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Abstract

This thesis provides novel insight into different aspects of West-European integration policies,
including recent policy developments, the central-local governance and the national horizontal
governance of the field. It does so by answering two overarching research questions: 1) Are
West-European integration policies changing, and if so, towards what? 2) What are the drivers
of change and stability in integration policies?

The first article analyses if, how, and why Scandinavian integration policies converged as a
result of the refugee crisis in 2015, focusing on policies of permanent residence, citizenship,
family reunification, and access to social benefits. The analysis shows that in lack of a unified
European solution to address the crisis, Scandinavian countries all introduced more restrictive
integration policies through a mechanism of regulatory competition, or a restrictive ‘ race to the
bottom’.

The second article challenges a recent claim that integration policies experience a ‘local turn’
or increased decentralization, by demonstrating that the local leeway to develop local
integration policies is actually diminishing. Both Denmark and Sweden have moved from a
decentralized to a centralized refugee settlement model in which the central government
allocates refugees to municipalities, thereby limiting local governments’ autonomy. This
change implies a shift toward increased centralization of Scandinavian refugee settlement
policies, with Norway as an exception.

The third article presents a novel dataset, the Dataset on Immigrant Integration Governance
(DIIG), which systematically documents how the integration issue has been organized at the
ministerial level across 16 West-European countries from 1997 to 2017. The analysis shows
that divergence and change characterize the ministerial structures of the integration issue in
Western Europe. Furthermore, it demonstrates that right-oriented governments are more
inclined to couple integration with immigration and/or justice than left-oriented governments
are, reflecting the right’s policy preferences for restrictive integration policies.

The introduction chapter combines the theoretical insights across the articles to explore the
drivers of stability and change in national integration policies. The three articles test a selection
of established theories in the general policy literature that has not been systematically applied
in the integration literature, namely the role of crises, compromises and regulatory competition.
The introduction chapter discusses how these ‘new’ theories supplement and moderate the
scope conditions of the dominant theories of change identified in the current literature on
immigrant integration: national path-dependency and party politics. The synthesizing analysis
does not contradict that path dependency is an important explanatory factor for policy
developments, but provides concrete examples of how (perceived) crises cause countries to
diverge from former national paths. Party politics as an explanatory factor proves useful to
explain changes in the horizontal governance of the integration issue, but fails to explain policy
developments in times of perceived crisis. Furthermore, the thesis demonstrates that crises,
compromises and regulatory competition lead political parties to diverge from ideological
policy preferences.
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Introduction






1 Introduction

1.1 Studying Integration Policies — Why and How?

During the past 20 years, immigration to Western European countries has more than doubled.
The international migrant population in Western Europe increased from 25 million in 1990 to
more than 60 million in 2019, and in 2019, the migrant population constituted roughly 15% of
the population (United Nations 2019). This increased immigration, particularly with the refugee
crisis in 2015, has raised the successful integration of newcomers to the top of political agendas
in the European Union (EU), nationally, regionally and locally (Bleich 2008, 510; Filindra &
Goodman 2019, 499; Goodman 2015, 1906). Political solutions to address the challenges of
increased immigration have substantial impacts on the lives of immigrants themselves and the
populations living in the local communities where immigrants settle. Although debated (Ruist
2017), the successful integration of immigrants has also been presented as a precondition for
the survival of the current welfare state in Western European countries (Djuve 2016; NOU
2017, 2). With increased immigration, the design, structure, and implementation of policies that
promote integration of immigrants becomes crucial (Andersson Joona, Lanninger, &
Sundstrom 2016).

With the rise of such a salient, impactful political issue, research on integration has become
one of the fastest growing areas in political science (Goodman 2015, 1906), with scholars
attempting to account for its political salience, myriad policy designs, and various policy effects
(Filindra & Goodman 2019, 499). The immigration and integration literature traditionally has
been dominated by scholars who have viewed themselves as specialists on immigration,
citizenship, race, and ethnicity and have mostly spoken to their own fields. Several scholars
have called for increasing synergies between the literatures on immigrant integration and public
policies: 1) public policy generalists should incorporate integration-policy-related case studies;
and 2) integration scholars should employ tested frameworks and theories from public policy
studies (Bleich 2008; Filindra & Goodman 2019, 511).

This thesis answers this call by applying both approaches subsequently. The three articles in
this thesis use selected integration policies to study general political phenomena, and each
article addresses unique research gaps in the general policy and governance literature. In
addition, this thesis aims to provide both empirical and theoretical contributions to the
integration literature by combining the insights from the articles. This introduction chapter
synthesizes the findings from the three articles to discuss how (selected) theories from the
policy and governance literature advance the theoretical development in the integration
literature. By taking this dual approach, the thesis aims to answer two overarching research
questions, one descriptive and one explanatory:

1. Are Western European integration policies changing, and if so, towards what?

2. What are the drivers of change and stability in integration policies?



Although the exact wording of the research questions differs in each article, the articles
essentially ask the same overarching research questions. However, the articles focus on
different elements of integration policies and analyze different sub-policies (see Table 1, section
1.3). These differences mean that separately, each article makes unique contributions to the
integration literature; however, combined, they also provide a broad assessment of whether
Western European integration policies are changing. While the three articles’ empirical foci
differ, they test many of the same theories to explain why policy changes happen, making it
possible to synthesize the findings from the three studies to address the second research
question.

By answering the first research question, the thesis contributes to expand the empirical scope
of cross-national analyses of Western European integration policies. It does so by: 1) analyzing
recent empirical developments in Western European integration policies — including
developments during the refugee crisis in 2015 — and discussing whether and how these recent
developments alter current cross-national classifications and conclusions in the integration
literature; 2) expanding studies on the central-local dimension of integration governance; and
3) presenting the first broad comparative analysis of the horizontal dimension of integration
governance. By answering the second research question, the thesis makes theoretical
contributions by testing a selection of established theories in the general policy and governance
literature that have not been systematically applied in the integration literature: the role of
crises, compromises, and regulatory competition. This thesis also discusses how these theories
— formerly untested in the integration literature — supplement and moderate the scope of the
dominant theories of change identified in the current literature on integration: national path
dependency and party politics.

This introduction chapter proceeds with a clarification of the elements of integration policies
on which this thesis focuses (section 1.2). Next, this chapter presents the current empirical and
theoretical research gaps in the integration literature and the ways in which the three articles
address these gaps (section 1.3). Then follows an evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of
the articles’ and the thesis’s research designs (section 1.4). After a summary of each article
(section 1.5), a discussion on how the empirical findings in the articles alter or moderate the
current classifications and conclusions in the integration literature is presented (section 1.6).
Finally, the theoretical findings from the articles are discussed (section 1.7) before suggestions
for future studies on integration policies are outlined (section 1.8).

1.2 Integration Policies — Frames, Policy Measures, and
Governance

Integration is ““a word used by many but understood differently by most” (Robinson 1998, 118).
This quote illustrates why it is both challenging and interesting to study integration policies.
The essence of policies is the intention to guide and steer processes in society, and integration
policies “are part of a normative political process in which the issue of integration is formulated
as a problem, the problem is given a normative framing, and concrete policy measures are
designed and implemented to achieve a desired outcome” (Penninx & Garcés-Mascarefias 2016,
20).

(%)



Following Penninx and Garcés-Mascareiias (2016), the study of integration policies include
three branches, the study of: 1) frames, or how different political and social actors perceive
integration, including the underlying assumptions of the causes and possible solutions of
problems; 2) policy measures, or the programs and instruments in place; and 3) governance,
including the vertical and horizontal organization of integration policies. The three articles in
this thesis complement each other by focusing on different elements of integration policies.
Article 1 studies policy measures, article 2 examines central-local governance, and article 3
analyses the horizontal governance of integration policies. The (national) frames of integration
policies have been widely studied in the integration literature and are not the focus of this thesis
(although changes in the national frames in Sweden are briefly discussed in section 1.7.6).

That integration is a wicked issue (Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017) adds to the
complexity of operationalizing what integration policies are. A wicked issue is a term used to
describe complex social problems that do not have an agreed upon problem definition or
solution, cross traditional sectorial lines, and are transboundary, ambiguous, and uncertain
(Rittel & Webber 1973). That integration is transboundary implies that it (can) encompass
different sub-policies including housing, settlement, employment, discrimination, health,
citizenship, education, and family reunification. This wicked nature indicates that conceptual
decisions on which subfields to include and exclude when studying integration policies must
be made. The conceptual scope of which sub-policies are analyzed differs across the articles.
The following literature review identifies the research gaps in the current integration literature
and argues why the selected sub-policies are useful for analyzing the phenomena studied in
each article.

1.3 Research Gaps in the Integration Literature

The three articles were primarily written as contributions to the general public policy and
governance literature, so they only include short explanations for how they fill gaps in the
integration literature. This section thoroughly explains how each article fills empirical gaps in
the current integration literature concerning the political phenomena and the specific sub-
policies studied (for an overview, see Table 1). Lastly, this section presents theoretical research
gaps in the integration literature.



Table 1: The Studied Political Phenomena, Research Questions, and Empirical Focus in Each Article

Article 1

Cross-national Convergence in
Times of Crisis? Integration Policies
Before, During, and After the
Refugee Crisis

Article 2

Central Coercion or Local
Autonomy? A Comparative Analysis
of Policy Instrument Choice in
Refugee Settlement Policies

Article 3

Policy Preferences and Ministerial
Structures: Immigrant Integration
Governance in Western Europe,
1997-2017

integration policies?

Are converging cross-national traits

instruments toward municipalities in
central-local governance?

General Political Public policy Central-local governance Horizontal governance

Phenomena

Studied

Specific Policy changes in times of crisis Changes in policy instruments Changes in ministerial structures
Phenomena regulating central-local governance

Studied

Specific Research | Did the Scandinavian countries What explains the introduction or How has immigrant integration been
Questions experience a change in national absence of central coercive policy coupled with other issues and been

signaled in the ministerial structure
over time, and are there cross-
national differences?

apparent?
Do government parties’ issue and
policy preferences explain cross- and
within-country developments?
Integration policies in general (not
specific sub-policies)

What caused these changes?

Sub-policies
Studied

Permanent residence policies
Citizenship policies

Family reunification policies
Social policies

Refugee settlement policies

1.3.1 Crises and Policy Convergence

One of the major ongoing debates in the integration literature questions whether there are
patterns of convergence and divergence in national integration policies, including discussions
on both national frames and policy measures. This debate was sparked by the work of Brubaker
(1992) and Favell (1998), who introduced the idea of “national models of integration”. This
idea assumes that historical national legacies — of nationstatehood and different philosophies
based on contrasting understandings of citizenship and nationality — affect the development of
integration policies, causing cross-national divergence (Emilsson 2016). Several scholars have
debated and challenged this idea in studies showing cross-national trends of both convergence
and divergence (Baldi & Goodman 2015; Brochmann & Hagelund 2010; Carrera 2006;
Goodman 2010; 2011; Joppke 2007; 2017). Most of these studies have included historical
accounts going back to the birth of national integration policies in the countries studied.

During the refugee crisis in 2015, Western European countries simultaneously faced an
exponential increase in the number of asylum seekers compared to previous years. How crises
affect public policies has been a major topic in the public policy literature (Kingdon 1984;
Thelen 1999; 2003), and the literature has shown that crises may result in social, political, and
organizational change (Christensen et al. 2016, 887). Studies on policy change in times of crisis,
though, have shown differences in the degree, direction, and mechanisms of change (Boin et al.
2009). However, the essential question of how crises affect national integration policies has
received little systematic attention in the integration literature.

To analyze policy change in times of crisis, article 1 assumes that the link between
immigration and integration can shift the focus of integration policies from measures to enable
integration to measures to ensure migration control (Baldi & Goodman 2015; Joppke 2007).



Thus, the four selected sub-policies — permanent residence, citizenship, family reunification,
and social benefits — are at the heart of the immigration—integration nexus. Previous research
has mainly focused on the conditionality between civic integration requirements and paths to
secure status (e.g., entry, permanent residence, and citizenship; Borevi, Jensen, & Mouritsen
2017), but legal status is only one subset of integration policies (Goodman 2015). Baldi and
Goodman (2015) illustrated how different spheres of integration policies are interlinked and
argued that an assessment of a country’s overall direction is contingent on a comparative
analysis of different sub-policies.

Article 1 contributes to the integration literature by investigating how crises affect national
integration policies. Article 1 also expands the empirical scope of integration policies to include
not only policies regulating permanent residence and citizenship but also other less-studied
aspects of integration policies: family reunification (Bech et al. 2017) and immigrants’ access
to social benefits (Baldi & Goodman 2015).

1.3.2 Central-Local Governance

Studies on integration frames and policy measures dominated the integration literature in its
early years, while the governance of integration gained less attention. However, since the 2000s,
the multi-level governance of integration policies, including the central-local dimension, has
received increasing academic attention. Studies on the central—local governance of integration
have mainly analyzed how local governments — particularly large cities — develop their own
integration policies. Scholars studying the “local turn” have shown that local governments do
not merely implement national integration policies but increasingly formulate their own
integration policies, which may diverge from the ‘national models of integration’ (Alexander
2003; Dekker, Emilsson, Krieger, & Scholten 2015, 2; Emilsson 2016; Jergensen 2014;
Penninx, Kraal, Martiniello, & Vertovec 2017). Another strain of literature including the
central-local dimension is the mainstreaming literature, which has analyzed whether the
integration field has a state-centric (centralized) or a poly-centric (decentralized) governance
structure (Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017; Scholten & van Breugel 2017).

In the existing literature, empirical assessments of whether there is a centralized or a
localized governance approach have mostly been based on two criteria: 1) whether local
governments have their own integration policies; and, if so, 2) whether these policies comply
with or contradict national integration policies. An alternative approach to studying the central—
local dimension is to analyze how national policies regulate the leeway local governments
possess to develop their own integration policies. Although some studies have mentioned
constitutional and financial frames regulating the autonomy of local governments as contextual
factors (e.g., Penninx & Garcés-Mascarefias 2016), in-depth studies on how local leeway is
regulated through national policies have been a road less traveled. However, there is one good
exception. Emilsson (2016) studied how central governments can exercise power over local
governments by examining how national governments use different instruments (coercive,
remunerative, and normative) in national integration policies to regulate local leeway. He found
what he called a “national turn” in Swedish and Danish integration policies: “Sweden and
Denmark have diverged when it comes to integration policy measures and frames but converged



in a strong centralistic governance model (Emilsson 2016, 66) This finding contradicts much
of the literature, which has concluded that there has been a “local turn” or increased
decentralization in the central-local governance of the integration field. Article 2 takes a similar
approach as Emilsson (2016) by exploring how Scandinavian national governments regulate
local governments’ autonomy concerning refugee settlement.

Refugee settlement policies may be seen as first steps in national integration policies (Askim
& Hernes 2017, 106) because where individuals settle or are settled may affect the continuing
integration process (Hernes, Arendt, Joona, & Tronstad 2019, 28). Refugee settlement policies
allow refugees who have obtained residence permits but are not yet national citizens to be
subject to certain policies regulating their right to free settlement within the country. These
policies have long been infused with a combination of practical and moral considerations and
combine trade-offs between individual choice and collective goods through public regulation,
local autonomy and central steering, and efficiency and democratic accountability (Askim &
Hernes 2017; Borevi & Bengtsson 2015). Refugee settlement policies have been used as a case
for studying general questions of public policy and governance. For example, studies have
focused on how administrative framing and political discourse influence local decision making
(Steen 2016; Steen & Roed 2018). Scholars have also considered the outcomes of different
national policies such as how different settlement models affect dispersed settlement and labor
market outcomes (Bevelander 2011; Bevelander & Lundh 2007; Damm 2014; Edin,
Fredriksson, & Aslund 2003; Hernes et. al. 2019). Extensive country studies and comparisons
of national integration policies in the Scandinavian countries have often included settlement
policies as one of many sub-policies in analysis (Borevi 2010; Brochmann & Hagelund 2010;
Petersen & Jonsson 2010). Borevi and Bengtsson (2015) provided an extensive policy analysis
of why the Scandinavian countries have developed different settlement models for refugees.

An essential question guiding refugee settlement policies is who should decide where
refugees should live — refugees, the state, or municipalities (Askim & Hernes 2017). These
decisions are based on two subsequent questions: First, should refugees be able to self-settle
freely in a country after getting residence permits, or should there be an element of publicly
steered settlement? Second, if there is an element of publicly steered settlement, which level of
government should have the final say? This latter question directly addresses the phenomena
studied in article 2: central-local governance and national regulation of local autonomy. Earlier
studies often focused on the first question but did not investigate or discuss the latter question
in much detail. For instance, Borevi and Bengtsson (2015) explicitly limited their study to not
include an analysis of the central-local governance question.

Article 2 addresses the question of how political actors prioritize instruments promoting
either central coercion or local autonomy. Thus, article 2 studies how national policies regulate
the leeway local governments enjoy, which has been an understudied phenomena in the
integration literature in general and in empirical studies on refugee settlement specifically.

1.3.3 Horizontal Governance

The governance literature has shown that the horizontal structure of a policy issue is both a
political and an administrative tool (Christensen et al. 2014, 43; Davis et al. 1999; White &



Dunleavy 2010). Moreover, the horizontal structure may affect policy development (Egeberg
2012, 157-59; Hammond 1986). Nonetheless, the horizontal governance structure of immigrant
integration has received remarkably little attention (Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017), with a
few important exceptions. Desiderio and Weinar (2014) contributed with a cross-national
descriptive analysis of the national ministries and ministers responsible for integration.
Additionally, the literature addressing whether there has been a trend towards mainstreaming
integration governance has included the horizontal dimension as one of several analyzed
elements (Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017; Scholten & van Breugel 2017; Van Breugel &
Scholten 2017; 2019; Westerveen & Adam 2019). A laudable aspect of these comparative case
studies is that they have taken a broad approach to analyze different elements of horizontal
governance: coordinating units, division of responsibility among ministries, and cooperation
with external actors.

However, the integration governance literature could benefit from moving beyond
comparative case studies and instead systematically analyzing the horizontal dimension with
more observations in spatial and longitudinal analyses. For integration policy measures, such
analyses have been enabled by the construction of several datasets documenting integration
policies measures over time across medium and large numbers of countries. Such datasets
include MIPEX (Huddleston, Bilgili, Joki, & Vankova 2015), CIVIX (Goodman 2012b), and
IMPIC (Helbling, Bjerre, Romer, & Zobel 2017). As part of this thesis, | have constructed a
new dataset, the Dataset on Immigrant Integration Governance (DIIG), which systematically
documents the horizontal structure at the ministerial level in the EU15 countries and Norway
from 1997 to 2017.

Article 3 applies the DIIG dataset to study longitudinal and cross-national patterns of how
integration is signaled in ministerial titles and whether integration and immigration/justice are
coupled or decoupled in ministerial structures. Article 3 thus is the first broad comparative
analysis of the horizontal governance of integration policies.

1.3.4 Testing Established and Emerging Explanations in the Integration

Literature

The integration literature has unused potential to apply tested theories from the general public
policy literature (Bleich 2008; Filindra & Goodman 2019, 511); however, some scholars have
already applied this approach and contributed to and borrowed from the general public policy
literature (Filindra & Goodman 2019). For example, Scholten, Collett, and Petrovic (2017)
critically analyzed whether there is a trend toward mainstreaming integration policy and
governance, and Breidahl (2012) tested how policy learning may explain convergent traits in
the Scandinavian countries. In addition, Filindra and Manatschal (2019) used policy feedback
theory to examine how state-level policies affect immigrants’ political attitudes and behavior.
This thesis continues on this synergetic path.

Theories may play different roles in different research designs. This thesis takes a dual
theoretical approach. The three articles follow a classical deductive approach by testing
hypotheses grounded in theories. This introduction, though, takes a more inductive approach
by discussing how the findings from the three articles 1) alter the scope conditions of two



established explanations in the integration literature (path dependency and party politics) and
2) introduce alternative or supplementary explanations (crisis, compromise, and regulatory
competition) to understand developments in Western European policy processes.

It is important to emphasize that the theories tested in the articles have been selected for their
relevance to answer the specific research questions in each article. The selected theories,
therefore, are not meant to represent all possible explanations of changes in national integration
policies, nor is such a holistic theoretical approach the aim of this thesis. Instead, the thesis’s
overarching theoretical goal is to test the selected theories from the general public policy
literature and to discuss 1) if they help explain changes within the integration field and 2) if and
how they supplement or alter the scope conditions of the two dominant theories in the
integration literature.

The three articles test hypotheses derived from many of the same theories, but they do not
include all the same theories. Additionally, the articles differ in their research designs, not only
in which theories they test but also how these theories are applied in the analysis. For example,
article 2 lists four theories as possible explanations and discusses their interrelationships, while
article 3 mainly tests one explanatory variable (party politics). However, article 3 also mentions
path dependency as a premise for ministerial structures and controls for and discusses
observations with high increases in immigration and asylum rates as a proxy for a crisis.
Although these latter variables are not the main theoretical focus in article 3, information can
be extracted from article 3 when trying to synthesize theoretical findings across the articles.
The theories listed in Table 2 thus represent theories that each article either explicitly tests or
discusses in the empirical analysis or discussion. The theories presented in parenthesis are
included in their respective articles but are not further discussed in this introduction chapter.

Table 2: Theories Discussed in the Articles

Article 1 Article 2 Article 3
Cross-national Convergence in Central Coercion or Local Auton- Policy Preferences and Ministerial
Times of Crisis? omy? Structures
Theories Discussed | Path dependency Path dependency Path dependency
in the Articles Party politics Party politics Party politics
Crisis Crisis Crisis
Compromise Compromise
Regulatory competition (Expert and target group support)
(Independent problem solving) (Other political strategies: obfusca-
tion and divide and rule)

This section briefly elaborates on the theoretical underpinnings of path dependency and party
politics and situates how they have been used in the integration literature. Next, this section
presents the three “new” theories discussed thoroughly in this introduction chapter: crisis,
compromise, and regulatory competition.

Path Dependency

Historical institutionalism and path dependency build on the idea that once a path — a policy or
an organizational structure — is chosen, the relevant actors adapt to the practice, which limits
possibilities for radical change (Thelen 1999, 385; 2003, 219). Initial choices thus restrict future



leeway for change. The theory does not indicate that change is impossible but, instead, that
changes will be incremental rather than radical. According to this logic, policies and structures
are not radically altered by shifting political majorities but either are stable or follow
incremental changes, complying with national traditions and philosophies on the integration
issue.

In the integration literature, path dependency has been one of the most common explanations
for (non-)change. The theory of path dependency has been used in a both a strict and a less strict
way in the current literature (Breidahl 2017). The core idea in the argument for national models
of integration follows the stricter version of the theory and focuses on how historical national
legacies affect the development of integration policies (Brubaker 1992; Favell 1998). Other
scholars have applied the argument of path dependency less strictly, although the overarching
idea remains that existing policies and structures limit politicians’ leeway for (radical) change.
As Goodman (2012a, 670) put it, the role of inherited policies matters because policies are not
only outputs but also inputs in the political process. Numerous scholars have shown that both
national traditions and existing policies and governance structures affect future developments
(Baldi & Goodman 2015; Borevi 2014; Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017).

Party Politics

Integration is among the most pressing concerns in Western Europe today (Bleich 2008, 509),
and it is high on the political agenda at all government levels (Hernes et al. 2019). Integration
has also been shown to be one of electorates’ major concerns and a politically salient issue
(Koopmans & Statham 2000) infused with symbolic politics (Borevi, Jensen, & Mouritsen
2017; Joppke 2017). Although there are many national exceptions from this general rule,
political parties’ policy preferences regarding integration generally follow a lefi—right axis:
parties on the right are more inclined to favor restrictive integration policies, parties on the left
are more inclined to favor permissive integration policies, and parties in the middle are either
more moderate or have more ambiguous positions (Akkerman 2012; Ennser 2012). Differing
political positions on integration imply that changing governments and/or changing
parliamentary majorities may explain changes in integration policies. Several studies have
shown how this tendency has affected policy developments within the integration field
(Akkerman 2012; Borevi, Jensen, & Mouritsen 2017; Goodman 2012a).

Crisis

Crises may cause social, political, and organizational change (Christensen et al. 2016, 887).
Even historical institutionalism, which posits that incremental change is the rule, acknowledges
that critical junctures constitute situations in which institutions may make radical change
(Thelen 1999, 386—88). Indeed, crises are often portrayed as window[s] of opportunity for
change (Kingdon 1984). While crises tend to demand strong central leadership, direction, and
control (Christensen, Leegreid, & Rykkja 2016, 7), studies on policy change in times of crisis
have shown differences in the degree, direction, and mechanisms of change (Boin et al. 2009).
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The integration literature has lacked systematic analyses of how crises affect policy
developments. In one exception, Jorgensen and Thomsen (2013) studied the impacts of
economic crises in the early 1970s and 2000s and found that crises affect not only policy
processes and content but also the social construction of target groups. Although the effects of
crises on policy developments have been understudied in early comparative studies on Western
European integration policies, the relevance of crises is impossible to ignore, especially after
the refugee crisis in 2015.

Compromise

Whether a government is successful in getting a policy proposal accepted by a majority in
parliament can depend on the advocating parties’ political strategies. If the government or
advocates within the government want to introduce a new policy, their strategies may be
decisive for the outcome. For example, a minority government or the parties within a coalition
government often need to persuade and negotiate with both their coalition partners and the
opposition to ensure a majority in parliament. Blom-Hansen, Christiansen, Fimreite, and Selle
(2012, 75) referred to compensation — or compromises, as it is henceforth called — as a classic
political strategy. Political compromises can consist of an agreement in which the governing
parties and opposing parties meet halfway on a policy issue or a compensation strategy intended
to reduce the opposition’s resistance by linking two or more issues in a package deal. Opponents
may accept policies they would otherwise resist if they get their way in other areas as part of a
larger reform or compromise. The government’s use of such strategies may be decisive in why
policy changes happen, particularly in multi-party systems where political advocates need to
ensure a majority with all the coalition parties in government and/or the opposition parties in
the case of a minority government.

The strategy of political compromises has been included in case studies of policy
developments of integration policies (Djuve 2011). It has less commonly been considered in
comparative analyses, which have often been limited to examining the correlations between
governing political parties and policy changes (Akkerman 2012; Goodman 2012a) without
analyzing how government parties manage to gain the majority necessary for policy changes.

Regulatory Competition

Regulatory competition focuses on how countries facing competitive pressures mutually adjust
their policies, leading to policy convergence. The general assumption of regulatory competition
is that when facing a common challenge, countries competitively adjust their national policies
according to other countries’ policies, leading to a cross-national “race to the bottom”
(Holzinger & Knill 2005, 782). Although previous studies on regulatory competition have
mostly focused on economic policies, particularly in international trade, this logic may also be
applicable within the field of immigration and integration policies (Heichel, Pape, & Sommerer
2005, 831). The end goal of financial regulatory policies in international trade is to attract
economic actors; however, when looking at immigration and integration policies targeting all
migrants, there can be a dual logic with contrary objectives. While there can be a race for
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countries to attract high-ability migrants, there can also be an opposite race to not be attractive
destination countries to less attractive migrants (Damm & Aslund 2017, 14). In the migration
literature, some studies have tested whether different drivers including regulatory competition
lead to convergence in immigration control policies (Meyers 2002) and immigration policies
for asylum seekers (Lavenex 2002). However, the mechanism of regulatory competition has
not been applied to explain changes in integration policies.

1.4 Research Design

This section starts by presenting and evaluating the articles’ methodological strengths and
weaknesses by discussing their different approaches to what George and Bennett (2005, 31)
called “the trade-off between the goals of attaining theoretical parsimony and establishing
explanatory richness.” This section continues to present how the thesis is intended to comply
with requirements for good research ethics and follows a pragmatic epistemological approach
by combining qualitative and quantitative methods. Finally, this section discusses the
limitations on theoretical generalizations to other policy issues when using the integration issue
to study general phenomena in public policy and governance.

1.4.1 Theoretical Parsimony or Explanatory Richness?

Table 3 summarizes the main aspects of the three articles’ research designs.

Table 3: Research Designs of the Three Articles

Article 1 Article 2 Article 3
Cross-national Convergence in Central Coercion or Local Policy Preferences and Ministerial
Times of Crisis? Autonomy? Structures
Analytic Approach | Comparative case studies of 19 Comparative case studies of six Descriptive spatial and longitudinal
policy processes policy processes analysis of horizontal governance
Cross-national comparison of structures
policies before (2015) and after Quantitative analysis of the
(2017) the refugee crisis correlations between the horizontal
structures and different types of
coalition governments
Data Legislation Legislation Dataset on Immigrant Integration
Government platforms Policy process documents Governance (DIIG)
Policy process documents Public hearings Data on government parties from
Parliamentary debates Parliamentary debates ParlGov
Interviews Data on immigration and asylum
applicants from Eurostat
Countries Norway, Denmark, and Sweden Norway, Denmark, and Sweden EU15 and Norway
Period 2015-2017 1999-2016 19972017

Articles 1 and 2 are based on comparative case studies of policy processes in the Scandinavian
countries. Both studies include within- and across-case analyses, which George and Bennett
(2005, 18) argued are the “strongest means of drawing inferences from case studies.” Borevi,
Jensen, and Mouritsen (2017, 5) described Sweden, Denmark, and Norway as “ideal candidates
for a ‘most similar’ comparative case study”. The Scandinavian countries share strong political,
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social, cultural, and economic similarities, making them suitable cases for cross-country
comparison, as the Scandinavian comparative analyses keep important contextual factors
(relatively) constant (Baldersheim & Stahlberg 2002; Blom-Hansen, Christiansen, Fimreite, &
Selle 2012). Their central-local structures, which include comprehensive welfare states where
municipalities play a crucial role (Hansen & Klausen 2002), and their similar political systems
(Blom-Hansen 1999), enable the examination of how other factors affect the outcomes of the
policy processes. Despite these strong similarities, these countries approach immigrant
integration quite differently (Migration Policy Group 2017). In all indices of integration
policies, regardless of the indicators, Denmark and Sweden are at opposite ends, placing
Denmark in the restrictive group, Sweden in the permissive group, and Norway somewhere
between them (Borevi, Jensen, & Mouritsen 2017; Goodman 2010; 2012b). Additionally, the
three countries have developed very different models of refugee settlement (Borevi &
Bengtsson 2014, 2). Thus, the Scandinavian countries have variations in the dependent
variables (integration policies and central-local governance structures of refugee settlement)
but keep other important contextual factors (relatively) constant. Consequently, these countries
are suitable cases to study different explanations for (non-)change.

Article 1 concentrates on changes in integration policies from 2015 through June 2017.
During this period, the Scandinavian countries all experienced substantial increases in asylum
seekers in 2015, followed by drops in 2016. Thus, during the period investigated, all three
countries faced significant fluctuations in the number of asylum seekers, making them relevant
cases to compare the governments’ reactions to these fluctuations. The first part of the empirical
analysis uses legislation and policy documents to compare each country’s policies in 2015 and
in June 2017 to determine if there were policy change and convergence across the three
countries. The second part of the empirical analysis examines the mechanisms leading to change
and (potential) convergence by studying the different steps of the policy processes, government
platforms, cross-party conciliations, and parliamentary debates.

Article 2 studies five policy processes that included proposals to introduce a coercive policy
instrument in the central-local governance of refugee settlement policies: legislation
empowering a central authority to decide the allocation of refugees among municipalities.
Additionally, the study includes one negative case based on Mahoney and Goertz’s (2004)
possibility principle on instances when there might have been windows of opportunity for
change, but formal policy processes never took place. Policy documents and transcripts from
public hearings and parliamentary debates constitute the data for the empirical analysis. The
parliamentary debates provide information on political parties’ positions in policy processes
studied, including in-depth justification of these positions. The public hearings show how other
experts assess the policy proposals and identify support and opposition in the target group:
municipalities and their interest organizations. The two Norwegian policy processes resulting
in no changes did not make it to parliament. This limited the formal documents available to
understand why these processes did not result in change, creating a need to conduct interviews
with administrative and political officials involved in both processes.

Articles 1 and 2, despite their many similarities, differently prioritize theoretical parsimony
and explanatory richness. Article 1 tests four explanatory variables and discusses their
interactions in detail but only focuses on one sub-policy: refugee settlement policy. In contrast,
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article 2 analyzes four sub-policies but limits the theoretical scope to test two competing drivers
of convergence (although path dependency and party politics are also discussed).

Article 3 follows a different methodological approach by testing two theoretical hypotheses
on a wide selection of observations both cross-nationally and over time. This approach
distinguishes this study from the traditional approaches in the machinery of government
literature and the integration literature, which have favored longitudinal case studies in one or
a few countries. This study presents a new dataset compiled by the author as part of this thesis:
the Dataset on Immigrant Integration Governance (DIIG), which documents the national
structures of the immigrant integration field in 16 Western European countries from 1997 to
2017. Variables on national elections, governments, government parties, and their party family
affiliations were extracted from the ParlGov database to classify different types of governments
(Déring & Manow 2016). Article 3 presents statistical analyses testing the hypothesized
correlations between different government types and horizontal structures for the integration
issue and includes multivariate analyses as robust tests controlling for immigration and asylum
application rates extracted from Eurostat. However, article 3 does not solely rely on statistical
significant correlations but also qualitatively assesses the exact observations driving the results
in the statistical analyses. Nevertheless, article 3 certainly prioritizes theoretical parsimony over
explanatory richness because it mainly focuses on testing whether different government types
correlate with different ministerial structures. In the article, this limitation is explicitly
acknowledged. The article states that how decisive political parties’ policy preferences are in
determining ministerial structures cannot be revealed by quantitative analyses; it requires in-
depth analyses of each process leading to ministerial changes or stability.

1.4.2 Research Ethics

The sources used to conduct the analyses in articles 1 and 2 are publicly available documents,
so it is possible for others to replicate the analyses. For article 2, interviews with selected
administrative and political officials were also conducted. The interviewees are anonymized in
the article but were informed at the beginning of their interviews that they might be indirectly
identified through the descriptions of their affiliated job and position. All the interviewees
signed consent forms clarifying this information. Additionally, all the quotes used in the article
were sent to the interviewees for approval before the article was sent to the journal for review.

The DIIG dataset was constructed based on publicly available sources. An appendix to the
dataset provides a detailed list of all the references used to classify each country (see appendix
2 in article 3). In compliance with the recommendations of the Guidelines for Research Ethics
in the Social Sciences, Humanities, Law and Theology (NESH 2016), the DIIG dataset will be
made available with the future publication of article 3. It will be available online at
https://dataverse.no/, along with all the appendices documenting the analyses conducted in
article 3, providing the necessary information to replicate these analyses.
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1.4.3 Mixed Methods

This thesis applies both qualitative and quantitative methods. By combining qualitative and
quantitative methods to answer the overall research questions, this thesis follows what
Rashakkori and Teddle (2003, 4) identified as a pragmatic perspective to research. Pragmatism
is a practical research philosophy that presumes that combining qualitative and quantitative
methods is possible and fruitful, although historically, the methods originated from different
epistemological perspectives on what knowledge is (Maxcy 2003). One advantage of using
multiple methods is that it enables 1) analyzing how specific independent variables correlate
with dependent variables and 2) answering explanatory questions about the interactions of
independent variables and the conditions of their explanatory power (Rashakkori & Teddle
2003, 4). These two aspects are especially relevant to the theoretical goals of this thesis, which
includes a discussion on the scope conditions of the two dominant theories in the integration
literature and the possibilities for new theoretical explanations to moderate or supplement their
scope conditions.

1.4.4 Contingent Generalizations to Other Policy Issues

According to George and Bennett (2005, 30-32), “case researchers do not [authors’ emphasis]
aspire to select cases that are directly ‘representative’ of diverse populations;” instead, “they
select cases with the goal of providing the strongest possible inferences on particular theories,”
for example, using most-likely or least-likely case selection. With this selection strategy, one
should be cautious about making claims that findings are applicable to larger populations or
phenomena except in contingent ways.

If integration studies aim to say something about public policies and governance more
generally, they need to acknowledge that particular characteristics of integration might limit the
possibility of generalizing findings to other policy issues. That integration is an especially
salient (Koopmans & Statham 2000) and wicked issue (Rittel & Weber 1973) can make it a
highly relevant policy issue to study, but these exact characteristics also necessitate caution
when trying to generalize findings to larger phenomena.

As highlighted in articles 2 and 3, the salient, wicked nature of integration limits the
possibilities to generalize the findings to other less salient and less wicked issues. For example,
article 2 finds that expert opinions are not that important in explaining divergent outcomes in
Scandinavian refugee settlement policies but also acknowledges that expert opinions could be
more relevant to less salient policy issues. Article 3 highlights that political parties’ policy
preferences could be less important in determining the ministerial structures for less salient
policy issues because political actors may be less inclined to use the top level of bureaucracy
as a means to signal and prioritize issue and policy preferences. Additionally, as a wicked issue
crossing traditional sectorial lines, integration has the potential to be coupled with multiple
related issues, thereby opening more alternative structures than less wicked issues.
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1.5 Summary of the Articles

Article 1: Cross-national Convergence in Times of Crisis? Integration Policies
Before, During, and After the Refugee Crisis

Published in: West European Politics, 2018, 41(6), 1305—1329

This article analyzes if, how, and why Scandinavian integration policies converged as a result
of the refugee crisis in 2015, focusing on the policies of permanent residence, citizenship,
family reunification, and access to social benefits. It starts by clarifying how it assesses policy
convergence. Two different approaches to assess convergence identified by Heichel, Pape, and
Sommerer (2005, 831-834) are applied: 1) sigma convergence, meaning decreases in variation;
and 2) delta convergence, meaning parallel moves in the same direction toward a model or on
a continuum. This article also build on Hall’s (1993, 278) separation of policies into three
dimensions: 1) the overarching goals that guide policy in a particular field; 2) the techniques or
policy instruments used to attain those goals; and 3) the precise settings of these instruments.

The research concludes that goal convergence is apparent according to the sigma definition
of convergence (decreases in variation) because all three countries explicitly used integration
policies to reduce the number of asylum seekers. Although the three countries had similar goals,
they applied different instruments and settings to achieve the goals. Norway introduced new
civic requirements for access to permanent residence and citizenship, while Sweden added
residence and employment requirements for permanent residence and family reunification.
Denmark had restrictive instruments in place before the crisis and sharpened the settings of
those instruments, in addition to (re)introducing new restrictions on refugees’ access to social
benefits. The configurations of instruments and the settings of these instruments still differed
across the countries, so for instruments and settings, sigma convergence is not evident.
Nonetheless, all three countries took restrictive steps, so the analysis shows parallel moves in
the same direction, implying convergence according to the delta definition.

The analysis illustrates how more restrictive policies are explicitly justified by politicians by
referring to how national policies must be aligned with or, in some cases, more restrictive than
those of neighboring countries. This finding demonstrates that the mechanism leading to more
restrictive and conditional policies is cross-country regulatory competition. However, the
continuing gap in the three countries’ choices of policy instruments and their settings is better
understood through the logic of path dependency because the existing policies clearly affected
the degree of change in each country.

Beyond the empirical findings, the article contributes by discussing a severe challenge in the
current integration literature: how an insufficient level of precision 1) concerning how to assess
convergence and 2) concerning different dimensions of the policies could lead to inaccurate
and even contrary conclusions when interpreting empirical analyses. First, clear definitions of
how to assess convergence have been almost absent from the current literature on integration
policies, and there is unexploited potential to build on the developed definitions in the policy
convergence literature. Article 1 argues that it is essential to be clear how convergence is
assessed, and demonstrates how different definitions may lead to different conclusions. Second,
this article illustrates the importance of clarifying what policy dimensions are assessed when
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studying cross-national policy changes and how focusing on different dimensions can lead to
different conclusions. Furthermore, it shows how the lack of precision in previous studies
concerning which policy dimensions were emphasized when reaching conclusions could lead
to potentially false disagreements in the academic debate on convergence and divergence in
national integration policies.

Article 2: Central Coercion or Local Autonomy? A Comparative Analysis of
Policy Instrument Choice in Refugee Settlement Policies

Published in: Local Government Studies, 2017, 43(5), 798—819

This article examines explanations for the introduction or absence of central coercive policy
instruments toward local governments. This comparative research includes six policy processes
in Scandinavia where the introduction of policy instruments involving central coercion is put
on the political agenda, focusing on refugee settlement policies. The study contributes to the
central-local literature by addressing two insufficiently explored areas: 1) studies on how local
governments are regulated within constitutional and financial frames; and 2) studies explaining
cross-country differences.

Empirically, the analysis finds that both Denmark and Sweden have moved from
decentralized to centralized settlement models in which the central government allocates
refugees to municipalities, limiting local governments’ autonomy. These changes implies a shift
toward increased centralization of Scandinavian refugee settlement policies, with Norway as an
exception. Theoretically, this article examines how political ideological positions, crises,
external support, and the use of different political strategies explain the different outcomes in
the six policy processes. Although the analysis supports earlier research stating that political
parties have ideological preferences concerning central-local governance relationships, it
illustrates how ideology is put aside in times of perceived crisis and because of political
compromises entered into as part of larger reforms. Crises and political compromises thus
largely explain why many Danish and Swedish political parties ideologically opposed to
restricting municipal autonomy ultimately supported the central allocation of refugees.
Additionally, the different political strategies used by central governments to present central
allocation as a policy instrument greatly affected the outcomes, thus helping explain the cross-
national differences in municipal opposition and support. While the Norwegian attempt to
obfuscate the consequences of the coercive element failed, the Danish and Swedish advocates
used a different tactic of divide and rule. They explicitly highlighted that the proposal would
benefit some municipalities more than others compared to the status quo, so selected
municipalities supported the proposed coercive element.

Regarding the regulation of local autonomy within constitutional and financial frameworks,
an important finding is Norway’s political reluctance to restrict municipal autonomy. Indeed,
other studies have supported the observation that central-local government relationships are
more politically salient in Norway than Denmark and Sweden (Arter 2008; Blom-Hansen,
Christiansen, Fimreite, & Selle 2012). One might assume that cross-country differences in the
political salience of local autonomy are reflected in constitutional and financial frameworks.
However, the study reveals differences in the political salience of central-local governance in
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these three countries that have been systematically categorized in the same groups in
comparative central—local studies (Sellers & Lidstrom 2007). Consequently, this article argues
that studies examining how and why local autonomy is regulated within these frameworks are
necessary to understand the actual degree of autonomy local governments enjoy.

Article 3: Policy Preferences and Ministerial Structures: Immigrant Integration
Governance in Western Europe, 1997-2017

Publication status: “Accepted with condition”, Governance

That not only government parties’ issue preferences but also their policy preferences can affect
the horizontal ministerial structures has been an often-stated, but yet unexplored, assumption in
the literature on the machinery of government changes. This study investigates this assumption
by analyzing whether and how political parties’ issue and policy preferences might explain
longitudinal and cross-national traits in the ministerial structures of immigrant integration in 16
Western European countries. This study documents whether the integration issue is coupled
with or decoupled from immigration and/or justice and whether integration is signaled in
ministerial titles.

The descriptive analysis finds that divergence and change characterize the ministerial
structures of the integration issue, driven by the increasing trend of signaling integration in
ministerial titles and the fluctuating trend of coupling integration with immigration and/or
justice. The analysis shows that right-oriented governments are more inclined to couple
integration with immigration and/or justice than left-oriented governments are, reflecting the
right’s policy preferences for restrictive integration policies. However, governments that
include radical parties are not more inclined to signal integration in ministerial titles.

This article challenges the generalizability of one of the most important identified drivers of
ministerial changes in previous studies: internal party politics (Davis et al. 1999; Heppell 2011;
White & Dunleavy 2010). It argues that internal party politics may be less relevant to coalition
governments (the majority of Western European governments), and issue and policy
preferences may play larger roles when coalition governments determine the ministerial
structure.

1.6 Changing Integration Policies in Western Europe

Are national integration policies in Western European countries changing and, if so, toward
what? This section answers the thesis’s descriptive research question by focusing on the
empirical findings in each of the articles, situating them in the current academic debate in the
integration literature. Whether and how these findings alter or moderate the current
classifications and conclusions in the literature is discussed.

18



1.6.1 Restrictive Policies in Times of Crisis

Article 1 finds that all three countries changed their integration policies during or after the
refugee crisis, but they changed different sub-policies. Article 1°s focus on several sub-policies
makes it possible to extract findings on particular sub-policies. Although article 1 more broadly
treats permanent residence and citizenship policies as sub-policies of integration policies
(Goodman 2015), the literature on civic integration requirements in citizenship policies has
been a major sub-field within the broader integration literature, warranting a summary of recent
developments in the civic integration requirements in these three Scandinavian countries. This
analysis shows that Norway and Denmark introduced or further restricted civic integration
requirements for obtaining permanent residence and citizenship, while Sweden did not
introduce any such requirements. Consequently, regarding civic integration requirements,
Sweden still stands out from its neighbors, even more so since the crisis, and further supports
previous findings pointing to Sweden as the ideal case for continuing national models (Borevi
2014): despite the enormous crisis it faced, Sweden did not walk down the civic path and
diverge from its traditional model of integration.

Nevertheless, looking beyond civic integration requirements, Sweden did diverge from its
traditional path in two important areas. First, it introduced residence requirements for obtaining
permanent residence and family reunification for the first time. Second, it introduced
employment requirements that could expedite the process to obtain permanent residence.
Sweden thus introduced a conditional requirement for obtaining permanent residence for the
first time, although the conditional employment aspect was not absolute. When assessing
questions of changes in national integration policies, article 1, in alignment with Baldi and
Goodman (2015), demonstrates the importance of including more than one sub-policy if the
aim is to assess the overall direction of national integration policies. Although the three
countries changed different sub-policies and policy instruments, they all introduced more
restrictive integration policies.

1.6.2 Stability and Increased Centralization

Article 2 examines recent cases in which Scandinavian refugee settlement models have been
debated and, in some cases, altered. Although article 2 restricts the analysis to central-local
government relationships, the following discussion starts with a more general assessment of the
overall direction of the Scandinavian settlement models.

This analysis of the Scandinavian settlement models shows that over the past 20 years,
Denmark has had a stable settlement model with central allocation of refugees to municipalities.
In Norway, the refugee settlement model founded on municipal voluntary agreements has
remained stable despite frequent suggestions to alter it. Sweden has also kept the main principle
of its settlement model, particularly individual autonomy for refugees who find their own
accommodations. However, Sweden has a dual model because not all refugees find their own
housing, and those who do not need public assistance. The settlement model for refugees who
need public assistance to find accommodations has changed. From 2014 to 2016, Sweden
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gradually moved from a settlement model prioritizing municipal autonomy (similar to the
Norwegian model) to a model prioritizing central allocation (similar to the Danish model).
This summary suggests two conclusions. First, although some changes in the Scandinavian
settlement models have occurred over the years, the main principle of each model has remained
stable: Denmark has implemented central allocation over the past 20 years, Norway has
prioritized municipal autonomy, and since 1994, Sweden’s main principle has been self-
settlement. Consequently, a broader assessment of these settlement models supports the
conclusion that the Scandinavian countries have had rather stable refugee settlement models.
However, a specific focus on the central-local dimension shows that both Denmark and
Sweden have moved from a more decentralized model to a more centralized model in which
the central government allocates refugees to municipalities, thereby limiting local governments’
autonomy. This change implies a shift toward increased centralization of Scandinavian refugee
settlement policies, with Norway as an exception. In alignment with Emilsson’s (2016) study
on Danish and Swedish integration policies, this finding of increased centralization challenges
the claim of a local turn or decentralization in integration policies (Alexander 2003; Dekker,
Emilsson, Krieger, & Scholten 2015; Scholten & van Breugel 2017), because both article 2 and
Emilsson (2016) indicate that local leeway to develop local integration policies is diminishing.

1.6.3 Change and Divergence in Ministerial Structures

The DIIG dataset is the first to systematically document how the integration issue has been
organized at the ministerial level across multiple countries over time. Consequently, whether
Western European countries have experienced changes in their ministerial structures and, if so,
whether these changes have led to convergent or divergent cross-national structures for the
integration issue have generally remained open questions. Documenting 1) whether integration
is coupled with or decoupled from immigration and/or justice and 2) whether integration is
signaled in ministerial titles, article 3 concludes that change and divergence characterized the
ministerial structures of the integration issue in Western European countries from 1997 to 2017,
and these structures have become increasingly diverse in the past 10 years.

First, only 6 of the 16 countries studied experienced no changes in whether integration was
coupled to immigration and/or justice during this period. Three countries had decoupled
structures for the entire period (Belgium, Luxembourg, and Portugal), and three countries had
coupled structures for the entire period (Italy, Spain, and the United Kingdom). The other 10
countries switched between coupled and decoupled structures at least once, with the
Netherlands’ four changes marking the most shifts during the period analyzed. In 1997, about
half the countries coupled integration coupled with immigration and/or justice. Their number
steadily rose until 2005-2006, followed by a fluctuating but decreasing trend through 2017.

Second, article 3 shows a cross-national trend of increased signaling of integration in
ministerial titles over the past 20 years. In 1997, only one country included integration in a
minister’s title, but in 2007, around 40% signaled integration in their ministerial structures. This
number dropped from 2012 to 2014 but rose again after the refugee crisis in 2015. Ten of the
16 countries signaled integration in ministerial titles during this period: five in ministry titles
(Austria, Denmark, France, Luxemburg, and Sweden), while another five had ministers
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responsible for integration who were affiliated with more generalized ministries (Germany,
Ireland, Italy, Norway, and the Netherlands). In summary, the ministerial structures of the
integration issue have become increasingly diverse in the past 10 years, driven by an increasing
trend of signaling integration in ministerial titles and a fluctuating trend of coupling integration
with immigration and/or justice.

Does Increased Signaling Contradict the Trend of Mainstreaming?

Article 3 documents that integration is increasingly signaled in ministerial titles in Western
European countries, and briefly states that this finding challenges the claim that a trend toward
mainstreaming exists in immigrant integration governance in Western Europe. This conclusion
is further discussed in this section. First, the discussion concerns how a (too) broad conceptual
scope of mainstreaming integration governance in existing studies has complicated clear
analyses and conclusions regarding each sub-element of the concept. Second, the discussion
turns to whether mainstreaming and signaling in ministerial structures constitute contradictions
or can coexist.

A (Too?) Broad Scope of the Horizontal Dimension

The mainstreaming literature has taken an important first step to include the horizontal
governance dimension as an object of analysis — an element generally absent in the integration
literature (Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017). A laudable aspect of such research is that it has
adopted a holistic approach investigating whether a trend of mainstreaming has emerged in
policies, vertical governance, and horizontal governance. Narrowing the focus to horizontal
governance, previous studies have analyzed different elements of horizontal governance:
coordinating units, division of responsibility among ministries, and cooperation with external
actors. The literature has also included studies on the horizontal governance dimension at the
European, national, and local government levels. The conclusions have often been based on
overall assessments of whether countries (and sometimes cities within countries) have moved
toward mainstreaming governance and policies. The advantage of this broad approach is that it
provides rich assessments of particular countries. The challenge is that this broad approach
complicates systematic cross-national analyses of the separate elements of the horizontal
governance dimension, making it hard for scholars to extract the main developments in the
specific elements of interest (in this case, the horizontal structure at the ministerial level).

For example, in case studies of the Netherlands, Denmark, Germany, and the United
Kingdom, Scholten, Collett, and Petrovic (2017) named the departments responsible for
integration but did not systematically document changes in this responsibility over time. They
concluded that there has been a clear trend toward polycentric governance (Scholten, Collett,
& Petrovic 2017). However, their conclusion refers to different aspects of the governance of
integration in various countries, including the local level, the ministerial structure, and
cooperation with non-governmental actors. This broad conclusion indicates how the broad
approach makes it hard to separately assess each element across countries.
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Are Signaling and Mainstreaming Contradictory?

Article 3 does not challenge the conclusions in the mainstreaming literature concerning policies,
vertical governance, and cooperation with non-governmental actors. However, this article
questions whether there has been a trend of mainstreaming in horizontal governance at the
ministerial level in Western Europe. Although the cross-national analysis shows that Western
European governments increasingly signal integration in their ministerial structures, one
question still needs to be answered: Is a mainstreaming approach contradictory to signaling an
issue in ministerial titles, or can these two approaches coexist?

The mainstreaming literature has defined mainstreaming governance as a shift from state-
centric to polycentric governance modes (Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017; Scholten & van
Breugel 2017). In the horizontal governance structure, the question is whether responsibility
for coordination of integration policies is concentrated or deconcentrated. Governance
mainstreaming implies a deconcentrated governance structure, which distributes responsibility
for integration policy across various stakeholders, including different government departments
and non-governmental actors. In contrast, a non-mainstreaming governance structure indicates
a concentrated, state-centric structure in which a central minister and/or one central department
are responsible for integration policy.

With this definition, signaling integration in ministerial titles can be interpreted as a proxy
for concentrated, state-centric responsibility, implying a non-mainstreaming governance
structure. However, signaling integration in ministerial titles does not automatically mean that
responsibility for different elements of integration policies is not distributed across ministries.
One example of a dual approach is Denmark, which has “shifted significantly towards a more
mainstreamed approach” (Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017, 12—15), moving from what the
authors call state-centric to poly-centric governance both horizontally and vertically. In
empirical evidence supporting this conclusion, Denmark established a dedicated Ministry for
Refugees, Immigrants, and Integration (INM) in 2001, but in 2011, “there was an explicit
decision to abolish the INM and to disperse the responsibilities of the ministry across various
departments” (Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017, 12). However, although responsibility for
integration was distributed across ministries, one ministry had overarching coordinating
responsibility for integration policies, and this ministry’s name included integration: the
Ministry of Social Affairs and Integration (Jorgensen 2014). This is an example of a structure
that combines a mainstreaming approach with continuation of signaling integration in
ministerial titles.

This dual approach raises the question: Does not signaling integration in ministerial titles
function as a proxy for a concentrated, state-centric, horizontal governance structure? To
answer this question, it is necessary to discuss one underlying principle of a mainstreaming
approach: the role of (non)-targeted policies and governance structures. The mainstreaming
literature has explicitly built on and referred to the literature on target group construction
(Schneider & Ingram 1993; Scholten, Collett, & Petrovic 2017, 3). Targeting implies singling
out immigrants as a group in need of specific policies as opposed to the rest of the population
(Schneider & Ingram 1993). Targeting requires definition and recognition of a group, which
accentuates ethnic and racial distinctions (Scholten & van Breugel 2017, 9). According to most
definitions, a mainstreaming approach implies generic rather than targeted policies and
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governance structures because policies should address society as a whole, not only immigrants
as a targeted group. If generic, non-targeted policies and structures are set as criteria for
mainstreaming, the increased signaling of integration in ministerial titles — the top level of
bureaucracy — definitely weakens the argument for a mainstreaming trend in Western Europe.

However, the mainstreaming literature has complicated such a simple assessment. One main
argument in the gender mainstreaming literature has been that a mainstreaming approach —
implying that responsibility for a policy field (e.g., integration, gender, and disabilities) is taken
up in all sectors — can (and should) be combined with targeted policies (Westerveen & Adam
2019, 24). Such a dual approach can imply that signaling and mainstreaming can coexist within
the same structure. However, I argue that such a dual approach — where integration is both
mainstreamed and signaled in the top level of bureaucracy — should only be classified as a
partially mainstreamed approach because it clearly violates the principle of non-targeted
policies and governance structures.

One option is to view signaling as only one sub-element when assessing whether integration
is mainstreamed in the horizontal structure. Through signaling, targeted governance structures
do not necessarily exclude the possibility of a supplementary mainstreaming approach in which
responsibility for an issue is distributed across relevant departments. However, signaling clearly
violates one of the main purposes of mainstreaming: to avoid target group construction,
separating one sub-group from the rest of society.

1.7 Explaining Changing Integration Policies

How well do the dominant theories in the integration literature explain developments in
Western European integration policies, and what are their scope conditions? What other
explanations can help clarify the picture when these theories fail to provide satisfactory
explanations? To discuss these questions, a review of whether and, if so, how path dependency
and party politics explain policy and governance developments is presented. Cases in which
path dependency and party politics fail to explain developments — when the empirical
developments contradict the theoretical expectations of these two variables — are also identified.
These contradictory cases are further investigated by examining three other explanations for
change: crisis, compromise, and regulatory competition.

1.7.1 Continuing Path Dependency?

Partial Path Dependency in Policies

Comparing Scandinavian integration policies before and after the refugee crisis reveals
examples of changes that both contradict and support a path-dependent logic. On one hand,
article 1 shows that for the first time, Sweden diverged from its traditional path by introducing
residence requirements for obtaining permanent residence and family reunification and
employment requirements that could expedite the process to obtain permanent residence. These
findings contradict a path-dependent logic. On the other hand, when comparing the
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configurations and the settings of policy instruments cross-nationally, the gap persists because
all three countries took restrictive steps, showing traits of path dependency. The Norwegian and
Danish policies for obtaining permanent residence are illustrative examples of incremental
steps. Before the crisis, the Norwegian language requirements only consisted of obligatory
participation in a language course and attending (not passing) a test, but after the crisis, the
country introduced a new requirement to pass an oral exam at level Al (the lowest level). At
the same time, Denmark, which already had a language requirement, raised the existing test
requirement from level Al to level A2. These policy changes are good examples of path-
dependent patterns because the changes were incremental (e.g., Norway did not jump from
obligatory courses to passing exams at level A2), and the cross-national disparities persisted
despite policy changes in all the countries.

Strong Traits of Path Dependency in National Refugee Settlement Models

The Scandinavian settlement models can be interpreted as prime examples of stable path-
dependent national policies. Denmark has kept the central model it introduced in 1999, and this
model has not been up for political debate since its introduction. Although Norway’s voluntary
municipal settlement policy has been repeatedly challenged over the years, the strong
Norwegian tradition of municipal autonomy has buried all proposals of centralization. The main
principle of the Swedish settlement model since its introduction in 1994 has been self-
settlement. Although the principle of self-settlement has been debated over the years, especially
among local politicians (Borevi & Bengtsson 2015), the recent policy processes have retained
the principle of self-settlement as a premise and only opened debate on the central—local
governance of refugees who cannot find their own accommodations. The main principles in all
three countries thus have remained strong, indicating path dependency.

Turning to the central-local governance in the Scandinavian settlement models, one can
interpret the changes in the Swedish model in 2014 and 2016 as cases of incremental change in
line with the logic of path dependency. In 2008-2010, a proposition to introduce central
allocation for all refugees was not adopted. However, in 2014, the Swedish parliament
introduced central allocation for a restricted group (solitary, underaged refugees) and then
expanded the target group to include all refugees a few years later. These developments support
a general claim in the logic of path dependency: radical change (e.g., the proposal in 2008—
2010 to introduce central allocation for all refugees at once) is denied, but change can happen
through incremental steps (e.g., the gradual introduction of central allocation in 2014-2016).
However, as discussed later, supplementary explanations also help explain these developments.

Few Traits of Path Dependency in Horizontal Governance

In article 3, path dependency constitutes more of a premise than an explanatory variable because
earlier studies have shown that ministerial structures in general are actually rather stable over
time (Mortensen & Green-Pedersen 2014). Although ministerial structures for some issues are
relatively stable, other issues experience instability, particularly those that are emerging or
growing in salience (Davis et al. 1999, 30-31; White & Dunleavy 2010, 26). Consequently, in
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article 3, the integration issue is presented as a most-likely case for ministerial changes. Article
3 concludes that stable ministerial structures are the exception rather than the rule because only
4 of the 16 countries did not change their structures during from 1997 to 2017. When not
restricting the analysis to examining whether integration was coupled with or decoupled from
immigration/justice as a dichotomous variable but instead including all changes, only two
countries had completely stable structures. Although path dependency may be a plausible
explanation for non-changes in a few countries, a clear majority of the countries experienced
several changes during the period analyzed, implying that path dependency cannot sufficiently
explain these developments. To understand these developments, I now turn to the other
dominant explanatory variable in the integration literature — party politics.

1.7.2 Expanding and Limiting the Scope Conditions for Party Politics

Party politics has been a dominant explanatory variable for policy developments in the
integration literature; however is it also relevant to explaining 1) the horizontal governance
structure of the integration issue and 2) recent cases of integration policies and central-local
governance.

The few earlier studies on the horizontal structure of the integration issue did not
systematically explore party politics as an explanatory variable. Article 3 contributes to
unwrapping the scope conditions for party politics by testing if it also has explanatory power in
studies on the horizontal governance of the integration field. The article builds on the literature
showing that party politics affects policy developments and investigating whether political
parties’ issue and policy preferences affect how integration is structured at the ministerial level.
The analysis in article 3 shows that the political orientations of governments — whether they are
left- or right-oriented governments — correspond with different horizontal structures for the
integration issue. This finding indicates that party politics also has explanatory power for the
horizontal structure of integration governance, thereby expanding the scope condition of party
politics as an explanatory variable.

Although article 3 expands the scope condition for party politics, articles 1 and 2 give
examples in which party politics fails to explain outcomes. Articles 1 and 2 indicate no clear
correspondence between the outcomes of policy processes and the governments’ hypothesized
outcome preferences for the given issues. Article 1 shows how restrictive integration policies
were introduced in all three Scandinavian countries even though Norway and Denmark had
right-oriented governments, whereas Sweden had a left-oriented government. Similarly, article
2 hypothesizes that coercive instruments are introduced when left-oriented parties are in the
government and, conversely, rejected when right- and center-oriented parties are in power.
However, the analysis shows that the policy processes that led to increased centralization
involved both left- and right-oriented governments. Thus, articles 1 and 2 limit the scope of
party politics as an explanation because governments’ political orientations did not explain
policy developments. More importantly, most policy proposals that got the necessary majority
in parliaments were passed with support from parties on both sides of the aisle. These two
findings challenge party politics as an explanatory variable and lead to the question: If party
politics was not the decisive factor in changes in these studies, what was?
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1.7.3 Diverging from Paths and Ideology in Times of (Perceived) Crisis

All three articles show how political parties explicitly used perceptions of crises to justify policy
and governance changes and to support changes that diverged from their ideological
preferences. Article 1 documents that politicians in all three countries actively used the crisis
to legitimize the restrictive policy changes and concludes that political parties ideologically
opposed to the proposed restrictive policies set aside their ideological positions on integration
policies during the crisis.

Article 2 shows that the perceived severity of the problem varied substantially across the
analyzed cases, and a clear pattern emerges when separating the instances of change and non-
change. In the three cases of increased centralization in the Scandinavian refugee settlement
models, there was a unified perception of a crisis that necessitated change. The parties formerly
opposed to central coercion explicitly justified their new position by arguing that the crisis
called for change. In contrast, in cases of non-change (continuing decentralization), the
opponents of coercive instruments either disputed the severity of the problem or actively used
it as a counterargument. Article 2 also makes one important specification: the analysis shows
that the actual number of refugees who needed settlement assistance was not the decisive factor
in change; instead, the political actors’ unified perception of the seriousness of the problem
was.

This insight is relevant to interpreting the analysis of increased immigration and asylum rates
in article 3. Article 3 includes statistical multivariate robust tests controlling for high increases
in asylum and immigration rates, which can be interpreted as a proxy for a crisis. These analyses
show mostly insignificant results on whether high increases in asylum and immigration rates
affected ministerial structures (see appendix 3 to article 3). However, these results are not
surprising when combined with the insight from article 1 that the decisive factor in change was
not objective criteria (the increase in immigrants) but whether the political actors had a unified
perception of whether the increase constituted a crisis. The perception of the severity of, for
example, a 50% increase in asylum rates (one of the tested operationalization in article 3) may
not have been equal across the countries, which could explain the insignificant and ambiguous
results for these variables in the statistical analyses.

However, although the statistical analyses do not show a significant correlation between
immigration and asylum rates and changes in ministerial structures, article 3 gives concrete
examples of countries responding to the crisis by changing their ministerial structures. In
Norway and Sweden, the governments took office before the refugee crisis and did not make
changes in their ministerial structures. However, during the refugee crisis, both governments
(re)introduced the term infegration in ministerial titles, and Norway moved the integration field
from a ministry dealing with equality and family policies to a ministry responsible for
immigration and justice.

This meta-analysis of the articles shows political actors explicitly used the crisis as an
argument to legitimize policy and governance changes, but the nature of this justification
differed. In some cases, the political actors justified the need to change policies and structures
as a response to the crisis itself, whereas in other cases, the crisis affected outcomes more
indirectly by incentivizing 1) cross-partisan compromises and 2) cross-national regulatory
competition.
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1.7.4 Cross-partisan Compromises

Narrowing the focus to the cases of actual changes, articles 1 and 2 show that support across
the political aisle for specific legislation was often part of larger reforms and compromises
concerning immigration and integration policies. In article 1, most processes that led to changes
were part of large cross-partisan compromises in which parties accepted certain elements to
which they were ideologically opposed because they won in other areas. Similarly, article 2
finds that political parties’ ideological positions concerning increased centralization (of refugee
settlement policies) did not change, but parties ideologically opposed to centralization
eventually agreed to such changes because they were part of larger compromises within the
immigration and integration field.

The Norwegian policy processes during the refugee crisis described in article 2 provide
further evidence supporting the importance of these large compromises. At the peak of the
refugee crisis, all parties except the Socialist-Left party signed a cross-partisan conciliation
introducing both specific restrictions and vague intentions to implement further restrictive
policies. However, when the government proposed the new legislation to parliament, the right-
wing Progress Party insisted that parliament would not vote on the policy proposals as a total
package but would vote on each element separately. The opposition strongly criticized this
approach, arguing that it was a political stunt to polarize the debate. This strategy also implied
that some restrictions agreed upon in the cross-partisan conciliation would not get the necessary
majority in parliament because the opposition parties no longer felt obligated by their
commitments in the conciliation.

These cases illustrate how the use and non-use of compromises can enable and hinder
changes as political parties support policies they ideologically oppose because they receive
compensation in other issue areas.

1.7.5 A “Race to the Restrictive Bottom”

Article 1 tests the hypothesis that a crisis leads to convergent policies across countries by testing
two opposing hypotheses. First, policy convergence occurs through a mechanism of
independent problem solving, which gives rise to cross-national convergence due to similar but
independent responses to parallel problem pressures. Second, policy occurs due to regulatory
competition as countries facing competitive pressures mutually adjust their policies to other
countries’ policies. Analyzing the parliamentary debates, article 1 supports that restrictive
integration policies were explicitly justified by referring to how national policies must be
aligned with or, in some cases, more restrictive than those of neighboring countries. This
argument was used, in particular, by political parties ideologically opposed to restrictive
policies to legitimize their support for these policies during the crisis. For example, Swedish
Social Democratic Member of Parliament Yilmaz Kerimo justified the government’s
restrictions on family reunification and residence permits, stating that:

We are fully aware that temporary residence permits and restrictions on family immigra-

tion are not in the best interests of each individual. But as long as EU member states do
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not share the responsibility for asylum reception jointly but choose to hand the problem
over to some countries such as Sweden, we cannot have policies that are significantly dif-

ferent than those of our neighbors in the EU. (Author’s translation)

1.7.6 Swedish Deviation from a Historic Path?

The effects of the crisis are especially interesting in the Swedish case, which has been used as
the prime example of claims that national models of integration still persist (Borevi 2014). An
interesting related question is whether the crisis only led to short-term changes or has had
substantial long-term effects on policies (and polities).

Article 1 concludes that Sweden diverged from its historical path of not placing restrictions
on permanent residence and family reunification. However, did this divergence indicate a
deviation from the dominant ideological philosophy of integration in Sweden or reluctant policy
changes “forced” on Sweden by the crisis? Analysis of the parliamentary debates leading to the
restrictive policy changes in the three countries shows that the Danish and Norwegian
governments justified these changes by arguing that they would also positively affect the
integration process. This logic was in line with the dominant national logic in these countries
that emphasized fulfilment of certain obligations as a path to integration (Borevi 2014, 717). In
contrast, the Swedish government portrayed the restrictive changes as unfortunate and
explicitly acknowledged that they could negatively affect refugees’ future integration, but the
government argued that they were necessary to prevent the collapse of the asylum system and
other societal functions. The Swedish justification implies that even during the crisis, the
Swedish government did not abandon the main principle of its national integration philosophy:
integration requires that all citizens have equal, universal access to certain fundamental rights
(Borevi 2014, 708). This conclusion is further supported by the fact that the policy changes
were temporary laws.

However, article 1 recognizes the short-term perspective from 2015 to June 2017 as a
methodological constraint and concludes that future studies must determine whether the crisis
led to long-term policy changes in Sweden. In 2019, the Swedish parliament passed a new
temporary law extending the 2016 changes concerning permanent residence, including
employment requirements.! Certain changes were made concerning family reunification,
including removing the absolute three-year restriction for family reunification. The national
Migration Board, though, has written that it is still difficult for persons who have obtained
asylum in Sweden to be reunited with their families because the new legislation sets high
requirements for self-sufficiency.? This extended law indicates that the policy changes in
Sweden during the crisis were not temporary deviations but have also had longer-term effects
at the policy level. However, what have the long-term effects on the Swedish integration
philosophy been? It is still early to draw conclusions, but Emilsson (2018, 17—18) argued that
the refugee crisis has led to a new dominant policy paradigm on the integration issue in Swedish

! «Forlingning av lagen om tillfilliga begriinsningar av mojligheten att £ uppehallstillstdnd i Sverige» 2019, link:
https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/arende/betankande/forlangning-av-lagen-om-tillfalliga-begrans-
ningar H601S{fU26

2 https://www.migrationsinfo.se/flyktingar/den-tillfalliga-lagen/#fn-5095-10
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politics. Emilsson (2018) showed that a majority of the political parties now support restrictive
integration policies that would have been impossible before the refugee crisis.

1.7.7 How Emerging Theories Complement Established Theories

This thesis does not challenge that the theories that have dominated the integration literature —
path dependency and party politics — remain important explanations for developments in
Western European integration policies. Rather, this thesis discusses the scope conditions of
these variables and proposes alternative explanations for when they fail to explain specific
developments. The preceding discussion shows the persistence of path-dependent national
traditions in some cases but also documents changes made in times of (perceived) crises. These
findings do not necessarily contradict the theory of path dependency because the theory does
pose that radical change is possible at critical junctures. However, these findings do provide
concrete examples of how (perceived) crises cause countries to diverge from their former
national paths.

More importantly, the preceding synthesized analysis contributes to the integration literature
by examining the scope of party politics as an explanatory variable by both expanding and
limiting its scope conditions. It expands the scope of the variable by showing that it also has
explanatory power for the horizontal governance of the integration issue. At the same time, the
analysis across articles limits the scope condition of the variable by demonstrating how political
ideologies fail to explain policy developments in times of perceived crisis. Additionally, the
thesis demonstrates that crises, compromises, and regulatory competition lead political parties
to diverge from their ideological policy preferences.

1.8 Future Research

An important empirical contribution of this thesis is the development of the DIIG dataset, which
will be made publicly available. The dataset has unexploited potential, with its combination of
detailed descriptive information and a scope including 16 countries and 21 years. First, the
dataset contains information that could answer other research questions in studies that take the
horizontal organizational structure of the integration and immigration field as the dependent
variable. Second, the dataset’s detailed descriptions of both spatial and longitudinal changes
and the accompanying list of references used to compile the dataset provide great sources for
selecting case studies. Third, the dataset enables quantitative analyses using organizational
structure as an independent variable. The horizontal structure may affect policy processes and
their outputs (Egeberg 2012, 157-159; Vestlund 2015), but there is a lack of quantitative studies
examining the horizontal structure as an independent variable. Within the integration and
immigration field, an especially relevant question is if and how the horizontal organizational
structure affects actual policies. This question could be answered by combining this dataset
with existing data on policy developments from datasets such as MIPEX (2015), CIVIX
(Goodman 2014), and IMPIC (Helbling, Bjerre, Romer, & Zobel 2017). However, it is
important to acknowledge that the ministerial structure is only one element of the horizontal
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governance dimension. Systematic analyses of how governments manage to include and
cooperate with non-governmental actors is another important area for future research.

This thesis applies the called upon approach to use general theories from the public policy
literature to study integration policies (Bleich 2008; Filindra & Goodman 2019, 511). This
synergetic path is proven to be highly useful, but the thesis tests only a handful of new theories
and their relationships to the two dominant theories in the integration literature. Future
integration research should continue to test established theories in the public policy and
governance literature to theoretically advance the integration literature and to enable integration
researchers to contribute to generic theoretical development within their disciplines.

Finally, George and Bennett (2005) argued that a chief goal of political science is to provide
policymakers with generic knowledge that can help them form effective strategies. This thesis
shows that integration policies have been subject to change, especially after the refugee crisis
in 2015. Despite a vast literature on immigrant integration policies, systematic analyses of their
effects have been lacking (Ersanilli & Koopmans 2011). As Goodman and Wright (2015, 1887)
argued, “in light of massive changes observed across Western Europe to implement more
obligatory integration policies, a systematic examination of policy effects is warranted.” Future
research should explore whether these changed integration policies have had the claimed effects
and, just as importantly, whether these policies also have potential (negative) side-effects.

1.8.1 Integration Policies — What’s in a Name?

“The careful steps of conceptualization and measurement matter: they often affect how schol-
ars assess policies and program outcomes which can, in turn, inform future policy design.”
(Filindra & Goodman 2019, 509)

Considering the aforementioned call for future research to assess the effects of (changing)
integration polices, I want to end this introduction chapter with a reflection on scholars’
definition power within this highly salient and politicized policy field. How we as scholars
define and label the objects we study may affect how society and political communities view
these objects and how our findings may be used politically. For example, as Filindra and
Goodman (2019, 510) stressed, policy rankings (a major field within the integration literature)
are both theoretically and politically important because politicians and officials may use them
to highlight achievements or declines.

In particular, the nexus between immigration and integration policies is relevant in this
respect. Several studies (Goodman 2010; Goodman & Wright 2015), including article 1, have
found that what scholars have referred to as integration policies are often used to limit
immigration rather than promote integration. However, what should determine whether a policy
is classified within one category and not the other: the name, the intentions, the policy
instruments, or the effects of the policy? For example, politicians may have the best intentions
when introducing employment requirements for obtaining permanent residence and genuinely
believe that they will increase immigrants’ motivation to become self-sufficient, ultimately
enhancing their integration into society. However, if studies show that this requirement does
not enhance the integration of immigrants but instead prevents them from obtaining a secure
legal status, would the academic community still be justified in defining this requirement as
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part of an integration policy? If studies continue to reveal that what the scholarly community
(and most European countries) define as integration policies are mostly used to deter
immigration, do we as scholars legitimize a false framing? This question has no easy answer,
but at least, the scholarly dialogue should not blindly continue to use such labels without critical
reflection, particularly not on such a politicized topic for which our framing may legitimize
particular political narratives.
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Article 1: Cross-national Convergence in
Times of Crisis? Integration Policies
Before, During, and After the Refugee
Crisis

Abstract

This article analyses if, how and why Scandinavian integration policies converged as a
result of the refugee crisis in 2015, studying policies of permanent residence, citizen-
ship, family reunification and access to social benefits. The analysis of policy processes
finds that a logic of regulatory competition led to goal convergence, as all three coun-
tries explicitly adapted their policies relative to other countries’ policies. Nonetheless,
when comparing the configuration of policy instruments and their settings, the cross-
country gap persists as all three countries took restrictive steps, thus showing traits of
path dependency. The conclusion discusses a severe challenge in the current policy con-
vergence debate in the integration literature: how an insufficient level of precision 1)
concerning different dimensions of the policies and 2) concerning how to assess conver-
gence could lead to inaccurate and even opposite conclusions when interpreting empiri-
cal analyses.
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Article 2: Central Coercion or Local
Autonomy? A Comparative Analysis of
Policy Instrument Choice in Refugee
Settlement Policies

Abstract

Although existing literature on central-local governance includes comprehensive studies
on how constitutional and financial frameworks regulate local government autonomy,
this study seeks explanations for the introduction or absence of central coercion within
these frameworks. The analysis studies six processes of policy instrument choice with
different outcomes in Norway, Denmark and Sweden in the field of refugee settlement.
It finds that a uniform perception of crisis and political compromises make political par-
ties abandon their political-ideological standpoints relating to central-local governance.
Additionally, the success and failure of political strategies of obfuscation and of divid-
ing the opposition help to explain the different outcomes. The study reveals differences
in the political salience of central-local governance in three countries that have system-
atically been categorized in the same groups in central-local studies. Consequently,
more studies on how and why local autonomy is regulated within national frameworks
are necessary to understand the actual autonomy that local governments enjoy.
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Article 3: Policy Preferences and
Ministerial Structures: Immigrant

Integration Governance in Western
Europe, 1997-2017

Abstract

This article tests an often-stated assumption in the “machinery of government” litera-
ture: that government parties’ issue and policy preferences affect the ministerial struc-
ture. Using a new Dataset on Immigrant Integration Governance (DIIG) that documents
the ministerial structure of immigrant integration in 16 Western European countries
1997-2017, the analysis finds that divergence and change characterize the ministerial
structure. The analysis finds that right-oriented governments are more inclined to couple
integration with immigration and justice than are left-oriented governments, indicating
different policy preferences. However, it does not find that governments with radical
parties would be more inclined to signal “integration” in ministerial titles. The study’s
comparative approach challenges the generalizability of existing knowledge on drivers
of ministerial changes. Additionally, it fills a gap in current immigrant integration litera-
ture: the study of the horizontal governance structure.
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Introduction

The horizontal organization and reorganization of an issue matter; different organizational
structures produce different policy outcomes. The horizontal structure — how tasks are
distributed among the same hierarchical level, and how different issues are linked or decoupled
from each other (Egeberg, 2012) — broadly defines interests and goals to be pursued, forms
criteria on which to base comparisons of alternative polices, and influences which conflicts rise
to the top level in the policy-making process (Hammond, 1986; Egeberg, 2012). Additionally,
the horizontal structure is an opportunity for the government to express priorities, (re)frame an
issue, and meet policy challenges and external pressure (White and Dunleavy, 2010; Davis et
al., 1999; Christensen et al., 2014).

The ministerial structure encompasses the complexity and dilemmas of horizontal
governance, and has been addressed by the literature on “machinery of government changes”
(Mortensen and Green-Pedersen, 2014). This literature identifies several drivers that affect both
the number of ministries and the number of changes in the ministries’ issue content, for
example, administrative challenges and external pressure (White and Dunleavy, 2010),
developments in the policy agenda (Mortensen and Green-Pedersen, 2014), and internal party
politics (Davis et al., 1999; Heppell, 2011; White and Dunleavy, 2010). Peter B. Mortensen and
Christoffer Green-Pedersen (2014, 166) argue that although the literature on portfolio allocation
has shown that the allocation of ministries is important to government parties, the political
dynamic behind what determines the issue content of ministries deserves more theoretical
elaboration and empirical investigation — not necessarily by identifying more explanations, but
by unfolding the political logic behind explanations already identified. Issue preference has
been important in previous studies of changes in ministries’ issue content (Mortensen and
Green-Pedersen, 2014; White and Dunleavy, 2010), and stems from the idea of issue ownership,
implying that political parties prefer high attention to some issues rather than others (Karlsen
and Aardal, 2016, 262). However, that the government’s policy preferences, that is, the actual
policies that should be pursued on a given issue, might affect the ministerial structure is a
constantly repeated, but yet unexplored, assumption (Heppell, 2011; Davis et al., 1999;
Mortensen and Green-Pedersen, 2014).

This article addresses this gap by analyzing both elements, reflecting two dilemmas a
government faces when designing the ministerial structure. First, whether an issue should be
signaled or not in the ministerial titles, reflecting the government’s issue preferences. Second,
how the issue should be coupled with or decoupled from other related issues, reflecting the
government’s policy preferences. To exemplify using the integration of immigrants (hereafter
immigrant integration®) as an issue: a government might express its issue preference for
“integration” by either including it or excluding it from the ministerial titles, depending on
whether the government wants to draw attention to or deflect attention from the issue. The
government’s policy preferences — whether it prefers restrictive or permissive integration

3 Countries — and scholars - use different labels for policies that focus on the integration or incorporation of immi-
grants. European countries - and most scholars - often use the term ‘immigrant integration” policies (or just ‘inte-
gration policies’), while American scholars refers to either alienage, immigrant, integration or incorporation poli-
cies (Filindra and Goodman 2019). Since this study applies the Dataset on Immigrant Integration Governance
(DIIG), which documents the West-European ministerial structure, it uses the term ‘immigrant integration’.
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policies — might affect what other issues the government wants to couple integration with in the
ministerial structure, for example immigration and justice (restrictive) versus social policy and
inclusion (permissive).

To analyze whether and how issue and policy preferences affect the ministerial structure, it
is necessary to move beyond the traditional approach in the machinery of government literature,
that is, longitudinal case studies concentrating on changes in the ministerial structure as a whole
in one or a few countries. This article studies how one single issue is structured at the ministerial
level across countries over time. Glyn Davis et al. (1999, 13) argue that the literature needs
comparative analyses to test if drivers of machinery changes are place specific in addition to
time specific. This study will do so by analyzing the ministerial structure of immigrant
integration, using a new dataset compiled by the author, the Dataset on Immigrant Integration
Governance (DIIG) that documents the national structure of the immigrant integration field in
16 Western European countries from 1997 to 2017.The article asks two question: First, how
has immigrant integration been coupled with other issues and been signaled in the ministerial
structure over time, and are there cross-national differences? The article focuses specifically on
whether the integration issue is coupled with the immigration and justice field, as a contrast to
other issues such as social affairs. Second, the article asks: Do government parties’ issue and
policy preferences explain cross- and within-country developments?

Immigrant integration — a politically salient and “wicked” issue infused with symbolic
politics — constitutes a “most likely” case for observing issue and policy preferences manifested
in the ministerial structure. First, it is more likely that political parties actively use the
ministerial structure as a tool to draw attention to or deflect attention from a politically salient
issue than they do for less salient issues. Second, it is more likely to identify policy preferences
in the ministerial structure for “wicked issues.” “Wicked issues” is a term used to describe
complex social problems that have no agreed upon problem definition or solution, are
transboundary, ambiguous, and uncertain, and cross traditional sectorial lines (Rittel and
Weber, 1973). Thus, wicked issues have the potential to be coupled with multiple related issues,
opening the possibility for multiple alternative structures. Third, immigrant integration policies
often are infused with symbolic politics (Joppke, 2017; Borevi et al., 2017), thus it is also
plausible to assume that political parties would be more inclined to make symbolic changes in
the ministerial structure for this particular policy issue.

The empirical focus on immigrant integration and the DIIG dataset also contribute to fill a
gap in the immigrant integration literature. Although research on immigrant integration has
become one of the fastest growing areas in political science (Goodman, 2015, 1906), empirical
studies have mostly focused on policy content (Goodman, 2012, 2015; Hernes, 2018; Joppke,
2007, 2017) or on vertical multi-level governance (Dekker et al., 2015; Hernes, 2017; Scholten
et al., 2017). The horizontal governance structure, however, has gained less attention. While
some qualitative studies mention the horizontal dimension when describing the governance
structure of integration (Scholten et al., 2017; Desiderio and Weinar, 2014), this literature lacks
spatial and longitudinal analyses that systematically explore the horizontal structure as the
dependent variable.

The article starts with a description of the theoretical assumptions for how issue and policy
preferences could affect the ministerial structure, and how these preferences could be reflected
in four stylized horizontal structures. Then follows a presentation of hypotheses predicting
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which types of ministerial structures different governments would prefer for the integration
issue. Using the DIIG dataset, the descriptive analysis shows how divergence and change
characterize the ministerial structures in Western Europe the last 20 years. The explanatory
analysis finds that right-oriented governments are more inclined to couple integration with
immigration and/or justice than left-oriented governments are. However, it does not find that
governments that include a radical party are more inclined to signal integration in ministerial
titles. The discussion elaborates on the study’s limitations and advantages by applying a broader
comparative approach than earlier studies of machinery changes and argues that the findings
challenge the generalizability of existing knowledge on drivers of ministerial changes. Lastly,
the conclusion presents ways to exploit the new DIIG dataset in future analyses to provide new
insight not only for the literature on immigrant integration, but also for the public administration
literature more generally.

Coupling and Signaling in the Ministerial Structure

Earlier studies show that the ministerial structure actually is rather stable over time (Mortensen
and Green-Pedersen, 2014). National traditions for how to organize the ministerial structure
limit the possibility for radical change because relevant actors will adapt to the existing practice
(Thelen, 1999). Additionally, ministerial changes have substantial costs, both financially and
administratively (White and Dunleavy, 2010, 7). However, earlier studies show that while the
ministerial structure is relatively stable for some issues, others experience instability (Davis et
al., 1999, 30-31; White and Dunleavy, 2010, 26). In Western European countries, the authority
to decide the ministerial structure lies with the government parties, and is usually the
prerogative of the prime minister or the party leaders in a coalition government.* As a contrast,
in the United States, the control over the federal administration is divided between the
Presidency and Congress, and all US ministerial reorganizations must be approved by Congress
(White and Dunleavy, 2010, 23). When deciding on the ministerial structure of specific issues,
the governing parties must consider two elements. One is how the issue should be coupled with
or decoupled from other related issues, reflecting their policy preferences. The other is whether
the issue should be signaled in the ministerial titles, reflecting their issue preferences.

Policy Preference: The Coupling or Decoupling of Issues

Coupling as an analytical concept has often been used to study the vertical governance
dimension, but Philipp Trein (2016, 420) argues that this concept has unexploited potential in
the study of horizontal governance. The horizontal structure might express a government’s
alternative policy preferences by how an issue is coupled with or decoupled from other related
issues. Coupling is particularly relevant for wicked issues that often cross traditional sectorial

4 In some countries, certain ministries have set titles (e.g., the Home Office), and cannot include “integration™ in
the ministry title. This restricts the government parties’ prerogative to choose ministerial titles freely. Nev-
ertheless, it is a political choice to place a specific issue within a ministry subject to such restrictions. If the
government wanted to signal “integration” in ministerial titles, it could place the integration field within a
ministry that was not subject to such restrictions.
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boundaries and have the potential to be coupled with multiple issues. Issues within one
organizational unit are more likely to be coordinated than are those belonging to different units
(Egeberg, 2012, 159). An official in a particular unit is expected to consider only certain
alternatives and their consequences, while leaving it to other units to consider their respective
alternatives and consequences (Egeberg, Gornitzka, and Trondal, 2016, 33). Thus, the
horizontal structure broadly defines the interests and goals to be pursued, and the considerations
and alternatives that should be treated as relevant (Egeberg, 2012, 158). A reorganization of the
ministerial structure by changing which issues are coupled or decoupled could portray the
government’s (new) framing of an issue (Christensen et al., 2014, 43), reflecting their policy
preferences.

The coupling of policy issues might be a product of different types of structural changes
(White and Dunleavy, 2010, 14): mergers of previously separate ministries; demergers by
moving sets of functions previously carried out as a subcomponent in a broader ministry into a
separate ministry; transfers of functions, where two or more ministries remain in being, but a
set of responsibilities is transferred from one to another; and terminations, where a ministry is
closed and its remaining activities are transferred to other ministries.

Issue Preference: Signaling in the Ministerial Structure

The government can use the ministerial structure to enhance or signal political priorities or to
give extra weight to an issue (Heppell, 2011, 426). A government that wants to draw attention
to an issue might include it in the ministerial titles, and a government that wants to deflect
attention from a political issue might exclude it (Mortensen and Green-Pedersen, 2014, 168,
172). Including an issue in the ministerial titles could reflect a real investment in the given issue,
for example increased funding. Even without increased funding, it could also be a symbolic
change intended to signal to the public that the government is tackling an issue. Either way,
including an issue in ministerial titles is a tool for the government fo express their prioritized
issues to the public, irrespective of whether they actually follow up with increased funding. Not
every issue can have its own ministry or minister; thus, the government must prioritize.
Signaling an issue in ministerial titles is expected to be preferred by government parties that
have a particular ownership of the issue and/or that would benefit from drawing a high level of
attention to it (Mortensen and Green-Pedersen, 2014, 168, 172; Karlsen and Aardal, 2016).
Changes concerning the inclusion or exclusion of an issue in the ministerial titles could be
made without relocation in the ministerial structure: the issue can remain within the same
ministry, while the name is included or excluded from the title or a specialized ministerial
position is established or abolished within a more generalized ministry. Intuitively, changing
the ministry title seems like a more substantial change than creating a specialized minister
within a generalized ministry. However, a change in the ministry’s title could merely be a
symbolic change (i.e., one involving no additional funding). If a specialized minister for
integration is established within a generalized ministry, even though the new post involves no
increased funding, it still has gained (one would assume) a dedicated high-ranking politician
who will work on this issue. Additionally, ministers are mostly described in the media by their
ministerial title, and not by the ministry’s title. Thus, as a tool to signal to the public the
government’s prioritized issues, it is not clear whether a change in the ministry’s title is more
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profound than establishing a specialized minister would be. Consequently, the analysis does not
make separate theoretical expectations for one or the other.

Four stylized horizontal structures

The two dilemmas that politicians face concerning if and how to signal an issue and couple an
issue in the ministerial structure create four stylized horizontal structures, presented in Table 1.
Table 1 distinguishes whether the main issue under study — Policy A — is signaled or not in the
organizational title, and whether Policy A4 is coupled with or decoupled from (an)other issue(s)
— Policy B. For integration, the coupling with or decoupling from immigration or social affairs
is often of particular interest. For the energy field, it may be climate or transport. For disabilities,
it may be health or employment. Which issues are substantially relevant to focus on will depend
on the research question.

Table 1: Four stylized horizontal structures

Policy A coupled with Policy B Policy A decoupled from Policy B
Policy A . .
Policy A in title and coupled with Policy B Policy A in title and decoupled from Policy B
signaled
Policy A not Policy A not in title and decoupled from
Policy A not in title and coupled with Policy B
signaled Policy B

Classification of organizations within — and movement between — these categories capture
changes both with and without relocations in the ministerial structure. Whereas vertical
movement implies changes in how the government signals an issue, horizontal and diagonal
movement also implies changes regarding how the issue is coupled with other issues.

Parties’ position on integration policies and hypothesized structure
preferences

If political parties that have a particular ownership of an issue would be expected to signal the
issue in the ministerial structure, and to structurally couple the issue with other issues that
support their policy preferences, changes in the composition of government parties could lead
to changes in the ministerial structure if the new government parties have different issue and
policy preferences than their predecessors did. Studies documenting political parties’ issue
ownership and positions on immigrant integration policies make it possible to derive hypotheses
on how different (coalition) governments might manifest these positions in the ministerial
structure. In a study of political parties’ policy homogeneity across 17 European countries,
Laurenz Ennser (2012, 162) found that political parties classified within the same party family
have relatively similar preferences on integration policies (with the “liberal” party family as an
exception). The parties’ positions follow the classic left-right economic dimension: radical-
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right parties are the most inclined to support restrictive integration policies; radical-left parties
are the least inclined, and the other parties have positions that are more moderate and are
distributed in-between. Additionally, several studies have shown that the government
composition of political parties affects the direction of integration policies on the permissive-
restrictive scale (Akkerman, 2012; Borevi, Jensen, and Mouritsen, 2017; Goodman, 2012).
Thus, that parties within the same party family have relatively similar issue and policy
preferences makes it possible to examine if governments that include the same types of political
parties also have similar preferences for how to organize integration in the ministerial structure.
However, for the integration issue, what structural logic might be derived from different issue
and policy preferences?

First, turning to the question of coupling integration with or decoupling it from other issues:
As a wicked issue, integration encompasses multiple other issues: immigration, health,
education, employment, housing, crime, discrimination, etc. Thus, the issues it could potentially
be coupled with are numerous. In the integration literature on public policies, the coupling of
integration with immigration has received particular attention, because studies have shown that
integration policies are increasingly used as means to limit immigration (Baldi and Goodman,
2015; Hernes, 2018). Although immigration and integration policies focus on the same target
group, the policies focus on different areas. The focus of immigration policies is mostly on
questions of access to the country, for example, migration, visas, asylum, and the process until
an applicant is granted a legal residence permit. The focus of integration policies is often on the
process after a residence permit is granted (e.g., the cultural, social, and economic integration
into society). However, parties that want to use integration policies as mean to restrict further
immigration could be more inclined to couple integration with topics like immigration, national
security, crime, and terrorism in the ministerial structure — often responsibilities under a
ministry of immigration and/or justice. Alternatively, integration might be coupled with welfare
issues such as social affairs, employment and inclusion, or other issues that do not link
integration directly with immigration and/or justice. The coupling of integration with or the
decoupling of it from either of these two groups of issues could be related to the governments’
general positions on the restrictive-permissive scale of integration policies. Right-oriented
parties generally support more restrictive integration policies than left-oriented parties do
(Ennser, 2012, 162; Akkerman, 2012), and thus, could be expected to couple integration with
immigration and/or justice. Left-oriented governments could be expected to couple integration
with issues they have particular ownership of, for example social affairs and employment
policies, as opposed to immigration and justice — issues typically “owned” by the right
(Petrocik, 1996, 831-32). Thus, the first hypothesis states that right-oriented governments will
be more inclined to couple integration with immigration and/or justice in the ministerial
structure than left-oriented governments will be.

Second, integration is a politically salient issue, and because of their opposing political
positions, political parties could have different incentives to keep this issue on the political
agenda. Both radical-left and radical-right parties generally have more radical positions than do
parties closer to the center concerning immigrant integration (Ennser, 2012, 162); consequently,
these parties might have a stronger incentive to express these positions in the ministry’s and/or
the minister’s title than moderate parties do. The integration issue has great potential for both
radical-left and radical-right parties to mark their ground with, for example, permissive or
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restrictive policies regulating immigrants’ access to general welfare benefits, liberal or
restrictive requirements to obtain citizenship, etc. This is not only the case for radical-right
parties where immigration and integration most often is the issue of greatest concern to their
voters (Akkerman, 2012, 511), but also increasingly so for radical-left parties that can brand
themselves as an opposition to the restrictive policies of the the right (Bale et al., 2010).
Following this logic, the hypothesis would be that governments that include a radical party will
be more inclined to signal integration in the ministerial titles than governments without such
parties will be. However, an opposite hypothesis might also be presented. Although radical
parties have more radical positions on integration, these positions may not lead to preferences
to signal the issue in the ministerial titles. For radical-left parties an alternative logic supporting
permissive policy preferences could be at play: Signaling integration in the ministerial titles
implies singling out immigrants as a target group as opposed to the rest of the population
(Schneider and Ingram, 1993). Not signaling integration in the ministerial titles is more in line
with a mainstreaming approach to organizing the integration field (Scholten et al., 2017), and
avoids constructing immigrants as a group in need of targeted policies, dividing them from the
majority population. Thus, this alternative logic would imply that radical-left parties would not
signal integration in the ministerial titles. For radical-right parties, an alternative logic could be
that because radical-right parties oppose immigration, they are less likely to signal integration
because they do not want immigrants to come to the country in the first place, and do not want
the state to use time and resources to integrate immigrants. Consequently, radical-right parties
may be more inclined to signal “immigration” or other issues that signal their restrictive
immigration policies, and not ‘integration’.

Dataset on Immigrant Integration Governance (DIIG)

This study presents a unique comparative dataset, DIIG, mapping the national structure of the
immigrant integration field in 16 Western European countries from 1997 to 2017.° The
following variables from the dataset have been used to conduct the analysis: country, year,
descriptive account of structural change, title of ministry responsible for integration, title of
minister responsible for integration, title of ministry responsible for immigration, type of
change, classification of coupled issues (7 categories), classification of integration as
signaled/not signaled, and classification of integration as coupled/decoupled from immigration
and/or justice.

The main source to document historical developments in the ministerial structure has been
annual country reports and cross-country analyses from the European Migration Network and
the INTERACT project. In these annual reports, country experts and government authorities
have reported systematically on the governmental bodies responsible for integration and
immigration. Not all the countries have annual reports for the entire period of analysis; thus,
findings from the reports are supplemented and validated by the following sources: 1) European
Website on Integration and the EU Immigration Portal, 2) governmental webpages, 3) official
historical online archives of ministries and ministers in government cabinets, 4) national

3 Dataset will be published online at https://dataverse.no/ with a future publication of the article.
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databases on state administration (for Norway and Ireland), 5) policy 6documents, and 6)
academic books and articles with detailed case studies of the selected countries. For a detailed
list of references for each country, see appendix 2.

Two researchers compiled the dataset. The first researcher documented the governance
structure with specific references to the original sources, and identified observations that were
unclear; for example, for a few countries, the sources on the historical structure differed
concerning the exact years for ministerial changes or the exact titles of ministers. The second
researcher surveyed all original references to validate the dataset, and thereafter, uncertainties
on how to classify and code countries were discussed and decisions were jointly arrived at to
ensure similar classifications across countries. For a detailed description of the variables’
operationalization, see appendix 1: Codebook.

Data on Government Parties: ParlGov

The dataset also includes variables on national elections, governments, and government parties
and their party family affiliation (according to their position in an economic (state/market) and
a cultural (liberty/authority) left/right dimension), extracted from the ParlGov database (for
information on the database, see Doring and Manow, 2016).° The hypotheses distinguish
between four types of governments, according to whether the government 1) is right- or left-
oriented and 2) includes a radical party or not. In his analysis of the party families’ policy
positions on immigration and integration, Ennser (2012) finds that parties in the center of the
political spectrum also have a centered position on immigration and integration policies.
Consequently, the inclusion of a centrist party in a government is not expected to affect the
government’s preferences in a particular direction. Thus, the eight party families identified by
Holger Déring and Philip Manow (2016) will be further classified as described in Table 2
below.

6 The operationalization of government parties in the ParlGov dataset does not include parties supporting minority
governments. However, because the prerogative to alter the ministerial structure ultimately lies with the
prime minister or leaders of the coalition parties in Western Europe, supporting parties are less relevant
when the ministerial structure is determined.
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Table 2: Classification of party families

Party family (classified by ParlGov) Classification in analysis
Communist/Socialist Radical-left (RL)
Green/Ecologist Radical-left (RL)

Social democracy Left (L)

Liberal Center (C)

Agrarian Center (C)

Christian democracy Right (R)

Conservative Right (R)

Right-wing Radical-right (RR)

The four types of governments could be either with or without a center party (C):
- Right-oriented governments with a radical-right party: R + RR(+ C)
- Right-oriented governments without a radical-right party: R(+ C)
- Left-oriented governments with a radical-left party: L+ RL(+ C)
- Left-oriented governments without a radical-left party: L(+ C)

Seventy-five per cent of the observations in the dataset (counting each year from 1997 to 2017)
could be classified within these four types of governments. Centrist governments constitute the
largest government type outside these four groups, including both a Social-Democratic party
and a Conservative or Christian-Democratic parties (16%). Additionally, the remaining 9%
represent other government types: caretaker cabinets, “rainbow governments” and Center-
Right-Green governments. The article does not analyze and discuss these latter types of
governments.

Methodological Challenges with the Comparative Perspective

The dataset has some methodological challenges that are important to specify. First,
administrative traditions for political appointees in government differ across Europe
(Dahlstrom, 2009), particularly at lower hierarchical levels under the respective ministers. The
dataset is limited to documenting the top level, thus it includes only political appointees who
were members of the government cabinet. Additionally, the countries use different titles to
address the top political level (ministry, department, cabinet offices, etc.) and political
appointees (e.g., minister, secretary general, secretary of state). This study applies “ministry”
and “minister” as common terms for these top political levels.

Second, the focus of national integration policies may differ, both cross-nationally and over
time within the same country. In relation to the nexus between integration and immigration
policies described in the theoretical section, which subfields “belong” to one or the other may
differ cross-nationally. For example, Hernes (2018) shows that while family reunification was
framed as an integration issue in Norway during the 2015 refugee crisis, in Sweden this policy
area was explicitly restricted to deter further immigration. Detailed analyses of where different
subfields in the heart of this nexus are placed — within the body responsible for integration or
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immigration — have not been conducted and compared cross-nationally. Thus, there are some
differences regarding which subfields the countries delegate to the respective fields of
immigration and integration. Because the dataset largely builds on official primary sources and
secondary sources from country experts, these sources’ descriptions of which bodies are
responsible for integration and immigration form the basis for the classification.

Another challenge is that the focus of the integration policies may differ cross-nationally and
over time, depending on the circumstances in each country (e.g., the number of refugees from
one year to another) and the political and public debates. However, irrespective of the exact
content of the integration policies, the hypothesis tested in this article is at a generic level,
hypothesizing which ministerial structure political parties would prefer based on their
respective positions on integration policies as restrictive or permissive. These positions could
be argued to be quite similar irrespective of the exact content of the integration issues; for
example, a radical-right party is expected to advocate for restrictive policies both concerning
refugee integration policies and concerning civic integration policies. Thus, although the
content of integration policies may differ, such variation is not very problematic for the
theoretical hypothesis tested, which focuses on whether issue and policy preferences affect the
ministerial structure.

Increasingly Divergent Ministerial Structures

How has immigrant integration been coupled with other issues and signaled in the ministerial
structure over time, and are there cross-national differences? Table 3 describes which type(s)
of ministerial structure(s) the countries had from 1997 to 2017, and shows that 75% of the
countries changed their type of structure at least once. Thirty-one per cent (Italy, Greece,
Finland, Germany, and Luxemburg) had two types of ministerial structures, another 44%
(Austria, Denmark, France, Ireland, Norway, the Netherlands, and Sweden) tested three types.
Several countries also moved back and forth between different categories, both horizontally,
vertically and diagonally. Thus, only four of 16 countries had the same stylized ministerial
structure for the 21 years analyzed: Belgium, the United Kingdom, Spain, and Portugal.
Belgium is a federal state and decentralized the responsibility for integration the entire period.
The other three countries made minor changes in the organizational structure of the integration
issue, but none that involved changes concerning if integration was signaled or not in the titles
or concerning the coupling with or decoupling from immigration and/or justice. Thus, a stable
structure is the exception rather than the rule.
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Table 3: Countries classified under type(s) of ministerial structure(s), 1997-2017

Coupled with “Immigration/Justice”

Decoupled from “Immigration/Justice”

Austria 2011-2012

Denmark 2001-2010; 2014-2017
France 2007-2009

Germany 2005-2017

Austria 2013-2017
Denmark 2011-2014
Ireland 2010
Luxemburg 20042017

not signaled

Integration Ireland 2007-2009; 20162017 Netherlands 1998-2001: 20072009
signaled Italy 2011-2013 Sweden 1997-1999; 2007-2013; 2016—
Netherlands 2002—-2006; 2010-2011 2017
Norway 2015-2017
Sweden 2002-2006
Finland 1997-2011 Austria 1997-2010
France 2010-2017 Belgium 1997-2017
Greece 1997-2015 Denmark 1997-2000
Ireland 1997-2006; 2011-2015 Finland 20122017
Italy 1997-2010; 2014-2017 France 1997-2006
Integration

Norway 1997-2008
Spain 1997-2017
United Kingdom 1997-2017

Germany 1997-2004

Greece 20162017

Luxemburg 1997-2003
Netherlands 1997; 20122017
Norway 2009-2014

Portugal 1997-2017

Sweden 2000-2001; 20142015

A Diverse Structure of Coupled Policy Issues

Western European governments have coupled integration with numerous different issues.

During the last 20 years, integration has been coupled with 41 policy fields when counting
unique words included in ministry or ministers’ titles, including asylum, public order,

employment, social affairs, equality, culture, international cooperation, and democracy.
Coupling integration with or decoupling it from justice and immigration is of particular interest
for analyzing government parties’ policy preferences. So, has integration been coupled with or
decoupled from immigration and justice the last 20 years?
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Figure 1: Number of countries that coupled integration with immigration and/or justice (N = 16)*

12

10

* The countries that are not classified as coupled are either: 1) decoupled horizontally within different
ministries, or 2) decoupled vertically between the federal and state levels (Austria before 2011 and Belgium).

Figure 1 describes the number of countries that coupled integration with immigration and/or
justice in the same ministry. From 1997, about half the countries had these two areas coupled,
and the number steadily rose until 2005-06, followed by a fluctuating and decreasing trend until
2017.

Increased Signaling of Integration in the Ministerial Titles

Ten of sixteen countries signaled integration in the ministerial titles during the period of
analysis: five in the ministry title (Austria, Denmark, France, Luxemburg, and Sweden), and an
additional five had a minister responsible for integration that was affiliated with a more
generalized ministry (Germany, Ireland, Italy, Norway, and the Netherlands).
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Figure 2: Number of countries with integration signaled in the ministerial titles, 1997-2017 (N = 16)
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Figure 2 portrays a clear cross-national trend of increased signaling of integration in the
ministerial titles the last 20 years. In 1997, only Sweden included integration in a minister’s
title; however, from 2007, around 40% signaled integration in the ministerial structure. This
number dropped in between 2012 and 2014, but rose again after the refugee crisis in 2015. In
the three countries that introduced “integration” in the ministerial titles after the refugee crisis
(Norway, Sweden, and Ireland), all established a specialized minister within a more generalized
ministry.

Increasingly Divergent Cross-National Structures

Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of observations when combining the two components of
signaling and coupling into four stylized ministerial structures (see Table 1).
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Figure 3: Distribution of countries across four stylized ministerial structures (N = 16)
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Figure 3 shows that ministerial structures where integration is signaled in the title and coupled
with immigration and/or justice did not exist until 2001, but by 2005, nearly 25% had this
structure. However, after remaining relatively stable until 2011, it decreased the following years
until 2014, but regained popularity after the 2015 refugee crisis. Structures that signaled
integration in the title and decoupled integration from immigration and/or justice were less
common the first years of analysis and have fluctuated during the entire period; however, from
2007, about 20% of the countries have had this type of structure. Turning to the observations
where integration was not signaled in the titles, about 45% started in 1997 with a structure
where integration was not signaled and coupled with immigration and/or justice, and this
number remained stable until 2006, and then followed a 10-15% decline. The observations
where integration was not signaled in the title and decoupled from immigration and/or justice
have been the most volatile. In the late 1990s, around 50% had this structure. The percentage
steadily decreased to about 20% in 2007; however, from 2011, the trend shifted, and
approximately 35% of the countries have had this structure in recent years.

Summarized, the ministerial structure of the integration issue in Western European countries
has become increasingly diverse the last 10 years, because the countries spread themselves
across the four stylized ministerial structures to a larger degree than they did in the first 10 years
of analysis.
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Parties’ Issue and Policy Preferences: Reflected in the Ministerial Structure?

The next question is if the government parties’ issue and policy preferences help explain these
general traits of change and divergence. Figure 2 shows that it was not common to include
integration in the ministerial titles the first 10 years of analysis, but that that there was a steadily
growth of countries that signaled integration from 1997 to 2007. The rise of integration on the
political agenda could be caused by several factor; increased saliency of the integration field,
the introduction of integration policies at the EU level from 1999 with the Treaty of Amsterdam,
etc. Because the objective of the analysis is to investigate if certain types of governments
correlate with the different types of ministerial structures, it necessary to focus on a period in
which all four structures had become “normal” alternatives. Thus, the subsequent analysis
narrows the period to 2007-2017. Each observation (N = 108) refers to the ministerial structure
for a given year.

The Decoupled Left and Coupled Right

The first hypothesis predicts that right-oriented governments will be more inclined to couple
integration with immigration and/or justice than left-oriented governments will be, and arises
from the assumption that parties with more restrictive positions on immigration and integration
would prefer to couple these issues.

Table 4: Types of governments and a coupled/decoupled ministerial structure, 2007-2017.

Coupled with Decoupled from
Type of government immigration/justice immigration/justice N
Left-oriented government 36% 64% 45
Right-oriented government 65% 35% 63

Table 4 shows that right-oriented governments more often coupled integration with
immigration and/or justice than left-oriented governments did and the observed difference is
significant (p > 0.01), thus confirming the hypothesis’. Denmark is a prime example of this
pattern, where the coupling and decoupling of integration and immigration has shifted back and
forth depending on the political orientation of the government. The results are further supported
by an analysis of the particular cases driving the results. Approximately half of the governments
did inherit the hypothesized structure from the previous government (a decoupled structure for
left-oriented governments and a coupled structure for right-oriented governments).
Governments that inherit the structure are naturally not expected to change this structure, and
there is only one case where a government inherited the expected structure and changed it (in
2007, a Swedish right-oriented government moved integration out of the Ministry of Justice
and established a Ministry of Integration and Equality). For governments that did »no¢ inherit

" To test if the presented correlations where affected by increased immigration and asylum rates, multivariate
robust tests were conducted (see appendix 3). The multivariate analyses controlling for immigration and asylum
rates show the same main findings as the correlation analyses (Tables 4 and 5) and the t-tests.
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the hypothesized structure from the previous government, however, six governments made
changes in the hypothesized direction, including left-oriented governments that changed from
a coupled to a decoupled structure (Norway in 2009, Denmark in 2011, and the Netherlands in
2012), and right-oriented governments that changed from a decoupled to a coupled structure
(France 2007, Norway 2015, and the Netherlands 2010). This implies that only 36% of the
governments that inherited a structure that contradicts the hypothesis chose to keep this
structure, which corresponds well with the results presented in Table 4.

Signaling and Governments with Radical Parties

The theoretical section presents two competing hypotheses based on different logics for why
governments that include a radical party will be more inclined or not to mention integration in
the ministerial titles than governments without such parties will be.

Table 5: Types of government and ministerial structures with and without integration signaled in the title, 2007—
2017.

Integration Integration

Type of government signaled not signaled N
Left-oriented government 4% 96% 24
Left-oriented government with a radical-left party 48% 52% 21
Right-oriented government 45% 55% 53
Right-oriented government with radical-right party 40% 60% 10

Table 5 shows that for right-oriented governments, there is no clear pattern: the discrepancy
between right-oriented governments with or without radical-right parties is minor and the
difference is not significant (p = 0.08). However, for left-oriented governments, Table 5 shows
that left-oriented governments with a radical-left party is more inclined to signal integration
than governments without such a party, and this difference is significant (p > 0.01).
Nevertheless, when examining the specific cases that drive the results for left-oriented
governments with a radical party, the support for the hypothesis is weakened. Governments
with radical-left parties either 1) inherited the hypothesized structure from the previous
government (Denmark and Luxembourg), or 2) made changes during their governing period as
a response to the refugee crisis in 2015 (Sweden). Luxembourg has had a signaled structure
since a center government introduced a Minister of Family Affairs and Integration already in
2004, thus the 2013 left-oriented government that included the Socialist Workers” Party and the
Greens inherited this structure when they took office. Similarly, Denmark has had a signaled
structure since a right-oriented government introduced ‘integration’ in the Ministry title in
2001, and the left-oriented government including the Socialist People’s Party that took office
in 2011 merely continued this tradition. The last case driving the results is Sweden. The 2014
left-oriented government including the Greens, actually removed “integration” from the title
when they took office in 2014, but reintroduced it as a response to the refugee crisis in 2016.



Consequently, combining these insights, the qualitative analysis weakens the empirical support
the hypothesis expecting that governments with radical parties would be more inclined to signal
integration, even for governments with radical-left parties.

It is important to emphasize that governments with radical parties constitute a limited
number of observations, particularly those including radical-right parties, which brings high
uncertainty to the results. Nevertheless, with this precaution in mind, the lack of evidence to
support the hypothesis that radical parties would be more inclined to signal integration does not
necessarily imply that the these parties do not have such preferences for signaling. One possible
explanation for why preferences for signaling ‘integration’ is not manifested in the ministerial
structure, may be that radical parties often are junior partners in coalition governments, and that
they merely lost the battle when the ministerial structure was negotiated. In an analysis of
radical-right parties’ direct influence on the restrictiveness of immigration and integration
policies, Akkerman (2012) found that the inclusion of a radical party in a right-oriented
government does not lead to policies that are more restrictive. He points to possible
explanations for the radical-right parties’ lack of influence, for example, that the bargaining
position of radical-right parties in coalition governments has been relatively weak because they
have mostly been junior partners, and because of their organizational weakness (Akkerman,
2012, 512, 523). Additionally, the radical parties’ radical position could have made other
coalition parties hesitant to agree on a structure that would increase the attention to such a
salient issue where especially the radical-right parties have such a strong issue ownership,
providing them with a platform to broadcast their political views.

If the lack of empirical support for the hypothesis predicting that radical parties would be
more inclined to signal integration is caused by the radical parties’ position as junior partners,
or that these parties merely prefer not to signal integration as stated in the alternate hypothesis,
could be the subject of future in-depth analyses of each process for the respective countries.

New Insights and Limitations of the Comparative Approach

Demonstrating cross-national traits of how issue and policy preferences are manifested in the
ministerial structure would not be possible without the study’s comparative approach. The
broader comparative approach applied in this analysis than has been applied in previous studies
of machinery changes made it possible to focus on a new political context, where the majority
of countries have coalition governments instead of single-party governments. Although the
literature on machinery of government changes has identified several drivers of change, internal
party politics has often been highlighted as one of the most important drivers — if not the most
important — for ministerial changes (White and Dunleavy, 2010; Heppell, 2011; Davis et al.,
1999). These studies mostly use empirical analyses of single-party governments; however, most
Western European countries have multi-party systems, where coalition governments are the
rule rather than the exception (in the DIIG dataset, approximately 80% of the governments were
coalition governments). The political dynamic of machinery changes could be expected to work
differently for single-party and coalition governments. In single-party governments, the
ministerial structure is ultimately the prime minister’s prerogative, and ministries could be
established, abolished, and altered for internal political considerations. For coalition
government, this dynamic might be quite different because the allocation of ministries amongst
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the parties is subject to thorough negotiations. Although the party leaders of each coalition party
can alter the personnel responsible for their party’s ministries, it is less likely that internal party
politics plays such a substantial role in altering the ministerial structure, because such changes
need the acceptance of all coalition parties. Issue and policy preferences, however, might play
a larger part for coalition governments, because parties could be expected to fight to ensure that
the ministerial structure reflects their issue and policy preferences.

The broad comparative approach also challenges a new statement in the immigrant
integration literature, namely that there is trend towards ‘mainstreaming’ in immigrant
integration governance in Western-Europa — implying that the responsibility for integration
policy is distributed across various units, contrary to having one specialized unit for integration
(Scholten et al. 2016). Figure 2, however, shows an increasing trend of signaling integration in
the ministerial titles, implying a more specialized focus on integration in the horizontal
governance structure.

Still, the comparative approach applied in this study has its limitations. Which stylized
structure political parties in each country prefer for particular issues, and how decisive this
factor is when determining the ministerial structure as a whole, cannot be revealed by
quantitative analyses, but must ultimately be answered by in-depth analyses of each process
leading to ministerial changes and stability. Additionally, by expanding the comparative focus,
the analysis was limited to investigating a single issue. Immigrant integration was chosen as a
“most likely” case for detecting government parties’ issue and policy preferences, because of
its characteristics as politically salient and wicked. Consequently, these characteristics affect
how the main findings could be generalized to issues of less salience and wickedness. Although
the analysis found that only a few countries had stable structures for the integration issue,
stronger traits of stability could be expected for less salient and wicked issues, because
government parties might be less inclined to use the ministerial structure — the top level of
bureaucracy — as a way to signal and prioritize issue and policy preferences.

The methodological approach in the analysis, dividing signaling and coupling into four
stylized organizational structures (see Table 1), proved useful. The novelty of the approach was
not that the question of policy preferences and coupling had not been touched upon in the
existing literature, but the advantage is that it enables a systematic analysis of how policy
preferences might affect how issues are coupled or decoupled, and how policy preferences
might ultimately affect the overall ministerial structure. Additionally, the generic
operationalization of the organizational structure into four stylized categories makes it
transferable not only to other policy fields (e.g., energy, environment, disabilities), but also
vertically to other governmental levels (international, regional, and local) in analyses where the
organizational structure is the dependent variable.

Conclusion

That not only government parties’ issue preferences but also policy preferences could affect the
horizontal ministerial structure has been an often-stated, but yet unexplored, assumption in the
literature on “machinery of government changes.” This study investigated this assumption by
analyzing whether and how issue and policy preferences might explain longitudinal and cross-
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national traits in the ministerial structure of immigrant integration in 16 Western European
countries.

The descriptive analysis found that stable ministerial structures were the exception rather
than the rule. Divergence and change characterize the ministerial structure of the integration
issue, driven by an increasing trend of signaling integration in the ministerial titles and a
fluctuating trend concerning the coupling of integration with immigration and/or justice. The
first hypothesis gained empirical support: the analysis showed that right-oriented governments
were more inclined to couple integration with immigration and/or justice than left-oriented
governments were, reflecting the right’s policy preferences for restrictive integration policies.
However, governments that included a radical party was not more inclined to signal integration
in the ministerial titles. While internal party politics has been highlighted in previous studies as
one of the most important drivers for ministerial changes (White and Dunleavy, 2010; Heppell,
2011; Davis et al., 1999), the article argues that this mechanism might be less relevant for
coalition governments (that constitute the majority of Western European governments), and
that issue and policy preferences might play a larger role when coalition governments determine
the ministerial structure.

Why does the organizational coupling and decoupling of issues matter? The ministerial
structure is a product of the government parties’ evaluation of which structure will be the best
overall solution to achieve the government’s (often conflicting) goals. Still, current literature
has focused more on the political aspect rather than on the actual policy implications of these
choices. Although the manifestation of an issue in the ministry or ministers’ titles might be
important both symbolically and politically, the implications of how an issue is coupled with
other issues might be just as — or even more — influential for the policy outputs. As Nina M.
Vestlund (2015) concluded in her analysis of an EU pharmaceutical unit that shifted its
affiliation from being coupled with “enterprise and industry” to “health and consumer”: “the
horizontal specialization systematically tips the scales in the direction of certain actors,
solutions, interests and concerns in decision processes, eventually resulting in a change of
policy focus.” Still, the relative significance of the horizontal structure on policy outputs is
debated in the public administration literature (Vestlund, 2015), and quantitative analyses with
the horizontal structure as an independent variable are rare. Although this study concentrated
on the horizontal structure as a dependent variable, the presented DIIG dataset could also be
applied to examine the horizontal structure as an independent variable in future studies. The
literature on immigrant integration has produced several comprehensive datasets on
immigration and integration policy developments, for example datasets such as MIPEX (2015),
CIVIX (Goodman, 2012), and IMPIC (Helbling et al., 2017). These datasets could be combined
with the DIIG dataset to examine if and how different stylized structures have influenced the
content of national integration policies, providing new insight not only for the literature on
immigrant integration, but also for the public administration literature more generally.

Last but not least, knowledge on the policy implications of organizational changes is
essential, because these types of changes consume public resources. Anne White and Patrick
Dunleavy (2010, 7) demonstrate that ministerial changes have substantial costs, both financially
and administratively, and that procedures of reorganizing the ministerial structure do little to
minimize these costs. Thus, although it is the government’s prerogative to design the ministerial
structure, these costs make it legitimate to question the purpose of such changes. If the
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government uses the ministerial structure to solve internal party conflicts or to communicate
the government’s issue and policy preferences as part of a political battle with the opposition
to win the electorate, constant changes that consume public resources might be more criticized
than if the changes were made to support the administration and implementation of actual
policies.
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Appendix 1: Codebook

1. Data sorting order

Country
Year
Descr_of change
Resp_Cent_Decent
Type Change
Name_Ministry_Integr
Spec_Ministry Integr
Name_Minister Integr
Spec_Minister Integr
. Intgr_Sign NotSign
. Name_Ministry [mmigr
. Coupled_Integr Immigr
. Stylised_Mins_structur
. Coupled_Integr Justice
. Coupled_Integr_Interior
. Coupled_Integr Employ
. Coupled_Integr Social
. Coupled_Integr Equality
. Coupled_Integr Immigr
. Coupled_Integr Other
. Government
. Partyfam_Com_Soc
. Partyfam_Gre_Eco
. Partyfam_SocDem
. Partyfam_Lib
. Partyfam_Agr
. Partyfam_ChrDem
. Partyfam_Con
. Partyfam_RigWin
. Clas_Gov

NN RPN =

T R I N R I N R R N R R R e T )
SORXAIANE LV —~SORXINN R WD — O

Comment: Variables 1-19 are from the DIIG dataset. Variables 20-29 are from the ParlGov
database.
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2. Column information

Country = Name of country
Year = Year

Descr_of change = Description of changes in the ministerial structure for the integration is-
sue. If there are no changes in the year of observation, the value is classified as ‘N/A’.

Resp Cent Decent = Classification: If the responsibility for integration is centralised at the
national/ federal level, or decentralised to the state level. (Centralised/Decentralised)

Type Change = Classification of type of change into nine categories:

L. Demerger: Observations where integration (along with other functions) went from be-
ing a subcomponent in a broader ministry, and parted into a separate ministry.
II.  Merger.: Observations where previously separate ministries are merged into one minis-
try.

III.  Termination: Observations where a ministry is closed and its remaining activities are
transferred to other ministries.

IV.  Transfer of functions: Observations where two or more ministries remain in being, but
a set of responsibilities is transferred from one to another.

V.  Centralization: Observations where the responsibility for integration was centralized
from the state level to the federal level.

VI.  Ministerial post - minor name and portfolio change: Observations where integration
remains the responsibility for the same ministerial post, but where other minor func-
tions where transferred.

VII.  Ministry - minor name and portfolio change: Observations where integration remains
the responsibility within the same mother ministry, but where other minor functions
where transferred.

VII.  Specialized ministerial post established: Observations where the responsibility for in-
tegration remains in the same ministry, but where a specialized ministerial post for in-
tegration - that include ‘integration’ in the title — was established within the ministry.

IX.  Specialized ministerial post abolished: Observations where the responsibility for inte-
gration remains in the same ministry, but where a previously specialized ministerial
post for integration - that include ‘integration’ in the title — was abolished within the
ministry.

Name_Ministry Integr = English name of ministry responsible for integration policies. For
countries that have decentralised the responsibility to the state level (see variable

Resp Cent Decent’), the cell is classified as “N/A’. The ministry names document the names
described in the source material (see reference list), however, two alterations were made to
improve comparability: Ministries that included the word ‘Labor” were changed to ‘Employ-
ment’, and ministries labelled “‘Home Office’ were changed to Ministry of Interior. The varia-
ble documents the main organizational affiliation of the integration issue as described by the
sources, but does not include all affiliated units. Inter-governmental units are included only if
they are the sole unit responsible for the field (e.g., in Portugal.
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Spec_Ministry Integr = Classification: If the ministry responsible for integration had ‘integra-
tion” in the ministry’s title. (Yes/No)

Name Spec Minister Integr = English name of minister responsible for integration policies.
If there is no specialised minister of integration, the value is classified as ‘N/A’. The minister
names document the names described in the source material (see reference list), however, two
alterations were made to improve comparability: Minister titles that included the word ‘La-
bor’ were changed to ‘Employment’, and ministers titles labelled ‘Home Office” were
changed to Ministry of Interior.

Spec_Minister _Integr = Classification: If the minister responsible for integration had ‘integra-
tion” in the ministry’s title. (Yes/No)

Intgr Sign NotSign = Classification: If the ministerial structure had ‘integration’ signalled or
not signalled in the ministerial titles, meaning that ‘integration’ was mentioned in the ministry
and/or minister’s title. (Signalled/ Not Signalled)

Name_Ministry Immigr = English name of ministry responsible for immigration policies. The
ministry names document the names described in the source material (see reference list), how-
ever, two alterations were made to improve comparability: Ministries that included the word
‘Labor’ were changed to ‘Employment’, and ministries labelled ‘Home Office’ were changed
to Ministry of Interior.

Coupled Integr Immigr = Classification: If the responsibilities for integration and immigra-
tion policies were located/coupled within the same ministry or not. If the responsibility for in-
tegration is divided between several ministries, and one of the responsible ministries also has
responsibility for immigration, it is classified as coupled (e.g. the UK from 2006). (Cou-
pled/Decoupled)

Stylised _Mins_structur = Classification of stylised ministerial structures into four categories.

I.  Not Signalled & Coupled
II.  Not Signalled & Decoupled
III.  Signalled & Coupled
IV.  Signalled & Decoupled

Coupled Integr Justice = Classification: If integration was coupled with justice or other re-
lated issues in the ministerial titles, see classification of related issues in Table 1. (Yes/No)

Coupled Integr Interior = Classification: If integration was coupled with interior or other re-
lated issues in the ministerial titles, see classification of related issues in Table 1. (Yes/No)

Coupled Integr Employ = Classification: If integration was coupled with employment or
other related issues in the ministerial titles, see classification of related issues in Table 1.
(Yes/No)

Coupled Integr Social = Classification: If integration was coupled with social affairs or other
related issues in the ministerial titles, see classification of related issues in Table 1. (Yes/No)
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Coupled Integr Equality = Classification: If integration was coupled with equality or other
related issues in the ministerial titles, see classification of related issues in Table 1. (Yes/No)

Coupled Integr Immigr = Classification: If integration was coupled with immigration or
other related issues in the ministerial titles, see classification of related issues in Table 1.
(Yes/No)

Coupled Integr Other = Classification: If integration was coupled with issues that was not
classified under the six categories, see classification in Table 1. (Yes/No)

Government = Name of government and list of government parties for the given year accord-
ing to the ParlGov database. Format: ‘<name government>; party 1, party 2, party 3, etc.”. If
there was changes in government during the year of observation, the new government is docu-
mented for that given year.

Partyfam_Com_Soc = Classification: If the government included a political party classified
under the party family ‘Communist / Socialist’ according to the ParlGov database. (Yes/No)

Partyfam_Gre_Eco = Classification: If the government included a political party classified
under the party family ‘Green / Ecologist’ according to the ParlGov database. (Yes/No)

Partyfam_SocDem = Classification If the government included a political party classified un-
der the party family ‘Social Democracy’ according to the ParlGov database. (Yes/No)

Partyfam_Lib = Classification: If the government included a political party classified under
the party family ‘Liberal’ according to the ParlGov database. (Yes/No)

Partyfam_Agr = Classification: If the government included a political party classified under
the party family ‘Agrarian’ according to the ParlGov database. (Yes/No)

Partyfam_ChrDem = Classification: If the government included a political party classified un-
der the party family ‘Christian Democracy’ according to the ParlGov database. (Yes/No)

Partyfam Con = Classification: If the government included a political party classified under
the party family ‘Conservative’ according to the ParlGov database. (Yes/No)

Partyfam_RigWin = Classification: If the government included a political party classified un-
der the party family ‘Right-wing” according to the ParlGov database. (Yes/No)

Clas_Gov = Classification of different types of governments into nine categories. (C+)L

. (CHL+RL
II. (CHR
. (CHR+RR
IV.  Caretaker Cabinet
V. Centre
VI.  Centre-Green
VII.  Radical Left and Right
VIII.  Rainbow



Table 1 — Categorization of ministerial titles in 7 categories

Democracy, Cities

Justice Interior Employment /Sx(;':':i‘rl's Equality | Immigration Other
Law reform, | Community, Economic Children, Inclusion | National Identity, | Culture, Europe, Foreign Affairs, Spatial
Public Galtech Affairs, Affairs, Family, Refugees, Planning, Environment, Housing,
Security, Kingdom Enterprise Social Asylum, Solidarity, Development, Knowledge,
Public Order | relations, Local Security Migration Church, Sport, Youth, Consumers,
and International, Cooperation, Living,
Regional Neighborhoods, Urban policies
Government,
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Appendix 3: Multivariate regression analyses

Table 1: Logistic multivariate regression analysis with coupling/decoupling (1/0) as a dependent variable

(1) (2 (3) ) ) (6) (7 (¥ )

VARIABLES
Government: Left (0), Right (1) L132%3%  120%%x ] 122%Fk ] 114%FE 1168%KF [ 131FEX [L130%** ] ]53%%* ] [49%**

(0.405) (0.405) (0.408) (0.410) (0.418) (0.405) (0.405) (0.408) (0.413)
Immi 20 % increase (¢) -0.278

(0.616)
Immi 20 % increase ( or -1) -0.679
(0.498)
Asylum 50 % increase (¢) -0.856
(0.534)
Asylum 50 % increase (¢ or -t) -1.048%*
(0.435)
Asylum 100 % increase (7) -0.0352
(0.691)
Asylum 100 % increase (¢ or -1) -0.112
(0.515)
Asylum 150 % increase (1) -0.619
(1.440)
Asylum 150 % increase (¢ or -) -0.210
(0.954)

Constant -0.534* -0.499 -0.385 -0.368 -0.185 -0.530* -0.512 -0.534* -0.534*

(0.305) (0.315) (0.324) (0.322) (0.339) (0.314) (0.321) (0.305) (0.305)
Observations 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 108 108

Standard errors in parentheses
*E p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
Note: Analysis of immigration rates with a 50 % increase could not be conducted because there was not enough variation (omitted variable).
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Table 2: Logistic multivariate regression analysis with signaled/not signaled (1/0) as a dependent variable for right-oriented governments

)] (2) (3) (C)) (%) (6) 7)
VARIABLES
Government, non-rad(0)/rad(1) -0.174 -0.272 -0.172 -0.127 -0.0927 -0.0259 0.0468
(0.703) (0.711) (0.715) (0.721) (0.736) (0.727) (0.739)
Immi 20 % increase (1) -0.783
(0.888)
Immi 20 % increase (7 or -1) -1.018
(0.725)
Asylum 50 % increase (7) -1.304
(0.838)
Asylum 50 % increase (¢ or -t) -1.306%*
(0.601)
Asylum 100 % increase () -1.204
(1.164)
Asylum 100 % increase (t or -1) -0.875
(0.756)
Constant -0.232 -0.134 -0.0526 -0.0575 0.160 -0.172 -0.123
(0.279) (0.299) (0.305) (0.299) (0.331) (0.285) (0.294)
Observations 62 62 62 62 62 62 62

Standard errors in parentheses

*k* p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Note: Analysis of immigration rates with a 50 % increase and asylum rates with a 150 % increase could not be conducted because there was not enough variation (omitted
variable)
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Table 3: Logistic multivariate regression analysis with signaled/not signaled (1/0) as a dependent variable for left-oriented governments

o (2) 3) (C)) ) (6) (7
VARIABLES

Government, non-rad(0)/rad(1) ~ 3.040%%%  3.076%%*  3157#%%  3160%k* 3213k 30]Q%kk D 947wk
(1.111) (1.116) (1.127) (1.142) (1.154) (1.113) (1.118)

Immi 20 % increase (7) -0.801
(1.269)
Immi 20 % increase (¢ or -1) -0.926
(0.976)
Asylum 50 % increase (1) 0.844
(1.008)
Asylum 50 % increase (7 or -1) 1.271
(0.868)
Asylum 100 % increase (1) 0.671
(1.172)
Asylum 100 % increase (f or -t) 0.855
(0.919)
Constant S3U135EE 3.062%%* D 998% k3 A 4kk% 3 79D%Kx 3 D1Q%RE L3286
(1.022) (1.025) (1.028) (1.108) (1.177) (1.036) (1.047)

Observations 45 45 45 45 45 45 45

Standard errors in parentheses

##k p<0,01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Note: Analysis of immigration rates with a 50 % increase and asylum rates with a 150 % increase could not be conducted because there was not enough variation (omitted
variable)
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