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Abstract—A special type of society is forming in the global North, the functioning and development of which
are mostly determined by large-scale immigration. The integration of such societies, which include mass and
diverse cohorts with a migrant background, has become a vital task requiring new governance approaches.
The potential to mitigate social differences and bring people of different origins close together lies in the inte-
gration version of mainstreaming—a strategy implying the implementation of inclusive initiatives within the
common policy of host states, targeted toward all their residents, including migrants.
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The spontaneous caravans of migrants from North
Africa and the Near and Middle East to Europe and
from Latin America to the United States and the large-
scale consequences and expected effects of such mass
population f lows have sharply increased the weight
and resonance of immigration-associated issues in the
global North. These processes have clearly shown the
specifics of host societies as immigrational, actualized
the integration agenda in them, and made it necessary
to rethink the essence of integration and to activate the
search for new approaches to integration policy.

What are the main features of immigration societ-
ies? How do these features manifest themselves in
solving the issue of effective integration strategies?
Has the concept of integration changed and in what
direction? What is the essence of the currently popular
integration mainstreaming, which, proceeding from
its name, can be interpreted as the inclusion of inte-
gration measures in the mainstream of general social
policy and as the incorporation of peripheral popula-
tion categories into the constitutive part of society?
These issues will be discussed below.

THE MODERN PORTRAIT
OF IMMIGRATION SOCIETIES

The Vienna Migration Conference (2016), dedi-
cated to new approaches to the study of population

movements, stated the beginning of a new era, the era
of postmigrant societies [1]. The following question
arises: what is meant by postmigrant societies, which
are also called migration [2] and postmigration [3] soci-
eties? However, the essence of these terms, referring to
recipient countries in the global North, usually
remains unexplained. Meanwhile, the systemic char-
acter of changes, generated by immigration in devel-
oped regions of the world and requiring new gover-
nance approaches, makes it possible to identify a num-
ber of features common for the societies that would be
more correct to define as immigration societies. Signs of
an immigration-type society can be identified in the
ethnodemographic, sociocultural, socioeconomic,
economic, and political spheres.

The demographic dynamics of immigration societ-
ies to a great and often decisive extent depends on the
migration inflow, which entails the transformation of
their ethnodemographic structure. The rapidly growing
cohorts of migrants (foreign-born immigrants) and
their first-generation descendants born in the country
of immigration are sometimes quite comparable in
number with locals (local natives whose parents are
also local natives). For example, in 2000‒2016, the
number of migrants over 15 years of age living in the
OECD countries increased by 55%, while that of all
the residents of this age increased by 14%. Respec-
tively, the share of the former in the population
increased during that period from 9 to 12% [5, р. 2].
The share of people of foreign origin approaches half
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Fig. 1. Share of people with foreign roots in the population of some Western countries, 2017, %. Compiled from [4, р. 19]. 

28.6
30.6

26.4

22.3
20.6

18.3

11.7

14.4
16.0

13.4

16.8

10.9 11.1
9.2

6.4

49.5

46.8

44.2

40.4

30.6 30.5

26.8
25.9

23.8 23.3
22.2

20.3
18.4

11.7
10.6

A
u

st
ra

li
a

S
w

it
z
e
rl

a
n

d

N
e
w

 Z
e
a

la
n

d

C
a

n
a

d
a

S
w

e
d

e
n

A
u

st
ri

a

F
ra

n
c

e

U
n

it
e
d

 S
ta

te
s

G
e
rm

a
n

y

B
ri

ta
in

Ir
e
la

n
d

N
e
th

e
rl

a
n

d
s

D
e
n

m
a

rk

It
a

ly

F
in

la
n

d

Foreign-born people, including naturalized migrants

Foreign-born people and their native-born first-generation descendants
of the population in Australia, Switzerland, New Zea-
land, and Canada (Fig. 1).

Regions, cities, and districts are turning into so-
called areas of a majority of minorities with a migrant
ancestry (or majority-minority, or minority-majority
areas1), different in ethnic and racial characteristics
from representatives of state-constituting peoples. At
present, white Anglo-Saxons make up less than half of
the population of five US states (Hawaii, New Mex-
ico, California, Texas, and Nevada), and in the 2040s
they will cease to be the majority throughout the
country. Similar tendencies at the local level are
observed in European countries as well, and not only
in areas of the historically developed compact resi-
dence of representatives of ethnic minorities, for
example, Germans, Slovenes, the French, and Ladins
in Italy. Under the influence of recent immigration,
white Britons have become a minority in London,
Lester, Birmingham, Luton, and Slough and the
native Dutch, in Amsterdam and Rotterdam. More-
over, some urban districts with a long history of immi-
gration and immigrant settlements have become eth-
nic enclaves: the share of minorities reaches 82% in

1 This term was first used in 1977 by the Supreme Court of the
United States to distinguish voting districts where white Anglo-
Saxons made up less than half of the population among the elec-
torate. At the same time, according to the American sociologist
R. Alba, the attribution to nonwhites of all residents with Latin
American, Asian, or African American roots even if they have
white ancestors, which underlies this territorial classification, is
conditional and even deceiving. Note that the incomes, matri-
monial behavior, and identity of representatives of such ethnora-
cial groups is much closer to the standards and patterns of the
white population than to those of nonwhite monoracial groups
[6].
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Peckham, Southwark (Greater London); 73.4% in
Zuidoost (Amsterdam); and 65% in Delfshaven (Rot-
terdam) [7, рp. 74, 76].

The mass and overconcentration of immigrants
and their descendants at the local level call into ques-
tion not only rationality and social propriety but also
the very possibility of their absorption by territorial
host communities (meaning the integration of the
majority into a minority), threatening the preservation
of autochthonous culture and national identity.

Socioculturally, immigration and mobility, espe-
cially within the EU, extremely strengthen the diver-
sity of the population, inherent to any society, increas-
ing the make-up of residents by country of origin and
ethnocultural self-identification. In the context of the
enlargement of groups other than the autochthonous
population, ethnocultural diversity turns from a con-
struct external to the mainstream (understood as the
main part of society) into its integral part, becoming
the mainstream itself (diversity as the mainstream),
especially in areas where minorities prevail [7, р. 86].
This circumstance highlights the revision and expan-
sion of the integration agenda.

In addition, modern diversity is rather mobile since
it is a dynamic social space that changes and is recon-
figured under the influence of factors acting both from
the outside and from the inside. In the first place, the
composition of the main donors of migrants living in
the global North is noticeably changing. Thus, previ-
ously, the main donors of migrants within the OECD
were Britain and Germany, the nationals of which
used to migrate not only to the United States, Austra-
lia, and Canada but also to European countries, where
areas of their compact settlement often appeared.
N ACADEMY OF SCIENCES  Vol. 90  No. 1  2020
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However, at the beginning of the 3rd millennium,
India and China took second and third places (after
Mexico) as donors of immigrants [5]. After the EU
enlargement, the number of immigrants from the east-
ern part of the EU (especially Poland and Romania)
living in its western part has been increasing. As a
result of the colossal wave of forced movements of
people from the Near and Middle East to Europe in
the mid-2010s, which provoked a migration crisis and
entailed a train of subsequent migration f lows, com-
munities of representatives of these regions are rapidly
expanding on the continent. Changes in the composi-
tion of the newcomers are especially noticeable in
European cities. For example, among the migrants liv-
ing in Cologne, Hamburg, Stuttgart, Frankfurt, and
Munich, the share of Turkish communities, which
have long settled there, is decreasing, while the spe-
cific weight of newcomer contingents from Poland,
Ukraine, the Philippines, Togo, Vietnam, India, and
Arab countries is growing. Similar and even more pro-
nounced trends are characteristic of London, Lisbon,
Barcelona, Milan, Amsterdam, Copenhagen, and
some other European cities. Note that the ethnocul-
tural identities of immigrants from various states in the
course of their social interaction undergo evolution,
hybridization, or melting, which makes the population
diversity in host countries even more complex. This
requires agility of policies in response to the ongoing
changes.

Although immigration creates conditions for a
temporary mitigation of imbalances in the labor mar-
ket and the improvement of the financial situation of
the population in the long term, it at the same time
becomes a factor that significantly increases the load
on the socioeconomic sphere of recipient societies.
First, the increased competition caused by immigrants
in the fields of employment, social services, and bene-
fits has negative consequences for locals. Second,
immigration adds a new aspect of social inequality—
between natives and immigrants—and, respectively,
new fractures in the already divided society. In partic-
ular, the EU has persistent gaps in key indicators of the
socioeconomic status of third-country and host-state
nationals such as the level of education, employment,

overqualification,2 poverty, and residential property
ownership (Table 1).

The results of the Ask the People survey conducted
in 2018 by the European Migrant Advisory Board
among 500 migrants in Germany, Greece, Spain,
Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, and Finland indicate
a lack of social elevators. According to this survey, 71%
of the respondents are completely dissatisfied with the
integration services provided, 81% think it necessary
to expand the system of vocational training and pro-
duction apprenticeship and to improve their quality,
63% advocate improved language teaching in host

2 Overqualification is the state of being skilled or educated beyond
what is necessary for a job.
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countries, and 73% point to an inadequate assessment
of migrants’ qualifications. In addition, there is a
widespread pretense of purely symbolic gestures, sup-
posedly demonstrating the society’s inclusiveness for
migrants [8]. This indicates that the results of the inte-
gration policy of EU countries are unsatisfactory.
Moreover, the coincidence of zones of social ill-being
and marginalization with areas of the compact settle-
ment of ethnic groups entails the consolidation of
“parallel communities” and the growth of interethnic
tension and political conflict in host societies.

The economy of immigration societies widely uses
immigration-supplied resources, primarily human
capital. Indicatively, in 1990‒2010, over half of the
increase in the working-age population of 25‒64 years
of age of 18 IMF-surveyed Western countries fell on
immigrants; in the long term, an increase in the share
of migrants among people over 25 years by 1 percent-
age point provides for an annual per capita GDP
growth by 0.2% (owing to increased workforce pro-
ductivity). In other words, in the absence of immigra-
tion, per capita GDP there would have been 5% lower
than the real level [9, рp. 2, 5]. According to various
estimates, by 2030 the probable Brexit-induced
decrease in migration to Britain may lead to a decrease
in its per capita GDP by 1–5% [10, р. 13].

Importantly, a number of production segments,
such as, for example, agriculture, public utilities, or
social services, mostly use foreign labor. Immigrant
specialists play a key role in the development of certain
areas of science and technology, the ethnocultural
diversity of highly skilled labor becoming an additional
source of workforce productivity growth. In addition
to the “big economy,” the “small,” or “ethnic” econ-
omy has developed owing to immigration, the prod-
ucts of which are in demand not only among specific
ethnic groups but also among wider layers of the mixed
population. The linkage of the national economy to
immigration implies the inclusion of immigrants in
economic life and, hence, an effective integration pol-
icy.

Immigration has become an extremely topical,
unprecedentedly acute issue of the political agenda. It
has turned into an important factor of political pro-
cesses in recipient societies, including the reaction of
the local population to the inflow of strangers, the
political activity of immigrants and the need for the
ruling circles to consider their interests, immigration-
determined institutional changes, and the increased
susceptibility of host societies to external influences.

The negative consequences of the mass inflow of
unwanted foreigners, particularly the growth of crime
and terrorism, which accompanies the explosive wave
of refugees to Europe, entail the growth of xenophobia
and the dissatisfaction of locals with official migration
policy. A manifestation of this was the unprecedented
(within the last 30 years) rise of populist right-wing
parties, which articulated anti-immigration senti-
 Vol. 90  No. 1  2020
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Table 1. Indicators of the social status of third-country nationals residing in some EU countries: the share of people with
the indicated characteristics in the total mass of third-country nationals residing in a EU country (%) and its difference*
from the analogous indicator for host-country nationals (percentage point), 2017

* +/− means the indicator’s higher/lower value among migrants.

**Over 15 years of age.

Compiled from [4].
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Austria 42 +26 21 −8 54 −19 51 +23 35 +23 14 −47 69 −1

Belgium 48 +24 23 −13 40 −25 44 +25 53 +38 19 −57 74 +1

Denmark 32 +8 38 +6 59 −16 39 +25 27 +14 34 −27 71 +3

Germany 49 +37 20 −7 52 −25 32 +15 33 +18 22 −30 58 +11

Finland 32 +17 29 −8 48 −22 46 +28 34 +20 28 −43 74 +7

France 50 +29 23 −11 45 −21 48 +27 41 +29 28 −39 67 +1

Greece 51 +24 10 −19 52 −2 71 +42 45 +26 23 −56 86 +12

Ireland 7 −16 64 +26 61 −6 43 +13 32 +14 19 −59 93 +10

Italy 57 +18 11 −6 59 +1 73 +57 44 +25 20 −59 83 +14

The Netherlands 44 +19 22 −10 50 −27 28 +12 51 +38 31 −37 79 +5

Portugal 44 −9 14 −8 67 0 65 +52 37 +18 30 −46 69 +22

Sweden 45 +29 38 +2 50 −28 41 +26 55 +39 17 −50 82 +9

Spain 54 +12 18 −18 56 −6 65 +29 52 +32 26 −58 82 +11

Britain 17 −6 55 +17 61 −13 30 +6 24 +7 33 −36 85 +17

EU, total 45 +22 24 −5 55 −14 42 +20 39 +22 24 −48 79 +12
ments. During the 2017 election campaigns of various
levels in 22 European countries, such parties won 16%
of the votes. In some countries, including Germany,
Austria, France, Sweden, and Italy, these forces seri-
ously competed with traditional “systemic” political
parties, gained representation in national parliaments
and government coalitions, and strengthened their
influence on the political process [11, 12], including
on issues of immigration. The analysis of the pub-
lished programs of the political parties that entered the
European Parliament in 2019 shows that 92 of the 156
of them contain provisions on the integration of
migrants, paying much attention to diversity, social
cohesion, and struggle against discrimination [13].

By the totality of the parameters selected to charac-
terize immigration societies in developed countries, of
such type are societies of most states in the global
North, including Russia but excluding Japan and
some Eastern European countries (Poland, Slovakia,
Romania, Bulgaria, and others), which have not
become permanent large recipients of migrants thus
far. The mass character of immigration societies and
their decades- and sometimes centuries-long history
of receiving human flows from abroad determine the
HERALD OF THE RUSSIA
scale, depth, and diverse consequences of this process.
I mean the significant role of immigration in the func-
tioning and development of host states and in the
mechanisms and configurations of their social trans-
formations, which determine both greater opportuni-
ties and risks and problems compared to societies with
a stable composition of the population. It would not be
an exaggeration to say that the issue of integration in
this situation not simply comes to the fore but also
becomes existential.

RETHINKING THE CONCEPT
OF INTEGRATION

Under the strengthening negative consequences of
immigration, particularly those caused by the crisis of
the European integration project, scientific and polit-
ical circles are discussing the content, format, and
mechanisms of integration, as well as ways to reform
integration policies.

The term integration, derived from the Latin inte-
ger, means the merging of parts into a single whole.
Judging by the diversity of definitions in the scientific
literature, this is an umbrella notion, rather indefinite
N ACADEMY OF SCIENCES  Vol. 90  No. 1  2020



THE INTEGRATION OF IMMIGRATION SOCIETIES 67
and combining different forms and degrees of the
inclusion of an individual in society. The inclusion
process can proceed simply as adaptation or can
involve complete cultural immersion and dissolution
in a host society, i.e., assimilation. Researchers indi-
cate two main levels of integration: functional (pri-
mary) and structural, which gives migrants access to
public resources beyond and besides targeted social
programs. The axes, or trends of integration are social,
economic, political, cultural, and identity related.
Note that an immigrant can be included in society
along one axis or along several axes. According to the
paradigm of segmented assimilation, a migrant at dif-
ferent speeds and to varying degrees integrates into dif-
ferent spheres of the host society [14–17].

This obscure construct of integration turns out to
be still more difficult for understanding under the
prevalence of the allochthonous (immigrant) popula-
tion over the autochthonous (native) one in some ter-
ritories. The question arises as to who should be incor-
porated and into which communities. Considering the
growing cultural diversity of the population and the
heterogeneity of both migrants and the host popula-
tion, the current widespread interpretation of integra-
tion as a bilateral process requires expansion. Pointing
to the continuously changing diversity and the accom-
panying processes of the disintegration and new
assembly of society, some specialists, in particular, the
German researcher F. Meisner, see a certain contra-
diction between integration, on the one hand, and the
mobility and reconfiguration of society, on the other.
Moreover, the legitimacy to understand integration as
a “beacon,” a foundational principle and attribute of a
successful postmigration society, is being called into
question [7, рp. 216, 226].

This point of view contrasts with the still topical
provisions of the European Commission document of
2003 that successful integration is one of the founda-
tions of social cohesion and, at the same time, a pre-
requisite for economic efficiency and that integration
should rely on the foundation of mutual rights and
obligations of newcomers and host society [18]. In
other words, this process should acquire the character
of oncoming traffic, which, in turn, means the open-
ness and willingness of the parties involved to interact
and change. Against this background, the vision of
integration promoted by some European researchers,
in particular, M. Benton, A. Ahad, I. Ponzo, and
O. Jensen, as the mutual adaptation of different,
numerous, and complex moving parts of a heteroge-
neous social organism and the creation of ties between
them seems productive. We are talking about a nonlin-
ear, dynamic, interactive, continuous, and multilat-
eral process oriented at arranging the participation of
all members of society in its life and the formation of
a shared sense of belonging [19, 20].

Obviously, traditional integration models are
inconsistent with the modern scale of other-culture
HERALD OF THE RUSSIAN ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 
immigration and the ethnic heterogeneity of society.
This is true not only for assimilationism, which implies
the gradual absorption of immigrants by a relatively
homogeneous host society and is effective as a rule
only when the newcomers are not numerous and are
ethnoculturally close to the locals and territorially dis-
persed throughout the country, but also for multicul-
turalism, involving targeted support of several migrant
groups and disoriented by their multiplicity. The obvi-
ous inconsistency of the above approaches dictates the
need for a change of course. The direction of a possible
turn in integration policy is indicated by the growing
attractiveness and popularity of interculturalism ideas,
propagated by L. Sandercock, P. Wood, T. Cantle,
R. Zapata-Barrero, and some others. This approach
implies arranging a positive interaction of people over
ethnic and cultural borders without emphasizing the
interests of various ethnocultural groups not to sow
competition for benefits and hostility. The restructur-
ing of the activities of social bodies in accordance with
the diversity of the population is aimed at receiving
dividends from this reorganization by both society as a
whole and its individual members [16].

T. Matejskova and M. Antonsich, who work in
Western European research centers, replace the habit-
ual phrase governance of diversity with the new concept
of governing through diversity. Owing to this, on the
one hand, the inherence of diversity in the governance
process is emphasized, and, on the other, diversity
acquires the role of a governance mechanism [2].

Bringing mainstream norms and policies in line
with the challenges of diversity requires a shift in
emphasis in the direction of integration policies.
According to the Dutch sociologist W. Schinkel, the
orientation of most modern integration measures
exclusively towards migrant strata strengthens and
highlights the borders between them as “strangers,”
outsiders of the host society, and “ins,” who personify
this society. As a result, such initiatives may and often
do have disintegrating and conflict-generating effects,
directly opposite to their goals [21].

In addition, the sorting of members of society into,
on the one hand, integrated by definition EU citizens,
including immigrants from recently joined states and
naturalized natives of third countries, and, on the
other, nonintegrated nationals of third countries con-
tradicts some accepted integration criteria, which
imply pulling up the social characteristics of newcom-
ers (the level of education, employment, poverty,
property ownership, etc.) to the level of locals. In par-
ticular, a higher intensity of interethnic contacts
among migrants than among locals does not fit into
the mainstream of such standards [21]. Another exam-
ple: migrants from the new EU countries, especially
Poland, Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria, initially
considered as integrated, in reality have difficulty in
adapting to life and work in Western Europe. Obvi-
ously, the fate of this category of EU citizens could
 Vol. 90  No. 1  2020
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have been facilitated by their inclusion in the orbit of
language training and vocational guidance programs;
however, most integration policy instruments are ori-
ented at third-country nationals.

The situation of austerity, which persists in the
countries of Western Europe in the conditions of a
slow and unstable overcoming of the recent recession,
also stimulates the updating of the integration policy.
Limiting the budget for social needs means the need to
rationalize government spending on integration and to
use more effective and less costly tools, considering
the liability to receive and settle a large number of
forced migrants. The reconfiguration of this policy is
also encouraged by the dissatisfaction of the popula-
tion with its low efficiency despite the significant
funds allocated for targeted assistance to migrants. As
is known, the generosity of the welfare state in combi-
nation with the policy of multiculturalism was often
unfavorable for integration. Yet the revival of assimila-
tionist tools, which often encourage (sometimes,
force) newcomers to self-integration, in the arsenal of
national policy does not appear too promising because
of the difficulties of entering a new society without
external support.

These circumstances dictate the need to shift the
priorities of integration policy from the selective inclu-
sion of individuals in society to incorporation, the
inclusion of the entirety of diversity in it [7, р. 11], and
the integration of society as a whole. This approach is
meant to encourage the ruling circles to abandon the
traditional dilemma of integration policy—recogniz-
ing or denying differences between locals and new-
comers—and to stimulate the search for compromise
ways and replacement tools. As an option to solve this
issue, it is proposed to construct new categories and,
respectively, objects of regulation [22] that fall under
the general policy relative to not only migrants but also
all socially unprotected strata. We are talking about
integration mainstreaming.

INTEGRATION MAINSTREAMING
OF MODERN SOCIETIES

The concept of mainstreaming is rather ambiguous,
its meaning varying depending on the area and context
of use. Mainstreaming as a concept relies on the idea
of an equal attitude to different social groups in all
spheres of society’s life. Mainstreaming as a strategy of
social policy is oriented at all segments of the popula-
tion. Mainstreaming as a political technology
accounts for the presence of socially unprotected
groups within the population and is designed to coun-
teract the marginalization of vulnerable layers and
facilitate their full-fledged incorporation into society
(into the mainstream of society). Finally, mainstream-
ing as a governance approach implies joint actions of
different participants in the policy in its various fields
[7, рp. 3, 4].
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The term mainstreaming appeared back in the 1970s
in the field of education as an antonym to the British
term streaming, which means the distribution of school
students by grades depending on their abilities. It is in
this area that this approach is most widely used. Main-
streaming in education means an inclusive education
strategy for disabled children, which combines joint
classes with other schoolchildren and working in spe-
cial groups. Since then, the content of the notion of
mainstreaming and the scope of this approach have sig-
nificantly widened. In the 1980s, so-called gender
mainstreaming arose, involving the consideration of
psychophysiological, sociocultural, and other differ-
ences between men and women in social practice,
ensuring gender equality, and eliminating precondi-
tions for gender discrimination. In the early 21st cen-
tury, international organizations started to call for
mainstreaming aging, which considers the aging factor
in different areas of politics at all levels, and for age
mainstreaming, accounting for the demands and needs
of various age groups in all important areas and aiming
at the formation of a society of all ages.

Around the same time, the notion of diversity
mainstreaming [23] entered the public vocabulary,
focusing on ensuring social opportunities for diverse
population groups that differ not only in age and sex
but also in sociocultural, including ethnic and reli-
gious, affiliation; property and social statuses; the
absence/presence of physical and mental disabilities;
and so on. In particular, it is planned to involve dis-
criminated groups in the high-risk zone into diverse
forms of social interaction, providing them with access
to decision making and resource control (empower-
ment) as a prospect [24].

At the same time, mainstreaming began to enter
integration policy, often in conjunction with diversity
mainstreaming. In 2004, the EU designated it as a
general basic principle of migrant integration policies.
In 2007, the EC-prepared Handbook on Integration
for Policy Makers and Practitioners fixed the need for
mainstreaming in all spheres and at all levels and
stages of politics and its focus on ensuring access to
social services and programs for all representatives of
the diverse population [25]. The Action Plan on Inte-
gration of Third-Country Nationals, proposed in 2016
by the European Commission, emphasizes the need to
include the integration agenda in the structure of gen-
eral social policy, which is being implemented in vari-
ous fields and at different levels with the involvement
of nongovernment participants and targeted toward all
segments of the population [26].

However, there is no clear, universally recognized
definition of integration mainstreaming; its role in
immigration societies is an object of scientific dis-
course. In particular, according to P. Meier, it is still
unclear conceptually whether mainstreaming is purely
procedural, logistic, and technical, suggesting only the
inclusion of immigrants in the existing society without
N ACADEMY OF SCIENCES  Vol. 90  No. 1  2020
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remodeling the latter, or the implementation of the
idea of mainstreaming is not limited to the inclusion of
migrants in the host society but leads to its restructur-
ing [7, рp. 178, 179]. Considering the mainstreaming
potential of integrating different communities and the
possibility to actualize this potential in the future, the
latter seems to be true.

The lack of established ideas about integration
mainstreaming is largely due to its novelty as an object
of study, which corresponds to the positioning of this
approach as one of the newest trends in the regulation
of integration [7, рp. 5, 6]. The concept of main-
streaming, along with the correlated concept of inter-
culturalism [16], ex post facto reflects the changes that
are already taking place in integration policy, incorpo-
rating ideas generated in sociopolitical practice.

There are two interpretations of this phenomenon
in works by the pioneers of the study of mainstream-
ing—the already mentioned Benton and Ahad and
also I. Breugel and P. Scholten, as well as the former
director of the Migration Policy Institute Europe
E. Collett.

The first involves shifting the center of gravity from
targeted measures focused on migrant, ethnic, and
other groups to integration initiatives within the policy
aimed at the whole of society [27, p. 1; 28, p. 284], as
well as orienting the system of social services towards
the needs of residents irrespective of their origin,
towards bringing the services to migrants and their
descendants through social programs and policies
designed for the entire population and not only
through specific integration measures [29, p. 3]. Con-
sidering the different demands of migrants of the first
and subsequent generation, which complicate the sat-
isfaction of the needs of these population groups, the
preference is supposed to be given to a single approach
to solving common problems of all categories of the
population, including natives. An example is the
involvement of representatives of second-generation
migrants with a low, just like those of their parents,
level of education and social status in the orbit of edu-
cational services and employment, adapted to the
needs of all vulnerable layers. Such measures are
designed to counteract the stigmatization of people of
foreign ethnicity, especially since preferences for
migrants and ethnic minorities, such as positive dis-
crimination in the United States, can worsen intercul-
tural relations and disintegrate society.

According to the second interpretation, main-
streaming means a shift from state-centric efforts to a
polycentric, multiactor, intersectoral model of gov-
erning a pluralist society, implying the coordination of
its participants’ actions, including the interdepart-
mental cooperation of all ministries participating in
this process (the whole of government) [27, p. 1; 28,
p. 284]. This interpretation of mainstreaming corre-
sponds to a broad definition of multilevel governance,
which covers not only territorial but also various func-
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tional and industry jurisdictions and complements the
vertical of competences in integration policy by its
horizontal. Such a definition implies the joint respon-
sibility and common interest of all stakeholders, repre-
senting both the authorities and nongovernment enti-
ties (the private sector and civil society, including
migrant associations) in promoting integration by col-
lective efforts [26].

To characterize both interpretations of integration
mainstreaming in brief, the first determines the
essence of the new political approach to integration,
while the other points to the governance mechanisms
and institutional foundation in implementing this
course. Combining both interpretations, one can pres-
ent integration mainstreaming as a strategy of general
social measures to incorporate vulnerable layers,
including migrants and their descendants, into society.
Such measures are implemented jointly by interested
political actors.

On the national scale, the principles of integration
mainstreaming are applied in the spheres of educa-
tion, housing, employment, and public order to com-
bat discrimination and segregation and to increase
migrants’ personal responsibility for integration
results and social mobility. “The long-term goal is to
ensure immigrant groups are treated equally and have
the same chances as any other member of the popula-
tion” [29, p. 17]. At the EU level, as well as at the city
level, integration mainstreaming is also applied in the
field of intercultural relations with a focus on the
entire culturally diverse society, intermingling, in fact,
with diversity mainstreaming (an example is the
course of the authorities of Barcelona and the London
Borough of Lewisham).

The main way to promote mainstreaming is so-
called replacement strategies. Within these strategies,
inclusive measures are officially targeted not specifi-
cally at migrants but at deprived groups (needs based)
and vulnerable districts (area based), identified pro-
ceeding from adopted international and national crite-
ria of social disadvantage. There are many examples of
needs-based measures: the allocation of special grants
by the British and Dutch authorities to schools consid-
ering, first, the share of children and adolescents who
drop out and, second, the level of education and not
the ethnic origin of their parents; crime prevention
among migrant youth in Germany as part of individual
social pedagogical work with risk group representa-
tives of 12‒27 years of age (the homeless, drug addicts,
the excommunicated, and those neglecting work and
study); increased admission of children with special
needs in Belgium and Australia; the coverage of
unemployed migrants with national and city voca-
tional training programs; and so on. The area-based
approach, relying on the tendency common for coun-
tries of the North to strengthen the lower level of inte-
gration policy, is manifested in the selection of areas of
primary attention of governing bodies depending on
 Vol. 90  No. 1  2020
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the level of income, employment, and education of the
population (priority urban zones in France, develop-
ment regions in Britain, and renewal areas in Spain).

Within general social policies, indirect integration
tools replace direct ones, and integration actions
become indirect (proxy policies), but their essence
remains the same. Since groups and districts on which
involving measures are focused usually have a high
share of migrants and their descendants, such mea-
sures are mainly aimed at people with foreign roots
[28]. At the same time, the expanded use of indirect
means of integration policy does not entail the com-
plete displacement of direct tools, the use of which is
considered expedient and necessary during the period
of the initial adaptation of migrants when preparing
them for transition to self-sufficiency and inclusion in
the orbit of general measures. In 2014, France set a
five-year period of accommodation for newcomers,
and France, Belgium, Austria, Switzerland, and some
other countries provide compulsory long-term civil
integration courses for those wishing to obtain a resi-
dence permit, which makes it possible to prepare
migrants for the language exam and tests on the coun-
try’s history, culture, and institutions.

In addition, in recent years, in response to the
migration crisis, host states have activated measures
on the early integration of asylum-seeking people. In
Germany, Sweden, and Norway, introductory courses
on accelerated familiarization with local rules and cus-
toms have been organized in temporary detention cen-
ters for forced migrants, which are adapted to the
needs of these target groups, including teaching in the
language of the migrants’ country of origin. Such
measures are often mandatory. In France, for people
who have already obtained refugee status, the Law On
Asylum and Immigration of 2018 envisages expanded
access to social services and transfers and an eight-
month program of language training and vocational
guidance and training, including in the sphere of con-
struction [30].

Targeted measures are especially in demand in
teaching migrants’ children, which requires adapting
host language training to their capabilities and
requests. Testing applicants for school to identify chil-
dren who need special attention of teachers and day-
care classes are practiced in Germany and Denmark,
as well as in Russia. In addition, as part of initiatives to
increase the participation of newcomers in the life of
local communities, the authorities are making efforts
to increase the share of immigrants among specialists
graduating from state educational institutions, includ-
ing teachers. In particular, this is characteristic of Ger-
many, where, in the late 2000s, 25% of school students
(half of primary school students in the states of Hesse
and North Rhine-Westphalia) fell on migrants’
descendants, while teachers of foreign origin made up
only 6‒7% of the school teaching staff. In addition,
the German Mercator Foundation organized the train-
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ing of teachers of German as a second language; indic-
atively, 80% of their students surveyed in the mid-
2000s demonstrated success in mastering it [29,
pp. 20–22, 27].

Success in mainstreaming initiatives is favored by
interaction between power bodies and other interested
parties, which is often secured by contracts. An exam-
ple is “urban social cohesion contracts” (Contrats
urbains de cohesion sociale) in France, which have
become an integral part of the so-called urban policies
(Politique de la Ville) in the fields of employment,
housing, health care, crime control, and the natural-
ization of foreigners. Owing to these contracts, which
adapted the national policy to the needs of specific ter-
ritories, the areas of concentrations of migrants and
other disadvantaged layers that had the status of “sen-
sitive urban zones,” “priority education zones,” etc.,
received additional funds and state services.

In Germany, through a collective effort, the
National Action Plan on Integration, adopted in 2011,
is being implemented, and volunteering to help new-
comers has spread among native Germans. In Bristol,
Britain, business funds socially significant urban proj-
ects, including refugee integration. Descendants of
Turkish immigrants in Dayton, Ohio, interact with the
local authorities in housing construction and renova-
tion. Such a holistic, cooperation-based approach
favors lower prices and budget expenditures for social
services for migrants and the cohesion of urban com-
munities [18, p. 6].

Note that the implementation of mainstreaming
ideas is fraught with certain risks. The participation of
diverse public institutions may result in inconsistency
and inefficiency. In addition, in the development of
policies targeted toward problem groups and areas, the
presence of migrants, especially immigrants from
other EU countries and illegal immigrants, does not
always play a decisive role (for example, in France).
Territory-oriented programs do not include residents
of other disadvantaged areas. Hence, the effective
implementation of this approach requires clear plan-
ning, proper coordination, and the responsibility and
accountability of participants.

Although mainstreaming is considered “not just an
option but also a necessity for policies in superdiverse
cities” [28, p. 284], it “cannot be a fundamental over-
arching principle that rules out all specific treatment
targeting immigrant groups” [31, p. 7]. Accordingly, a
mainstreaming-based integration strategy should
involve a balanced combination of social measures
with culturally sensitive practices.

On Russian soil, mainstreaming ideas are just
beginning to sprout. On the one hand, there is notice-
able progress in the development of legal mechanisms
of regulating migration processes, and there is a ten-
dency to expand the circle of interested parties in the
sphere of governance. The Concept of State Migration
Policy of the Russian Federation for 2019‒2025 states
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that one of the most important principles of this policy
is the participation of civil society institutions in its
implementation, including in the public‒public part-
nership format. However, the development of positive
trends is hampered by frequent change of migration
governance bodies, the lack of necessary interagency
coordination, and the insufficient activity of civil soci-
ety institutions in this sphere. Neither a systematic
state approach to the problem of the integration of
migrants nor effective criteria to assess the need for
such integration, nor relevant regional and territorial
programs have been developed. The imperfection of
the institutions of temporary residence and residence
permits for foreigners in Russia’s territory, resulting in
the persistence of huge gaps in rights and opportuni-
ties between locals and newcomers, also tells nega-
tively on the situation [32].

* * *

The large-scale movement of the population,
which has become continuous in recent decades, rad-
ically transforms host countries, becoming a major
factor of their functioning and development, and leads
to the formation of a special—immigration—model of
their societies. The economic growth, interethnic har-
mony, social cohesion, and political stability of such
societies increasingly depend on success in integration
policies. In the context of the mass and diversity of
newcomers, an updated understanding of integration
as a permanent multilateral process of uniting different
parts of society has spread. This idea of integration is
in compliance with the mainstreaming integration pol-
icy, namely, the reorientation of involvement measures
from migrants to problem groups and territories in gen-
eral and the expansion of the circle of integration policy
stakeholders. However, mainstreaming has no status of
an officially adopted strategy and established political
practice thus far. It is merely a fragmentarily outlined
trend and has not yet passed a full-fledged test for effec-
tiveness. Nevertheless, considering the mainstreaming
potential to mitigate social differences and bring people
of different backgrounds closer together, it seems a prom-
ising direction in the search for effective approaches to
the integration of immigration societies.
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