeQ¶ PiddOe cOaVV backgURXQd aPRQg SaUeQWV (FeUQiQde]-

Kelly 2008), and/or co-ethnic community support (Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 

2009a). Overall, key insights reached through subgroup analyses validated ± and made the 

case for further applications of ± an intersectional lens to the study of second-generation 

integration to highlight complex patterns of advantage and disadvantage (Anthias 2013; 

B�UkQeU 2012; CheXQg aQd PhiOOiPRUe 2017; YXYaOဨDaYiV 2007; POaWW 2019; McCaOO 2005).  

RQ4: How are immigrant integration outcomes linked to the contextual characteristics 
of the host country? 

In lieu of an existing overarching conceptual or theoretical framework on the matter 

± especially from a multidimensional integration perspective ± I turned to the broader 

contextual-effects literature (i.e., concerning specific factors and/or immigrant integration 

outcomes) to identify some main host country contextual factors of interest. Roughly 
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grouped, these are: (a) economic conditions and structural characteristics of the country, (b) 

hRVW VRcieW\¶V UeOaWiRQVhiS ZiWh iPPigUaQWV aQd iPPigUaWiRQ iQ geQeUaO (attitudes, pre-

existing immigrant minorities), and (c) immigrant integration policies. Before attributing 

differences to these factors, however, comparative studies must rule out compositional 

effects as the source of cross-national variation in immigrant integration patterns. Moreover, 

this is undoubtedly still far from an exhaustive list of relevant factors; nevertheless, I 

considered it useful as a starting conceptual framework for a broader analysis of the links 

host country contextual factors and immigrant integration outcome patterns. Building further 

towards such a comprehensive framework of contextual effects ± perhaps incorporating 

factors the sub-national level, which fell outside my scope in this research ± would be a 

useful avenue of future research and conceptual work, in my opinion. I expand on my 

findings for the each of the above groups of factors below. 

DR iPPigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ-related outcomes vary significantly across country contexts, 
net of compositional effects? 

My findings suggest that different country(-year) contexts are indeed associated with 

differences in the integration-related outcomes of first- and second-generation immigrants. 

IQdeed, I fRXQd iPPigUaQWV aQd WheiU deVceQdaQWV¶ RXWcRPeV WR YaU\ VXbVWaQWiaOO\ acURVV 

country-year contexts even after accounting for differences in the sociodemographic 

cRPSRViWiRQ Rf iPPigUaQW gURXSV aQd QaWiYeV¶ RXWcRPe aYeUageV acURVV WhRVe cRXQWU\-year 

contexts. These results offer broad empirical support for the relevance of the host country 

context for the success of immigrant integration, as suggested by multiple conceptual 

frameworks (Portes and Rumbaut 1990; Portes and Zhou 1993; Penninx and Garcés-

Mascareñas 2016; Spencer and Charsley 2016; Reitz 2002). 
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Economic conditions and other structural characteristics 

By and large, my findings suggest that better macroeconomic conditions (higher GDP per 

capita, lower inequality, lower unemployment rate) are indeed linked to better integration 

outcomes for immigrants. This association is consistent with AOba aQd Nee¶V (2003) 

assertion (from the historical US context) that economically more favourable contexts offer 

broader opportunity for the structural and social inclusion of immigrant and immigrant-

origin groups. It is also consistent with observations that in times of economic troubles or 

scarcity may be felt particularly strongly by immigrants (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; 

Chaloff, Dumont, and Liebig 2012; Heath, Rothon, and Kilpi 2008).  

The one exception to the above pattern are my results for immigrants' health, which 

show the opposite association. As discussed in the paper, a possible interpretation of this 

finding is as an indication of a negative link between economic conditions within the 

country-year context and the health selectivity of immigrants, in which the occurrence of 

Whe µheaOWh\ PigUaQW¶ aQd/RU Whe µVaOPRQ biaV¶ (i.e., Whe UeWXUQ PigUaWiRQ Rf OeVV heaOWh\ 

immigrants) are mediated by the economic conditions of the host country (Blom, Huijts, and 

Kraaykamp 2016; Feliciano 2020). The validity of this hypothesis would be worth 

examining further with data that tracks health status prior to and following migration (as 

mine was limited to the latter). Findings also suggest that the relative health expenditure 

level (% of GDP) of the host country is positively related WR iPPigUaQWV¶ heaOWh aQd 

subjective well-being (cf. Blom, Huijts, and Kraaykamp 2016). Similarly to the economic 

argument this could be due, for example, to a pronounced immigrant disadvantage in 

environments of generally scarcer or lower-quality healthcare access (ibid.), though further 

analyses will be needed to assert such causal mechanisms. 
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My findings also lend support to the notion that more rigid or strongly regulated labour 

markets may end up penalising immigrant workers ± specifically, third-country nationals ± 

in terms of their occupational status (Corrigan 2015; Platt, Polavieja, and Radl 2021). While 

further research is necessary to assert the specific mechanisms at play, one compelling 

argument cites that in more regulated labour markets where firing is more complicated or 

costly for employers, employers may be more risk-averse when hiring (Fleischmann and 

Dronkers 2007); this phenomenon penalises immigrant applicants whose skillset may be 

perceived as more difficult to correctly evaluate due to foreign experience and/or 

qualifications, ultimately driving up their rates of overqualification (Bilgili, Huddleston, and 

Joki 2015). Further, I find a negative relationship between higher relative welfare 

expenditures in the host country and immigrants¶ RccXSaWiRQaO VWaWXV (Koopmans 2010; 

Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2017; Platt, Polavieja, and 

Radl 2021). As discussed in the paper, possible explanations for this may include selectivity 

or causal effects (ibid.); further analyses with more detailed and longitudinal information on 

iPPigUaQWV¶ caUeeU WUajecWRUieV cRXOd heOS cOaUif\ WhiV.  

Public attitudes and general presence of immigrants in the country 

In an important contribution to a so far relatively thin literature on the linkages between 

SXbOic aWWiWXdeV WRZaUdV iPPigUaQWV iQ Whe hRVW cRXQWU\ aQd iPPigUaQWV¶ RXWcRPeV, P\ 

fiQdiQgV VXggeVW a SRViWiYe OiQk beWZeeQ ZaUPeU aWWiWXdeV aQd iPPigUaQWV¶ SeUceSWiRQ Rf 

social acceptance, life satisfaction, health, and probability of political engagement (Kogan, 

Shen, and Siegert 2018; Huijts and Kraaykamp 2012; Esses 2021). I also find that 

immigrants tend to have higher occupational status and are more likely to feel their in-group 

accepted in society in host countries with a larger relative presence of immigrants within the 

population (cf. Fleischmann and Dronkers 2007).  
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At the same time, I find that immigrants were found less likely to be politically 

engaged context with a higher share of immigrants (André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; Just 

and Anderson 2014; Tyrberg 2020). I also examine a set of contextual factors measuring the 

democratic and inclusive character of political institutions within the host country, and find 

that higher degree of exclusion by socioeconomic groups is associated with higher 

SURbabiOiW\ Rf iPPigUaQWV¶ SROiWicaO SaUWiciSaWiRQ; this could potentially be interpreted as a 

mobilising effect of institutional exclusion (Tyrberg 2020; cf. André, Dronkers, and Need 

2014), but further research would be needed to understand the source of these linkages 

better.  

Immigrant integration policies 

Finally, I find that an overall more inclusive policy environment, as measured by MIPEX 

2014 and 2020 (Huddleston et al. 2015; Solano and Huddleston 2020), is linked to more 

favourable outcomes for immigrants in the domains of political engagement, health, and life 

satisfaction (Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015; Thorkelson 2015; Just and Anderson 2014; 

André, Dronkers, and Need 2014; Malmusi 2015; Giannoni, Franzini, and Masiero 2016; 

Juárez et al. 2019; Hadjar and Backes 2013; Kogan, Shen, and Siegert 2018). For most 

outcomes ± political engagement, health, subjective well-being, and social acceptance ± 

PRUe µiQcOXViYe¶ SROicieV ZiWhiQ SaUWicXOaU policy areas had generally nonnegative 

associations, as well. Among these, I found the most wide-ranging positive associations for 

more inclusive access to citizenship policies and stronger antidiscrimination policies.  

Conversely, I find that immigrants tend to have relatively lower occupational status in 

PRUe µiQcOXViYe¶ SROic\ cRQWe[WV (cf. Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki 2015). A look into specific 

policy strands reveals this negative association to be driven by more liberal immigration 
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policies in particular, including family reunion policies, permanent residence policies, and 

labour market mobility policies. Taken together, I interpret this to signal a likely reflection 

of a selectivity effect, in which immigration policies that are generally less and more likely 

to tie access to socioeconomic status (Huddleston et al. 2015) will end up, unsurprisingly, 

with an immigrant population that is positively selected along occupational status (Feliciano 

2020). Beyond selection effects, the possibility of reverse causality is also important to 

consider, as worse outcomes (e.g., common labour market participation problems among 

immigrants, or discrimination) may have been the impetus for the development of stronger 

targeted policies (Bisin et al. 2011; Grubanov-Boskovic, Natale, and Scipioni 2017). 

Longitudinal data, and a more scope for an in-depth examination of policy implementation 

and before-and-after comparisons would be useful to examine this more thoroughly in future 

studies. 

8.4 Conclusions and broader implications  

The European CommissioQ¶V 2021-2027 Action Plan on Integration and Inclusion 

underscored the need for more EU-level indicators and cross-nationally comparative 

evidence for the development of effective integration policies across the region. Likewise, I 

noted some gaps and inconsistencies holding back the potential for broader insights of an 

otherwise increasingly rich European conceptual and empirical scholarship on first- and 

second-generation immigrant integration. Accordingly, an overarching theme across the 

research in this thesis was the effort towards for consistency and comprehensiveness, 

achieved through wide-ranging but coherent analyses. The intentionally broad scope within 

my individual immigrant integration studies ± cross-European, multidimensional, not 

limited to select ethnic groups ± served to bridge some gaps by producing comparable and 
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thus more broadly generalisable findings across a broad set of domains, groups, and country 

contexts. Specifically, with the findings outlined in the previous section my research 

contributes towards (1) greater coherence and a more analytical perspective in 

conceptualising integration, including, in particular, (2) the multidimensionality of 

iQWegUaWiRQ; (3) a PRUe QXaQced XQdeUVWaQdiQg Rf Whe iQWegUaWiRQ ViWXaWiRQ Rf EXURSe¶V 

second-generation population; and (4) a broader perspective on the sources of cross-national 

variation in immigrant integration patterns across Europe. Put simply, the strength of this 

research lies in shedding light on the bigger picture and connecting the dots to understand 

systematic patterns.  

A first takeaway from my research is the importance of coherent and thoughtful 

conceptualisations when defining integration. From a theoretical perspective, definitional 

and conceptual inconsistencies have often held back the productivity of debates, as 

unacknowledged differences in fundamental conceptual/definitional positions result in 

parties talking past one another (Gans 1997; Kivisto 2005; Esser 2010).87 Specifically, I 

have raised the importance of clarifying conceptual positions ± and making thoughtful 

choices ± concerning questions around terminology, and the dimensions, actors, reference 

group, and the conceptual endpoint of integration. Further conceptual elements may be 

added to this list; indeed, my analytical overview of integration concepts may merely serve 

a starting roadmap for further, increasingly nuanced comparative analyses of integration 

concepts. My main argument lies in the importance of using deliberate and clearly specified 

 
87 See, e.g., debates between Alba, Kasinitz, and Waters (2011) vs. Haller, Portes, and Lynch (2011a; 
2011b); Favell (2016) vs. Alba and Foner (2015; 2016); or Schinkel (2018) vs. Penninx (2019) ± to mention 
just a few. 
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conceptual approaches to integration ± whether in theoretical, empirical, or policy-related 

work ± to aid the clarity and comparability of this increasingly rich body of work. 

In a related second takeaway, my research repeatedly affirms the multidimensional 

nature of integration. It presented the ample theoretical basis for this, provided empirical 

evidence supporting the multidimensional structure of various integration-related outcomes, 

and showed how various integration-UeOaWed d\QaPicV, fURP OiQkV WR iPPigUaQWV¶ iQdiYidXaO 

background factors to host country characteristics, vary across different dimensions of 

integration. Like the point above, this has varied implications: from a theoretical perspective, 

it accentuates the complex relationship between integration processes in different areas of 

life, calling for further examination of particular inter- and intra-dimensional mechanisms. 

It also challenges assumptions of simple RU aXWRPaWic µVSiOO-RYeU¶ effecW fURP RQe aUea Rf 

integration (e.g., economic advancement) to all other areas (cf. Massey 1981); likewise, it 

challenges some traditional notions such as ethnic retention in sociocultural aspects being 

antithetical to integration in other areas (expanding on points raised by Portes and Zhou 

1993). This is a key takeaway for policy as it underlines the usefulness of multidimensional 

assessments of integration, and, potentially, the need for integration support to target a wide 

range of domains, with an attention to potentially diverging needs among them (expanding 

on points made by Penninx 2005; see also Huddleston et al. 2015). 

A third takeaway concerns the complex role of migration background in the outcomes 

of the second generation, as suggested by my findings. Two findings stand out here. First, 

the distinction in patterns between economic and non-economic aspects of second-

generation inclusion and well-being, which echo the above points on inter- (and intra-

)dimensional variaWiRQ bXW aOVR caOO aWWeQWiRQ, WR VRPe PeaQiQgfXO µUePaiQiQg¶ iVVXeV fRU Whe 
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second-generation integration beyond the widely studied (and theorised) aspect of economic 

integration. This warrants further scholarly as well as policy attention to these areas. (My 

study highlights political participation, life satisfaction, health, and discrimination, but 

further non-economic nor cultural aspects would be worth examining, as well.)   

A second important finding is the phenomenon of relative second-generation 

advantage within otherwise disadvantaged (low class background and/or ethnic/racial 

minority) groups. This has particular theoretical significance as it contributes broader 

European evidence on the potential phenomenon of second-geQeUaWiRQ µVXSeUachieYePeQW¶ 

(Feliciano and Lanuza 2017; Portes, Fernández-Kelly, and Haller 2009b; Kasinitz 2008; 

Crul et al. 2017), in which children of immigrants may be able to overcome modest 

circumstances and other obstacles particularly well. As discussed in more extensively in 

Paper 2, there could be numerous potential explanatory mechanisms at play behind these 

patterns, from parental selectivity (along difficult-to-observe traits) to supportive co-ethnic 

communities ± or simply a very deeply disillusioned or marginalised third generation or 

native-background community by comparison. The latter point that relates back to 

segmented assimilation theory (Portes and Zhou 1993) and other discussions on selectivity 

(e.g., Drouhot and Nee 2019; Feliciano 2020; Feliciano and Lanuza 2017), as well as on 

supporting mechanisms for second-generation success (e.g., Crul et al. 2017). Therefore, 

from a policy perspective, as well, these underlying mechanisms represent a pertinent area 

of future research ± whether to identify sources of particular native-background 

disadvantage (and thus also need for targeted support) or sources second-generation 

resilience (potentially learning from those to support other vulnerable groups). 
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From an additional methodological perspective, my findings above underscore the 

need to disentangle key background factors ± such as migration background, class 

background, ethnic minority status, gender, but also, potentially, others ± from one another. 

This is necessary both to clearly identify sources of disparities and because, as my findings 

suggest, the implications of particular background factors may differ for people with and 

without a migration background. As such, a more systematic consideration of background 

factor can reveal complex patterns of advantage and disadvantage (and underlying 

mechanisms) that may otherwise be overlooked.  

The fourth main takeaway concerns the role of that the host country can play in 

iPPigUaQWV¶ iQWegUaWiRQ. GeQeUaOO\ VSeakiQg, P\ UeVXOWV RffeU VRPe bURad eYideQce fRU 

immigrants being more disadvantaged in economically difficult times and contexts, a 

phenomenon also widely observed in recent times in relation to the COVID-19 crisis (MPI 

2021; OECD 2021b). In light of my results, the inclusiveness of integration policies and the 

generaO SRSXOaWiRQ¶V aWWiWXdeV WRZaUdV iPPigUaQWV may also help make host country contexts 

PRUe cRQdXciYe WR iPPigUaQWV¶ VXcceVVfXO iQWegUaWiRQ in non-economic dimensions, 

although further research will be necessary to assert causal mechanisms. Above all, my 

research on host country context as it relates to immigrant integration represented a rare 

attempt at studying this question from an overarching perspective, offering an initial 

suggestion for a broader conceptual framework bringing together knowledge from more 

specialised literatures.  

The latter point links back to my initial argument about the usefulness of wider-scale 

studies on immigrant integration. As evidenced in the above points, my cross-European, 

multidimensional, generally broad-scope research provided a number of useful insights; 
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research in this vein represents a necessary complement to the ample existing specialised 

literature, so that both specific and more general dynamics can be gleaned. 

In light of the contributions highlighted above, I believe that the research in this thesis 

advances theoretical thought on integration and provides useful insights for future studies of 

integration and for a policy audience. Still, as mentioned, it is not without its limitations. On 

a last note, below I briefly recapitulate some main limitations and directions for future 

research.88 

8.5 Limitations and recommendations for future research 

A main limitation of my research is that the empirical studies were able to test statistical 

associations, but not causal mechanisms. Second, the robustness of the analyses, as well as 

their depth, was somewhat limited by sample sizes. The pooled ESS sample provided a 

relatively large first- and second-generation immigrant samples as far as European, 

especially cross-European, sources go, not to mention its broad geographical coverage and 

fair integration-relevant coverage among its variables. Nevertheless, the lack of a targeted 

immigrant- and immigrant-background sample resulted in some sample size limitations. For 

iQVWaQce, I ZaV QRW abOe WR ORRk VeSaUaWeO\ aW µ1.5¶ RU µ2.5¶ geQeUaWiRQ iPPigUaQW VXbVaPSOeV, 

and when I did look into subsamples (e.g., by generation and country groups in Paper 1, or 

by EU27+ vs. TCN origin in Paper 3), the smaller sample sizes meant that the results of 

these supplementary analyses were not very robust. Combined with sample size limitations, 

the intentionally broad scope of the studies also required some trade-offs in depth; for 

instance, I was not able to examine detailed origin groups beyond the binary ethnic/racial 

 
88 Please see the individual papers for a fuller discussion of limitations within each. 
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minority/majority distinction, which itself had its shortcomings. That said, this also served 

a somewhat different role, i.e., more focused on racialised group membership regardless of 

migrant origin, compared the typical origin/ethnic group categories (which can treat certain 

origins/ethnic group memberships as explanations in and of themselves) ± see related 

discussion in Chapter 4 (Methodology). Similarly, both due to sample size limitations and 

scope feasibility, Paper 3 could not venture into sub-national levels of analysis. As 

mentioned in Paper 2, my second-generation sample had surprisingly high parental SES 

levels, on average, compared to the native-background sample; this could point to a 

representativity problem of vulnerable migrant-background populations within the ESS. 

The findings and limitations of the research in this thesis point to some interesting 

avenues to explore in future research. As mentioned, the thesis strengthened the case for 

applying a nuanced multidimensional lens to the study of integration; in fact, it challenged 

the assumptions of homogeneity even within what may seem thematically consistent 

domains. Given the availability of appropriate data, several aspects touched upon in this 

research warrant further, closer investigation. These include, first, conducting additional and 

possibly more robust tests of the relationship between different aspects of integration. 

Second, comparisons of second-generation vs. native-background outcomes across even 

more subcategories of race, ethnicity, and class, and, data permitting, additional 

intersections between class, gender, and ethnicity categories could add further nuance to the 

dynamics found in the second paper. A disaggregation by countries (or at least country 

groups) may also yield further insights. Third, looking into contextual effects into further 

detail with sub-national analyses and, especially, more specialised evaluations of the effects 

of integration policies, could contribute to some aspects in which the evidence base remains 

thin. Above all, all of these areas of research would very strongly benefit from analyses able 
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to assert causal mechanisms; to enable this, good quality longitudinal data on integration, or 

even mixed methods projects complementing quantitative associations found with 

qualitative inquiries into the specific mechanisms at play would be particularly helpful. 

8.6 Final remarks 

Following from the fundamental European values of equality, solidarity, and human dignity, 

ensuring the fair and equitable inclusion of immigrants and their descendants in European 

societies is a moral imperative. However, the practical realisation of that goal is far from a 

straightforward task, starting from a thorough understanding of the integration process and 

the factors influencing it. Indeed, as the questions raised in this thesis have also demonstrated 

despite a rich and growing scholarly and policy literature on immigrant integration, several 

policy-relevant knowledge gaps remain. The research in this thesis has aimed to help fill 

some of these gaps, particularly those that prevent a comprehensive overview of integration-

related knowledge at a cross-European level. As outlined above, it has made several useful 

contributions, helping to broaden the body of empirical evidence on first- and second-

generation multidimensional integration in Europe, along with some informative conceptual 

and methodological insights. That said the research did face some limitations, often due to 

the shortcomings of the currently available cross-European data on first- and second-

generation immigrants. The individual papers and this concluding chapter have also outlined 

practical lines along which future research could further advance the discussion raised by 

this research. 

Looking to the future of European societies, the challenge of immigrant integration 

remains as salient and complex as ever. The last of the data used in my studies was collected 

in 2018, the year I started writing this thesis. In the time since, the presence of immigrants 
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and their descendants in European societies has continued to grow, paired with a continued 

diversification of immigration inflows (OECD/EU 2019; OECD 2021a; 2021b; Santamaria, 

Tintori, and Vespe 2021). Across Europe, Eurosceptic and anti-immigrant far-right parties 

have continued to rise (BBC 2019; Henley 2022). The COVID-19 crisis has temporarily 

decreased migration, but has also been particularly hard on immigrants and migrant-

background minorities across Europe, highlighting existing inequalities in access to 

heaOWhcaUe aQd iPPigUaQWV¶ YXOQeUabOe SRViWiRQ iQ Whe OabRXU PaUkeW (MPI 2021; OECD 

2021b). SiQce Whe TaOibaQ¶V WakeRYeU iQ 2021, a gURZiQg QXPbeU Rf AfghaQV haYe sought 

refuge in Europe (Hoffmann 2022). Just in the final months of writing this thesis, the Russian 

invasion of Ukraine has forced over 5 million Ukrainians refugees to flee, mostly to 

neighbouring countries in Europe; most of these have had relatively little experience with 

immigrant integration thus far (UNHCR 2022). Amid long-standing and new challenges, 

continuing to improve our understanding of immigrant integration remains a crucial 

objective for European research.  
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10.1 Appendix to Chapter 3 

Table 10.1. Definitions of integration (some prominent examples) 

Author(s) Year 
Geogra-
phical 
context 

Term(s) 
defined Definition 

Park & 
Burgess 

1921 US Assimilation µAssimilation is a process of interpenetration and fusion in which persons and groups acquire the memories, 
sentiments, and attitudes of other persons and groups, and, by sharing their experience and history, are 
incorporated with them in a common cultural life.¶(Park and Burgess 1921, 735)   

Park 1930 US Assimilation µIn the United States an immigrant is ordinarily considered assimilated as soon as he has acquired the 
language and the social ritual of the native community and can participate, without encountering prejudice, in 
the common life, economic and political.¶ (Park, 1930, p. 281 as cited in Gordon 1964, 63). 

Fairchild 1944 US Assimilation µIn essence, assimilation is the substitution of one nationality pattern for another. Ordinarily, the modifications 
must be made by the weaker or numerically inferior group.¶ (Fairchild, 1944, p. 84 as cited in Gordon, 1964, p. 
64) 

Warner & 
Srole 

1945 US Assimilation Assimilation is implicitly defined as both the ability to µdisappear¶ into white Anglo-Saxon society (1945, pp. 
2, 289) and as µfull acceptance in the host society¶ (1945, p. 285). Upon a closer reading, the latter (acceptance) 
may be interpreted as the dominant definition, for which the former (invisibility) is seen as a necessary 
prerequisite, given the rigid racial hierarchies of American society at the time. 

Bernard 1956 US Integration 
(& 

assimilation) 

µThe fact of the matter is that the United States has not assimilated the newcomer nor absorbed him. Our 
immigrant stock and our so-called µnative¶ stock have each integrated with the other. That is to say that each 
element has been changed by association with the other, without complete loss of its own cultural identity. [«] 
[T]he parts, while affected by interaction with each other, nevertheless remain complementary but individual. 
[«]  
It will be apparent that this concept of integration rests upon a belief in the importance of cultural 
differentiation within a framework of social unity. It recognizes the rights of groups and individuals to be 
different so long as the differences do not lead to domination or disunity.¶ (Bernard, 1956, p. 2, as cited in 
Gordon, 1964, p. 68) 

Fichter 1957 US Assimilation µa social process through which two or more persons or groups accept and perform one another's patterns of 
behavior. We commonly talk about a person, or a minority category, being assimilated into a group or a 
society, but here again this must not be interpreted as a µone-sided¶ process. It is a relation of interaction in 
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which both parties behave reciprocally even though one may be much more affected than the other.¶ (1957, p. 
229, as cited in Gordon 1964, 65) 

Alba & Nee 1997 US Assimilation µ[I]n the most general terms, assimilation can be defined as the decline, and at its endpoint the disappearance, 
of an ethnic/racial distinction and the cultural and social differences that express it. This definition does not 
assume that one of these groups must be the ethnic majority; assimilation can involve minority groups only, in 
which case the ethnic boundary between the majority and the merged minority groups presumably remains 
intact. [«] Nevertheless, the type of assimilation that is of greater interest does involve the majority group. [«] 
By intent, our definition is agnostic about whether the changes wrought by assimilation are one-sided or more 
mutual. Indeed, there should be no definitional prescription on this point.¶ (1997, 863) 

Berry 1997 Canada Integration & 
assimilation 

(as sub-
categories of 
acculturation) 

µFrom the point of view of non-dominant groups, when individuals do not wish to maintain their cultural 
identity and seek daily interaction with other cultures, the Assimilation strategy is defined. [...] When there is 
an interest in both maintaining one¶s original culture, while in daily interactions with other groups, Integration 
is the option; here, there is some degree of cultural integrity maintained, while at the same time seeking to 
participate as an integral part of the larger social network.¶ (1997, 9) 

Esser 2004 Europe Integration & 
assimilation 

µEvery theory about the (intergenerational) integration of migrants refers to three different but interdependent 
aspects. The first is the social integration of immigrants into a social system as individual actors, for instance 
inclusion in the labor market of the host society, as a member of an ethnic community, or as part of a 
transnational network. The second aspect is the emergence of certain social structures, especially with regard 
to patterns of social inequality and social differentiation.[...] The third aspect is, following a distinction by 
David Lockwood (1964), related to the societal integration of a whole society (or a broader, perhaps 
transnational system) with regard to certain structural cleavages and (latent or open) conflicts.  
     Assimilation can [«] have two meanings. First, it refers to the (process of) social integration or the 
inclusion of individual immigrants into the various subsystems of the host society and/or their (increasing) 
similarity to individual actors in comparable segments of the native population, e.g. by the adoption of certain 
cultural traits, the placement in the native (primary) labor market, intermarriage, or even emotional 
identification with the host society or parts of its subculture(s). We call this individual assimilation.  
     Second, assimilation refers to a specific pattern of the social structure of society [...] With regard to social 
inequality, assimilation designates the (process of an) increasing similarity in the distribution of certain 
characteristics between ethnic groups as aggregates, for instance the complete disappearance of between-
group variances in education, occupations, and income between ethnic groups. [...] Note that this process of 
assimilation can take place via changes on both sides, and by processes of so-called pluralistic assimilation. It 
only means that the distributions of certain characteristics are becoming similar between ethnic groups, 
regardless of the direction, place, or initiator of this process. With regard to social differentiation, assimilation 
refers to the (process of) decrease of the ethnic institutionalization and ethnic coding of societal (sub)systems 
(and not just aggregates of populations), like, for instance, the dissolution of institutionally complete ethnic 
communities and/or the decline of ethnic boundaries and collective feelings of social distances and 
identifications.¶ (2004a, 1129±31) 
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Penninx 2005 Europe Integration µthe process of becoming an accepted part of society¶ (2005, 141) 

Heckmann 2006 Europe Integration µSystem integration is integration of social systems via institutions and organisations, via the state, the legal 
system, markets, corporate actors or money. It is a mostly anonymous form of integration. Social integration 
stands for the inclusion of new individual actors in a system, for the creation of mutual relationships among 
actors and for their attitudes to the social system as a whole. [«] Integration of migrants into a receiving 
society should be understood as a special case of social integration for which the concepts of placement, 
culturation, interaction and identification can be applied.¶ (2006, pp. 9-10, building on Lockwood, 1964, and 
Esser, 2000) 

µIntegration as social integration can be defined as a generations lasting process of inclusion and acceptance 
of migrants in the core institutions, relations and statuses of the receiving society. For the migrants integration 
refers to a process of learning a new culture, an acquisition of rights, access to positions and statuses, a 
building of personal relations to members of the receiving society and a formation of feelings of belonging and 
identification towards the immigration society. Integration is an interactive process between migrants and the 
receiving society. The receiving society has to learn new ways of interacting with the newcomers and adapt its 
institutions to their needs. In this process, however, the receiving society has much more power and prestige.¶ 
(2006, 18) 

Barkan, 
Diner & 
Kraut 

2008 US Incorporation µScholars tend to use the term incorporation to describe those actions taken by individual migrants and their 
families to bring them closer to the host society. [«] Incorporation involves individuals engaging in ever-
widening circles of contact and interaction with the host society [«]. If this process of incorporation proceeds 
without substantial resistance, it will eventually include membership in nonethnic organizations, citizenship and 
suffrage, and possibly social interactions that transcend group boundaries, such as dating and out-marriage.¶ 
(2008, 15) 

Lessard-
Phillips 

2009 Europe Adaptation µa dynamic process of adjustment to a new society, which involves both the migrants and their descendants and 
the people and the institutions of the host country working through their differences, and whose outcomes can 
be either positive or negative and can span [many] dimensions.¶ (Lessard-Phillips 2009, 4) 

Alba & 
Foner 

2015 US & 
Europe 

Integration µ[...] integrate immigrants and their children so that they become full members of the societies where they now 
live. Full membership means having the same educational and work opportunities as long-term native-born 
citizens, and the same chances to better their own and their children's lot. It also means having a sense of 
dignity and belonging that comes with acceptance and inclusion in a broad range of institutions. (Alba and 
Foner 2015, 1±2) 

Penninx & 
Garcés-
Mascareñas 

2016 Europe Integration  
(& others) 

µThe term integration refers to the process of settlement, interaction with the host society, and social change 
that follows immigration¶ (Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas 2016, 11). µWhile concepts such as adaptation, 
acculturation, and assimilation have tended to be focused on the cultural dimension of immigrants¶ settlement, 
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others, such as accommodation, incorporation, and inclusion/exclusion, have shifted the focus to the host 
society and concentrated on the legal-political and socio-economic dimensions.¶ (ibid., p. 12)  

IOM Global 
Migration 
Data 
Analysis 
Centre 

2019 World Integration µThe process by which migrants become accepted into society, both as individuals and as 
groups«.[Integration] refers to a two-way process of adaptation by migrants and host societies«[and implies] 
consideration of the rights and obligations of migrants and host societies, of access to different kinds of services 
and the labour market, and of identification and respect for a core set of values that bind migrants and host 
communities in a common purpose.¶ (IOM GMDAC 2019, para. 4 citing IOM 2011)   

Note: a large part of even the most influential empirical literature does not specify a definition of integration/assimilation. In some cases an approximate definition may be inferred from 
the text or variables used; in other cases, authors rely on earlier definitions ± however, I do not consider either case to be noteworthy as advancing the definitional debate. 
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10.2 Appendix to Chapter 5 (Paper 1) 
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Online Appendix Table A1. Sample breakdown by background characteristics 

Background variables Range 
Weighted %/  
mean estimate 

Unweighted 
freq./obs. 

Migration status 0/1  1,066 
Second generation (incl. 1.5) 0 45.93% 446 
First generation (excl. 1.5 & recent arrivals) 1 54.07% 620 
Gender 0/1  1,066 
Female 1 48.44% 573 
Male 0 51.56% 493 
Age 18-114 42.31 1,066 
Country   1,066 
AT (Austria)  2.32% 73 
BE (Belgium)  4.42% 106 
CH (Switzerland)  2.85% 85 
CZ (Czechia)  0.14% 7 
DE  (Germany)  21.89% 103 
DK (Denmark)  0.69% 32 
ES (Spain)  3.74% 25 
FI (Finland)  0.30% 17 
FR (France)  30.89% 133 
GB (United Kingdom)  19.37% 95 
HU (Hungary)  0.18% 6 
IE (Ireland)  0.62% 54 
LT (Lithuania)  0.37% 39 
NL (Netherlands)  6.58% 124 
NO (Norway)  0.92% 43 
PL (Poland)  0.56% 3 
PT (Portugal)  1.40% 31 
SE (Sweden)  2.58% 74 
SI (Slovenia)  0.18% 16 
MIPEX score for country 37-86 57.95 1,066 
High' MIPEX score (>56)  42.41% 577 
Lower' MIPEX score (=< 56)  57.59% 489 
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Online Appendix Table A2. Variables used in the analysis: range/category codes and weighted 
percentages or mean estimates 

Variables and categories 
Range/ 

code 

Weighted 
%/mean 
estimate 

Use an official national language of the country in the home (1st) (=1/Yes) 0/1 63.33% 
Feel close to country 0-3  
Not close at all 0 1.17% 
Not very close 1 6.93% 
Close 2 46.12% 
Very close 3 45.77% 
Minority race or ethnic group: contact, how often 1±7  
Never 1 1.07% 
Less than once a month 2 4.35% 
Once a month 3 3.23% 
Several times a month 4 11.93% 
Once a week 5 6.73% 
Several times a week 6 20.45% 
Every day 7 52.24% 
Minority race or ethnic group: have any close friends 0-2  
No, none at all 0 10.56% 
Yes, a few 1 38.04% 
Yes, several 2 51.40% 
Take part in social activities relative to age peers 1±5  
Much less than most 1 8.10% 
Less than most 2 29.46% 
About the same 3 46.74% 
More than most 4 11.96% 
Much more than most 5 3.75% 
Close friends 0±6  
None 0 5.02% 
1 1 15.50% 
2 2 23.22% 
3 3 21.29% 
4-6 4 23.07% 
7-9 5 5.13% 
10 or more 6 6.76% 
In-group discrimination on basis of race, nationality, or ethnicity (= 1/ Yes) 0/1 31.94% 
Minorities in living area 1±3  
Almost nobody minority race/ethnic group 1 13.80% 
Some minority race/ethnic group 2 46.31% 
Many minority race/ethnic group 3 39.89% 
Highest level of education, ES - ISCED 1±7  
ES-ISCED I , less than lower secondary 1 14.93% 
ES-ISCED II, lower secondary 2 14.26% 
ES-ISCED IIIb, lower tier upper secondary 3 18.44% 
ES-ISCED IIIa, upper tier upper secondary 4 11.35% 
ES-ISCED IV, advanced vocational, sub-degree 5 17.55% 
ES-ISCED V1, lower tertiary education, BA level 6 8.79% 
ES-ISCED V2, higher tertiary education, >= MA level 7 14.68% 
ISEI score (International Socioeconomic Index/Occupational status) 10±89 39.33 
Household's total net income, all sources (national decile) 1±10 5.01 
Feeling about household income 1±4  
Very difficult on present income 1 6.45% 
Difficult on present income 2 28.09% 
Coping on present income 3 42.04% 
Living comfortably on present income 4 23.42% 
Citizen of country (= 1/ Yes) 0/1 65.56% 
Politically engaged/active (= 1/ Yes) 0/1 68.24% 
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Life satisfaction (0: E[Wremel\ dissaWisfied « 10: E[Wremel\ saWisfied) 0±10 6.54 
Subjective general health 1±5  
Very bad 1 0.81% 
Bad 2 5.76% 
Fair 3 23.35% 
Good 4 49.52% 
Very good 5 20.55% 
Mental/physical fitness (Hampered in daily activities? / reverse coding) 1±3  
Yes a lot 1 5.33% 
Yes to some extent 2 17.20% 
No 3 77.47% 
Mental health (Felt depressed past week? / reverse coding) 1±4  
All or almost all of the time 1 2.08% 
Most of the time 2 6.50% 
Some of the time 3 32.25% 
None or almost none of the time 4 59.18% 
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Online Appendix Table A3. Coding logic for variables used in analysis (vs original ESS variables) 

Variables used Original ESS variables used (original labels) Coding logic (if any substantial changes made) 
Migration status Born in country; Country of birth, mother; Country of 

birth, father;  What year you first came to live in country; 
Year of birth 

Second generation (incl. 1.5)': born in country & mother 
and/or father born in different country (1.5 generation: if 
not born in country but arrived at or before age 12) 
'First generation': not born in country & arrived after age of 
12 (note: those arrived <5 years before survey year 
excluded) 

Ethnic/racial minority Belong to minority ethnic group in country; First 
Ancestry; Second Ancestry; Discrimination of 
respondent's group: colour or race; ethnic group;  

Classified as ethnic/racial minority if any of the following 
apply: belong to minority ethnic group in country; first or 
second ancestry is African, Asian or Middle-Eastern; 
indicated yes on belonging to a group that is discriminated 
against on grounds of race/skin color or ethnicity 

MIPEX category Generated from manual import of MIPEX 2020# scores High MIPEX country if score >56 (Belgium, Denmark, 
Spain, Finland, Ireland, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, 
Sweden) 
Lower MIPEX country if score =< 56 (Austria, 
Switzerland, Czechia, Denmark, France, UK, Hungary, 
Lithuania, Poland, Slovenia) 

Use an official national language of the country 
in the home (1st) (=1/Yes) 

Language most often spoken at home: first mentioned =1 (for Yes) if language is an official national of the 
survey country 

Feel close to country - (same) (Recoded to ascending logic) 
Minority race or ethnic group: contact, how 
often 

Different race or ethnic group: contact, how often - 

Minority race or ethnic group: have any close 
friends 

Different race or ethnic group: have any close friends - 

People of minority race/ethnic group in current 
living area 

- (same) - 

Highest level of education Highest level of education, ES - ISCED - 
ISEI (Occupation socio-economic status score) Occupation, ISCO08 Used iscogen package (Ben Jann, 2019) to generate 

International Socio-economic Index of Occupational Status 
(ISEI) (Ganzeboom et al. 1992) scores from ISCO08 
occupational categories 

Household's total net income, all sources 
(national decile) 

Household's total net income, all sources - 

Feeling about household income Feeling about household's income nowadays (Recoded to ascending logic) 
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Take part in social activities relative to age peers Take part in social activities compared to others of same 
age 

- 

Close friends How many people with whom you can discuss intimate 
and personal matters 

- 

Life satisfaction How satisfied with life as a whole - 
Subjective general health Subjective general health (Recoded to ascending logic) 
Mental/physical fitness (Not hampered in daily 
activities, reverse coding) 

Hampered in daily activities by 
illness/disability/infirmity/mental problem 

(Recoded to ascending logic) 

Mental health (depression, reverse coding) Felt depressed, how often past week (reverse coding) (Recoded to ascending logic) 
Citizen of country - (same) - 
Politically engaged/active Voted last national election; Signed petition last 12 

months; Taken part in lawful public demonstration last 
12 months; Boycotted certain products last 12 months 

=1 (for Yes) if indicated 'Yes' on any 

In-group discrimination on basis of race, 
nationality, religion, language, or ethnicity 

Discrimination of respondent's group: colour or race; 
nationality; religion; language; ethnic group 

=1 (for Yes) if indicated 'Yes' on any 
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Online Appendix Table A8.1. Countries/regions of origin 1: Country of birth for foreign-born 
respondents 
Country/region of birth (if foreign-born) Obs. % (unweighted) 
Turkey 68 8.6% 
Morocco 48 6.0% 
Poland 47 5.9% 
Iran 30 3.8% 
Algeria 26 3.3% 
India 26 3.3% 
Bosnia and Herzegovina 25 3.1% 
Russia 18 2.3% 
Pakistan 17 2.1% 
Iraq 14 1.8% 
Indonesia 13 1.6% 
Croatia 12 1.5% 
Romania 12 1.5% 
Suriname 12 1.5% 
South Africa 11 1.4% 
Angola 10 1.3% 
Kazakhstan 10 1.3% 
China 10 1.3% 
Kosovo 10 1.3% 
Tunisia 10 1.3% 
Other, Africa 88 11.1% 
Other, EU 60 7.6% 
Other, Europe (non-EU) 53 6.7% 
Other, Central and South America 26 3.3% 
Other, Central Asia 22 2.8% 
Other, Caribbean 21 2.6% 
Other, Southeast Asia 20 2.5% 
Other, MENA 19 2.4% 
Other, East Asia 13 1.6% 
Other, South Asia 12 1.5% 
Other, North America 3 0.4% 
N/A 28 3.5% 
Total foreign-born respondents 794 100.0% 

Note: countries with fewer than 10 obs. aggregated into regions 
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Online Appendix Table A8.2. Countries/regions of origin 2: Parental country/region of birth for 
second-generation respondents (native-born with foreign-born mother and/or father) 
Country/region of birth: foreign-born fathers Obs. % (unweighted) 
Turkey 42 17.5% 
Morocco 36 15.0% 
Algeria 17 7.1% 
India 10 4.2% 
Indonesia 10 4.2% 
Russia 7 2.9% 
Suriname 7 2.9% 
Tunisia 7 2.9% 
Italy 6 2.5% 
Jamaica 6 2.5% 
Pakistan 6 2.5% 
Other, EU 26 10.8% 
Other, Europe (non-EU) 21 8.8% 
Other, Africa 8 3.3% 
Other, MENA 7 2.9% 
Other, Southeast Asia 7 2.9% 
Other, Caribbean 5 2.1% 
Other, North America 2 0.8% 
Other, Central Asia 1 0.4% 
Other, East Asia 1 0.4% 
N/A 8 3.3% 
Total respondents with foreign-born fathers 240 100.0% 
Country/region of birth: foreign-born mothers    
Turkey 38 19.4% 
Morocco 31 15.8% 
Indonesia 10 5.1% 
Algeria 10 5.1% 
India 8 4.1% 
Other, East Asia 29 14.8% 
Other, Europe (non-EU) 14 7.1% 
Other, South America 10 5.1% 
Other, MENA 9 4.6% 
Other, Caribbean 8 4.1% 
Other, Southeast Asia 8 4.1% 
Other, Africa 7 3.6% 
Other, East Asia 6 3.1% 
Other, North America 1 0.5% 
N/A 7 3.6% 
Total respondents with foreign-born mothers 196 100.0% 

Note: countries with 5 or fewer obs aggregated into regions 
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Supplementary tables and figures 

Title of manuscript: Does immigrant parentage matter? A multidimensional analysis of 
second-generation immigrants¶ inclusion and Zell-being across Europe 

Appendix 

 
Table A1. Sample breakdown by country and wave  

Country 
Unweighted frequencies (number of obs.) % of 

pooled 
sample 

ESS round 
6 7 8 9 Total 

Albania 727 0 0 0 727 0.56% 
Austria 0 1,413 1,675 2,062 5,150 3.96% 
Belgium 1,404 1,323 1,291 1,314 5,332 4.10% 
Bulgaria 2,046 0 0 1,770 3,816 2.93% 
Croatia 0 0 0 1,367 1,367 1.05% 
Cyprus 808 0 0 595 1,403 1.08% 
Czechia 1,429 1,721 1,924 1,982 7,056 5.42% 
Denmark 1,266 1,187 0 0 2,453 1.89% 
Estonia 1,700 1,472 1,608 1,537 6,317 4.85% 
Finland 1,861 1,785 1,570 1,490 6,706 5.15% 
France 1,608 1,476 1,625 1,553 6,262 4.81% 
Germany 2,279 2,394 2,235 1,807 8,715 6.70% 
Hungary 1,578 1,317 1,179 1,332 5,406 4.15% 
Ireland 1,933 1,718 1,978 1,604 7,233 5.56% 
Italy 609 0 1,616 1,792 4,017 3.09% 
Kosovo 567 0 0 0 567 0.44% 
Latvia 0 0 0 786 786 0.60% 
Lithuania 1,598 1,666 1,672 1,540 6,476 4.98% 
Montenegro 0 0 0 779 779 0.60% 
Netherlands 1,552 1,598 1,401 1,312 5,863 4.51% 
Norway 1,251 1,095 1,195 1,084 4,625 3.55% 
Poland 1,576 1,327 1,423 1,191 5,517 4.24% 
Portugal 1,667 983 1,052 826 4,528 3.48% 
Serbia 0 0 0 1,377 1,377 1.06% 
Slovakia 1,536 0 0 956 2,492 1.92% 
Slovenia 908 874 996 978 3,756 2.89% 
Spain 1,262 1,459 1,477 1,189 5,387 4.14% 
Sweden 1,448 1,383 1,263 1,202 5,296 4.07% 
Switzerland 1035 1017 1020 998 4,070 3.13% 
United 
Kingdom 1,689 1,724 1,487 1,738 6,638 5.10% 

Total 35,337 28,932 29,687 36,161 130,117 100% 
Source: ESS rounds 6 (ed. 2.4), 7 (ed. 2.2), 8 (ed. 2.1), and 9 (ed. 2.0) excluding Iceland, Israel, Russia, 
and Ukraine. Note: data not weighted. 
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Table A2. Coding logic and more detailed value labels for dependent and independent variables used in analysis 
Variables (Re)coding logic and value labels Code 
Dependent variables   
Educational attainment Based on: Highest level of education ES- ISCED  
Up to lower secondary ES-ISCED I (less than lower secondary), OR ES-ISCED II (lower secondary) 1 
Secondary or vocational ES-ISCED IIIb (lower tier upper secondary), OR ES-ISCED IIIa (upper tier upper secondary), OR  

ES-ISCED IV (advanced vocational, sub-degree) 2 
Tertiary ES-ISCED V1 (lower tertiary education, BA level), OR ES-ISCED V2 (higher tertiary education, >= MA level) 3 
ISEI score (Occupation)  Based on: occupational information, converted into a continuous score (Ganzeboom & Treiman, 1996) (continuous) 
Political engagement Based on: voting and other forms of political participation  
Yes Respondent has: voted in the last election, AND/OR participated in ANY of the following non-electoral political 

activities in the past 12 months: signed a petition, participated in a demonstration, or boycotted a product  1 
No Has done none of the above 0 
Social acceptance Based on: feelings of in-group discrimination  
Yes No feelings of in-group discrimination indicated 1 
No Feels part of a group that is discriminated against in [country] (in-group discrimination) 0 
Health Based on: subjective general health (recoded)  
(Very) bad Bad or very bad 1 
Fair Fair 2 
(Very) good Good or very good 3 
Life satisfaction (as in ESS)   Extremely dissatisfied 0 
 [no label] 1 « 9 
  Extremely satisfied 10 
Independent variables   
Generational status Based on: country of birth, mother's and father's country of birth; age at arrival variables  
Second generation Respondent born in country of residence; at least one parent foreign-born, OR  

born abroad but arrived to country at age of 12 or younger 1 
Native-parentage / 3+ generation Respondent & both their parents born in respondents' country of residence 0    
Ethnic/racial background Based on: belonging to minority ethnic group; first and second ancestry; in-group discrimination; religion  

Ethnic/racial minority 

(a) belongs to a minority ethnic group in the given country; OR  
(b) first or second ancestry non-European (i.e. African, Asian, Caribbean or Latin-American or Middle-Eastern); OR  
(c-d) belongs to a group that suffers discrimination on the basis of colour, race, or ethnicity (self-assessed); OR 
(e) belongs (or has ever belonged to) to Islam religion 1 

Ethnic/racial majority None of the above apply 0 

Ethnic/racial background * Alternative version (used for Social acceptance models) does not rely on in-group discrimination variable (otherwise, 
same as above)  
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Ethnic/racial minority 
(a) belongs to a minority ethnic group in the given country; OR  
(b) first or second ancestry non-European (i.e. African, Asian, Caribbean or Latin-American or Middle-Eastern); OR  
(c) belongs (or has ever belonged to) to Islam religion 1 

Ethnic/racial majority None of the above apply 0    
Gender (as in ESS)  
Female - 1 
Male - 0    
Parental SES Based on: parents' occupation or education when respondent was 14 (uses highest/nonmissing occupational skill level 

between two parents; uses educational attainment if no occupation skill information available for either parent)  
Low µsemi-skilled and unskilled Zorkers, farm Zorkers¶; µup to loZer secondar\¶ education 1 (0 otherwise) 
Medium µclerical, sales and service occupations, skilled Zorkers¶; µsecondar\ or vocational¶ education¶ 1 (0 otherwise) 
High µprofessional, technical, and higher administrator occupations¶; µtertiar\¶ education 1 (0 otherwise)    
Age group (recoded into groups from continuous ESS version)  
Under 26  1 (0 otherwise) 
26-35  1 (0 otherwise) 
36-45  1 (0 otherwise) 
46-60  1 (0 otherwise) 
Over 60  1 (0 otherwise)    
Region Recoded version of country (survey country) identifier  
Western Europe Austria, Belgium, Switzerland, Germany, France, United Kingdom, Ireland, Netherlands 1 (0 otherwise) 
Scandinavia/Nordic countries Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden  1 (0 otherwise) 
Southern Europe/Mediterranean Spain, Italy, Portugal, Cyprus  1 (0 otherwise) 

Eastern Europe Albania, Bulgaria, Czechia, Estonia, Croatia, Hungary, Lithuania, Latvia, Montenegro, Poland, Serbia, Slovenia, 
Slovakia, Kosovo  1 (0 otherwise) 

   
 
 
 
 



Appendix for Paper 2 

 4 

Table A3. Representation of main ancestries represented within particular subgroups (where any indicated) 
Ancestry 

(first/second, 
prioritizing non-
European, if any) 

Ethnic/racial minorities High parental SES Low parental SES 
3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 

Freq. 
% among 
non-missing Freq. 

% among 
non-missing Freq. 

% among 
non-missing Freq. 

% among 
non-missing Freq. 

% among 
non-missing Freq. 

% among 
non-missing 

European 2045 83.3% 1104 50.6% 12,809 99.4% 1,607 87.1% 34,315 99.4% 2,539 84.0% 
MENA/Central 

Asian 223 9.1% 603 27.7% 22 0.2% 70 3.8% 143 0.4% 332 11.0% 

South and South-
East Asian 47 1.9% 208 9.5% 10 0.1% 38 2.1% 11 0.0% 22 0.7% 

Sub-Saharan 
African 50 2.0% 119 5.5% 13 0.1% 52 2.8% 8 0.0% 63 2.1% 

Caribbean 67 2.7% 85 3.9% 4 0.0% 10 0.5% 4 0.0% 8 0.3% 
East Asian 17 0.7% 35 1.6% 10 0.1% 28 1.5% 28 0.1% 26 0.9% 

Latin American 4 0.2% 21 1.0% 11 0.1% 18 1.0% 15 0.0% 26 0.9% 
North American 

and Australian 1 0.0% 5 0.2% 4 0.0% 22 1.2% 5 0.0% 5 0.2% 

Total N 
4,292 2,454 2,865 2,180 17,525 12,883 2,470 1,845 48,696 34,529 4,051 3,021 
(incl. 

missing) 
(excl. 

missing) 
(incl. 

missing) 
(excl. 

missing) 
(incl. 

missing) 
(excl. 

missing) 
(incl. 

missing) 
(excl. 

missing) 
(incl. 

missing) 
(excl. 

missing) 
(incl. 

missing) 
(excl. 

missing) 
Source: ESS6-9, calculations based on author¶s subset of data. Abbreviations used: µ3+ gen¶: Native-parentage natives (3rd generation and above); 2nd gen: second-generation 
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Table A4. Results of regression models 1-3 A&B, average marginal effects (1/2) 
  Educational attainment ISEI (occupation) Political engagement   Up to lower secondary Upper secondary/voc. Tertiary 

 Model 1A Model 1B Model 1A Model 1B Model 1A Model 1B Model 2A Model 2B Model 3A Model 3B 
Second generation -0.021+ -0.019* 0.015*** 0.001 -0.000 0.019* 0.814+ 0.618 -0.054*** -0.058*** 
    (ref.: 3+ generation) (0.012) (0.009) (0.004) (0.001) (0.001) (0.008) (0.479) (0.446) (0.014) (0.013) 
Female (ref.: male) -0.014 -0.012 0.013*** 0.000 -0.000 0.012 -2.872*** -2.918*** -0.006 -0.006 

(0.012) (0.012) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.011) (0.400) (0.392) (0.005) (0.005) 
Ethnic/racial minority 0.054*  -0.002  -0.052+  -2.251*  -0.002 
    (ref.: ethnic/racial majority) (0.027)  (0.003)  (0.027)  (0.929)  (0.023) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)          
   Low parental SES  0.152***  -0.006  -0.147***  -7.656***  -0.039*** 

 (0.009)  (0.008)  (0.009)  (0.303)  (0.005) 
   High parental SES  -0.197***  0.007  0.190***  8.959***  0.076*** 

 (0.012)  (0.010)  (0.007)  (0.309)  (0.007) 
Age group (ref: under 26)          
 26-35 -0.109*** -0.116*** -0.001 -0.015* -0.050*** 0.132*** 7.529*** 7.046*** 0.140*** 0.138*** 
 (0.010) (0.012) (0.001) (0.007) (0.007) (0.012) (0.368) (0.394) (0.011) (0.011) 
 36-45 -0.088*** -0.101*** 0.010*** -0.007 -0.030*** 0.109*** 7.733*** 7.844*** 0.185*** 0.190*** 
 (0.012) (0.014) (0.001) (0.005) (0.006) (0.014) (0.553) (0.567) (0.014) (0.015) 
 46-60 -0.020 -0.052** 0.046*** 0.004 -0.001 0.048** 5.181*** 6.665*** 0.207*** 0.221*** 
 (0.019) (0.019) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.017) (0.610) (0.607) (0.014) (0.016) 
Over 60 0.130*** 0.056* 0.121*** -0.017* -0.039*** -0.039* 3.626*** 6.723*** 0.221*** 0.242*** 
 (0.030) (0.027) (0.008) (0.008) (0.011) (0.019) (0.594) (0.546) (0.018) (0.020) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)          
Round 7 -0.018* -0.013+ -0.002 0.001 0.002 0.011+ 0.688+ 0.469 -0.014 -0.015+ 
 (0.008) (0.007) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.006) (0.340) (0.297) (0.009) (0.008) 
Round 8 -0.037** -0.031** -0.004 0.002 0.002 0.028** 1.056* 0.721+ -0.007 -0.009 
 (0.012) (0.011) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.011) (0.457) (0.424) (0.011) (0.011) 
Round 9 -0.057*** -0.047*** -0.010*** 0.002 -0.001 0.045*** 1.524** 0.983* 0.020+ 0.017 
 (0.012) (0.010) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.009) (0.458) (0.401) (0.012) (0.012) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)          
 Scandinavia/Nordic -0.067** -0.062** -0.008 -0.006 -0.019* 0.067** 1.397 0.900 0.069*** 0.068*** 
 (0.025) (0.022) (0.011) (0.004) (0.007) (0.023) (1.306) (0.863) (0.020) (0.020) 
 Southern Europe/Med. 0.207*** 0.150*** 0.037* -0.050** -0.074** -0.101*** -4.629*** -2.542** -0.042 -0.031 
 (0.047) (0.041) (0.015) (0.019) (0.025) (0.024) (1.062) (0.834) (0.028) (0.027) 
 Eastern Europe -0.005 -0.035 0.050*** -0.000 -0.000 0.035 -3.747** -2.254** -0.138*** -0.130*** 
 (0.026) (0.023) (0.011) (0.002) (0.001) (0.023) (1.067) (0.700) (0.021) (0.022) 

N 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 
Notes: Average marginal effects, with standard errors shown in parentheses.  Standard errors clustered by country for all models. N = 130,117 across all models. 
Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.             
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Table A5. Results of regression models 4-6 A&B, average marginal effects (2/2) 
  Social acceptance Health Life satisfaction 

 (Very) poor Fair (Very) good 
  Model 4A Model 4B Model 5A Model 5B Model 5A Model 5B Model 5A Model 5B Model 6A Model 6B 
Second generation -0.055*** -0.015** 0.027*** 0.013** 0.021+ 0.024** -0.042*** -0.036** -0.146* -0.029 
    (ref.: 3+ generation) (0.007) (0.005) (0.008) (0.004) (0.011) (0.008) (0.012) (0.012) (0.066) (0.066) 
Female (ref.: male) -0.004 -0.006* 0.023*** 0.013*** 0.014 0.024*** -0.036*** -0.036*** -0.017 -0.023 

(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.011) (0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.032) (0.032) 
Ethnic/racial minority -0.121***  0.021***  0.038***  -0.059***  -0.695*** 
    (ref.: ethnic/racial majority) (0.011)  (0.004)  (0.008)  (0.011)  (0.121) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)          
   Low parental SES  0.001  0.019***  0.035***  -0.054***  -0.305*** 

 (0.003)  (0.004)  (0.007)  (0.010)  (0.057) 
   High parental SES  -0.014***  -0.018***  -0.033***  0.051***  0.167*** 

 (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.004)  (0.007)  (0.038) 
Age group (ref: under 26)          
 26-35 -0.001 -0.005+ -0.003 -0.000 0.159*** -0.001 0.004 0.001 0.020 -0.003 
 (0.004) (0.003) (0.006) (0.001) (0.012) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.040) (0.039) 
 36-45 0.002 -0.006* 0.043*** 0.011*** 0.118*** 0.045*** -0.053*** -0.055*** -0.145* -0.155** 
 (0.003) (0.003) (0.007) (0.001) (0.016) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.053) (0.050) 
 46-60 0.007 -0.006 0.155*** 0.045*** 0.021 0.151*** -0.201*** -0.196*** -0.417*** -0.389*** 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.014) (0.003) (0.020) (0.013) (0.015) (0.015) (0.081) (0.076) 
Over 60 0.025** 0.009 0.277*** 0.115*** -0.091*** 0.266*** -0.398*** -0.381*** -0.328* -0.254* 
 (0.008) (0.007) (0.024) (0.007) (0.021) (0.023) (0.030) (0.028) (0.125) (0.115) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)          
Round 7 0.003 -0.002 -0.004 -0.001 0.016* -0.002 0.006 0.003 0.142 0.120 
 (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.103) (0.096) 
Round 8 0.002 -0.003 -0.007 -0.003 0.036** -0.005 0.011 0.007 0.317* 0.291* 
 (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.011) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.117) (0.109) 
Round 9 -0.001 -0.004 -0.019*** -0.009** 0.058*** -0.016** 0.029*** 0.025** 0.352*** 0.325*** 
 (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.003) (0.011) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009) (0.092) (0.088) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)          
 Scandinavia/Nordic -0.008 -0.011 -0.021 -0.008 0.085** -0.020 0.029 0.028 0.703*** 0.688*** 
 (0.015) (0.015) (0.028) (0.011) (0.029) (0.027) (0.039) (0.038) (0.187) (0.182) 
 Southern Europe/Med. 0.013 0.010 0.073** 0.032* -0.134*** 0.064* -0.110** -0.096* -0.678* -0.614* 
 (0.016) (0.016) (0.028) (0.015) (0.027) (0.029) (0.043) (0.043) (0.305) (0.296) 
 Eastern Europe 0.003 0.013 0.091*** 0.045*** 0.006 0.082*** -0.140*** -0.127*** -1.075*** -0.995*** 
 (0.014) (0.012) (0.023) (0.011) (0.027) (0.024) (0.034) (0.035) (0.255) (0.236) 

N 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 130117 
Notes: Average marginal effects, with standard errors shown in parentheses. Model 4B Social acceptance model uses an alternative version of the ethnic/racial 
minority variable (see Table A2). Standard errors clustered by country for all models. N = 130,117 across all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; 
*p < 0.05.   
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Table A6. Results of regression models 1-2 C: subgroups by migration status and ethnic/racial minority status (1/3) 
  Educational attainment ISEI 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 ethnic/racial majority ethnic/racial minority ethnic/racial majority ethnic/racial minority 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)       
Low parental SES -0.972*** -0.907*** -1.278*** -0.691*** -7.731*** -6.429*** -9.040*** -6.298*** 
 (0.052) (0.050) (0.139) (0.087) (0.314) (0.597) (0.910) (0.462) 
High parental SES 1.280*** 1.235*** 1.063*** 1.200*** 9.088*** 8.144*** 8.669*** 8.285*** 
 (0.048) (0.080) (0.109) (0.164) (0.324) (0.455) (1.026) (1.211) 
Gender (Female=1) 0.083 -0.033 -0.063 0.384*** -2.859*** -3.449*** -4.066*** -2.212* 
 (0.074) (0.098) (0.150) (0.109) (0.425) (0.564) (0.937) (0.928) 
Age group (ref: < 26)        
 26-35 0.771*** 1.238*** 0.536*** 1.007*** 7.108*** 8.412*** 4.364*** 6.577*** 
 (0.082) (0.138) (0.123) (0.115) (0.405) (0.935) (1.080) (1.245) 
 36-45 0.657*** 1.072*** 0.400** 0.831*** 7.993*** 9.226*** 4.341*** 6.959*** 
 (0.103) (0.152) (0.154) (0.121) (0.591) (0.781) (1.043) (1.266) 
 46-60 0.285* 0.764*** 0.292* 0.447** 6.755*** 7.850*** 5.744*** 5.241*** 
 (0.122) (0.170) (0.146) (0.150) (0.625) (0.829) (0.942) (1.393) 
Over 60 -0.372** 0.347+ -0.075 0.441** 6.738*** 8.565*** 6.691*** 7.198*** 
 (0.141) (0.205) (0.218) (0.158) (0.592) (0.928) (1.319) (1.803) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 0.068 -0.012 0.358+ 0.122 0.548+ -0.447 -0.644 0.391 
 (0.048) (0.049) (0.195) (0.135) (0.304) (0.359) (1.536) (1.115) 
Round 8 0.186* 0.066 0.357 0.260* 0.811+ 0.029 -0.472 -0.802 
 (0.075) (0.057) (0.249) (0.124) (0.421) (0.628) (1.554) (0.629) 
Round 9 0.309*** 0.254*** 0.165 0.182 1.103* 0.488 -0.802 -0.176 
 (0.059) (0.068) (0.199) (0.129) (0.420) (0.438) (1.304) (0.625) 
Region (ref: W. Eur)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.437** 0.192 0.503*** 0.461+ 1.038 -0.165 1.733+ -0.204 
 (0.148) (0.119) (0.104) (0.241) (0.866) (1.235) (0.952) (1.634) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.831*** -0.305 -0.855*** -0.410 -2.438* -3.161*** -2.345 -0.022 
 (0.224) (0.262) (0.197) (0.446) (0.893) (0.800) (1.439) (2.341) 
 Eastern Europe 0.255 0.063 -0.071 0.325+ -1.919* -3.915*** -4.360** -4.132*** 
 (0.164) (0.119) (0.220) (0.174) (0.762) (0.658) (1.475) (1.127) 
Constant     39.313*** 39.870*** 41.764*** 40.171*** 
     (0.830) (1.087) (1.780) (1.176) 
cut1 -1.205*** -1.063*** -1.143*** -0.704**     
 (0.170) (0.105) (0.271) (0.250)     
cut2 1.627*** 1.985*** 1.566*** 2.222***     
 (0.147) (0.156) (0.268) (0.279)     

N 113676 9284 4292 2865 113676 9284 4292 2865 
Adjusted R-squared         0.149 0.136 0.173 0.124 
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Pseudo R-squared 0.124 0.095 0.109 0.084         
Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.  
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Table A7. Results of regression models 3-4 C: subgroups by migration status and ethnic/racial minority status (2/3) 
  Political engagement Social acceptance 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 ethnic/racial majority ethnic/racial minority ethnic/racial majority ethnic/racial minority 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)        
Low parental SES -0.299*** -0.495*** -0.334** -0.169 0.041 0.187* -0.180 -0.061 
 (0.044) (0.088) (0.116) (0.104) (0.066) (0.087) (0.170) (0.116) 
High parental SES 0.611*** 0.470*** 0.694*** 0.547*** -0.275*** -0.301** -0.006 -0.163 
 (0.054) (0.066) (0.135) (0.107) (0.066) (0.111) (0.110) (0.103) 
Gender (Female=1) -0.050 0.011 -0.216* 0.261** -0.171** -0.052 0.053 0.179+ 
 (0.034) (0.097) (0.085) (0.099) (0.056) (0.092) (0.111) (0.104) 
Age group (ref: under 26)        
 26-35 0.761*** 0.767*** 0.516*** 0.486*** -0.070 -0.031 -0.015 -0.159 
 (0.049) (0.098) (0.126) (0.144) (0.067) (0.194) (0.114) (0.127) 
 36-45 1.115*** 1.012*** 0.898*** 0.740** -0.077 -0.010 0.040 -0.287 
 (0.057) (0.139) (0.127) (0.246) (0.069) (0.169) (0.117) (0.197) 
 46-60 1.350*** 1.377*** 1.135*** 0.795** -0.109 0.017 0.120 -0.052 
 (0.056) (0.095) (0.122) (0.284) (0.087) (0.208) (0.137) (0.249) 
Over 60 1.519*** 1.710*** 1.360*** 1.032*** 0.148 0.272 0.554** 0.312 
 (0.090) (0.149) (0.160) (0.261) (0.161) (0.252) (0.193) (0.243) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 -0.077 -0.034 -0.527* -0.293* 0.035 -0.263* -0.370 0.118 
 (0.069) (0.091) (0.264) (0.120) (0.067) (0.112) (0.300) (0.116) 
Round 8 -0.023 0.000 -0.885*** -0.082 -0.013 -0.167 -0.324 0.229+ 
 (0.088) (0.097) (0.233) (0.125) (0.081) (0.147) (0.310) (0.119) 
Round 9 0.173+ 0.132 -0.166 0.038 -0.042 -0.145 -0.315 0.175 
 (0.094) (0.126) (0.314) (0.143) (0.114) (0.165) (0.308) (0.179) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.857** 1.071** 0.869* 1.215*** -0.241 0.083 0.337 0.024 
 (0.310) (0.393) (0.423) (0.362) (0.253) (0.227) (0.272) (0.118) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.250 -0.364 -0.199 -1.010*** 0.130 -0.245 0.866** 0.823** 
 (0.220) (0.337) (0.270) (0.306) (0.307) (0.238) (0.274) (0.282) 
 Eastern Europe -0.940*** -0.723*** -0.638* -1.156*** 0.216 -0.036 0.888** 0.053 
 (0.170) (0.211) (0.277) (0.239) (0.236) (0.246) (0.327) (0.101) 
Constant 0.893*** 0.477* 1.471*** 0.500+ 3.086*** 2.749*** 0.308 0.431* 
 (0.160) (0.214) (0.379) (0.279) (0.207) (0.228) (0.391) (0.205) 

N 113676 9284 4292 2865 113678 9289 4290 2860 
Pseudo R-squared 0.080 0.073 0.057 0.078 0.007 0.008 0.037 0.013 

Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Social acceptance 
model uses an alternative version of the ethnic/racial minority variable (see Table A2) 
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Table A8. Results of regression models 5-6 C: subgroups by migration status and ethnic/racial minority status (3/3) 
  Health Life satisfaction 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 ethnic/racial majority ethnic/racial minority ethnic/racial majority ethnic/racial minority 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)        
Low parental SES -0.282*** -0.227*** -0.314*** -0.192* -0.289*** -0.311*** -0.722** -0.214* 
 (0.061) (0.062) (0.080) (0.088) (0.059) (0.073) (0.206) (0.097) 
High parental SES 0.246*** 0.361*** 0.178 0.383* 0.167*** 0.185* 0.020 0.292** 
 (0.034) (0.072) (0.124) (0.169) (0.040) (0.068) (0.176) (0.101) 
Gender (Female=1) -0.182*** -0.074 -0.397*** -0.218* -0.029 0.047 -0.159 0.096 
 (0.032) (0.047) (0.078) (0.085) (0.031) (0.048) (0.130) (0.112) 
Age group (ref: under 26)        
 26-35 0.024 -0.002 -0.071 0.014 0.022 -0.023 -0.292* -0.076 
 (0.063) (0.089) (0.206) (0.115) (0.037) (0.098) (0.123) (0.105) 
 36-45 -0.366*** -0.280* -0.549** -0.470*** -0.121* -0.053 -0.610*** -0.432* 
 (0.084) (0.110) (0.206) (0.137) (0.049) (0.116) (0.125) (0.169) 
 46-60 -1.094*** -0.998*** -1.265*** -1.343*** -0.342*** -0.360* -0.875*** -0.952*** 
 (0.120) (0.112) (0.260) (0.178) (0.070) (0.176) (0.094) (0.229) 
Over 60 -1.895*** -1.634*** -2.129*** -2.042*** -0.218+ -0.220 -0.525** -0.877** 
 (0.190) (0.162) (0.286) (0.286) (0.113) (0.187) (0.160) (0.275) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 0.029 0.083 -0.296* -0.001 0.095 0.150+ 0.324 0.206 
 (0.038) (0.082) (0.129) (0.069) (0.093) (0.077) (0.296) (0.154) 
Round 8 0.049 0.095 -0.149 -0.101 0.264* 0.333** 0.531+ 0.426* 
 (0.041) (0.067) (0.137) (0.078) (0.109) (0.109) (0.288) (0.200) 
Round 9 0.133** 0.223** -0.043 0.025 0.291** 0.418*** 0.576* 0.616** 
 (0.045) (0.081) (0.179) (0.129) (0.088) (0.110) (0.266) (0.216) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.159 0.213 0.223 -0.161 0.685*** 0.652** 1.271*** 0.082 
 (0.210) (0.205) (0.181) (0.148) (0.178) (0.198) (0.305) (0.239) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.490* -0.321 -0.210 0.279 -0.632* -0.497+ -0.224 -0.474* 
 (0.226) (0.278) (0.217) (0.293) (0.300) (0.284) (0.388) (0.223) 
 Eastern Europe -0.624*** -0.768*** -0.376* -0.725*** -0.993*** -0.863*** -0.963** -0.857** 
 (0.189) (0.212) (0.183) (0.146) (0.240) (0.215) (0.315) (0.266) 
Constant     7.533*** 7.285*** 7.172*** 7.056*** 
     (0.165) (0.188) (0.291) (0.262) 
cut1 -4.195*** -3.724*** -4.095*** -3.908***     
 (0.297) (0.316) (0.373) (0.247)     
cut2 -2.138*** -1.737*** -2.120*** -1.798***     
 (0.261) (0.265) (0.329) (0.174)     

N 113676 9284 4292 2865 113676 9284 4292 2865 
Adjusted R-squared         0.096 0.070 0.109 0.093 
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Pseudo R-squared 0.090 0.085 0.097 0.115         
Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.  
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Table A9. Results of regression models 1-2 D: subgroups by migration status and low vs. high parental SES (class background) (1/3) 
  Educational attainment ISEI 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 with low class background with high class background with low class background with high class background 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Ethnic/ racial minority -0.744* -0.017 -0.340* 0.021 -3.669+ -1.497** -2.326* -0.854 
 (0.345) (0.159) (0.140) (0.111) (1.819) (0.510) (0.875) (1.107) 
Gender (Female=1) 0.012 0.054 0.165* 0.150 -3.242*** -3.515*** -2.281*** -1.529+ 
 (0.090) (0.119) (0.074) (0.097) (0.675) (0.474) (0.421) (0.792) 
Age group (ref: under 26)        
 26-35 0.378*** 0.886*** 1.351*** 1.609*** 4.355*** 5.988*** 10.719*** 12.151*** 
 (0.075) (0.159) (0.139) (0.215) (0.442) (1.146) (0.909) (1.433) 
 36-45 0.244* 0.611*** 1.254*** 1.542*** 4.647*** 5.501*** 11.584*** 12.545*** 
 (0.104) (0.125) (0.148) (0.280) (0.510) (0.932) (1.090) (1.907) 
 46-60 -0.156 0.208 0.868*** 1.188*** 3.148*** 4.498*** 10.810*** 11.237*** 
 (0.130) (0.186) (0.144) (0.206) (0.551) (1.056) (1.031) (1.933) 
Over 60 -1.006*** -0.352+ 0.596*** 1.070*** 2.434*** 4.642*** 11.369*** 12.030*** 
 (0.137) (0.188) (0.155) (0.240) (0.577) (1.047) (1.038) (2.185) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 0.087 0.109 0.037 -0.289** 0.486 0.319 1.069+ -1.952+ 
 (0.064) (0.080) (0.047) (0.104) (0.332) (0.482) (0.568) (1.014) 
Round 8 0.191+ 0.241* 0.130* -0.129 0.713 0.525 1.175* -2.003* 
 (0.098) (0.094) (0.063) (0.149) (0.551) (1.070) (0.529) (0.855) 
Round 9 0.355*** 0.308** 0.206*** 0.014 0.869+ 0.892 1.735*** -1.392 
 (0.084) (0.106) (0.057) (0.118) (0.473) (0.783) (0.428) (0.977) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.561** 0.493* 0.252+ -0.016 1.859 0.401 0.166 -0.070 
 (0.178) (0.214) (0.134) (0.192) (1.111) (0.907) (0.876) (2.372) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -1.233*** -0.854** 0.229* 0.330 -3.743** -4.382*** 0.798 1.737 
 (0.270) (0.272) (0.109) (0.538) (1.041) (0.993) (1.415) (4.075) 
 Eastern Europe 0.277 0.317+ 0.156 -0.208 -2.391** -4.319*** -0.992 -3.681** 
 (0.231) (0.178) (0.160) (0.138) (0.748) (0.856) (0.831) (1.131) 
Constant     35.928*** 36.669*** 43.672*** 44.896*** 
     (0.949) (0.959) (1.067) (1.755) 
cut1 -0.780*** -0.467+ -1.812*** -1.883***     
 (0.186) (0.267) (0.188) (0.259)     
cut2 1.986*** 2.543*** 0.974*** 1.005***     
 (0.194) (0.216) (0.172) (0.243)     

N 48696 4051 17525 2470 48696 4051 17525 2470 
Adjusted R-squared         0.032 0.041 0.036 0.045 
Pseudo R-squared 0.071 0.031 0.026 0.030         

Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.  
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Table A10. Results of regression models 3-4 D: subgroups by migration status and low vs. high parental SES (class background) (2/3) 
  Political engagement Social acceptance 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 with low class background with high class background with low class background with high class background 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Ethnic/ racial minority 0.251 -0.208 0.296 -0.533** -2.203*** -2.154*** -2.203*** -2.154*** 
 (0.178) (0.196) (0.280) (0.189) (0.301) (0.161) (0.301) (0.161) 
Gender (Female=1) -0.075* -0.050 -0.068 0.141 -0.021 0.316*** -0.021 0.316*** 
 (0.034) (0.095) (0.097) (0.141) (0.054) (0.074) (0.054) (0.074) 
Age group (ref: under 26)        
 26-35 0.663*** 0.545*** 0.904*** 1.067*** -0.098 -0.217 -0.098 -0.217 
 (0.082) (0.156) (0.117) (0.185) (0.125) (0.187) (0.125) (0.187) 
 36-45 1.016*** 0.910*** 1.189*** 1.123*** -0.072 -0.138 -0.072 -0.138 
 (0.064) (0.186) (0.130) (0.293) (0.144) (0.158) (0.144) (0.158) 
 46-60 1.279*** 1.148*** 1.407*** 1.421*** -0.119 -0.043 -0.119 -0.043 
 (0.082) (0.182) (0.135) (0.242) (0.129) (0.240) (0.129) (0.240) 
Over 60 1.395*** 1.614*** 1.521*** 1.436*** 0.143 0.337 0.143 0.337 
 (0.134) (0.224) (0.142) (0.214) (0.217) (0.297) (0.217) (0.297) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 -0.068 -0.198* -0.013 0.159 -0.106 -0.181 -0.106 -0.181 
 (0.077) (0.092) (0.106) (0.214) (0.085) (0.160) (0.085) (0.160) 
Round 8 -0.071 -0.051 -0.052 -0.079 -0.120 0.085 -0.120 0.085 
 (0.091) (0.090) (0.131) (0.142) (0.110) (0.119) (0.110) (0.119) 
Round 9 0.167 -0.008 0.113 0.131 -0.059 0.031 -0.059 0.031 
 (0.102) (0.147) (0.134) (0.163) (0.166) (0.158) (0.166) (0.158) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.696** 0.902** 1.119*** 0.831* -0.244 0.311+ -0.244 0.311+ 
 (0.259) (0.308) (0.294) (0.373) (0.284) (0.181) (0.284) (0.181) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.281 -0.721 -0.282 -0.568*** 0.374 0.492* 0.374 0.492* 
 (0.205) (0.519) (0.247) (0.152) (0.279) (0.211) (0.279) (0.211) 
 Eastern Europe -0.863*** -0.831*** -1.191*** -1.088*** 0.152 0.023 0.152 0.023 
 (0.160) (0.202) (0.221) (0.175) (0.267) (0.159) (0.267) (0.159) 
Constant 0.687*** 0.337 1.569*** 0.992*** 3.104*** 2.589*** 3.104*** 2.589*** 
 (0.182) (0.281) (0.220) (0.277) (0.238) (0.275) (0.238) (0.275) 

N 48696 4051 17525 2470 48696 4051 48696 4051 
Adjusted R-squared                 
Pseudo R-squared 0.055 0.065 0.098 0.089 0.072 0.184 0.072 0.184 

Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Social acceptance 
model uses an alternative version of the ethnic/racial minority variable (see Table A2) 
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Table A11. Results of regression models 5-6 D: subgroups by migration status and low vs. high parental SES (class background) (3/3) 
  Health Life satisfaction 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 with low class background with high class background with low class background with high class background 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Ethnic/ racial minority -0.208* -0.349*** -0.367*** -0.309* -0.921*** -0.468** -0.758*** -0.395*** 
 (0.102) (0.098) (0.102) (0.138) (0.238) (0.129) (0.164) (0.095) 
Gender (Female=1) -0.222*** 0.011 -0.144** -0.137+ -0.032 0.136 0.017 0.075 
 (0.040) (0.072) (0.049) (0.077) (0.046) (0.081) (0.029) (0.090) 
Age group (ref: under 26)        
 26-35 -0.119 -0.336* 0.187 0.182 -0.011 0.068 0.025 -0.152 
 (0.094) (0.159) (0.115) (0.200) (0.074) (0.154) (0.079) (0.189) 
 36-45 -0.591*** -0.400** -0.080 -0.322 -0.178* -0.112 -0.108 -0.284 
 (0.108) (0.147) (0.129) (0.230) (0.080) (0.162) (0.079) (0.197) 
 46-60 -1.436*** -1.372*** -0.734*** -0.730** -0.415*** -0.607* -0.356** -0.364 
 (0.157) (0.098) (0.158) (0.235) (0.081) (0.241) (0.101) (0.230) 
Over 60 -2.359*** -2.100*** -1.347*** -1.385*** -0.344* -0.442 -0.179 -0.134 
 (0.221) (0.161) (0.194) (0.260) (0.125) (0.271) (0.116) (0.283) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 0.005 0.161* -0.028 -0.085 0.087 0.195 0.092 0.155 
 (0.043) (0.081) (0.063) (0.120) (0.126) (0.127) (0.096) (0.105) 
Round 8 0.025 0.111 0.068 -0.026 0.313* 0.430** 0.175 0.297* 
 (0.047) (0.091) (0.071) (0.100) (0.136) (0.147) (0.121) (0.124) 
Round 9 0.143** 0.330*** 0.093+ -0.077 0.346** 0.488*** 0.223* 0.259 
 (0.053) (0.091) (0.056) (0.127) (0.110) (0.122) (0.099) (0.169) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.035 0.292 0.313+ -0.008 0.891*** 0.714* 0.456* 0.478* 
 (0.237) (0.202) (0.179) (0.209) (0.208) (0.274) (0.181) (0.204) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.775*** -0.474 -0.287 -0.160 -0.708+ -0.478 -0.544** -0.431 
 (0.225) (0.299) (0.217) (0.330) (0.349) (0.309) (0.193) (0.261) 
 Eastern Europe -0.967*** -0.839*** -0.277 -0.759** -1.280*** -0.931** -0.668** -0.776** 
 (0.185) (0.171) (0.182) (0.254) (0.296) (0.289) (0.195) (0.216) 
Constant     7.411*** 7.064*** 7.654*** 7.567*** 
     (0.206) (0.243) (0.160) (0.180) 
cut1 -4.578*** -3.882*** -3.835*** -4.057***     
 (0.312) (0.217) (0.232) (0.340)     
cut2 -2.472*** -1.807*** -1.859*** -2.132***     
 (0.280) (0.158) (0.203) (0.288)     

N 48696 4051 17525 2470 48696 4051 17525 2470 
Adjusted R-squared         0.123 0.069 0.062 0.058 
Pseudo R-squared 0.093 0.098 0.049 0.061         

Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.   
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Table A12. Results of regression models 1-2 E: subgroups by migration status and gender (1/3) 
  Educational attainment ISEI 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 male female male female 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Ethnic/ racial minority -0.387+ -0.142 -0.612* 0.138+ -1.702 -1.149+ -4.119* -0.833 
 (0.211) (0.141) (0.287) (0.079) (1.029) (0.602) (1.710) (0.913) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)        
Low parental SES -1.018*** -0.917*** -0.964*** -0.820*** -7.924*** -6.569*** -7.653*** -6.198*** 
 (0.059) (0.080) (0.064) (0.050) (0.447) (0.474) (0.467) (0.638) 
High parental SES 1.283*** 1.195*** 1.288*** 1.291*** 8.954*** 7.115*** 9.235*** 9.184*** 
 (0.049) (0.072) (0.053) (0.099) (0.364) (0.609) (0.346) (0.613) 
Age group (ref: under 26)        
 26-35 0.811*** 1.078*** 0.689*** 1.220*** 7.021*** 7.765*** 6.725*** 7.316*** 
 (0.080) (0.108) (0.096) (0.136) (0.452) (1.131) (0.452) (1.028) 
 36-45 0.767*** 1.082*** 0.496*** 0.875*** 8.357*** 9.898*** 7.090*** 6.569*** 
 (0.103) (0.102) (0.113) (0.156) (0.625) (0.933) (0.700) (1.242) 
 46-60 0.518*** 0.748*** 0.027 0.588*** 7.772*** 7.989*** 5.475*** 5.609*** 
 (0.126) (0.164) (0.125) (0.152) (0.644) (0.779) (0.690) (1.250) 
Over 60 0.087 0.704*** -0.822*** -0.043 9.124*** 10.468*** 4.197*** 5.211*** 
 (0.150) (0.208) (0.134) (0.182) (0.632) (1.082) (0.655) (1.211) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 0.063 -0.035 0.092+ 0.047 0.428 -0.464 0.566+ -0.005 
 (0.052) (0.078) (0.049) (0.071) (0.408) (0.518) (0.301) (0.573) 
Round 8 0.133+ 0.042 0.256*** 0.161* 0.419 -0.242 1.118* -0.048 
 (0.078) (0.061) (0.076) (0.078) (0.422) (0.787) (0.489) (0.614) 
Round 9 0.285*** 0.246** 0.330*** 0.210* 0.954* 0.157 1.083* 0.558 
 (0.059) (0.078) (0.067) (0.082) (0.441) (0.560) (0.459) (0.558) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.205 0.136 0.685*** 0.358** 0.912 -0.040 1.215 -0.284 
 (0.177) (0.145) (0.138) (0.110) (1.077) (1.619) (0.795) (0.993) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.998*** -0.613* -0.669** -0.077 -1.905* -2.637** -2.952* -2.240 
 (0.246) (0.275) (0.219) (0.213) (0.881) (0.793) (1.238) (1.694) 
 Eastern Europe 0.061 -0.179 0.427* 0.401** -3.133** -5.328*** -0.900 -2.687*** 
 (0.187) (0.132) (0.168) (0.127) (0.962) (0.897) (0.779) (0.698) 
Constant     38.719*** 40.143*** 37.483*** 37.896*** 
     (0.814) (1.128) (0.866) (1.013) 
cut1 -1.142*** -1.129*** -1.398*** -1.001***     
 (0.166) (0.122) (0.171) (0.127)     
cut2 1.742*** 1.937*** 1.407*** 2.005***     
 (0.147) (0.142) (0.172) (0.171)     

N 56450 5734 61518 6415 56450 5734 61518 6415 
Adjusted R-squared         0.150 0.139 0.150 0.123 
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Pseudo R-squared 0.112 0.088 0.141 0.104         
Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.  
 
 
 
Figure A1          Figure A2 

 
 
Figure A3          Figure A4 
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Table A13. Results of regression models 3-4 E: subgroups by migration status and gender (2/3) 
  Political engagement Social acceptance 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 male female male female 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Ethnic/ racial minority 0.356* -0.544** 0.142 -0.330 -2.298*** -2.128*** -2.175*** -1.899*** 
 (0.182) (0.183) (0.169) (0.203) (0.239) (0.109) (0.197) (0.108) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)        
Low parental SES -0.321*** -0.251* -0.274*** -0.456*** -0.021 -0.143 0.054 0.199** 
 (0.045) (0.126) (0.045) (0.096) (0.064) (0.120) (0.059) (0.075) 
High parental SES 0.649*** 0.495*** 0.582*** 0.459*** -0.140* -0.283+ -0.329*** -0.188+ 
 (0.055) (0.083) (0.074) (0.096) (0.071) (0.150) (0.086) (0.110) 
Age group (ref: under 26)        
 26-35 0.699*** 0.576*** 0.785*** 0.711*** -0.031 0.051 -0.092 -0.292* 
 (0.059) (0.118) (0.050) (0.117) (0.087) (0.117) (0.088) (0.146) 
 36-45 1.073*** 0.688*** 1.127*** 1.036*** 0.008 -0.240+ -0.114 -0.129 
 (0.065) (0.143) (0.071) (0.212) (0.080) (0.125) (0.090) (0.167) 
 46-60 1.318*** 0.942*** 1.352*** 1.301*** -0.059 0.045 -0.080 -0.099 
 (0.063) (0.196) (0.063) (0.157) (0.069) (0.132) (0.103) (0.250) 
Over 60 1.631*** 1.452*** 1.408*** 1.482*** 0.191 0.227 0.222 0.293 
 (0.087) (0.237) (0.098) (0.199) (0.135) (0.219) (0.160) (0.219) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 -0.099 -0.045 -0.104 -0.168* -0.108 -0.246* 0.030 0.119 
 (0.067) (0.118) (0.074) (0.083) (0.087) (0.121) (0.084) (0.128) 
Round 8 -0.089 0.036 -0.033 -0.075 -0.054 0.032 -0.084 0.074 
 (0.081) (0.085) (0.099) (0.076) (0.083) (0.113) (0.094) (0.095) 
Round 9 0.107 0.097 0.187+ 0.141 -0.128 0.066 -0.084 -0.003 
 (0.092) (0.131) (0.108) (0.132) (0.122) (0.176) (0.125) (0.119) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.699* 0.938* 1.048*** 1.290*** -0.019 0.112 -0.346 0.001 
 (0.308) (0.422) (0.308) (0.281) (0.276) (0.172) (0.250) (0.195) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.185 -0.658* -0.309 -0.523 0.204 0.189 0.174 0.409 
 (0.199) (0.300) (0.239) (0.351) (0.281) (0.237) (0.321) (0.455) 
 Eastern Europe -0.912*** -0.974*** -0.933*** -0.790*** 0.261 -0.064 0.339 0.093 
 (0.163) (0.251) (0.180) (0.196) (0.228) (0.174) (0.247) (0.144) 
Constant 0.922*** 0.811** 0.860*** 0.644* 3.036*** 2.752*** 2.910*** 2.515*** 
 (0.153) (0.311) (0.168) (0.271) (0.204) (0.231) (0.229) (0.254) 
         

N 56450 5734 61518 6415 56450 5734 61518 6415 
Pseudo R-squared 0.081 0.090 0.077 0.079 0.063 0.164 0.054 0.133 

Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05. Social acceptance 
model uses an alternative version of the ethnic/racial minority variable (see Table A2) 
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Table A14. Results of regression models 5-6 E: subgroups by migration status and gender (3/3) 
  Health Life satisfaction 

 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 3+ gen 2nd gen 
 male female male female 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Ethnic/ racial minority -0.160 -0.254** -0.396*** -0.367*** -0.772*** -0.460*** -0.909*** -0.447*** 
 (0.099) (0.096) (0.065) (0.075) (0.133) (0.103) (0.204) (0.089) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)        
Low parental SES -0.265*** -0.314*** -0.294*** -0.128+ -0.328*** -0.354*** -0.286*** -0.206* 
 (0.061) (0.069) (0.062) (0.075) (0.063) (0.071) (0.060) (0.086) 
High parental SES 0.235*** 0.326*** 0.250*** 0.385*** 0.140** 0.156* 0.185*** 0.250* 
 (0.043) (0.084) (0.041) (0.068) (0.046) (0.061) (0.041) (0.095) 
Age group (ref: under 26)        
 26-35 -0.042 -0.048 0.067 0.049 0.002 0.006 0.006 -0.121 
 (0.075) (0.135) (0.076) (0.128) (0.044) (0.114) (0.054) (0.098) 
 36-45 -0.435*** -0.473*** -0.326*** -0.228+ -0.157* -0.142 -0.139+ -0.239 
 (0.083) (0.122) (0.098) (0.122) (0.060) (0.122) (0.069) (0.159) 
 46-60 -1.162*** -1.277*** -1.055*** -0.939*** -0.359*** -0.490* -0.378*** -0.585** 
 (0.107) (0.142) (0.144) (0.142) (0.064) (0.197) (0.095) (0.166) 
Over 60 -1.914*** -1.850*** -1.905*** -1.623*** -0.143 -0.305 -0.325* -0.463* 
 (0.177) (0.183) (0.212) (0.174) (0.094) (0.225) (0.141) (0.188) 
ESS round (ref.: 6)        
Round 7 0.033 0.078 -0.003 0.069 0.075 0.158* 0.138 0.180+ 
 (0.049) (0.089) (0.039) (0.091) (0.086) (0.070) (0.118) (0.105) 
Round 8 0.020 -0.034 0.052 0.135 0.223* 0.234+ 0.329* 0.476*** 
 (0.042) (0.047) (0.049) (0.103) (0.100) (0.122) (0.131) (0.111) 
Round 9 0.081+ 0.115 0.156** 0.238* 0.245** 0.359* 0.364** 0.557*** 
 (0.042) (0.090) (0.055) (0.100) (0.080) (0.144) (0.103) (0.120) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)        
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.155 0.208 0.170 0.096 0.660*** 0.533* 0.734*** 0.560* 
 (0.234) (0.223) (0.189) (0.176) (0.168) (0.200) (0.199) (0.225) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.347 0.031 -0.618** -0.399+ -0.517+ -0.435+ -0.728* -0.580* 
 (0.213) (0.313) (0.238) (0.220) (0.259) (0.250) (0.334) (0.247) 
 Eastern Europe -0.563** -0.686** -0.658*** -0.843*** -1.004*** -0.939*** -0.990*** -0.853*** 
 (0.198) (0.215) (0.184) (0.191) (0.235) (0.232) (0.250) (0.224) 
Constant     7.558*** 7.456*** 7.513*** 7.404*** 
     (0.165) (0.212) (0.169) (0.157) 
cut1 -4.196*** -3.997*** -4.038*** -3.640***     
 (0.290) (0.313) (0.302) (0.310)     
cut2 -2.155*** -2.000*** -1.973*** -1.616***     
 (0.261) (0.229) (0.256) (0.261)     

N 56450 5734 61518 6415 56450 5734 61518 6415 
Adjusted R-squared         0.106 0.081 0.108 0.077 
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Pseudo R-squared 0.082 0.093 0.096 0.090         
Notes: Standard errors shown in parentheses. SEs clustered by country for all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05.  
 
 
 
Figure A5          Figure A6 
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Table A15. Robustness check: alternative specification of models 2B-6B, controlling for educational 
attainment 

  ISEI 
(occupation) 

Political 
engagement 

Social 
acceptance Health Life 

satisfaction 
  Model 2B¶ Model 3B¶ Model 4A¶ Model 5B¶ Model 6B¶ 

 
OLS Logit Logit Ordered 

logit OLS 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Second generation 0.259 -0.485*** -0.272** -0.209** -0.041 
    (ref.: 3+ generation) (0.365) (0.104) (0.098) (0.068) (0.062) 
Female (ref.: male) -3.376*** -0.083* -0.101* -0.188*** -0.033 

(0.335) (0.035) (0.049) (0.035) (0.031) 
Ethnic/racial minority -1.164* 0.060  -0.250*** -0.659*** 
    (ref.: ethnic/racial 
majority) (0.537) (0.197)  (0.070) (0.109) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)     
   Low parental SES -3.986*** -0.112** 0.023 -0.130* -0.197*** 

(0.143) (0.041) (0.048) (0.056) (0.053) 
   High parental SES 3.211*** 0.325*** -0.223*** 0.080* 0.025 

(0.192) (0.037) (0.041) (0.038) (0.033) 
Controls      
Educational attainment (ref.: up to lower secondary)   
Secondary or vocational 8.644*** 0.592*** 0.057 0.455*** 0.326*** 

(0.445) (0.051) (0.094) (0.060) (0.079) 
Tertiary 25.529*** 1.408*** -0.043 0.909*** 0.709*** 

(0.664) (0.111) (0.116) (0.060) (0.076) 
Age group (ref: under 26)     
 26-35 3.193*** 0.585*** -0.072 -0.092+ -0.097*  

(0.342) (0.041) (0.057) (0.052) (0.040) 
 36-45 4.566*** 0.980*** -0.090 -0.465*** -0.235***  

(0.403) (0.058) (0.055) (0.062) (0.051) 
 46-60 4.931*** 1.300*** -0.085 -1.158*** -0.429***  

(0.528) (0.068) (0.064) (0.102) (0.077) 
Over 60 6.908*** 1.609*** 0.197 -1.872*** -0.230+  

(0.600) (0.099) (0.141) (0.172) (0.116) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)     
 Scandinavia/Nordic -0.833 0.801* -0.171 0.098 0.641**  

(0.548) (0.323) (0.244) (0.224) (0.176) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.629 -0.125 0.201 -0.375+ -0.540+  

(0.591) (0.210) (0.293) (0.219) (0.282) 
 Eastern Europe -2.865*** -0.977*** 0.243 -0.679** -1.018*** 
 (0.688) (0.154) (0.203) (0.207) (0.242) 
Constant/cuts 30.845*** 0.389* 3.003*** -3.820*** 7.236*** 
 (0.647) (0.157) (0.202) (0.274) (0.176) 
    -1.746***  
    (0.234)  
Adjusted R2 0.384       0.113 
Pseudo R2   0.103 0.085 0.100   

Notes: All models additionally control for ESS wave. Model 4B uses an altered version of the ethnic/racial minority variable 
(as discussed). Standard errors clustered by country for all models. (Standard errors in parentheses.) N = 130,117 across 
all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; +p < 0.10. 
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Table A16. Models for economic integration outcomes, separately for native-parentage and 
second-generation subsamples 

  Education ISEI (occupation) 
 3+ gen Second gen. 3+ gen Second gen 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Female (ref.: male) 0.079 0.068 -2.902*** -3.147*** 

(0.074) (0.098) (0.418) (0.439) 
Ethnic/racial minority -0.496* 0.006 -2.932* -0.975+ 
    (ref.: ethnic/racial majority) (0.236) (0.102) (1.311) (0.489) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium) 

    

   Low parental SES -0.986*** -0.866*** -7.794*** -6.399*** 
(0.053) (0.050) (0.319) (0.494) 

   High parental SES 1.274*** 1.223*** 9.092*** 8.143*** 
(0.048) (0.076) (0.324) (0.439) 

Controls 
    

Age group (ref: under 26) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 26-35 0.762*** 1.145*** 6.983*** 7.645***  

(0.081) (0.107) (0.403) (0.912) 
 36-45 0.644*** 0.981*** 7.823*** 8.331***  

(0.101) (0.113) (0.595) (0.854) 
 46-60 0.284* 0.676*** 6.698*** 6.932***  

(0.120) (0.145) (0.614) (0.908) 
Over 60 -0.363** 0.313+ 6.708*** 7.833***  

(0.139) (0.179) (0.577) (0.946) 
Region (ref: Western Europe) 

    

 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.436** 0.247* 1.034 -0.156  
(0.146) (0.121) (0.858) (1.226) 

 Southern Europe/Med. -0.828*** -0.334 -2.429** -2.459*  
(0.221) (0.229) (0.873) (1.067) 

 Eastern Europe 0.242 0.126 -1.990* -3.966***  
(0.159) (0.109) (0.750) (0.672) 

Constant/cuts -1.211*** -1.005*** 39.489*** 40.473***  
(0.168) (0.097) (0.823) (0.923)  
1.614*** 2.002*** 

  
 

(0.145) (0.142) 
  

Observations 117968 12149 117968 12149 
Notes: All models additionally control for ESS wave. Standard errors clustered by country for all models. (Standard errors 
in parentheses.) Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; +p < 0.10.
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Table A17. Models including interaction effects between second-generation status and parental SES 
  Educational 

attainment ISEI (occupation) Political 
engagement Social acceptance Health Life satisfaction 

  b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 
Second generation 0.057 0.308 -0.394** -0.282* -0.237** -0.046 
    (ref.: 3+ generation) (0.057) (0.500) (0.126) (0.114) (0.073) (0.072) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)       
   Low parental SES -1.000*** -7.786*** -0.292*** 0.021 -0.280*** -0.308*** 

(0.055) (0.320) (0.042) (0.054) (0.059) (0.060) 
   High parental SES 1.280*** 9.092*** 0.612*** -0.251*** 0.244*** 0.163*** 

(0.047) (0.325) (0.054) (0.061) (0.034) (0.039) 
Parental SES & Second gen. status interaction     
Second-generation status # Low parental SES 0.257*** 1.509* -0.087 0.027 0.084 0.034 
 (0.071) (0.580) (0.100) (0.083) (0.061) (0.068) 
Second-generation status # High parental SES -0.107 -0.993* -0.145+ 0.016 0.117+ 0.031 
 (0.069) (0.466) (0.083) (0.106) (0.061) (0.065) 
Ethnic/racial minority -0.346+ -2.266* -0.018 -2.165*** -0.298*** -0.695*** 
    (ref.: ethnic/racial majority) (0.177) (0.921) (0.176) (0.149) (0.061) (0.121) 

Female (ref.: male) 0.079 -2.921*** -0.046 -0.105* -0.184*** -0.023 
(0.073) (0.391) (0.040) (0.048) (0.031) (0.032) 

Age group (ref: under 26)       
 26-35 0.807*** 7.046*** 0.731*** -0.090 0.009 -0.004 
 (0.082) (0.393) (0.045) (0.055) (0.052) (0.039) 
 36-45 0.681*** 7.848*** 1.076*** -0.105+ -0.380*** -0.155** 
 (0.098) (0.565) (0.059) (0.055) (0.068) (0.050) 
 46-60 0.325** 6.676*** 1.317*** -0.095 -1.110*** -0.389*** 
 (0.121) (0.605) (0.062) (0.067) (0.108) (0.076) 
Over 60 -0.302* 6.746*** 1.505*** 0.181 -1.901*** -0.254* 
 (0.143) (0.546) (0.090) (0.138) (0.179) (0.115) 
Region (ref: Western Europe)       
 Scandinavia/Nordic 0.422** 0.911 0.879** -0.174 0.156 0.688*** 
 (0.142) (0.861) (0.311) (0.241) (0.206) (0.182) 
 Southern Europe/Med. -0.817*** -2.508** -0.263 0.188 -0.483* -0.614* 
 (0.216) (0.832) (0.221) (0.293) (0.223) (0.296) 
 Eastern Europe 0.229 -2.233** -0.908*** 0.247 -0.628*** -0.994*** 
 (0.149) (0.704) (0.156) (0.206) (0.186) (0.236) 
Constant/cuts -1.180*** 39.607*** 0.934*** 3.044*** -4.208*** 7.545*** 
 (0.157) (0.791) (0.159) (0.204) (0.290) (0.162) 
 1.660***    -2.161***  
 (0.139)    (0.252)  

Notes: All models additionally control for ESS wave. Model for Social acceptance uses an altered version of the ethnic/racial minority variable (as discussed). Standard errors clustered by 
country for all models. (Standard errors in parentheses.) N = 130,117 across all models. Significance levels: *** p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; +p < 0.10. 
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Appendix: Supplementary tables [Chapter 6/Empirical Paper 3] 
 

Table A1 
Construction of measures 

Variable name Type/categories Construction/source 

Dependent variables   
International Socio-

economic Index (ISEI) 
Continuous (higher score: more prestigious 

occupation) 
Derived from ESS information on current occupation [ISCO-08] (for those in full-time jobs), 

WUDQVIRUPHG LQWR GDQ]HERRP DQG TUHLPDQ¶V (1996) ISEI XVLQJ iscogen package in Stata 
(Jann 2019) 

Political engagement Binary (0: not engaged in politics; 1: 
politically engaged) 

Derived from ESS information on political activity; Respondents categorised as politically 
engaged if they voted in the last national election or ± since not all migrant-background 
respondents will be eligible to vote ± if they took part any non-electoral activities in the past 
12 months (signed a petition, took part in a public demonstration, boycotted a product) 

Fair/good health Binary (0: poor or very poor self-reported 
health; 1: fair to very good health) 

Recoded version of categorical ESS variable on subjective general health (original scale: 1 
'Very good' to 5 'Very bad'; cut-RII IRU ELQDU\ VHW DW 3 DQG EHORZ (µVHU\ JRRG¶ WR µFDLU¶) 

High life satisfaction Binary (0: not very high/low life 
satisfaction; 1: high life satisfaction) 

Recoded version of categorical ESS variable on self-reported level of life satisfaction ('How 
satisfied are you with life as a whole?' ± original scale 0 'Extremely dissatisfied' to 10 
'Extremely satisfied'; cut-off for binary set at 8 and above) 

Social acceptance Binary (0: identifies as member of a 
discriminated group; 0: does not) 

Recoded version of binary ESS variable 'Member of a group discriminated against in this 
country' (Yes/No) 

Individual-level (Level-1) 
independent variables  

 

Migration status/ 
background 

Categorical (0: third generation and higher 
('native') [ref.]; 1: second generation 
(incl. 1.5); 2: first generation 

Derived from ESS information on the country of birth of the respondent and their mother and 
father; also (if applicable) 'What year you first came to live in country' question vs. 'Year of 
birth'; coded as: 'Third-generation and higher' if respondent born in country and both parents 
born in country; 'Second-generation' if respondent born in country to one or two foreign-born 
parents, or born abroad (to foreign parents) but immigrated at age 12 or younger; 'First-
generation' if born abroad and immigrated after the age of 12 

Female Binary (0: male [ref.]; 1: female) Recoded version of ESS gender variable (Male/Female) 

Age Continuous (years) As in ESS 
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Parental socio-economic 
status (SES) 

Categorical (1: lower-skilled; 2: medium-
skilled [ref.]; 3: high-skilled) 

Derived from ESS variables on mother's and father's occupation when respondent was aged 14 
(highest or nonmissing; if both missing, parents' educational attainment used as proxy); 
Coding logic: High-skill: higher administrator to professional and technical job; Medium-
skill: clerical, sales, service occupations, skilled work; Lower-skill: semi- and unskilled work, 
farm work 

Highest educational 
attainment 

Categorical (1: up to lower secondary; 2: 
secondary or vocational [ref.]; 3: tertiary) 

Recoded version of ESS variable 'Highest level of education, ES - ISCED', merging ES-ICED 
categories I-II, III-IV, and V 

Ethnic minority (incl. 
Muslim) 

Binary (1: ethno-racial minority and/or of 
Muslim faith; 0: not a minority in the 
above sense [ref.]) 

Created using ESS information on first and second ancestry, religion, and 'Belong to minority 
ethnic group in country?' question. Respondent is categorised as a likely racialised minority 
(on an ethnic, racial, or religious basis) if any of the following apply: first or second ancestry 
indicated as Asian, Middle Eastern, or African (incl. Caribbean); respondent reports being of 
Muslim faith;  and/or indicates 'Yes' on the question above 

Domicile Categorical (1: big city (area); 2: town or 
small city [ref.]; 3: countryside) 

Recoded version of ESS variable domicile (5 original categories simplified into 3) 

Origin: EU27+/TCN Binary(1: EU27+; 0: third-country national 
(TCN) 

Created based on ESS variable on country of birth; EU27+ category includes those born in 
EU27 (2007) countries, or EEA countries (and Switzerland); third-country nationals are those 
born in any other country 

Contextual (Level-2) 
independent variables 
[selected] 

 

 

Labour market 
regulations/flexibility 

Continuous ([Country's] Labour market 
flexibility; (0: least freedom [most rigid 
regulations]; 10: most freedom) 

MHDVXUH SURYLGHG E\ WKH FUDVHU IQVWLWXWH¶V EFRQRPLF FUHHGRP RI WKH :RUOG 2019 UHSRUW 
(Gwartney, Lawson, and Hall 2020), degree of labour market regulation calculated based on 
the degree of hiring regulations and minimum wage in different countries (and years) 

Electoral democracy 
index 

Continuous (0: low; 1: high [closest to 
ideal of electoral democracy]) 

V-Dem Electoral Democracy Index [v2x_polyarchy], composite index capturing DDKO¶V VHYHQ 
institutions of polyarchy: freedom of association, suffrage, clean elections, elected executive, 
and freedom of expression and alternative sources of information. Measure provided by V-
Dem dataset v12, from the Varieties of Democracy (V-Dem) Project (Coppedge et al. 2022).  

Equal access index Continuous (0: low; 1: high [closest to 
ideal of equality in access to power]) 

V-Dem Equal access index [v2xeg_eqaccess], index capturing de facto access to participation, 
political power, and policy influence; calculated based on indicators of power distribution by 
socioeconomic position, by social group, and by gender. Source as above. 

Exclusion by SES index Continuous (0: low [least democratic]; 1: 
high [most democratic]) 

V-Dem Exclusion by Socio-Economic Group [v2xpe_exlecon] measure of exclusion, i.e., 
individuals being denied access to services or participation in governed spaces based on their 
socioeconomic group; calculated based on indicators of power distributed by socioeconomic 
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group and equality by socioeconomic group in civil liberties, access to public services, state 
jobs and state business opportunities. Source as above. 

Migrant Acceptance 
Index 

Continuous (0: least accepting; 9: most 
accepting) 

UVLQJ GDOOXS¶V 2017 MLJUDQW Acceptance Index for each country, which is a survey-based 
composite score of positive or negative attitude considering three hypotheticals: immigrants 
(D) FRPLQJ OLYLQJ LQ WKH FRXQWU\, (E) EHFRPLQJ RQH¶V QHLJKERXU, (F) PDUU\LQJ D FORVH UHODWLYH. 
Scores can range from 0 (all three are bad things) to 9 (all three are good things) 

Native average on 
[dependent variable] 

Continuous  Average scores (on each dependent variable) calculated for subsample of 'third-generation-and 
higher' respondents within each country-wave sample (average ISEI score; the ratio of Y=1 
responses among natives for the other (binary) dependent variables) 
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Table A2 
Sample breakdown by countries and waves (first-generation immigrants) 

    Breakdown by ESS round 
Country Total N 6 7 8 9 
AT 443 0 128 135 180 
BE 636 164 136 156 180 
CH 1,030 222 252 288 268 
CZ 134 32 29 32 41 
DE 700 190 193 160 157 
DK 145 69 76 0 0 
EE 861 242 265 172 182 
ES 580 159 121 160 140 
FI 175 44 47 37 47 
FR 514 106 123 138 147 
GB 705 155 196 164 190 
IE 894 216 177 275 226 
IT 356 43 0 142 171 
LT 159 43 50 32 34 
NL 365 92 95 77 101 
NO 410 115 57 158 80 
PT 235 83 45 47 60 
SE 510 123 137 102 148 
SI 323 61 72 81 109 
Total N 9,175 2,159 2,199 2,356 2,461 

Source: ESS6-9, subset of data by author (first-generation immigrant sample). 
Notes: unweighted observations. Country abbreviations: AT: Austria; BE: Belgium; CH: Switzerland; CZ: 
Czechia; DE: Germany; DK: Denmark; EE: Estonia; ES: Spain; FI: Finland; FR: France; GB: Great Britain; IE: 
Ireland; IT: Italy; LT: Lithuania; NL: Netherlands; NO: Norway; PT: Portugal; SE: Sweden; SI: Slovenia. 
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Table A3 
Additional descriptive statistics first- and second-generation samples 

  First generation Second generation Min Max   Obs Mean SD Obs Mean SD 
Independent variables         

Gender 9,175   12,673   0 1 
Male (ref.)  0.46 0.50  0.47 0.50   

Female  0.55 0.50  0.53 0.50   

Age 9,175 50.94 15.54 12,673 45.25 17.61 18 99 
Parental SES 9,175   12,673   1 3 

Low SES  0.39 0.49  0.31 0.46   

Medium SES (ref.)  0.37 0.48  0.46 0.50   

High SES  0.21 0.41  0.22 0.41   

Highest educational attainment 9,175   12,673   1 3 
Up to lower secondary  0.27 0.45  0.19 0.39   

Secondary or voc. (ref.)   0.44 0.50  0.56 0.50   

Tertiary  0.28 0.45  0.25 0.43   

Ethnic minority (incl. Muslim) 9,175   12,673   0 1 
No (ref.)  0.56 0.50  0.74 0.44   

Yes  0.43 0.50  0.26 0.44   

Area of origin 9,175   12,673   0 1 
     EU27+  0.38 0.01      
     TCN  0.62 0.01      
Domicile 9,175   12,673   1 3 

Big city (area)  0.42 0.49  0.41 0.49   

Town or small city (ref.)  0.34 0.47  0.32 0.47   

Countryside  0.24 0.43  0.27 0.44   

Dependent variables         
ISEI    6,905 45.64 16.53 10 89 
Political engagement    12,673 0.75 0.43 0 1 
Fair/good health    12,673 0.93 0.26 0 1 
High life satisfaction    12,673 0.50 0.50 0 1 
Social acceptance    12,673 0.85 0.36 0 1 

Source: ESS 6-9, DXWKRU¶V FDOFXODWLRQV (ILUVW- and second-generation immigrant samples). Notes: Unweighted means and frequencies. Totals for Parental SES, 
Highest educational attainment, Ethnic minority, and Area of origin LQFOXGH µMLVVLQJ¶ FDWHJRULHV (< 2%). 



Appendix for Paper 3 

 6 

 
Table A4 

Additional descriptive statistics: native averages on outcomes (by country-year context) 
    Across country-years 
    Mean Std. dev. Min Max 
Native averages (3+ gen.)     

ISEI  45.46 3.02 37.00 53.19 
Political engagement 0.84 0.10 0.58 0.99 
Fair/good health 0.93 0.03 0.85 0.98 
High life satisfaction 0.55 0.16 0.24 0.87 

Note: N = 72 country-year clusters, nested in 19 countries. Sources: ESS6-9, DXWKRU¶V FDOFXODWLRQV. 
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Table A5 
Additional descriptive statistics: Contextual factors by country (1/2): Host country characteristics 

  

GDP per 
capita, 

thousand 
USD 

Gini 
coefficient 

(%) 

Unemploy- 
ment rate 

(%) 

Labour 
market reg./ 
flexibility 

Public social 
expenditure 

(%GDP) 

Healthcare 
expenditure 

(%GDP) 

Electoral 
democracy 

index 

Equal access 
index 

Exclusion by 
SES index 

% Foreign-
born  

Migrant 
Acceptance 

Index  

  2012-2017 
avg. 

2012-2017 
avg. 

2012-2017 
avg. 

2012-2017 
avg. 

2012-2018 
avg. 

2012-2016 
avg. 

2012-2018 
avg. 

2012-2018 
avg. 

2012-2018 
avg. 

2012-2018 
avg. 2017 

AT 48.05 27.57 1.73 5.61 27.45 10.42 0.86 0.82 0.06 17.33 6.06 
BE 44.22 26.18 3.8 7.32 28.88 10.13 0.89 0.93 0.06 15.93 6.16 
CH 82.3 29.35 1.68 7.97 16.39 11.76 0.90 0.91 0.03 28.3 7.21 
CZ 19.48 24.9 2.1 8.08 19.39 7.35 0.86 0.85 0.03 7.35 2.26 
DE 44.8 29.4 1.98 6.83 25.01 11 0.89 0.95 0.01 13.65 7.09 
DK 60.4 27.1 1.9 7.41 29.90 10.37 0.92 0.97 0.01 9.03 7.09 
EE 18.71 33.1 3.2 6.18 16.65 6.35 0.89 0.83 0.02 15.08 2.37 
ES 28.29 34.38 10.28 5.79 24.83 9.01 0.87 0.87 0.06 13.03 7.44 
FI 46.62 25.55 1.98 5.33 29.53 9.44 0.88 0.94 0.02 5.83 6.58 
FR 39.75 29.58 4.38 5.7 31.54 11.49 0.89 0.89 0.05 12.15 6.46 
GB 42.13 31.88 1.83 8.28 21.55 9.79 0.87 0.81 0.17 12.85 6.61 
IE 59.24 30.43 5.73 7.77 17.72 8.81 0.88 0.87 0.07 17.1 7.74 
IT 32.97 32.73 6.27 6.82 27.65 8.95 0.87 0.93 0.05 9.73 6.49 
LT 15.43 35.4 4.28 7.13 15.98 6.46 0.84 0.87 0.06 5.15 2.72 
NL 49.4 26.4 2.3 7.28 17.39 10.51 0.88 0.91 0.02 12.03 7.46 
NO 86.23 24.28 0.93 4.83 23.71 9.78 0.89 0.96 0.01 14.03 7.73 
PT 19.85 34.1 6.6 5.91 23.88 9.13 0.89 0.89 0.13 9.7 6.65 
SE 55.62 27.13 1.38 6.83 26.34 10.99 0.92 0.94 0.03 16.65 7.92 
SI 22.84 24.2 4.23 6.03 22.47 8.51 0.86 0.89 0.09 11.55 4.42 
Average 42.96 29.14 3.5 6.69 23.49 9.49 0.88 0.90 0.05 12.97 6.13 

Sources: European Social Survey (2020), Fraser institute (Gwartney et al., 2020), OECD (2021; 2022), Gallup (2017), Coppedge et al. (2022).  
Notes: µ2012-2017 DYJ.¶: DYHUDJH IURP \HDUV 2012, 2014, 2016, 2017; µ2012-2016 DYJ.¶: DYHUDJH IURP \HDUV 2012, 2014, 2016; µ2012-2018 DYJ.¶ DYHUDJH IURP \HDUV 2012, 
2014, 2016, 2018 Last row shows unweighted averages across countries. See Table A2 notes for country abbreviations. 
 
 
  



Appendix for Paper 3 

 8 

 
Table A6 

Additional descriptive statistics: Contextual factors by country (2/2): Migrant integration policy 

  MIPEX overall 
score  

MIPEX Strands 
Labour Market 

Mobility 
Family 

Reunion 
Political 

participation 
Permanent 
residence Citizenship Anti-

discrimination Health 

  2014/19 avg.  
AT 46.0 59.0 38.7 20.0 50.0 13.0 53.0 81.0 
BE 69.0 51.4 56.2 65.0 75.0 64.9 100.0 65.5 
CH 50.0 63.0 40.9 55.0 48.0 25.8 38.0 83.1 
CZ 47.8 53.9 63.0 10.0 50.0 36.1 64.1 55.6 
DE 57.3 81.1 41.9 60.0 54.0 41.9 70.1 62.9 
DK 53.0 70.0 26.0 70.0 60.0 49.0 51.0 62.0 
EE 46.3 64.4 55.0 20.0 69.0 15.9 48.1 27.5 
ES 57.8 66.9 68.9 55.0 75.0 23.3 59.1 73.6 
FI 82.8 86.4 62.4 91.3 96.0 74.0 95.5 66.9 
FR 53.8 52.0 39.3 41.3 58.1 70.0 79.0 59.6 
GB 56.8 48.0 28.9 45.0 58.1 60.9 93.9 75.0 
IE 60.3 22.1 48.0 73.8 50.0 79.1 87.9 80.6 
IT 58.7 66.9 63.9 25.0 66.9 43.8 77.9 80.4 
LT 34.0 43.7 42.9 5.0 52.0 22.0 51.0 25.0 
NL 57.0 60.4 30.9 50.0 52.0 55.0 85.1 66.4 
NO 71.3 85.1 58.0 80.0 85.2 50.0 64.9 75.0 
PT 78.8 94.1 87.0 80.0 71.0 76.1 100.0 58.1 
SE 86.8 90.9 74.1 80.0 89.9 83.1 100.0 84.6 
SI 45.8 21.5 72.1 26.3 77.0 22.0 85.6 33.1 
Average 58.6 62.2 52.5 50.1 65.1 47.7 73.9 64.0 

Sources: MIPEX 2014 and MIPEX 2019 (Huddleston et al., 2015; Solano and Huddleston 2020)  
Notes: µ2014/19 DYJ.¶: DYHUDJH RI MIPE; 2014 DQG MIPE; 2019. Last row shows unweighted averages across countries. See Table A2 notes for country abbreviations 
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Table A7 
Results of robustness checks: breakdown by EU/non-EU origin (1/3) 

  ISEI Political engagement 

  
EU27+ 
sample 

TCN 
origin 
sample 

Interaction 
effect 

(X*TCN) 
EU27+ 
sample 

TCN 
origin 
sample 

Interaction 
effect 

(X*TCN) 
Economic and structural char.s        

GDP per capita 0.085** 0.048* -0.594 -0.001** 0.000 0.254* 
 (0.027) (0.021) (0.405) (0.000) (0.001) (0.127) 

Gini coefficient -0.451 -0.018 0.829 0.020** -0.004 -0.193* 
 (0.650) (0.014) (0.670) (0.007) (0.010) (0.089) 

Unemployment rate -0.472 -0.021* -0.224 0.002 -0.029*** -0.001 
 (0.662) (0.011) (0.599) (0.004) (0.007) (0.073) 

Flexibility of labour market 0.596 1.590*** 1.077+     
 (0.499) (0.348) (0.606)     

Public social expenditure -0.872 0.017+ -0.821    
 (0.533) (0.009) (0.501)    

Electoral democracy index    0.011 -0.024 -0.058 
 

   (0.016) (0.023) (0.097) 
Equal access index    -0.014 0.019 0.271* 

 
   (0.015) (0.027) (0.113) 

Exclusion by SES index    0.005 0.084*** 0.313*** 
    (0.012) (0.010) (0.074) 

Perc. of foreign-born (stock) 1.457*** -0.019** -0.196 0.014+ -0.001 -0.164** 
 (0.313) (0.007) (0.306) (0.007) (0.010) (0.060) 

Migrant acceptance index 0.482 -0.039* -0.227 0.019*** 0.002 0.520*** 
 (0.650) (0.018) (0.562) (0.004) (0.010) (0.089) 
Migrant integration policy       
MIPEX 2014/19 overall score -0.743 0.027 -0.129 0.004 0.007 0.280** 

 (0.675) (0.022) (0.622) (0.006) (0.009) (0.101) 
MIPEX Labour market mob. -0.220 0.026** -0.875    

 (0.524) (0.010) (0.533)    
MIPEX Family reunion -0.042 0.014 -1.036    

 (0.677) (0.017) (0.767)    
MIPEX Political participation    0.008 0.003 0.415*** 

    (0.006) (0.009) (0.092) 
MIPEX Permanent residence -1.227* 0.015 -0.419 0.002 0.002 0.118 

 (0.517) (0.015) (0.502) (0.005) (0.008) (0.079) 
MIPEX Citizenship -0.410 0.008 0.322 0.002 0.016+ 0.403*** 

 (0.588) (0.013) (0.488) (0.005) (0.009) (0.079) 
MIPEX Anti-discrimination -1.126* 0.018+ 0.775 -0.001 0.007 0.416*** 

 (0.494) (0.010) (0.519) (0.006) (0.009) (0.072) 
N 1804 2782 4586 3274 5325 8599 

Source: ESS6-9, DXWKRU¶V FDOFXODWLRQV (ILUVW-generation immigrant sample).  
Notes: EU27+/TCN (third-country national) categorisation based on country of birth (see Methods for more 
detail). All models include the previously listed control variables. µIQWHUDFWLRQ HIIHFW¶ FROXPQ VKRZV WKH 
coefficients calculated for the interaction variable of the given contextual variable and TCN-born status. Each 
main row refers to a separate model (which includes the indicated contextual variable of interest). Each model 
LQFOXGHV WKH VDPH FRQWURO YDULDEOHV DV WKH µEDVH¶ PRGHOV. FXOO LQGividual tables available upon request. ***p 
<0.001; **p <0.01; *p <0.05; +p <0.1. 
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Table A8 
Results of robustness checks: breakdown by EU/non-EU origin (2/3) 

  Health Life satisfaction 

  
EU27+ 
sample 

TCN 
origin 
sample 

Interaction 
effect 

(X*TCN) 
EU27+ 
sample 

TCN 
origin 
sample 

Interaction 
effect 

(X*TCN) 
Economic and structural char.s        

GDP per capita 0.001* -0.000 -0.204 0.001 0.000 0.016 
 (0.000) (0.001) (0.140) (0.001) (0.001) (0.050) 

Gini coefficient -0.010 0.220 -0.228 -0.048*** 0.004 -0.031 
 (0.008) (0.401) (0.142) (0.012) (0.006) (0.057) 

Unemployment rate -0.012* -1.268** 0.149 -0.025+ 0.020* 0.109** 
 (0.006) (0.390) (0.127) (0.013) (0.009) (0.037) 

Health expenditure 0.017** 0.008 -0.164 0.018** 0.031*** 0.084+ 
 (0.006) (0.012) (0.120) (0.006) (0.008) (0.048) 

Perc. of foreign-born (stock) 0.005 1.237*** -0.222+ -0.059*** -0.002 -0.020 
 (0.004) (0.292) (0.114) (0.014) (0.008) (0.037) 

Migrant acceptance index 0.013* -0.032 -0.152 0.071*** 0.019*** 0.161*** 
 (0.005) (0.285) (0.099) (0.020) (0.005) (0.046) 
Migrant integration policy       
MIPEX 2014/19 overall score 0.002 -0.907*** 0.135 0.055*** 0.018** 0.093+ 

 (0.006) (0.246) (0.133) (0.015) (0.007) (0.052) 
MIPEX Labour market mob.    -0.037* 0.002 0.005 

    (0.018) (0.006) (0.044) 
MIPEX Family reunion    -0.011 0.004 0.103+ 

    (0.017) (0.006) (0.057) 
MIPEX Political participation    0.048* 0.012+ 0.136* 

    (0.019) (0.007) (0.054) 
MIPEX Permanent residence -0.002 -1.562*** 0.023 0.015 0.006 0.028 

 (0.005) (0.331) (0.142) (0.017) (0.008) (0.043) 
MIPEX Citizenship -0.003 -0.184 0.202+ 0.085*** 0.022*** 0.063 

 (0.004) (0.324) (0.115) (0.014) (0.006) (0.046) 
MIPEX Anti-discrimination -0.008 -0.399 0.255* 0.093*** 0.020*** 0.104** 

 (0.005) (0.436) (0.111) (0.011) (0.006) (0.040) 
MIPEX Health -0.002 0.232 -0.184 0.024 0.028*** 0.121+ 

 (0.008) (0.313) (0.134) (0.025) (0.005) (0.069) 
N 3264 5325 8599 3274 5325 8599 

Source: ESS6-9, DXWKRU¶V FDOFXODWLRQV (ILUVW-generation immigrant sample).  
Notes: EU27+/TCN (third-country national) categorisation based on country of birth (see Methods for more 
GHWDLO). AOO PRGHOV LQFOXGH WKH SUHYLRXVO\ OLVWHG FRQWURO YDULDEOHV. µIQWHUDFWLRQ HIIHFW¶ FROXPQ VKRZV WKH 
coefficients calculated for the interaction variable of the given contextual variable and TCN-born status. Each 
main row refers to a separate model (which includes the indicated contextual variable of interest). Each model 
LQFOXGHV WKH VDPH FRQWURO YDULDEOHV DV WKH µEDVH¶ PRGHOV. FXOO LQGYLGXDO WDEOHV DYDilable upon request. ***p 
<0.001; **p <0.01; *p <0.05; +p <0.1. 
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Table A9 
Results of robustness checks: breakdown by EU/non-EU origin (3/3) 

  Social acceptance 

  
EU27+ 
sample 

TCN 
origin 
sample 

Interaction effect 
(X*TCN) 

Economic and structural char.s    
GDP per capita 0.001** 0.002*** 0.150 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.096) 
Gini coefficient -0.018* -0.021* -0.030 

 (0.008) (0.008) (0.096) 
Unemployment rate 0.003 -0.022* 0.019 

 (0.007) (0.009) (0.076) 
Perc. of foreign-born (stock) -0.013 0.025** 0.122 

 (0.010) (0.008) (0.077) 
Migrant acceptance index 0.036*** 0.020* 0.056 

 (0.009) (0.009) (0.078) 
Migrant integration policy 0.028*** 0.000 -0.008 

MIPEX 2014/19 overall score (0.008) (0.010) (0.085) 
 0.008 -0.013 -0.212** 

MIPEX Labour market mob. (0.010) (0.011) (0.076) 
 0.023** -0.003 0.025 

MIPEX Family reunion (0.009) (0.008) (0.086) 
 0.033** 0.019* 0.027 

MIPEX Political participation (0.010) (0.009) (0.085) 
 0.012 -0.007 -0.046 

MIPEX Permanent residence (0.009) (0.011) (0.090) 
 0.028*** 0.003 0.076 

MIPEX Citizenship (0.008) (0.010) (0.081) 
 0.030*** -0.004 0.074 

MIPEX Anti-discrimination (0.007) (0.011) (0.097) 

N 3264 5289 8553 
Source: ESS6-9, DXWKRU¶V FDOFXODWLRQV (ILUVW-generation immigrant sample).  
Notes: EU27+/TCN (third-country national) categorisation based on country of birth (see Methods for more 
GHWDLO). AOO PRGHOV LQFOXGH WKH SUHYLRXVO\ OLVWHG FRQWURO YDULDEOHV. µIQWHUDFWLRQ HIIHFW¶ FROXPQ VKRZV WKH 
coefficients calculated for the interaction variable of the given contextual variable and TCN-born status. Each 
main row refers to a separate model (which includes the indicated contextual variable of interest). Each model 
includes WKH VDPH FRQWURO YDULDEOHV DV WKH µEDVH¶ PRGHOV. FXOO LQGYLGXDO WDEOHV DYDLODEOH XSRQ UHTXHVW. ***S 
<0.001; **p <0.01; *p <0.05; +p <0.1. 
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Table A10 
Additional analyses for second-generation sample: Base models  

Second generation ISEI Political engagement Fair/good Health High life satisfaction Social acceptance 
Female (ref.: Male) -3.432*** 0.009 -0.005 0.004 0.003 
 (0.317) (0.007) (0.005) (0.008) (0.006) 
Age 0.099*** 0.005*** -0.002*** -0.001*** 0.001*** 
 (0.013) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
Parental SES (ref.: medium)      

Low SES -3.279*** -0.050*** -0.004 -0.016 -0.002 
 (0.388) (0.009) (0.005) (0.010) (0.007) 
High SES 3.385*** 0.046*** 0.010 0.052*** -0.009 

 (0.415) (0.009) (0.007) (0.011) (0.008) 
Highest educational attainm. (ref.: upper sec.)      

Up to lower secondary -5.929*** -0.089*** -0.034*** -0.057*** -0.002 
 (0.536) (0.011) (0.007) (0.012) (0.008) 
Tertiary 16.952*** 0.118*** 0.036*** 0.102*** 0.001 

 (0.373) (0.008) (0.005) (0.011) (0.007) 
Ethnic minority (incl. Muslim) (ref.: majority) -0.653+ -0.061*** -0.023*** -0.075*** -0.236*** 

(0.385) (0.009) (0.007) (0.011) (0.012) 
Domicile (ref.: town/small city)      

Big city (area) 0.690+ 0.014+ 0.001 -0.027** -0.023*** 
 (0.378) (0.008) (0.005) (0.010) (0.007) 
Countryside 0.707+ 0.010 0.013* 0.042*** 0.027*** 

 (0.424) (0.009) (0.006) (0.011) (0.008) 
Native average on dep. var. (by country-wave) 0.435*** 1.018*** 0.735*** 0.804***  

(0.096) (0.077) (0.114) (0.035)  
Var(constant[country-wave])) 0.590*** 0.119*** 0.056* 0.021** 0.132*** 

N1 6905 12673 12673 12673 12673 
N2 72 72 72 72 72 

Source: ESS6-9, DXWKRU¶V FDOFXODWLRQV (VHFRQG-generation immigrant sample).  
Notes: AME: average marginal effect. SE: standard error. 'Missing' categories included but not presented. Var(constant[country-wave])): remaining variation of the constant across country-
waves. ***p < 0.001; **p < 0.01; *p < 0.05; +p < 0.1. EU/non-EU-country-of-birth control not included (vs first-generation model) as respondents are primarily native-born. 
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Table A11 
Additional analyses for second-generation sample: results from main regression models 

 
  ISEI 

Political 
engagement 

Fair/good 
health 

High life 
satisfaction 

Social 
acceptance 

  AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE 
Economic and structural char.s     

GDP per capita 1.681*** 0.001 0.008 -0.002 0.008+ 
 (0.236) (0.014) (0.005) (0.011) (0.005) 

Gini coefficient -0.775* -0.027** 0.004 -0.014* -0.002 
 (0.350) (0.010) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) 

Unemployment rate -0.785** 0.002 0.010** 0.005 -0.005 
 (0.296) (0.008) (0.003) (0.006) (0.005) 

Flexibility of labour market 0.775*      (0.293)     
Public social expenditure 0.287      (0.364)     
Health expenditure (% GDP)  0.005+ 0.026***     (0.003) (0.006)  
Electoral democracy index -0.027**      (0.010)    
Equal access index 0.025+      (0.014)    
Exclusion by SES index 0.023**    

  (0.008)    
Other migration-related char.s      

Perc. of foreign-born (stock) 1.024*** -0.038*** 0.010*** -0.020*** 0.015** 
 (0.261) (0.006) (0.003) (0.006) (0.005) 

Migrant acceptance index 1.390*** 0.048** 0.008* 0.029*** 0.003 
 (0.251) (0.016) (0.003) (0.006) (0.004) 
Migrant integration policy     

MIPEX 2014/19 overall score 0.398 0.034** 0.002 0.012+ 0.002 
 (0.371) (0.013) (0.003) (0.006) (0.005) 

MIPEX Labour market mob. 0.351   0.000 0.012* 
 (0.228)   (0.006) (0.006) 

MIPEX Family reunion -0.467*   0.000 0.011* 
 (0.220)   (0.006) (0.005) 

MIPEX Political participation  0.028*  0.014* 0.007 
  (0.013)  (0.007) (0.005) 

MIPEX Permanent residence -0.906*** -0.003 -0.002 -0.000 0.002 
 (0.263) (0.009) (0.003) (0.006) (0.005) 

MIPEX Citizenship 0.369 0.043*** 0.004 0.015* -0.010* 
 (0.350) (0.010) (0.003) (0.006) (0.004) 

MIPEX Anti-discrimination 0.056 0.041*** 0.006+ 0.019*** -0.011* 
 (0.401) (0.008) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005) 

MIPEX Health   0.008* 0.016*  
   (0.003) (0.008)  
N 6905 12673 12673 12673 12673 

Source: ESS6-9, DXWKRU¶V FDOFXODWLRQV (VHFRQG-generation immigrant sample). 
Notes: AME: average marginal effect. SE: standard error. Each row refers to a separate model (which includes the indicated 
FRQWH[WXDO YDULDEOH RI LQWHUHVW). EDFK PRGHO LQFOXGHV WKH VDPH FRQWURO YDULDEOHV DV WKH µEDVH¶ PRGHOV. FXOO LQGYLGXDO WDEOHV 
available upon request. ***p <0.001; **p <0.01; *p <0.05; +p <0.1.  
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Table A12 
Results of robustness checks: main regression models with standard errors clustered by country 

 

  ISEI Political 
engagement 

Fair/good 
health 

High life 
satisfaction 

Social 
acceptance 

  AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE AME/SE 
Economic and structural char.s     

GDP per capita 1.230* -0.006 0.005 0.012 0.032*** 
 (0.566) (0.021) (0.013) (0.011) (0.006) 

Gini coefficient -0.111 -0.038+ 0.010 -0.016+ -0.018* 
 (0.499) (0.020) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009) 

Unemployment rate -0.991* -0.025 0.012 -0.009 -0.018* 
 (0.432) (0.016) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008) 

Flexibility of labour market 0.842*      (0.356)     
Public social expenditure (%GDP) -1.226*      (0.488)     
Health expenditure (% GDP)  0.016** 0.025*     (0.005) (0.011)  
Electoral democracy index -0.016      (0.027)    
Equal access index 0.001      (0.033)    
Exclusion by SES index 0.057***    

  (0.016)    
Other migration-related char.s      

Perc. of foreign-born (stock) 1.279** -0.036* 0.007 -0.011 0.017* 
 (0.337) (0.015) (0.007) (0.011) (0.007) 

Migrant acceptance index 0.148 0.048 0.017*** 0.027* 0.021** 
 (0.401) (0.038) (0.004) (0.011) (0.007) 
Migrant integration policy     

MIPEX 2014/19 overall score -0.740 0.044* 0.011** 0.022* 0.003 
 (0.488) (0.022) (0.004) (0.009) (0.010) 

MIPEX Labour market mob. -0.536   0.007 -0.004 
 (0.364)   (0.010) (0.013) 

MIPEX Family reunion -0.749+   0.013 -0.004 
 (0.397)   (0.011) (0.009) 

MIPEX Political participation  0.016  0.021* 0.020* 
  (0.022)  (0.010) (0.008) 

MIPEX Permanent residence -1.262* 0.005 0.002 0.007 -0.005 
 (0.453) (0.025) (0.007) (0.011) (0.011) 

MIPEX Citizenship -0.240 0.053* 0.014** 0.024** 0.004 
 (0.586) (0.026) (0.005) (0.009) (0.010) 

MIPEX Anti-discrimination -0.635 0.061** 0.012* 0.023* -0.004 
 (0.644) (0.021) (0.006) (0.009) (0.011) 

MIPEX Health  0.024*** 0.020  
   (0.004) (0.014)  
N 4929 9175 9175 9175 9175 

 


	1 Introduction
	2  Background: Immigration in Europe
	2.1 Introduction
	2.2 The origins of Europe’s immigrant population: a brief history of immigration since 1945
	2.3 A profile of Europe’s immigrant and immigrant-background population
	2.4 Integration policy regimes
	2.5 The situation of immigrants and their descendants in Europe: some basic indicators
	2.6 Conclusion

	3 The Concept of Integration
	3.1 Introduction
	3.2 A review of the literature
	3.2.1 Introduction: the challenge of defining integration
	3.2.2 The foundations of the concept of assimilation (early to mid-20th century US scholarship)
	3.2.3 Assimilation revised: North American research on the ‘new’ (post-1965) immigrants
	Terminology
	Dimensions of assimilation
	Actors involved
	Reference group for assimilation
	End-state of assimilation
	Summary

	3.2.4 European conceptualisations of integration
	Presenting the literature
	Terminology
	Dimensions
	Summary of dimensions and indicators outlined across the literature

	Actors
	Reference group
	Endpoint/end-state of integration

	3.2.5 Insights from the study of social inclusion and inequality
	Intersectionality

	3.2.6 Conclusion

	3.3 Own conceptual framework of integration
	3.3.1 Introduction
	3.3.2 Terminology and general definitions
	3.3.3 Dimensions
	3.3.4 Actors
	3.3.5 Reference group (and comparing ‘groups’ in general)
	3.3.6 The endpoint, or end-state of integration

	3.4 Conclusion

	4 Methodology
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 The philosophical stance of the research
	4.3  Data, Measures, and Methods
	4.3.1 Defining the populations of interest
	4.3.2 Data
	The data needed for this research
	About the European Social Survey (ESS)
	Limitations of the ESS
	A note on other potential data sources
	The datasets used in this research

	4.3.3 Measures and operationalisation
	Integration outcomes (dependent variables)
	Economic integration/socioeconomic status
	Civic/political/institutional inclusion
	Social inclusion and well-being
	Health and subjective well-being
	Sociocultural assimilation

	Notes on key constructed independent variables
	Ethnic/racial background
	Parental socioeconomic status

	A note on benchmarking

	4.3.4 Methods (by study)
	Paper 1: Multidimensionality in the integration of first- and second-generation migrants in Europe: a conceptual and empirical investigation
	Paper 2: Does immigrant parentage matter? A multidimensional analysis of second-generation immigrants’ inclusion and well-being across Europe
	Paper 3: The role of host country characteristics in immigrant integration: A cross-European analysis


	4.4 Ethical considerations
	4.5 Conclusion

	5 Empirical Paper 1: Multidimensionality in the Integration of First- and Second-Generation Migrants in Europe: A Conceptual and Empirical Investigation
	6 Empirical Paper 2: Does Immigrant Parentage Matter?  A Multidimensional Analysis of Second-Generation Immigrants’ Inclusion and Well-Being Across Europe
	7 Empirical Paper 3: The Role of Host Country Characteristics in Immigrant Integration: A Cross-European Analysis
	8 Discussion and conclusion
	8.1 Introduction
	8.2 Revisiting the aims and research questions of the research
	8.2.1 How these research questions were addressed

	8.3 Answering research questions and discussing findings
	RQ1: How should immigrant integration be conceptualised?
	RQ1a: What term should we use?
	RQ1b: Integration in what sense? What are the different dimensions of integration?
	RQ1c: Who are the actors of integration?
	RQ1d: Who is the reference group for integration?
	RQ1e: What is the definitional endpoint of integration? What does ‘completed’ integration look like?

	RQ2a: What does the multidimensionality of integration entail?
	RQ2b: What kind of dimensional pattern do we see in the integration outcomes of European immigrant and immigrant-background minorities?
	RQ3: Does migration background make a difference in the outcomes of the native-born offspring of immigrants in Europe?
	RQ4: How are immigrant integration outcomes linked to the contextual characteristics of the host country?
	Do immigrants’ integration-related outcomes vary significantly across country contexts, net of compositional effects?
	Economic conditions and other structural characteristics
	Public attitudes and general presence of immigrants in the country
	Immigrant integration policies


	8.4 Conclusions and broader implications
	8.5 Limitations and recommendations for future research
	8.6 Final remarks

	9 References
	10 Appendices
	10.1 Appendix to Chapter 3
	10.2 Appendix to Chapter 5 (Paper 1)
	10.3 Appendix to Chapter 6 (Paper 2)
	10.4 Appendix to Chapter 7 (Paper 3)




