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ABSTRACT
Integration has become a dominant framework in the governance of immigration,
indicating what states and ‘host societies’ expect immigrants to do and how to
behave to become accepted members of the receiving country. Critical scholarship
has argued that this creates an unequal normative burden: ‘immigrants’ are subject
to integration demands, while ‘native citizens’ are exempt. Despite this widely ac-
knowledged ‘integration dispensation’, the asymmetry of expectations has not been
empirically tested. In this article, we conceptualize immigrant integration in terms
of social norms—expectations regarding the social, economic, cultural, and political
participation—and develop a theory of a migration bias: the idea that these norms
are stronger for immigrants than for society at large. We test this hypothesis using
a population-based survey experiment in Switzerland. Our results provide evidence
for a migration bias, particularly in the social dimension of integration and expec-
tations concerning respect for laws and constitutional values. However, this bias is
context dependent, appearing in the German-speaking part of Switzerland but not
in the French-speaking counterpart. These findings provide novel insights into the
popular understanding of immigrant integration and the nature of social norms and
citizenship in diverse societies.

KEYWORDS Integration; social norms; migration bias; survey experiment; integration dispensation;
citizenship

Introduction

‘Suppose you spill someone’s pint in the pub. What usually happens next’?
(Orgad, 2015, 6). Such questions are often used in administrative procedures
to assess the ‘integration’ of immigrants into ‘host societies’. Integration has
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2 S. MANSER-EGLI AND P. LUTZ

become the dominant framework for the governance of immigrants in European
societies (Favell, 2022). Typically, the concept signals what states and ‘natives’
expect immigrants to do to be recognized as full members of the receiving coun-
try (Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas, 2016). These expectations are rooted
in ideals and imaginaries of nationhood and society (Schinkel, 2017). Thus,
integration can be understood as a set of social norms directed at individuals
constructed as ‘subjects of integration’ (Dodevska, 2024). Although these
integration expectations dominate public discourse and have been critically
examined in academic literature (Korteweg, 2017; Bonjour and Duyvendak,
2018; Rytter, 2019), we still know surprisingly little about the nature and societal
significance of these norms—or how they relate to broader social expectations
in immigrant-receiving societies.

Debates about immigrant integration reflect contrasting views on the nature
of integration expectations. On the one hand, a prevalent understanding among
both scholars and policymakers views immigrant integration as a two-way pro-
cess, involving efforts by migrants and society alike (Klarenbeek, 2021; Spencer
and Charsley, 2021). According to this whole-society approach, integration con-
cerns any ‘processes of interaction, personal and social change among individuals
and institutions across structural, social, cultural and civic spheres’ (Spencer and
Charsley, 2021, 16). On the other hand, some scholars argue that integration in
practice often functions as a one-way process (Kostakopoulou, 2010; Anthias,
2013), emphasizing the responsibility of migrants to integrate while imagining
the ‘host society’ as already integrated (Korteweg, 2017). In this perspective,
the nation is imagined as a community of value(s) (Anderson, 2013; Manser-
Egli, 2023) and always already belonging (Korteweg and Yurdakul, 2024), dis-
pensing ‘native citizens’ from integration expectations (Schinkel, 2018). These
two perspectives have different implications for social norms on integration. Un-
der the two-way view, integration addresses both ‘immigrants’ and ‘natives’. In
contrast, under the one-way view, it concerns primarily—or even exclusively—
immigrants, subjecting them to stronger social expectations than ‘native’ mem-
bers of society.

While the theoretical debate reveals conflicting understandings of whom inte-
gration should concern, the practical implications depend on how societies actu-
ally perceive and apply integration norms. So far, research has largely focused on
the conceptual and normative aspects of immigrant integration in policy and the-
ory, neglecting the normative understandings that exist among the public. From
a liberal democratic standpoint, social norms should apply equally to all mem-
bers of society, regardless of migratory background. That is, the social norms pro-
moted under the banner of integration should not impose different expectations
on migrants compared to non-migrants. Yet, to what extent this is actually the
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EUROPEAN SOCIETIES 3

case is not only contested but also lacking the empirical evidence to inform this
debate.

In this article, we seek to fill this gap by empirically investigating the nature
of integration expectations within society. Integration expectations, we argue,
are broader social norms that may be directed at both ‘immigrants’ and ‘natives’.
Based on the two understandings of immigrant integration introduced, we derive
a testable empirical implication in the form of a migration bias in social norms:
social norms of integration are stronger for migrants than for society at large
if immigrant integration is understood as a one-way process. This expectation
is in line with literature on integration that has put forth (but not empirically
tested) the idea that migrants are expected to perform better than members of
the ‘host society’ (Rytter, 2019). In contrast, if integration is understood as a
two-way process addressing society as a whole, then we should not find a mi-
gration bias in social norms. We can thus test these arguments: how do social
norms differ for immigrants and the ‘host society’? With this, our research consti-
tutes a rare but important attempt to bring together critical integration research
with quantitative and experimental approaches to advance our understanding of
integration.

The remainder of this article proceeds as follows. First, we conceptualize the
concept of integration as a bundle of social norms and develop the argument
that these norms are characterized by a migration bias—they are stronger for
migrants than for society at large. Second, we discuss contextual and individ-
ual drivers of such a migration bias in social norms to develop our theoretical
understanding of the phenomenon. Third, we test the idea of a migration bias
and its expected drivers empirically with a population-based survey experiment
in Switzerland—a country with a high share of immigrants and divisive political
debates around immigrant integration. Finally, we discuss the implications of our
results for the theoretical and public understandings of immigrant integration.

Integration as social norms and the migration bias

According to the one-way perspective, integration is typically understood as a
set of norms and values defined by the dominant majority, to which immigrants
are expected to conform to gain acceptance. The cultural model of this dominant
majority ‘expresses the normative standard towards which immigrants should as-
pire and by which their deservingness of membership should continuously be as-
sessed’ (Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas, 2016, 12). These norms cover a wide
range of issues, including how to behave, what values to uphold, and what beliefs
to adopt. Such normative expectations tend to be relatively stable over time and
slow to change (see Bicchieri, 2006, for an overview).
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4 S. MANSER-EGLI AND P. LUTZ

This understanding of integration rests on the assumption that ‘native citi-
zens’ as the dominant majority already adhere to these norms and values and
are therefore integrated by default. This assumption produces the imaginaries of
the ideal citizen at the individual level (Merolli, 2016; Blankvoort et al., 2021)
and of society as a community of values at the collective level (Anderson, 2013;
Manser-Egli, 2023). Integration expectations such as those found in naturaliza-
tion exam questions often assume the existence of specific social norms that re-
flect the behaviour of the average or ideal citizen. For example, a question from
a German naturalization test is ‘What should parents of a 22-year-old girl do if
they do not like her boyfriend?’ (Orgad, 2015, 6), while a British exam includes
a question about appropriate behaviour in a pub, as cited in the beginning of this
article. Similarly, when an immigrant is deemed ‘not integrated’ into Swiss soci-
ety for wearing training pants in public (Manser-Egli, 2023), this reflects the idea
that there is a general social norm prescribing appropriate dress in public. Often,
these norms are constructed ex negativo, by defining what is considered to not
align with dominant norms and values. Only in rare instances are the attributes
of the ideal citizen, against whom integration expectations are explicitly defined,
depicted and characterized in detail.1 In this way, integration expectations im-
plicitly invoke unwritten rules that members of the national society are assumed
to follow and to which immigrants are expected to conform in order to be seen
as legitimate members of the community.

These integration imaginaries of the ideal citizen and of the community of
values point to a central critique of integration discourse: the ‘mainstream’ into
which immigrants are expected to integrate is rarely clearly defined and thus can-
not provide an objective benchmark for integration. Nevertheless, integration
continues to reflect an essentially functionalist vision of society (see Schinkel,
2017), wherein immigrant success is ‘charted against a set of taken-for-granted
mainstream norms’ (Penninx and Garcés-Mascareñas, 2016, 12). Thus, at face
value, integration expectations are general social norms applicable to all mem-
bers of society. These norms become integration specific when they are se-
lectively directed at immigrants—or, more precisely, at those constructed as

1 A notable and somewhat comical exception to the otherwise vague portrayal of the ideal
citizen can be found in the Integrationsleitbild of the city of Zürich from 1997. It offers an
unusually detailed depiction of the (Swiss) ideal citizen, drawing on what is considered to be
the traditional image of the Citoyen: emotional self-control and civic discipline to respect the
state’s monopoly on the use of force; a work ethic that feeds the solidarity networks on the
basis of supra-familial reliability; supra-familial honesty and solidarity; an ethos of gender
equality that enables a satisfactory combination of family, professional, and gender roles
for men and women; an intergenerational ethos that refrains from consuming the resources
of future generations; and a culture of conflict that allows for fruitful debates, withstands
contradictions in thinking and feeling, and is able to negotiate conflicting values and interests
through discourse rather than violence (Müller, 1997).
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EUROPEAN SOCIETIES 5

‘subjects of integration’ (Dodevska, 2024). Who is constructed as a subject of in-
tegration and the particular norms they are expected to conform to, varies across
times and contexts. With this in mind, we now turn to our core argument of a
migration bias in social norms.

Despite the widespread framing and theoretical conceptualization of in-
tegration as a two-way process involving both ‘natives’ and immigrants, in
practice, the integration of ‘natives’ is neither required nor assessed—unlike
that of immigrants. Citizens are typically considered to be ‘already integrated’
(Korteweg, 2017) and thus ‘dispensed from integration’ altogether; they are not
studied, evaluated, or described in terms of their integration (Schinkel, 2018).
As Schinkel aptly observes, the key distinction is therefore not ‘the difference
between the “well integrated” and the “less integrated”; it is the difference be-
tween those for whom integration is not an issue at all, and those for whom it is’
(Schinkel, 2018, emphasis in the original). While migranticized subjects are
monitored and tested for their integration, the ‘host society’ remains exempt
from such scrutiny. In this process, ‘society’ is discursively unified and homog-
enized (Schinkel, 2017). For instance, the integration requirement to ‘respect
the values of the constitution’ produces the social imaginary of society as a com-
munity of value(s), while, in reality, these ‘values’ are perpetually contested and
renegotiated within the pluralist framework of liberal democracy (Manser-Egli,
2023, 2025).

Accordingly, major criticism of the notion of integration targets its essentially
migranticized nature (Dahinden, 2016; Spencer and Charsley, 2021). Although
the concept originates in Durkheimian sociology long before the emergence of
‘migration studies’, it has become almost exclusively associated with migrants,
in research, policy, and public discourse. However, as Banton has argued, inte-
gration can only be a ‘viable sociological concept’ (again) if it measures ‘the de-
gree to which all individuals, whatever their ethnic origin, are integrated’ (Ban-
ton, 2008, 1281, emphasis in the original). Unless this is the case, that is, as long
as only one group is evaluated in terms of ‘integration’ (migrants) against the
benchmark of an allegedly always already integrated ‘host society’, integration is
a game that cannot be won. As scholars have argued, it is a game of snakes and
ladders (Horner and Weber, 2011), a labyrinth without an exit (Waerniers and
Hustinx, 2019), or an asymptote—a curve that can be extended to infinity but
never touches the abscissa (i.e., ‘society’) (Sayad, 1994).

The central question, then, is whether integration is understood as a set of so-
cial norms that apply universally to all members of society or primarily serves as
a mechanism for conditioning immigrants—who are subjected to stronger nor-
mative expectations due to their assigned outgroup status. If being integrated
means having a job, maintaining contact with neighbours, and participating in

Corr
ect

ed
 Proo

f

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/euso/article-pdf/doi/10.1162/euso.a.30/2531440/euso.a.30.pdf by guest on 31 May 2026



6 S. MANSER-EGLI AND P. LUTZ

politics, is this expected, monitored, and evaluated equally for everyone, or for
migrants exclusively? If these social norms are applied exclusively—or, at least,
more strongly so—to immigrants than to society at large, we refer to this as a mi-
gration bias in social norms: the same social norms and expectations are stronger
when addressed to immigrants. This conditionality where the strength of social
norms depends on the migration status constitutes a crucial empirical implica-
tion of conflicting understandings of integration. If a migration bias exists, it in-
dicates the presence of differentiated social norms, which means that the ‘host
society’ is effectively dispensed from certain expectations while immigrants are
held to a higher standard and expected to be ‘better citizens’. To investigate this,
we test the following hypothesis:

H1: Social norms of integration are stronger for immigrants than for society at large.

In the following, we discuss potential explanatory factors behind the migra-
tion bias in social norms. What may explain why individuals with an assigned
outgroup membership (i.e., immigrants or migranticized others) are subjected
to stronger social norms? We propose two theoretical perspectives: the first at-
tributes the bias to contextual factors, particularly integration regimes; the sec-
ond emphasizes individual-level integration expectations as the main driver.

The contextual explanation builds on the idea that public understandings of
integration are shaped by the broader cultural and political context. A number of
case studies, such as Brubaker’s (1992) analysis of citizenship and nationhood in
France and Germany or Favell’s (1998) comparative study on philosophies of in-
tegration in France and Britain, demonstrate how national contexts differ with re-
gards to conceptions of citizenship and belonging. These different philosophies
of what it means to be(come) a full member of the nation have shaped immigrant
integration policies, which in turn institutionalize and reinforce prevailing social
norms of integration.

Scholars have identified distinct types of integration regimes (Manatschal,
2011): the assimilationist model, based on an ethnic understanding of citizen-
ship and cultural monism, and the multiculturalist model based on a civic un-
derstanding of citizenship and cultural pluralism. These models resonate with
the two understandings of integration: the assimilationist regime with the one-
way process and the multiculturalist regime with the two-way process. Empirical
studies have shown that such policy frameworks shape how the public perceives
immigrants and their integration (De Coninck et al., 2021; Green et al., 2019;
Neureiter, 2022). It is therefore plausible to assume that integration-specific so-
cial norms that people adopt are shaped by the dominant philosophies of the re-
lationship between states and (non-)citizens. These philosophies are reflected
and stabilized through integration policy regimes. Accordingly, the migration
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EUROPEAN SOCIETIES 7

bias should thus vary primarily between different historical and political con-
texts, leading us to the following hypothesis:

H2: The migration bias in social norms is larger in integration regimes characterized by an
ethnic understanding of citizenship and cultural assimilation.

A second perspective focuses on the individual-level understandings of inte-
gration that result from people’s differing values and political orientations. This
builds on the observation that immigration is a deeply contested issue, often
structured along a broader political divide between cosmopolitans and nativists
(De Wilde et al., 2019; Duyvendak and Kešić, 2023; Lancaster, 2022). Cos-
mopolitans emphasize cultural openness, universal human rights, and the value
of diversity. They tend to view national identity as inclusive and reject the idea
that immigrants must assimilate to a fixed set of cultural norms. For them, in-
tegration is either unnecessary or understood as a mutual process of adaptation
within a pluralistic society. Demands that immigrants conform to ‘majority val-
ues’ are often seen as illiberal and exclusionary, especially when these values are
themselves contested (cf. Kymlicka, 1995; Manser-Egli, 2025). In contrast, na-
tivists hold that ‘states should be inhabited exclusively by members of the native
group (the nation) and those non-native elements (persons and ideas) are fun-
damentally threatening to the homogeneous nation-state’ (Mudde, 2007, 19). In
nativism, the immigrant is constructed in cultural terms as ‘the opposite of the
“real,” “authentic,” “rooted” citizen’ (Duyvendak, 2012, 2).

These clashing ideologies imply different understandings of immigrant in-
tegration and, crucially, different applications of social norms. Cosmopolitans
should be more likely to see norms as universal and symmetrical—applying
equally to all residents. Nativists, by contrast, are expected to apply norms asym-
metrically, with stricter demands placed on immigrants. Therefore, the extent of
the migration bias in social norms (i.e., the degree to which the same expecta-
tions are more strongly applied to immigrants) should vary systematically across
individuals with different political ideologies, value orientations, and attitudes
towards diversity.

Hypothesis H3: The migration bias in social norms is larger the more individuals expect
immigrants to integrate.

Data and method

We test our hypotheses with an original survey experiment conducted in Switzer-
land. The Swiss case is particularly well suited for this study, as it combines a high
share of immigrants and noncitizens with a public discourse in which the issue
of immigration is particularly salient and polarizing. As of 2024, 27.4% of the
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8 S. MANSER-EGLI AND P. LUTZ

permanent resident population did not hold Swiss citizenship. Migration policy
and discourse have been shaped by nativist fears of ‘over-foreignization’ (Über-
fremdung) for decades, targeting Italians in the 1960s, non-EU migrants since the
1990s, and Muslims more recently (Dahinden and Manser-Egli, 2023). In this
respect, Switzerland represents a typical case of a reluctant immigration country
within the European context (Freeman, 2006).

Beyond its national characteristics, Switzerland also offers theoretically rel-
evant subnational variation. Its different language regions differ in integration
philosophies, and its federalist political system allows for significant regional
variation in policy and practice. While Switzerland as a whole is generally clas-
sified as a strongly assimilationist regime (Skenderovic, 2009), research shows
considerable divergence across cantons. Manatschal (2012) demonstrates that
integration philosophies often align with linguistic regions: French-speaking
cantons tend to adopt more liberal and inclusive approaches, resembling the
French ius soli tradition, whereas German-speaking cantons tend to follow
more restrictive approaches, closer to the German ius sanguinis model. This
is reflected in concrete policies: voting rights for noncitizens, for example, are
common in the French-speaking part of Switzerland but largely absent in the
German-speaking part. More broadly, the French-speaking region aligns more
closely with cosmopolitan values and international openness, while its German-
speaking counterpart leans more towards national closure (Kriesi et al., 1996;
Vatter, 2018). For these reasons, Switzerland provides a most-likely case for a mi-
gration bias in social norms, while also offering a setting that allows us to examine
how individual predispositions and cultural-political contexts shape integration
expectations.

The empirical analysis is based on a preregistered population survey fielded
in February and March 2022,2 with a sample of N = 1,000. The survey includes
participants from both the German-speaking (N = 730) and French-speaking
(N = 270)3 parts and employs quota sampling based on gender and education.4

2 The field period of the survey overlaps with the onset of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine on
24 February 2022, with approximately 10% of responses collected prior to this date (71
German speaking and 30 French speaking). To assess whether this unexpected geopolitical
event influenced responses, we conducted a Welch two-sample t-test comparing social norm
scores before and after 24 February. The mean score was 78.83 before the invasion and
76.07 afterward. This difference was not statistically significant (t = 1.26, p = 0.211, 95%
CI: –1.58–7.10), suggesting that the invasion did not produce a measurable shift in nor-
mative expectations during the survey period, at least as captured by our primary outcome
variable.

3 The other language regions, Italian and Romansh, make up less than 10% of the Swiss
population.

4 The survey sample is not perfectly representative of the Swiss population. As we use an
experimental design, we can assess effect heterogeneity across different segments of the
Swiss population.
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EUROPEAN SOCIETIES 9

Respondents were asked about the extent to which they agree or disagree with a
set of twelve items, grouped into four thematic categories of integration-related
norms: social, cultural, economic, and political-legal (see Appendix for full ques-
tion wording). These categories are drawn from the dominant dimensions of in-
tegration used in both academic and policy contexts (e.g., Penninx and Garcés-
Mascareñas, 2016; Spencer and Charsley, 2021) and correspond to formal inte-
gration requirements in Swiss immigration and naturalization law.5

The twelve items cover a range of behaviours and values. Social norms include
having contact with neighbours, participating in local clubs or associations, and
engaging in the public life of the local community. Cultural norms concern partic-
ipation in local customs and traditions, the expectation that religion be practiced
privately, and respect for constitutional values. Economic norms include being
economically active, demonstrating ambition at work, and avoiding reliance on
public assistance and welfare benefits. Political-legal norms cover support for gen-
der equality, respect for laws, and participation in political life.6 Responses were
recorded on a scale from 0 (‘do not agree at all’) to 10 (‘fully agree’). The items are
analyzed both individually and as an aggregated index, constructed as the sum
of all items, to capture overall support for social norms of integration. Following
previous research (e.g., Tankard and Paluck, 2016), we interpret higher levels
of agreement as indicating stronger normative expectations—that is, a greater
degree of societal consensus on what behaviours or values should be upheld.7

While this measure does not directly capture enforcement or sanctions, it serves
as a valid proxy for norm strength in survey-based attitudinal research. This al-
lows us to test not only whether norms differ in strength across dimensions but
also whether the same norms are stronger for immigrants than for society at large.

To validly measure the theorized migration bias in social norms, we employ
a question wording experiment. Respondents are randomly assigned to one of
two versions of the norm items. One treatment group was asked whether people
in general should follow a set of social norms, and in the other treatment group,
the same items are phrased to ask whether foreigners should follow these norms

5 These integration requirements include familiarity with the Swiss way of life, respect for public
security and order and the values enshrined in the federal constitution, language skills and
participation in economic life (see articles 11 and 12 of the Swiss Citizenship Act and, for
the more detailed requirements, the respective ordinance on Swiss citizenship).

6 Note that we have chosen typical social norms directed at migrants that are reasonably
generalizable (applicable to society as a whole). This is why, for example, ‘speaking a national
language’ has not been selected, as it would not make sense to ask about this integration-
specific norm as a general norm for society at large (as any ‘host society’ in the national
container matter-of-factly speaks a/the national language; it is not a social norm in the
relevant sense).

7 We aim to measure social expectations—what people should do—rather than formal
norms—what people must do in terms of (legally) binding obligations.
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10 S. MANSER-EGLI AND P. LUTZ

as a specific demographic group. The questionnaire employs the term ‘foreign-
ers’ (German: Ausländer) rather than ‘immigrants’, as the former is more preva-
lent in Swiss legal, political, and public discourse (cf. Lutz and Lavenex, 2024).
Each respondent sees only one version of the question wording, which helps to
mitigate social desirability bias: respondents are not explicitly forced to choose
whether immigrants should be held to higher standards than members of society
at large. Instead, the treatment effect is inferred from between-group differences.
The condition referring to ‘people in general’ serves as the reference category,
allowing us to estimate the extent to which support for integration-related social
norms is stronger when applied to immigrants—that is, the degree of migration
bias.

We begin our analysis by presenting descriptive statistics on the strength of
social norms, examining variation across both society as a whole and the four
normative dimensions. To test the hypothesis of a migration bias, we estimate a
linear regression model with the strength of social norms as dependent variable
and the treatment condition (immigrant vs. society at large) as the independent
variable. To assess the nature of the migration bias, we then investigate to what
extent the treatment effect differs across key contextual and individual-level fac-
tors: between the German- and French-speaking regions and between respon-
dents with different integration expectations, as a proxy for their individual un-
derstanding of integration. Finally, we conduct a series of robustness checks and
supplementary analyses to assess the consistency of the observed patterns and
the reliability of our main findings.

Results

We begin by presenting descriptive evidence on the strength of integration-
specific social norms in Switzerland. Figure 1 shows the distribution of the over-
all norm strength using the aggregated index from the full sample. The histogram
is skewed towards high levels of agreement, indicating that the norms in ques-
tion are broadly endorsed by the Swiss population, with very few respondents
expressing consistent disagreement. The accompanying bar plot breaks down
average support for each of the twelve norms grouped into social, cultural, eco-
nomic, and political-legal dimensions. Despite variation both within and across
these categories, mean levels of support range from just above 5 (participating in
associations) to nearly 8 (respecting the values of the constitution). On average,
norms in the social dimension receive the lowest agreement, whereas political-
legal norms receive the highest. A correlation analysis further reveals that the
agreement across the twelve norms is positively correlated but to a varying de-
gree (see Figure A1 in the Appendix). This suggests that while the norms are
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EUROPEAN SOCIETIES 11

Figure 1. Strength of social norms in Switzerland.

Note: The histogram on the left shows the distribution of the overall strength of social norms in the Swiss
population (aggregate of twelve norms). The bar plot on the right displays the mean values and standard
deviations of the strength of twelve norms across four dimensions.

generally supported, they are interpreted and prioritized differently by respon-
dents. Overall, these results indicate that while the social norms under study are
widely shared, they are far from representing a societal consensus. This is evi-
denced by the consistently large standard deviations across items, pointing to
meaningful variation in public attitudes.

Next, we present the results of the question wording experiment, which es-
timates the causal effects of the ‘immigrant’ treatment on the support of social
norms (Figure 2). The overall treatment effect is a small but statistically signif-
icant increase of 2.9 points on a 0–120 scale (see Table A1 in the Appendix for
the full model output), providing the first empirical support for the presence
of a migration bias. The coefficient plots show the treatment effects for each of
the twelve specific social norms. The effects vary considerably across items, with
both statistically significant and nonsignificant effects appearing in both positive
and negative directions. The most pronounced and consistent effects emerge
within the social dimension, where support for these norms is systematically
higher when applied to immigrants than to society at large. Findings are more
mixed for cultural norms: stronger norms are observed for immigrants in terms
of participating in local customs and traditions and respecting constitutional val-
ues, but the norm of practicing religion privately is endorsed more strongly for
society at large. In contrast, we find no significant treatment effects for economic
or political-legal norms, with small, inconsistent effects in both directions. In
sum, while the overall effect supports H1 that social norms of integration are
applied more strongly to immigrants, the findings also reveal that this migration
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Figure 2. Estimation of the migration bias in social norms.

Note: The bar plot on the left shows the mean difference between the two treatment groups. The coefficient
plots displayed on the right show the effect of the immigrant treatment on the strength of different social
norms, with point estimate and inner/outer confidence intervals.

bias is norm-specific rather than universal. The extent and direction of the bias
vary depending on the norm in question.

To delve deeper into this pattern and assess the robustness of the findings,
we conduct a number of additional analyses. First, instead of focusing solely on
mean differences, we compare the distribution of responses across the two treat-
ment groups (see Figure 3). This visual display reveals that, for those norms
where a migration bias is observed, the largest difference between groups oc-
curs at the maximum value (10)—representing full agreement with the norm.
This pattern is again most pronounced in the social dimension and for respect-
ing traditions, laws, and constitutional values. The treatment effect thus ap-
pears to be concentrated among respondents expressing the strongest normative
expectations.

Second, when we re-estimate the baseline model using a binary indicator for
maximum support (i.e., full agreement) as the dependent variable, the treatment
effect increases substantively to 4.7 points and reaches a higher level of statistical
significance (see Table A1 in the Appendix for the model output). These find-
ings suggest that the treatment effect is driven by respondents who demand strict
norm fulfilment from immigrants in particular.

Third, to assess whether respondents interpreted the norm items similarly
across groups, we conducted a multiple-group confirmatory factor analysis. The
results indicate metric invariance (�χ 2 = 18.72, df = 11, p = 0.066), confirm-
ing that the same latent construct of social norms is being measured across con-
ditions. At the same time, we find no scalar invariance (�χ 2 = 135.43, df = 11,
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Figure 3. Distribution of norm support by treatment status.

Note: Multiple line plots showing the proportions of the different values of norm support separated by
treatment status. See also the cumulative display of the distribution in Figure A4 in the Appendix.

p < 0.001), meaning that the level of endorsement differs systematically between
groups, supporting our theoretical expectation: the same social norms are more
strongly endorsed when applied to immigrants, confirming the presence of a mi-
gration bias.

In addition, given that a significant share of the Swiss population are immi-
grants themselves or have a migration background, it is plausible that members
of this group may perceive themselves as the target of the integration expecta-
tions in both treatment conditions. To test whether this demographic context
affects the results, we re-estimate the treatment effects separately for citizens
(N = 808) and noncitizens (N = 192). The results for the citizen sample show a
largely similar pattern (see Figure A2 in the Appendix). While two norms, gender
equality and financial independence, reach statistical significance only within the
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14 S. MANSER-EGLI AND P. LUTZ

Figure 4. Heterogeneity of the migration bias across context and individuals.

Note: The two figures display predicted probabilities for the interaction effect of treatment status with
contextual and individual moderators, showing the 95% confidence intervals.

citizen sample, the overall effect sizes differ only slightly and not in a systematic
direction. In the noncitizen sample, we again find significant treatment effects for
norms in the social dimension, along with an additional significant effect for po-
litical participation, which is not observed among citizens (see Figure A3 in the
Appendix). The overall treatment effect is larger for noncitizens. This is mainly
because, unlike the citizen group, their responses show no significant negative
treatment effects that offset the positive ones (see Table A1 in the Appendix).
While the overall result pattern of a migration bias is confirmed, the compari-
son between the two subsamples provides nuance on the strength and nature of
integration-specific norms depending on citizenship status.

In the next step, we examine treatment effect heterogeneity across language
regions and individual integration expectations to test the hypotheses regard-
ing the drivers of the migration bias in social norms. First, we estimate sepa-
rate models for the German- and French-speaking subsamples (see Table A1
in the Appendix). The results differ markedly: in the French-speaking sample,
the effect of the immigrant treatment is smaller and not statistically significant,
whereas in the German-speaking sample, it is both larger and statistically signif-
icant. This regional divergence is confirmed through additional analyses. Visual
comparisons of the treatment effect on the distribution of responses (see Figure
A5 and A6 in the Appendix) and an interaction model (see Figure 4), show that
the non-effect in the French-speaking sample is not due to insufficient statistical
power resulting from the small sample size but reflects a genuine lack of migra-
tion bias. While support for norms addressed to society at large is similar across
both language regions, norms directed at immigrants are significantly stronger in
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the German-speaking part (Figure 4a). This regional pattern holds for both cit-
izens and noncitizens, indicating that the larger migration bias observed among
noncitizens is confined to the German-speaking region, which aligns with a more
assimilationist integration regime (see Table A2 in the Appendix). Overall, the
migration bias appears to be a Swiss-German phenomenon, absent in the more
inclusive French-speaking context. These results provide support for H2, which
posits that historical and political context, as reflected in subnational integration
regimes, shapes how social norms are socially constructed and whether they are
applied asymmetrically to immigrants.

Finally, we investigate the moderating role of individual attitudes towards
immigrant integration (Figure 4b). The predicted probabilities show a strong
positive association between respondents’ integration expectations towards
immigrants and their agreement with social norms. However, this relationship
is significantly stronger under the immigrant treatment condition, suggesting
that integration expectations moderate the treatment effect. Specifically, the
immigrant treatment decreases support for social norms among respondents
who do not expect immigrants to integrate but increases support among those
who do. This moderation effect provides confirming evidence for both H2 and
H3: the migration bias in social norms appears to be shaped by both contextual
and individual understandings of integration. A closer inspection reveals that the
moderating effect of individual integration expectations is substantially smaller
and not statistically significant in the French-speaking sample. This suggests that
in addition to the absence of an overall migration bias in the French-speaking re-
gion, individual integration expectations also play a less decisive role in shaping
attitudes there. Taken together, these findings indicate that the migration bias in
social norms is primarily a result of the assimilationist integration regime in the
German-speaking region, where the issue of integration is also more politically
and socially polarized.

Conclusion

The concept of ‘immigrant integration’ is essentially contested (Magazzini,
2020). In this article, we have argued that much of this contestation stems from
how social norms of integration are understood and, importantly, whom they tar-
get. To investigate this empirically, we conducted a survey experiment in Switzer-
land that tested whether integration-related social norms are stronger for immi-
grants than for society at large. Our analysis confirms the existence of a migra-
tion bias in social norms: on average, integration-related norms are more strongly
endorsed when directed at immigrants. However, this bias is not uniform
across all domains. It is particularly pronounced in the social dimension (e.g.,
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community involvement) and norms related to respecting authorities, namely,
traditions, constitutional values, and the law. These two aspects are thus cru-
cial in the Swiss integration context, as immigrants are expected to be more in-
tegrated at the local level than citizens and not supposed to question traditional
authorities to the same extent as citizens. The analysis of heterogeneous treat-
ment effects reveals what drives this bias. The migration bias emerges only in
the German-speaking region, which aligns with a more assimilationist integra-
tion regime. In contrast, the French-speaking region, characterized by more lib-
eral integration traditions, shows no significant bias. Furthermore, individual
integration expectations moderate the treatment effect: for some, immigration
prompts a relaxation of norms in the name of cultural tolerance, while for oth-
ers, it prompts a tightening of norms to reinforce social cohesion.

What do these findings reveal about the public understanding of immigrant
integration? The prevalence of the migration bias with regards to local integra-
tion is particularly noteworthy in light of Anderson’s (2023) observation that
UK integration policy has attempted to respond to critiques of integration (e.g.,
methodological nationalism) by shifting its focus to the local level. As she points
out, talking about integration turns neighbourhoods into communities (Ander-
son, 2023). Integration regimes often focus on the local level and tend to roman-
ticize integration imaginaries of local community life and the extent to which im-
migrants are supposed to get involved (see Meissner and Heil, 2021)—just as
the migration bias in social norms does. Our findings suggest that this roman-
ticization is mirrored in public attitudes: social norms around neighbourhood
engagement are not only widely endorsed but also disproportionately applied to
immigrants.

Unlike citizens, who are largely free to decide whether to engage with neigh-
bours, join local associations, or cultivate social ties, immigrants face heightened
expectations in precisely these areas. Their level of local participation is mon-
itored and evaluated, reflecting the unequal distribution of normative expecta-
tions. In this sense, the migration bias in social norms reinforces what scholars
have described as the ‘integration dispensation’: the political, legal, and social
asymmetry between those who are presumed already integrated and thus exempt
from scrutiny and those who are constructed as subjects of integration. The for-
mer are not only spared from formal monitoring but also held to lower informal
standards, while immigrants are expected to meet stricter normative thresholds.

This article contributes to ongoing debates about immigrant integration by
providing novel empirical evidence for a phenomenon prominently discussed in
the critical and normative literature. We have sought to demonstrate the value
of bridging critical integration scholarship with quantitative and experimental
research methods to advance our understanding of integration as an essentially
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contested concept. Our results provide initial evidence of a migration bias in
social norms and highlight the importance of further research into the mecha-
nisms that shape these expectations, their malleability, and the conditions under
which such a bias intensifies or diminishes. Future work may also examine how
contextual shifts—such as geopolitical crises or large-scale refugee arrivals—
recalibrate public perceptions and normative expectations. In addition, replicat-
ing this study in other contextual settings seems essential to assess both the gen-
eralizability and context dependence of the migration bias in social norms. Fi-
nally, it is crucial to examine the implications of normative asymmetries for the
liberal democratic promise of equal citizenship in diverse societies.
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Duyvendak, J. W. and Kešić, J. (2023) The return of the native: Can liberalism safeguard us

against nativism? New York: Oxford University Press.
Favell, A. (1998) Philosophies of integration. Immigration and the idea of citizenship in France

and Britain. Basingstoke: Macmillan.
Favell, A. (2022) The integration nation: Immigration and colonial power in liberal democracies.

Cambridge: Polity Press.

Corr
ect

ed
 Proo

f

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/euso/article-pdf/doi/10.1162/euso.a.30/2531440/euso.a.30.pdf by guest on 31 May 2026

https://doi.org/10.1162/euso.a.30
https://doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2023.2218592
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-954X.12001
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870701710922
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2021.1893668
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2017.1339897
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2015.1124129
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxab053
https://doi.org/10.1177/00207152211050662
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2023.2247170


EUROPEAN SOCIETIES 19

Freeman, G. P. (2006) ‘National models, policy types, and the politics of immigration in lib-
eral democracies’, West European Politics, 29(2), 227–247. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1080/01402380500512585

Green, E. G. T., Visintin, E. P., Sarrasin, O. and Hewstone, M. (2019) ‘When integration
policies shape the impact of intergroup contact on threat perceptions: A multilevel study
across 20 European countries’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 46(3), pp. 631–648.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1550159

Horner, K. and Weber, J.-J. (2011) ‘Not playing the game: Shifting patterns in the discourse
of integration’, Journal of Language and Politics, 10(2), pp. 139–159. Available at: https:
//doi.org/10.1075/jlp.10.2.01hor

Klarenbeek, L. M. (2021) ‘Reconceptualising “integration as a two-way process”’, Migration
Studies, 9(3), pp. 902–921. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnz033

Korteweg, A. C. (2017) ‘The failures of “immigrant integration”: The gendered racialized
production of non-belonging’, Migration Studies, 5(3), pp. 428–444. Available at: https:
//doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnx025

Korteweg, A. C. and Yurdakul, G. (2024) ‘Non-belonging: Borders, boundaries, and bodies at
the interface of migration and citizenship studies’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies,
50(2), pp. 293–316. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2024.2289704

Kostakopoulou, D. (2010) ‘The anatomy of civic integration’, Modern Law Review, 73(6),
pp. 933–958. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2230.2010.00825.x

Kriesi, H., Wernli, B., Sciarini, P. and Gianni, M. (1996) Le clivage linguistique. Problèmes de
compréhension entre les communautés linguistiques en Suisse. Bern: Bundesamt für Statistik.

Kymlicka, W. (1995) Multicultural citizenship: A liberal theory of minority rights. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Lancaster, C. M. (2022) ‘Value shift: Immigration attitudes and the sociocultural divide’,
British Journal of Political Science, 52(1), 1–20. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0007123420000526

Lutz, P., and Lavenex, S. (2024) Switzerland comes to terms with being a country of immigration.
Washington, DC: Migration Policy Institute.

Magazzini, T. (2020) ‘Integration as an essentially contested concept: Questioning the as-
sumptions behind the national Roma integration strategies of Italy and Spain’, in S. Hinger
and R. Schweitzer (eds.), Politics of (dis)integration. Cham: Springer.

Manatschal, A. (2011) ‘Taking cantonal variations of integration policy seriously—or
how to validate international concepts at the subnational comparative level’, Swiss
Political Science Review, 17(3), pp. 336–357. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1662-6370.2011.02027.x

Manatschal, A. (2012) ‘Path-dependent or dynamic? Cantonal integration policies between
regional citizenship traditions and right populist party politics’, Ethnic and Racial Studies,
35(2), pp. 281–297.

Manser-Egli, S. (2023) ‘Respecting the values of the constitution: Integration in the commu-
nity of value(s)’, Frontiers in Political Science, 5, 1124552. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpos.2023.1124552

Manser-Egli, S. (2025) ‘Illiberal integrationism: Shared values as an integration requirement
in liberal democracy’, Journal of Political Power. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/
2158379X.2025.2538462

Meissner, F. and Heil, T. (2021) ‘Deromanticising integration: On the importance of con-
vivial disintegration’, Migration Studies, 9(3), pp. 740–758. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1093/migration/mnz056

Corr
ect

ed
 Proo

f

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/euso/article-pdf/doi/10.1162/euso.a.30/2531440/euso.a.30.pdf by guest on 31 May 2026

https://doi.org/10.1080/01402380500512585
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1550159
https://doi.org/10.1075/jlp.10.2.01hor
https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnz033
https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnx025
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2024.2289704
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2230.2010.00825.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123420000526
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1662-6370.2011.02027.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2023.1124552
https://doi.org/10.1080/2158379X.2025.2538462
https://doi.org/10.1093/migration/mnz056


20 S. MANSER-EGLI AND P. LUTZ

Merolli, J. L. (2016) ‘Manufacturing desire and producing (non-)citizens: Integration exams
in Canada, the UK and Netherlands’, Citizenship Studies, 20(8), pp. 957–972. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2016.1229192

Müller, H.-P. (1997) ‘Integrationsleitbild Zürich. Band II: Beilagen’, Universität Zürich: Eth-
nologisches Seminar.

Mudde, C. (2007) Populist radical right parties in Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Neureiter, M. (2022) ‘The effect of immigrant integration policies on public immigra-
tion attitudes: Evidence from a survey experiment in the United Kingdom’, Interna-
tional Migration Review, 56(4), pp. 1040–1068. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/
01979183211063499

Orgad, L. (2015) The cultural defense of nations: A liberal theory of majority rights. Oxford; New
York: Oxford University Press.

Penninx, R. and Garcés-Mascareñas, B. (2016) ‘The concept of integration as an analytical
tool and as a policy concept’, in B. Garcés-Mascareñas and R. Penninx (eds.) Integration
processes and policies in Europe: Contexts, levels and actors (pp. 11–29). Springer Interna-
tional Publishing.

Rytter, M. (2019) ‘Writing against integration: Danish imaginaries of culture, race
and belonging’, Ethnos, 84(4), pp. 678–697. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/
00141844.2018.1458745

Sayad, A. (1994) ‘Qu’est-ce que l’intégration?’ Hommes & Migrations, 1182(1), pp. 8–14.
Schinkel, W. (2017) Imagined societies: A critique of immigrant integration in Western Europe.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Schinkel, W. (2018) ‘Against “immigrant integration”: For an end to neocolonial knowledge

production’, Comparative Migration Studies, 6, 31. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1186/
s40878-018-0095-1

Skenderovic, D. (2009) The radical right in Switzerland: Continuity and change, 1945–2000.
New York: Berghahn Books.

Spencer, S. and Charsley, K. (2021) ‘Reframing “integration”: Acknowledging and address-
ing five core critiques’, Comparative Migration Studies 9, 18. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1186/s40878-021-00226-4

Tankard, M. E. and Paluck, E. L. (2016) ‘Norm perception as a vehicle for social change’,
Social Issues and Policy Review, 10(1), 181–211. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/
sipr.12022

Vatter, A. (2018) Swiss federalism: The transformation of a federal model. London: Routledge.
Waerniers, R. and Hustinx, L. (2019) ‘The labyrinth towards citizenship: Contradic-

tions in the framing and categorization of immigrants in immigration and integra-
tion policies’, Identities, 26(3), pp. 270–288. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/
1070289X.2019.1590025Corr

ect
ed

 Proo
f

Downloaded from http://direct.mit.edu/euso/article-pdf/doi/10.1162/euso.a.30/2531440/euso.a.30.pdf by guest on 31 May 2026

https://doi.org/10.1080/13621025.2016.1229192
https://doi.org/10.1177/01979183211063499
https://doi.org/10.1080/00141844.2018.1458745
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40878-018-0095-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40878-021-00226-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12022
https://doi.org/10.1080/1070289X.2019.1590025



