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ABSTRACT 

This paper is divided into three parts. The first section of the paper investigates the 

signs as well as the underlying causes for Turks‟ separation from “native” German society by 

looking at a number of studies and articles. The issue of Turkish integration is important 

because Turks are the largest immigrant group in Germany. Social integration is defined as: 

“the process of immigrants being accepted into equal membership in the host society” and the 

author finds that within this definition Turks are not socially integrated and remain separated 

from “native” German society. Turks separation from “native” German society is apparent in 

a number of measures of social integration. “Native” Germans refers to citizens who have 

German ancestry and have lived in Germany for the last several generations. A root cause of 

Turks‟ separation is their tendency to live in isolated ethnic communities. As a result the 

German language skills of Turks are lesser to those of “native” Germans and other immigrant 

groups, which has a restrictive effect on Turks‟ academic achievement and success in the job 

market. Furthermore, Turks remain culturally divided from “native” German society, and 

Turkish traditions such as wearing headscarves and honor killing create tension and 

misunderstanding with “native” Germans. Compared to other immigrants Turks interact little 

outside of their ethnic group and identify more with Turkey than other immigrant groups 

identify with their respective countries of origin. The German government is also responsible 

for Turks‟ separation from German society due to its policies on immigration and citizenship. 

Because German citizenship policy is based on ius sanguinis the children of immigrants born 

in Germany do not automatically receive birthright citizenship and naturalization remains 

difficult. The German government has recently formed policy initiatives focused on 

integration, but the current institutions to manage integration remain weak and the “native” 

German population continues to harbor hostility toward immigrants.  
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The second part of this paper focuses on the issue of discrimination in the German 

labor market. Analysis of the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP) data by two different 

studies found that there is evidence of discrimination against foreigners in access to the 

German labor market, but no conclusive evidence of nationality based wage discrimination 

against foreigners (Constant et al, Lang). With these two studies as a starting point the author 

of this paper uses the GSOEP data to investigate whether there is evidence of wage 

discrimination against Turks and other foreigners in the most recent wave of the GSOEP data 

from 2007. The author ran regressions to compare the effect of nationality on hourly wage, 

while controlling for confounding factors such as age, gender and education. Similarly to 

previous studies the author found no significant evidence of wage discrimination against 

foreigners or Turks specifically. These results carry important implications for German 

integration policy. 

The third part of the paper focuses on the policy implications of Turk‟s separation 

from German society and discrimination in the labor market, and recommends policies the 

German government should implement to facilitate integration. In order to integrate Turks 

into German society the German government has to make a concerted effort to improve 

Turks‟ educational achievement and reduce economic disparities between Turks and “native” 

Germans. The issues of immigrants‟ lateral mobility and wealth disparities between Turk‟s 

and “native” Germans complicate this problem. If lateral mobility and wealth disparities 

contribute to Turks‟ underachievement in school and low occupational status, affirmative 

action policies may be necessary to boost Turkish educational and occupational success. The 

German government should create a Ministry for Integration to handle this issue. 

Discrimination in access to the German labor market indicates that there is statistical 
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discrimination against Turks when companies hire. The best solution to this problem is to 

implement a German anti-discrimination act.  

Part 1: The Separation of Turks from “Native” German Society  

I Introduction 

The Roots of the Turkish Population in Germany 

 Turks are the largest immigrant group in Germany. This is not a new development but 

the situation of Turks in Germany has only come under the scrutiny of the German 

government and media in recent years. In the decade following the fall of the Berlin Wall the 

focus of German domestic policy was on reunification and dealing with the inequalities 

between East and West Germany. However, as reunification has moved into the background 

of public discourse in Germany, the issue of immigration and integration has come to the 

fore.  

Significant Turkish immigration to Germany began in the 1950‟s as part of West 

Germany‟s guest worker program. In the early 1950‟s West Germany suffered from a 

shortage of labor due to its rapid economic growth. As a result from 1950 until 1973 the West 

German government collaborated with Turkey and other Mediterranean and eastern European 

countries to bring guest workers from those countries into West Germany (Gang, Rivera-

Batiz 124). The plan was that guest workers would stay for up to 3 years in Germany before 

returning to their country of origin. In 1973 the West German government decided to ban 

recruitment of guest workers from outside the European Economic Community (EEC) in 

anticipation of an economic recession. However, this had the unintended result of convincing 

many Turkish guest workers in Germany to stay. They preferred to remain in Germany rather 

than return to uncertain economic conditions in Turkey. The guest workers who decided to 

stay subsequently proceeded to bring their families from Turkey as protected under the 
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Family Reunification Act in German Basic Law and the European convention of Human 

Rights. As a result family reunification is responsible for 90 percent of immigration into 

Germany since 1974 (Kurthen 922). The 2005 German census recorded that there are 1.7 

million Turkish citizens in Germany. Turks make up almost 25 percent of the foreigner 

population. (Federal Ministry of the Interior 2005) However, there are also German citizens 

who are ethnically Turkish, which account for the 2.8 million German residents of Turkish 

origin. (Woellert, Kroehnert et al) 

The Separation of Turks in Germany Society 

 Although many Turks have lived in Germany for decades, the Turkish population in 

Germany remains separated from “native” German society. “Native” Germans refers to 

citizens who have German ancestry and have lived in Germany for the last several 

generations. Turks often live in closed ethnic communities and remain to a large degree 

isolated from “native” German society in terms of language and culture.  

In the article “Ethnocizing Immigrants” Constant, Gataullina and Zimmermann 

present a framework in which they define 4 different levels of “social integration” an 

immigrant group can attain: assimilation, integration, separation and marginalization. These 

terms will be defined in more detail in the next section of the paper. The key word for this 

paper is separation, because many Turks living in Germany hold on to Turkish culture and 

remain disconnected from “native” German society. In terms of language, cultural elements, 

ethnic interaction, ethnic self-identification and migration history most Turks are separated 

from “native” German society. In addition the resistance of “native” German society to 

integration has prevented Turks from being socially integrated.  

II Defining Social Integration 

In order to debate whether Turks are socially integrated we have to define integration. 

The Oxford English Dictionary defines integration in a social context as: “The bringing into 
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equal membership of a common society those groups or persons previously discriminated 

against on racial or cultural grounds” (“Integration” 2: 1065). This definition highlights the 

responsibility of the host society in integrating immigrant groups. It is implied that in order to 

be integrated society must treat immigrants equal to “native” Germans. Equity is key to 

integration so I will define social integration as: the process of immigrants being accepted 

into equal membership in the host society. 

Levels of Social Integration 

Immigrants can integrate into the host society to different degrees. In the article 

Ethnocizing Immigrants the authors identify 4 possible levels of integration an immigrant can 

achieve in their host country. The 1
st
 possibility is Assimilation, which implies that an 

immigrant “identifies strongly with the culture and society of the host country as well as the 

“norms, values and codes of conduct” (Constant, Gataulina and Zimmermann 277). In 

addition Assimilation implies weak identification with one‟s country of origin. The 2
nd

 term 

Integration refers to a specific level of social integration in which an immigrant has a strong 

commitment to his/her culture of origin, but also conforms to the norms of the host society. 

The 3
rd

 possibility, Marginalization, implies an immigrant has a weak commitment to both 

his/her culture of origin and the culture of the host country. The most important term for this 

paper is Separation, which entails that an individual identifies exclusively with his/her 

culture of origin and has a weak connection to the culture of the host society, even years after 

immigrating. This is the level of social integration of most Turks in Germany. 

Measuring Social Integration 

In the article “Ethnocizing Immigrants” the authors identify 5 variables to measure 

“social integration”. Language, cultural elements, ethnic interaction, ethnic self-identification 

and migration history (Constant, Gataulina and Zimmermann 277) can be used to analyze 
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whether an immigrant is integrated into the host society. Each of these elements can be 

broken down further to more clearly define what they measure. Language entails the speaking 

and writing abilities of immigrants in German as well as in the language of their country of 

origin. Moreover, German language skills have far reaching effects on Turks‟ social 

integration in school and in the job market. Cultural elements relate to immigrants‟ traditions 

and religion. Ethnic interaction is meant to determine the extent to which Turks have social 

relations with “native” Germans and/or people of different ethnic origin. Self-identification 

refers to the degree to which a Turk identifies him/herself as German. Migration history 

measures if an immigrant intends to apply for German citizenship and if they would prefer to 

live in Turkey than in Germany. All of these factors are important measures of the degree to 

which an immigrant has been socially integrated. However, one measure, which the authors 

fail to include, is the economic success of immigrants. In order for immigrants to be 

integrated they must on average experience similar success in education and employment as 

“native” Germans. This additional measure will be examined in more depth in the second part 

of this paper. When we examine Turks with the measures of Constant et al it becomes 

apparent that most Turks are separated from “native” German society. 

III Separation through Language 

The Data  

Many Turks are separated from “native” German society because they do not speak 

German as well as “native” Germans. The BiB (Beauftragte der Bundesregierung für 

Migration, Flüchtlinge und Integration)
1
 integration survey in 2000 found that only 67.4 

percent of Turks 18 - 30 years old reported very good knowledge of German. This is worse 

than other immigrant groups as the survey found that 83.6 percent of Italians 18-30 years old 

                                                 
1
 German Government Agency for Migration, Refugees and Integration 
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reported very good knowledge of German. At the same time this data needs to be analyzed in 

the context of different generations of immigrants. One would expect that the first immigrant 

generation would have the most problems with German language skills and the second and 

third generations would demonstrate significant improvement or fluency in German. Since 

the BiB Integration survey data is from Turks 18 to 30 years old, it is likely that they belong 

to the second generation. To examine this issue in more depth I used my data set from the 

GSOEP and made a table with descriptive statistics about the German written ability of 

different immigrant generations of Turks in my sample. The 144 observations are from Turks 

between the ages of 18 and 64 who are working full or part time. The first set (where xp143 = 

Yes) were born in Germany. The second set (where xp143 = No) were born in Turkey: 

 

Key: Does not apply = fluent in written German 
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These figures indicate that as expected the German written ability of Turks born in Germany 

is better than that of Turks born in Turkey. 90 percent of Turks born in Germany report their 

written ability in German is at least good compared to just 42 percent of Turks born in 

Turkey. However, the fact that only 4 percent of the Turks born in Germany and 2 percent of 

the Turks born in Turkey report fluency in Germany indicates that Turks‟ German ability is 

still lesser than that of “native” Germans even in the second generation. 95 percent of 

Germans in my sample reported they were fluent in German. I wanted to compare these 

findings about Turks to the German written ability of the total sample of 531 foreigners in my 

data set: 

 

Key: The first set (where xp143 = Yes) were born in Germany. The second set (where xp143 = No) were born 

outside Germany 

Does not apply = fluent in written German 
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Similar to the sample of Turks, foreigners born in Germany have better German writing skills 

than foreigners born outside Germany. But the figures indicate that the Turks born in 

Germany have not adopted the German language as well as the foreigner population as a 

whole. 10 percent of the foreigner population in my sample who were born in Germany 

report fluency in written German. This is significantly more than the 5 percent of Turks born 

in Germany who reported fluency. Moreover, 55 percent of foreigners born in Germany 

report very good German written ability compared to just 32 percent of Turks born in 

Germany. These figures suggest that even 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 generation Turkish immigrants have 

lesser German language skills than “native” Germans and other foreigners. 

On the other side of the coin the BiB Integration survey found that 49.3 percent of 

Turks compared to 37.8 percent of Italians report very good knowledge of their mother 

tongue (von Below 215). These figures suggest that Turks have a better knowledge of the 

language of their country of origin than other immigrant groups. The data clearly indicates 

that Turks are separated from “native” German society through language, but how has this 

come about? 

Language Separation through Community Isolation 

The significant number of Turks without very good knowledge of German is probably 

connected to the fact that people of Turkish origin commonly live in communities isolated 

from “native” German society. Often found in industrial or urban regions of Germany, these 

communities are often described as “parallel societies” because they exist on the border of 

“native” German society (Kurthen 91). During the summer of 2009 I observed the social 

isolation of Turks in Germany when I lived in Kreuzberg, the neighborhood of one of the 

largest Turkish communities in Berlin. Many of the store signs and advertisements in 

Kreuzberg were in Turkish and Turkish businesses were so prevalent it was possible to go 

shopping, get a haircut and get virtually all necessities without having to speak German. 
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Hundreds of television satellites were on the balconies of the apartment complexes (where 

many Turks live). These satellites allow Turks to watch Turkish and Arabic television instead 

of German media. It was apparent that at home and in their neighborhoods many Turks live 

without much exposure to the German language.  

A study by Anita Drever in 2004 used the data of the GSOEP to investigate the 

distribution of different ethnic groups living in ethnic neighborhoods. She identified ethnic 

neighborhoods as communities where 25 percent or more of the population of the 

neighborhood are of foreign origin. Drever calculated this distribution by using the ethnicity 

and zip code data from the GSOEP. People of Turkish origin are the ethnic group most likely 

to live in ethnic neighborhoods and Turks are usually the largest non-German ethnic group in 

these neighborhoods (Drever 1429). In comparison immigrants of western European origin 

had fairly equal proportions living inside and outside of ethnic neighborhoods. Ex-Yugoslav 

immigrants, Greeks, Spaniards and Portuguese were equally likely to live in neighborhoods 

that were at least 25 percent of foreign origin, or in neighborhoods that were less than 25 

percent of foreign origin. In addition Italians and Aussiedler
2
 immigrants are more likely to 

live in neighborhoods that are less than 25 percent of foreign origin. These results indicate 

that Turks‟ high tendency to live in ethnic neighborhoods is unusual in comparison to other 

ethnic groups of foreign origin.  

Some other interesting results Drever found were that persons of foreign origin living 

in these ethnic communities were on average slightly less educated than foreigners living 

outside these communities. Neighborhoods where 25 percent or more of the population was 

of foreign origin had slightly fewer years of education, a lower percentage with a university 

degree, a higher percentage of people who left school without a degree and a slightly higher 

                                                 
2
 Aussiedler immigrants have German ancestry and often immigrate to Germany from eastern European 

countries. They have a right to German citizenship due to the German citizenship policy of ius sanguinis. 



Karcher 13 

 

unemployment rate. However, these differences were not statistically significant. On the 

other hand she found that there was a large and statistically significant difference in income 

between ethnic groups living in ethnic neighborhoods and those living outside them (Drever 

1430). One of Drever‟s hypotheses was that “immigrants who live in ethnic neighborhoods 

are more alienated from Germans and German culture than those who do not live in ethnic 

neighborhoods”(Drever 1432). Contrary to this hypothesis she found that the strongest 

predictor of cultural distance was not the percent of the population of ethnic origin, but rather 

whether a migrant is of Turkish origin. In summary being of Turkish origin is associated with 

greater levels of distance from the German culture. Drever also has a hypothesis that ethnic 

communities living in ethnic neighborhoods are more likely to practice the culture of their 

country of origin than those who do not live in ethnic neighborhoods. Once again Drever 

found that being of Turkish origin is the strongest predictor of whether one practices the 

religion and cultural traditions of one‟s country of origin (Drever 1435). It seems that Turks 

are unique among ethnic groups in this way.  

The results of this study are not conclusive about the effects of living in an ethnic 

neighborhood, but they indicate a correlation between the high number of Turks who live in 

ethnic neighborhoods and the tendency of Turks to maintain their cultural practices and keep 

distance from German culture. Turks‟ cultural distance is likely to contribute to their lesser 

German language skills compared to “native” Germans and other immigrant groups, which 

separate them from “native” German society in terms of education and employment. 

Language Separation in Education and Employment 

 Turkish students low German language skills (compared to “native” Germans) lead 

them to underperform in the educational system. From an early age “native” Germans 

develop better language skills than Turkish children due to their higher enrollment in German 

nursery school. The data from the BiB integration survey indicates that 83 percent of “native” 
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Germans attend German nursery school compared to just 56.5 percent of Turks (von Below 

215). This is evidence of gaps developing early on between the language skills of “native” 

Germans and Turks. 

 In secondary school Turks are underrepresented among the higher secondary school 

tracks. 39 percent of “native” Germans have completed the highest level of secondary 

education, the Abitur exam, compared to just 16 percent of Turks (von Below 211). Instead 

Turks are disproportionately distributed in the lower secondary school tracks. 42 percent of 

Turks 18-30 years old have completed Hauptschule
3
 (the lowest secondary school track) in 

comparison to 22 percent of “native” Germans. These figures are symptomatic of the 

disparity in German language skills between Turks and “native” Germans. There is also the 

possibility that teachers discriminate against Turkish students based on their nationality, but 

no recognized research has been done to examine this effect. In addition there are other 

studies, which are currently underway, which examine the effect of stereotype threat
4
 on 

Turkish students in Germany (Strasser, Hirschauer). However, at the moment only the low 

German knowledge skills of Turkish students can be isolated as a contributing factor to 

Turks‟ low educational achievement compared to “native” Germans. The stratification in 

secondary school leads to further ethnic separation in higher education and the job market. 

The lowest of the secondary school tracks, Hauptschule, traditionally prepares 

students for an apprenticeship for a blue collar job. Since a high proportion of Turks are on 

this track, many Turks pursue blue collar work after their studies. On the other hand Turks 

are underrepresented in Gymnasium, the high school track, which prepares students for 

university. Therefore few Turks go on to university studies after secondary school. Turks 

                                                 
3
 Germany has 3 secondary school tracks. The lowest is Hauptschule and the middle track is Realschule. The 

highest track, Gymnasium, finishes with the Abitur exam, which is required to study in German Universities. 

4
 Stereotype threat is a theory that proposes that negative or positive stereotypes about a certain group affect the 

performance of members of the group on tests in accordance with the stereotypes. 
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underrepresentation in German universities is demonstrated by the data that only 3 percent of 

Turks 18-30 years old have a university degree compared to 12 percent of “native” Germans 

18 – 30 years old (von Below 212). It is likely that low German language skills are 

contributing to Turks‟ lack of success in higher education and in the job market. 

Since fewer Turks go to university than “native” Germans, not many Turks develop 

the qualifications and German language skills necessary to reach high status occupations (i.e. 

doctor, lawyer, professor). 36 percent of Turks 18- 30 years old work in blue collar jobs 

compared to just 7 percent of “native” Germans (von Below 212). The overrepresentation of 

Turks in blue collar jobs and their underrepresentation in white collar jobs could be a 

reflection of their achievements being limited by their German language skills. However, 

another possible explanation for Turks‟ low performance in school and low status 

employment is the lateral mobility hypothesis. 

The Lateral Mobility Hypothesis 

The lateral mobility hypothesis argues that the human capital and social position of 

immigrants in their country of origin has a large impact on their status in the country they 

immigrate to (Darity 144). This theory is very applicable to the situation of Turks in 

Germany. To provide some background to the theory it is important to point out that evidence 

supporting the lateral mobility hypothesis has been observed in studies of Japanese and 

Dominican immigrants in the US.  Japanese immigrants to the US in the late 19
th

 century 

were screened by the Japanese government and were therefore tended to be more highly 

educated and held occupations of higher status in Japan than the average Japanese. This 

seems to have contributed to the general success of Japanese immigrants in the US with many 

of them in the middle or upper class (Suzuki 265). In contrast Dominican immigration to the 

US since the 1970‟s has not been as selective. This seems to have contributed to the 

continued low educational achievement and low occupational status of many Dominican 
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immigrants in comparison to other immigrant groups (Hernandez 40). The story of Turkish 

immigrants in Germany could be described as comparable to that of Dominican immigrants 

to the US. Most of the Turks who chose to move to Germany from the 1950‟s to the 1970‟s 

were unskilled laborers (Pott 170). This initial social status seems to have had a large impact 

on the current social status of Turks in Germany as second and third generation immigrants 

continue to sit in the lower class of German society (Pott171). Although there are signs of 

upward mobility in Turks born in Germany, as a whole Turks continue to lag behind native 

Germans in educational success and job status (Pott 172). It is likely that the status of first 

generation Turkish immigrants on arrival in Germany has contributed to these continued 

disparities. 

Wealth Effects 

 In addition to the lateral mobility hypothesis another explanation for the educational 

achievement gap and low occupational status of many Turks is the wealth of Turkish 

immigrants in comparison to “native” Germans. This factor is difficult to measure because 

the data for the wealth of Turks and “native” Germans is hard to obtain. In studies in the US 

Dalton Conley argues that wealth ownership is the greatest racial disparity in the country 

(Conley 595). He argues that once one controls for the effects of wealth many of the socio-

economic differences, which are usually attributed to race or ethnicity, disappear (Conley 

595). It is possible that wealth differences are playing an important role in the continued 

educational and employment disparities between Turks and “native” Germans. Since Turkish 

guestworkers arrived in Germany as manual laborers, it is likely that they arrived with less 

wealth than the average “native” German. There is no data set to support this theory, but it 

certainly seems feasible in comparison to the situation of other immigrant groups in the US.  
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IV Cultural Divisions 

 Cultural elements are a clear indication that Turks are separated from “native” 

German society. I mentioned earlier that many Turks prefer to watch Turkish television and 

patronize Turkish businesses rather than German businesses. The separation of Turks goes 

deeper in the issues of religion and cultural values. Many Turks in Germany continue to 

follow Islamic and Turkish traditions regarding gender roles, which are not accepted by 

“native” German society. In addition a significant part of the Turkish population is hostile to 

“native” German culture, and even punishes members of the Turkish community who adopt 

German cultural values. Although the cultural practices of Turks do not directly affect their 

achievement in school and success in the labor market, there is an indirect connection 

through the perception of “native” Germans of Turks and “native” Germans‟ resulting hiring 

decisions.  

Parental Roles 

 Turks are more likely than Germans to believe that parents should play a traditional 

role in society. In the BiB integration survey 26.3 percent of Turks 18 – 30 years old reported 

that they believe parents should have an important influence in choosing a partner (for 

marriage), old age parents should live with their children, and children should live in their 

parents home until they get married (von Below 215). A significant proportion of Turkish 

youth hold these beliefs and it is likely that an even greater fraction of older Turks believe in 

traditional parental roles. In contrast only 6.1 percent of 18-30 year old “native” Germans 

believe that parents should have traditional roles. This highlights that Turks and “native” 

Germans maintain different cultural values, which are further reflected in their differing 

perceptions of gender roles. 
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Religious Traditions and Gender Equality 

 The cultural separation between Turks and “native” Germans is shaped by the fact 

that most of the Turkish population in Germany is Muslim, whereas the majority of the 

“native” German population is Christian (REMID). In principle religious diversity is part of a 

multicultural society and should be accepted. However, Turks have some traditions and ideas 

of gender roles, which conflict with “native” German notions of gender equality. 

 35 percent of Turks 18 – 30 years old report that they believe in traditional gender 

roles. This entails that the husband should earn income for the family and the wife should 

take care of the household. This is significantly more than the 22.1 percent of “native” 

Germans who believe in traditional gender roles (von Below 215). However, Turks‟ beliefs 

about gender roles go beyond social status and into issues of religion and honor. In this realm 

certain Turkish and Islamic traditions conflict with “native” German cultural values.  

Many “native” Germans consider headscarves to be a sign of women‟s subordination 

in Islam. Therefore they object to Turkish women wearing headscarves, particularly in the 

case of young girls in school (Suharso 2). I will not resolve the issue of whether headscarves 

subordinate women in this paper. But the refusal of many Turks to stop the practice of 

wearing headscarves indicates their resistance to “native” German cultural values. A more 

extreme example of cultural conflict is the practice of honor killing. 

 Honor killing among Turkish families is a dark illustration of the cultural separation 

between Turks and “native” Germans. In 2005 23 year old Hatin Surucu was killed by her 

brothers. It is likely that Surucu‟s death was an honor killing, a custom in which Muslim 

women are killed for shaming their families. The theory in the German media was that 

Surucu was murdered for living a liberated life like a “native” German woman (Korteweg). 

Very traditional Turkish families continue to disapprove of women‟s education and social 

independence. In this paradigm Turkish women are not supposed to date “native” German 
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men and may not divorce their husbands. Surucu‟s supposed crimes were threefold. She 

divorced the Turkish cousin she married when she was 16, she enrolled in a technical school, 

and she began dating German men (Biehl). As a result the family council sentenced her to 

death. 

Although it is unclear how many Turkish families continue to practice honor killing, 

the publicity of the killings has formed a cultural barrier between Turks and “native” 

Germans. Many “native” Germans generalize that all Turks practice honor killing. There 

have been 40 cases of honor killing in Germany, which have been documented by the Turkish 

organization Papataya between 1996 and 2005. However, it is possible that there are more 

killings, which go unreported since they are organized the families of the victims (Biehl). An 

article in the German magazine Der Spiegel reported that between December 2004 and 

March 2005 six Muslim women in Berlin were murdered by family members (Biehl). The 

most recently reported honor killing in Germany was the murder of 16 year old Morsal 

Obeidi by her brother in 2008 (SPIEGEL). Honor killing is not practiced exclusively by 

Turks, but since they are mostly Muslim and the largest ethnic minority the Turkish 

community tends to be blamed for the killings. This tradition signify hostility toward “native” 

German culture from the Turks who practice it, and in addition stimulates resentment from 

“native” Germans toward Turks. 

Although honor killing is an atrocious practice, it is not immediately clear what 

impact this has on Turks‟ outcomes in the labor market. A study by Korteweg on the 

portrayal of honor killings in the media sheds some light on this matter. Majority of the 

newspaper articles written about honor killing in Germany in the last decade drew “bright 

boundaries” between the Turkish community and German society. By “bright boundaries” 

Korteweg means that the media imply that honor killings are rooted in the traditions of 

Turkish communities and Islam. By framing honor killing in this light, the German media 
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creates the impression that there are serious cultural conflicts between the Turkish and 

“native” German community. As a result “native” German employers are likely to have such 

negative impressions in mind when they make hiring decisions, which can lead to 

discrimination against Turkish job applicants. The cultural differences between Turks and 

“native” Germans help explain the low level of ethnic interaction between the two groups. 

V Ethnic Interaction 

 Turks are separated from “native” German society because they have relatively little 

social interaction with “native” Germans. In comparison to other immigrant groups in 

Germany, Turks are isolated in their social interactions. They are less likely than Ex-

Yugoslavs, Greeks, Italians and Spaniards to interact with people outside of their ethnic 

group (Constant 284). Turks lack of interaction outside of their ethnic group is attributable to 

their social traditions, their view of gender roles and their community‟s isolation from 

“native” German society. 

Kinship and Family Visiting 

Turks interact little with ethnic Germans because the social interaction of Turkish 

families is based mainly on family visiting. Turks usually have a small range of family 

contacts limited to a core of about four Turkish families who are often relatives. A Turkish 

family may have very little contact with other Turks living in the same neighborhood or 

building (White 757). Therefore it is even less likely that they will have much contact with 

“native” German neighbors or acquaintances. When Turks form relationships outside of kin, 

contact is usually initiated by friendships between men in the workplace.  

Although Turks may form friendships with “native” Germans in the workplace, 

further social interaction is limited by cultural differences. Turks expect that when one family 

visits another, men and women interact separately (White 757). “Native” Germans are 

unlikely to be aware of such conventions. Therefore it is likely that cultural misunderstanding 
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prevents Turks from building closer social relationships with “native” Germans. In particular 

Turks disapproval of “native” Germans‟ social traditions prevents them from building closer 

social ties.  

Gender Roles and Religion 

 Traditions of honor remain a key part of Turkish culture in Germany and these 

prevent Turks from having extended social ties with “native” Germans. In strict Turkish 

tradition it is inappropriate for a Turkish woman to be seen in public with a man who is not 

her spouse or a relative. In addition Turkish families disapprove of common “native” German 

social interaction such as mixed gender friendship groups and social dancing (White 757). As 

a result Turkish youth are unlikely to interact socially with “native” German youth.  

From May to June of 2009 I worked as a teaching assistant at the Robert Koch High 

School in Kreuzberg (in Berlin) where I observed that the Turkish students at the school 

rarely socialized with “native” Germans. Several of the male Turkish students told me about 

their contempt for immoral “native” German girls who sleep with their boyfriends. Turkish 

tradition places a high value on premarital chastity (White 757) and Turkish boys prejudice 

against “native” Germans often stops them from interacting outside of their ethnic group. In 

addition it was apparent that the students were limited in their social interactions by their 

tendency to stay in the Kreuzberg district of Berlin. 

Community Isolation 

 Turks have little social interaction outside of their ethnic group because they live in 

communities isolated from “native” German society and rarely go outside of their 

neighborhoods. Many of the students at the Robert Koch High School hardly ever go outside 

of Kreuzberg to see other parts of Berlin. Many students visit their parents‟ or grandparents‟ 

villages in Turkey regularly, but have never seen other parts of Germany outside of Berlin. 

Although this experience cannot be generalized, this situation suggests that Turkish youth are 
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scarcely exposed to “native” German culture, which makes it difficult to form social 

relationships outside of their ethnic group. 

Marriage within the Ethnic Group 

Turks prefer to marry within their ethnic group and this tendency promotes their 

continued separation from “native” German society. In 1996 61 percent of Turks married 

partners living in Turkey, who then proceeded to join them in Germany. 17 percent of Turks 

married other Turks in Germany (Faist 215). Consequently in 1996 only 22 percent of Turks 

in Germany married non-Turks. Marriage practices further reduce their interaction with 

“native” German society. The tendency for Turks to socialize within their ethnic group is also 

connected to their strong sense of Turkish identity. 

VI Ethnic Self-Identification 

 Turks do not identify with “native” German society and are separated by language, 

culture and social interaction. Turks continue to feel closely connected with Turkey despite 

the fact many Turkish families have lived in Germany for several generations. The average 

immigrant family in Germany has lived there for 14 years (Woellert et al). Turks‟ close 

connection to the Turkish culture is reflected in the BiB integration survey where 34.6 

percent of Turks 18-30 years old reported that they felt “strongly Turkish”. Only 9.4 percent 

of Turks reported that they felt “strongly German” (von Below 215). This data reflects that 

many Turks do not feel a significant connection to Germany. In addition 21.6 percent of 18 – 

30 year old Turks reported that the preservation of national identity is important (von Below 

215). This was dramatically higher than the 6 percent of Italians who reported that preserving 

national identity is important. This indicates that Turks have a stronger sense of ethnic self-

identification than other immigrant groups. This sense of ethnic self-identification is linked to 

the migration history of Turks, in particular their struggle to gain German citizenship. 
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VII Migration History 

The issue of German citizenship is central to the story of Turkish separation from 

“native” German society. Before 1999 German citizenship was very difficult to attain, and 

this posed a major obstacle to the social integration of Turkish immigrants. Although recent 

reforms have made it easier for Turks born in Germany to become German citizens, a large 

number remain without German citizenship. Only 29.7 percent of Turks 18 – 30 years old 

have German passports but 56.4 percent of Turks 18 – 30 years old without German 

citizenship would accept German citizenship if they were offered it (von Below 215). 

Without German citizenship Turks cannot vote and therefore cannot have political 

representation. Furthermore legal status as foreigners prevents Turks from feeling a strong 

connection to Germany. 

The Demand for German Citizenship 

 The high demand for naturalization is illustrated through the fact that in 1995 40,000 

Turks were naturalized, which is greater than the total naturalization rate for all other ethnic 

groups that year. In addition the Turkish rate of naturalization continued to increase as the 

Turkish government encouraged Turks to naturalize through the Pink Card system. In 1999 

there were over 100,000 Turkish naturalizations (Anil 1366). These figures indicate Turks‟ 

willingness to become German citizens and suggest that Germany‟s tough citizenship laws 

are a barrier to Turks‟ social integration. 

Ius solis and ius sanguinis 

The roots of the struggle for Turks to acquire German citizenship lie in the policy of 

citizenship being granted through ius sanguinis as opposed to ius solis, which is practiced in 

the United States and Canada (Kurthen 929). Ius solis is the policy that anyone born on the 

territory of a country is automatically entitled to citizenship of that nation. In contrast ius 

sanguinis stipulates that citizenship is passed down by ancestral connection to a nation. This 
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practice resulted from the belief that the German people were and should remain culturally 

and ethnically homogenous (Kurthen, Minkenberg 181). It is important to note that this 

policy was not developed during the time of the Third Reich (1933-1945). Rather the policy 

of ius sanguinis was implemented by German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck in 1913. The 

rule was based on the romantic philosophy of building a “Kulturnation” (cultural nation), 

with a culturally homogenous population to bring this vision to life. (Kurthen, Minkenberg 

181). The result of this policy is that acquiring German citizenship is difficult not only for 

first generation immigrants in Germany, but also for subsequent generations.  

The effects of being denied citizenship 

Not having citizenship has serious repercussions for Turks by limiting them from 

representing their views in German society, particularly through elections. Furthermore, 

status as non-citizens prevents Turks from entering fields such as politics. However, even as 

non-citizens Turks are able to access the welfare benefits provided by the German state 

(Kurthen, Minkenberg 184). On a psychological level one can infer that German citizenship 

gives people of immigrant origin a sense of belonging and pride in Germany. Therefore the 

policy of ius sanguinis prevents immigrants from attaining this feeling of belonging. 

However, despite being denied German citizenship, many Turks prefer to stay in Germany 

rather than return to Turkey (Anil 1369). This indicates that some Turks, in particular older 

generations, have accepted their status as foreigners and are willing to live in Germany as 

outsiders. However, recent developments have made naturalization and birthright citizenship 

more accessible to immigrants. 

Reforms to Citizenship Law 

The recent reforms to German citizenship law have made it simpler for Turks to attain 

German citizenship and will hopefully ease their social integration. In 1991 the requirements 

for acquiring German citizenship were made more lenient by the German government. The 
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Alien Law was reformed so that 2
nd

 generation immigrants could become naturalized if they 

were between the ages of 16 and 23 and had lived for the last 8 years in Germany (Kurthen 

933). More recent reforms in 1999 changed the rules regarding naturalization. The age 

restriction for naturalization was removed so that anyone who had lived for 8 years in 

Germany could apply for citizenship. Furthermore, birthright citizenship, consistent with the 

principle of ius solis, was introduced for the first time. However, it was stipulated that foreign 

parents had to have lived lawfully in Germany for 8 years in order for their children to be 

eligible for German citizenship (Anil 1371). Although in the last decade the German 

government has made it easier for immigrants to acquire citizenship, it remains considerably 

difficult and provides the impression that the children of immigrants do not have the same 

status in society as the children of German citizens. Citizenship laws will continue to separate 

Turks from “native” German society until they are reformed so that Turks born in Germany 

are given the same rights to citizenship as “native” Germans. In addition to gaining German 

citizenship, the challenge of integrating Turks is complicated by the resistance of “native” 

German society to integration. 

VIII Resistance of the Host Society 

Many “native” Germans are hostile toward Turks because of their conviction that 

Germany is not an “immigration country” (Kurthen, Minkenberg 176). Furthermore some 

“native” Germans feel threatened by the economic and social impacts of immigration. The 

resentment among “native” Germans toward immigrants is illustrated in right wing political 

groups. This resistance sustains the continued separation of Turks from “native” German 

society. 

History of Xenophobia in Germany 

Resistance to immigration has been a part of the “native” German mindset since the 

end of World War II. Although there was a large influx of foreigners from Mediterranean 
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countries and Turkey through the guest worker program between 1950 and 1973, the German 

government labeled the workers as “temporary residents” as opposed to permanent migrants. 

In 1977 a “Joint Commission of the German Federal Government and the states” made one of 

the three principles of their immigration policy “The Federal Republic of Germany is not an 

immigration country” (Kurthen, Minkenberg 176). This principle highlights that the official 

German government policy has refused to legitimize immigration into Germany and the 

attitude of “native” Germans has followed this line of thinking. 

Right Wing Resistance 

The integration of Turks into “native” Germans society is endangered by right wing 

organizations such as the Republikaner Party and Neo-Nazi groups, which openly declare 

their hostile intent toward immigrants (Kurthen, Minkenberg 187). The hostility of these 

“native” Germans originates from fear of increasing costs from social welfare, job shortages 

and increased crime due to a larger foreigner population. These beliefs are based largely on 

generalizations as opposed to reality. In addition some “native” Germans resent that migrants 

benefit from German social security and welfare provisions, which they feel should be 

reserved for taxpaying citizens (Kurthen, Minkenberg 184). Turks are separated from 

“native” German society by the resentment of such groups.



Karcher 27 

 

Part II: Discrimination in the German Labor Market 

I Introduction  

In the context of Turks integration into “native” German society discrimination in the 

labor market is a central issue. It is undisputed that there is a large gap between the earnings 

of Turkish workers and “native” German workers. Turks earn 73 percent of average German 

pay levels (Goldberg et al 6). The debate around the issue lies in the causes of this gap, 

whether it is solely the result of the lower human capital and qualifications of Turkish 

workers, or if discrimination by German employers is contributing to the inequity. If Turkish 

workers are treated unfairly in the labor market it has long term consequences for their 

economic well being and social status. In this part of the paper I will examine two forms of 

labor market discrimination, in access to the labor market and in terms of wages. The existing 

body of research points to clear evidence of discrimination against Turks and migrant 

workers in access to the German labor market. However, previous studies have found that 

there is no conclusive evidence of wage discrimination against Turkish workers based on 

nationality. I found it surprising that there was little evidence of wage discrimination against 

Turks, given that there was significant evidence of discrimination in access to the labor 

market. Therefore I analyzed the 2007 wave of data from the German Socio-Economic Panel 

(GSOEP) to determine whether there was evidence of wage discrimination in more recent 

data. However, my results were similar to those of previous studies, finding no significant 

evidence of wage discrimination against Turks or other foreigners. 

II Defining Discrimination 

Before we enter the debate about the existence of discrimination in the German labor 

market, we should define what we mean by discrimination. In their study of labor market 

discrimination against foreign workers in Germany, Goldberg, Mourinho and Kulke draw a 

distinction between direct discrimination and indirect discrimination. Direct discrimination is 
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defined by the International Labor Organization (ILO) as a migrant worker(s) suffering a 

disadvantage in the labor market because he/she is assumed to be a non-national or of foreign 

origin. Alternatively in indirect discrimination implies that employers do not make a formal 

distinction between foreigners and “native” Germans but in practice discriminate by choosing 

selection criteria such as a certain test or degree, which places foreign applicants at a 

disadvantage (Goldberg et al 11). Both direct and indirect discrimination are unfair methods 

of hiring and should be prohibited. However, the data from studies on labor market access 

suggests that both kinds of discrimination are practiced in Germany.  

III Discrimination in Labor Market Access 

Discrimination in Hiring 

A survey of 18 Berlin manufacturing industries found that half of the companies in a 

sample of 79 expressed a preference for hiring Germans. 18 percent of the companies 

preferred hiring “native” Germans because of their supposedly better productivity, loyalty 

and motivation compared to immigrants. 24 percent of the companies expressed a preference 

for hiring Germans for socio-cultural reasons such as “group cohesion”. The remaining 8 

percent of companies had arbitrary quota for hiring foreigners (Kurthen 105). These results 

cannot be generalized to the whole of Germany because the study was only done in Berlin. 

However, the openness of discrimination in the survey results suggests that it is a common 

practice in Germany. 

Discrimination in Vocational Training  

Studies by Goldberg et al have illustrated that there is direct discrimination against 

foreign workers in Germany. A survey of 2,831 vocational training establishments in lower 

Saxony about their willingness to train foreign youth yielded 294 responses. Of the 

respondents 69 percent declared that they were not prepared to take foreign youth. They 

explained their decision in different ways, some reflecting prejudice and ignorance. 45 
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percent of employer respondents reported that there was an excess supply of German 

applicants for vacancies. This is a legitimate reason to refuse further applications from 

foreigners. However, 35 percent of the employers reported that the educational level of 

foreign youth was inadequate, 35.7 percent reported that foreign youth did not know German 

well enough, 21 percent reported their might be problems with clients and 15 percent 

reported they did not take foreigners on principle (Goldberg at al 10). It has to be taken into 

account that only 10 percent (294/2831) of the training establishments who were sent the 

survey replied, but the results suggest significant hostility toward foreign workers. This 

situation is further emphasized in Goldberg‟s study of discrimination in applying for semi-

skilled jobs. 

Discrimination in Semi-Skilled Job Applications 

 In order to determine whether there is discrimination in the German labor market for 

semi-skilled jobs Goldberg et al did a study using 2 Turkish and 2 “native” German job 

applicants and had them apply for the same semi-skilled jobs using fictional CVs. All of the 

applications were sent to private organizations. Applications were done by telephone, calling 

employers who had advertised job openings. The objective of the test was to identify if there 

was ethnic discrimination based on the comparative treatment of the applicants by the 

potential employers. Goldberg et al designed the study so that the “native” German and 

Turkish applicants were very similar in their qualifications and the only defining difference 

between them would be their nationality. In order to make this clear the “native” German 

applicant was given a very German sounding name like “Hans Schmidt”, while the Turkish 

applicant was given a very Turkish sounding name such as “Hamit Özturk”. It was made 

clear in the CVs and telephone conversations that the Turkish applicant had a work permit, 

had been schooled in Germany, and was fluent in German with no noticeable accent 
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(Goldberg et al 15). Therefore the only significant difference between the applicants was 

nationality. 

In order to measure discrimination the researchers looked not only at rejections and 

acceptances of the applicants, but also at variances in positive responses such as the German 

applicant being offered an interview and the Turkish applicant being told to apply at a later 

date. The result of the survey was a net discrimination rate of 19 percent against Turkish 

applicants. There were a total of 333 telephone surveys in the study of which 175 (52 percent 

were used). Of the 175 tests used in the study, 33 demonstrated discrimination against the 

Turkish applicant. In 22 of the cases the Turkish applicant was rejected outright, whereas the 

“native” German applicant was offered an interview or a job. In the remaining 11 cases there 

was more subtle unequal treatment such as an interview offer for the “native” German 

applicant in comparison to an invitation to call back later for the Turkish applicant. The 

minimum discrimination rate had to be 15 percent for the results of the study to be significant 

(according to Bernoulli distribution calculation ratings) so the 19 percent discrimination rate 

found in the study was statistically significant (Goldberg et al 24).  

Goldberg et al hypothesize that the rate of discrimination would have increased if the 

test applicants had gone on to attend their face to face interview invitations. In order to 

prevent physical appearance (and other factors) from influencing the study results the test 

subjects did not continue to application stages beyond the telephone interview, even if they 

were invited for a face to face interview.  However, Goldberg et al cite other studies that took 

place in the Netherlands, in which the rate of discrimination against Turkish applicants 

steadily increased as applicants progressed from the telephone interview (24 percent 

discrimination rate), to the face to face interview (32 percent discrimination rate) and 

eventually to the actual job allocation (36 percent discrimination rate) (Goldberg et al 22). 

These results suggest that the data from the telephone survey in Germany may not represent 
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the full extent of discrimination since it is only the first part of a multistep applicant selection 

process. In addition Goldberg et al also did a study of higher qualified jobs in the German 

labor market to examine if there was also evidence of ethnic discrimination in that application 

process. 

Discrimination in Higher Qualified Job Applications 

 Similar to the study of semi-skilled jobs the study of higher qualified jobs used 2 

Turkish and 2 “native” German applicants to apply to 2633 firms. This study also focused on 

direct discrimination. However, this process was more complicated than the semi-skilled job 

application process, involving written applications and educational certificates. In this case 

the subjects applied to both private and semi-public organizations (the semi-public 

institutions were usually hospitals or healthcare institutions) (Goldberg et al 30). There was a 

high non-response rate of 47 percent and 1094 applications were double refusals, which could 

not be used to measure discrimination. The result was 299 usable applications in which 81 

indicated discrimination. Interestingly, there were 26 cases of apparent discrimination against 

the “native” German applicant in comparison to 55 cases of discrimination against the 

Turkish applicant. This translates into a 9.7 percent discrimination rate against Turkish 

workers. According to the Bernoulli distribution calculation an 11 percent discrimination rate 

was required for the discrimination rate of the data to be statistically significant. (Goldberg et 

al 34). Therefore the discrimination rate for higher skilled jobs, unlike the rate for semi-

skilled job applications, was not statistically significant. However, this discrimination rate of 

9.7 percent is close to 11 percent and there are indications of discrimination in entry to the 

higher qualified job market, even if the findings are not statistically significant. Constant and 

Massey also tackle the issue of discrimination in entry to the German labor market in their 

study of labor market segmentation and the earnings of German guestworkers. 
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Initial Occupational Status  

Studies have found that foreigners experience lower returns to education and training 

in their initial occupations than “native” Germans. Constant and Massey used the data of the 

GSOEP to measure how the qualifications of foreigners determined their initial occupational 

status in comparison to “native” Germans. There is evidence of stratification in the labor 

market in terms of the kinds of employment opportunities available to former guest workers 

(and their descendants) compared to “native” Germans. The study used a system of points to 

measure how prestigious certain jobs are and the benefit workers gain in terms of their job 

prestige from the education and training they undergo. Using data from the GSOEP, Constant 

found that foreigners suffer a disadvantage in their prestige returns for education in 

comparison to “native” Germans. Whereas “native” Germans get 5.7 prestige points for 

completing technical high school (Hauptschule) foreigners only get 1.2 prestige points 

(Constant, Massey 500). Furthermore, in terms of higher secondary education (Gymnasium), 

“native” Germans get 9 prestige points for completing the Abitur exam, while guest workers 

only receive a 4.5 prestige point benefit (Constant, Massey 504). This data indicates that 

foreigners and “native” Germans are not valued equally based on their qualifications. One 

symptom of this disadvantage is the prevalence of foreigners working in the secondary sector.  

Secondary and Primary Sector Occupations 

In 1991 almost 60 percent of Turkish guestworkers in Germany were manual laborers 

(Goldberg et al 5). Although the figure has since decreased a large proportion of Turkish 

workers remain in the secondary sector. Entering the German labor market in the secondary 

sector often leads guestworkers to have long term disadvantages in their career development. 

More years of experience in the secondary sector do not have a significant impact on 

earnings. The main factor in determining wages in the secondary sector is hours of work. 

Although initial wages might be high, afterwards wages rise very slowly. In addition jobs in 
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this sector are less desirable because of instability and high turnover (Constant, Massey 493). 

Guestworkers would be better off if they found work in the primary sector, where they are 

underrepresented. In the primary sector there is more stability and workers often become 

more valuable over time through on the job training. There are larger returns to human capital 

than in the secondary sector, and returns increase at an increasing rate (Constant, Massey 

493). However, primary sector occupations necessitate skills or prior training. Because the 

qualifications of foreigners such as Turks are not valued equally to “native” Germans, they 

have difficulty in accessing primary sector jobs. Disadvantages in entering the German labor 

market also lead to guestworkers‟ long term difficulties in occupational mobility. 

Occupational Mobility 

 It is expected that the longer guestworkers stay in Germany, the more country-specific 

human capital they attain and as a result they should gain more occupational mobility. 

However, because guestworkers suffer discrimination in entering the labor market, they often 

start as unskilled laborers in the secondary sector, which has a significant limiting effect on 

their occupational mobility. Guestworkers working in the secondary sector suffer low 

occupational status and benefits from returns to job experience are often offset by the 

negative effects of aging (Constant, Massey 505). As a result guestworkers‟ occupational 

status throughout their careers is likely to remain stagnant. In contrast “native” Germans start 

working in higher prestige jobs (by 4 prestige points on average), which results in higher 

returns to human capital and a high rate of returns to experience, which prevails over the 

negative effects of aging (Constant, Massey 505). As a result guestworkers have much less 

occupational mobility than “native” Germans.  

IV Wage Discrimination 

In order to define wage discrimination I will use the example of two workers with 

equal qualifications. If the two workers are paid differently based on an arbitrary 
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characteristic, such as race or nationality, it is evidence of wage discrimination. It is evident 

that Turks experience disadvantages in the German labor market, but existing studies have 

found that there is no conclusive evidence that Turks suffer wage discrimination. However, I 

wanted to do some further investigation into the issue of wage discrimination. Given the 

evidence for discrimination against Turks in access to the labor market, it seemed 

inconsistent to me that there was no evidence of wage discrimination. Therefore I did some 

research using the 2007 wave of data of the GSOEP. My research had results similar to those 

of existing studies, finding no conclusive evidence of wage discrimination against foreigners 

in the German labor market. 

Existing Research 

Although Constant and Massey find data, which indicates there is ethnic segmentation 

in entry to the German labor market, they do not find evidence of ethnic discrimination in 

terms of wages within jobs of similar status. (Constant, Massey 508). This means that there 

may be discrimination in the hiring process, but once guestworkers are hired they are paid as 

well as “native” German workers. In fact the authors argue that if occupational status is held 

Constant immigrants‟ earnings rise at a faster rate than those of “native” Germans. A study 

by Günther Lang also argues that there is little evidence of wage discrimination against 

Turkish immigrants. 

Lang‟s study in 2000 also used the data of the GSOEP to analyze wage differentials 

between guest workers in Germany and “native” Germans. Lang calculated wage differentials 

by determining the wage potential of subjects (based on their qualifications) compared to 

their actual wages (Lang 5). The study found that the human capital gap between foreign 

nationals and “native” Germans explains more than 75 percent of the wage differential. In the 

case of Turks in Germany the correlation was even higher as 95 percent of the wage 

differential was explained by human capital differences (Lang 14). These findings suggest 
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that Turks comparatively low wages in the German labor market are to a large extent 

attributable to their qualifications as opposed to ethnic discrimination. However, I wanted to 

investigate this issue myself given the large body of evidence of discrimination in access to 

the German labor market.  

Research with the German Socio-Economic Panel 

 The GSOEP is a longitudinal panel data set, which is representative of the population 

of Germany. Since 1984 the survey has collected data from households, re-interviewing them 

each year. The sample consists of 20,000 adults. In order to investigate whether there was 

evidence of wage discrimination against ethnic Turks, I used the 2007 wave of the data. I 

reduced the size of the sample by only including respondents between the ages of 18 and 64, 

who were working either part or full time. This reduced the sample to 8,707 observations. 

These were made up of 8,176 observations from German nationals and 531 observations from 

foreigners. There were 144 Turkish nationals in the sample. 

Research Methodology 

In order to analyze the GSOEP data I used the program Stata. Using Stata I ran 

regressions comparing the effect of nationality on wages depending on the control variables I 

inputted into the regression calculation. 

 In order to identify if there was evidence of wage discrimination against Turkish 

immigrants, I had to find a variable that I could use to compare the earnings of the 

respondents. The GSOEP provided data for net monthly income and number of hours worked 

per week. I used these figures to calculate an hourly wage variable. I then found the log of 

hourly wage so that the regression calculations I made would reflect the effect variables had 

in terms of percentage change in hourly wage. In order to isolate the effect of nationality on 

wage I controlled for a number of variables that were likely to affect hourly wage. 

Specifically I controlled for year of birth, fluency in German, being born in Germany, school-
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leaving degree, vocational degree received, college education, marital status, years of 

education or training, length of time with current employer, occupational prestige, and 

amount of full time work experience. By controlling for these factors I intended to isolate the 

effect of being Turkish on wages. Below is a list of the variables I used in my regression 

analysis: 

Stata Variable Code Variable Description of Variable 

HRLYWAGE Hourly Wage  

lnhrlywage Log of hourly wage  

nationality1 German nationality 0 if non-German, 1 if 

German 

nationality2 Turkish nationality 0 if non-Turkish, 1 if 

Turkish 

foreigner1 Non-German national 0 if German, 1 if foreigner 

age Age  

age2 age*age Age is squared to take into 

account the non-linear 

relationship between age 

and wage 

female2 Female 0 if male, 1 if female 

BornInGermany1 Born in Germany 0 if born abroad, 1 if born in 

Germany 

sdegree1 Secondary school degree 0 if no degree, 1 for 

secondary school degree 

collegedegree1 College degree 0 if no degree, 1 for college 

degree 

vocationaldegree1 Vocational degree 0 if no degree, 1 for 

vocational degre 

oralfluent1 Fluent in spoken German 0 if not fluent, 1 if fluent 

writtenfluent1 Fluent in written German 0 if not fluent, 1 if fluent 

expft07 Full time working 

experience 

Years of work experience 

siops07 Occupational prestige Measured by the Treiman 

standard of initial 

occupational prestige 

xerwzeit Length of time with firm Years with current employer 

xbilzeit Amount of education or 

training in years  

 

married1 Marital status 0 if unmarried, 1 if married 
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Descriptive Statistics 

I examined some of the descriptive statistics to compare the samples of German, 

Turkish, and all foreigner respondents and to evaluate the data with the findings I had read in 

other studies. Below is a table listing some relevant descriptive statistics: 

Variable German Statistics Turkish Statistics Foreigner 

Statistics 

Hourly wage (Euro) 9.77 8.77 9.04 

Gross Income Last 

Month (Euro) 

2576.99 2078.25 2215.04 

Net Income Last Month 

(Euro) 

1675.91 1437.194 1479.04 

Age (mean) 42.41 37.97 40.47 

Gender (% male) 52.34 65.28 55.18 

Married (%) 61.03 79.86 71.56 

Fluent in German (%) 95.24 2.78 8.47 

Born in Germany (%) 100 29.86 27.31 

Secondary School 

Degree (%) 

99.2 89.58 92.28 

College Degree (%) 26.93 6.94 15.82 

Vocational Degree (%) 71.86 44.44 53.48 

Years of education or 

training (mean) 

12.86 10.26 11.11 

Years of Work 

Experience (mean) 

15.92 13.09 14.50 

Occupational Prestige 

(point system) 

44.83 35.54 37.87 

Length of time with 

firm (mean years) 

10.99 9.47 9.43 

 

The descriptive statistics for each group were for the most part in line with 

expectations. The mean gross income last month of Turks was $500 less than “native” 

Germans (80% of “native” German income) and also less than the mean of all foreigners. 

Turk‟s mean net income last month was also significantly lower than that of “native” 

Germans. The Turkish population is on average younger than the rest of the German 

population, which is reflected in this sample. There are a disproportionate number of Turkish 

men in the sample, but due to the limited number of observations it was better to keep all the 
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available data. Other studies have found that Turks are more likely to be married than 

“native” Germans and this is also reflected in the sample. The statistic for fluency in German 

is very worrying as it suggests that foreigners, especially Turks cannot speak German like 

“native” Germans. However, this figure excludes the 99 Turkish respondents (68% of the 

Turkish sample) who reported that they have good or very good German language skills. I 

discussed earlier the implication that the German language ability of Turks and other 

foreigners improves in the 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 generation. It is clear that the German language ability 

of Turks and foreigners improves from the 1
st
 generation to the generations born in Germany, 

but second generation Turkish immigrants‟ German language skills remain lesser than those 

of “native” Germans. By including the variable “born in Germany” I control for the varying 

language ability between generations of immigrants in the regression analysis.  The variable 

“born in Germany” also provides an insight into the effects of the ius solis system of 

citizenship in Germany as almost 30% of Turkish and 27% of all foreign respondents in my 

sample were born in Germany. The education statistics make the educational disparities 

apparent as 10% fewer Turks than “native” Germans have secondary school degrees. The 

educational inequality is further pronounced in terms of college degrees where only 7% of 

Turkish respondents reported having degrees compared to 27% and 16% of “native” Germans 

and foreigners respectively. Even in terms of vocational degrees Turks lag behind with only 

44% holding such degrees in comparison to 72% of “native” Germans and 53% of all 

foreigners. The statistics also indicate that Turks have on average 2 fewer years of education 

or training than “native” Germans and 2 fewer years of work experience. The data about the 

average occupational prestige indicates that Turks and foreigners tend to have jobs, which are 

significantly less prestigious than those held by “native” Germans. This represents the 

tendency of foreigners to work in the secondary sector. In addition in mean years of 

education or training, work experience and occupational prestige Turks fare worse than the 
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mean values for all foreigners. The last descriptive statistic, length of time with firm, 

indicates that on average Turks do not stay with one employer as long as Germans. However, 

this measure may be confounded by the younger average age of Turkish respondents. 

Altogether these descriptive statistics confirm the findings of other studies and 

suggest that the sample is fairly representative of the German, Turkish and total foreigner 

population in Germany. With these statistics in mind I ran a regression analysis to investigate 

if there was evidence of wage discrimination against Turks, while controlling for other 

influences on wage. 

Regression Analysis 

 In order to examine the effect of being Turkish on wages I controlled for a variety of 

other factors that would be likely to affect hourly wage, which are listed in the table on page 

35. Using Stata I ran a regression to examine the effect of being Turkish (nationality2) on log 

of hourly wage: 

 

By itself being Turkish has a negative effect (negative coefficient) although the p-value is 

0.136. Using the rule that p-values greater than 0.1 are not significant, this regression 

indicates that being Turkish does not have a significant effect on log of hourly wage. When I 

controlled for age, age squared, gender, being born in Germany, having a vocational degree, 

having a college degree, and having a secondary school degree I found that the effect of 

being Turkish became less significant: 
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The result was that being Turkish had a positive coefficient, but the p-value of 0.336 

indicated it was not statistically significant. When I controlled for more factors such as 

fluency in German and years of education or training, the regression yielded similar results: 

 

The effect of being Turkish was still insignificant and the p-value actually increased to 0.508. 

Looking at the coefficients and p-values of the control variables most of them seem to be 

intuitively correct. For example being female has a significant negative effect. However, it 

seems that the variables for secondary school degree, college degree and vocational degree 



Karcher 41 

 

have become insignificant as their p-values are greater than 0.1. This may be a result of the 

inclusion of the variable “years of education or training”.  

I was curious whether running a regression for the effect of being a foreigner would 

yield similar results to the effect of being Turkish. When the effect of being a foreigner is 

regressed by itself against log of hourly wage, being a foreigner has a negative effect: 

 

This could be read as statistically significant as the p-value is only slightly greater than .1. 

However, once we control for other variables, being a foreigner seems to have a positive 

effect on log of hourly wage: 
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Since the p-value for “foreigner1” is .001 this is a significant effect. Because this result was 

so surprising I wanted to investigate what effect being a German national had on log of 

hourly wage. I first ran a regression with only the effect of being a German national 

(nationality1) against log of hourly wage: 

 

When the effect of being German is regressed by itself against log of hourly wage, being 

German, as one would expect, has a positive effect. However, once one includes the control 

variables this changes: 

 

When we regress being of German nationality (nationality1) while controlling for age, 

gender, schooling, work experience and language skills and other variables it appears that 

being a German national has a negative effect on wage. 
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Robustness Checks 

To check the robustness of these results I removed outliers from the 1
st
 percentile and 99

th
 

percentile of hourly wage. I then repeated the regression for the effect of being Turkish 

(nationality2): 

 

I found that being Turkish still had a positive coefficient, but insignificant effect due to the 

large p-value. I also did another regression to examine the effect of being a foreigner 

(foreigner1) after removing outliers from hourly wage at the 1
st
 and 99

th
 percentile: 
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The results were similar to those before removing the outliers with being a foreigner having a 

significant positive effect on log of hourly wage. In addition I ran the regression of the effect 

of being German (nationality1) on log of hourly wage without the outliers and found similar 

results to those when the outliers were included: 

 

To do one further robustness check I removed the outliers to the 5
th

 and 95
th

 percentile from 

hourly wage to investigate whether this would affect the regression results. First I ran the 

regression to see the effect of being Turkish on log of hourly wage: 
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I found that the significance of the effect on being Turkish on log of hourly wage was further 

reduced as the p-value increased from 0.508 in the original regression to 0.911. 

I ran the regression once again for the effect of being a foreigner: 

 

I found that being a foreigner still had a significant effect with a p-value of .021 and a 

positive coefficient, although the coefficient .071 was less than in the original regression 

(0.142). Lastly I reran the regression to see the effect of being German on log of hourly wage 

after removing the outliers to the 5
th

 and 95
th

 percentile: 
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I found that being German still had a significant negative effect on log of hourly wage with a 

coefficient of -.0716 and a p-value of .021.  

Implications of the Regression Analysis 

These regressions confirm the findings of the Constant study and Lang study that 

there is no conclusive evidence of nationality based wage discrimination against Turks or 

foreigners in the German labor market. Once one controls for the many factors that influence 

wages, being Turkish does not have any significant effect on hourly wage. The p-value for 

the effect of being Turkish is always greater than .1 which means it is not statistically 

significant. However, the other regressions of the effect of being a foreigner on log of hourly 

wage suggest that once one controls for other influences on wage, being a foreigner has a 

significant positive effect on hourly wage. This appears to be a significant as the coefficient 

of 0.142 suggests there is a 14% increase in hourly wage associated with being a foreigner. 

Therefore the reverse implication is that being German has a negative effect on hourly wage. 

However, given that this is a study of the German labor market this does not seem sensible. 

Since “native” Germans are the majority in the German labor market and hold most of the 

high ranking positions in businesses, it is would not make sense that they are discriminated 

against based on their being German. However, other studies of labor market discrimination, 

such as that by Constant et al have found that, if occupational status is held constant, 

immigrants earnings rise at a faster rate than those of native Germans. (Constant, Massey 

508). Perhaps the positive log of hourly wage coefficient associated with being a foreigner in 

my regression analysis reflects the same trend, since I controlled for occupational status using 

the Treiman Standard Measure of Occupational Prestige. Nevertheless I cannot reasonably 

conclude that there is wage discrimination against “native” Germans in the German labor 

market. I conjecture that my surprising regression results are a consequence of the 
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disproportionate distribution of foreigners in the secondary sector of the German labor 

market.  

V Conclusions from Investigation of Labor Market Discrimination 

These regressions do not offer any evidence that there is wage discrimination against 

Turks or other foreigners based on their nationality. But without making an equation, which 

captures the odds of employment for Turks compared to Germans, I cannot claim that my 

research is conclusive evidence that there is no wage discrimination against Turks or 

foreigners in the German labor market. 

Part III: Solutions to the Integration Question 

I Introduction 

 The first two sections of this paper have discussed the problems of Turkish separation 

from German society, but the question that remains is what should be done? Integration is 

controversial issue and debate rages on about what policies are necessary and appropriate. It 

is important to foreground this discussion by repeating this paper‟s definition of integration 

as: the process of immigrants being accepted into equal membership in the host society. 

Therefore the policies of the German government should focus on giving Turks the same 

access to educational and employment opportunities as “native” Germans. The analysis in 

part 1 and 2 of the paper both indicate that there are developmental issues, which are leading 

to Turks separation from German society. The lack of evidence of wage discrimination 

against Turks based on their nationality indicates that Turks are not are not being paid 

unfairly based on their qualifications. Therefore the focus of German policy should be on 

improving Turks‟ job qualifications. However, this issue is complicated by the possibility of 

lateral mobility and wealth effects influencing the inequalities between Turks and Germans. 

If these effects apply to the situation of Turks, affirmative action in school enrollment and 

hiring might be necessary to accelerate the process of reducing educational and economic 
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disparities. The current comparatively low qualifications of Turks compared to “native” 

Germans are likely to contribute to statistical discrimination by employers, which contributes 

to discrimination in access to the labor market. There was significant evidence of 

discrimination in access to the labor market in the studies of Constant et al and Lang. In order 

for Turks to integrate into German society the German government has to implement policy 

to stop this type of discrimination and reduce the developmental disparities between Turks 

and “native” Germans. Three steps to do this are through an immigrant education program, a 

ministry for integration and the forming of a German anti-discrimination act.  

II Education Policy 

 The German government has to improve the performance of Turkish students in 

school so they can integrate into German society. In order to achieve this, the German 

government should create incentives for Turkish parents to send their children to German 

nursery school, so they learn the language at a young age. Incentives could be easier access to 

residence permits or citizenship. These same incentives could be used to encourage Turkish 

youth and adults without very good German language skills to attend language courses 

provided by the government. On the other hand lateral mobility theory and wealth effects 

propose that the disparities between Turks and Germans are more deeply rooted than in 

German language ability. If wealth effects and/or lateral mobility are central to Turks‟ low 

educational achievement the German government should implement a program of affirmative 

action to increase the number of Turks going to higher track high schools and university, with 

the objective that this improvement in Turkish educational achievement will be transmitted to 

subsequent generations. 
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III Institutions to Deal with Integration 

The German government has only begun to focus on integration in the last decade. 

The office of Federal Government Commissioner for Migration, Refugees and Integration has 

existed since 1978, but the position was marginalized as part of the Ministry of the Interior. 

In 2005 the institutional status of the commission was upgraded so the Commissioner Maria 

Böhmer now reports directly to the Federal Chancellery (Crowe 2006). However, the position 

remains more symbolic than policy based as the commissioner can only suggest new laws 

and ideas while the power to draft legislation and introduce it to parliament lies with German 

ministries (Illmer). Integration experts and leaders of the immigrant community have called 

for the creation of a federal ministry for integration and migration, but the ruling Christian 

Democrat (CDU) government is against it (Illmer). A Ministry for Integration would increase 

the publicity of integration issues and have the power to draft legislation to implement policy 

solutions. The institutions formed by the German government play a key role in defining the 

policy to deal with integration as well as the attitudes of “native” Germans and immigrants. 

Strong institutions are needed to counter serious problems such as discrimination against 

immigrants in the job market. 

IV Anti-Discrimination Policy 

 German anti-discrimination policy is not unified under a specific anti-discrimination 

act, and this leads to ambiguity regarding the laws and penalties for discrimination. German 

anti-discrimination policies are found in different sections of legislation, in German Basic 

Law, in the Works Constitution Act and in international treaties Germany has ratified with 

the International Labor Organization (ILO) the United Nations (UN) and the European 

Community (EC) (Kulke 57). These laws and treaties indicate that Germany prohibits 

discrimination, but it remains unclear how migrant workers who suffer discrimination can 

claim compensation and how employers who practice discrimination are punished. Therefore 
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Germany requires an anti-discrimination act, which would unify anti-discrimination law and 

clarify penalties and compensation. 

German anti-discrimination policy is part of German Basic Law (Grundgesetz – The 

German equivalent of the American Constitution). According to article 3 of German Basic 

Law all are equal before the law and prejudicial treatment based on descent, race, home and 

origin (among other characteristics) is prohibited (Kulke 63). However, Basic Law does not 

specifically mention nationality as a discriminatory characteristic and this makes it difficult 

for migrant workers who suffer discrimination to pursue legal action against discriminatory 

employers. Germany has ratified ILO convention number 97 for the protection of migrant 

workers and convention number 111 concerning discrimination with respect to employment. 

Convention 97 requires that signee nations treat migrant workers equally to their own 

nationals and convention 111 prohibits discrimination based on race and origin similar to 

article 3 of German Basic Law (Kulke 60). German anti-discrimination policy appears in 

order on the surface, but the problems appear when it comes to implementation. Migrant 

workers who suffer discrimination have difficulty bringing claims against employers and 

colleagues because the burden of proof rests entirely with the victim. This prevents migrant 

workers from filing their complaints, because evidence for discrimination is often based on 

intent, which is difficult to prove. Furthermore, the legal consequences of unlawful 

discrimination remain ambiguous in German law (Kulke 84). These problems all point 

toward the need for a German anti-discrimination act, which would unify all of German anti-

discrimination legislation in one place. 

A German anti-discrimination act would define discrimination precisely and prohibit 

both direct and indirect discrimination. In addition the act would clarify legal consequences 

for those guilty of practicing discrimination and the compensation procedure for victims of 

discrimination. This act would balance the burden of proof between the worker who suffers 
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discrimination and the person accused of unlawful discrimination so that an employer 

accused of discrimination would have to prove that their hiring/firing decisions were made 

based on non-discriminatory grounds. As part of this the German anti-discrimination act 

should include legislation making statistical discrimination illegal and requiring employers to 

make decisions based on an individual‟s qualifications. Such an act would follow in the 

footsteps of the UK and the Netherlands who instituted anti-discrimination acts in 1965 and 

1994 respectively (Kulke 81). 

V Additional Policy Recommendations   

 The German secondary school system and German language courses for immigrant 

adults should include a segment about the rights of women in Germany and 

emphasize the illegality of domestic violence and honor killing.  

 The government should change the citizenship laws in order to give children of 

immigrants born in Germany equal access to citizenship as “native” Germans. The 

continued inequity between those of German ancestry and immigrants born in 

Germany creates the impression that the children of immigrants are not equal to 

“native” Germans. 

 A ministry for integration and migration should be created, which has the power to 

draft laws and introduce them to the German parliament. As a country with a large 

immigrant population and influx of migration, the German government has the 

responsibility of giving immigrants a voice and advocate in the government. 
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Conclusions 

 Turks are separated from “native” German society and this may have far reaching 

consequences for the structure of German society and the German economy. We have 

discussed how language is a serious obstacle to Turks social integration by limiting Turks‟ 

social contact as well as academic achievement and opportunities in the job market. In 

addition cultural conflict between Turks and “native” Germans highlights the development of 

Turkish communities as parallel societies, which reject “native” Germans cultural values. 

Despite the fact that Turkish roots in Germany go back more than 50 years, many Turks 

continue to live in extremely isolated communities and have little interaction with “native” 

Germans. Their separation from “native” German society is reflected by the tendency of 

many Turkish youth born in Germany to identify with Turkey more than Germany. Although 

Turks are in part responsible for their separation from German society, the policies and mind-

set of “native” Germans toward immigrants have also played a key role in isolating Turks. 

 The policies of the German government and the attitude of “native” Germans have 

prevented Turks who are willing to integrate from assimilating into German society. German 

citizenship law based on the principle of ius sanguinis prevented Turks from gaining German 

citizenship, even if they were born in Germany. Reforms in the last decades have 

implemented policies of ius solis instead of ius sanguinis and eased the process of 

naturalization, but it remains difficult for Turks born in Germany to acquire German 

citizenship. Despite the magnitude of the integration problem in Germany, the current 

government refuses to create a ministry for integration with the power to shape policy to deal 

with the issue. In addition the prevalence of discrimination toward immigrants indicates that 

“native” Germans continue to deny that Germany is an “immigration country”.  
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 A review of the literature in the field of discrimination in the German labor market 

reveals that there is significant evidence of discrimination against migrant workers in access 

to the labor market, although there is no conclusive evidence regarding wage discrimination 

against Turkish guestworkers. The study of Constant and Massey on labor market 

segmentation found that that Turks suffer disadvantages to “native” Germans in the hiring 

process. When Turkish and German candidates with equivalent qualifications applied for the 

same jobs, they found that “native” Germans were more likely to get interviews and job 

offers than Turkish applicants (Constant, Massey). My research using the 2007 wave of the 

GSOEP investigated discrimination in a different part of the labor market, namely wages. My 

findings regarding wage discrimination were similar to those in the study by Constant and 

Massey, and another study by Lang. Both studies found that once occupational status and 

other confounding variables are controlled there is little evidence of direct discrimination 

against Turks in terms of wages. My regression analysis of the GSOEP data also found no 

significant evidence of wage discrimination against Turks or foreigners‟ based on nationality. 

From the results of my research I cannot conclusively claim that Turks are treated equally to 

Germans after they are hired. But the data from Lang and Constant‟s studies indicate that 

Turkish workers‟ lower qualifications play a big role in their lower mean wage compared to 

“native” Germans. Therefore policy needs to be designed to improve Turks performance in 

school to reach jobs of higher status and reduce educational and economic inequalities. 

Perhaps affirmative action is necessary to end disparities between Turks and “native” 

Germans due to the possibility of lateral mobility and wealth effects. Anti-discrimination 

policy also needs to be reformed to prevent unequal access to the German labor market. A 

German anti-discrimination act would aid this process by unifying anti-discrimination 

policies and clarifying the laws regarding compensation and penalties for discrimination. 
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Turks, the German government and “native” Germans will have to work together to 

end Turks separation from “native” German society. With the population of Turkish origin 

continuing to grow faster than the “native” German population (Woellert) the development of 

parallel societies is becoming more likely. The policy of the German government is the first 

step to integration, but the cooperation of the host and immigrant populations is needed to 

complete the process. 
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