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This article analyses the relation between immigrants’ educational Received 25 September 2017

attainment and their perceived discrimination. Previous studies in Accepted 21 May 2018

the Netherlands have found that ethnic discrimination is a

particularly salient concern among higher educated immigrants, | S .
5 a q ntegration; immigrants;

also referred to as the paradox of integration. By using data from discrimination; education:

the SCIP-project (‘Causes and Consequences of Early Socio- KHB decomposition

Cultural Integration Processes among New Immigrants in Europe’),

| empirically examine, firstly, whether this counterintuitive finding

applies to the group of recently arrived Polish and Turkish

immigrants in Germany. Secondly, based on three theoretical

perspectives, and taking the opportunity structure, immigrants’

awareness, and their relative deprivation into account, | am

concerned with the explanation of the integration paradox.

Bivariate results confirm the existence of the integration paradox

for recent immigrants in Germany. The findings of mediation

analysis and effect decomposition indicate that all three

theoretical approaches contribute to the explanation; however,

the positive relation between educational attainment and

perceived discrimination requires slightly different explanations

for Poles and Turks. The results further illustrate that it would be

misleading to conclude that higher educated immigrants are

automatically protected against discriminatory acts.

KEYWORDS

Introduction

Newcomers typically arrive in a new country with high expectations. Often, migration is
associated with the hope that living conditions and personal quality of life will improve.
However, while settling abroad, it becomes apparent that these expectations are not
always met (Hendriks 2015). Among other things, this is attributable to the fact that
migrants are confronted with discrimination by majority members in multiple societal
domains, for example, while searching for a job (Blommaert, Coenders, and van Tubergen
2014), in schools (Lorenz et al. 2016) or when applying for a flat (Auspurg, Hinz, and
Schmid 2017), which creates socioeconomic barriers that are difficult to overcome
(Reskin 2012). The consequences of discrimination are even more far-reaching. They
range from negative effects on immigrants’ life satisfaction (Safi 2010; Verkuyten 2008)
and their mental and physical health (Krieger 2014; Schunck, Reiss, and Razum 2015)

CONTACT Jan-Philip Steinmann @ jan-philip.steinmann@sowi.uni-goettingen.de
@ Supplemental data for this article can be accessed at https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1480359.

© 2018 Informa UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis Group


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/1369183X.2018.1480359&domain=pdf
mailto:jan-philip.steinmann@sowi.uni-goettingen.de
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1480359
http://www.tandfonline.com

1378 (&) J-P.STEINMANN

to threats to social cohesion, as experiences of discrimination often lead to negative atti-
tudes towards the host society (Doring 2007; ten Teije, Coenders, and Verkuyten 2013;
Tolsma, Lubbers, and Gijsberts 2012; Verkuyten 2016)."

Previous research has shown that higher educated immigrants are viewed favourably
and lower educated immigrants are not (Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015; Turper et al.
2015). Therefore, it seems plausible to expect that discrimination affects certain subgroups
to varying degrees. Following classical and new assimilation theories (Alba 2008; Gordon
1964), structurally more integrated (e.g. higher educated) immigrants should experience
less personal discrimination than structurally less integrated (e.g. lower educated) ones.
However, previous research in the Netherlands has revealed that the relation between edu-
cation and perceived discrimination is far from negative. On the contrary, perceived dis-
crimination is higher among better-educated immigrants (de Vroome, Martinovic, and
Verkuyten 2014; van Doorn, Scheepers, and Dagevos 2013). This phenomenon is labelled
the paradox of integration.”

In this paper, I empirically investigate, firstly, whether this counterintuitive finding also
applies to recent Polish and Turkish immigrants in Germany. I ask whether immigrants’
level of education and their perception of discrimination are positively related immedi-
ately after immigration. Secondly, I examine why higher educated immigrants consider
themselves to be more often discriminated against. Following the idea of distinct oppor-
tunity structures, I assume that higher and lower educated immigrants take part in
different daily contexts, which provide varied chances of perceiving discrimination. The
theory of awareness brings into focus that being higher educated allows reflections on
existing societal inequalities. Based on the theory of relative deprivation, I consider that
higher educated immigrants more frequently frame certain daily experiences in terms
of discrimination because they feel particularly deprived.

The study complements existing research in three ways, by focusing on a new country,
distinguishing between ethnic groups, and examining recent migrants. Even though the
general finding — namely, that immigrants’ level of education and their perception of dis-
crimination are positively related in Germany - can be found in several studies (e.g.
Brenick et al. 2012; Diehl and Liebau 2017; Dill and Jirjahn 2014; Schaeffer 2018), none
of these studies explicitly examine the underlying reasons for this relation. The study con-
tributes to the literature by extending research on the paradox of integration to the
German context.” In line with research from the Netherlands (van Doorn, Scheepers,
and Dagevos 2013), my analyses provide empirical evidence that, also in Germany, all
three theoretical perspectives contribute to the explanation of the integration paradox,
and, depending on the group of immigrants (Polish or Turkish newcomers), some expla-
nations are more prevailing than others. Investigating recently arrived immigrants is inter-
esting because, contrary to more established immigrants, newcomers spend less time in
the new country and most often have gained their education in their country of origin.
It is, therefore, relevant to find out whether the integration paradox also exists for this
specific group of immigrants. Furthermore, the study not only extends existing knowledge
to another country, reveals different explanations for ethnic groups, and focuses on new
immigrants, but also fully uncovers, for the first time, the positive relation between immi-
grants’ educational attainment and perceived discrimination.

In the following theoretical section, I start with a brief discussion concerning the
relation between different concepts of discrimination. Then, three theoretical perspectives
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that may account for the paradox of integration for immigrants in Germany are presented,
including corresponding hypotheses. In the next section, data, operationalisation of vari-
ables, and methodological strategy are described. I have made use of data from the SCIP-
project (‘Causes and Consequences of Early Socio-Cultural Integration Processes among
New Immigrants in Europe’), a novel survey for recently arrived Polish and Turkish immi-
grants. After showing bivariate empirical findings on the relationship between newcomers’
level of education and their perceived discrimination, the findings of mediation analyses
and effect decompositions are presented. In the last section, results are summarised and
deviating results for Polish and Turkish newcomers are discussed.

Concepts of discrimination

Before turning to the theoretical assumptions, I briefly discuss the link between perceived
and actual discrimination and I comment on the relation between perceived personal and
perceived group discrimination.

Perceived and actual discrimination

Investigating discrimination is a demanding task for several reasons: Firstly, immigrants
probably disagree on what counts as unequal treatment because discrimination often
comes in subtle forms (Pettigrew and Meertens 1995). Secondly, immigrants’ experiences
of discrimination differ because perceived discrimination may be different from actual dis-
crimination, that is, what is interpreted as a discriminatory act is a highly subjective issue.
Hence, either objective circumstances and subjective perceptions correspond with each
other or discrimination is over- and underestimated, respectively (Quillian 2006, 303).
Thirdly, it is difficult to empirically differentiate between perceived and actual discrimi-
nation. Whereas, perceptions of discrimination are well captured with survey data,
measuring actual discrimination requires real-world experimental evidence (Pager and
Shepherd 2008, 185).

Studying immigrants’ perceptions is worthwhile for at least three reasons: Firstly, it is
plausible to assume that actual and perceived discrimination are highly correlated, that is,
actual discriminatory acts have a strong influence on immigrants’ degree of perceived dis-
crimination. Secondly, and even more importantly, perceived discriminatory acts have
consequences for an individual’s everyday practice because people generally act on what
they perceive as real, not on what is actually real (Salentin 2007, 37). Finally, the mere
fact that some people view their lives through the lens of ethnic discrimination - that
is, they more often apply discrimination as a heuristic to explain certain incidents than
others do (Maxwell 2015) - should be reason enough to explore the underlying reasons
for this.

Perceived personal and perceived group discrimination

Typically, two types of perceived discrimination are differentiated. Either discrimination is
directed at individuals because of their ethnic origin or at the ethnic group as a whole
(Bourguignon et al. 2006). Surveying the first refers to perceived personal discrimination;
the second indicates perceived group discrimination. Studies have repeatedly found a
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difference between perceived personal and perceived group discrimination, also labelled as
the ‘personal-group discrimination discrepancy’: Immigrants are prone to perceiving more
discrimination towards their own ethnic group than towards themselves personally. Several
underlying motivational and cognitive mechanisms to explain this discrepancy have been
discussed (Taylor et al. 1990, 255). There are profound reasons why I prefer perceived
personal over perceived group discrimination for the following analysis. Perceptions of
group discrimination are biased by perceived personal discrimination because of the
so-called ‘false consensus effect: People tend to overestimate the degree to which their
own perceptions are shared by others (Taylor et al. 1991, 857). Concerning survey method-
ology, survey questions to gather perceived group discrimination are rather imprecise
because respondents simply have to guess what others experience, whereas survey questions
on perceived personal discrimination are a collection of crucial experiences that matter for
individuals (Schaeffer 2018, 10). In view of the above, I have used perceived personal dis-
crimination, not perceived group discrimination in my study.

Theories and hypotheses

There are many (complementary) explanations as to why discrimination is such a salient
concern among higher educated immigrants. In the following, I theoretically explain
this paradox via the arguments related to distinct opportunity structures, the theory of
awareness, and the theory of relative deprivation.

Opportunity structure

The first explanation takes into account that higher and lower educated immigrants
participate in different contexts in their daily lives, which produce different chances of
being discriminated against. I assume that higher educated immigrants perceive more
personal discrimination because they partake in certain contexts where discriminatory
treatment is more likely. The probability of being discriminated against is especially high
when immigrants regularly come into contact with majority members.* This is the case
for higher educated immigrants because they participate in spheres where the amount of
contact with natives is higher (van Doorn, Scheepers, and Dagevos 2013, 384). I further
expect that in these spheres, it is especially immigrants’ involuntarily chosen contact with
natives, which leads to increased perceptions of discrimination. By contrast, contact that
immigrants have chosen voluntarily, such as friendships, has the opposite effect on perceived
discrimination (Di Saint Pierre, Martinovic, and de Vroome 2015, 1849).

In Germany, higher and lower educated newcomers show different patterns of labour
market integration. Immigrants with a higher educational level are more likely to be
employed (Kogan 2011, 104) compared to lower educated immigrants. Furthermore,
being higher educated is associated with a longer stay in the educational system. Being
employed or participating in the educational system increase the chance of interacting
with majority member colleagues, customers, or students, which, in turn, makes immi-
grants more vulnerable to discrimination. And even if lower educated migrants hold
jobs or go to school, they often work in highly segregated sectors (Glitz 2014, 33) or
attend ethnically segregated schools (Kristen 2008, 497, where the opportunity of
meeting natives is rather low.
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Participating in the receiving country’s organised associations provides an additional
chance to interact with natives. Involvement in associations requires resources (in the
form of knowledge or income). To be a member of an association, such as a sport club
or a music club, monetary resources (a regular membership fee) are necessary. People
participating in voluntary associations typically share their resources (knowledge and
donations) with others. A higher level of education is associated with more resources,
which provide opportunities for these people to get involved in associations. Previous
studies have revealed that the level of educational attainment is indeed positively
related to being a member of associations (Voicu and Serban 2012, 1581) and a member-
ship in associations with predominantly co-ethnics hinders the establishment of intereth-
nic contacts (Martinovic, van Tubergen, and Maas 2011, 480). However, participation in
associations where natives constitute the majority especially enhances the opportunity
for interethnic contact, which, again, increases the likelihood of perceiving unequal
treatment.

Another way to meet potential discriminators is in nearby neighbourhoods. In the
German context, being lower educated is often part and parcel with residing in segregated
neighbourhoods, which protect these immigrants from discriminatory acts committed by
natives. Higher educated migrants often live in ethnically less-segregated areas (Janf3en
and Schroedter 2007, 468) and living in neighbourhoods with a high share of natives
leads to more social contacts with natives (Vervoort, Flap, and Dagevos 2011, 594). For
higher educated migrants, again, this implies a higher chance of running into natives
and becoming victims of discrimination.

Finally, I assume that higher educated newcomers have already undertaken several trips
to Germany before settling down for a longer period. Existing empirical evidence points in
this direction, revealing that better-educated immigrants are especially mobile and regu-
larly realise transnational activities (Portes 2003, 886). The reasons for previous stays may
be work or education related, but may also be vacation or visiting friends and relatives. If a
large share of higher educated migrants have come to Germany once or several times
before actually migrating, their longer duration of stay in the country again facilitates
the perception of discriminatory acts.

H;: The integration paradox is (partly) attributable to higher educated migrants,

(a) more frequent participation in the labour market or the educational system,
(b) more frequent participation in associations where natives are overrepresented,
(c) higher likelihood of living in less-segregated neighbourhoods, and

(d) more frequent previous trips to Germany in the past.

Awareness

A second approach to explaining the integration paradox takes immigrants’ awareness
into account (van Doorn, Scheepers, and Dagevos 2013).” The basic idea is that possessing
a higher education, combined with having stronger cognitive abilities, renders the possi-
bility to reflect on existing inequalities (Wodtke 2012, 85). I expect that higher educated
immigrants are more sensitive to unequal treatment because they are more aware of the
negative climate that immigrants are confronted with in the German context. The
German media often portrays immigrants in a stereotypical way, and many media
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reports link immigration to crime (Ruhrmann and Sommer 2009). In addition, in
Germany, an ongoing debate about immigrants’ alleged reluctance to integrate into
German society exists. The best example of this is provided by the debate surrounding
the migration-sceptical book Deutschland schafft sich ab (Germany Abolishes Itself).® Tt
is reasonable to assume that immigrants’ perceptions of their social acceptance suffered
over the course of this and other debates. However, immigrants are only aware of this
negative public climate if they have a certain degree of German-language proficiency, if
they are exposed to German media, and if they have a general interest in German politics.
Several studies have revealed that higher educated immigrants, on average, possess better
skills in the host country’s language (van Tubergen and Kalmijn 2009, 535), are more
exposed to German media (Bonfadelli, Bucher, and Piga 2007, 144) and generally
display greater interest in German politics (Diehl and Blohm 2001, 412), which in turn
makes them more sensitive to unequal treatment. Furthermore, higher and lower educated
immigrants are members of different core networks, which help varyingly strong in raising
awareness for the existing negative climate. Due to the preference of educational homo-
phily, immigrants prefer to befriend with those that are similarly educated (van Tubergen
2015, 113). Thus, core networks of higher educated mainly contain other higher educated,
who are also aware of societal inequalities. Exchanging views on these issues reinforce the
already higher awareness of higher educated newcomers additionally and drive their per-
ceptions of discrimination.
H,: The integration paradox is (partly) attributable to higher educated migrants

(a) better German-language proficiency,

(b) more frequent consumption of German media,
(c) greater interest in German politics, and

(d) higher proportion of highly educated friends.

Relative deprivation

Furthermore, the theory of relative deprivation has been used to explain higher and lower
educated immigrants’ differences in perceived discrimination. In general, people feel rela-
tively deprived if they judge themselves as worse-off compared to a certain reference group
(Smith et al. 2012, 204). Higher educated migrants more often use discrimination as a
heuristic to interpret events in everyday life because they feel particularly deprived. This
is the case because higher and lower educated immigrants compare their situations in
the new country with those of different reference groups. In general, immigrants most fre-
quently choose co-ethnics in the receiving society for intergroup comparisons, followed by
co-ethnics living in the origin country and majority members (Zagefka and Brown 2005,
475). Whereas lower educated migrants are more oriented towards other co-ethnics (in
the receiving or origin country), higher educated migrants compare their outcomes to
those of the native population. Furthermore, I assume that the reference groups of
higher and lower educated immigrants may also differ with regard to their level of qualifi-
cation. Higher educated migrants often compare themselves with equally qualified people
— whether from the receiving or the origin country. Thus, in contrast to lower educated
migrants, the better educated have the impression that, despite their educational achieve-
ments, their potential is not equally rewarded in the host country because the results of the
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relevant comparisons turn out to be unfavourable (de Vroome, Martinovic, and Verkuy-
ten 2014, 167). Immigrants’ feelings of unequal rewards may primarily arise because of
comparisons between their employment status and their general life situation pre- and
post-migration. The first process solely aims at work-related issues, whereas the second
process, in addition, includes changes unrelated to employment. If newcomers experience
downward mobility and evaluate their life after moving to Germany in negative compari-
son to their pre-migration life (which is more likely for better-educated migrants), this
contradicts their initial high expectations (Silberman, Alba, and Fournier 2007, 21). As
a consequence, these status-inconsistencies could result in feelings of relative deprivation,
which could then implicate that higher educated immigrants are more likely to perceive
particular incidents as discriminatory.
H;: The integration paradox is (partly) attributable to higher educated migrants

(a) more frequent experiences of downward mobility and
(b) higher likelihood of evaluating their post-migration life situation as not having
improved compared to their life before migrating.

Certainly, it should not be forgotten that a few theoretically explicated links can also be at
least partly endogenous; that is, causality is presumably bidirectional in these cases. For
example, migrants who perceive discrimination might avoid becoming members in associ-
ations, where they are predominantly surrounded by natives, and newcomers’ perceptions
of discrimination might cause their downward mobility later on.”

Data, operationalisation, and methodology

In order to investigate whether the paradox of integration exists for new migrants in
Germany and to find out how to explain it, I have used data from the SCIP-project
(Diehl et al. 2015), which provides a data base for studying the integration processes of
recent immigrants (with an average length of stay of eight months) in four European
countries (Germany, Great Britain, Ireland, and the Netherlands). I have made use of
data from the first wave of the German context, which was collected between 2010 and
2011. The sample was randomly drawn from the population registers of five large cities
(Berlin, Bremen, Cologne, Hamburg, and Munich). In total, 2697 immigrants (1516
Poles and 1181 Turks, aged between 18 and 60) were contacted and interviewed
(CAPI) in their mother tongues. I excluded 106 (3.9%) respondents because they were
classified as missing on the dependent variable or the key independent variable.®

Dependent variable

A binary variable, indicating whether respondents had perceived personal discrimination
since they moved to Germany, serves as the dependent variable. Respondents had to
answer four questions on their perceptions of discrimination in different daily contexts:
‘Since you moved to Germany,

¢ have you been turned down for a job or a job interview?
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 have you been refused on a rental or housing application, or denied a place in a hostel or
shared accommodation?

e have you ever experienced bad treatment at official institutions in Germany, such as
rudeness or having to wait longer than the usual time for assistance or documents?
 have you ever been yelled at, spat on, or experienced physical violence in a public place

from a stranger?’

If respondents agreed, it was assumed that they perceived discrimination. After each ques-
tion, respondents were additionally asked: “‘What do you think was the main reason for
this?’. As the emphasis of the paper is on perceived discrimination concerning an individ-
ual’s ethnic origin, I have excluded all incidents where discrimination was attributed to
reasons other than ethnicity, nationality, religion, and language or accent.” If respondents
reported discrimination in at least one of the four contexts, this was coded as having per-
ceptions of discrimination. '

Independent variable

The key independent variable is a categorical measure of an immigrant’s educational
attainment. Respondents’ highest level of completed education was coded, regardless of
whether this had been achieved in their country of origin or in Germany."' I distinguished
between immigrants with tertiary education and those with a lower level of education.'?

Mediating variables

All mediating variables were derived from the theoretical expectations. In order to capture
the opportunity structure, I included new arrivals’ main activity. I distinguished between
respondents who were either currently employed or in education and all others. I further
took into account whether immigrants were members of associations where no more than
half of the members were co-ethnics (i.e. integrated associations), against respondents
without association membership or participation in associations with more than half
co-ethnics (i.e. segregated or no associations). These associations included sports clubs,
political organisations, religious groups, and any other associations in the receiving
country. I also included a variable, self-reported by the respondents, that differentiated
between immigrants living in neighbourhoods where co-ethnics form the majority (i.e.
segregated neighbourhoods) and those who were not predominantly surrounded by
other co-ethnics (i.e. integrated neighbourhoods). Finally, I considered information
regarding whether immigrants had spent a period of four weeks or longer in Germany
before finally moving.

With the use of four variables, I measured whether immigrants were aware of the public
debate about immigrants and immigration in Germany. German-language proficiency was
assessed based on whether respondents had learned German in school in their origin
country.’> Whether immigrants read German newspapers was captured with a five-
point scale ranging from ‘never’ to ‘every day’. Another continuous variable was used to
measure immigrants’ interest in German politics by measuring the number of parties in
the German Bundestag that respondents were able to name. The six-point scale ranges
from none to a maximum of five parties. Finally, respondents’ share of highly educated
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friends was calculated by dividing the number of closest friends in Germany with a uni-
versity degree by all closest friends in Germany (excluding parents, partner, and children).

I investigated the influence of relative deprivation by taking into account immigrants’
perceived social mobility over the course of migration. By comparing new arrivals’ satis-
faction with their jobs pre- and post-migration, I constructed a categorical measure con-
sisting of respondents who experienced upward or downward mobility and those who
were comparably satisfied with their jobs.'* Furthermore, I considered whether respon-
dents evaluated their post-migration life situation positively or negatively compared to
their pre-migration life situation."

Control variables

Additionally, I added control variables, such as ethnicity, gender, age, and length of stay,
which are known to be related to perceived discrimination (Salentin 2007, 46). All pre-
sented models also controlled for city of interview. Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics
of all model variables separately for lower and higher educated newcomers. The two
groups under investigation indeed differed significantly with respect to all mediating vari-
ables (only exception: immigrants’ main activity) and differences were observed in the
expected direction.

Missing values

The number of missing values on each independent variable was less than 3%, except for
three variables (neighbourhood, German-language proficiency, and proportion of highly
educated friends). If missing values were removed by listwise deletion, this would lead
to a loss of 775 cases (30% of the sample). By using multiple imputations by chained
equations (20 imputed data sets), I replaced all missing values with predicted values
(Royston and White 2011). For every variable, I predicted missing values in separate
models by including selected independent variables and all control variables.

Methodological strategy

The multivariate analysis consists of three analytical steps. In the first step, I applied
mediation analyses (Preacher 2015), by use of generalized structural equation modeling,
for each explanatory dimension in order to find out whether all mediators worked as
theoretically expected. In the second step, I made use of the KHB method (Kohler,
Karlson, and Holm 2011), which is ideally suited for decomposing effects in models
with a binary dependent variable, it allows for a simultaneous analysis of multiple
mediators, it corrects for rescaling effects when additional variables are included in a
model, and it works better when control variables are added (Breen, Karlson, and Holm
2013). Furthermore, Monte Carlo simulations have shown that the KHB method generates
more precise results compared to alternative methods of decomposition (Karlson, Holm,
and Breen 2012). A particular advantage is the easily interpretable output, because the
results determine the percentages of the indirect effect which is explained by opportunity
structure, awareness, and relative deprivation (and the corresponding variables). The third



Table 1. Distribution of model variables.

Total (N=2.591) Lower educated immigrants (n = 1.395)  Higher educated immigrants (n = 1.196)
Mean/ Standard Missing Standard Standard
Range  proportion deviation values (%)  Mean/proportion deviation Mean/proportion deviation
Dependent variable
Perceived discrimination 0/1 0.22 0.41 0.00 0.19 0.39 0.25* 043
Independent variable
Education (Tertiary) 0/1 0.46 0.50 0.00
Mediating variables
Main activity (working or in education) 0/1 0.58 0.49 0.46 0.58 0.49 0.57 0.49
Participation in associations (integrated) 0/1 0.08 0.27 0.00 0.06 0.23 0.11* 0.32
Neighbourhood (integrated) 0/1 0.86 0.36 10.54 0.83 0.38 0.90* 0.30
Previous trips to Germany (spent time) 0/1 0.35 0.48 0.96 033 0.47 0.38* 0.49
German-language proficiency (existent) 0/1 0.41 0.49 9.73 0.30 0.46 0.53* 0.50
Reading German newspapers 0-4 1.29 1.37 0.08 1.08 1.28 1.54* 1.43
Interested in German politics 0-5 135 1.43 0.04 1.04 1.34 1.72* 1.45
Highly educated friends 0-1 0.23 0.36 9.22 0.13 0.27 0.34* 0.41
Social mobility 0-2 2.59
Upward mobility 0.19 0.21 0.17*
No mobility 0.38 0.41 0.35*
Downward mobility 0.43 0.38 0.48*
Pre-post comparison of living situation (not 0/1 0.72 0.45 1.93 0.68 0.47 0.76* 0.42
improved)
Control variables
Ethnicity (Turkish) 0/1 0.43 0.50 0.00 0.43 0.50 0.43 0.50
Gender (female) 0/1 0.46 0.50 0.00 0.46 0.50 0.47 0.50
Age (in years) 18-60 31.59 9.70 1.81 31.59 9.70 3145 9.17
Length of stay (in months) 0-28 8.12 4.76 1.20 8.12 4.76 7.96 4.79

Notes: differences in means or proportions between lower and higher educated immigrants are determined by y*-test or two sample t-test; *p < .05.
Source: SCIP-project, own calculations (after multiple imputation).

NNVWNILS d-T (=) 98€L
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step presents results separately for Polish and Turkish newcomers, in order to detect
differences between the two ethnic groups.

Empirical results

Before turning to the explanatory part of the paper, I ask whether immigrants’ educational
attainment and their perceived discrimination are positively related immediately after
migrating to Germany.

Is there an integration paradox?

Bivariate findings, displayed in Figure 1, affirm the expected relation between the level of
education and newcomers’ perceptions of discrimination. A higher level of education is
related to more perceived discriminatory acts: For higher educated migrants, about one
out of four perceived (at least one act of) discrimination since moving to Germany
(25.08%), whereas less than one-fifth of the lower educated had experienced the same
(18.85%). Based on a y*-test, the difference between the two groups is statistically signifi-
cant (Xz—test: p <.001). Thus, also for the German context, we can conclude that the inte-
gration paradox is relevant for recently arrived immigrants. Contrary to previous research
(e.g. Hans 2010, 286), Turkish immigrants’ degree of experienced discrimination (23.07%)
is only marginally higher compared to that of the Polish group (20.72%). According to a
x°-test, the group difference is not statistically significant (y*-test: p = 0.151). The positive
relation between education and discrimination has been detected for both ethnic groups
investigated. However, the integration paradox is slightly more pronounced for the
Turkish than for the Polish group.

How do we explain the integration paradox?

The aim of the next section is to investigate whether the integration paradox can be
explained by the varying opportunity structures, immigrants’ awareness, and their relative
deprivation. Firstly, Table 2 shows total, direct, and indirect effects of newcomers’
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Source: SCIP-project, own calculations

Figure 1. Immigrants’ perceived discrimination by level of education and ethnicity.



Table 2. Multivariate analyses on immigrants’ perceived discrimination.

M1: Opportunity structure

M2: Awareness

M3: Relative deprivation

M4: Integrated model

Independent variable
Education (ref. = primary or secondary)
Total effect
Direct effect
Indirect effect

Mediating variables

Main activity (ref. = other activity)
Participation in associations (ref. = no or segregated)
Neighbourhood (ref. = segregated)
Previous trips to Germany (ref. = none)
German-language proficiency (ref. = none)
Reading German newspapers (ref. = never)
Interested in German politics (ref. = not interested)
Highly educated friends (ref. = none)
Social mobility (ref. = upward mobility)
No mobility
Downward mobility
Pre-post comparison of living situation (ref. = improved)
Control variables
Ethnicity (ref. = Polish)
Gender (ref. = male)
Age (in years)
Length of stay (in months)
Observations
AIC

037+ 037+ 037+ 037%+
031% 021* 0.33* 0.16
0.06** 0.16*+ 0.04%* 021%%
M M-D D M MD D M MD 1D M M-D D
-004 001  —0.00 -004 010  —0.00
0765  049** 037 075%*  039%  029*
0644 0.1 0.07 064" 0,03 0.02
023* 037 008" 023* 034 008
0.97%* 008 008 0974 0,05 0.05
053**  009*  0.05* 053 007" 004"
095" 004 004 095 0,02 0.02
088"  032*  029% 090%*  027° 024"
-026** 010  -003 —026™ 014 004
040" 033*  0I3*  040°% 041  0.17*
042%%  025%  011%  043%%  024* 0.0
0.23* 0.13 0.10 0.19
~005 ~0.06 -0.07 ~0.05
~001 ~0.00 ~001 ~0.01
0.04%%% 0.04%* 0.04%+% 0.04%+
2591 2591 2591 2591
2673.441 2675366 2681727 2661.607

Notes: *p <.10; *p <.05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; *all models control for city of interview (effects are not reported).
MO-M4: Generalised structural equation models; unstandardised coefficients.

I-M: direct effect of independent on mediating variable; M-D: direct effect of mediating on dependent variable; I-D: indirect effect of independent on dependent variable.

Source: SCIP-project, own calculations.
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education for each explanatory dimension separately (M1-M3) and verifies the bivariate
finding: After considering control variables, higher educated migrants still had a higher
chance of reporting having been discriminated against, compared to the lower educated
(total effect of education: 0.37; p <.001). All coefficients, displaying the direct effects of
immigrants’ level of education on the mediators, are statistically significant (only excep-
tion: immigrants’ main activity). The direct effects of all mediating variables on immi-
grants’ perceived discrimination point in the expected direction, and, in each
explanatory dimension, two coeflicients reached significance. Among the control vari-
ables, no differences were found with regard to gender or age. Depending on the
model, ethnic group differences are visible, with a tendency for Turks to have perceived
more discrimination. As one might expect, the longer new arrivals had resided in the
country, the more perceived acts of discrimination they had undergone.

In order to answer the initially formulated research question, it is relevant to consider
the effect of immigrants’ education on their perceived discrimination across all the models,
after taking the mediators into account. In the case of full mediation, the direct effect of
immigrants’ level of education would be smaller compared with the total effect and
would become insignificant. The models have revealed that, after controlling for the
respective mediators, the effect of education is indeed reduced, but still significant
(direct effect of education: M1: 0.31; p =.002; M2: 0.21; p =.043; M3: 0.33; p =.001). Fur-
thermore, each model shows significant indirect effects, indicating that each explanatory
dimension has the potential to at least partly clarify the paradox of integration (indirect
effect of education: M1: 0.06; p =.001; M2: 0.16; p <.001; M3: 0.04; p =.002).

The next model (M4) shows the results of the integrated model, which are quite similar
to those of the previous models. Being a member of integrated associations and having
experienced previous trips to Germany, both have an indirect effect on perceived discrimi-
nation, which supports hypotheses 1, and 1, In contrast, hypotheses 1, and 1. have been
refuted because there are no significant, indirect effects of education on perceived dis-
crimination mediated by immigrants’ main activity or their neighbourhood. There are
indirect effects for respondents’ share of highly educated friends and their consumption
of German newspapers. This provides empirical evidence for hypotheses 2, and 2, On
the contrary, hypotheses 2, and 2, have been rejected because the indirect effects of new-
comers’ German-language skills and their interest in German politics are insignificant.
The two hypotheses 3, and 3, have been accepted, due to the significant indirect effects
of immigrants’ downward mobility and their evaluation of their post-migration life situ-
ation as relatively unimproved on perceptions of discrimination. Most importantly, the
direct effect of immigrants’ education on their perceived discrimination is no longer sig-
nificant (direct effect of education: M4: 0.16; p = .121), whereas the indirect effect is (indir-
ect effect of education: M4: 0.21; p<.001), that is, all mediating variables together
successfully explain the relation between the independent and the dependent variables.
The AIC, a measure of the comparative goodness-of-fit for a statistical model, indicates
that the model including all three explanatory dimensions fits the data best.

In Figure 2, the indirect effect of respondents’ level of education on their degree of per-
ceived personal discrimination was analysed in more detail because only disentangling the
exact contribution of each mediator to the indirect effect makes it possible to rigorously
evaluate which explanatory dimension plays the crucial role in explaining the paradox
of integration. It shows that having highly educated friends, experiencing downward
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Opportunity structure
Main activity

Participation in associations
Neighbourhood

Previous trips to Germany
Awareness
German-language proficiency
Reading German newspapers
Interested in German politics
Highly educated friends
Relative deprivation

No mobility

Downward mobility

Pre-post comparison of living situation
-10% 5% 0% 5%  10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Source: SCIP-project, own calculations
Notes: results of decomposition are based on integrated model in table 2 (M4; black bar: p <.10; grey bar: p > .10

Figure 2. Decomposition of the indirect effect of education on immigrants’ perceived discrimination
(based on KHB method).

mobility, and reading German newspapers contribute the most to the explanation. When
aggregating the share of the significant variables, it, again, becomes apparent that each
theoretical approach contributes to the explanation of the integration paradox. Most of
the indirect effect is due to immigrants’ awareness (43.02% = 16.16% + 26.86%), followed
by their feeling of relative deprivation (28.79% = 19.32% + 9.47%) and the varying oppor-
tunity structures (19.45% = 10.51% + 8.94%)."°

To conclude, the analysis provides empirical evidence that the opportunity structure,
immigrants’ awareness of the negative public climate, and their relative deprivation act
as explanatory components when explaining the integration paradox for new immigrants
in Germany.

Do different ethnic groups require different explanations?

In this final section, I ask whether the positive relation between educational attainment
and perceived discrimination necessitates different explanations for the groups of Polish
and Turkish newcomers. Table A3 shows the integrated model and the corresponding
decomposition for Poles and Turks separately. Firstly, the difference in perceived discrimi-
nation between the higher and lower educated is higher for Turks than for Poles (total
effect of education: M5a: 0.28; p=.035: M6a: 0.42; p=.004). This finding mirrors the
descriptive evidence of Figure 1. For both ethnic groups, all mediators together reduce
the effect of education on perceived discrimination and the effect is no longer significant
(direct effect of education: M5a: 0.13; p = .343: M6a: 0.20; p = .220). Instead, there is a sig-
nificant indirect effect of education via the mediators (indirect effect of education: M5a:
0.15; p =.003: M6a: 0.22; p = .005).

The results of the decomposition (M5b and M6b) reveal that some of the effects are
comparable for the two groups, while some are different. Most notably, the integration
paradox for Poles is primarily due to their awareness (i.e. highly educated friends) and
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impressions of relative deprivation (i.e. social mobility), whereas, for Turks, the opportu-
nity structure (i.e. participation in associations) and feeling relatively deprived (i.e. pre-
post comparison of living situation) are decisive. Reasons why the integration paradox
requires slightly different explanations for the two ethnic groups are discussed in the fol-
lowing section.

Conclusion and discussion

In this study, I have investigated the relation between recent immigrants’ level of edu-
cation and their perceived discrimination in Germany, also referred to as the paradox
of integration. In line with findings from research conducted in the Dutch context (de
Vroome, Martinovic, and Verkuyten 2014; van Doorn, Scheepers, and Dagevos 2013),
analyses based on data from the German SCIP-project have revealed that the higher the
level of education of Polish and Turkish new arrivals, the more discrimination they per-
ceive. Therefore, the integration paradox is not restricted to only long-standing immi-
grants that have acquired their education in the receiving country, and the finding
seems to be an overarching phenomenon of Western countries. The results contradict pre-
dictions of classical and new assimilation theories (Alba 2008; Gordon 1964). Although
other studies have provided empirical evidence for the straight-line assimilation processes
of immigrants in Germany (Hans 2010), it would be false to assume that structurally inte-
grated immigrants are automatically protected against discrimination.

My main research objective was to disentangle the link between new arrivals” edu-
cation and their perceptions of discrimination. I combined three explanatory
approaches: By employing arguments based on the opportunity structure, I have con-
sidered that higher and lower educated immigrants participate in different daily con-
texts, which provide different chances of being discriminated against. The theory of
awareness brings into focus that being higher educated facilitates reflections on societal
inequalities. Based on the theory of relative deprivation, I have assumed that higher edu-
cated migrants more frequently make use of discrimination as a heuristic to interpret
certain incidents in everyday life because they feel particularly deprived. The results
of mediation analysis and effect decomposition show that all three theoretical
approaches contribute to the explanation of the integration paradox in Germany.
Here my results are consistent with those of the Dutch context (van Doorn, Scheepers,
and Dagevos 2013).

I have further revealed that the paradox of integration is particularly distinct for the
Turkish compared with the Polish group. The fact that higher educated Turks report dis-
crimination more frequently than higher educated Poles can be explained by a modified
version of Flores (2015) ‘acculturative model of subjective discrimination’, generally pre-
dicting that being higher educated goes along with less perceived discrimination, and
further qualifying this statement by pointing out that highly educated immigrants belong-
ing to ethnic groups that face ‘bright’ boundaries (not ‘blurred’ ones) still report high
shares of discrimination.'” Contrary to this, I have found that discrimination is a striking
concern among higher educated immigrants in general. However, this is especially the case
for highly educated immigrants from ethnic groups that are confronted with ‘bright’
boundaries (e.g. Turks). Highly educated immigrants belonging to ethnic groups facing
‘blurred” boundaries (e.g. Poles) are not as affected.
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I have shown that the relation between immigrants’ level of education and their
perceived discrimination requires slightly different explanations for Poles and Turks. For
both ethnic groups, feelings of relative deprivation partly explain the integration paradox;
however, for Polish immigrants, their awareness is co-decisive, while, for Turkish newco-
mers, the opportunity structure is co-decisive. Why is awareness crucial for higher educated
Poles? Belonging to a group, wherein experiencing discrimination should actually be least
expected, probably makes these people, when actually perceiving discrimination for the
first time, more aware of the negative public climate in the receiving society. This is why
subsequent incidents of unequal treatment are perceived as discriminatory more likely.
Why are opportunities relevant for higher educated Turks? Previous studies providing
experimental evidence and findings from survey research point in the same direction,
namely, that particularly the Turkish immigrant group is faced with actual discrimination
by the native population (Horr, Hunkler, and Kroneberg 2018; Seibert and Solga 2005).
Against this background, it is plausible that the opportunity structure is more relevant for
Turks compared with Poles when explaining the integration paradox because it is exactly
these opportunities that make actual discrimination possible in the first place.

There are several reasons why some of the factors introduced do not contribute to the
explanation of the integration paradox to the extent initially expected. Firstly, some theor-
etical conceptualisations might be misleading. I found that the assumed relationship living
in segregated or integrated neighbourhoods and perceiving more or less discrimination is
erroneous. I had assumed that living in a segregated context would protect immigrants
from discriminatory acts by their native neighbours, but, theoretically, another explanation
is plausible, too. Immigrants who reside in segregated areas have to live there because they
have suffered from housing discrimination while searching for accommodation in more
integrated neighbourhoods (Dill and Jirjahn 2014, 3344). Secondly, one of the measure-
ments may be inappropriate: One can question whether the indicators that represent the
concept of relative deprivation are ideally suited to capture the theoretical idea I have pro-
posed. Better indicators would be comprised of questions aiming at specific contexts in
which respondents feel deprived, such as work or education. In addition, these questions
could further distinguish between different reference groups that immigrants compare
themselves with, for example, natives, co-ethnics, or less- and more-qualified people.

Despite the drawbacks mentioned, I believe that this study provides important insights
into the relation of recent immigrants’ integration and the ethnic boundaries they faced.
The study extends existing research on the integration paradox to the German context and
the presented analyses succeed in disclosing the positive relation between recently arrived
immigrants’ level of education and their perceptions of discrimination, even for different
ethnic groups.

With regard to generalisability of the findings, it has to be acknowledged that the results
cannot be easily generalised to other types of perceived discrimination, namely, perceived
group discrimination. This is the case because the relative importance of the explanatory
dimensions (opportunity structure, awareness, and relative deprivation) might depend on
the type of perceived discrimination. It is reasonable to assume that opportunities should
be more important for perceived personal than perceived group discrimination, whereas
awareness might be particularly relevant for perceived group compared with perceived
personal discrimination. Thus, it follows that the relative importance of awareness
would be even higher with regard to perceived group discrimination.'®
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The research fields of perceived discrimination in general, and the integration paradox
in particular, yield many other research questions that are worth dealing with. In this
study, I have focused on first-generation immigrants; however, the question arises as to
whether the results also apply to subsequent generations. Another meaningful question
is whether the paradox of integration is a phenomenon that is restricted to immigrants
only or also applies to natives. This would mean that the higher educated perceive
more discrimination in general (regardless of whether they immigrated or not). Further-
more, it is not clear by whom immigrants are ethnically discriminated against. I have
assumed that natives would be the perpetrators, but it would be interesting to see if
ethnic discrimination between different immigrant groups exists and if migrants ascribe
the same importance to this form of discrimination. In addition, I have mingled together
incidents of discrimination that have taken place in completely different contexts.
However, recent research shows that there is a huge variation in perceived discrimination
across different institutional fields (Maxwell 2015, 443). Thus, it would be interesting to
repeat the present analysis of the integration paradox in different contexts, in order to
capture differences between these fields. Finally, ethnicity is not the only reason for dis-
crimination immigrants may be affected by. Age, gender, sexual orientation, state of
health, disability, and dress or appearance are other characteristics potential discrimina-
tors can use. In this case, it is plausible to suppose that the difference between higher
and lower educated regarding their experiences of discrimination is even larger because
the better educated are probably more sensitive to these forms of discrimination as well.

Notes

1. However, there is conflicting evidence regarding the effect of immigrants’ experiences of dis-
crimination on their wishes of returning to the home country (Steinmann 2018; Di Saint
Pierre, Martinovic, and de Vroome 2015).

2. Several researchers claim the term paradox of integration in order to label empirical phenom-
ena; namely, perceived (personal/group) discrimination or attitudes towards natives as a
result of immigrants’ educational level or their interethnic contacts (de Vroome, Martinovic,
and Verkuyten 2014; van Doorn, Scheepers, and Dagevos 2013; Dixon et al. 2010). Generally,
there is an integration paradox in a wide sense; more structurally integrated immigrants are
less culturally integrated than their less structurally integrated counterparts. I, instead, focus
on the integration paradox in a narrow sense; perceived discrimination as a salient concern
among better-educated immigrants.

3. Recently, Schaeffer (2018) investigated how a lack of (intergenerational) educational success
and high status aspirations interact in shaping immigrants’ perceived discrimination.
Because of this shift in focus and although the study builds on the integration paradox
and takes six European countries (including Germany) into account, an empirical expla-
nation of the integration paradox is not provided.

4. This prediction does not contradict the intergroup contact theory (Pettigrew 1998) because
in line with this hypothesis, I assume that contact between two ethnic groups has positive
effects only if certain conditions (equal status, cooperation, common goals, support of auth-
orities) are met.

5. van Doorn, Scheepers, and Dagevos (2013) made use of the so-called theory of exposure,
which comprised both the opportunity structure and the idea of immigrants’ awareness.
However, I prefer to separate these two theoretical arguments.

6. For a summary of this debate, initiated by the former board member of the German Federal
Bank Thilo Sarrazin in 2010, and for a study revealing that immigrants were only allowed to
express their feelings to a very limited extent during the debate, see Piwoni (2018). For an
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analysis how the majority population’s migration-related attitudes changed during this
debate, see Diehl and Steinmann (2012).

A study by Diehl and Liebau (2017) takes these issues of causality into account by examining
perceptions of discrimination in Germany from a longitudinal perspective and by consider-
ing perceived discrimination as an influence on but also reflection of integration outcomes.
An analysis (not reported here) showed that these omitted cases were not fundamentally different
from those that remain in the analysis (2591) with regard to relevant explanatory factors.
Therefore, perceived discrimination that the respondents attributed to their age, gender, sexual
orientation, state of health, disability, and dress or appearance were omitted from this study.
Unfortunately, the data do not allow identifying people that perceive discrimination multiple
times in one context. For that reason, in my main analysis, I avoided the use of the outcome
other than a binary variable. Nonetheless, in the online supplement, I provide an additional
analysis applying perceived discrimination as a continuous variable (Table S1 and S2). The
results do not differ from those of the main analysis.

Due to the relatively short duration of stay, only a minority of 7.34% of the respondents
improved their educational achievement in Germany.

An alternative distinction between more than two groups revealed no significant difference in
perceived discrimination between respondents with primary, secondary, or no education. For
this reason, I used the simplified version of binary categories.

I prefer this objective measure of language skills because research has shown that measures of
self-assessed language proficiencies are systematically biased due to certain groups’ overesti-
mation of their abilities (Edele et al. 2015, 113).

Respondents who had a job in their origin or receiving country but no employment in the
other country are assumed to be ‘very dissatisfied” with not being employed.

An overview of the exact operationalisation of all the model variables is provided in the
appendix (Table Al). An overview of all correlations of the mediating variables is also
shown in the appendix (Table A2).

The value for reporting social immobility is negative; that is, rather than mediation, these
results point to suppression.

The terminology of ‘bright’ and ‘blurred” boundaries refers to unambiguous and ambiguous
locations on one or both sides of a boundary (Alba 2005, 22).

In the online supplement, an additional analysis shows how the mediators introduced relate
to perceived group discrimination as an alternative dependent variable (Tables S1 and S3).

Acknowledgements

An earlier version of this article received the Best Paper Award at the 2015 ‘Annual BAGSS Con-
ference’ in Bamberg. The author thanks Silke Hans, Sabine Trittler, Zerrin Salikutluk, Seyma Giilen,
the anonymous reviewers and the editors of Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, participants at
the ‘Annual BAGSS Conference 2015’ in Bamberg and all visitors of the ‘Doctoral Colloquium’ in
Mannheim for their helpful comments and suggestions on earlier versions of this article. The author
owes special thanks to Lea Voges and Frederik Skaide.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

Funding

This article uses data from the international project ‘Causes and Consequences of Early Socio-Cul-
tural Integration Processes Among New Immigrants in Europe’ (SCIP) that was generously funded
by the NORFACE Research Programme on Migration.



JOURNAL OF ETHNIC AND MIGRATION STUDIES 1395

References

Alba, R. 2005. “Bright vs. Blurred Boundaries: Second Generation Assimilation and Exclusion in
France, Germany, and the United States.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 28 (1): 20-49.

Alba, R. 2008. “Why we Still Need a Theory of Mainstream Assimilation.” In Migration und
Integration, edited by F. Kalter, 37-56. Wiesbaden: VS-Verlag.

Auspurg, K., T. Hinz, and L. Schmid. 2017. “Contexts and Conditions of Ethnic Discrimination:
Evidence from a Field Experiment in a German Housing Market.” Journal of Housing
Economics 35: 26-36.

Blommaert, L., M. Coenders, and F. van Tubergen. 2014. “Discrimination of Arabic-Named
Applicants in the Netherlands: An Internet-Based Field Experiment Examining Different
Phases in Online Recruitment Procedures.” Social Forces 92 (3): 957-982.

Bonfadelli, H., P. Bucher, and A. Piga. 2007. “Use of Old and New Media by Ethnic Minority Youth
in Europe with a Special Emphasis on Switzerland.” Communications 32 (2): 141-170.

Bourguignon, D., E. Seron, V. Yzerbyt, and G. Herman. 2006. “Perceived Group and Personal
Discrimination: Differential Effects on Personal Self-Esteem.” European Journal of Social
Psychology 36 (5): 773-789.

Breen, R., K. B. Karlson, and A. Holm. 2013. “Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects in Logit and Probit
Models.” Sociological Methods & Research 42 (2): 164-191.

Brenick, A, P. F. Titzmann, A. Michel, and R. K. Silbereisen. 2012. “Perceptions of Discrimination
by Young Diaspora Migrants: Individual- and School-Level Associations Among Adolescent
Ethnic German Immigrants.” European Psychologist 17 (2): 105-119.

de Vroome, T., B. Martinovic, and M. Verkuyten. 2014. “The Integration Paradox: Level of
Education and Immigrants’ Attitudes Towards Natives and the Host Society.” Cultural
Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology 20 (2): 166-175.

Diehl, C., and M. Blohm. 2001. “Apathy, Adaptation or Ethnic Mobilisation? On the Attitudes of a
Politically Excluded Group.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 27 (3): 401-420.

Diehl, C., M. Gijsberts, A. Guveli, M. Koenig, C. Kristen, L. Lubbers, F. McGinnity, P. Miihlau, and
L. Platt. 2015. Socio-Cultural Integration Processes of New Immigrants in Europe (SCIP) - Data
File for Download. Cologne: GESIS Data Archive.

Diehl, C., and E. Liebau. 2017. “Perceptions of Discrimination: What do they Measure and Why do
they Matter?” SOEPpapers 945: 1-31.

Diehl, C., and J.-P. Steinmann. 2012. “Cool Minds in Heated Debates? Migration-Related Attitudes
Before and After a Natural Intervention in Germany.” International Journal of Conflict and
Violence 6 (1): 141-162.

Dill, V., and U. Jirjahn. 2014. “Ethnic Residential Segregation and Immigrants’ Perceptions of
Discrimination in West Germany.” Urban Studies 51 (16): 3330-3347.

Di Saint Pierre, F., B. Martinovic, and T. de Vroome. 2015. “Return Wishes of Refugees in the
Netherlands: The Role of Integration, Host National Identification and Perceived
Discrimination.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 41 (2): 1836-1857.

Dixon, J., K. Durrheim, C. Tredoux, L. Tropp, B. Clack, and L. Eaton. 2010. “A Paradox of
Integration? Interracial Contact, Prejudice Reduction, and Perceptions of Racial
Discrimination.” Journal of Social Issues 66 (2): 401-416.

Déring, J. 2007. “Influences of Discriminatory Incidents on Immigrants’ Attitudes Toward German
Society.” International Journal of Conflict and Violence 1 (1): 19-31.

Edele, A., J. Seuring, C. Kristen, and P. Stanat. 2015. “Why Bother with Testing? The Validity of
Immigrants’ Self-Assessed Language Proficiency.” Social Science Research 52: 99-123.

Flores, R. D. 2015. “The Resurgence of Race in Spain: Perceptions of Discrimination among
Immigrants.” Social Forces 94 (1): 237-269.

Glitz, A. 2014. “Ethnic Segregation in Germany.” Labour Economics 29: 28-40.

Gordon, M. M. 1964. Assimilation in American Life: The Role of Race, Religion, and National
Origins. New York: Oxford University Press.



1396 (&) J-P.STEINMANN

Hainmueller, J., and D. J. Hopkins. 2015. “The Hidden American Immigration Consensus: A
Conjoint Analysis of Attitudes Toward Immigrants.” American Journal of Political Science 59
(3): 529-548.

Hans, S. 2010. Assimilation oder Segregation? Anpassungsprozesse von Einwanderern in
Deutschland. Wiesbaden: VS-Verlag.

Hendriks, M. 2015. “The Happiness of International Migrants: A Review of Research Findings.”
Migration Studies 3 (3): 343-369.

Horr, A., C. Hunkler, C. Kroneberg. 2018. “Ethnic Discrimination in the German Housing Market.
A Field Experiment on the Underlying Mechanisms.” Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie.

Janflen, A., and H. Schroedter. 2007. “Kleinrdumliche Segregation der ausldndischen Bevolkerung
in Deutschland: Eine Analyse auf der Basis des Mikrozensus.” Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie 36 (6):
453-472.

Karlson, K. B., A. Holm, and R. Breen. 2012. “Comparing Regression Coefficients Between Same-
Sample Nested Models Using Logit and Probit: A New Method.” Sociological Methodology 42 (1):
286-313.

Kogan, I. 2011. “New Immigrants — Old Disadvantage Patterns? Labour Market Integration of
Recent Immigrants into Germany.” International Migration 49 (1): 91-117.

Kohler, U.,, K. B. Karlson, and A. Holm. 2011. “Comparing Coefficients of Nested Nonlinear
Probability Models.” Stata Journal 11 (3): 420-438.

Krieger, N. 2014. “Discrimination and Health Inequities.” International Journal of Health Services
44 (4): 643-710.

Kristen, C. 2008. “Primary School Choice and Ethnic School Segregation in German Elementary
Schools.” European Sociological Review 24 (4): 495-510.

Lorenz, G., S. Gentrup, C. Kristen, P. Stanat, and I. Kogan. 2016. “Stereotype bei Lehrkriften? Eine
Untersuchung systematisch verzerrter Lehrererwartungen.” Kolner Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie und
Sozialpsychologie 68 (1): 89-111.

Martinovic, B., F. van Tubergen, and I. Maas. 2011. “Acquisition of Cross-Ethnic Friends by Recent
Immigrants in Canada: A Longitudinal Approach.” International Migration Review 45 (2): 460
488.

Maxwell, R. 2015. “Perceived Discrimination across Institutional Fields: Racial Minorities in the
United Kingdom.” European Sociological Review 31 (3): 342-353.

Pager, D., and H. Shepherd. 2008. “The Sociology of Discrimination: Racial Discrimination in
Employment, Housing, Credit, and Consumer Markets.” Annual Review of Sociology 34: 181-
209.

Pettigrew, T. F. 1998. “Intergroup Contact Theory.” Annual Review of Psychology 49: 65-85.

Pettigrew, T. F., and R. W. Meertens. 1995. “Subtle and Blatant Prejudice in Western Europe.”
European Journal of Social Psychology 25 (1): 57-75.

Piwoni, E. 2018. “Mass-Mediated Discourse on Emotion, and the Feeling Rules it Conveys: The
Case of the Sarrazin Debate.” Current Sociology. http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/
001139211775157.

Portes, A. 2003. “Conclusion: Theoretical Convergencies and Empirical Evidence in the Study of
Immigrant Transnationalism.” International Migration Review 37 (3): 874-892.

Preacher, Kristopher J. 2015. “Advances in Mediation Analysis: A Survey and Synthesis of New
Developments.” Annual Review of Psychology 66: 825-852.

Quillian, L. 2006. “New Approaches to Understanding Racial Prejudice and Discrimination.”
Annual Review of Sociology 32: 299-328.

Reskin, B. 2012. “The Race Discrimination System.” Annual Review of Sociology 38: 17-35.

Royston, P., and 1. R. White. 2011. “Multiple Imputation by Chained Equations (MICE):
Implementation in Stata.” Journal of Statistical Software 45 (4): 1-20.

Ruhrmann, G., and D. Sommer. 2009. “Vorurteile und Diskriminierung in den Medien.” In
Diskriminierung und Toleranz. Psychologische Grundlagen und Anwendungsperspektiven,
edited by A. Beelmann, and K. J. Jonas, 419-431. Wiesbaden: VS-Verlag.

Safi, M. 2010. “Immigrants’ Life Satisfaction in Europe: Between Assimilation and Discrimination.”
European Sociological Review 26 (2): 159-176.


doi.org/10.1177/001139211775157
doi.org/10.1177/001139211775157

JOURNAL OF ETHNIC AND MIGRATION STUDIES 1397

Salentin, K. 2007. “Determinants of Experience of Discrimination in Minorities in Germany.”
International Journal of Conflict and Violence 1 (1): 32-50.

Schaeffer, M. 2018. “Intergenerational Social Mobility and Perceived Ethnic Discrimination.”
SocArXiv : 1-46. https://ostf.io/preprints/socarxiv/vykkz.

Schunck, R., K. Reiss, and O. Razum. 2015. “Pathways between Perceived Discrimination and
Health among Immigrants: Evidence from a Large National Panel Survey in Germany.”
Ethnicity & Health 20 (5): 493-510.

Seibert, H., and H. Solga. 2005. “Gleiche Chancen dank einer abgeschlossenen Ausbildung? Zum
Signalwert von Ausbildungsabschliissen bei auslindischen und deutschen jungen
Erwachsenen.” Zeitschrift fiir Soziologie 34 (5): 364-382.

Silberman, R., R. Alba, and I. Fournier. 2007. “Segmented Assimilation in France? Discrimination
in the Labour Market against the Second Generation.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 30 (1): 1-27.

Smith, H. J.,, T. F. Pettigrew, G. M. Pippin, and S. Bialosiewicz. 2012. “Relative Deprivation: A
Theoretical and Meta-Analytic Review.” Personality and Social Psychology Review 16 (3): 203-232.

Steinmann, J.-P. 2018. “One-way or Return? Explaining Group-Specific Return Intentions of
Recently Arrived Polish and Turkish Immigrants in Germany.” Migration Studies. https://
academic.oup.com/migration/advance-article-abstract/doi/10.1093/migration/mnx073/
48213072redirectedFrom=fulltext.

Taylor, D. M,, S. C. Wright, F. M. Moghaddam, and R. N. Lalonde. 1990. “The Personal/Group
Discrimination Discrepancy: Perceiving My Group, But Not Myself, to Be a Target for
Discrimination.” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 16 (2): 254-262.

Taylor, D. M., S. C. Wright, F. M. Moghaddam, and K. M. Ruggiero. 1991. “The Personal/Group
Discrimination Discrepancy: Responses to Experimentally Induced Personal and Group
Discrimination.” Journal of Social Psychology 131 (6): 847-858.

ten Teije, I., M. Coenders, and M. Verkuyten. 2013. “The Paradox of Integration: Immigrants and
their Attitude Toward the Native Population.” Social Psychology 44 (4): 278-288.

Tolsma, J., M. Lubbers, and M. Gijsberts. 2012. “Education and Cultural Integration among Ethnic
Minorities and Natives in the Netherlands: A Test of the Integration Paradox.” Journal of Ethnic
and Migration Studies 38 (5): 793-813.

Turper, S., S. Iyengar, K. Aarts, and M. van Gerven. 2015. “Who is Less Welcome?: The Impact of
Individuating Cues on Attitudes Towards Immigrants.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies
41 (2): 239-259.

van Doorn, M., P. Scheepers, and J. Dagevos. 2013. “Explaining the Integration Paradox Among
Small Immigrant Groups in the Netherlands.” Journal of International Migration and
Integration 14 (2): 381-400.

van Tubergen, F. 2015. “Ethnic Boundaries in Core Discussion Networks: A Multilevel Social
Network Study of Turks and Moroccans in the Netherlands.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 41 (1): 101-116.

van Tubergen, F., and M. Kalmijn. 2009. “A Dynamic Approach to the Determinants of
Immigrants’ Language Proficiency: The United States, 1980-2000.” International Migration
Review 43 (3): 519-543.

Verkuyten, M. 2008. “Life Satisfaction Among Ethnic Minorities: The Role of Discrimination and
Group Identification.” Social Indicators Research 89 (3): 391-404.

Verkuyten, M. 2016. “The Integration Paradox Empiric Evidence From the Netherlands.” American
Behavioral Scientist 60 (5-6): 583-596.

Vervoort, M., H. Flap, and J. Dagevos. 2011. “The Ethnic Composition of the Neighbourhood and
Ethnic Minorities’ Social Contacts: Three Unresolved Issues.” European Sociological Review 27
(5): 586-605.

Voicu, B., and M. Serban. 2012. “Immigrant Involvement in Voluntary Associations in Europe.”
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 38 (10): 1569-1587.

Wodtke, G. T. 2012. “The Impact of Education on Intergroup Attitudes: A Multiracial Analysis.”
Social Psychology Quarterly 75 (1): 80-106.

Zagefka, H., and R. Brown. 2005. “Comparisons and Perceived Deprivation in Ethnic Minority
Settings.” Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 31 (4): 467-482.


https://osf.io/preprints/socarxiv/vykkz
doi.org/10.1093/
doi.org/10.1093/
doi.org/10.1093/

1398 J-P. STEINMANN

Appendix
Table A1. Model variables used in the analyses.

Variables and original questions

Values

Dependent variable

Perceived discrimination:

Since you moved to Germany, ...

... have you been turned down for a job or a job interview?

.. have you been refused on a rental or housing application, or denied
a place in a hostel or shared accommodation?

.. have you ever experienced bad treatment at official institutions in
Germany, such as rudeness or having to wait longer than the
usual time for assistance or documents?

.. have you ever been yelled at, spat on, or experienced physical
violence in a public place from a stranger?

What do you think was the main reason for this?

Independent variable

Education:

What is the highest level of education you achieved in Poland/Turkey?
What is the highest level of education you achieved in Germany so far?

Mediating variables

Main activity:

Are you currently working, unemployed, in education, retired, long
term sick or disabled, looking after the home or children, on
maternity or paternity leave, or anything else?

Participation in associations:

Are you involved in ...

... a sports club or team?

... in a political organisation?

... a religious group?

... another group or organisation?

How many of the other people who participate in this group are from
Poland/Turkey?

Neighbourhood:
When you are thinking about the local area, how many people living
there are from Germany?

Previous trips to Germany:
Before you moved to Germany this time - had you spent a period of
more than four weeks in Germany?

German-language proficiency:

Did you learn German in school/college in Poland/Turkey?

Reading German newspapers:
How often do you read German printed or online newspapers?

Interested in German politics:
Can you name political parties that are represented in the German
National Parliament?

Highly educated friends:

(0) No perceived discrimination
(1) Perceived discrimination

(0) None, primary or secondary education
(1) Tertiary education

(0) Other activity
(1) Working or in education

(0) No participation in or segregated
associations (more than 50% co-ethnics)

(1) Participation in integrated associations (less

than 50% co-ethnics)

(0) Living in a segregated neighbourhood
(more than 50% co-ethnics)

(1) Living in an integrated neighbourhood (less

than 50% co-ethnics)

s

Spend no time in Germany before moving
Spend time in Germany before moving

=

Non-existent

s

(1) Existent

(0) never

(1) less often

(2) once or twice a week
(3) several times a week
(4) every day

(0-5) Number of political parties named

(Continued)
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Table A1. Continued.

Variables and original questions Values

Let us talk a little more about the people who are important to you  (0-1) Proportion of highly educated friends
personally and who you feel close to that live in Germany. Please
do not include your parents, your husband/wife or your children,
but you can include other relatives.
How many people are you thinking of?
We are interested in knowing a bit more about backgrounds of these
people.
What is the level of education of this person?

Social mobility:

And besides your earning, how satisfied were you with your last job in  (0) Upward mobility
Poland/Turkey? (1) No mobility

Beside earnings, how satisfied are you with your job? (2) Downward mobility

Pre-post comparison of living situation:

When you compare your current living situation with your living (1) Improved
situation when living in Poland/Turkey, is your current living (2) Not improved
situation much better, better, about the same, worse or much
worse than your living situation in Poland/Turkey?

Source: SCIP-project.

Table A2. Correlation coefficients of all mediating variables.

M @) ®3) 4) ) (6) @) @

1 Main activity -

(2)  Participation in associations —-.04* -

(3) Neighbourhood .04 06%  —

(4) Previous trips to Germany 12% .02 .01 -

(5)  German-language proficiency 07% 3% 6% 0% -

(6)  Reading German newspapers .00 15% 3% Jgdo0* o a3* -

(7) Interested in German politics —.00 5% 1 7% 3% 35%  —

(8)  Highly educated friends —.05% 22% .09* .03 27 19* 22% -

9) Social mobility 37* .00 .01 11* .06 —-03 —-.04* -02 -

(10)  Pre-post comparison of living .02 .00 .08* .02 .10* .04* .06* .07* .01
situation

Note: Phi, Cramer’s V or Spearman’s correlation coefficients are reported; *p <.05.
Source: SCIP-project, own calculations (after multiple imputation).

Table A3. Multivariate analyses on immigrants’ perceived discrimination by ethnicity.

M5b: Méb:
M5a: Integrated model ~ Decomposition  M6a: Integrated model ~ Decomposition
(Poles) (Poles) (Turks) (Turks)
Independent variable
Education (ref. = primary or
secondary)
Total effect 0.28* 0.42%*
Direct effect 0.13 0.20
Indirect effect 0.15%* 0.22%*
Mediating variables I-M M-D I-D I-M M-D I-D
Main activity (ref. = other —0.15 018 —0.03 1.27% 0.05 —-0.04 -0.00 0.18%
activity)
Participation in associations ~ 0.66**  0.30 0.20 8.37% 0.87*** 0.52* 046" 16.40%"
(ref. = no or segregated)
Neighbourhood (ref. = 0.70*** —0.09 —0.06 —2.64% 0.63***  0.06 0.04 2.90%
segregated)
Previous trips to Germany 0.09 0.42**  0.04 7.65% 0.56*** 0.15 0.09 5.97%
(ref. = none)
German-language 0.94***  0.08 0.07 10.59% 1.45*** —0.02 -0.03 —1.90%
proficiency (ref. = none)
0.60***  0.07 0.04 22.54% 0.43**  0.05 0.02 9.24%

(Continued)
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Table A3. Continued.

M5b: Méb:
M5a: Integrated model ~ Decomposition  Mé6a: Integrated model ~ Decomposition
(Poles) (Poles) (Turks) (Turks)

Reading German

newspapers (ref. = never)

Interested in German politics  0.74***  0.01 0.00 0.20% 1.26¥**  0.04 0.05 13.06%
(ref. = not interested)

Highly educated friends (ref. ~ 0.73** 034"  0.25" 31.56%"* 1.13*** 017 0.20 23.32%
=none)

Social mobility (ref. =

upward mobility)

No mobility —0.18 0.14 -0.02 —3.44% —-0.37** 023 -0.09 —8.46%
Downward mobility 0.50%** 036 * 0.18" 23.08%" 0.31* 0.45 0.14 13.90%
Pre-post comparison of 0.28* 0.03 0.01 0.83% 0.59***  0.45**  0.26* 25.38%*
living situation (ref. =
improved)
Control variables
Gender (ref. = male) 0.18 —-0.36*
Age (in years) —0.01 —-0.01
Length of stay (in months) 0.04%* 0.03
Observations 1477 1114
AlC 1488.435 1195.082

Notes: *p <.10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001; all models control for city of interview (effects are not reported). M5a and
Mé6a: Generalised structural equation models; unstandardised coefficients. M5b and Méb: decomposition of the indirect
effect of education on immigrants’ perceived discrimination based on KHB method. I-M: direct effect of independent on
mediating variable; M-D: direct effect of mediating on dependent variable; I-D: indirect effect of independent on depen-
dent variable.

Source: SCIP-project, own calculations.
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