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ABSTRACT
This paper theorises the refugee integration industry by examining how institutional configurations and stakeholder ar-

rangements shape labour market integration outcomes for refugees in Germany and Turkey. Drawing on Spender's theory of

industrial recipes, we conceptualise the integration industry as a network of public, private and third‐sector actors governed by

competing logics of humanitarianism and market efficiency. Through a comparative case study approach based on more than

200 policy, institutional, and civil society sources, we demonstrate how power asymmetries and economic imperatives sys-

tematically marginalise refugees' human agency, producing both humanising and dehumanising effects. We introduce a

fourfold typology of (de)humanitarianism, indifference, assimilation, integration and multiculturalism models that reveals how

different national and organisational contexts mediate the moral, economic, and political tensions at the heart of refugee labour

market integration. Despite stark contrasts in governance models and economic capacity, both countries institutionalise forms

of exclusion that limit meaningful participation and recognition. Our analysis advances the theoretical understanding of the

refugee integration industry as a contested and relational space where policy, discourse and institutional practice interact to

shape refugee subjectivities and futures. In doing so, we call for more reflexive, inclusiv, and agency‐centred approaches to

integration that foreground social justice and co‐determination.

1 | Introduction

Employment is a cornerstone of refugee integration, under-
scoring a mutually reinforcing relationship between labour
market participation and broader societal inclusion (Castles
et al. 2001; Ager and Strang 2008). In this paper, we focus on the
institutional and stakeholder support mechanisms that shape
refugees' access to employment through what we conceptualise
as the refugee integration industry. This industry comprises a
network of public, private and third‐sector actors, including
government bodies, businesses, NGOs and community

organisations, tasked with managing refugee settlement and
labour market integration. Drawing on Spender (1989) theory of
industrial recipes, we define this as an emergent field where
economic imperatives, humanitarian principles, and institu-
tional logics intersect to produce both humanising and dehu-
manising outcomes.

While the integration industry is often framed as a humani-
tarian endeavour, we argue that it is predominantly driven by a
market logic that privileges employer and state interests over
refugees' human agency (Collins et al. 2018; Ng and Metz 2015).
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Building on the work of Ng and Metz (2015) and Naccache and
Al Ariss (2018), who explored how corporate social responsi-
bility and institutional structures shape refugee employment,
we extend these insights by theorising the integration industry
itself as a contested space of power asymmetries. Our compar-
ative study of Germany and Turkey reveals how stakeholder
arrangements in both countries, despite their institutional dif-
ferences, tend to institutionalise dehumanisation by sub-
ordinating refugee inclusion to economic and political agendas.
This critique forms the foundation of our theoretical contribu-
tion: a typology of (de)humanitarianism that unpacks the
moral, institutional, and material consequences of integration
practices.

The United Nations High Commission for Refugees
(UNHCR 2024) states that more than 35 million refugees are
fleeing from persecution and danger, crisis and war, to a
haven. Specifically, refugees are individuals compelled to
leave their home country due to the threat or experience of
persecution. They seek to secure fundamental human rights
and safety rather than seeking economic gain. When fleeing,
they leave their homes, possessions, loved ones, and com-
munities behind. Some escape suddenly, without prepara-
tion, and many endure severe trauma, torture, or
mistreatment. Their path to safety is typically dangerous,
with many risking their lives to find protection. Returning
home is not an option unless the conditions that forced their
departure are resolved (Elie 2014). The majority hail from
developing countries and find refuge in neighbouring low‐
and middle‐income countries, with the most significant
number settling in Turkey, which is hosting some 3.5 million
refugees. However, when considering unregistered refugees,
estimates suggest the total number is more than 3.5 million.
As of 2024, Germany remained the only high‐income country
among the top 10 refugee‐hosting nations (World Bank 2024).
Ten countries host 60% of refugees (UN News 2018). As
Turkey and Germany have welcomed the most significant
proportion of refugees over the last 10 years as a consequence
of the Syrian conflict and war in Ukraine, they provide a
valuable contrast to the machinations of the integration
industry (Refugee Council Australia 2018). The war in Uk-
raine has altered the ethno‐racial composition of refugees in
Europe, with integration efforts favouring Ukrainian refugees
while excluding Syrian and other groups for ethno‐racial and
religious reasons (Wiśniewski et al. 2024).

This paper presents the first theoretical exploration of the
institutional arrangements for the post‐adjustment of refu-
gees as an integration industry. This industry has become an
essential intermediary for refugees' potential employment
and economic integration. We question what we see as the
(de)humanitarianism guiding the integration industry by
examining the relationship between stakeholder arrange-
ments and refugees in post‐arrival integration. To this end,
we systematically examine the approach to refugee settle-
ment and integration in Germany and Turkey. We introduce
and extend the theory of the refugee integration industry,
delineating its boundary conditions and illustrating its
unintended consequences for the humanisation and dehu-
manisation of refugees' human potential in their labour
market participation (Goerzen et al. 2024).

Germany and Turkey represent contrasting refugee integration
landscapes. As the highest recipient of refugees in the EU,
Germany has developed a well‐structured integration frame-
work emphasising stakeholder coordination and formal labour
market inclusion. Turkey, meanwhile, hosts the largest refugee
population globally but relies on more fragmented, emergent
integration efforts shaped by geopolitical considerations and
constrained by economic limitations. These contextual differ-
ences are crucial to understanding how their respective inte-
gration industries operate and their varying impacts on
refugees' humanisation and dehumanisation experiences. In the
following section, we define humanitarianism and dehumani-
sation to foreground our investigation of the integration strat-
egies implemented at the local level to benefit refugees. In
addition to drawing attention to refugees, we also place this
industry front and centre by examining how it is discussed more
generally in the business, management and migration scholar-
ship. We then turn to the case of refugee post‐arrival integration
in two distinct country settings. We conclude by identifying the
(de)humanitarian implications surrounding this industry and
providing recommendations for future research.

2 | A Recipe for Post‐Arrival Integration: From
Humanitarianism to Dehumanisation

While humanitarianism centres on care, rights, and moral
obligation, dehumanisation exposes the darker underbelly of
integration practices. In what follows, we examine how dis-
course and institutional arrangements may reproduce refugee
exclusion under the guise of humanitarianism in the post‐
arrival integration efforts. In line with Spender (1989) notion of
industry recipes, we take a context‐specific and locally‐ sensitive
approach to explain and understand the integration industry.
Recipes are the roles and practices of actors within and outside
this industry. Spender (1989: 6) cautions that: ‘recipes are
merely suggestive about the consequences of following them,
though they also imply cautions against ignoring them. How-
ever, they say nothing about the consequences of following
different lines of action’. That is, recipes offer the analyst a
(rough) road map for understanding the industry. We extend
this schema by exploring the intended and unintended conse-
quences of distinct industry ‘recipes’ and the role, nature,
responsibilities and consequences of integration intermediaries
in specific country contexts and the stakeholders within these
industry networks. We draw on Freeman's definition of stake-
holders, which includes: ‘any group or individual who can
affect or is affected by the achievement of’ a particular objective
(Freeman 1984, 25). In the case of refugees, stakeholders
include those who can affect or are affected by their integration
outcomes. Stakeholders can include, but are not limited to,
community networks (ethno‐specific and broader); migrant
resource centres/NGOs; government (national and supra-
national agencies); human resource management (HRM) peak
bodies/managers; recruiters; education institutions; trade un-
ions; employers; online platforms, local communities and ref-
ugees to name but a few. MNCs also play a role within the
integration industry as private‐sector stakeholders, mainly
through corporate social responsibility initiatives that influence
refugee labour market integration. While peak supranational
bodies and governments endorse the rule of (inter) national law
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and convention (Derksen and Teixeira 2023), the suite of local
and context‐specific stakeholders outside these ingredients
remains unguided by regulatory arrangements beyond loose
hegemonic markers of integration.

Human mobility and settlement remain the preserve of sover-
eign states (Gammeltoft‐Hansen 2014). For refugees, however,
the 1951 Refugee Convention draws attention to the particular
circumstances defining the refugee movement and the
humanitarian responsibilities of the receiving country. The
UNHCR reports that there are 146 state parties to the Con-
vention. Countries that do not want to attract or settle refugees
often refuse to sign the convention. While Germany and Turkey
are signatories to the 1951 Convention on Refugees, their
acceptance of this group is nothing short of extreme in its dis-
tinctiveness and the loose guiding principles from the UNHCR
neither challenge nor transcend sovereign codes of conduct
once the refugee has found safety in another country.
Humanitarian responsibilities, guided by supranational princi-
ples, stop upon entry into a country (Christopher 2023).

While humanitarianism is founded on legal convention, as
noted above, it can also be described conceptually/discursively
(Fassin 2010). As a concept, it prompts an emotional reaction:
one of benevolence, charity, welfare, and compassion. It man-
ifests through discourse and imagery that feed into the broad
(social change and solidarity) and narrow (localised integration)
meanings. As such, ‘humanitarianism shapes people's lives,
relationships, and communities’.

Like humanitarianism, dehumanisation is linguistically enacted
and emotively driven. In contrast, though, dehumanisation
distinguishes groups of people in migration (Haslam et al. 2005;
Leyens et al. 2007). Oh (2019), for instance, brings this to light
by stating that migrants and refugees are the other, a homog-
enous group of faceless non‐citizens. Dehumanisation stands in
contrast to humaneness, granting importance to members of
one's group. Instead, dehumanisation judges the other as lack-
ing in human qualities and attributes, reducing them to a
resource at best or a worthless sub‐human at worst, failing to
recognise them, value their diverse identity characteristics and
grant them human status (Bales and Mayblin 2018; Haslam
et al. 2005; Leyens et al. 2007).

The lack of clarity surrounding what integration is and how it
functions in policy and practice is evident in the plethora of
literature, which focuses on (i) the process taken to arrive at
integration/acculturation (see, for instance, Diedrich and
Omanović 2023); the (contested) spectrum of hegemonic frames
of reference and the associated discourse surrounding this (see
e.g., Cui et al. 2025; Modood 2018); and the local‐specificity
(Glushkova et al. 2025) and cultural‐sensitivity of the term and
its associated reality (see for instance Emilsson 2015; Ng and
Metz 2015).

Such nuanced differences offer essential insights into
integration—as a process, a discourse, as a spectrum and as a
localised and unique manifestation of a society's history. Un-
derscoring these contributions is the lens through which we
explain and understand the relations between the refugee and
the integration broker or intermediary. While critics of

dehumanisation note that the literature focuses on the purveyor
of dehumanisation (Bastian and Haslam 2011), for our pur-
poses, examining the industry allows us to evaluate how and
whether or not the institutional arrangements as assessed
through the industry policies, objectives, discourse and out-
comes meet the humanitarian needs and interests of the refu-
gees. That is, drawing attention to the objectives and practices
of the integration industry allows us to interrogate the degrees
of (de)humanitarianism informing the ‘recipe’ of this industry.

Recent conceptual advancements highlight the complexity and
fluidity of integration. Maj et al. (2025) demonstrate the sig-
nificance of refugees' history and intersectional identities in
understanding their integration. Spencer and Charsley (2021)
offer a processual understanding of integration, challenging
static notions, while Phillimore (2021) underscores the impor-
tance of opportunity structures, including policies and stake-
holder dynamics, in shaping refugee outcomes. Ozgoren et al.
(2025) explore the emancipatory potential of refugees, adding to
the positive framing of the integration debate. Our study builds
on these insights but uniquely contributes by connecting these
contextual structures to the (de)humanising tendencies
embedded in the refugee integration industry's stakeholder
relationships.

Ideally, refugee integration involves staged adaptation and
integration over time supported by a sustained, two‐way rela-
tionship between the refugee and specific stakeholders/stake-
holder arrangements in the destination country (Korac 2003).
This approach highlights the importance of a network of sta-
keholder arrangements in constructing the support required for
post‐arrival integration. Ager and Strang (2008) extend this with
their multi‐level perspective of integration, comprising ten
domains covering civic and economic adjustment, for instance
(Ager and Strang 2008; Montgomery 1996; Kallenbach
et al. 2013). While the contribution of these studies is evident,
the process of dehumanisation in the linkages between the
outside and within the workplace, and the workplace and the
intermediaries furnishing these arrangements is overlooked in
the process of post‐arrival integration, as are the varieties of
integration modes and the relations between the refugee and
the various stakeholders. These works often miss the face, story,
status, and identity, which could humanise refugees. As such,
there are some glaring gaps in these analyses. We build on these
insights by disentangling the role of the integration industry
and evaluating the (de)humanising elements of the policies,
practices, and discourse that inform post‐arrival support.

We explore configurations and a range of intermediaries, along
with their competing agendas, within two distinct illustrative
examples: Germany and Turkey. These countries offer interest-
ing points with vastly differing approaches to refugee integration
management set within different macro contexts. We employ a
comparative case study approach to evaluate the integration in-
dustry's key pillars: multiple stakeholder arrangements and
interests, refugee post‐arrival employment integration, and the
locally sensitive and context‐specific hegemonic boundaries. The
case‐study approach provides in‐depth insights into a particular
instance's specific dynamics and contextual factors, allowing for
a detailed understanding of the phenomena under investigation
(Eisenhardt and Graebner 2007). To this end, we conducted a
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purposeful and extensive examination of publicly available pri-
mary and secondary sources, including (i) an evaluation of the
defining contours of integration in each country to contextualise
the hegemonic frame of reference, the discourse, the spectrum
and process of integration; (ii) an assessment of policy and gov-
ernment reports surrounding integration over time and particu-
larly so since 2015; (iii) and an examination of media documents,
data, online platforms, industry, non‐government agency and
business reports.

3 | Methods

We employ a theoretical exploration and a comparative case
study approach (Bartlett and Vavrus 2017) designed to inter-
rogate the power structures, stakeholder roles, and institutional
dynamics contributing to the (de)humanising effects identified
within the refugee integration industry. Our document analysis
included more than 200 policy and institutional documents
from 2015 to 2025, such as The Federal Office for Migration and
Refugees in Germany (BAMF) annual project atlases, Turkish
Directorate General of Migration Management bulletins, and
reports from the European Commission on Turkey's integration
funding framework (See Table 1 for an outline of documentary
evidence collated). Documents are in English, German, and
Turkish. This timeframe captures the critical period of refugee
influxes driven by the Syrian conflict and the war in Ukraine,
alongside the corresponding policy responses in the two

countries. These documents were purposely selected based on
relevance, recency, and their capacity to illuminate refugee
integration policies, labour market participation frameworks
and stakeholder involvement.

We collected data from international organisations, such as
UNHCR and the World Bank, to obtain quantitative insights
into refugee demographics and labour market participation. We
examined national policy documents and reports from govern-
ment bodies in Germany and Turkey to understand the legal
and institutional frameworks governing refugee integration. We
reviewed over 50 peer‐reviewed journal articles to establish a
theoretical foundation, particularly on integration policies,
stakeholder dynamics and dehumanisation. Additionally, we
incorporated media reports and industry publications to capture
public discourse and practical challenges. We evaluated all
sources' credibility, relevance and ability to address the research
objectives, selecting only those that met these criteria.

We conducted a qualitative document analysis (Morgan 2022;
Prior 2008). We organised the data thematically, focusing on
institutional frameworks, stakeholder roles and public dis-
course, and coded them to identify patterns of humanitarian
and dehumanising tendencies across the two country cases. Our
thematic analysis revealed key patterns across Germany and
Turkey that informed the development of the (de)humanitari-
anism typology. Emerging themes included institutional
frameworks, stakeholder engagement, labour market access,

TABLE 1 | Organisation and source of policy documents and reports reviewed (2015–2024).

Country
Organisation/source of

documents Year(s) Relevance

Germany Federal Office for Migration and
Refugees (BAMF)

2017, 2018 Assesses scope, funding and effectiveness of integration
courses and maps stakeholder engagement across

Germany

German Bundestag 2018 Evaluates refugee employment data and legislative
responses

German Association for Human
Resource Management (DGFP)

2017a,
2017b

Analyses employer perspectives, language skills and
credential recognition

Eurostat 2016, 2022 Provides EU‐level comparative data

Turkey Ministry of Family, Labour and
Social Services (MoFLSS)

2017 Sets out Turkey's national framework for refugee
integration

Presidency of Migration
Management (PMM)

2016, 2023 Tracks refugee numbers, policy shifts and programme
developments

EU–Turkey Facility for Refugees 2016, 2023 Details EU financial support for refugee integration in
Turkey

Turkish Employment Agency
(İŞKUR)

2018, 2022 Focuses on vocational training, permits and job matching

ILO and UNHCR (Ankara Office) 2016, 2018 Explores challenges and policy implementation around
formal employment

Both European Commission 2016,
2018, 2019

Provides insights into transnational policy dynamics and
conditionalities

UNHCR 2024 Monitors refugee protection standards, provides statistical
updates and evaluates integration outcomes across both

contexts
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public and political discourse and refugee agency. We identified
subthemes, such as the degree of policy coordination, the role of
trade unions and NGOs, formal versus informal employment
opportunities, public attitudes and the extent of refugee par-
ticipation in decision‐making. In Germany, structured policies,
active stakeholder coordination and formal labour market
access aligned with assimilationist and integrationist models,
while in Turkey, fragmented governance, reliance on informal
economies and limited stakeholder coordination reflected the
indifference model. Across both cases, refugee agency and voice

were largely absent, with only isolated NGO‐led initiatives
hinting at a multicultural approach. These thematic insights
collectively shaped the fourfold typology of indifference,
assimilation, integration, and multiculturalism, highlighting
how power asymmetries and market logic influence refugee
labour market integration's (de)humanising outcomes (see
Table 2).

For a comparative analysis of Germany and Turkey, we un-
packed how national contexts influence the industrial recipes of

TABLE 2 | Data structure.

Theme Subthemes/data points Observed in case(s) Link to Typology Model

Institutional
frameworks and
policies

– Presence/absence of formal
integration policy

– Coordination between stakeholders

– Legal rights and permits for refugees

– Funding mechanisms

Germany and Turkey Assimilationist (Germany)
Indifference (Turkey)

Stakeholder
engagement

– Role of government ministries

– Trade unions' involvement

– NGO/CSO support

– Employer practices

– HRM bodies, educational bodies

Germany: High
coordination

Turkey: Fragmented,
NGO‐dependent

Integrationist (Germany)
Indifference (Turkey)

Labour market access – Formal vs. informal employment

– Qualification recognition

– Language barriers

– Work permit accessibility

Germany: Formal,
regulated

Turkey: Informal,
precarious

Integrationist (Germany)
Indifference (Turkey)

Public and political
discourse

– National political rhetoric on
refugees

– Media portrayal

– Public attitudes

– Impact of ethno‐religious factors

Germany: Mixed,
welfare vs. fear

Turkey:
Predominantly

negative

Assimilationist (Germany)
Indifference (Turkey)

Historical and socio‐
political context

– Long‐standing approaches to
immigration (e.g., guest worker
legacy in Germany, Turkey as transit
country)

– Multicultural policy history

Both cases Assimilationist (Germany)
Indifference (Turkey)

Humanitarian rhetoric
vs. market logic

– Funding priorities (economic
integration vs. long‐term inclusion)

– EU influence (e.g., Turkey‐EU deal)

– CSR initiatives by companies

Both cases Assimilationist,
integrationist, indifference

(both cases)

Refugee agency and
voice

– Refugees' role in shaping policies

– Inclusion in decision‐making

– Representation in public debate

Weak in both Multicultural model
(emergent only in isolated

NGO‐led initiatives)

Outcome: Employment
and settlement
experience

– Formal job access

– Deskilling, underemployment

– Exploitation in informal economy

– Pathways to citizenship

– Experiences of discrimination, stigma

Both cases Indifference, assimilationist,
integrationist (depending on

subtheme)

5 of 15

 15448452, 2025, 4, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1002/psp.70043 by T

est, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [16/05/2025]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



refugee integration, shaped by power asymmetries, top‐down
labour market participation designs, and the unintended (de)
humanising consequences of these efforts. We organised data
into categories aligned with the study's analytical framework,
drawing on Spender's theory of industrial recipes and the con-
cept of dehumanisation. By identifying themes such as insti-
tutional frameworks, labour market access, stakeholder roles
and public discourses, we examined the similarities and dif-
ferences between Germany's structured and coordinated inte-
gration frameworks and Turkey's emergent and fragmented
approach. Our analysis integrated findings from policy reports
and statistical data sets to accurately represent institutional and
economic contexts. We also incorporated insights from aca-
demic studies to add theoretical depth, linking these findings to
broader discussions on refugee integration and its socio‐
political consequences.

Through this comparative analysis, we synthesised diverse data
sources to create a coherent understanding of how Germany
and Turkey represent contrasting examples of refugee integra-
tion industries. We ensured that the findings captured the
complexity of institutional arrangements, public attitudes,
funding mechanisms and stakeholder roles while remaining
anchored in the study's aim of addressing the power dynamics
and dehumanising elements that shape refugee experiences.

4 | Findings

We set out our findings by comparing Germany and Turkey as
distinct cases, examining how institutional structures, labour
market dynamics, and stakeholder engagement shape integra-
tion and (de)humanisation of refugees. We identified key
themes by analysing policy frameworks, economic conditions,
and the roles of various actors in both countries. Our approach
highlights the tensions between humanitarian narratives and
market‐driven imperatives, showing how different industrial
recipes produce varied (de)humanising effects. By applying
Spender (1989) theory of industrial recipes, we critically assess
how hegemonic discourses, economic demands, and historical
approaches to migration shape integration efforts. This analysis
enables us to uncover the systemic contradictions within refu-
gee integration industries and propose pathways for a more
equitable and sustainable approach.

5 | Contested Hegemonic Frames of Refugee
Management: The Case of Germany

While Germany has received refugees since the 1970s, the
number of people seeking and granted refugee status has risen
consistently over the last few decades. The so‐called refugee
crisis in the summer of 2015 recently saw the highest influx of
refugees into Germany (BMI, 2017; Eurostat 2019; Sta-
tista 2018). This approach has been a litmus test for refugee
entry, employment and settlement, set within a context of
divided public opinion. On the one hand, the public has dis-
played a welcoming sentiment for and solidarity with refugees
(Stern 2015; Zeit 2015). Equally welcoming has been the
response of business leaders, declaring the arrival of working‐
age refugees as an opportunity to address the growing labour

shortages in Germany. Business leaders have long been arguing
that some sectors are suffering from a shortage of workers, and
the long‐term effects permanently damage the economy to an
estimated €30 billion.

On the other hand, there have been doubts about refugee's ability
to integrate, borne of historical perceptions surrounding minority
ethnic integration throughout Germany's history of immigration.
For instance, a recent study found that over 54% of the popula-
tion held negative attitudes towards refugees (Zick et al. 2019).
These doubts, however, have been allayed by the positive refugee
employment outcomes (Deutscher Bundestag 2018), which some
argue are directly linked to Germany's integration management
policy (Gürtzgen et al. 2017; Luyken 2018).

Integration has been a topic of discussion and debate in Germany
for many decades, and there is consensus among the civic com-
munity and policymakers that the integration of ethnic minorities
has failed (Woellert et al. 2009), mainly of the visibly Muslim‐
minority population. More specifically, this group's alleged
unwillingness to integrate into German society holds them solely
responsible for their ‘failure’ to build the human and social capital
needed for success in the mainstream German labour market and,
more broadly, German society (Vassilopoulou 2011). When ex-
amining the workplace, it is safe to say that there has been a weak
response to integration measures. For instance, according to
Günter Piening, Germany's Integration Commissioner, who held
the position for a decade, there is no need to recognise workplace
race equality in the German context (MIGAZIN 2012). Conse-
quently, issues related to ethnic diversity at the workplace level fell
outside the diversity management portfolio. Moreover, promoting
multiculturalism has not received policy or political currency in
the broader German context (Vassilopoulou et al. 2014). Under-
scored by such a challenging context, the recent influx of refugees
has paradoxically fueled positive changes (Federal Office for
Migration and Refugees BAMF 2017; Degler and Liebig 2017;
Eurostat 2016).

Since 2015, integrating refugees has emerged as a significant
industry, giving rise to a web of intermediary stakeholders
responsible for facilitating the integration process. Annually,
the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (BAMF) sponsors
many integration projects across Germany. Many of these
projects focus on creating opportunities for refugees and locals
to meet and interact on a social level while forging a two‐way
and ongoing dynamic between refugees and the broader society.
A search of the 2018 project atlas displayed over 120 projects
across Germany focusing on refugees and hundreds more fo-
cusing on diversity, migrants and ethnic minorities (Federal
Office for Migration and Refugees BAMF 2018). Most of these
projects happened in local clubs and organisations, which set
local communities as a significant stakeholder in the integration
industry. However, only some of these projects focus on inte-
grating refugees into the labour market. Diedrich and Oma-
nović (2023) highlight refugees' challenges in integrating into
labour markets, often due to systemic barriers and inadequate
support. The key focal point is societal integration, not the
workplace level.

Other beneficiaries of such funding include integration course
providers, of which, according to a list on the BAMF website,
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there are over 8000 officially approved agencies across
Germany, including a mix of welfare agencies, local clubs and
organisations, Volkshochschulen (partly state‐funded education
institutions), trade unions and private language schools. The
government spent almost 4 billion euros on so‐called integra-
tion courses alone between 2016 and 17. Between 2015 and
2017, the government spent 43.25 billion euros on refugee‐
related programmes (Focus 2018). The integration industry
provides an essential service but is also a big business.

Trade unions have emerged as important stakeholders and, like
businesses, view the arrival of refugees as an opportunity to
address labour shortages while countering Germany's demo-
graphic challenges and fulfilling efficient labour market inte-
gration. Correspondingly, unions aim to stop businesses from
undermining existing labour standards while fostering anti‐
racism policies and practices in organisations. The main aim of
unions is to optimise the government's refugee management
system (Bergfeld 2017). For instance, trade unions have been
pushing for policy changes regulating the entry of refugees into
the labour market, particularly lobbying around simplifying the
recognition of formal qualifications held by refugees. Regarding
more specific examples, IG Metall, the powerful metalworker's
union, has been calling for a sustainable refugee policy while
coordinating language courses in their headquarters delivered
on‐site (IGM 2016). Another large trade union body, ver.di
(2016), has taken a more hands‐on approach, developing several
practical measures to foster the integration of refugees into the
labour market. One example involves ensuring Telekom, the
largest telecommunications company in Germany, employs 100
refugees as apprentices annually. These are a few examples of
the wide range of trade union refugee integration activities at
the workplace level, which have emerged since 2015.

A recent initiative on workplace adjustment, which goes
beyond simply labour market entry, has established a joint
stakeholder refugee management effort between trade unions,
industry chambers, employers and works councils (Giertz
et al. 2016). According to a study by the German Association for
Human Resource Management (DGFP 2017a), businesses are
very committed to integrating refugees into the labour market.
They plan to expand on refugee employment and training—
creating a clear link between integration policies outside and
within the workplace. The DGFP noted that over 70% of HRM
professionals questioned on refugee integration indicated that
their companies actively employ refugees and seek to create a
seamless workplace adjustment process, specifically through
internships and efficient qualifications accreditation pathways.
Sixty‐five percent of the companies surveyed indicated they
intend to hire refugees actively as trainees, interns and per-
manent employees.

The service industry is exceptionally committed to facilitating
the integration of refugees into the labour market. However,
those who hire them have indicated that refugees need more
language skills (91%), have insufficient professional qualifica-
tions (45.9%) and have unclear responsibilities and services on
the side of government authorities (45.1%). According to
investigations undertaken by the German Association for
Human Resource Management (DGFP 2017b), there is a
pressing need to improve the pathways to language acquisition

for refugees and establish better coordination between public
agencies and the workplace level, particularly about flexible and
more efficient qualifications recognition.

Since 2015, the DGFP and its member companies have called on
politicians, the administration, industry chambers, and other
related parties to coordinate refugee labour market integration
(DGFP 2017b). Indeed, with much support from civil society
and different stakeholders involved in the post‐arrival adjust-
ment process, Germany has reacted relatively swiftly in devel-
oping a coordinated system that builds a bridge between
stakeholders within and outside the workplace level. The fact
that Germany has a shortage of workers due to demographic
change, supported by a healthy economy, are factors that have
combined to create a favourable context to foster the labour
market integration of refugees. However, while the orchestrated
effort needs to be acknowledged as relatively successful, par-
ticularly considering that the last 5 years required swift action,
one has to note the relevance of the agency of refugees (which
often remains overlocked) in the integration process. Their
desire to live, work and settle in Germany has been profound.

In contrast to Germany, the Turkish case below spotlights dif-
ferent aspects of the integration industry, which has conse-
quences for the refugees.

6 | From the Waiting Room to Permanent
Settlement: The Case of Turkey

Turkey has been a destination for movements of migrants and
refugees throughout its history. Conflicts and political turmoil
in neighbouring countries and its location as a bridge between
Europe, Asia and Africa have historically made Turkey a val-
uable transit point and a waiting room for refugees (İçduygu
and Yükseker 2012). Turkey's conventional policy has been to
protect those who take refuge in it as a temporary transit point
before making their way to third countries; additionally, it also
acts as a haven until refugees can return home. Most recently,
there has been a seismic shift in the dominant approach to
refugee mobility, with Turkey becoming the final destination
point, a country for permanent settlement of refugees. Two
critical periods have characterised Turkey as a haven for refu-
gees. First in 1979, following the Iranian revolution when 1.5
million Iranians entered Turkey; and since 2014, following the
Syrian conflict, it has hosted some 3.7 million refugees
(UNHCR 2019), with a smaller proportion entering from other
war‐torn locations (UNHCR 2018). Despite Turkey's economic
challenges and what has been, until recently, a lack of protec-
tive regulation and integration infrastructure, the UN agency
has praised it for the colossal efforts made to host and settle
refugees, mainly from Syria. Moreover, it has offered better
refugee support than most other West European countries re-
garding refugees' economic and workplace integration, enabling
them to work and establish businesses in Turkey (The Econo-
mist 2018; Ozgoren et al. 2025). While dominant narratives
often portray refugees as economic burdens or passive re-
cipients of aid, recent evidence challenges this view. Mahia
et al. (2020) demonstrate that, when granted even limited access
to labour markets and entrepreneurial opportunities, Syrian
refugees in Turkey have made a measurable impact on growth,
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employment, and investment, raising critical questions about
the underlying rationale of restrictive integration policies.
Further, Ozgoren et al. (2025) demonstrate that Syrian refugee
entrepreneurs have a positive impact on their own communities
and wider society in Turkey through their social, economic and
cultural emancipatory influence. The large flow of refugees
from the Syrian conflict has significantly transformed Turkey's
traditional national policy trend as a key transit point, and with
this turn has come the establishment of the first integration
policy (Düvell 2018; Unutulmaz 2019). The refugee agreement
made with the EU in 2016 consolidated this policy turn. The
agreement determined that Turkey would (i) serve as a buffer to
stop the refugee influx into Europe, (ii) ensure the legal inte-
gration of Syrian refugees, and (iii) improve the conditions of
refugees in Turkey. Crucially, the agreement involves the
transfer of 6 billion Euros to Turkey for refugee integration
(European Commission 2019). While EU funding has been an
essential sweetener in forging the turn in Turkish policy, un-
derstanding its political context provides deeper insights into
the complex divisions surrounding refugee integration and post‐
arrival adjustment. The ruling party in Turkey, the Justice and
Development Party (AKP), has been an ardent supporter of
refugees who are primarily in support of the AKP's conservative
political agenda. Opposition parties thread a spectrum of wel-
coming, cautionary and anti‐integration lines about refugees in
Turkey, which remains polarised between serving as a waiting
room and a final home for refugees.

Paradoxically and despite the overt and very vocal support by
the government and national agencies for refugees and the
popular discourse surrounding Turkey's efforts, the social
acceptance of refugees is very low where the public considers
them as foreigners who steal their jobs, potential criminals, and
responsible for the decline in their local communities (Akbulut‐
Yuksel et al. 2024; Toğral Koca 2016; Erdoğan and
Semerci 2017). Within such a context, access to formal em-
ployment is limited (Norman 2020). For those with skills and
qualifications, there are insurmountable barriers to accessing
the local labour market in a commensurate position (ILO 2016).
These obstacles, underscored by a hostile social milieu and an
economy built on informal arrangements, impede the mobility
of refugees into the core and formal Turkish labour market.
Add to this the poor infrastructure surrounding language
training and the barriers to workplace and social adjustment
post‐arrival are compelling (İçduygu 2016; Kayaoglu and
Erdogan 2019). As such, the vast majority of refugees, particu-
larly those with skills and qualifications, remain unemployed,
deskilled and underemployed (İngev 2017; Simsek and Koser
Akcapar 2018), motivating a move to a third country when and
where possible; or employment in the informal economy
(Kaymaz and Kadkoy 2016).

Regarding the latter point, it is essential to note that the vast
proportion of Turkey's economy runs on informal and
unrecorded bases with no social welfare infrastructure. Refu-
gees appear to be significant contributors to the informal sector
(Butera and Ertorer 2020), which puts them in direct competi-
tion with Turkish nationals who are used to commanding
higher wages. The perception of competition for jobs and wel-
fare benefits is an example of what fuels social tensions between
Turkish society and refugees (İçduygu and Diker 2017).

The multicultural environment in Turkey is underdeveloped at
a macro level, creating a social milieu that limits the integration
of refugees into work and broader community life (The Econ-
omist 2017). Despite the policies for economic liberalisation
since the 1980 s, Turkey has primarily remained closed to
migrant and refugee workers as settlers. Refugees' workplace
adjustment in Turkey remains constrained by informal econo-
mies, structural exclusion, and political ambivalence (Nimer
and Rottmann 2021; Osseiran 2020; Ozgoren et al. 2025). Recent
regulations challenged Turkey's lack of a multicultural work
culture. Since 2016, a date which has coincided with the large
and continuing influx of Syrian conflict refugees, foreigners can
obtain a work permit (turquoise card) valid for 1 year and
requires annual renewal. Furthermore, the right to an indefinite
licence to work and live in Turkey can now be granted to those
who obtain long‐term residency or those who have remained on
a legal work permit (8 years or more).

As of 2017, there were 87,000 foreigners with work permits in
Turkey, and the largest share of these was by Syrians, who
comprised 13,000 permit holders. As noted by İçduygu and
Diker (2017), refugees invariably gain access to the Turkish
labour market when it is a cost–benefit to the employer,
forming a cheap, easily substitutable and fragile labour reserve
(Simsek and Koser Akcapar 2018). The implications of this
approach to post‐arrival adjustment are significant. Şimşek
(2018) touches on the weak social bridge between Turkish
society, the workplace level and refugees, highlighting the
dominating intransigence of Turkish society toward refugees
where, as a consequence, they face discrimination in all aspects
of life and acute difficulties in post‐arrival adjustment as they
languish in the peripheral and secondary labour market. The
fault line between Turkish society and Syrian refugees deepens
with moral panics, fueled by the nationalist media, which
claims that Syrian refugees now have greater rights and better
conditions than native Turks in Turkey.

To address this fragile state, non‐government organisations
(NGOs) have served as judges and bridges between refugees and
the Turkish labour market (Şimşek 2018), a role supported by
EU funding, which has been particularly important in steering
the refugee integration agenda. Sunata and Tosun (2019) show
that a diverse range of locally active NGOs in Turkey have taken
on key roles in providing essential services and creating social
spaces for refugees, particularly in urban areas where state
capacity remains fragmented. For instance, local and interna-
tional NGOs partner with central and municipal governments
to facilitate a needs‐based approach to assisting refugees with
their post‐arrival workplace integration (Çebi 2017). Notably,
though, as Bélange rand Saracoglu (2020) state, NGOs work
within the context of the Islamic‐conservative framework of the
ruling government and, as such, are limited in terms of what
they can achieve as critical actors in the integration industry
(see also Mackreath and Sağnıç 2017).

The variety of approaches required to assist with the post‐
arrival integration and workplace adjustment of refugees from
different cultures, backgrounds and contexts is now part of
Turkey's national refugee management policy. Yet, these efforts
remain restricted and fragmented, contradictory and tense due
to the sheer size, divergent and complex composition of the
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refugee population and the limited nature of Turkey's domestic
economic resources. As a result, the various stakeholders
include ministries, government agencies, parliamentary com-
missions, NGOs, supranational organisations such as the World
Bank, businesses and employers, all under the watchful eye of
the EU, driving divergent and, at times, conflicting agendas
while the needs of refugees remain peripheral and
unfortunately neglected (İçduygu 2016; MoFLSS 2017).

Despite a long history of serving as a waiting room for refugees,
the last few years have moved Turkish policy and practices
towards the integration of refugees into Turkish workplaces and
society, with a corresponding industry emerging to support this
process. However, the inspiration for these political and eco-
nomic shifts in the integration of refugees remains hotly con-
tested among key political interest groups and critical
stakeholders in Turkey. Recent studies show that Turkish ref-
ugee policy is characterised by hyper‐precarity, where the status
of refugees is permanently negotiated and contested (Nimer and
Rottmann 2022; Imrie‐Kuzu and Özerdem 2023).

7 | Discussion

This discussion situates our findings within the broader literature
on refugee integration, highlights critical insights, and offers
implications for future research and policy development Our
comparative analysis reveals that Germany's integration industry
benefits from institutional coordination and economic invest-
ment, whereas Turkey's system remains fragmented and shaped
by political contingencies. The labour market dynamics differ
significantly, with Germany facilitating formal employment
opportunities while Turkey's approach pushes many refugees
into informal and precarious work. These structural differences
also influence public perceptions, with Germany framing refu-
gees as potential contributors to the economy, while in Turkey,
they are often viewed as burdens or competitors. Comparative
analysis of Germany's and Turkey's integration industries reveals
key differences in institutional coordination, stakeholder
involvement and socio‐political conditions shaping refugee inte-
gration. Table 3 summarises these differences and their impli-
cations for refugees' (de)humanisation.

As demonstrated in our findings, the Turkish case spotlights
distinct structural characteristics of the integration industry,
that is, its reliance on informal economies, fragmented gov-
ernance, and politically contingent stakeholder engagement.
These features result in heightened precarity, legal ambiguity,
and limited workplace‐level support for refugees. In contrast to
Germany's more institutionalised but assimilationist model,
Turkey illustrates a mode of (de)humanitarianism in which
humanitarian discourses are selectively mobilised while inte-
gration mechanisms remain underdeveloped and economically
exploitative. These empirical differences underscore our theo-
retical contribution: that national variations in stakeholder
configurations may produce similar outcomes of dehumanisa-
tion, albeit through different industrial recipes.

Building on the foundational literature on dehumanisation
(Haslam et al. 2005; Leyens et al. 2007) and ethnic and religious
diversity and inclusion (Modood 1998), we propose a novel

typology of four models of (de)humanitarianism that captures
how refugee integration industries institutionalise dehumani-
sation or humanisation through stakeholder behaviours and
institutional arrangements. Several analytical concepts offer us
the ability to explain and understand the degrees of (de)
humanitarianism enacted by the integration industry.

The first is the indifference model, most clearly observed in
Turkey's informal economy. In this model, refugee labour
remains largely unregulated, precarious and marginalised, with
minimal institutional oversight or protections (Can 2025).
Refugees are treated as an expendable workforce, lacking
access to formal employment rights or structured pathways to
integration.

The second model, the assimilationist model, is dominant in the
German context. Here, integration policies are designed with
the implicit expectation that refugees will conform to the ex-
isting socio‐cultural norms of the host society (Berg 2025).
Rather than recognising the diverse backgrounds and experi-
ences of refugees, this approach prioritises their adaptation to
pre‐established frameworks, often neglecting the agency and
specific needs of the refugees.

The third is the integrationist model, which emerges most
notably in Germany through the active involvement of trade
unions and other intermediary actors (Berg 2025; Lienen and
LeRoux‐Rutledge 2022). These stakeholders support refugee
integration by facilitating language acquisition, vocational
training, and advocacy for fair labour conditions. This model
recognises the potential contributions of refugees, aiming to
incorporate them into the labour market while providing tar-
geted support to ease their transition.

Finally, the multicultural model remains underdeveloped in
Germany and Turkey but shows signs of emerging within spe-
cific NGO‐led initiatives, particularly in Turkey (Bogado and
Wolf 2024; Cevik 2025). This model positions refugees as active
participants and co‐creators in shaping their integration path-
ways, emphasising mutual adaptation, recognition of diversity,
and the fostering of inclusive environments. However, institu-
tional and political constraints currently limit its broader
implementation in both contexts. While our typology of (de)
humanitarianism is grounded in the comparative cases of
Germany and Turkey, its analytical dimensions offer a trans-
ferable framework for examining integration regimes in other
national and regional contexts where similar stakeholder
dynamics and market logic are at play.

While Germany's integration industry follows a relatively co-
ordinated approach to refugee integration, defined by connec-
tions between the various stakeholders and refugees, supported
by an economically favourable macro‐level climate, there are
tensions and contradictions in terms of the dominant discourse
which weaken the ties between the stakeholders in this industry
and particularly so between them and the refugees whom they
are servicing. Furthermore, our examination highlights the
importance of favourable and demand‐driven labour market
conditions, which fuel a positive discourse. At the same time,
the hegemonic frames of reference echo the historical focus on
assimilation and a lack of integration at the workplace level. It
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TABLE 3 | Comparative analysis of refugee integration industries in Germany and Turkey.

Dimension
Germany (assimilation and emerging

integration)
Turkey (indifference and emerging

multiculturalism)

Institutional
framework

A structured, formalised framework guided by
national policies such as the Integration Act
(2016) and managed by BAMF. Integration

projects receive significant funding and follow a
top‐down assimilationist model, with some

integrationist features in stakeholder
coordination.

An indifferent and fragmented framework
shaped by the EU‐Turkey deal (2016).

Managed primarily by DGMM, policies remain
reactive and politically driven rather than

structurally integrationist. Some multicultural
elements emerge through NGO initiatives.

Government role The federal and regional governments coordinate
refugee integration, funding over 8000 integration

course providers. Policies aim to integrate
refugees into the labour market but reinforce

assimilationist expectations of cultural adaptation.

The central government plays an inconsistent
role, with municipal governments and NGOs
filling gaps. Policies reflect indifference, with
minimal structural support for long‐term

refugee inclusion.

NGOs and
community
organisations

Over 120 active integration projects focus on civic
engagement, language skills, and employment
assistance. NGOs collaborate with local clubs,

Volkshochschulen and religious groups,
reinforcing an integrationist model within an

assimilationist structure.

NGOs play a crucial role in service provision,
often compensating for state inaction. While
largely constrained by political alignment,
some organisations promote multiculturalist

initiatives through partnerships with
municipalities and international donors.

Multinational
corporations (MNCs)

MNCs contribute through CSR initiatives, such as
Telekom's apprenticeship programme (100 refugee
apprentices per year) and Siemens' skills training
schemes. HRM peak bodies promote refugee hiring

within an assimilationist workplace model.

MNC involvement is limited, driven primarily
by international pressure. Some firms

informally employ refugees, often in precarious
conditions, reflecting an indifferent and

unregulated approach.

Trade unions Highly active, with IG Metall and Ver.di providing
training, lobbying for qualification recognition,
and advocating anti‐discrimination measures.

Trade unions support an integrationist approach
within an overall assimilationist labour market

framework.

Trade unions have minimal influence over
refugee employment due to the dominance of
the informal economy. Some efforts address
exploitation, but stakeholder coordination is
weak, reinforcing indifference to workplace

integration.

Labour market access
and barriers

Formal employment pathways exist, supported by
policies and economic incentives, yet qualification

recognition and language barriers persist.
Workplace integration remains largely

assimilationist, prioritising economic adaptation
over diversity.

Refugees are predominantly confined to the
informal sector, with legal work permits rarely

granted. Bureaucratic barriers and social
exclusion maintain an indifferent model, with
limited movement towards multiculturalism

via local NGO initiatives.

Funding and
economic drivers

Significant public investment (~€43 billion from
2015–2017), including €4 billion for integration
courses. Economic motivations align with labour
shortages, reinforcing an assimilationist economic
model that integrates refugees as workers rather

than citizens.

Heavily reliant on EU funding (~€6 billion), with
limited domestic investment. The economic

rationale is driven more by political negotiations
than demographic needs, sustaining an

indifferent model with emerging multiculturalist
funding strategies through NGOs.

Public and political
discourse

Initially welcoming (Willkommenskultur), but
later shifted towards scepticism. Refugees are

framed as both an economic resource and a social
challenge, reflecting an assimilationist policy

narrative.

Public attitudes are largely negative, with
media‐driven moral panics reinforcing
xenophobic perceptions. Government

messaging is supportive at times but fluctuates
based on EU relations, sustaining an
indifferent and exclusionary discourse.

Stakeholder
coordination

Multi‐stakeholder coordination is well‐
established, involving BAMF, trade unions,

MNCs, NGOs and local governments, supporting
an integrationist model within an assimilationist

structure

Coordination is fragmented, with weak
collaboration between key players such as the

central government, large NGOs, and EU
donors. Limited cross‐sector engagement
reflects an indifferent integration model.

(Continues)
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is telling to note that in 2020, over 50% of refugees are in
qualified employment, and just 5 years after they arrived in
2015 speaks for itself (Tagesschau 2020). In contrast to Ger-
many's integration industry, Turkey's approach is limited,
scattered, disconnected and hampered by an unfavourable
economic context. The industry in Turkey is emerging and is
very much the product of a supranational imposition and, of
course, a demand fueled by the recent significant influx of
Syrian conflict refugees.

In both countries, the populist discourses of the ruling parties
supported and showcased the integration of refugees through
the collaboration of various institutional stakeholders while
informed by hegemonic frames of reference, which often
counter the dominant discourse. The reality for refugees within
these two distinctive contexts plays out very differently. Still, as
we see it, more needs to be done to strengthen the links
between the integration industry and the refugees themselves, a
pursuit which can only happen if the mounting of this industry
recognises the particular circumstances which define refugee
status and social justice principles. Drawing on Ortlieb and
Ressi's (2022) research, we suggest that tailored support
mechanisms are essential to effectively address refugees' unique
challenges, thereby facilitating a smoother and more inclusive
integration into the workplace and society. Currently, such ar-
rangements are largely market‐driven and serve the goodwill of
the stakeholder, potentially yielding outcomes that are often at
odds with the refugees' optimal interests (Marens 2010). This
neglect is evident in failing to address credential recognition,
language barriers, cultural adaptation and legal precarity. While
some refugees enter formal employment, many remain in pre-
carious work due to bureaucratic restrictions and discrimina-
tion. Workplace‐level integration also receives little attention,
leaving refugee experiences of inclusion or exclusion largely
unexamined.

The rise of an intermediary industry to support the post‐arrival
workplace entry and integration of refugees has perplexed
business and management scholars, who have traditionally fo-
cused on labour migrants (Groutsis et al. 2020, 2023; Hajro
et al. 2023; Özbilgin et al. 2024). In privileging a particular type
of migrant, the literature surrounding the integration of refu-
gees and the corresponding industry supporting this process
generally and their workplace integration and adjustment typ-
ically focus on specific support services targeting deficits,
including language instruction, education and general assist-
ance with finding employment. Consequently, there has been
little understanding of the diversity of needs surrounding ref-
ugee post‐arrival adjustment and the broad and varied industry

and its related stakeholders that have emerged to serve these
needs. The market imperative guides the industry recipe rather
than a social justice argument. In short, we argue that the
integration industry for refugees has different industrial recipes
determined by contextual and locally sensitive criteria but lar-
gely devoid of a spirit of inclusion, an even distribution of
power, and a two‐way dynamic in the process of integration
between the refugees, the stakeholder and the broader society.

What lessons can we draw from the two distinct country con-
texts we explored? Germany and Turkey are interesting as the
two illustrative examples sit at either end of the economic
spectrum; however, they have been collaborating on refugee
integration. Remarkably, connecting these two distinctive
country cases has been the political will and leadership dis-
courses in the ruling governments that have engendered major
transformations in national policies and practices surrounding
the integration of refugees. As such, our analyses show the
significant role that governments, leadership, the politics of
the day, communities, workplaces, and work‐related agencies,
such as trade unions and HR peak bodies, can play in shaping
refugee integration. We also identify that political will needs to
be and is often supplemented with stakeholder engagement. In
the case of Germany, this manifests through an extensive net-
work of stakeholders, including, for instance, businesses, HR
professionals, trade unions and NGOs; in the Turkish case, this
has remained focused on a few large NGOs. In both countries,
the main barrier to post‐arrival integration is the hegemonic
frames surrounding the historical treatment of refugees.
Drawing on the above spectrum, we identify an awkward
connection between the German and Turkish examples, em-
phasising refugees fitting in or assimilating into the broader
socio‐cultural milieu. For instance, in Germany, for decades
now, the notion of integration has been dominated by an
assimilationist approach to integration: the aim being to
assimilate immigrants, refugees and ethnic minorities while
ensuring the mono‐cultural society is maintained (Geißler and
Pöttker 2006). Little has changed despite the tinkering at the
sides as a result of the business benefits. In the German case,
the refugee integration benefits the German economy, which
demands labour to address shortages. In the Turkish case, the
integration of refugees benefits aspects of the conservative rul-
ing government agenda. In both cases, there are only minor
elements of a co‐determined outcome in the post‐arrival inte-
gration process, raising questions and concerns about the sus-
tainability of such an approach that impedes the agency and
choice of the refugee. That is, in both cases, the approach to
integration is one‐way and assimilationist and neglects the
diverse and emic intersections (Tatli et al. 2012) and needs of

TABLE 3 | (Continued)

Dimension
Germany (assimilation and emerging

integration)
Turkey (indifference and emerging

multiculturalism)

Refugee agency and
participation

Refugees follow structured employment pathways
but have little agency in shaping integration
policies. Workplace adaptation expectations

reinforce assimilationist pressures.

Refugees have minimal influence in
policymaking and rely on NGOs for support.
The dominance of the informal economy and

lack of formal mechanisms sustain an
indifferent and exclusionary approach.
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the refugee population. Although the arrival of Syrian‐conflict
refugees has transformed national policies and dented public
opinion, the sustainability of the integration of refugees remains
on a tightrope of tensions between divergent political debates,
professional controls, economic and geopolitical interests, and
social divisions in both countries. In such a context, we note
that strong political will for stakeholder engagement within and
outside the workplace level is the way forward for effective
management of the integration industry and a shift in the dial
from assimilation to integration and multiculturalism. The
main difference between the two countries regarding stake-
holders being/not being ready makes Turkey less of a waiting
room and Germany an object of desire for integration (despite
the problems pronounced by refugees). While refugees can be
financially included by establishing small businesses (Shinnar
and Zamantılı Nayır 2019) providing a pathway to societal
integration (Şimşek 2019), integration actors in Turkey are not
adequately prepared and resourced to offer full coverage since
they are limited to public institutions and a small number of
NGOs. The fledgling legitimate integration industry in Turkey
has a long way to go.

8 | Conclusion

This paper explored the role of the integration industry, with a
specific focus on key stakeholders such as government agencies,
trade unions, MNCs and NGOs in shaping refugees' labour
market integration in Germany and Turkey. Our key theoretical
contribution is the development of a typology of (de)humani-
tarianism with four models that reveal how integration indus-
tries, despite appearing benevolent, may reproduce exclusion
and diminish refugee agency through institutionalised asym-
metries. Although developed through the cases of Germany and
Turkey, the typology of (de)humanitarianism offers a concep-
tual tool that may be adapted to future comparative studies of
refugee integration industries, particularly in contexts where
economic imperatives intersect with humanitarian narratives.
By theorising the refugee integration industry through the lens
of stakeholder dynamics and power asymmetries, our study
highlights the need for policy and practice to shift towards
models that foreground refugee agency, equitable participation,
and human potential. We demonstrate that political will is
foundational, enabling stakeholders to act as arbiters for refugee
integration within and outside the workplace. The various sta-
keholders in the integration industry, from trade unions to HR
practitioners, government agents and NGOs, can thread
together general interaction and work‐related adjustment.
Creating a community of shared practice around post‐arrival
integration with refugees is an essential first step.

Furthermore, sharing stories on the challenges and opportuni-
ties experienced by drawing on the diversity of refugee talent
can also play an important role in disrupting negative public
attitudes and shifting perceptions of refugees as unwilling to
integrate. Shifting perceptions and public attitudes is critical,
considering that, for example, in the case of Germany, refugees
are faced with refugee‐specific stigma and discrimination,
which they experience during the job search process, as well as
when in employment, which can lead to depression and anxiety
(Baranik et al. 2018). Such barriers also threaten refugees'

fundamental identity needs for worth, distinctiveness, conti-
nuity, and control (Wehrle et al. 2018), which may be particu-
larly important for their well‐being, particularly in light of their
mobility from war‐torn countries into supposedly safe havens
and lives.

Future research could investigate the diverse needs of refugees
with a particular focus on the extent to which they feel they are
using their full potential (Morillas 2023) and particularly if this
has resulted in material outcomes in the form of securing
meaningful jobs that reflect their qualifications. Acknowledging
the agency of refugees and giving them an active role in the
development of the process of post‐arrival adjustment can aid in
creating a better method of labour market integration at the
workplace level and more broadly (Forde and MacKenzie 2010)
and can also have a positive impact on their well‐being
overall. Second, we noted that the German approach to inte-
gration relies on a multi‐stakeholder approach, compared with
the Turkish case, which largely depends on three disparate
stakeholders (critical players in the informal economy, NGOs,
and the government). In both cases, however, the focus is
mainly on stakeholder arrangements outside the workplace.
More research needs to be undertaken to examine the links
between the various stakeholders at different levels of analysis
and a central focus on the links between stakeholders located
within and outside the workplace. Finally, to go beyond in-
tegracism, defined as a specific interpretation of integration
containing implicitly racist assumptions (Tatli et al. 2012), we
must engage more critically with the notion of integration and
post‐arrival adjustment. In many countries, including our two
cases, the notion of integration remains firmly stuck on the
assimilation of refugees into the dominant culture rather than
creating a basis for shared acceptance, a co‐determination of
structures and policies, and a positive recognition of diversity.
The implications of this entrenched systemic bias require fur-
ther investigation, particularly in terms of the implication of
such bias on practices and processes in, within and between the
societal and organisational levels. Given their transnational
reach and capacity, MNCs can also play a more significant role
in setting benchmarks for inclusive employment practices,
supporting skills development and engaging in long‐term CSR
initiatives to facilitate refugee workforce integration.
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