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Summary: Research on integration processes of migrants has until recently remained on geographical levels of observa-
tion which are not apt to reveal and explain the variety of local integration trajectories. Furthermore, most research has
focused on the role of migrants within these processes, while the attitudes and behaviours of the receiving society have
been rarely addressed. This research gap concerns in particular rural areas since those ateas have been widely left out of
migration research. This article addresses those research gaps and develops a concept for the empirical research of local
receptivity processes.

Zusammenfassung: Forschungen zu Integrationsprozessen verbleiben vielfach auf geographischen Betrachtungsebe-
nen, die die Vielfalt von lokalen Integrationsverldufen nicht abbilden — geschweige denn erkliren kénnen. Zudem kon-
zentrieren sie sich auf die Verhaltensweisen von Migrant*innen, wihrend die Einstellungen und Verhaltensweisen der
Aufnahmegesellschaft kaum berticksichtigt werden. Diese Forschungsliicken betreffen vor allem lindliche Ankunftsriu-
me, da diese kaum im Fokus von Migrations- und Integrationsforschung liegen. Dieser Artikel greift beide Forschungsli-

cken auf und entwickelt ein Konzept zur empirischen Untersuchung der Aufnahmefihigkeit auf lokaler Ebene.
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1 Introduction

In Germany, the interest for integration condi-
tions of rural regions has increased since the large-
scale arrival of asylum seekers and refugees since
2015. Due to the quota system for the geographically
even distribution of asylum seckers in Germany, a
significant proportion of asylum seckers were al-
located to rural regions. Data from 2018 show that
around 52% of persons with refugee status reside
in rural regions (RoscH et al. 2020, 28). A number
of case studies on those new rural destinations dis-
played a considerable variety of reception and inte-
gration conditions (see for example GESEMANN and
Rorn 2016; Grormus and SCHONDELMAYER 2018;
RoscH et al. 2020) and identified specific strengths
and weaknesses of rural regions regarding the inte-
gration of foreigners. Weaknesses of rural regions
are mostly seen in integration infrastructure such as
pootly developed public transport systems, lack of
language classes and differentiated schools, or few
labour market opportunities (ENGEL 2013; Rosch
et al. 2020). Regarding social conditions for integra-
tion, research results highlight the social density of
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relationships in rural places, combined with a high
amount of social control and high relevance of so-
cial norms, which might support but also hinder
social integration (ARORA-JONSSON 2017; GRUBER
2013; MickscH and ScHwWIER 2000; RoscH et al. 2020;
SCHADER STIFTUNG 2011).

While integration research mainly focuses on the
behaviour of newcomers in a locality (e.g. ADAM et al.
2019; DE Lima et al. 2012; PHiLLIMORE 2020), this
paper addresses the resident population as a major
stakeholder in integration processes. Thus, as a guid-
ing question for this paper we ask what conditions
are needed for newcomers to successfully integrate
in a rural locality. Based on a systematic review of
conceptual approaches on acculturation and integra-
tion and a re-examination of research literature, we
identify the potentials of a flipped perspective and
propose an analytical framework for the research
of local receptivity. Our argumentation for the rel-
evance of this exercise is threefold: First, we concede
that conceptual models on integration, albeit regard-
ing integration as a two-sided process (AGER and
STRANG 2008), are mostly reduced to their explana-
tory value regarding the immigrants’ behaviour, thus
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leaving an important research gap regarding the
role of receiving societies for integration processes.
Second, and as a direct consequence, empirical re-
search on integration processes neglects receiving
societies” characteristics as explanatory factors for
integration outcomes. Third, empirical research, al-
beit partly implementing local research perspectives,
often fails to integrate local specifics into a coherent
research design.

The paper is inspired by a collaborative research
project on integration trajectories of refugees in rural
regions of Germany, which aims to provide in-depth
results on rural integration conditions, taking into
account the multidimensionality of the research area
and of possible local variations. The empirical work
is structured into four fields, focusing on structural
conditions for refugee integration in the rural areas,
on the perspectives and experiences of refugees, local
integration governance and on the attitudes of local
residents.” The tresearch is grounded on the heuris-
tic model of AGER and STRANG (2008), differentiat-
ing ten interdependent realms, facilitators, and key
components for integration. While this model works
well in terms of assessing the structural frame, the
perspective of refugees, and policy approaches on in-
tegration, we found that it works less well if we try
to understand the role of the resident population and
civil society stakeholders. Even though approaches
on immigrant incorporation continuingly stress the
two-sidedness of this process (LEe 2009), empirical
research concepts fail to integrate the complexity of
arrival regions, and populations, into an explanatory
framework. Thus, as a result of our ongoing research
on immigrant integration in rural regions in Germany
and in terms of an ex-post-conceptualisation, we sug-
gest a model of local receptivity that gives insight into
the role of resident population and places of recep-
tion. While we focus on research gaps regarding im-
migrant receptivity in rural regions and small towns,
we think that the model can also be transferred to
urban areas, which usually entail a large number of
varying reception conditions in terms of neighbour-
hoods or settlement types.

We start with a reflection on conceptual ap-
proaches for understanding the role of the resident
population as ‘receiving society’ and effects of their

Y The collaborative research project “Future for refu-
gees in rural regions” (2018-2021) is supported by funds of
the Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture (BMEL) based
on a decision of the Parliament of the Federal Republic of
Germany via the Federal Office for Agriculture and Food
(BLE) under the rural development programme.

attitudes and social roles on integration processes
(section 2). Then we elaborate local contexts of immi-
grant reception, discussing the spatial dimension in
immigrant reception processes (section 3). As a con-
clusion of these elaborations, we develop a research
design for the examination of receiving society with-
in a local case study framework, which could address
the above mentioned research gaps (section 4).

2 Conceptual approaches for understanding
the role of the receiving society

Even though processes of acculturation and ad-
aptation are conceptualised as a two-way-process
(BErrY 2008), empirical research as well as politi-
cal practice usually neglect the role of the receiving
society, focusing on the behaviour of newcomers
and measuring their ‘integration’ effort (SCHINKEL
2017). Integration politics defines integration as a
multidimensional, non-linear set of interdependent
processes through which new population groups are
included, according to different gradients, into the
existing systems of socio-economic, legal and cul-
tural relations (PENNINX and GARCES-MASCARENAS
2016). In more general terms, integration means a
continuous process for achieving social cohesion in
a society (SCHAMMANN 2018). However, as SCHINKEL
(2017, 76) points out, the concept of integration has
never been fully “severed from assimilationist pre-
suppositions”, which is demonstrated by the practical
operationalisation of integration concepts in terms
of monitoring schemes which strongly support an
unidirectional gaze at the behaviour of immigrants.
Also the expanded concept of AGER and STRANG
(2008) with ten interdependent realms, facilitators,
and key components for integration has not resolved
the unidirectionality of integration research.

More recent approaches such as diversity con-
cepts (SCHNEIDER et al. 2015; VErTOVEC 2007) or
the post-migration approach (YiLpiz and HiLL 2014;
ForouTaN et al. 2018) react to the imbalance of in-
tegration approaches and examine the state of a het-
erogeneous society from a critical, post-colonial per-
spective. They provide valuable results for regions
with a notable level of ethnic heterogeneity, but seem
to fit less well for less diverse communities, such as
rural localities or new immigrant gateways. Here,
mostly U.S. based research provides insight into the
role of the receiving society for immigrant integra-
tion (see McDANIEL 2013; JENSEN 2006; DE JoNG and
TraN 2001; Ferzer 2000). Studies have shown dif-
ferences in residents’ receptivity in relation to eco-
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nomic prosperity, but ethnic attributions were also
significant. For example, stronger processes of mar-
ginalization of immigrants were demonstrated where
the supposed ethnic diversity was particularly large
compared to the receiving population, or where par-
ticularly high numbers of immigrants arrived with-
in a short time, catching municipalities ‘off guard’.
Economic crises reinforced ‘nativism’, i.e. the exag-
geration of the ‘own’, combined with the declaration
of established prerogatives (FETzER 2000; JENSEN
20006). Thus, as McDANIEL (2013, 19) in his research
on Charlotte as a new immigrant destination points
out, “receptivity is shaped in part by the dominant
white racial class, social, and power structural con-
texts within the city.”

Social psychology conceptualises the interac-
tions between newcomers and receiving society as a
process of gradual adaptation due to intercultural en-
counters, summed up under the term ‘acculturation’
(Sam 2000, 14). REDFIELD et al. (1936, 149) define ac-
culturation as “those phenomena which result when
groups of individuals having different cultures come
into continuous first-hand contact, with subsequent
changes in the original culture patterns of either or
both groups”. This key aspect of acculturation (inter-
group contact) is further spelled out by the contact
hypothesis, introduced by ALLPorT (1954, 267). He
concedes that prejudices are somewhat part of the
basic conditions of human living, but that contacts —
specifically equal status contacts — may reduce preju-
dice, notably if these contacts occur in the pursuit of
common goals, and if they are framed by institution-
al support or cultural norms. As a result of long-term
personal contact, there is mutual influence that can
bring about changes in attitudes, behaviour patterns,
and also institutional change.

Regarding the steps in the acculturation process,
BerrY (2006) points to the relevance of attitudinal
differences in the receiving society concerning im-
migration and diversity (‘multicultural ideology’),
which is strongly linked to integration politics and
political culture. For example, some states might en-
courage immigrants to maintain their culture and
identity, introduce their culture to the receiving so-
ciety and support this process because they perceive
cultural diversity as an important resource, such as
for example Canada (BLoEmMrAAD 2007). In other
societies, there may be a negative attitude towards
migration and diversity, and policy approaches fo-
cussing on the reduction of immigration and on as-
similating immigrants might prevail. The strong na-
tivist and anti-immigrant politics of Hungary might
serve as an example for the latter (Guia 2016).

Attitudes towards immigration are frequently
measured in longitudinal or cross-sectional surveys
such as the Eurobarometer, European Social Survey
(ESS) and — specifically for the German reception
context — the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) or the
Leipzig and Bielefeld studies on group related en-
mity, initiated by the Friedrich-Ebert-Foundation
(e.g. BRAHLER et al. 2016; DECKER et. al 2018; Zick
et al. 2019). These surveys usually examine attitudes
towards migrants by referring to theories such as
Relative Deprivation (RUNCIMAN 1967; PETTIGREW et
al. 2008), Group Related Enmity (HEITMEYER 2012)
and Anomia theory (MERTON 1957) and thus rather
cover negative attitudes concerning migrants than
variables which could explain tolerant and welcom-
ing behavior. Due to the composition of the sample
population, most of those studies entail an urban
bias and are thus not representative for rural soci-
cties. Furthermore, they tell little about the effects
of ‘rurality’ in terms of settlement structure and de-
mographic fabric of the population as explanatory
factor for anti-immigrant attitudes, as they have a
rather bidirectional view on the ‘rural’ versus the
‘urban’, thus neglecting the variety of living circum-
stances in rural regions. Among the few representa-
tive survey results on rural populations, CRAWLEY et
al (2019) and ScHMIDT et al. (2020) found that rural
respondents have more sceptical attitudes towards
migrants and especially refugees than urban popula-
tions. The studies discuss effects due to spatial con-
text or compositional effects, such as socio-demo-
graphic specifics. MAXWELL resumes (by using dif-
ferent European data sets on immigration attitudes)
rather compositional effects but recommends fur-
ther research to extend the empirical knowledge on
geographical implication on neighbourhood level,
which ,,may have indirect effects on immigration at-
titudes” (MAXWELL 2019: 473). CRAWLEY et al. 2019
showed a higher proportion of negative attitudes in
rural localities due to demographic disparities be-
tween rural and urban areas, such as higher age,
lower educational attainment and poorer standards
of living of rural populations. Further evidence for
the link between socio-demographic variables and
the development of negative or positive attitudes to-
wards newcomers and asylum seekers give a number
of case studies and literature reviews, calling for a
research concept that considers the development of
attitudes and behaviors of receiving society within
a broad contextual framework, integrating tempo-
ral and spatial aspects (e.g. CEBALLOS et al. 2014;
FeNELLY and FEDERICO 2008; GARCIA and DAVIDSON
2013; Zorru 2017).
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Regarding direct interactions of newcomers and
strangers in relation to the general societal fabric of
a locality, Purnam’s (2000) considerations on ‘social
capital’ are helpful, defined as a ‘fabric of the com-
munity’, including norms, trust and networks for
collective benefits. He differentiates two forms of
social capital, bonding social capital, which ,,consti-
tutes a kind of sociological superglue” for the com-
munity (PurNam 2000, 23) and bridging social capi-
tal, which is more outward looking and promotes
links to others. Regarding urban-rural differences
of social capital, empirical research on small towns
and rural regions found that there is a considerable
level of social capital in rural areas, resulting from
the need of neighbourly solidarity in the absence of
state institutions (ARORA-JONSSON 2017; MICKSCH
and ScHWIER 2000; ScHADER STIFTUNG 2011).
However, the question is if immigrants as newcom-
ers in rural localities are integrated in those social
networks, so that they can profit from bonding so-
cial capital. POrRTES (1998) points out that social cap-
ital might not solely have positive effects, but might
also lead to social control and conformity pressure.
This could specifically be relevant for small towns:
“In a small town or village, all neighbors know each
other [...]. The level of social control in such set-
tings is strong and also quite restrictive of personal
freedoms, which is the reason why the young and
the more independent-minded have always left.”
(PorTEs 1998, 16).

3 Local contexts of immigrant reception

The role of the receiving society is closely linked
to local conditions, which brings the role of space
and place to the fore. The temporal-spatial settings
of a locality are important framing features for pro-
cesses of arrival, admission, integration, conflict
and various negotiation processes between the local
population and the newcomers. The study of those
conditions entails a number of methodological
challenges, such as the question how to generalise
from locality to the nation state level using single
case studies of ‘paradigmatic cities’ and the focus
on ethnic clusters, combined with neglecting social
stratifications or specific settlement structures in
localities or regions (GLICK SCHILLER and CAGLAR
2009). Grick ScHILLER and CAGLAR (2009) suggest
a rescaling exercise, taking into account the power
hierarchies into which single cities are embedded in
a national and transnational framework. Focusing
on the role of migrants in urban restructuration

processes, they suggest studying urban resources
and ways to support migrants in order to explain
varying outcomes of immigrant integration. This
approach can be found in studies on new immigrant
destinations on the one hand (Prick and BENTON-
SHorT 2008; SINGER 2004; SINGER et al. 2008), and
in research on the nexus between immigration and
urban restructuration on the other hand (HiLLMANN
and PANG 2020; PoTTIE-SHERMAN 2018; VITIELLO
and SUGRUE 2017). Studies on new immigrant gate-
ways analyse the differences of local reception
conditions across time and space, especially as op-
posed to traditional immigrant destinations. They
focus on spatial and social changes occurring in the
context of immigration, such as the appearance of
immigrant neighbourhoods or the introduction of
new cultural traditions, gradually leading to super-
diversity (PriCE and BENTON-SHORT 2008; SINGER
2004; SINGER et al. 2008). While findings highlight
the importance of immigrants’ contribution for the
re-configuration of urban spaces, economies and
societies, they fall short in considering the role of
ordinary everyday encounters in the neighbourhood
or in public institutions like schools for migrant in-
corporation (McDaNIEL 2013). Studies on the im-
migration-revitalisation nexus ask for the specific
role of migrants in urban regeneration processes,
considering structural and political conditions in
a locality. HiLLMANN and PANG (2020) suggest to
focus on the effects of migration-led regeneration
on physical structures, socio-economic texture and
policies and on the level of symbolism and repre-
sentation, to arrive at 2 more differentiated view on
the interplay between migration and urban regen-
eration strategies (HILLMANN and PANG 2020, viii).
The approach promises international comparison
and thus generalization, “as it includes re-active and
pro-active action in regard to migration” and brings
“top-down and bottom-up initiatives into the focus
of research” (ibid.). Studies within this realm high-
light the unevenness of local responses to immigra-
tion and the emergence of economic development-
focused inclusionary initiatives as a response to
neoliberal downscaling processes (POTTIE-SHERMAN
2018; TonNkiss 2013; ViTiELLO and SUGRUE 2017).
While research in the context of new immi-
grant gateways or immigrant-led urban revitalisa-
tion mostly focuses on larger metropolises, rural
areas as new immigrant gateways have been increas-
ingly considered by researchers since the 2014 refu-
gee movements in Burope (MCAREAVEY and ARGENT
2018). Studies have been focusing on how the lo-
cal population is coping with every-day encounters



2021

B. Glorius et al.: Integration of refugees in rural areas and the role of the receiving society ... 55

and differences due to immigration (e.g. GLORIUS
et al. 2020; woobs 2018) and on cooperation and
communication between residential population and
refugees or newcomers (WooDs 2018). RYE and scoTT
(2018) highlight the challenges of integration in ru-
ral societies not only for migrants but also for the lo-
cal population, as integration processes can trigger
or push the transformation of ,,traditional rural val-
ues and life style”. SoHOLT et al. (2018) examine in
five case studies in Norway, Sweden and Denmark
the role of the local society and their impact on in-
tegration processes of migrants linked with the dis-
cussion of rural development. They reveal that the
acceptance of immigrants and newcomers is con-
nected to certain economical and societal expecta-
tions of the local population, labelled as ‘conditioned
receptiveness’. BERG-NORDLIE (2018) finds similar
outcomes by analysing local media discourses of
Norwegian rural regions. Newspapers reported in
a positive but also hegemonic manner about immi-
grants as important workforce and contributors to
social and cultural life to the local community, while
negative reports mostly addressed the cultural ‘oth-
erness’ of migrants as an integration obstacle (ibid.,
214f). Fears projected on to asylum seekers by local
media can impact attitudes of the local population
and social dynamics. Examining two rural English
localities, HusBARD (2005) found that opponents
against first reception centres expressed their argu-
ments very formally, referring to local shortcomings
in infrastructure or a lack of appropriate building
sites. However, behind the formal expression there
were deeper anxieties and hidden racialized argu-
ments that were connected with asylum centres and
stereotypes such as crime, diseases and pollution of
the local countryside (ibid., 10). Citizens claimed a
need to protect the English countryside - perceived
as rural idyll and as ,,a repository of white values,
ideologies and lifestyle” which shows in turn that
cities appear in the opponent’s mindset as multicul-
tural, therefore ‘un-English’ and less secure spaces,
where ,asylum seckers could integrate more suc-
cessfully” (ibid., 12-14). As Spicer (2008) found
for the case of urban neighbourhoods, those areas
with considerable immigration history tended to be
more receptive and provide for social inclusion of
arriving refugees than neighbourhoods with few
immigration experiences. This result might likewise
apply to rural localities. The approach of ‘rural cos-
mopolitanism’ (Woobs 2018) gives helpful insight
how to conceptualize intercultural encounters in
every-day life by local residents and immigrants in
small communities (ibid., 165). Everyday encounters

give people the opportunity to directly negotiate
their perceived differences. Regarding spaces and
places of everyday encounters, Woobs (2018) high-
lights public institutions like schools or sport fields
as important ‘key sites” for encounter and negotia-
tion. However, he also points to the limits of rural
cosmopolitanism, notably regarding capacities of
space and infrastructure or the possibility to shape
progressive policies towards newcomers on the lo-
cal level. Thus, integrative effects of everyday en-
counters or the level of openness of local residents
towards newcomers are always conditional to other
framing features, which calls for a differentiated ap-
proach for analyzing local receptivity.

4 Local receptivity: an analytical framework
for the research of immigrant reception in
rural localities

This paper aims to develop an analytical frame-
work of local receptivity, based on the guiding ques-
tion what societal conditions are needed for new-
comers’ successful integration into a rural society.
Our focus on the rural is derived from ongoing
empirical research in rural localities, which raised
the interest to examine the specifics of ‘the rural’
regarding arrival, reception and integration, and
considering that the focus of integration research
was and is on urban conditions, yet without cleatly
defining what those conditions are. In the sections
above, we showed that approaches for understand-
ing the role of receiving society can be derived from
‘classical’ concepts of integration and acculturation,
but that empirical designs are mostly focusing on
the behaviour of immigrants, leaving an important
research gap regarding the role of receiving socie-
ties for integration processes. Although this applies
equally to urban and rural areas, the more homoge-
neous composition of rural populations, combined
with the new societal challenges of refugee recep-
tion, enforces the need for research frameworks that
cover the role of the receiving society more explic-
itly. Lastly, research designs, notwithstanding the
efforts in the context of the local turn, often fail to
integrate the spatial dimension, both with regards to
geographical differentiation of research results, and
in seeing spaces and places as specific opportunity
structure for encounter between newcomers and
residents of a locality.

In our own model on the local receptivity of ru-
ral societies (Fig. 1), we suggest an approach how
to enhance our understanding about of perceptions,
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Fig. 1: Local receptivity: local potentials and constellations for the successful integration of newcomers

behaviours and social conditions of the receiving
society as important actors in integration process-
es, taking into account the embedding into vatrious
framing conditions and mutual influences between
local actors. It is inspired by the above mentioned
concepts and findings and tries to translate them to
a local research field. As a guiding term for our re-
search, we chose the notion of ‘receptivity’ which
was used by McDANIEL (2013) in his research on
new immigrant gateways. MCDANIEL refers to re-
ceptivity as a “place’s collective experience related
to immigrants and newcomers”, which “in turn af-
fects newcomers’ experience in a place” (MCDANIEL
2013, 1). In his empirical operationalisation, he uses
a bipolar structure of positive and negative recep-
tivity. While positive — or ‘warm’ — receptivity in
his model means individual and institutional actions
affecting proactive, progressive, or positive change
in a city, negative — or ‘cold’ — receptivity refers to
reactive or regressive actions, leading to negative ef-
fects on immigrant inclusion.

For empirical operationalisation, our under-
standing of the term ‘receptivity’ is the ability and
willingness to open up to newcomers and de-
velop an inclusionary perspective within a local
society. This encompasses three dimensions which

can serve as main areas of analysis: the structural
frame, political actors and governance structures,
and — as main point of interest to understand re-
ceptivity — the society and societal structure. In all
those dimensions, it is important to differentiate
between the resources of a locality for integration
processes, and how they are implemented in the
context of newcomer integration.

Thus, regarding the first dimension of struc-
tural framing conditions, we need to ask for the
material and structural resources of a locality as a
prerequisite for reception and integration processes,
and also the willingness to provide existing resourc-
es for the sake of immigrant integration. Economy
can be an important factor, but also human and fi-
nancial resources of a community need to be taken
into account. The question how those resources are
implemented for newcomer integration may vary
on the local level. This might concern e.g. the will-
ingness to open the municipal housing stock for
refugee housing, or to proactively integrate migrant
children in public child-care facilities and adapt the
infrastructure accordingly.

Regarding local governance and political actors,
we have to consider the range of local governance
competences which are necessary to deal with inte-
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gration processes on the local level, for example the
structure of municipal administrations, the size and
structure of municipal parliaments and political po-
sitions towards integration. On the implementation
side, indicators of receptivity would be e.g. proac-
tive governance strategies regarding integration and
social inclusion, the introduction of an immigrant
board in the local political structure, or the devel-
opment of an integration and diversity concept for
the municipality. Also individual engagement of lo-
cal political stakeholders can enhance receptivity,
notably in small towns and rural regions (SCHADER
Stirrune 2011, 21; Rosch et al. 2020, 51).

The third dimension, society and societal struc-
tures, is the most important for our ongoing re-
search, as it is this level where we are missing a clear
conceptualisation which could mirror the focus on
migrants found in most integration and accultura-
tion approaches (LEe 2009). On the societal level,
we include the resources of the local population:
these might differ in relation to demographic, social
and economic characteristics, but also regarding at-
titudes and experiences towards immigrants, the
ability to engage in social contacts, the existence of
social networks and of civil society key actors who
are able to build bridges between newcomers and
resident population. Thus, the conceptual thoughts
on social capital (Purnam 2000), with its differentia-
tion of bonding and bridging social capital as well
as shared norms and trust as a basis for civil society
development, are important elements for research
as they display the quality of the societal structures.
Also the collective memory and migration history of
a locality is relevant. Has the locality already experi-
enced significant inflows of (international) migrants,
and have they managed to integrate them in an inclu-
sionary way? Have there been specific institutions,
areas or places of inclusion or exclusion which influ-
ence further processes of integration? How is immi-
gration and integration collectively remembered and
narrated in the locality? And how active are earlier
immigrants in building up bonding social capital
which can be used for the integration of new immi-
grants (SpICER 2008)?

Regarding the implementation of those locally
embedded resources, relevant factors are openness
of the local population, and tolerance, regarding
ethnic, cultural and religious diversity. Societies
who are open to include newcomers into their soci-
etal structures and who rather perceive the benefits
than the challenges of newcomer integration, will
turn out to be more receptive and able to manage
integration processes faster and with a more positive

outcome, than less receptive societies. Furthermore,
societies who have positive experiences with new-
comer integration and thus already arrived at diver-
sified stakeholder structures, for example in public
institutions, the labour market, or education, will
benefit from those experiences and developments
to successfully manage the challenge of newcomer
integration.

Furthermore, there are external influences to
both, the side of resources as well as the imple-
mentation side. Overarching political frames and
governance approaches can influence material and
structural conditions, local governance options or
the institutionalisation of civil society. For exam-
ple, the question of individual housing for asylum
seckers will not only depend on the availability of
municipal housing stock and the proactive organisa-
tion of decentralised housing, but also on political
decisions regarding the preference of decentralized
or group accommodations for asylum seekers and
their top-down implementation. Further external
influences are found on the discursive side. Public
discourses on migration and integration can strong-
ly influence local discourses and the local political
climate. This can either fuel or hamper reception
processes on the local level.

Our understanding of receptivity offers two
important additions to the widely used approaches
on integration and social inclusion: First, by focus-
ing on the analysis of favourable preconditions for
reception, our findings might offer new and con-
crete strategical options to political and civil soci-
ety stakeholders. Second, we are able to integrate
both central conceptual approaches from core dis-
ciplines explaining societal integration such as so-
cial psychology, sociology and political science and
the important innovations of the ‘local turn’ and
the strength of human geography to connect be-
tween society and space. Our model can be used as
a framework for local case studies, with the aim to
generalize findings notwithstanding the complexity
of interrelated research categories.

The local observation level opens the view for
relevant actor constellations, political and public de-
bates and discourses, which are embedded in specif-
ic spatio-temporal systems and social and political
patterns. Relevant actors are not only institutional
actors, but also the newcomers and the local popu-
lation. All of them are influenced by, but can also
shape local constellations, both individually and col-
lectively, through their perceptions, attitudes, and
daily practices. Particularly in rural areas key actors
who could promote openness and intercultural sen-
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sitivity are - as shown above - a limited resource.
Therefore, it is even more important to consider
their roles and functions in local receptivity and
local integration processes. The rural perspective
used to develop this framework shows the particu-
lar importance of local migration history and local
experience with diversity as part of the manifold
explanatory factors for differing local integration
frameworks.

The analysis of attitudes, action orientations
and practices of the mobile and immobile parts of
a local population can enhance our understanding
of their everyday encounters and negotiations and
their consequences. In turn, this can lead to a deeper
understanding of integration processes that goes far
beyond a purely functional interpretation towards a
whole-of-community approach on integration.

Acknowledgement

The research which led to this paper was sup-
ported by funds of the Federal Ministry of Food
and Agriculture (BMEL) based on a decision of the
Parliament of the Federal Republic of Germany via
the Federal Office for Agriculture and Food (BLE)
under the rural development programme.

References

Apam, A.; FoBkEeR, S.; IMANI, D.; PrarrENBacH, C.; WEISS,
G. and WiecanpT, C-C. (2019): Social contacts and
networks of refugees in the arrival context — manifesta-
tions in a large city and in selected small and medium-
sized towns. In: Erdkunde 73 (1), 31-45. https://doi.
org/10.3112/erdkunde.2019.01.02

AGER, A. and STRANG, A. (2008): Understanding integration:
a conceptual framework. In: Journal of Refugee Studies
21 (2), 166-191. https://doi.otg/10.1093 /jrs/fen016

ALLPORT, G. (1954): The nature of prejudice. Boston.

ARORA-JONSSON, S. (2017). Development and integration at
a crossroads: culture, race and ethnicity in rural Sweden.
In: Environment and Planning A 49, 1594-1612. htt-
ps://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X17701130

BERG-NORDLIE, M. (2018): New in town. Small-town me-
dia discourses on immigrants and immigration. In:
Journal of Rural Studies 64, 210-219. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.007

Berry, J. W (2006): Contexts of acculturation. In: San, D. L.
and BERRY, ]. W. (eds.): The Cambridge handbook of ac-
culturation psychology. Cambridge, 27—-42. https://doi.
org/10.1017/CB0O9780511489891.006

Berry, J. W, (2008): Immigration, acculturation, and adapta-
tion. In: Applied Psychology 46 (1), 5-34. https://doi.
org/10.1111/§.1464-0597.1997.tb01087.x

BLOEMRAAD, 1. (2007): Unity in diversity? Bridging models
of multiculturalism and immigrant integration. In: Du
Bois Review 4 (2), 317-330. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S$1742058X0707018X

BrRAHLER, E.; Drcker, O. and Kiess, J. (eds) (2016):
Die enthemmte Mitte: Autoritire und rechtsextre-
me Einstellung in Deutschland. GieBen. https://doi.
org/10.30820/9783837972337

CuBALLOS, M.; YAKUSHKO, O. and Lyons, C. (2014): Rural and
urban attitudes towards immigrants in the US Midwest
and Great Plains. In: Journal of Social Sciences 10 (4),
150-161. https://doi.org/10.3844 /jssp.2014.150.161

CRAWLEY, H.; DRINKWATER, S. and Kausar, R. (2019): At-
titudes towards asylum seckers: understanding differ-
ences between rural and urban areas. In: Journal of
Rural Studies 71, 104-113. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jrurstud.2019.08.005

Dk Jong, G. and TraN, Q.-G. (2001): Warm welcome, cool
welcome: mapping receptivity toward immigrants in the
U.S. In: Population Today 29 (8) (November/December).

DEt Lima, P; Piear, A. P. and Prerrer, M. J. (2012): Concep-
tualizing contemporary immigrant integration in the ru-
ral United States and United Kingdom. In: SHUCKSMITH,
M.; BROWN, D.; SHORTALL, S.; VERGUNST, J. and WARNER,
M. E. (eds.): Transformations and rural policies in the
US and UK. New York, NY, 79-99.

DEcKER, O.; BRAHLER, E. and BAIEr, D. (eds.) (2018): Flucht
ins Autoritire: Rechtsextreme Dynamiken in der Mitte
der Gesellschaft. Die Leipziger Autoritarismus-Studie
2018. Leipzig.

ENGEL, S. (2013): Migrations- und Integrationspotenziale im
lindlichen Raum Deutschlands. In: Zeitschrift fiir Ag-
rargeschichte und Agrarsoziologie 61 (1), 84-97.

FenNELLy, K. and Feperico, C. (2008): Rural residence as a
determinant of attitudes toward US immigration policy.
In: International Migration 46 (1), 151-190. https://doi.
org/10.1111/}.1468-2435.2008.00440.x

Frrzer, J. S. (2000): Public attitudes toward immigration in
the United States, France, and Germany. Cambridge, UK.

ForouTtaN, N.; KARAKAYALL, J. and SpieLHAUS, R. (eds.)
(2018): Postmigrantische Perspektiven. Ordnungssyste-
me, Reprisentationen, Kritik. Frankfurt/New York.

Garcia, C. and Davipson, T. (2013): Are rural people more
anti-immigrant than urban people? A compatrison of at-
titudes towards immigration in the United States. Jour-
nal of Rural Social Sciences 28 (1), 80-105. https://
egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol28/iss1/4/

GeseMANN, E and Rot, R. (2016): Kommunale Flicht-
lings- und Integrationspolitik Ergebnisse einer Umfrage
in Stadten, Landkreisen und Gemeinden. Betlin.


https://doi.org/10.3112/erdkunde.2019.01.02
https://doi.org/10.3112/erdkunde.2019.01.02
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrs/fen016
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X17701130
https://doi.org/10.1177/0308518X17701130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511489891.006
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511489891.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1997.tb01087.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1997.tb01087.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X0707018X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X0707018X
https://doi.org/10.30820/9783837972337
https://doi.org/10.30820/9783837972337
https://doi.org/10.3844/jssp.2014.150.161
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2019.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2019.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2435.2008.00440.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2435.2008.00440.x
https://www.campus.de/buecher-campus-verlag/wissenschaft/soziologie/postmigrantische_perspektiven-14259.html
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol28/iss1/4/
https://egrove.olemiss.edu/jrss/vol28/iss1/4/

2021

B. Glorius et al.: Integration of refugees in rural areas and the role of the receiving society ... 59

Grick ScHILLER, N. and CAGLAR, A. (2009): Towards a com-
parative theory of locality in migration studies: migrant
incotporation and city scale. In: Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies, 35 (2), 177-202. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13691830802586179

GLoR1us, B.; KORDEL, S.; WEIDINGER, T.; BURER, M.; SCHNEI-
DER, H. and SPENGER, D. (2020): Is social contact with
the resident population a prerequisite of well-being and
place attachment? The case of refugees in rural regions
of Germany. In: Frontiers in Sociology. https://doi.
org/10.3389/f50¢.2020.578495

GLORIUS, B. and SCHONDELMAYER, A.-C. (2018): Perspektiven
auf Fluchtmigration in Ost und West — ein regionaler
Blick auf kommunale Integrationspraxis. In: Zeitschrift
fur Vergleichende Politikwissenschaften 12 (1), 75-92.
https://doi.otg/10.1007/s12286-017-0368-3

Guia, A. (2016): The concept of nativism and anti-immi-
grant sentiments in Europe. EUI Working Paper MWP
2016/20. https://cadmus.cui.cu/handle/1814 /43429

GRUBER, M. (2013): Integration im lindlichen Raum. Ein
Praxishandbuch. Innsbruck.

HErmMEYER, Wi (2012): Rechtsextremismus und gesellschaft-
liche Selbstentlastung, In: Aus Politik und Zeitgeschich-
te 18-19, 22-27. wwwbpb.de/apuz/133380/rechtsex-
tremismus-und-gesellschaftliche-selbstentlastung.

Himany, Foand Pane, L. (2020): Migration-led regenera-
tion: on how cities become more unequal with mixed
population flows. In: Cosmopolitan Civil Societies 12
(1). https://doi.org/10.5130/ ccs.v12.i1.7297

HussarD, P. (2005): ‘Inappropriate and incongruous™ op-
position to asylum centres in the English countryside.
In: Journal of Rural Studies 21, 3-17. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2004.08.004

JenseN, L. (2006): New immigrant settlements in rural
America: problems, prospects, and policies. Durham,
NH. https://doi.otg/10.34051/p/2020.18

Lek, C. (2009): Sociological theories of immigration: path-
ways to integration for U.S. immigrants. In: Journal of
Human Behavior in the Social Environment 19, 730—
744. https://doi.org/10.1080/10911350902910906

MaxweLL, R. (2019): Cosmopolitan immigration attitudes in
large Buropean cities: contextual or compositional ef-
fects? In: American Political Science Review 113, 456—
474. https:/ /doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000898

McAReAvEY, R. and ARGENT, N. (2018): New immigration
destinations (NID) unravelling the challenges and op-
portunities for migrants and for host communities.
In: Journal of Rural Studies 64, 148-152. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.09.006

McDaNIEL, PN. (2013): Receptivity in a new immigrant
gateway: immigrant settlement geography, public edu-
cation, and immigrant integration in Charlotte, North
Carolina. PhD thesis. Chatlotte.

MertoN, R. K. (1957): Social theory and social structure. Glen-
coe.

MickscH, J. and ScHWIER, A. (eds.) (2000): Fremde auf dem
Lande. Interkulturelle Beitrige 19. Frankfurt am Main.
Penning, R. and Garcrs-MascareNas, B, (2016): Integration
policies of European cities in comparative perspective:
structural convergence and substantial differentiation. In:
Migracijske 1 etniche teme 32 (2), 155-189. https://doi.

otg/10.11567/met.32.2.1

PerTIGREW, T.; CHRIST, O.; WAGNER, U.; MEERTENS, R. W; VAN
Dick, R. and Zick, A. (2008): Relative Deptivation and In-
tergroup Prejudice. In: Journal of Social Issues 64 (2), 385—
401. https://doi.org/10.1111/7.1540-4560.2008.00567.x

PHiLIMORE, . (2020): Refugee-integration-opportunity struc-
tures: shifting the focus from refugees to context. In: Jour-
nal of Refugee Studies. feaa012. https://doi.org/10.1093/
jrs/feaa012

Portes, A. (1998): Social capital: its origins and applications
in modern sociology. In: Annual Review of Sociology 24,
1-24. https:/ /doi.otg/10.1146/annurev.soc.24.1.1

Porris-SHERMAN, Y. (2018): Austerity urbanism and the promise
of immigrant- and refugee-centered urban revitalization in
the U. S. Rust Belt. In: Urban Geography 39 (3), 438-457.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2017.1342398

Pricg, M. and BENTON-SHORT, L. (eds.) (2008): Migrants to the
metropolis: the rise of immigrant gateway cities. Syracuse.

Purnay, R. D. (2000): Bowling alone. The collapse and re-
vival of Ametican community. New Yortk. https://doi.
org/10.1145/358916.361990

RepreLp, R.; LintoN, R. and Herskovrrs, M. J. (1936): Mem-
orandum for the study of acculturation. In: American
Anthropologist 38, 149-152. https://doi.org/10.1525/
22.1936.38.1.02200330

Rosch, T.; SCHNEIDER, H.; WEBER, J. and WoRrss, S. (2020): Inte-
gration von Gefliichteten in lindlichen Ridumen. Niirnberg,

Runcivan, W G. (1967): Relative deprivation and social justice.
A study of attitudes to social inequality in twentieth-century
England. Reports of the Institute of Community Studies
13. London.

Ryg, J. E and Scorr, S. (2018): International labour migration
and food production in rural Europe: a review of the ev-
idence. In: Sociologia Ruralis 58 (4), 928-952 https://doi.
org/10.1111/s0ru.12208

Sam, D. L. (2006): Acculturation: conceptual background
and core components. In: Sam, D. L. and Berry, J. W
(eds.): The Cambridge handbook of acculturation psy-
chology. Cambridge, 11-26. https://doi.org/10.1017/
CB0O9780511489891.005

SCHADER STIFTUNG (2011): Integrationspotenziale in kleinen
Stidten und Landkreisen. Ergebnisse des Forschungs-
Praxis-Projekts. Darmstadt.

ScHammanN, H. (2018): Migrationspolitik. Baden-Baden.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-19540-3_6


https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830802586179
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830802586179
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2020.578495
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2020.578495
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12286-017-0368-3
https://cadmus.eui.eu/handle/1814/43429
http://www.bpb.de/apuz/133380/rechtsextremismus-und-gesellschaftliche-selbstentlastung
http://www.bpb.de/apuz/133380/rechtsextremismus-und-gesellschaftliche-selbstentlastung
https://doi.org/10.5130/ccs.v12.i1.7297
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2004.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2004.08.004
https://doi.org/10.34051/p/2020.18
https://doi.org/10.1080/10911350902910906
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000898
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.09.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.09.006
https://doi.org/10.11567/met.32.2.1
https://doi.org/10.11567/met.32.2.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00567.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrs/feaa012
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrs/feaa012
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.24.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2017.1342398
https://doi.org/10.1145/358916.361990
https://doi.org/10.1145/358916.361990
https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1936.38.1.02a00330
https://doi.org/10.1525/aa.1936.38.1.02a00330
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12208
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12208
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511489891.005
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511489891.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-19540-3_6

60 ERDKUNDE

Vol. 75 - No. 1

ScHINKEL, W. (2017): Imagined societies. A critique of im-
migrant integration in Western Europe. Cambridge.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316424230

Scumipt, K.; Jacosson, J. A. and KRrIEGER, M. (2020): Sozia-
le Integration Gefliichteter macht Fortschritte. In: DIW
Wochenbericht 34, 591-599.

SCHNEIDER, J.; CruL, M.; LELIE, F (2015): Generation Mix.
Die superdiverse Zukunft unserer Stidte — und was wir
daraus machen. Minster.

SINGER, A. (2004): The rise of new immigrant gateways.
Washington, DC.

SINGER, A.; HarDWICK, S. and BrerTELL, C. (eds.) (2008):
Twenty-First Century Gateways: immigrant incorpora-
tion in suburban America. Washington.

Sonorr, S.; StexBacKa, S. and Norcaarp, H. (2018):
Conditioned receptiveness: Nordic rural elite percep-
tions of immigrant contributions to local resilience.
In: Journal of Rural Studies 64, 220-229. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.004

Spicer, N. (2008): Places of exclusion and inclusion: asylum-
seeker and refugee experiences of neighbourhoods in the
UK. In: Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 34,491—
510. https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830701880350

Tonkiss, F (2013): Austerity urbanism and the makeshift
city. In: City 17(3), 312-324. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13604813.2013.795332

VERTOVEC, S. (2007): Super-diversity and its implications. In:
Ethnic and Racial Studies 30 (6), 1024-1054. https://
doi.org/10.1080/01419870701599465

VimieLLo, D. and Sucrug, T. (eds.) (2017): Immigration and
metropolitan revitalization in the United States. Philadel-
phia. https://doi.otg/10.9783/9780812293951

Woobs, M. (2018): Precarious rural cosmopolitanism: ne-
gotiating globalization, migration and diversity in Irish
small towns. In: Journal of Rural Studies 64, 164-176.
https://doi.otg/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.03.014

Yipiz, E. and Hir, M. (eds.)) (2014): Nach der Migrati-
on: Postmigrantische Perspektiven jenseits der Paral-
lelgesellschaft.  Bielefeld. https://doi.org/10.14361/
transcript.9783839425046

Zick, A.; Kupper, B. and BerGgHAN, W. (2019): Verlorene
Mitte Feindselige Zustinde. Rechtsextreme Einstellun-
gen in Deutschland 2018/19. Bonn.

Zorru, A. (2017): Attitudes toward Asylum Seckers in Small
Local Communities. In: International Migration 55 (6),
14-36. https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12296

Authors

Prof. Dr. Birgit Glorius

Miriam Burer, M.A.

Hanne Schneider, M.A.

Chemnitz University of Technology
Institute for European Studies and History
D-09107 Chemnitz

Germany
bitgit.glotius@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
mitiam.bueter@phil.tu-chemnitz.de
hanne.schneider@phil.tu-chemnitz.de


https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316424230
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/13691830701880350
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2013.795332
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2013.795332
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870701599465
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870701599465
https://doi.org/10.9783/9780812293951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.03.014
https://doi.org/10.14361/transcript.9783839425046
https://doi.org/10.14361/transcript.9783839425046
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿﻿296

