CHAPTER 8

The Effects of Institutional Change
on Austrian Integration Policy
and the Contexts that Matter

Oliver Gruber and Sieglinde Rosenberger

1 INTRODUCTION

In the literature on public administration and policymaking, institutions
are considered important as they shape collective regulation and public
policies (March & Olsen, 1993; Peters, 2012). While a growing body of
literature is available on the reasons and forms of institutional change
(Koning, 2015; Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Rocco & Thurston, 2014;
Streek & Thelen, 2005; see also Bakir & Jarvis in this volume), less
research has been done on the influence of institutional change on policy
change. We have little knowledge of whether and how institutional reform
can instigate changes in policymaking and the policy outputs produced.
The literature on institutionalism generally focuses on established areas
(economy, finance, foreign affairs, social affairs, etc.) and neglects emerg-
ing policy areas, especially emerging policy areas of low status within the
architecture of government and public administration. This chapter con-
tributes to filling this gap and focuses on the potential and impact of insti-
tutional reform on public policy in an area of steadily growing relevance,
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that of immigrant integration. It utilizes the introduction of an executive
actor in the Austrian government, the State Secretary for Integration
(SSI), as a case study to respond to two research questions: What forms of
public policy change are stimulated by a new executive actor in the novel
policy area of migrant integration? How can these policy changes (or the
lack thereof) be explained by the contexts and facilitating conditions in
which the new executive actor is embedded?

The SSI provides a perfect case for analysing this institution-policy rela-
tionship, as it presented an institutional stimulus for policy change in the
contested yet increasingly dynamic policy area of immigrant integration,
which in previous decades had been given little priority by the Austrian
national government. However, our study’s empirical findings on policy
determination and policy contents provide mixed evidence of the change
stimulated by the SSI, demonstrating the potential and the limits of this
new executive actor. In what we describe as a “depoliticized approach” to
governance (Benton, McCarthy, & Collett, 2015; Fawcert & Marsh,
2014; Flinders & Buller, 2006; Flinders & Wood, 2015), we find that the
SSI contributed to a new political style by redesigning governmental dis-
course and the modes of policymaking while maintaining the same legisla-
tive path as before.

To explain these divergent outcomes, we draw upon the literature on
the embeddedness of executive actors (Baum & Oliver, 1992; Granovetter,
1985; Haxhi, van Ees, & Sorge, 2013; Scharpf, 2000), arguing that a new
government actor depends on different types of context—institutional
and non-institutional—as well as on situational facilitators that promote
change in certain areas while hindering it in others. Institutional comple-
mentarities (Amable, 2003; Campbell, 2011; Crouch, 2010; Crouch
etal.,2005; Hépner, 2005), partisan politics (Schmidt, 1996; Woldendorp,
Keman, & Budge, 2000), as well as favourable situational macro-conditions
(Keller & Yang, 2008; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993; Sager & Ricelle,
2013) and structural complementarities (Bakir, 2013, 2017) are the most
important elements in this case. Our discussion shows how these different
contexts and facilitators interact in shaping the impact of institutional
reform of the priorities and directions of policy. In this way, our chapter
contributes to the conceptualization of policy change and to theorizing
the conditions of a new executive actor’s stimulus for policy change while
also providing rich empirical findings and documenting how different
contexts matter.
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2 CONCEPTUALIZING THE NEXUS OF INSTITUTIONAL
AND Poricy CHANGE

How can we grasp the relationship between institutional and policy char}ge
analytically? The following section outlines the framewor.k by clar1fy1pg
our conceptions of institutionalization and the dimensions of policy
change considered in the empirical analysis.

2.1 Institutionalization as o Stimulus for Policy Change

Public administration research conceives institutions as stable patterns of
governance and power structures or as formal organizations (Hult, 2003,

pp. 149-150). They are perceived as providing “ex ante agreements e}bout

a structure of cooperation” that organize joint actions, aV(?1d social or

political disorder and, ideally, optimize the cost-benefit ratio of gover-

nance (Shepsle, 1986, p. 74). From an organizational perspective on pub-

lic administration, institutional change generally refers to formal changes

in organizational arrangements, such as the restructuring of the rules of
cooperation, the rearrangement of competences or the addmon / rejm.oval

of new/old authorities to/from the institutional setting (Hinings,

Greenwood, Reay, & Suddaby, 2004; Stromquist, 1998). As a fqrm of
institutional change in public administration, the institutionalization of
new executive actors implies a reassignment of previous competences f(?r a
policy area with the objective of enhancing their status within the institu-

tional architecture (Koning, 2015; Schout & Pereyra, 2011). To .under—

stand policy change resulting from institutionalization, the aga!ysm must
consider not only the organizational structure but also the drwm.g fgrces
and conditions that shape its development. Research on “institutional
entrepreneurship” (Fligstein, 1997; Garud, Hardy, & Maguire, 2007) or
“institutional work” (Hwang & Colyvas, 2011; Lawrence & Suddaby,
2006) indicates that actors and institutions “are mutually constitutive of
one another” and analyses how “institutions themselves are produced and
reproduced” by the actors driving them (Jackson, 2010).

Based on this understanding of institutional change, our chapter stud-
ies the way in which political parties “leverage resources to create new
institutions or to transform existing ones” (Maguire, Hardy, & Lawrence,
2004, p. 657), such as government institutions. It argues that the inFro—
duction of a novel ministerial player—with executive competences—iInto
the government architecture offers an opportunity for parties to operate as
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institutional entrepreneurs and “to realize interests that they value highly”
(DiMaggio, 1988, p. 14). We agree with Egeberg (2003, p. 118), who
emphasizes an intrinsic need for legitimacy and longevity in new institu-
tional players. They seek to be perceived as “desirable, proper, appropriate
within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and defi-
nitions” (Suchman, 1995, p. 574). Moreover, as novel actors, they are
expected to provide innovation in a policy area in order to overcome pre-
vious institutional settings and outputs, whose shortcomings triggered
institutional adaptions in the first place (van de Ven & Hargrave, 2004).
Innovation and legitimacy are therefore two major intrinsic pressures on
novel executive actors that suggest public policy change in various dimen-
sions as a likely result.

The introduction of an executive actor can instigate changes in the way
policies are recognized, defined and processed, especially in emerging pol-
icy areas with little tradition of regulation or governmental priority (Balch
& Geddes, 2012; Dorado, 2005). In contrast to mature policy areas (e.g.,
economy, security, education), the stakes in emerging policy areas are less
deadlocked, innovative positions and new forms of governance have a
greater chance of being considered and the lack of experience grants
greater voice to external experts (Buonanno & Nugent, 2013; Collett,
2015). However, the evaluation of this potential depends on the way in
which policy change is conceptualized and on the dimensions of public
policy that are taken into consideration.

2.2 Mapping Dimensions of Public Policy Change
in the Area of Integration

While public policy can be defined broadly as the “sum of government
activities” (Peters, 1999, p. 4) that are “revealed through texts, practices,
symbols, and discourses” (1997, p. 2), empirical study needs to specify
which of the several dimensions of public policy change are the object of
analysis. As we are interested in both the content and the determination of
public policy (Fox, Bayat, & Ferreira, 2006; Gordon, Lewis, & Young,
1977; Parsons, 2001), we use this distinction as a departure for our ana-
lytical framework (see Table 8.1): “Policy determination” refers to the
patterns in which public policies are constructed and concern (1) policy
instruments and (2) forms of policymaking.

Regarding policy instruments, scholars traditionally separate legal, eco-
nomic and communicative instruments (van der Doelen, 1989), which
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Table 8.1 Analytical framework for policy change in immigrant integration

Level Policy determination: instruments. Policy content: disconrse & legislation
& modes of policymaking
Indicators Adapted use of Shifting Position Position Empbhasis of
of change legal, economic,  extent of shifts shifts other
communicative pluralism and  between between integration
instruments technocracy  liberal and  cultural and  dimensions

restrictive economic

Note: Authors’ framework based on Gordon et al. (1977)

relate to the stick (regulation), the carrot (subsidies) and the sermon
(information) in Vedung’s (2010) famous metaphor. Legal decisions rep-
resent the regulatory aspect of policymaking and are at the core of public
policy analysis (Knoepfel, Larrue, Varone, & Hill, 2011, p. 18). Economic
instruments (such as subsidies for projects, groups, etc.) represent the dis-
tributive aspect of public policymaking and express government rationales
in a different but equally important way. Finally, communicative measures
(events, campaigns, brochures, media appearances, etc.) ensure the infor-
mational aspect of explicating the government’s ideas and principles in a
policy area (Bemelmans-Videc, Rist, & Vedung, 2010; Peters & Van
Nispen, 1998). This chapter analyses policy change by investigating which
of the three aspects (legal, economic and communicative) are emphasized
more strongly than previously.

The study of policy determination also focuses on changes in the modes
through which policy output is created (i.e., how different actors and
organizational norms inform the policymaking process)—for example,
analysing the role of elites, pluralism, corporatism or expert inclusion
(Parsons, 2001). Within integration policymaking, three modes have been
considered of particular interest due to their emerging, transversal and
contentious nature: the transversal policy area of integration is conceived
as a prototype for pluralistic governance that includes stakeholders, care
organizations, NGOs, and so on (Czada, 2010; Desiderio & Weinar,
2014); furthermore the role of experts is regularly emphasized as a vital
element in a policy area that is still in the making (Scholten, Entzinger, &
Penninx, 2015); lastly, in light of the controversial nature of the issue,
symbolic communication is considered a key element for an integration
approach with lasting success (Martiniello, 2006 ). Our analysis investigates
whether these modes of policymaking have intensified as a result of insti-
tutional change.
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The analysis of policy content focuses on the positions, preferences and
values that are expressed through public policies. The ideational dimen-
sion of policy is an important indicator of policy change (Béland, 2009;

C.ampb.cll, 1998; Schmidt & Radaelli, 2004). Expressed throug}; broad,
discursive structures, such as narratives or frames, ideas can shape com-
mon perceptions and legitimize further action, signalling shifts in underly-
ing policy paradigms (Hall, 1993; Roe, 1994). In order to identify shifts
of r.his kind, this chapter investigates whether the Austrian government’s
poh.cy narratives of integration change as a result of institutional reform.
Policy narratives express ideas using storytelling elements, such as settings
plots and characters, that are “disseminated toward a preferred policy outj
come” (Shanahan, Jones, & McBeth, 2011, p- 539). As Balch and Geddes
(2012) have shown with reference to the UK immigration system, the
cstfiblishmenr of new executive actors can encourage considerable mc;diﬁ—
cations in policy narratives.

. The regulatory dimension of policy represented by legislation standard-
1zes governmental policy preferences. Government specifies its key priori-
ties and positions through legal decisions (Birkland, 2011, p- 9). Thus
policy analysis of migrant integration has largely focused on the analysis of
the legal framework for integration (Zincone, Penninx, & Borkert, 201 1).
Drawing on this literature, this case study investigates policy content on
Fhe basis of two criteria. First, we ask whether changes in the scope of
integration dimensions occurred (i.e., whether the new executive actor
emphasizes different dimensions of necessary integration than before).
Second, we analyse whether the direction of policy positions changes
berwccn. restrictive and liberal tendencies on the one hand, or cultural and
¢conomic tendencies on the other (for operationalization, see Sect. 4).

Thls analytical framework is applied to the case of Austrian integration
policy after the establishment of the SSI, to which the next section pro-
vides a cursory introduction.

3 IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION: AN EMERGING
Poiricy AREA

Immigrant integration has only slowly emerged as a dynamic policy area in
Euro;}t. Because of its transversal configuration, for decades it was not
perceived as a distinct topic of political activity (Guiraudon, 2003). During
the post-war period of economic growth, most Western European policy-
makers cherished the illusion that immigration was temporary, and so no
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long-term integration efforts were considered necessary (Wiesbrock,
2013). Only when immigration was recognized as a permanent phenome-
non, when public controversy and Harfy politicization had reached critical
levels, were these assumptions set aside (Borkert & Penninx, 2011;
Heckmann & Schnapper, 2003). At the level of the European Union, steps
were taken to put the topic on the common agenda and at the same time
national governments started to increase their integration efforts, follow-
ing a trend towards civic integration measures (Joppke, 2007) and the
establishment of new institutional structures and actors (Gruber, 2017).

Austria is no exception to these developments. Despite its long history
of immigration, politicians had widely refused to conceive the country as
one of immigration until recently. Originally, the guest worker regime
negated the need for any concerted form of integration policies.
Consequently, integration was almost a non-issue for decades and an
appendix to immigration policy largely left to local authorities and non-
governmental actors (Kraler, 2011; Perchinig, 2009). In the carly 1990,
immigrant integration became a political issue due to rising numbers of
labour immigrants, a wave of refugees from the Yugoslavian civil wars and
the growing politicization of fringe parties on both right and left (Gruber,
2014; Strasser & Tosi¢, 2013). Immigrant integration climbed the politi-
cal agenda, largely in a negative tone stressing the failures of newcomers’
efforts to integrate. In response to far-right campaigns, the centrist coali-
tion government formed by Social Democrats (SPO) and the conservative
People’s Party (OVP) began to introduce integration policies under a
largely restrictive approach (Mourdo Permoser & Rosenberger, 2012).

In institutional terms, the main responsibility for integration remained
at a sub-departmental level of the Ministry of the Interior. Even after the
election of a right-wing coalition government in the year 2000, formed by
the OVP and the far-right Freedom Party, the low-key assignment was
maintained, but the role of the long-established Austrian Integration
Fund rose from being an agency for refugee support to actively executing
integration measures for all strands of immigrants. It became instrumental
in the implementation of the so-called “Integration Agreement” which
was introduced in 2003 and marked a contested move towards formulat-
ing criteria which the state considered necessary for successful immigrant
integration (Mourdo Permoser, 2010).

But with the return of the centrist grand coaliion government and years
of consultation with academic experts, non-governmental stakeholders and
officials from various levels, a cohesive national integration programme was
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formulated in 2010, accompanied by the establishment of two advisorv
Councils on Integration.! Finally, in 2011, the integration agenda was pro'-
moted in the ministerial hierarchy. As part of a cabinet reshu ffle, the centre-
right OVP introduced a State Secretary for Integration (SSI), the first
high-level executive actor specifically charged with immigrant integration.
Assigned to the Ministry of the Interior, its executive power and responsi-
bilities were limited because, constitutionally, state secretaries? are subject
to their superior line ministers. However, depending on the leeway granted
by their superior, state secretaries can take on a significant role in setting
new agendas, establishing networks and channels of communication, pro-
moting public attention, ensuring inter-ministerial coordination and stimu-
lating legislative proposals. Against this background, the SSI provided an
institutional stimulus intended to bring about change in policy determina-
tion and content. Over a period of 30 months the SSI gave immigrant
integration politics a face and a voice before being upgraded to the status
of a federal ministry after the general election in 2013.

4  DATA AND METHOD

The findings presented in this chapter result from an instrumental holistic
single-case study (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Levy, 2008). Its instrumental,
theory-guided approach aims to contribute to existing theoretical expla-
nations for the relationship between institutional and policy change. The
focus on a single holistic case is based on the aspiration to i:)rovidc an in-
depth understanding of the broadest possible set of factors influencing this
relationship. The choice of the Austrian SSI’s establishment as the study’s
focus is due to the interplay of a2 number of case characteristics that make
it an ideal object of analysis. It does not provide only a case of high-level
ministerial institutionalization of migrant integration: as the innovation
occurred halfay through the legislation period, its impact can be explored
in an otherwise consistent institutional setting (same government constel-
lation, migration conditions and patterns of party competition). Moreover,
the conditions for migrant integration in Austria thus provide an insightful
context. The country has one of the highest shares of non-national popu-
lation in Europe, yet it also has one of the most restrictive integration poli-
cies according to MIPEX 2004,/2007 /2010 (Geddes, Niessen, Balch,
Bullen, & Peiro, 2005; Huddleston, Niessen, Chaoimh, & White, 2011;
Niessen, Huddleston, & Citron, 2007). These conditions have been
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linked to the powerful presence of far-right populist parties, who have suc-
cessfully put these issues at the top of the public and political agenda
(Gruber, 2014). In this highly politicized climate, and with public opinion
critical of immigration (Rosenberger & Seeber, 2011), the Austrian SSI
represents a model case to study the effects of ministerial institutionaliza-
tion of migrant integration.

To identify whether policy change actually occurred, this study com-
pared two phases of the Austrian parliament’s 25th legislation period
(2008-2013), the so-called pre-institutionalization phase (2008-2011)
and the SSI’s period of action (2011-2013).3 The data came from differ-
ent arenas: in the media arena, we analysed media articles (# = 431) and
press releases (# = 225) alongside statements by the major ministerial
actors mn the policy area of integration; in the parliamentary arena, we
coded plenary agenda items (n = 110) that included references to the
subject of integration made by members of government parties (see
Fig. 8.1). We conducted a narrative analysis of these discursive materials
which coded the elements of policy narratives—characters, plot, solutions,
causal mechanisms—as outlined by Shanahan et al. (2011). Moreover, to
evaluate the legislative dimension of policy, we conducted a document
analysis of bills explicitly relevant to integration passed by the Austrian
National Council (# = 82), coding the initiator, the legal content and the
addressee (for the list of bills, see Appendix 3).

Following this initial coding, the findings in two aspects were evalu-
ated. On the one hand, we evaluated the scope of the integration dimen-
sions addressed. Since immigrant integration represents a transversal
policy issue, integration dimensions refer to the different policy fields in
which integration is claimed to occur and where policy measures must be
taken (e.g. education, employment, housing, health system, welfare sys-
tem, citizenship) (Ager & Strang, 2008; Council of Europe, 1997,
Penninx & Garcés-Mascarenas, 2016). On the other hand, we evaluated
the direction of policy positions on two orthogonal categories, a liberal-
restrictive and an economic-cultural dichotomy. Liberal positions refer to
the strengthening of immigrants’ rights, affirmative action or a focus on
positive aspects of migration in a two-way process of mutual accommoda-
tion (Carrera & Atger, 2011), while restrictive positions favour a tighten-
ing of existing regulations, securitization and/or a focus on the
unfavourable aspects of migration, and are marked by the perception of
integration as a process mainly requiring efforts from immigrants (Scholz,
2012). Cultural /ethnic arguments may focus on cultural differences and
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address immigrants in categories such as linguistic, religious or ethnic
groups, while economic/civic arguments may focus on labour market per-
formance and immigrants’ personal merit (Entzinger & Biezeveld, 2003;
Joppke, 2007; Koopmans, Statham, Giugni, & Passy, 2005).

In addition to the content analysis, expert interviews were conducted
with leading public officials of the Ministry of the Interior, the State
Secretariat for Integration and the Austrian Integration Fund. Ministerial
reports on integration measures were consulted to validate the findings
(see the list of interviews and reports in Appendix 1).

5 RELATING INSTITUTIONAL INNOVATION TO POLICY
CuaNGe: EMmpiricaL FINDINGS

In evaluating the impact of the SSI as an institutional novelty on public
policy, one empirical result stands out: while major changes concerned the
applied instruments, the modes of policy determination and shifts in the
policy narrative, the content of the government’s integration legislation
resembled that of the pre-institutionalization period.

5.1  Changes in Policy Determination and Content:
Sponsovship, Technocvacy and Meritocvatic Discourse

The SST entered the political stage proclaiming a “new approach to inte-
gration policy” (State Secretariat for Integration, Press release, 6 July
2011) that comprised a number of modifications in both policy determi-
nation and policy content.

51.1  Technocracy

One major innovation encouraged by the SSI was the unprecedented use
of external expertise, a familiar practice in institutionalization processes
(Lawrence & Suddaby, 2006). The crucial body for this approach became
a council of renowned academic figures whose chairman quickly suggested
that the State Secretary should essentially rely on the council’s proposals
and just implement them:

Heinz Fassmann, chairman of the Expert Council for Integration intro-
duced by the government in January to implement the “National Action
Iflan for Integration”, says the council will complete work on its sugges-
tions and present them in June. Thus it’s an casy task for State Secretary
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Kurz: he does not need to develop a programme himself, but can simply
present an already prepared programme to the outside world. This is exactly
what Fassmann would recommend’the State Secretary to do. (Die Presse,
21 April 2011)

Subsequently, the Expert Council became the centrepiece of a techno-
cratic mode of policymaking which grants experts the role of policymaker
entitled to define policy issues and to develop solutions, while politicians
focus on safeguarding the overall direction and selling the results (Bell,
1976; Scholten et al., 2015). The Expert Council was granted major con-
trol over the design of integration measures to be pursued by the govern-
ment and translated the National Action Plan for Integration’s general
priorities into concrete steps. The SSI repeatedly endorsed the council’s
key role (BMEIA, 2011, p. 1) and this technocratic approach not only
supported the SSI’s claim of objectivity, it also assisted in de-politicizing
the contentious issue of immigrant integration.

5.1.2  Government Voice and Sponsorship
The technocratic shift in policymaking paved the way for another element
of the new approach (i.e., the proactive use of public communication). As
Fig 8.1 shows, the number of media articles featuring government claims
on integration and press relcases issued by the Ministry of the Interior and
the State Secretariat increased drastically after the SSI’s establishment.
These activities ensured an unprecedented degree of public and media
attention for the subject of integratdon, now endowed with the mark of
governmental authority. Other relevant ministries, such as the Ministry of
Labour and Social Affairs or the Ministry of Education (both led by the
coalition partner SPO), maintained a low number of press releases through-
out the whole legislation period. The institutional innovation did not raise
the number of debates on integration in the parliamentary arena cither.
Eventually the SSI became the main government representative to the pub-
lic and to political stakeholders outside the government and parliament.
Another element of change concerned increased distributive interven-
tion via subsidies for and symbolic endorsement of individual projects—an
instrument that grants more flexibility to political actors than the long und
obstructive legislative process. The SSI publicized and subsidized numer-
ous initiatives, but also stipulated new initiatives, such as integration
prizes, subsidy programmes for young entrepreneurs or jobseekers, and
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campaigns with successful immigrants acting as role models for integra-
ton, with the effect of drawing attention to the issue:

The State Secretary put the spotlight on these
OIF] dealt with these things in the dark. Not
focused on the conte

activities. For years, we [the
being politicians, we rather
. nt. And all of a sudden there was someone who turned
on the I‘I ght. [...] He was a real integrative figure, took the rough edges off
Fhe topic and brought people on the stage who would not have gomi_g there
1n previous years. He signalled to them that he appreciated what they we

doing. (Interview 1, Vienna, 14 April 2015) e

In tcrms. of material endorsement, the total sum of fundine (includin
both nanoga] and European resources) distributed by the g(::emmcnt EE
the field of integration grew by more than 50% from 2010 to 2013, from
about €7,850,000 to €12,060,000 (BMEIA, 2014; Miihlhans, 20]’1)

5.? .3 Shifting the Policy Narrative

VZJltP regard to pol‘l‘cy content, the SSI positioned itself as a neutral, apoliti-

g orce betweeAn dl‘CaII.lCI‘S on the left and agitators on the right” (State
ecretary Sebasn.an Kurz in Die Presse, 24 April 2011). It fostered a rhetoric

that allowed feasible answers to challen ges without risking the muddy waters
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of a hostile approach vis-i-vis immigrants—the introduction of a merito-
cratic narrative. The formula “What counts is a person’s merit, not his ori-
gin” became the SSI’s mantra guiding its integration approach:

In the policy area of integration, it’s about tackling the challenges and solving
the problems. For this reason, we choose a complete new approach, that is
“Integration on the basis of merit”. The origin of a person and his religious
affiliadon shall not be important, but his character and his willingness to make
an cffort in professional and social life and to achieve acknowledgement as a
result of this effort. (State Secretary Sebastian Kurz, Press release, 6 July 2011)

This narrative shift represented a push towards broadening and liberalizing
the debate. It signalled a departure from the previous emphasis on cultural
and value-oriented civic integration measures and supported a pragmatic
approach which targeted economic participation that is most accessible for
state interventions. At its centre were demands for the incorporation of
newcomers into the educational system, for their access to the labour mar-
ket, but also for voluntary contributions to their neighbourhoods.
Acculturation claims did not vanish per se, but they were portrayed as a
functional outcome of successful economic integration. More importantly,
unlike the restrictive statements on cultural values made in previous years,
the remaining cultural discourse took on a more liberal tone, emphasizing
respectful exchange, welcoming immigrants’ competences as an asset for
Austria’s position as a business location and, eventually, acknowledging that
Austria was a country of immigration. Thus the SSI helped to transform a
culturally impregnated discourse including both restrictive and liberal ele-
ments into a liberal and economic discourse under a meritocratic narrative.
This further supported a depoliticization of the issue. The former head of
the Austrian Integration fund said: “I believe they wanted to neutralize the
topic and eventually they managed to separate it somewhat from partisan
wrangling for a while” (Interview 1, Vienna, 14.04.2015).

5.1.4  Conclusion: Depoliticized Governance

Summarizing the findings on public policy changes, the prevalent approach
can be characterized as one of delegated/depoliticized governance
(Benton et al., 2015; Fawcett & Marsh, 2014; Flinders & Buller, 2006;
Flinders & Wood, 2015). It operates through a technocratic form of poli-
cymaking that delegates competences for policy formulation to external
experts, thereby allegedly liberating it from partisan motives. The increased
distribution of state subsidies to non-governmental organizations and
stakeholders providing integration measures fosters this delegating




204 ©O. GRUBER AND $. ROSENBERGER

approach further, while executives focus on the informational competency
of promoting policy measures. Its discursive content—meritocratic inte-
gration—further substantiates the move towards depoliticization as it
rcpla(_:es the previous controversial contention over cultural integration by
focusing more strongly on educational and labour market participation.

5.2 The Limits of Institutional Innovation:
Legislative Continuity

In contrast to the innovations in policy determination and discourse. the
regulatory dimension of legislation was mostly shaped by continuity. ,Thc
analysis of government bills passed by the Austrian National Council indi-
cated neither a change in the scope of integration dimensions nor a change
of direction in legislation.

. Although there were a number of legislative initiatives, most were
cither an extension of existing legislative proposals or additions which pur-
sued similar priorities to those that predated the SSI, the most important
being the labour market, the educational system and the immigration and
residence laws (see Appendix 3). Moreover, most of the legislative mea-
sures actually took the same direction that had characterized the pre-

dinstitutionalization phase: promoting language training, enforcing

mandatory school attendance, combatting immigrants’ unemployment
anftl low skills, facilitating the nostrification of academic titles or strength-
ening existing pre-conditions for the acquisition of citizenship and resi-
dence permits (such as language skills, self-sufficiency and integrity, while
vqluntary work was one of the few elements to gain new Importance).
Emally, none of the major civic integration regulations introduced in pre-
vious years, such as the criteria for long-term residence, family reunifica-
tion and citizenship acquisition, were actually reversed. Instead, they were
expanded by additional criteria or altered by changes to the language or
income levels required.

. As a result, if one considers those integration dimensions that have tra-
ditionally been listed as having restrictive regulations according to the
MIPEX-framework (Huddleston et al., 2011; Niessen et al., 2007), the
Fccord of changes through institutional innovation was poor. While s’ome
Improvements were made in educational integration, legislative reforms
regarding anti-discrimination and family reunion point in both directions
(some more restrictive, some more liberal). On citizenship acquisition and
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the political rights of non-citizens, regulations remained as restrictive as
they had been before. Recent data provided by the MIPEX project con-
firm this continuity and Austria’s setting of integration policies continues
to rank only in the mid-field (14th) of EU countries.

How can these findings on the focus and the direction of policy change
be explained in light of the new government actor’s embeddedness in vari-
ous contexts? On the basis of the institutionalist literature on embeddedness,
the following section develops and applies an explanatory framework.

6  INTERACTING CONTEXTS MATTER:
Tue EMBEDDEDNESS OF EXECUTIVE ACTORS

A new executive actor’s capacity to initiate policy change is contingent
upon the settings and conditions in which it is embedded (see Baum &
Oliver, 1992; Granovetter, 1985; Haxhi et al., 2013). Most generally,
scholars distinguish two types of context under which specific factors can
be subsumed: “institutional” and “non-institutional” contexts (Mahoney
& Thelen, 2010; Mayntz & Scharpf, 1995; Scharpf, 2000). Our analysis
suggests a third type of factor, which we call “situational facilitators”,
comprising structural macro-conditions at a specific point in time
(Table 8.2). What is crucial is that these contexts and facilitators, and their

Table 8.2 Contextual factors explaining a new executive actor’s potential for
policy change: The case of the Austrian State Secretariat for Integration (SSI)

Permanent political contexts
(Mahoney & Thelen, 2010; Mayntz & Scharpf, 1995; Scharpf, 2000)
Non-institutional context » Transversal and controversial policy area
(policy aven and partisan intermingled with related topics (immigration,
power-interest configurations) asylum)
o OVD’s strategic motive: Regaining issue
ownership from radical right opponents
o OVP’s ideological motive: Establishing
liberal-conservative ideology in integration
Inssitutional context o Strong horizontal division of competences
(government structuves and o Type of executive actor: State Secretariat
type of new executive actor) dependent on other ministries
o Dotency of legislative path dependencies

Sitnational facilitators
(Bauer & Kanill, 2014; Kingdon, 1995; Mintrom & Norman, 2009)
e Low immigration /refugee numbers, lack of terrorist threat
e Budget leeway for political intervention, moderate unemployment
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effects on executive actors, should not be viewed in isolation but in inter-
action, as this helps to understand why specific policy changes are realized
while others are blocked (Bakir, 2013). The fol]ov\'ring section discusses
these contexts and their interaction based on the case study’s findings.

6.1 Non-institutional Context

Novel executive actors are essentially defined by the “non-institutional
Fontext” that encourages their establishment and sets their agenda—most
importantly, the characteristics of the policy area and the normative ori-
f:ntations of those actors outside of the government realm that are driving
institutional change (Fleurke & Hulst, 2006; Marks & Hooghe, 2004).
The most striking feature of integration in Austria was its controversial
nature as part of the broader debate on immigration, asylum and diver-

sity. In the words of a long-standing top official in the Ministry of the
Interior:

Ir.1 Austria, the issue has always been emotional and it was impossible to
discuss it on a rational, objective basis in political fora. In contrast to
Qermany, if you look at the parliamentary debates there, which are on a very
high and rational level, in Austria these debates quickly drift off into extreme

p(?sitions and those positions always make it into the media. (Interview 2
Vienna, 27 April 2015) ’

On such controversial issues, new executive actors, endowed with increased
resources and legitimacy, are capable of mooting debate in a different
way—and it was also a priority for the SSI to “detoxify the situation”, as
one high-ranking official confirmed (Interview 3, Vicn;:a, 28 April 2015).
The SSPs technocratic mode helped to pacify controversy but also com-
pensated for the lack of executive experience—a step that would not have
been necessary in an uncontroversial policy area with a long tradition of
governmental policymaking.

Hmf\-'e\rer, policymaking is also a consequence of the ideological and
strategic motives of non-institutional actors who promoted institutional
change in the first place. In parliamentary democracies with a pronounced
role of political parties (‘party government’), parties in office use executive
government as a means to implement their political programmes (Schmidt
1996; Woldendorp et al., 2000). In the case of Austrian integration policv,
the SST was presided over by the centre-right OVP, the key player bchin'c;
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institutional change. Its creation helped the party to “get free and to cre-
ate something of our own, something new, irrespective of coalitional lim-
its” (Interview 3, Vienna, 28 April 2015). The SSI thus played a vital role
in the party’s competitive and strategic plans to regain issue ownership in
an area dominated by fringe parties and was tied to the OVD’s ideology of
Christian-democratic liberal conservatism. Depoliticized governance also
served the OVP’s strategic motive of regaining issue ownership, as it
supported the party’s claim to be a centrist alternative to vocal fringe par-
ties on the left and right, but also effectively reduced the potential for
partisan critique by opposition parties. Moreover, the pronounced liberal
economic shift of a meritocratic policy narrative provided centrist policy
content in line with the party’s ideological core. Thus, while meritocratic
arguments have traditionally appeared in the party’s political platform, in
the area of integration they were presented as an unideological approach,
beyond party contestation.

6.2 Institutional Context

Being part of a broader institutional setting, a new executive actor also
relies on a second type of context: the “institutional context”, which
defines the scope of its power and its competences. To begin with, the
assignment of a new ministerial actor offers an opportunity to redefine the
boundaries of a policy area—a potential also exploited by the SSI. The
organizational dissociation of the integration agenda from previously con-
nected aspects, such as immigration control and asylum management,
supported the issue’s detachment from these rather conflictive aspects and
the SSI’s shift towards a depoliticized approach. It also substantiated the
establishment of the integration topic as a distinct policy area, not only in
organizational logics, but also in the perception of policymakers and the
wider public, as the former head of OIF confirmed:

I think the pioneering achievement has been to upgrade the topic. It has
arrived at the top levels of government hicrarchy. And even if one day a new
coalition government decides to alter its allocation, the topic itself has
become much more relevant to society in general. You can’t discount it as
an exotic topic any more. In the eyes of policymakers there is a consensus
that this is such an important policy area—because so many other aspects
[demographics, social security, etc.} depend on it—that you simply cannot
discount it any more. (Interview 1, Vienna, 14 April 2015)
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Yet once the boundaries of a policy area are reset, government actors
depend on the “institutional complementarities” in which they are embed-
ded (i.e., the ways in which their functional performance is conditioned by
the presence of other institutions). The concept of institutional comp]e'-
Fncntarity helps to understand that the performance of any individual
institution can only be assessed within its broader institutional
configuration. While a high level of complementarity does not necessarily
l.ead to “coherent” forms of governance across all the connected institu-
tions, it does indeed force each individual institution to take its institu-
tional counterparts into stronger consideration when planning its own
actions (Amable, 2003; Campbell, 2011; Crouch, 2010; Crouch et al.
2005; Hopner, 2005). In government, one important form of insritu-’
tional complementarity is the horizontal division of (ministerial) compe-
tences (i.e., whether government bodies are equipped with an autonomous
mandate, with a shared mandate or simply with a coordinating role
between institutions). Our case study demonstrates this influence most
vividly: in an institutional setting for integration characterized by a marked
!mrjizontal division of competences and by strong stakes by different min-
istries, the nature of a State Secretariat predefined the SSI’s scope of action.
It was compelled to rely on the resources already available and on actions
developed by other ministries but also to establish its own activities in
those areas in which it enjoyed independence. This explains why the SSI
was able to initiate policy changes in the technocratic mode of gover-
n.ar.1ce,‘in its public communication efforts, in the distributive use of sub-
s@cs from its own budget and in changing the integration narrative—in
this way it provided a different approach to integration without interfering
with other ministries, thus establishing an institutional equilibrium
t.)cm'een old and new executive bodies. It also explains why the SSI had
!n:de success in reshaping the direction and focus of the 'govcrnmcnt’s
integration legislation. Here the institutional complementarities in the
form of a marked horizontal division of competences and line ministerial
don'{inancc represented a barrier to legislative change, amplified by the
persistence of legislative paths. On the other hand, the presence of a new
executive actor raises awareness among other government ministries that
thcy ought to establish contact channels and shape and report their activi-
ties ::n the policy area more precisely and more actively than they had in
previous years. The launch of an annual integration rc.port docu;ncnting
all government activities was one obvious manifestation of this new insti-
tutional arrangement.
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6.3  Situational Facilitators

While institutional and non-institutional contexts largely explain the deci-
sion for institutional change and the type of policy change stimulated by
the SSI, another—more short-term—aspect proved to be equally
important: the role of situational facilitators. Here we refer to those vari-
able macro-social and macro-economic conditions—or “structures”
(Bakir, 2013)—that are not under the immediate control of politicians,
but whose current shape is relevant to the design, adoption and imple-
mentation of public policies in a specific policy area (Keller & Yang, 2008;
Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993; Sager & Riclle, 2013). Their interdepen-
dence in a network of “structural complementarities” (Bakir, 2017; Bakir
& Acur, 2016) provide another precondition that can open “policy win-
dows” (Kingdon, 1995, p. 174) for policy entrepreneurs to stimulate
change but can also become a barrier to change under opposite auspices
(Bauer & Kanill, 2014; Mintrom & Norman, 2009). In the present case
study, the situational factors favoured policy change, thus creating an ideal
window of opportunity for the new executive actor. There was no immedi-
ate pressure from large-scale immigration, there were no viable threats or
attacks by Islamist terrorism and the macro-economic conditions in
Austria (budget leeway for polidcal intervention, moderate unemploy-
ment rate) were also quite favourable. As another leading official from the
Ministry of the Interior underlined:

If you think of Germany, the UK, France, many European countries have
faced enormous levels of immigration and things have changed so massively
that they had to do something. They had to act from necessity: What shall
we do, for example, in light of the riots in our suburbs? This was not the case
in Austria. Here no cars were burning, there were no problematic banlieues
etc. Here it was simply an insight that our society was changing and that
immigration accelerated this change in the composition of our society. And
that it was going to be one of the main challenges for the future: How can
we provide a framework for social cohesion in a changing society? This
insight was the strongest factor for us while in other countries it might have
been more out of immediate necessity. (Interview 2, Vienna, 27 April 2015)

As a result, the lack of restrictive pressures and the favourable situational
facilitators allowed shifts towards a more liberal economic approach and
soft policy measures, some of which are being questioned or abandoned
by the same government coalition and similar contexts under the current
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conditions of economic and refugee crisis. Thus, generally speaking,
besides the more stable institutional and non-institutional contexts, which
facilitate the impact of institutional innovation on policy change in some
aspects while restraining them in others, the situational conditions relevant
to a policy area are a superordinate setting influencing whether institu-

tional change can be a feasible stimulus for change and its political
direction.

6.4  Interaction Between Contexts

What these findings also demonstrate is that different contexts—non-
institutional and institutional—and situational facilitators are not mutually
independent but interact with one another (Bakir, 2013, 2017). Above
all, only the presence of favourable situational conditions opened a win-
dow for the OVP’s party political interests (non-institutional ) to material-
ize in an institutional change towards the SSI, which reorganized
government configuration (institutional) in the policy area of integration
and eventually contributed to the policy change documented in this chap-
ter. Second, the horizontal division of institutional competences was
directly related to the non-institutional nature of cross-sectionalism char-
acteristic for the policy area of integration, and this interaction determined
the kinds of institutional change and policy change possible. Last but not
!cast, the controversial nature of the previously intermingled topics of
lrnmi_gration, integration and asylum policy (non-institutional) largely
contributed to policymakers’ decision to separate them organizationally
.wirh the institutionalization of an executive actor specifically assigned to
1:1_tegrari0n (institutonal), which eventually shaped the depoliticized
direction of policy change via technocracy and a new policy frame.

From these examples of interaction between different contexts for
executive agency, we can conclude that both institutional change and
related policy changes are “an outcome of the interplay of multiple inde-
pendent” context factors reinforcing one another (Bakir 2013, 59).

7  CONCLUSION

What is the significance of the institutionalization of an executive actor for
public policy change in an emerging and controversial policy area and
what role do the various contexts play for this potential? From our case
study of the Austrian State Secretariat for Integration, we draw two main
conclusions.
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First, ministerial institutionalization has an immense potential to estab-
lish and delineate an emerging policy area whose boundaries and segmen-
tations are stll in the making. Thé mere presence of an executive actor
with relevant competences allows enhancement of the policy area, not
only as an autonomous policy matter within public administration, but
also vis-a-vis non-governmental political actors and the wider public. It
plays a huge part in delineating this policy area, defining what is perceived
to be part of it and what is not. As the case of the Austrian SSI suggests,
this function is facilitated considerably if negative or conflictive aspects
that might be tied to the policy area (e.g., the controversial aspects of
asylum management in the context of integration) can be separated con-
ceptually and organizationally ascribed to another executive actor. These
are important conclusions for public policymakers and scholars alike, as it
demonstrates that institutional reforms do indeed matter for public poli-
cymaking, especially in emerging policy areas. In fact, one might even
conclude that, once a certain level of expansion has been reached, upgrades
in institutional representation are actually a prerequisite for a policy area
to expand any further.

Second, ministerial institutionalization makes room for innovation in
both the content and the determination of public policy, which would be
harder, if not impossible, to achieve if previous institutional settings were
maintained. New executive actors are in fact largely expected to stimulate
change in order to gain legitimacy. However, as our study clearly demon-
strates, it is not institutional innovation per se that ensures change, but
institutional innovation within a specific interaction of contexts. A novel
executive actor is confronted with distinct contexts that shape not only
that actor’s establishment in the first place but also the opportunities and
constraints in which it is able to redesign public policy. Of these, our study
points to three types of context in which executive actors are embedded—
all of them interacting with one another to reinforce certain outcomes of
institutional and policy change:

The characteristics of the policy area and normative orientations of the
actors driving institutional change are important non-institutional factors
explaining the SSI’s shift towards a centrist approach to integration that
comprises technocratic policymaking and a discursive shift towards a meri-
tocratic policy narrative. Institutional factors and complementarities, such as
the strong horizontal division of competences, the subordinated role of a
State Secretariat in relation to other ministries and the power of legislative
paths explain why the SSI succeeded in presenting a new, “depoliticized
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approach” to integration policy by strengthening technocratic policymak-
ing, intensifying public communication, increasing distributive interven-
tions and reshaping government discourse on integration, although it failed
to alter the focus and direction of legislation on immigration. Here the
competences of other ministerial actors, as well as legislative paths set long
before the introduction of the SSI, limited its impact in practice. But, ulti-
mately, situational fucilitators appear to be the most important precondi-
tion for institutional change to have any chance of stimulating public policy
change. Only as long as relevant macro-political conditions are generally
favourable for the proposition and implementation of policy change will the
stimuli set by new actors stand a chance of bearing fruit. As demonstrated
by the Austrian government’s recent measures in response to the pressures
created by the massive refugee movement towards Europe and threats by
Islamism, changes may quickly fall flat without a favourable environment.
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NoOTES

1. First, an Integration Council, representing the interests of stakeholders,
social partners and authorities from regional and local levels of government.
Second, an Expert Council for Integration of researchers and practitioners
from the various fields linked to integration.

2. Austrian State Secretaries formally belong to the federal state’s highest
organs (Art. 19, B-VG), but are de facto “political adjutants to federal min-
isters” (Wieser, 1997). They are assigned to line ministries and their main
function is to act as ministers’ “support in the management and parliamen-
tary representation” (Art. 71, B-VG) as well as standing in for them in their
absence (Art. 73, B-VG). Yet they can also be charged with specified port-
folios by their superior minister (or the chancellor, if assigned to the
Chancellery) and equipped with the ministry’s administrative resources in
the form of a State Secretariat (Kahl & Weber, 2008, pp. 174-175).

3. The chapter presents findings gathered in the research project “The State
Secretariat for Integration: Evaluating Policy Change in Immigrant
Integration”, supported by the Austrian National Bank—Anniversary Fund

(project number: 15758). For more information see: http:/,/www.govern-
ing-integration.at.
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