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1 Introduction

The FOCUS project (Forced displacement and refugeehost community solidarity) has undertaken a range of
research and piloting activities which aim to improve
the understanding of dynamic integration and assist the
implementation of effective practices. Research, which
is one of the three pillars of the FOCUS project alongside
practice and policy, was conducted in four countries:
Jordan, Croatia, Germany and Sweden.
The European Union’s definition of integration as a “dynamic, two-way process
of mutual accommodation by all immigrants and residents of Member States”
builds the basis of the research conceptual understanding of the term. 1 FOCUS
has used interdisciplinary, multi-dimensional and multi-analytical approaches
– constituting, to the best of our knowledge, the first attempt to operationalise
and empirically analyse in the selected countries the concept of dynamic
integration as outlined by Ager and Strang (2004, 2008 and 2010; Ndofor-Tah et
al., 2019).

1

https://ec.europa.eu/migrant-integration/

library-document/common-basic-principlesimmigrant-integration-policy-eu_en

Various methods were deployed to purse this objective, specifically:
•

quantitative analysis based on the project’s surveys developed following extensive
reviews of the pre-existing research base,

•

secondary data gathering and analysis,

•

qualitative research in the form of focus group discussions (FGDs), and

•

policy analysis.

This report represents the final step of the research stream. It integrates and
triangulates the findings from the various research methods and sources and
translates them into one coherent picture. This exercise involves a careful
interpretation of the consistencies and contradictions manifested in the various
streams by reflecting on methodological limitations and taking a stronger
consideration of context.
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1 Introduction

Connecting the dots between the various methods across the four countries is
a challenging task due to the variation in the availability of micro and macro
data, the differences in sampling strategies of respondents from the arriving
communities and the different periods of data collection as a result of the
outbreak of COVID-19. Nevertheless, this endeavour is important as it facilitates
a more rigorous and contextualised conception of integration processes.
In chapter 2, the theoretical background is addressed, in particular the
Indicators of Integration framework developed by Alastair Ager and Alison
Strang. This framework provides the structure for this report and the evaluation
of data and results. Chapter 3 illustrates the methodological approach
adopted for this report and outlines the methods and data resources that have
been employed throughout the FOCUS research. The chapter ends with as
discussion on the limitations of the methodological approach. This leads to the
empirical section in two chapters: while chapter 4 presents the results along
the indicators of integration framework, chapter 5 explores the framework’s
potential and limitations in studying the integration process and discusses
pathways to refine the framework. Finally, a conclusion summarises the
arguments and empirical findings of the report.

Definitions from the FOCUS research stream
The term receiving community relates to persons aged between 18-65 years, who at the
time of data collection have resided longer than seven years at the respective study site
and have obtained citizenship or a permanent residence permit.
Arriving community applies to persons of the same age range with refugee or asylum
status, who migrated from Syria to Croatia, Germany or Sweden after 2015 – or 2011 in
the case of Jordan – and who do not live in a camp or shared accommodation for refugees.
The term ‘refugee’ in this report is used to refer to other individuals or populations of
forced migrants including asylum seekers, persons with or without official refugee status
or subsidiary protection status.
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2 Theoretical background: the indicators of integration framework

The framework guiding FOCUS research displays a “mid-level-theory” attempting to
“bridge between [...] theorisation and local programmatic practice” (Strang and Ager,
2010). Furthermore, the framework stands in the tradition of perceiving integration as
a dynamic and two-way process, assigning responsibilities to the arriving and receiving
communities. The four underlying principles are summarised in Table 1:

Table 1. Underpinning principles of the Indicators of Integration Framework as presented in Home Office, 2019
Integration is
… multi-dimensional

Holistic understanding and measurements of integration need to
address multiple domains.

… multi-directional

Receiving communities being heterogeneous make sole ‘insertion’ of
arriving communities impossible but encourages ‘mixing’ between
diverse people, requiring adaptation and change from everybody.

… a shared responsibility

Just as members of the arriving community, members and institutions
of the receiving community play a significant role and bear
responsibility when it comes to integration.

… context specific

Integration can be grasped and measured only amid “particular
populations in a particular context and within a particular timeframe”.

Besides these main four principles organising the overall integration process, Strang and
colleagues identify four dimensions organising 14 key domains, which they find central
to assessing the status and progress of integration:
I. Foundation contains the core domain of ‘Rights and responsibilities’, which refers to
expectations, obligations and entitlements from the perspective of both receiving and the
arriving community as well as national residence and citizenship rights.
II. Facilitators include the five core domains or competencies and factors of ‘Language and
communication’, ‘Culture’, ‘Digital skills’, ‘Safety’ and ‘Stability’ that enable the integration
process.
III. Social connections entail the three different domains or forms of relationship and
social connection that are central to integration:
a. ‘Social bonds’ acknowledge the benefits of building relationships with others that
share a sense of identity.
b. ‘Social bridges’ connect people of different backgrounds.
c.‘Social links’ explore access and interaction with institutions, local and government
services.
IV. Means and markers summarise the domains of ‘Work’, ‘Housing’, ‘Education’, ‘Health
and social services’ and ‘Leisure’ in their functions to both constitute a measure as well as
enable integration.

Dynamic integration?
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2 Theoretical background: the indicators of integration framework

These dimensions are conceptualised to be interlinked and none of them is considered
to be more important than the other. The complex interplay and dependency of these
dimensions and domains are what constitute a dynamic two-way process of mutual
adaptation.
The methodology of FOCUS research was developed on the basis of the Indicators of
Integration Framework suggested by Ager and Strang 2004, 2008 and 2010. Shortly after
the finalisation of the FOCUS methodology in June 2019, the UK Home Office published
a revised version of the Indicators of Integration framework (Ndofor-Tah et al.) which
builds on the original framework. The dimensions remained the same, but additional
domains were (1) added (‘Leisure’, in domain ‘Means and Markers’), ‘Digital Skills’, in
domain ‘Facilitators’), (2) split up (‘Language’, ‘Culture’, ‘Safety’, ‘Stability’), (3) expanded
(‘Health’ into ‘Health and Social Care’) (4) or renamed (‘Rights & Citizenship’ into ‘Rights
& Responsibilities’).
Given that integration is a complex process whose dimensions are not stand-alone,
the purpose of the research was to gain detailed insight into the various dimensions
and indicators of integration and their relations. For instance, the socioeconomic and
sociopsychological dimensions encapsulate and broaden ‘Markers & Means’ and ‘Social
connections’, respectively, and closely relate to the indicators from the dimensions of
‘Facilitators’ and ‘Foundation’.

Dynamic integration?
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2 Theoretical background: the indicators of integration framework

Figure 1. Indicators of Integration framework (Ndofor-Tah et al., 2019 ‘Home Office indicators of integration framework 2019’).
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Data integration and triangulation constitutes the final step of a mixed-method research
design, in which findings from different data sources and methods on the same research
subject are firstly structured and then compared to one another. The purpose is to seek
to reflect and reduce the bias and limitations emerging out of each research method,
which in turn can improve the validity of the overall research and offer more balanced
interpretation of the findings.

Triangulation within this report aims to explore how the findings from different
research strands relate to one another. The main questions guiding the analysis
are:
•

What overlaps or contradictions emerge when comparing different results?

•

How can congruencies and conflicting findings be interpreted against the
background of the different policy frameworks?

•

Which methodological limitations have to be considered?

Data sources
FOCUS research examined integration following the concept of ‘dynamic integration’ based on the Indicators
of Integration framework originally proposed by Ager and Strang (2004, 2008) through four different research
methods:
•

Comparative analysis of the different policy frameworks in the various countries based on nine different
indicators (see Appendix A for a list of the indicators). This analysis served to contextualise further research
streams, by setting the ground for the legal framework related to integration in each country.

•

Quantitative analyses based on surveys with receiving and arriving community members in three to four
different cities in Sweden, Germany, Croatia and Jordan. The survey consisted of about 100 questions
covering the socioeconomic situation as well as different measures of attitudes and intergroup relations
(see Appendix B). This strand of research strived to measure and assess the state of dynamic integration in
the four countries.

•

A qualitative study of five to six focus group discussions in the same sites of the survey. Separate groups
of receiving and arriving communities invited to debate how they feel integration has evolved, what ideal
integration would look like, which barriers remain and how they envisage the future relations between
the two communities. The groups lasted between 60 to 120 minutes and included 4-8 discussants. (see
Appendix C). The qualitative research was designed to gain a deeper understanding of certain phenomena
and uncover narratives surrounding integration. Such information is important for contextualisation of
quantitative findings.

•

A secondary analysis of national data sets in Sweden and Germany. Due to the non-availability of such
data in Croatia and Jordan, no such analysis could be conducted in those countries. Utilising national and
representative data sets is important for contrasting survey results on economic indicators.

Dynamic integration?
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3 Methods

Table 2 summarises the different data sources, availability for the respective study site and the sample sizes. All
research streams were conducted both on country- and cross-country level and published on the FOCUS project
website. This report relates the outcomes and findings of the different approaches and develops a cohesive
narrative. For these purposes, the following FOCUS reports were consulted throughout this process:
•

Deliverable 4.1: Survey of Arriving and Receiving Communities (including four country reports)

•

Deliverable 4.2: Qualitative field Study (including four country reports)

•

Deliverable 4.3: Cross-site analysis (including survey and qualitative cross-site analysis)

•

Deliverable 2.1: Mapping host-community/refugee relations (Chapter 5: Comparative analysis of
integration policies)

Table 2: Data sources, respective availability and sample sizes per country
2

Availability
Data Source

Croatia

Germany

Sweden

Jordan

Quantitative Survey
Sample sizes

available
NRC = 600
NAC = 178

available
NRC = 524
NAC = 602

available
NRC = 1277
NAC = 481

available
NRC = 624
NAC = 624

available
NRC = 21
NAC = 11

available
NRC = 12
NAC = 19

available
NRC = 12
NAC = 12

on private households in Germany;
specifically we used SOEP version 35,
2019 (DOI: 10.5684/soep-core.v35).
3

Register data provided by Statistics

Sweden. STATIV database is a

Total: NRC = 3.025; NAC = 1885
Qualitative FGD
Sample sizes

Socioeconomic panel providing

representative longitudinal data

longitudinal database for integration

available
NRC= 26
NAC = 22

studies, which covers all individuals
residing in Sweden.

Total: NRC = 71; NAC = 64
Secondary Data Analysisn.a.
Type, name
Policy Analysis

available

SOEP, 2019 2

available
STATIV 3

available

available

available

n.a.
available

For the purpose of data triangulation, the Indicators of Integration framework
(Ndofor-Tah et al., 2019) was chosen to structure the analysis and results (see Figure
1). As mentioned above, the ‘indicators toolkit’ published in the latest version of the

Process of data integration
and triangulation

framework was not available when the FOCUS research methodology was developed.
A minor deviation between both approaches can thus be observed. Specifically, data
integration and triangulation were based on the level of ‘domains’ and only in the case of
available data from FOCUS. The domains ‘Digital skills’ and ‘Leisure’ are, as a result, not
addressed in this analysis.
Findings on the cross-site level (D4.3) provided the starting point for the process of data
integration and triangulation. In case of contradictions, unexpected results and the
need for further exploration, the country-level reports on both qualitative research and
quantitative survey analysis were consulted (D4.1 and D4.2). Moreover, methodological
limitations had to be considered as a further source of explanation. In case certain

Dynamic integration?
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3 Methods

factors or phenomena were found not to be investigated in preceding analysis, the
data sets were revisited, and additional analysis was run to substantiate preliminary
interpretations or suggest conceptual reconsiderations. These findings are presented in
‘methodological note’ boxes.
•

This report constitutes a cohesive narrative including conflicts, ambivalences
and open questions that derive from the different research activities. It is mainly
based on a verbal interpretation of different findings and does not report statistical
values. For better comparability of mean scores, the average values of a sample
on a specific scale, the verbal interpretations were aligned as presented in Table 3.
Regarding regression analysis, a statistical procedure to estimate the influence of
predefined factors or predictors on an outcome, alignment of the interpretation of
the resulting coefficients is more elusive.

•

As this report only refers to the major and most relevant findings or results that
needed further exploration, interested readers are encouraged to review the
relevant reports available on the website of the FOCUS project. In light of this, and
to support a better comprehensibility of resources, each ‘domain’ in this report
will refer to the relevant scales, codes and steps of analysis that served for data
integration and triangulation.4

Selection bias and social desirability are two major methodological limitations, that
influence both survey and focus group studies on various levels. 5, 6, 7, 8, 9

General limitations

To achieve a representative sample, the Random Walk Technique was applied when
approaching receiving community members in Croatia, Germany and Jordan. In
Sweden, the survey was sent as an online version to a random sample of 6000 persons
that fulfil the criteria as self-reported in the national register. 10 However, response rate
and other measures can significantly impact on data representativeness. The response
rate in the four countries ranged between 20% and 49%, which is considered relatively
good for research on migration. Nevertheless, these rates do indicate that there is a
selection bias, which is reflected in the overrepresentation of respondents with a higher
education level in Croatia, Germany and Sweden. In the German sample, we observed
an overrepresentation of respondents identifying themselves as politically left oriented
and with a higher level of educational attainment. Accordingly, while the surveys draw

4

on diverse and broad samples, these limitations are an issue to be considered when

reported on gender differences within the survey

interpreting the data.

samples. An extensive cross-site gender analysis of

As for the arriving community, the size, concentration and accessibility of communities

no systematic gender analysis was conducted.

meant that a fully randomised sampling strategy could not be applied in Germany,

5

Collier and Mahoney, 1996

Croatia and Jordan. As an alternative, a snow-ball technique was utilised, which

6

Berk, 1983

depended on the networks of the research partner in the respective country. In Sweden,

7

Greenacre, 2016

the sampling for the arriving community was similar to that for the receiving community.

8

Krumpal, 2016

When compared to national register in Sweden and SOEP data, the mentioned bias

9

Hollander, 2004

towards a higher educated sample became evident.

10

Please note that within this report we have not

the survey data is presented in the D4.3. In the FGDs,

Sweden has a national register which enables

research bodies such as our Swedish consortium
partner to directly approach only persons who meet
criteria such as those used for this research.

Dynamic integration?
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In the qualitative research, participants of both communities were selected to compose
heterogenous groups with regards to age, gender, education and employment status.
The aim for this was to capture as many relevant phenomena as possible independent
of their numerical representation within the respective community. Nevertheless, we
assume that especially for the receiving community, persons who might accept an
invitation to discuss migration in a group context are more likely to have pro-migrant
sentiments.
Participants of both the surveys and the focus group discussions are very likely to be
influenced in their responses by social desirability which exerts pressure on participants
to utter views that are in line with what is perceived as socially acceptable. This creates a
certain extent of reluctance among participants to fully reveal their opinion, especially in
relation to socially normed attitudes and behaviours such as racism and discrimination
or intergroup threat perception (Schweitzer et al., 2005; Anderson, 2017). Despite the
attempts to implement measures that mitigate the influence of social desirability, in
particular encouraging an interested, non-judgemental stance of the moderator in the
focus groups, certain findings have to interpreted in light of social desirability.
Other methodological limitations relevant for this report will be reflected in the results
section as they are part of the triangulation exercise.

Dynamic integration?
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4. Results: Analysis along the
‘Indicators of Integration framework

4.1  Markers & Means
4.2  Social Connection
4.3 Facilitators
4.4 Foundation

In the following section, the results
of the triangulation will be presented
and structured along the framework of
integration proposed by Alastair Ager and
Alison Strang (2004a, 2008, 2010) and by
Ndofor-Tah and colleagues in 2019. We also
discuss the limitations of the framework and
suggest pathways to refine it to reflect the
findings of this report.

Dynamic integration?
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4 Results: Analysis along the ‘Indicators of Integration framework

4.1. Markers & Means

Employment

Health & Social Care

Education

Leisure

Housing

Under the dimension of ‘Markers and Means’, the conceptual
framework (Ndofor-Tah et al., 2019) includes five key areas of
participation in public life: Employment, Education, Housing,
Health & Social care and Leisure.
Given that progress in those key areas is widely assumed to be indicative of integration,
Ager and Strang went beyond the marker function by including their role as means to
accelerate the process of integration. FOCUS did not assess any data related to social
care or leisure as those domains were added to the framework after the development of
our research methodology.

Dynamic integration?
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4 Results: Analysis along the ‘Indicators of Integration framework

4.1.1. Employment
Employment is regarded as one of the main indicators of
migrants’ labour market integration and inclusion in new
society. It also constitutes one of the important domains of
`Markers and Means´.
The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Employment’:
Quantitative survey:

-Receiving community & arriving community respondents’ current
labour status, current occupation, net earnings, educational level
(see appx. Table 5)
-Receiving community’s opinion on the arriving community’s current
labour status (on average) (see appx. Table 6)

Qualitative FGD
(categories or codes):

-‘Employment’, ‘Barriers to integration’, ‘Certificate recognition’

Secondary analysis:

-Arriving community’s, other migrant groups and receiving
community’s employment rate and earnings

Policy analysis:

-Indicator 3: Labour market integration

The surveys clearly show that arriving community members in Jordan have the lowest
level of employment in comparison to the three European countries. This can be
explained with the policy level and the macroeconomic situation of Jordan. While
arriving community members in Croatia, Germany and Sweden have employment rights
on par with nationals, including access to publicly funded employment counselling and
job seeking advice 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 arriving community members in Jordan face various
legal restrictions. The right to work was first granted to them in 2016 after the agreement

Restrictive work permit
policies in Jordan have
systematically excluded
those with qualifications
in sectors other than the
service industry.

concluded in the Jordan Compact. 19 This right is subject to various restrictions as
arriving community members are obliged to seek work permits restricted to certain
sectors such as agriculture, construction and services.
Labour market policies targeting arriving community members in Jordan take place in a

11

AIDA, 2017a & 2017b

12

Arbetsförmedlingen, 2019

13

German Federal Republic, 2011

14

Bundesregierung, 2017

The large deviation in terms of employment should also be understood in light

15

Germany: Residence Act, 2008: §25.2

of the fragile macroeconomic situation of the country, marked by a high level of

16

Migrationsverket, 2019

unemployment. This can be observed in the relatively small gap between the receiving

17

Republic of Croatia, 2018

community and arriving community employment levels, which is seen as the smallest

18

Republic of Croatia, n.d

among the four study sites, indicating a low employment rate among the receiving

19

Government of Jordan, 2016

community in the Jordanian sample. Remarkably, the country has hosted the largest

20

DOS, 2020

21

UNHCR, 2021

different context than that of the integration framework than that of European countries,
a framework designed “to boost economic empowerment of refugees to facilitate
relocation to third countries, a more durable stay in Jordan or repatriation” (WP2).

20

number of Syrian refugees among the four countries – estimated at around 1.3 million.
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4 Results: Analysis along the ‘Indicators of Integration framework

The results of the focus groups in Jordan underline the findings of the quantitative
research. The restrictive legal framework and the resulting high unemployment were
identified as major barriers for integration in Jordan, resulting often in exploitative
working environment without contracts that would protect the rights of arriving
community workers.
The survey analysis yielded some counter-intuitive results on the employment
situation of arriving community members in the three European countries that must be
interpreted with caution and in light of the sampling strategies and the country-specific
context.
The regression analysis of the survey data has shown that arriving community

The sampling strategy, the
transit nature of Croatia and
the structure of its labour
market are factors that
might help to interpret the
relatively high employment
rate of arriving community
members in Croatia.

members in Croatia were more likely to be employed than those who live in Germany.
Furthermore, the survey descriptive statistics allude to higher employment rates of
arriving community members in Croatia than even in Sweden and a relatively small
employment gap between the receiving community and arriving community. It was
not possible to cross-check this result with secondary data, as micro- or macro-data on
employment of arriving community members was not available in Croatia.
It is true that Croatia has relatively inclusive labour market integration policies, but
as the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) indicates, the Croatian approach
to integration is considered as ‘equality on paper’ only. 22 Access to and exercise of

22

UNHCR, 2021

23

In 2020, 1932 asylum applications were

rights in practical life are shown to be difficult and subject to various restrictions.
This was also evident in the focus group discussions, in which the legal framework
inherent in governmental policies regulating employment proved to be less of an
issue in Croatia when discussing the difficulties in finding jobs that corresponded with
arriving community’s qualifications. The arriving community focus group participants
alluded to both individual (e.g., language proficiency) and structural (e.g., the fragile
macroeconomic situation) determinants, which makes it difficult for them to access the
labour market.
To understand this survey result, it is helpful to consider several aspects: the sampling
strategy, the transit nature of Croatia as well as the structure of the labour market.
As extensively documented in the FOCUS country reports (D4.1), arriving community
members in Croatia were mainly recruited through NGOs, which play a role in supporting
the integration process by providing targeted help to find employment or coordinating
with relevant institutions. The partial recruitment of survey participants through NGOs
implies proximity of the survey participants to these institutions, which might situate
them in a more favourable position than other arriving community members due to the
received services.
The transit nature of Croatia is a further important aspect. In 2021, there were only 800
Iraqi and Syrian refugees in total, with many refugees and asylum seekers having left
Croatia to other Western European countries.23 It is hence expected that many of those
who remained are the ones who managed to somehow settle down and find a job. The
small number of refugees in comparison to other countries also means better chances

Dynamic integration?
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4 Results: Analysis along the ‘Indicators of Integration framework

for the labour market to absorb the residing refugees. In addition to this, we assume
that the entry barriers are lower in Croatia in comparison to Germany and Sweden as the
market is less regulated.
According to the survey results, arriving community members are doing better in
Sweden than in Germany in terms of employment incidences. This is in line with
the results of the secondary data report with representative micro-data for arriving
community members in both countries, which shows slightly higher employment levels
among arriving community members in Sweden in comparison to Germany, with the
gap between the receiving community and arriving community being almost identical in

Arriving community
members in Sweden have
a higher employment rate
than arriving community
members in Germany.

both countries.
By way of explanation, Sweden is known for its tailored and targeted support during the
introduction programme which is different from the rather mainstreamed programmes
in Germany. This point was also brought up in arriving community focus groups in
Germany. More specifically, integration courses were described as inefficient and not
tailored to the needs of highly qualified professionals.
The secondary report also shows that tertiary education matters in Sweden and
increases the chances of employment of arriving community members in Sweden. 24

24

This is not the case in Germany, a result found both in secondary data report and

education was positive, but not significant. This

survey analysis, which points to increased difficulties encountering arriving community
members with university certificates when searching for a job. This issue has been

In the survey analysis, the coefficient for tertiary

can be a result of suppression effect. In terms of
economic indicators for Germany and Sweden,
more emphasis will be laid on the results of

reflected in the focus group discussions, in which the recognition of certificates was

the secondary data reports as it entails either

named as a major legal and institutional barrier to employment, especially for highly

the whole arriving community population in

qualified persons in fields such as medicine or teaching. The focus groups show that
rejection of certificates interacts negatively with other individual characteristics such

Sweden or a representative sample in Germany,
yielding results that can be inferred to the arriving
community population in both countries.

as German language proficiency, leading to situations in which members of the arriving
community were involuntarily unemployed or obliged to take on jobs far below their
qualification level.
Insights from research on devaluation of human capital after migration (Friedberg, 2000)
are essential for understanding this issue, which stipulates that education attained prior
to migration in the case of refugees receives lower return in the host labour market in
comparison to education obtained in the post-migration context. These discrepancies
are mainly attributed to the large differences in the educational systems between
country of origin and host country, which often lead to low recognition rates of foreign
degrees and qualifications, especially in certain disciplines.
As for the barriers to labour marker integration in Sweden, participants in the focus
group discussions identified the lack of personal contacts and social networks as well
as insufficient language knowledge as the main underlying reasons for not finding a job.
This can help explain the higher employment chances of refugees from Afghanistan and
Iraq in comparison to those from Syria, as suggested by the secondary report: Iraq and
Afghanistan have a longer history of migration to Sweden, it is possible therefore that
they have larger co-ethnic networks (i.e. stronger social bonds) which might facilitate
their search for employment.
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4 Results: Analysis along the ‘Indicators of Integration framework

Examining employment rate does not reflect the full picture of the employment situation
and neither does it address the quality of employment. We therefore examined other
indicators including over-qualification, income and level of occupation. The research has
revealed that in all three European countries, arriving community member encountered
the problem of being obliged to take jobs below their educational level. This problem
was related to many issues such as certificate recognition process, labour market
demand and supply, racism, social networks, etc.
In terms of occupational level, we found that the vast majority of arriving community
respondents had middle-skilled jobs, which corresponds to the occupational level of

The indicators on the overqualification and income
of the arriving community
show that there are
structural barriers to
labour market integration.

receiving community members in Croatia and Jordan. However, in the case of Germany
and Sweden, there was a larger gap as the majority of receiving community respondents
were working in high-skilled occupations.
The analysis of income also revealed that there was a large gap in income between
receiving community and arriving community members. Considering that income is
very sensitive to the type of employment, a more accurate analysis requires conducting
a regression analysis that controls for this and other socio-demographic variables. The
secondary data analysis has revealed that even when having similar education level and
holding a similar type of employment, receiving community members tended to earn
significantly more than arriving community members in both countries.
When asked about the average occupation status of arriving community members, the
majority of receiving community respondents in Germany and almost half of those
in Sweden estimated arriving community members to have marginal or irregular
employment. The share of receiving community respondents with the same expectation
was smaller in Croatia and Jordan, amounting to third of the respondents.
The expectation that arriving community members might have irregular employment on

Receiving community
members tend to
overestimate the number
of arriving community
members in situations
of marginal or irregular
employment.

average can be explained in two different ways: either a difficult labour market situation
and strong barriers hinder arriving community members from accessing permanent jobs,
or receiving community members underestimate the abilities of the arriving community
to find higher quality jobs.

Methodological note: Operationalising dynamic integration
One of the main objectives of this study was to operationalise integration as a
dynamic two-way process that involves both receiving community and arriving
community members. One could argue that our research deviated from this this aim,
for example by setting the receiving community as reference point to evaluate the
arriving community’s employment rate. Does the arriving community have to match
the receiving community’s employment level as a positive indicator of integration? As
an alternative, and rather than taking the receiving community’s employment level
as key reference point, measuring employment expectations and aspirations may
provide a more complete picture.

Dynamic integration?
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4.1.2. Education
In the Indicators of Integration framework, education as a ‘marker’
measures the level of integration of arriving communities,
e.g. their share among university students etc. Pre-migratory
education as well as post-migratory educational environments
also function as a ‘mean’ positively influencing other domains of
integration, e.g. ‘Employment’ or ‘Social bridges’.

The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Education’:
Quantitative survey

- Arriving community’s level of education (see appx. Table 5)
- Receiving community’s opinion on the arriving community’s level of
education (on average) (see appx. Table 6)

Qualitative FGD
(categories or codes):

Education’, ‘Barriers to integration’, ‘Facilitators of integration’,
‘Certificate recognition’

Secondary analysis:

- Arriving community’s, other migrant groups and receiving
community’s level of education
- Role as predictor for socioeconomic parameters (likelihood of
employment, job-to-education match).

Policy analysis:

- Indicator 4: Language and Social Orientation Course & Indicator 6:
Education and Vocational Training

In the survey, the percentage of arriving community members with tertiary education
was highest in Sweden followed by Germany and Croatia, whereas the highest share
of arriving community members with primary education was found in Jordan. When
compared to available national datasets, German and Swedish survey samples
were found to have a selection bias towards higher educated receiving and arriving
community members. Yet, the overall educational distribution pattern among the
countries matches the findings of secondary data analyses and other literature on the

The level of pre-migration
education (along with other
indicators) impacts the
arriving community’s ability
to migrate to the European
Union.

pattern of selection of protection seekers with respect to pre-migration education.
The secondary analysis confirmed that the arriving community’s educational level is
higher in Sweden than in Germany. Swedish data suggests that selectivity in terms of
education has increased since 2010-11. Furthermore, the secondary analysis pointed to

25

Guichard, 2020

a higher level of education of the arriving community compared to other refugee groups.

26

Spörlein, Kristen, Schmidt and Welker, 2020

Thus, our survey corroborates prior findings on how only certain individuals can afford

27

Buber-Ennser et al., 2015

the relatively high immigration costs required to migrate to Europe. 25, 26, 27
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Cross-site and country-level survey analysis as well as secondary analysis yielded
different results on the role of education as predictor for employment and other
socioeconomic parameters. This might suggest that there is no cross-cutting pattern
and that its effects are mediated by the country-specific context and the structure of the
labour market.

How pre-migratory education
impacts the arriving
community’s employment
chances depends on countryspecific factors.

The findings of the secondary data clearly suggest that the higher level of education
of the arriving community in comparison to other groups of refugees was not reflected

28

Friedberg, 2000

in their employment rates. This is in line with our qualitative data which points to

29

Bygnes, 2019

the existence of institutional barriers of credential recognition and other forms of

30

van Heelsum, 2017

institutional barriers that hinder highly educated arriving community from entering the

31

Mozetič, 2020

job market. As explained above, recent research highlighted that the education attained
prior to migration in the case of refugees receives lower return in the host labour market
in comparison to education obtained in the post-migration context 28. Other research
suggests that highly educated arriving community may invest more time resources in
further education before entering the job market to resume their pre-migration social
status. 29, 30, 31
Arriving community members in Croatia, Germany and Sweden can attend primary,
secondary and tertiary education on par with nationals. 32, 33, 34, 35, 36 In all European sites,
the arriving community can benefit from financial 37, 38, 39, 40 and introductory programmes
to access tertiary and vocational training. 41, 42, 43, 4, 45 In Croatia, these programmes are little
coordinated and often operated by NGOs and/or involving many different governmental

Arriving community members
argue in favour of tailored
integration programmes
and better access to tertiary
education.

authorities. 46 In Jordan, this right only applies to primary and secondary education.
In tertiary education, the arriving community is treated under the same regulations as

32

AIDA, n.d

other foreign nationals and thus enrolment rates are low.

33

Germany: Residence Act, 2008

34

MOE, 2018

35

Republic of Croatia, 2018: §68.2 and 70

36

Ruisi, 2019

37

AIDA, n.d

38

BaföG, 2010

39

EACEA, 2019

40

Germany: Residence Act, 2008

41

BMBF, n.d

47, 48

In the focus group data, education and educational programmes, integration and
language courses were only a minor issue in the European sites. Arriving community
discussants in Germany criticised integration courses as not being tailored to their needs
and requested greater flexibility. Participants in Croatia brought up the difficulties in
accessing tertiary education due to language barriers and costs. The arriving community
in Jordan raised the issue of separate schooling in morning and afternoon shifts and the
negative consequences of this discriminatory system on their children. These barriers
seem to be reflected in the low enrolment rate of the arriving community in Jordan in
comparison to their Jordanian counterparts. 49 High costs for tertiary education were
also cited as a substantial problem.
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Bundesregierung, 2016

43

EACEA, 2019

44

Germany: Residence Act, 2008
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JRS, n.d

46

AIDA, 2017

47

MOE, 2018,

48

El-Ghali, Alameddine, Farah and Bechiba, 2019
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UNHCR, 2018
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In light of the biased narratives that shape receiving communities’ attitudes about
refugees in general (see also ‘Social bridges’), the receiving community considered the
arriving community as more educated and thus ‘better refugees’ compared to other
groups of refugees, a perception that has been corroborated by the secondary data
analysis on the educational level of various refugee groups.
There seems to be a noteworthy twist to this perception, which surfaced in the survey
data on opinions: The receiving community in Germany and Croatia overestimated the
number of those withing their own community having completed secondary education,
as revealed in the survey data and STATIV or SOEP data in the case of Sweden and
Germany.

Arriving community members
from Syria are often regarded
as “better refugees”
compared to other groups
of refugees because they are
perceived as being higher
educated.

Participants from all European sites underestimated the number of arriving community
with tertiary education. This finding has to be interpreted with caution due to limitations
in the utilized instrument (see Methodological note). The focus group data revealed that
in the European sites, the higher level of education attributed to the arriving community
seemed to be positively related to their acceptance by the receiving community (further
detailed in ‘Social bridges’).

Methodological note: Comparison of the arriving community’s
educational level and the receiving community’s opinion on it
For the arriving community, the survey question on education assessed the respondents’
individual level of education (‘What is the highest qualification you have now?’) and
thus the corresponding percentages refer to the relative share of arriving community
respondents with a specific educational level. We did not calculate the arriving
communities’ average educational level. In contrast, the receiving community item
captured the assumed level of education of refugees on average (‘In your opinion, what is
the overall/average level of education of refugees in /country/?). These deviations make
the comparison between those two items difficult.

When analysing the predictors of social proximity in the survey, education was not
significant after including sociopsychological variables (attitudes, perception of threat,
(perception of) readiness to assist etc.). This finding applies to both receiving community
and arriving community.

Schools are important venues
for intergroup contact and for
building ‘social bridges’.

The qualitative data highlighted the role of schools as a venue of contact also for
receiving community and arriving community adults. Education also has a very
significant influence on the receiving community’s attitudes of/towards the arriving
community. Furthermore, receiving community members reflected on the role of
education as a ‘Means’ to sensitise and reduce racism and discrimination and thus foster
more positive ‘Social bridges’. No data about the perspectives of the arriving community
on this is available from our research.

Dynamic integration?
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4.1.1. Housing
The effect of housing on integration is simple: it determines the
ability to feel at home (Ager and Strang, 2008). Housing is not only
shaped by the conditions of the dwelling itself, but also by the
geographical location and housing environment.

The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Housing’:
Quantitative survey

-Arriving community’s housing conditions (household members/
rooms, rental cost/household income, needs of repair, type of
contract) (see appx. Table 7)
-Receiving community’s & arriving community’s neighbourhood
quality (scale; see appx. Table 8)
-Receiving community’s opinion housing over-crowdedness of
arriving community (on average) (see appx. Table 6)

Qualitative FGD
(categories or codes):

‘Housing’ & ‘Barriers to integration’

Secondary analysis:

-n.a.

Policy analysis:

Indicator 7: Access to Social Welfare and Housing

According to the survey data, arriving community respondents described their
housing conditions in Germany and Sweden mostly as stable with regards
to permanent contracts and in no need of significant repair. Nevertheless, a
substantial share of arriving community members (around 30 per cent) reported
living in overcrowded households. In Jordan and Croatia, this share was even
higher, with many arriving community members stating that they do not hold
permanent contracts. In Jordan, the dwellings seemed to be in substantial need
of repair; the issue of poor-quality housing and the lack of security due to verbal
rental contracts is well known among refugee communities. 50
Even though Germany, Sweden and Croatia pay housing benefits and offer
public housing on par with nationals to refugees from Syria 51, 52, 53 the majority of
arriving community indicated that they are overburdened by the rental prices
of their housing. This aligns with a strand of literature, scrutinising the global
urban affordability crisis of housing and pointing out housing affordability
issues in Europe as an intersectional phenomenon co-occurring with the trend
of gentrification and complicating situations for first-time entrants to the
housing market. 54, 55
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Whereas overcrowded
housing and contract
security vary between the
different study sites, rent
levels are felt to be a burden
by the arriving community in
all field sites.

50

Jordan INGO Forum (JIF), 2018

51

Regeringskansliet, 2009

52

Republic of Croatia, 2018

53

Sozialhilfe, 2011

54

Haffner and Hulse, 2021

55

Wetzenstein, 2017
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In Croatia, the access to state owned housing and housing benefits is limited
to two years, with earnings and savings reducing financial support or access to
public housing. 56 arriving community participants in the focus groups referred
to this policy as exacerbating the housing situation of refugees in Croatia. In
contrast to the European countries, Jordan does not offer subsidised public
housing, neither for nationals nor for refugees from Syria. In the focus groups
discussions, arriving community participants raised their problems to find
proper housing due to high rents but also criticised legal restrictions not
allowing them to purchase or own property.
The issue of availability of housing and housing adequacy was discussed
in the focus groups, where participants referred to structural barriers and
discrimination. Arriving community members in Croatia and Germany
discussed experiences of discrimination in contact with landlords refusing
to rent to refugees. The housing environment is also a significant venue for
intergroup contact. Arriving community members in Germany described racist
and exclusionary experiences in their neighbourhood, whereas receiving
community members stated their opposition to refugees living in their direct
neighbourhood.

56

Republic of Croatia, 2018

Housing is a context in which
racism and discrimination are
likely to be experienced and to
limit the arriving community’s
access to housing.

In the Jordanian focus group discussions, tensions regarding housing became
apparent. Receiving community participants accused refugees from Syria
of being responsible for inflation in rental prices. Receiving community
respondents in the Jordanian survey also greatly underestimated the
crowdedness of arriving community households and thus attributed better
living conditions to the arriving community than in reality.
Whereas similar data was obtained in Croatia, an opposite trend was observed
in Sweden and Germany, where the majority of receiving community
respondents assumed arriving community members to live in overcrowded
dwellings.
In all study sites, the receiving communities perceived their neighbourhoods
to be of a higher quality than the arriving community perceived theirs to
be. The survey data cannot conclude whether the arriving community and
receiving community live in the same neighbourhoods and perceive their
qualities differently, or whether arriving community members live in different
neighbourhoods than the receiving community that are of poorer quality. Prior
research suggests that the latter scenario, which is an indicator of segregation,
is more likely to be the case. 57, 58
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It is very likely that arriving
community members live in
neighbourhoods of poorer
quality.
57

Ziersch, Due, Walsh and Arthurson, 2017

58

Beer and Foley, 2003
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4.1.1. Health and Social Care
Ager and Strang integrated health as another gatekeeper of
integration on the level of ‘Means & Markers’. While on the
one hand, good health is a condition and relevant resource to
actively engage in the receiving country, on the other hand, the
accessibility of local health care services, exemplifying a core state
service, functions as a marker of (in)effective integration. FOCUS
did not assess social care accessibility and usage as this was only
included in the revised framework (Ndofor-Tah et al., 2019).

The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Health’:
Quantitative survey

-n.a.

Qualitative FGD (categories or codes):

- ’Health and psychological wellbeing’

Secondary analysis:

-n.a.

Policy analysis:

- Indicator 7: Access to Social Welfare and Housing

In terms of health as a marker, only the qualitative data addresses the local
health care services’ accessibility for arriving community members. Only
arriving community focus group participants in the Croatian study sites
reported experiences of rejection in the realm of health care services. In
contrast to Sweden and Germany, Croatian policy regulations do not stipulate
health care access of refugees to be on par with that of nationals 59 but with that
of other foreign nationals. 60 The tension in the realm of health in Croatia might
also be explained by the lack of knowledge on refugees’ rights among health
care providers.
In Jordan, Syrian refugees holding service cards issued by the Ministry of
the Interior (allowing the possessors to move freely throughout Jordan, live
outside camps etc.) – which seem to constitute the majority (86%)61 – pay the

Legal restrictions and
discrimination may limit
the arriving community’s
access to healthcare. This
is the case particularly in
Croatia and Jordan.
59

Regeringskansliet, 2009

60

Republic of Croatia, 2018

61

Tiltnes, Zhang and Pedersen, 2019

62

Jordan INGO Forum (JIF), 2018

same prices as uninsured Jordanian citizens when using health care services.
Refugees not possessing ministry service cards must pay a considerable
‘foreigners fee’ (50-200% higher) when making use of health care services.62
Arriving community focus group participants expressed their discontent with
these regulations.
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Emphasising the ‘traumatic’ past of refugees, receiving community participants
among all study-sites expressed the need for effective psychological support
for refugees to enable their integration in the receiving society. The arriving
community hardly addressed this issue and focused on other barriers and
domains. This emphasis on mental health seemed to result from the common
image of mentally vulnerable, traumatised refugees.63 Beyond health as a
‘Means & Marker’, receiving community and arriving community focus group
participants in Sweden addressed mental health as being negatively affected by
the temporality of residence permits.

The arriving community’s
mental health is seen as
a barrier to integration by
the receiving community,
but less so by the arriving
community members
themselves.

63
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See also Fassin and Rechtman, 2009
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4.2. Social connection

Social Bridges

Social Bonds

Social Links

It is on the ‘Social connection’ level that the Ager and Strang
framework of integration clearly commits the receiving community
to integration. Intergroup connections advance integration at local
community level.

Dynamic integration?
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4.2.1. Social bridges
By ‘Social bridges’, Ager and Strang understand the intergroup
relations between the receiving and arriving communities.
Such relations include both superficial impressions of the
outgroup, such as the perceived friendliness of members of the
outgroup in daily encounters, and committed friendships or
relationships. Social bridges facilitate an equal and unprejudiced
participation in social activities.

The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Social bridges’:
Quantitative survey

- Receiving and arriving communities’ intergroup attitudes (scale; see appx. Table 9)
- Receiving and arriving communities’ intergroup contact frequency and quality (scales; see appx. Table 10)
- Share of outgroup members within receiving and arriving communities’ social networks including
acquaintances, friends and people to ask for help (see appx. Table 11)
- Receiving community’s readiness to assist the arriving community (scale; see appx. Table 12)
- Arriving community’s perception of receiving community’s readiness to assist the arriving community
(scale; see appx. Table 12)
- Receiving arriving communities’ social proximity, i.e. willingness to engage in partnership, family, friends,
neighbour and co-worker with the other group (scale; see appx. Table 13)

Qualitative FGD
(categories or codes):

- ‘Attitudes and perceptions towards the out-group’, ‘Perception of threat’, ‘Intergroup contact’,
‘Partnerships’, ‘Intergroup feelings’ & ‘Behaviour and behavioural intentions’

Secondary analysis:

- n.a.

Policy analysis:

- Indicator 8: Host Community Relations

The measure of intergroup attitudes in the survey shows that on average,
receiving community respondents from Germany and Sweden had positive
attitudes towards the receiving community, while receiving community
members from Jordan and Croatia had moderate or ambivalent attitudes
towards the arriving community. The highest score for positive attitudes was
observed in Germany while the lowest one was reported in Croatia. Although
the deviation of the German sample must be interpreted in light of the selection
bias in terms of political orientation, literature suggests that another factor
might have contributed to this trend: There is evidence that the receiving
community in Germany has, in general, more positive attitudes towards war
or political refugees than refugees migrating for economic reasons, so-called
‘economic refugees’ in media and public discourse. 64 The term ‘economic
refugees’ is different from that of ‘labour migrants’ which usually refers to those
coming from Western countries or working in highly skilled occupations.
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Sympathy with arriving
community members as
humanitarian refugees is
noticeable in Germany and
Sweden. In Jordan and Croatia,
the receiving community’s
stance towards the arriving
community is more ambiguous.

64

Meidert and Rapp, 2019
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Part of the explanation for this lies within the ‘deservingness heuristic’, which
prompts people to categorise others as deserving or undeserving based on
whether the need is a result of factors beyond one’s own control or due to
irresponsibility and lack of motivation. 65 According to this line of thought, war
refugees and hence arriving community members from Syria, are perceived as
deserving, while ‘economic refugees’ are seen as undeserving.

65

Jensen and Petersen, 2017

It is hard to say whether receiving community respondents were able to
make this differentiation when answering survey questions, especially after
considering that results from the qualitative research suggest that it was
sometimes difficult for receiving community participants to focus their accounts
on refugees from Syria. Yet, the qualitative research demonstrates that in all
European sites receiving community members perceived refugees from Syria as
more educated and well-mannered in comparison to other refugees.
The receiving community’s sympathy with the arriving community due to their
potential traumatisation as a result of forced migration was evident among
all sites. A closer look at the qualitative data is also helpful to understand the
narratives underpinning the receiving community’s attitudes and behaviours.
Two main polarising narratives could be deducted: the one of the ‘vulnerable
and traumatised refugee’ seeking shelter and expected to adapt and express
gratitude vs. the one of the ‘parasitical and potentially criminal refugee’. These
narratives were mostly evident in Germany and Jordan, but nuances were also
present in Croatia and Sweden.
A different pattern of attitudes is observed among the arriving community
sample: with a skewed variable towards the positive side, the analysis shows
that arriving community members had positive attitudes towards the receiving
community, with none to negligible variation across the countries. This
result is particularly interesting when taking into consideration the different
socioeconomic situation and the different challenges arriving community
members might have experienced across the four countries.

The arriving community’s
attitudes towards the
receiving community tend
to be positive.

The qualitative research in Germany can partly explain this observation:
the arriving community focus group discussions have shown that any form
of critique of the ‘Germans’ was immediately counterbalanced by praise,
expression of gratitude and self-critique. The arriving community seemed
to be aware of the asymmetries in social positioning and was hence very
cautious about criticising the receiving community so as not to be perceived
as ‘ungrateful’. In the remaining countries, hardly any criticism or critique
towards the receiving community could be observed, which might also indicate
reluctance of the arriving community to criticise the receiving community.

Dynamic integration?
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Methodological note:
The scale of attitudes for the arriving community
In Germany and Jordan, the reliability for the scale on attitudes for the arriving
community was below the defined threshold of 0.7, indicating that this scale might
have not been appropriate for both contexts. Originally, the scale was developed for
the receiving community context in Croatia and was applied to the arriving community
context without further modification. We assume that the low reliability might be related
to the simplified translation of the items to the arriving community context, without
taking into consideration some structural issues such as power relations.
An example of this, is the following item “If a refugee and a /Country national/ do equal
work, it is fair that they receive equal pay”. This item is a one-to-one translation of the
original scale targeting the receiving community. Although this item is a suitable question
for the receiving community, in the arriving community context it might be capturing a
phenomenon rather than attitude. The way the item is phrased might refer to the arriving
community’s internalisation of inequality and discrimination. Opposing this statement
thus might mean that the arriving community members do not consider themselves
entitled to the same pay as they are not a ‘full citizens’.
This change of the item’s meaning shows that the different social positioning of arriving
and receiving community members has to be taken into consideration when translating a
scale to the arriving community context.

In social psychology, intergroup contact is perceived as an important
determinant of attitudes, with Allport’s hypothesis (1954) 66 on the role of
intergroup contact in promoting acceptance and increasing positive attitudes
being at the centre of this area of studies. Much research has corroborated
Allport’s hypothesis and has advanced it by looking into contact quality and
superficial contact. Literature concludes that there is strong evidence for a
positive correlation between quality and intergroup relations, but there is
no conclusive evidence on the effect of superficial contact. 67 Considering the
importance of intergroup contact, a study on integration is incomplete without
an assessment of this indicator.

The receiving community’s
contact with the arriving
community is limited and
superficial but not of poor
quality.

66

Allport, 1954

67

Rafiqi and Thomsen, 2021

The FOCUS survey examines two dimensions of intergroup contact; frequency
and quality. It has revealed that receiving community respondents on average
have low to moderate contact with the arriving community, with Sweden
showing the highest rate and Croatia the lowest by far. The result in Croatia
is not surprising as it reflects the overall low share of arriving community
members in the country. Going beyond informal or so-called ‘superficial’
contact, we examine social network composition that measures different

Dynamic integration?
Data integration and triangulation report FOCUS

Back to contents

33

4 Results: Analysis along the ‘Indicators of Integration framework

types of relationships that can be broadly seen as less close (in various forms
of acquaintances) and closer (as in friends and persons to rely on for help if
needed).
As in the previous scale on superficial intergroup contact frequency, a
negligible share of receiving community members in Croatia reported
acquaintance with arriving community members and almost none had any
arriving community members as a close friend. The situation in the remaining
countries is different with a substantial share of receiving community members
reporting having at least few arriving community members as acquaintances.
Yet here again most of them do not have arriving community members in their
close social network.
The qualitative data conveys a similar image: the receiving community’s social
contact with the arriving community is limited and most of the time indirect
or mediated through the context of children’s schools, which is a superficial
type of contact. Due to such limited intergroup contact, receiving community
members increasingly rely on media reports as main source of information
on the arriving community. In Sweden, Croatia and Jordan, the receiving
communities reported neither on positive nor on negative contact quality with
arriving communities, whereas the German receiving community described
intergroup contact as positive.
The scale on intergroup contact quantity shows that arriving community
members have frequent contact with the receiving community, though there
is some variation between the countries: the Jordanian arriving community
reported the most frequent contact with members of the receiving community,
followed by Croatia. In Germany and Sweden, the mean score was lower than
in Croatia and Jordan.
The arriving community’s contact to the receiving community was, however,
not limited to informal contact. The measure of social network shows that
across all countries more than half of the arriving community members had
at least a few receiving community members in their close social network as
friends. The figures were even lower for acquaintances; the proportion of those
reporting not having any receiving community members as acquaintance was
estimated at around 30% on average.

The arriving community’s
contact with receiving
community members is
frequent and includes close
social relationships. However,
establishing such relationships
is perceived as difficult.

The qualitative data suggests that these numbers do not necessarily imply that
establishing meaningful contact and closer relationships is easy. The accounts
of arriving community members especially in Sweden and Germany show how
challenging engaging with receiving community members can be. Moreover,
arriving community members felt that the responsibility of initiating contact
lies on them, as receiving community members seemed to be hesitant to take
the first step.
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The arriving community in the European countries reported contact quality
to be positive without variance between countries. In Jordan, the arriving
community described intergroup contact as negative.

Methodological note:
Contact frequency and quality
This measure intended to capture the intensity of contact between receiving community
and arriving community in different spheres of everyday life. Items measuring contact
in work and education were omitted from the scale because of the large number of
‘missings’, as not everyone took part in one of these spheres. The remaining items refer
to superficial contact only; literature on the impact of superficial contact on intergroup
attitudes and relations does not generate conclusive evidence on the negative or positive
nature of this type of contact. 68
Furthermore, our phrasings of the questions about the arriving community in the
receiving community’s questionnaire may have been problematic in relation to
superficial contact. This was unintended. The phrasing of the questions in relation to
public transportation or supermarkets might be understood as if it would be possible to
differentiate between arriving and receiving community members (or any other group)
based on their physical appearance.

As an indicator that goes beyond the cognitive dimension of social connection,
the survey integrated a number of scales on behavioural intentions, as the
Theory of Planned Behaviour 69 stipulates that intention as a preceding step
which influences and drives behaviour. One of the scales included in the
survey addressed the receiving community’s readiness to assist the arriving
community.
Varying images emerge from this scale; Jordanian receiving community
respondents reported the highest level of readiness to assist, with an overall
positive score. In the German sample, the mean was situated on the positive
side and bordered the moderate cut-off. In Sweden and Croatia, the average
mean reflects an ‘uncertain’ stance, with receiving community respondents
reporting not be sure if they would be willing to assist arriving community
members. These Jordanian results correspond to the testimonies of focus
group participants who reported about various incidences where they
had helped arriving community members and reached a point where their
individual and collective resources were exhausted.

The receiving community
in the European study sites
seemed uncertain, hesitant
or cautious on whether they
would be ready to assist
members of the arriving
community.
68

Rafiqi and Thomsen, 2021

69

Ajzen and Fishbein, 2000

When it comes to the receiving community in the European sites, there is some
dissonance between the results from the focus group discussions and those
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from the survey: receiving community participants discussed a moral obligation
to help the arriving community, and their accounts addressed the arriving
community as ‘recipients’ (adding to the latent narrative of the ‘vulnerable
and traumatised refugee’). Yet this narrative seemed to function only on an
abstract level. When confronted with concrete aspects of help such as sharing
one’s home or resources, the receiving community in most European countries
seemed hesitant or cautious.
The score of the German sample concerning social bridges is relatively low
compared to other socio-psychological indicators such as attitude, perception
of threat or social proximity. The advanced hierarchal regression analysis
further demonstrates that the German sample deviates from the other samples
with regards to this indicator.

In Germany, receiving
community members were
less keen to assume the
responsibility of integration
on an individual level.

After controlling for various socio-demographic and socio-psychological
indicators, the analysis revealed that besides factors such as having positive
attitudes towards the arriving community and supporting their rights, being
female, older, more religious, more aware of discrimination, having a larger
social network and a migration background as well as residing in any of the
three other countries increases the receiving community’s readiness to assist
members of the arriving community compared to Germany. In other words,
holding all other variables constant, a German receiving community member
will be less willing to assist than a Croatian, Swedish or Jordanian receiving
community member. This becomes particularly interesting when considering
that the German sample consists of a disproportionate share of persons who
self-identify as left-oriented and who scored positively in almost all sociopsychological features.
It is difficult to offer a conclusive explanation to this unanticipated result, which
does not reflect the descriptive statistics. One could consider whether the
emphasis of the focus group participants on integration as a state-administered
legal process can be related to this trend observed in the quantitative data.
The tendency in the German focus group discussions to assign the main
responsibility to the state might indicate that receiving community members
are less willing to contribute to integration on an individual level. Offering
accommodation or providing food might be seen as tasks belonging to the
realm of the state and not to that of individual receiving community members.
The state approach, while mentioned in the receiving community focus group
discussions in all European sites, was particularly evident in the German sites.
Arriving community respondents were asked to what extent they would agree
that the receiving community would help them if in need. In all countries, the
mean score fell in the positive side of the scale: the arriving community in
general believes that the receiving community would be ready to help them if in
need, but the score in Sweden and Croatia were bordering the moderate cut-off.
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tend to believe that the
receiving community would
help them if in need.
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The focus group discussions did not generate much data on this topic, but two
notions are important to mention as contextual information: firstly, German
focus group discussions referred to the ephemeral nature of the receiving
community’s assistance initiatives. Secondly, arriving community participants in
Sweden perceived their socioeconomic needs as largely met by state agencies
or other organisations.
To examine social proximity, both communities were asked about their
willingness to engage in five different types of relationships of varying levels
of closeness (partnership, family, friends, neighbours and co-worker) with the
other group. The results reveal that while receiving community respondents in
Germany were willing to engage in the closest form of relationship, receiving
community members from other countries opposed such a relationship on
average with varying degrees; Swedish receiving community members were
willing to accept arriving community members as family members. In Jordan
and Croatia, such a relationship was also hard to accept and there was a
preference for friendship bonds, although it is important to note that Croatia
showed statistically lowest scores among all four countries.

The receiving community’s
willingness to engage in
close social relations with
arriving community members
varies between countries,
which is well explained by
the contextual information
retrieved in the focus groups.

The results of the descriptive statistics are well translated into the advanced
statistical analysis where it becomes clear that residing in Germany increases
the willingness to social proximity in comparison to Sweden, Croatia and
Jordan. Apart from country of residence, we concluded that being younger, a
male, having positive attitudes towards the arriving community and low levels
of a realistic threat, as well as supporting the rights of the arriving community
are further characteristics of the receiving community which are related to
closer social proximity to the arriving community. These results confirm key
elements of previous research.
To make sense of the country results, it is important to consider two aspects:
1. the politically left bias in the German sample and 2. the results of the focus
group discussions, which clearly reveal that the topic of intergroup partnership
had a conflictual nature in Croatia and Jordan. In Croatia, receiving community
members stated that intergroup partnerships were most likely to be rejected
by one’s family. Jordan receiving community members expressed frustration
about increased intergroup marriage which they perceived to be mainly driven
by the low dowry (also known as Mahr in Islam) offered to Syrian women, which
jeopardised Jordanian women’s chances of getting married. In the view of the
receiving community members, this called for a need to protect Jordanian
females.
The same scale was applied to the arriving community sample and here we
observe that the arriving community in general was open for close relationships
with the receiving community, as it was willing on average to engage in love
relationships in all countries except for Sweden, where the average preference
seemed to be a relationship with friends.
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The arriving community in
Sweden seems less keen to
engage in love relationships
with the receiving community.
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The arriving community in Jordan, Croatia and Germany did not differ in social
proximity towards the receiving community. The deviation in the Swedish
case might be partially explained by the testimonies provided in the focus
group discussions on how difficult it was for arriving community members to
establish meaningful relationships with ‘Swedes’ that are not merely limited to
superficial encounters.
Although there are significant differences between the results in Sweden and
Germany, the hierarchal regression did not show that this country difference
statistically matters. When compared to Germany and after controlling for a
range of socio-demographic and socio-psychological factors, the differences
are only valid in the case of Croatia and Jordan, where arriving community
members seem to be more accepting of engaging in an intimate relationship.
Here again the not-so-small share of Christian arriving community members
in Croatia might have played a role in this process: having the same religion
reduces barriers or reservation towards the idea of engaging in partnership with
someone.

Religion seems to be
an important factor for
explaining the results
related to social proximity.

The same mechanism offers an explanation on why arriving community
members in Jordan show higher acceptance towards marrying a receiving
community member from Jordan. Religion as a factor that might deter arriving
community member to marry someone from the receiving community was
stated by arriving community members in Germany. Apart of the country of
residence, the factors that increased arriving community willingness to engage
in intimated relationships are: being younger, male, single, less religious,
spending a longer time in the receiving country, having a higher proficiency
of the receiving country language, having positive attitudes towards receiving
community members and demonstrating a lower perception of symbolic threat.
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4.2.1. Social bonds
The domain ‘Social bonds’ refers to the intragroup relations of
both communities. Research has shown that the establishment
of connection with ‘like-ethnic groups’ is beneficial for the overall
integration process and health.
70

The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Social bonds’:
Quantitative survey

- size of receiving community’s and arriving community’s social networks (see appx. Table 11)

Qualitative FGD (categories or codes):

- ’Intragroup relations’

Secondary analysis:

- n.a.

Policy analysis:

- n.a.

Even though intragroup relations were only touched upon on the periphery,
the data from the focus group discussions allow some insights into this
domain. The notions that emerged seemed to be rather negative. The receiving
community for instance referred to extreme forms of ‘Social bonds’ among the
arriving community like segregation and the development of ‘parallel societies’
and struggled to acknowledge strong ‘Social bonds’ among the arriving
community as a resource for integration. As a worrisome dynamic of social
bonding among the receiving community, participants also referred to the rise
in popularity of right-wing parties in their own community.
In the accounts of the arriving community in Germany and Sweden, a latent
disappointment about the limited possibilities of building ‘Social bridges’ and
in some instances a lack of trust towards the receiving community was present,
which encouraged a strong orientation towards their own community or groups
that are often labelled as ‘migrants’ community’. This was most evident in
Sweden and Germany.

The receiving community
struggles to acknowledge
the positive contribution
of social bonds among
the arriving community to
integration.

The arriving community, in
turn, struggles to rebuild
such social bonds.

70

e.g. Hale, 2000; Muller, 1998; Beiser,
1993 Ajzen and Fishbein, 2000

In the European sites, a certain regret of the loss of ‘Social bonds’ to one’s
own group was expressed. In Jordan, tension within the arriving community
about unfair aid distribution seemed to accentuate the loss of pre-migration
social status. These tensions also allude to changes in intragroup (power)
relations over the course of displacement. It remains a challenge for the arriving
community to (re-)claim ‘Social bonds’ among themselves as a resource and
critical moment of integration.
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4.2.1. Social links
Whereas social bonds and bridges might be understood as
horizontal social connections, the domain social links refers to
vertical connections between the people and certain structures of
the state, e.g. local and national governmental institutions. Equality
in access to and participation in institutions and governmental
services determine the level of dynamic integration of communities.
This domain also includes knowledge of rights and responsibilities
ensuring participation (Ndofor-Tah et al., 2019).
The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Social links’:
Quantitative survey

- n.a.

Qualitative FGD (categories or codes):

- ’Barriers to integration’, ‘Facilitators of integration’ & ‘Legal and institutional barriers’

Secondary analysis:

- n.a.

Policy analysis:

- Indicator 7: Access to Social Welfare and Housing

Against the background of the relatively high knowledge of rights in the focus
group discussions, participants in Croatia and Germany, but not in Sweden,
discussed how governmental institutions can form a barrier that disrupts
or even halts integration efforts by the arriving community. Maltreatment,
rejection, and lack of knowledge of the arriving community’s rights and
entitlements by health care professionals was a topic in the focus group
discussions in Croatia (see Health & Social Care). In Germany, the arriving
community discussed the extent of racism and discrimination they experienced
with employees in German governmental institutions, which is often manifest
by an arbitrary application of laws and regulation.

There is evidence of blockage,
discrimination and racism
in the interaction with
governmental and health
institutions, as well as in
public programme design.

Receiving community members in both countries criticised how the current
asylum regulations including residence permits and integration programmes
are unorganised and not well tailored to the needs of the arriving community
and thus hold the potential to hamper ‘full’ integration. In Jordan, the arriving
community shared how unequal distribution of aid led to tensions among their
own community. Discrimination experienced by the arriving community as well
as perceived discrimination of the arriving community from the perspective of
the receiving community were included in the survey (see Appendix, table 20).
Information on this will be discussed under in the chapter on ‘Safety’.
The indicators toolkit published by the UK Home Office 2019 includes some
further ideas on how to assess social links (e.g. percentages in leadership or
representational positions, representation of minorities in political parties).
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4.3. Facilitators

Language &
Communication

Culture

Digital Skills

Safety

Stability

The dimension ‘Facilitators’ in the framework of integration
captures resources necessary to remove overcome barriers to
integration. Besides language, culture, safety and stability, the
revised framework now includes digital skills, which the FOCUS
research did not cover.
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4.3.1. Language
Language is the tool to establish social connections. The
language of the receiving country thus is a crucial facilitator for
social bridges and links. It also constitutes an important aspect of
individual human capital and thereby eases access to any of the
‘Means & Markers’ of integration. Proficiency in English as global
language can have similar facilitating effect, even if it is not the
receiving country’s language.
The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Language’:
Quantitative survey

- Arriving community’s country language proficiency (reading, writing, speaking;
scale; see appx. Table 15)
- Arriving community’s English language proficiency (reading, writing, speaking;
scale; see appx. Table 15)

Qualitative FGD (categories or codes):

- ‘Language’

Secondary analysis:

- n.a.

Policy analysis:

- Indicator 4: Language Training and Social Orientation

FOCUS findings from the qualitative focus group discussions and quantitative
survey analysis go hand in hand and do not reveal any contradictions. Arriving
community respondents estimated their German resp. Swedish skills as good.
In Croatia, local language skills were self-assessed as intermediate. The poorer
Croatian skills seem to be a result of the quality of language courses, described
as unsatisfactory and poorly organised in the focus group discussions.

The level of the arriving
community’s proficiency in the
local language seems to depend
on the quality of language
courses and the motivation to
remain in the country.

Despite the lack of advanced Croatian language proficiency, the employment
rate of arriving community survey respondents in Croatia was high. We assume
that employment is taking place in low skilled job sector, where advanced
language proficiency is not a prerequisite. Furthermore, for many arriving
community members, Croatia is not considered as final destination but as
a temporary stop, which might significantly decrease motivation to learn
Croatian.
English language proficiency of arriving community respondents varied
between countries; whereas the arriving community in Jordan reported
poor English language skills in reading, writing and speaking, the arriving
community’s English language proficiency in European study sites was neither
poor nor good. A trend of higher English language skills seems to evolve among
the arriving community, moving from the South to the North. With English being
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The arriving community in study
sites further away from Syria
seem to be more proficient in
English language.
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an indicator of human capital, this phenomenon can be explained with the
help of the self-selection of refugees as in the case of Education. In the Swedish
labour market, proficiency in English is in general important in middle to high
skilled jobs, whereas in Jordan it is only required to work at international
organisations.
Examining language proficiency as a facilitator by using regression analysis on
the survey data, we observed that the receiving country’s language proficiency
does not increase the arriving community’s probability to find a job. English
language skills even decrease this likelihood. The latter is assumed to be
linked to the arriving community’s educational level: as mentioned above (see
Education), high-skilled arriving community members prefer to invest time in
advanced education rather than directly entering labour market. 71, 72, 73
These findings do not fit with the human capital theory, according to which
a higher level of education and, in the case of migrants, also other forms of
human capital such as local language skills, increase individuals’ productivity
and, therefore, employability and salary. 74 When examining the focus groups

Language proficiency does
not break down structural and
institutional barriers when
accessing the labour market.

71

Bygnes, 2019

72

van Heelsum, 2017

73

Mozetic, 2020

74

Chiswick and Miller, 2002

results, the other side of the story become evident. Apart from the individual
determinants that affect employment, there are structural and institutional
barriers to labour market access. Structural (anti-Muslim) racism was one of
those barriers thoroughly discussed by the arriving community. Another issue
brought up by the arriving community was the rejection of certificates attained
prior to migration leading arriving community members to be involuntarily
unemployed.
With language being a crucial tool to establish vertical social connections,
we find that receiving country language proficiency increases the arriving
community’s preference to engage in close social relationships with receiving
community members. Furthermore, the arriving community’s sense of being
part of the receiving country’s society, is boosted by both, English and receiving
country language skills, with the effect of receiving country language skills
being smaller.
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Language proficiency is a
significant predictor of social
proximity with the receiving
community and of the arriving
community’s own sense of
society membership.
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The focus group discussions revealed that the main responsibility of mastering
the local language relies on arriving community members. This was often
raised as an unnegotiable demand. Accordingly, in some receiving community
focus group discussions, language became the main indicator upon which the
integration process was assessed as successful. Assessing integration solely on
language, however, opposes the principle of multi-dimensional integration.
Assigning language acquisition solely to the arriving community stands in
tension with the principle of integration being a shared responsibility.

The receiving community
expects the arriving community
to master the local language,
an expectation that stands in
tension with the principle of
shared responsibility

As a reaction towards this expectation, the arriving community in Germany
argued in favour of determining English as a global language in order to shift
part of the responsibility to those receiving community members unable to
speak English. Some also pointed out double standards given that international
students would never be considered as not integrated for lack of language
proficiency. The role of language thus goes beyond the facilitation of integration
and becomes an avenue to negotiate power relations.
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4.3.2. Culture
Knowledge on culture is included in the framework as a factor
facilitating integration and strengthening ‘Social bridges’. Such
knowledge extends to the others’ values, practices and beliefs
and can subsume information about daily practical issues.
The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Culture’:
Quantitative survey

- Arriving community’s and receiving community’s acculturation preference
(see appx. Table 16)

Qualitative FGD (categories or codes):

- Culture’ & ‘Religion’

Secondary analysis:

- n.a.

Policy analysis:

- n.a.

The receiving community and arriving community respondents were provided
with three options related to various types of acculturations: ‘Refugees/We
should: relinquish original and adopt /country/ culture’, ‘Refugees/We should:
maintain original and adopt /country/ culture’ or ‘Refugees/We should:
maintain original and not adopt /country/ culture’. For each study country, ‘/
country/’ was replaced with the respective country, e.g. ‘Croatian’.

The acceptance of integration
as the preferred acculturation
strategy is high and effectively
at normative level in all four
countries.

In all four countries, the receiving community opted for the integration option,
which implied the combination of maintaining the original culture and adopting
the receiving community’s national culture. In Croatia and Sweden, around 10%
of the respondents opposed integration and believed that arriving community
members should relinquish their original culture and adopt that of Sweden or
Croatia respectively.
The preference of the large majority for integration (as opposed to assimilation)
leads to believe that the receiving community does not perceive the culture
of the receiving community as a source of conflict. This may, however, be too
much of a simplification (see also chapter on ‘Safety’). Here again, we perceive
to a certain extent the dissonance between the focus group discussions and the
acculturation scale. While some receiving community members expressed their
willingness to learn about the arriving community’s culture and a tendency
to accept it, the dominant view was that culture functioned as a fundamental
marker for social division between the receiving and the arriving community, a
perception evident in all four sites.
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Culture is perceived as a source of
threat perception and functions
as social boundary between
communities.
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In the European sites, the receiving community members emphasised that
both cultures were incompatible. They therefore subtly expected the arriving
community to assimilate and change their views and norms in order to
facilitate the co-existence of both communities. Culture was understood as a
fixed, unidimensional entity rather than a dynamic, fluid and multi-layered
system. Consequently, arriving community members were homogenised and
essentialised. The term culture also seemed to be understood very broadly,
subsuming amongst others religion, even though this seemed to depend on the
religion or sect.
Culture therefore cannot simply be understood as a facilitator, as in the
Indicators of Integration framework. Its role in the integration process relates
to power dynamics and the question of which culture belongs to that of the
receiving community. Culture can be a source of racism and discriminatory
attitudes and it is important to understand it as more than a facilitator.

The arriving community
emphasises the “cultural
otherness” of the receiving
community but doesn’t depict
the two cultures as incompatible.

Similar to the receiving community, arriving community members also
preferred maintaining their own while adopting the receiving community’s
culture. Only a small share of respondents in Jordan, Croatia and Germany
thought they should maintain their original culture and not adopt the receiving
country culture. The “cultural otherness” of the receiving community was also
reiterated among arriving community members in the European sites, even
though cultural differences were not perceived to be “in clash”. There were
however some concerns expressed of not being able to exercise certain cultural
practices. In Jordan, arriving community members did not see any differences
between the Syrian and Jordanian cultures.
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4.3.3. Safety
Feeling safe is paramount for mental health and participation
in society. On the other hand, the realm of safety is where a lot
of prejudices are constructed towards the arriving community
in the receiving countries. For both communities, safety is not
only about physical safety (e.g. physical violence, attacks) but
englobes, for instance, perceiving the other group as a threat for
one’s own values, morals and norms.
The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Language’:
Quantitative survey:

- receiving community’s and arriving community’s neighbourhood quality in terms
of criminality (see appx. Table 8)
- receiving community’s and arriving community’s intergroup threat (scales on
symbolic and realistic threat; see appx. Table 17)
- receiving community’s opinion on arriving community’s impact on the national
macroeconomic situation (see appx. Table 18)

Qualitative FGD (categories or codes):

- ‘Perception of threat’, ‘Rejection, reservation and (self-) exclusion’,
‘Racism and discrimination’

Secondary analysis:

- n.a.

Policy analysis:

- n.a.

Our survey results reveal that arriving community members perceived their
neighbourhoods to be safe from criminality in all study sites. In European study
sites, the receiving community feels much less secure in their neighbourhoods
than the arriving community. These findings might indicate different standards
and understanding of neighbourhood safety between the receiving community
and an arriving community who has recently fled a civil war.
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Criminality as an issue appeared in the receiving community focus group
discussions along with narratives of ‘parasitical and potentially criminal
refugees’ and was particularly prominent in Jordan and Germany. Nevertheless,
Syrian refugees were perceived as “better refugees” than other groups of
refugees due to higher education level and ‘good manners’.

Narratives of potentially criminal
refugees and other types of
intergroup threat are prominent
among the receiving community.

In the survey, we further investigated feelings of realistic intergroup threat
related to terror attacks, criminality and competition in labour market and
education. Data reveals neutral results, with the highest mean score observed in
Jordan among the receiving community, followed by Croatia. This is mirrored in
the receiving community focus group discussions in both countries. Examining
the items separately, we observed that German and Swedish receiving
communities neither fear competition in education and labour market nor
terror attacks by the arriving community.
Both communities seemed indecisive with regards to criminality caused by
the arriving community. In Croatia, the receiving community feared increased
crime rates and was uncertain about terror attacks and refugees’ impact
on educational and labour market competition. In Jordan, the receiving
community was indecisive about all three items of realistic threat. Concerns
about the economic impact of the arriving community were reflected in the
focus group discussions where, in contrast to the German and Swedish focus
groups, negative attitudes towards the arriving community were linked to the
macroeconomic hardship in Croatia and Jordan.
The realistic threat reported by the receiving community is linked to their
opinions on the effect of the arriving community on the macroeconomic
situation, which was part of the survey as well. For instance, in Croatia, the
receiving community believed that the arriving community will not reduce
labour shortages, assumedly firstly because of the low number of Syrian
refugees and secondly, because a large share of the receiving community
sample in Croatia overestimated the arriving community’s unemployment
level. Even though the Croatian receiving community remains uncertain
whether government spending for refugees will negatively affect the rest of the
population or trigger tax increases, receiving community participants in the
focus group discussions highlighted areas with pre-existing economic hardship
and demanded welfare provision without prioritising the arriving community.

The receiving community’s
level of fear of the impact of
the arriving community on the
national economy depends on
the macroeconomic situation
of the country.

In contrast, the Jordanian receiving community stated that arriving community
is likely to both increase competition and reduce labour shortages. The latter is
probably related to less skilled jobs as the work permits issued by the Jordanian
Ministry of Labour allow Syrian refugees to work only in certain fields, which for
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males encompasses mainly the sector of agriculture. Only 4 per cent of the work
permits are issued to Syrian women. 75, 76 Furthermore, the receiving community
in Jordan believes that the government spending for refugees will negatively
affect the rest of the population and fears that their taxes might increase.
A different pattern was observed in Germany and Sweden: the receiving
community believed the arriving community will not increase labour market
competition, but was indecisive about their effect on labour shortage. In
Germany, public discourse coined by the politics of Angela Merkel promoted
integration as a chance to offset skills shortage (e.g. Skilled Immigration Act
implemented in March 2020). Seemingly due to the stable macroeconomic
situation of Germany, the influx of arriving community is not believed to
necessarily have negative implications on government spending for the
receiving community or lead to tax increase. In Sweden, receiving community
respondents on average neither agreed nor disagreed with those statements.
Interestingly, the receiving community participants in the German focus group
discussions emphasised the distribution of allowances and welfare as a source
of conflict and threat.
The low reliability of the realistic threat scale in Germany and Jordan among
the arriving community led us to closely examine the scale on item level. In
Germany and Sweden arriving community members strongly feared being
criminalised by the receiving community, whereas in Croatia and Jordan,
the arriving community neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement. In
Germany, the narrative of the ‘potentially criminal refugee’ was indeed popular
among the receiving community focus group participants.
In alignment with the survey results, the arriving community focus group
participants in Jordan reported a decrease in the level of fear towards the
arriving community in recent years. Among all study sites, the fear of being
criminalised by the receiving community was higher than other items on the
realistic threat scale.

In terms of realistic threat, the
arriving community mainly
fears being criminalised by the
receiving communities.
75

Jordan INGO Forum (JIF), 2018

76

Tiltnes, Zhang and Pedersen, 2019

77

Amadeu Antonio Stiftung, 2020

In comparison to criminalisation, the values reported for the other two items
– ‘I fear that /country nationals/ may attack us’ and ‘/Country nationals/ may
limit opportunities for refugees to enrol in universities or find jobs’ – are
relatively low in all countries, with Jordan scoring the lowest. On average,
arriving community members at all study sited opposed fear of attacks or
concerns about limited opportunities to enrol in education or labour market.
In Germany, disagreement among the arriving community on the risk to
be attacked by receiving community members in relatively low. This is not
surprising considering the concerning number of hate crimes against refugees
and migrants in Germany within the last years. 77
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Methodological note:
The scales on Perception of Threat for the arriving community
The observations described within the scale on realistic threat for the arriving community might point out
that the scale is not measuring one coherent construct but that the items differ in their level of how concrete
(vs. abstract) they are and how far they affect each individual.
Based on the fact that both scales on perception of threat demonstrate low reliability in the Jordanian and
German arriving community sample, we conclude that a simple linguistic translation of threat measures
from majority to minority communities is not straightforward and needs further theorisation that reflects
the social positioning and power relations within societies (see also Methodological note: The scale of
attitudes for the arriving community). Additionally, before implementing new or modified scales, piloting is
recommended to review the specific localised understanding of the items.
Furthermore, measures of perception on threat among minority groups might assess a certain kind
of sociotropic/group discrimination in terms of having internalised the perception of being subject to
discrimination on a group level compared to the individual discrimination that is captured by the survey
instrument on discrimination (see ‘discrimination’ in Rights and Responsibilities).

Another instrument was used in the survey to assess symbolic threat, capturing
the threat the arriving community might impose on receiving community’s
morals, culture and religion. Interestingly, in the European study sites, symbolic
threat among the receiving community, while neutral/low, is higher than the
realistic threat. Symbolic threat stated by the receiving community in Croatia is
the highest, but still neutral.

The receiving community
feels relatively neutral and
unthreatened by the arriving
community regarding their
impact on local moral standards,
culture and religion.

Compared to the focus groups of other study sites, receiving community
participants in Croatia raised strong anti-Muslim sentiments (resulting e.g. in
the demand to confine religious practices to their homes), something which
they explained by reference back to the occupation during the Ottoman
rule. Interestingly, despite the geographical proximity and a shared religion,
symbolic threat perceived by the receiving community in Jordan was relatively
higher than in Germany and Sweden. We assume that the arrival of the arriving
community has changed social positioning between Syrians and Jordanians,
prompting stronger discrimination against Syrian refuges.
In the focus group discussions, this became manifest in the tendency of the
receiving community to refer to vague ideas to construct as many differences
between both groups as possible. As will be argued later, this contrasted with
other evidence concerning the perception of the arriving community in Jordan;
which considered Jordanians and Syrians to be very similar in terms of customs
and traditions.
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The symbolic threat aspect raised in the receiving community focus groups in
Sweden was related to non-negotiable gender equality, which refugees were
perceived to be less familiar with. Something which was felt to highlighting
tension and an irreconcilable element of both cultures. Moreover, the fear of
some Swedes about the arriving community disrupting the white ethnicity
of Sweden was discussed among the receiving community in Sweden. This
in accordance with the survey results, which indicate a relatively high score
for Symbolic threat among the receiving community in Sweden. The lowest
symbolic threat was reported by German receiving community. We assume
this to be an effect of the left-wing biased survey sample, especially when
considering that focus group participants raised fears over the potential dilution
of cultural norms or values, that apply in the European context.
Within the survey, symbolic threat was assessed for the arriving community
as well. The means reported in Germany and Sweden were neutral, whereas
the arriving community in Croatia and even more in Jordan disagreed that the
receiving community would threaten their morals, culture and religion. This
finding seems to be in accordance with the focus group findings, in which the
arriving community in Jordan stated to perceive themselves and the receiving
community as very similar, as in contrast to the receiving community, which
tend to “other” the arriving community based on vague information.

The arriving community feels
threatened with regards to
moral standards, culture
and religion. This should be
understood in the light of their
struggle for social identity in the
post-migration context.

Nevertheless, it is not unproblematic to compare receiving community’s and
arriving community’s perception of intergroup threat stated in the survey due to
clear majority ratios in the countries. The arriving community did not indicate
any feelings of symbolic threat towards the receiving community in any of
the focus groups. However, when elaborating on item level, the statements
included in the symbolic threat scale presented to the arriving community seem
to reflect aspects of arriving community members struggling to navigate their
way in the post-migration context e.g. in terms of preservation of traditions as
well as loss of social status, as they were discussed in the focus groups.
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4.3.3. Stability
To emphasise the relevance of stability, it became a stand-alone
indicator of integration in the revised framework (previously had
been paired with ‘Safety’). A certain stability regarding one’s life
is pointed out to be necessary for any kind of engagement within
the receiving country’s institutions and communities.

The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Stability’:
Quantitative survey:

- Type of employment contract (see appx. Table 5)
- Type of housing contract (see appx. Table 7)

Qualitative FGD (categories or codes):

- ‘Perception of threat’, ‘Future effects’

Secondary analysis:

- n.a.

Policy analysis:

- Indicator 2: Residency and Citizenship,

With the exception of survey items on stability of housing and employment
contracts among the arriving community, the FOCUS survey did not assess any
specific measures related to stability. Any findings on stability within FOCUS
must be interpreted in light of the inclusion criteria of the study; arriving
community members were able to participate in the survey only if they had a
recognised protection status which offers a certain degree of stability in terms
of residential status compared to other group of migrants (e.g. undocumented,
prohibition of deportation). Aspects of the legal status of migrants must be
taken into consideration when studying integration.

FOCUS data reveals big
differences in terms of housing
and employment stability
between the countries.

In terms of employment stability, large differences emerged between the
countries. Whereas in Croatia and Germany most of the arriving community
reported that they are employed with temporary contracts, in Sweden the ratio
of permanent and temporary contracts of the employed arriving community
respondents was 50:50. An opposite trend was observed in Jordan, where
employment stability was very low; almost nobody reported to work with
permanent contract and the vast majority (approx. 90 per cent) stated to work
without any contract. Stability in terms of housing was referred to in the section
on Means and Markers.
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4.4. Foundation

Rights &
Responsibility

This dimension represents the basis upon which the concept of dynamic
integration rests as it shapes all other domains in terms of access to markers
and means, social connections and the usage of facilitators. It encompasses
a wide range of notions including citizenship, exercise of rights and assigned
responsibilities within the integration process.

The following FOCUS data were included in the triangulation analysis for ‘Foundation’:
Quantitative survey:

- receiving community’s perception of arriving community’s discrimination (scale;
see appx. Table 19)
- arriving community’s experience of discrimination (scale; see appx. Table 19)
- receiving community’s perception of society membership of the arriving
community (see appx. Table 20)
- arriving community’s perception of own society membership (see appx. Table 20)

Qualitative FGD (categories or codes):

- ‘Feeling integrated’, ‘Understandings of ideal integration’, ‘Responsible actors’,
‘Racism and discrimination’, ‘Culture and Religion’

Secondary analysis:

- n.a.

Policy analysis:

- Indicator 1: Overview of the Integration policies, Indicator 2: Residency
and Citizenship

Dynamic integration?
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4.4.1. Rights and Responsibilities
In the survey, receiving community respondents were asked as to what extend
they support listed rights and entitlements granted to the arriving community
in their respective country of residence. The list was based on the Support for
entitlements of refugees’ scale 78 developed for the Croatian context, which was
then adapted to the respective legal frameworks in the other sites based on the
policy research results.

Across all sites, the receiving
community acknowledges the
rights and legal entitlements of
the arriving community.
78

Ajduković et al., 2019

All in all, the receiving community was found to recognize the rights of the
arriving community with some significant variation between the study sites, as
revealed by the cross-site analysis. All samples revealed a relatively high level
of support for refugees’ entitlements. The receiving community in Germany
showed the highest support, followed by Jordan and Sweden and the lowest
score was observed in Croatia. Here again, the selection bias in the German
sample may have contributed to the more positive stance of the receiving
community.
Regarding the receiving community’s support for the rights and entitlements of
the arriving community as predictor of socio-psychological variables, crosssite level regression analysis yielded a significant positive effect in the models
on readiness to assist and social proximity with the arriving community. This
relates to the FGD data, in which there was acknowledgement that certain rights
for the arriving community have to be guaranteed.
The scale on receiving community’s support for rights and entitlements was
strongly correlated with attitudes and thus may reflect a rather broad cognitive
endorsement. Dissonance and conflictual attitudes may emerge when this
broad assessment is translated into personal engagement. Therefore, it may be
worthwhile exploring their support for certain areas of rights and entitlements
on item-level and compare them between the different sites. Indeed, a more
nuanced view seems to emerge when items with the lowest scores of each site
are examined. In line with the focus on economic hardship and competition
in the FGDs in Croatia and Jordan, the receiving community’s support was
lowest for items involving financial aid in the Croatian and Jordanian survey
samples. In Sweden and Germany, the right for family reunion was among the
items with lowest support. This contradicts with what participants said in the
FGDs. Time limitation of residency permits including the right for family reunion
were raised by the receiving community as critical issues impacting the arriving
community’s chances to integrate. It is important to note that both Sweden
and Germany, the European countries that received the highest number of the
arriving community, implemented changes in their asylum policy after 2015.
In Sweden the time limitation of residence permits has been introduced and in
Germany the asylum status granted to most refugees from Syria was changed

Dynamic integration?
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The receiving community
feels a moral obligation
towards refugees, however
their support for rights and
entitlements depends on their
specific economic and political
conditions.
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from refugee status to Subsidiary Protection status. In addition, Germany
suspended the right for family reunion for the arriving community from March
2016 to September 2018 for those arriving community members who received
Subsidiary Protection (see also 3.4.1. Rights and responsibilities). Against this
background the contradiction in our data sources may reflect the societal
(re-)negotiations of the rights and entitlement granted to refugees with promigration attitudes more prevalent in the FGD samples than in the survey.
Arriving community respondents assessed themselves as being aware of
most of their rights in their specific receiving context. On a cross-site level,
the mean of their knowledge varied between nine and all of the eleven rights
granted to them, with the arriving community in Germany and Jordan being
most acquainted with their rights and in Croatia the least. In the European
sites, arriving community respondents showed the lowest level of awareness
in relation to the item on how authorities cannot prosecute refugees who
entered the respective country illegally if they are prosecuted in their home
country. The item yielding one of the three lowest scores across the European
sites was on the knowledge that arriving community members have the right
to have their qualification recognized when meeting the requirements of the
relevant authority even if they cannot provide documents of their education
qualifications. In Jordan, the arriving community sample was very much aware
of each right provided to them through the UNHCR and other NOGs/INGOs.
The question of citizenship and rights is fundamental in the Indicators of
Integration framework and builds the basis upon which all other domains
and dimensions rest. With the exception of Jordan, refugees in all country
sites can acquire citizenship, though the duration and requirements vary
from one country to another. Sweden has the least restrictive citizenship
system, as it has the shortest duration of residence requirement that qualifies
arriving community members for citizenship amounting to four years only. In
comparison to other European countries, the Swedish authorities do not attach
as many requirements to citizenship acquisition, with not having committed
a serious crime for a certain period of time before the application and having
established the applicant’s identity being the main requirements beside the
duration of stay.

Rights regarding protection
from persecution despite
illegal immigration as well as
credential recognition were
among the least known.

With the exception of Jordan,
arriving community members
are able to acquire the
citizenship of the receiving
country after fulfilling certain
criteria and residing for a
duration that ranged from
four years in Sweden to eight
years in Croatia and Germany.

In Germany and Croatia, the duration of stay is longer than that in Sweden,
amounting to eight years in both countries, though in the case of Germany it
can be reduced to six years of residence under certain circumstances. Apart of
the duration of stay, there is a list of criteria that have to be fulfilled for refugees
to qualify for citizenship in both countries. This includes proof of German and
Croatian language proficiency, having passed a naturalisation test and not
having committed a serious crime. In addition to these criteria, applicant must
have renounced their current nationality to be able to acquire the Croatian
citizenship.
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Table 3. Overview on possibility, duration and requirements to acquire national citizenship for refugees per country. 79
Sweden

Germany

Croatia

Jordan

Can refugees acquire
citizenship?

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

What is the duration of
residence required before
they can acquire citizenship?

At least 4 years

8 years, which can be reduced to 6
years if the applicant has successfully
completed an integration course
and if they have shown ‘substantial
integration effort’

8 years

Requirements

No record of committing a
serious crime for a certain
period of time before the
application.

No record of committing a serious
crime

Croatian language
proficiency

German language proficiency

The identification of the
applicant

Passing a naturalisation test

Passing a naturalisation
test

Citizenship

Must renounce current
nationality

General good conduct while
in Sweden

Though citizenship is a fundamental aspect in relation to the question of
belonging, the legal system regulating the rights of refugees is also essential as
it has implications on the trajectory of integration. The question of residence
permit duration is hereby central, impacting not only the access to markers
and means but also affecting the psychological status of arriving community
members. The insecurity and fear triggered by short-term residence permits
and the uncertainty about being granted a long-term residence were discussed
in all countries, but was mostly evident in Sweden. The legal permits, which
used to be permanent in Sweden were substituted by temporary permits, which
can later be made permanent if certain criteria are met.

The type and the duration
of the residence permit are
important bedrocks for the
integration process and affect
the mental wellbeing of
arriving community members.

79

For references see D2.1.

The receiving community reflected on how the temporariness and uncertainty
resulting from these permits can undermine integration efforts and result in
more mental health issues. This was in line with the testimonies provided by
the arriving community on the implications temporary permits had on their
mental health and access to the labour market. While the asylum regime in the
European sites guarantees basic rights to the arriving community, the legal and
institutional framework in Jordan associated with the legal status provided
to Syrian refugees is very restrictive, depriving arriving community members
of rights related to housing, work and financial services which are available to
receiving community members.
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The findings related to the scale on perception of society membership warrants
special attention, as the results obtained allude to a distinct pattern that varies
from the other scales. Upon asking receiving community members whether
they perceive arriving community members as part of the society, we find that
this scale yields the lowest mean score among all European countries when
compared to the other socio-psychological indicators. The results are situated
either on the negative side (Croatia) or on the lower part of the moderate range
(Germany and Sweden).
These results indicate that the receiving community in the European countries
either did not consider the arriving community as part of its society or it was
indecisive about this question with an overall tendency towards the negative
pole. In other words, even in countries, where the receiving community had
positive attitudes towards the arriving community and demonstrated ‘so-called’
pro-social behaviour, the receiving community in Europe tended to draw social
boundaries when it came to questions of belonging and identity. For the case of
Germany for example, the politically left biased survey sample was rather proimmigration on a cognitive level, yet on a deeper level the question of whether
the arriving community is part of the society remained unresolved.
This again points to the overall dissonance in the discourse on integration,
which seems to operate detached from a deeper level of inter-group relations.
In Jordan, an opposite trend was observed; while receiving community’s
responses pointed at a tendency for a positive pattern (positive side of the
moderate range), arriving community members reported not to feel part of the
Jordanian society. The focus groups confirm that the discussions around the
notion of mutual integration and belonging was significantly more complex
in Jordan; there were strong opposing views on whether arriving community
members developed a sense of belonging to Jordan or not. Some perceived
the legal discrimination against refugees as a strong barrier that prevented
arriving community members from developing a sense of belonging. Similar
contradictory statements were made by receiving community members, with
some claiming a family-like bond, while others emphasising the clear division
between the two communities, with the ‘Jordanians’ claiming a sense of
ownership over Jordan.
In the European sites, arriving community members demonstrated
indecisiveness when it came to the question of whether they belong to the
arriving community, with Sweden showing the highest mean score. The result
here speaks to the focus groups; in which it became evident that developing
a sense of belonging was a delicate tipping point in feeling integrated.
Arriving community members internalised the perception that only native
receiving community members are entitled to claim a sense to belonging to
its own society. Arriving community members were hence reluctant to refer to
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The notion of belonging is most
complex in Jordan, where the
receiving community perceived
the arriving community as
members of their society and the
arriving community denied such
membership.

In the European sites, arriving
community members are
reluctant to claim a sense of
belonging because they are
uncertain on whether they are
entitled to it.
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belonging when talking about integration. In line with this narrative, receiving
community members with a migration background attributed fragility to this
feeling as an indication that it might be easily denied by those who claim
themselves native and thus perceived to be entitled to determine who belongs.
Upon exploring the socio-demographic factors impacting arriving community’s
sense of society membership, we find that older arriving community
respondents, those who have stayed longer in the receiving country, were
more fluent in English and the receiving country language and those who had a
higher household income were more likely to develop a higher sense of society
membership.
As for the socio-psychological factors, it was those who had positive attitudes
towards the receiving community, did not perceive the receiving community as
a threat to their socioeconomic wellbeing and personal safety, experienced less
individual discrimination and had more acquaintances, who were more likely to
report a stronger society membership.

Different factors influence the
development of a sense of society
membership for the arriving
community (including; language,
income, age, attitudes towards
the receiving community,
threat perception, intergroup
contact and experience with
discrimination).

The advanced analysis of hierarchal regression also revealed that the country of
residence matters with regards to this aspect. An arriving community member
from Croatia with the same average socio-psychological stance and sociodemographic background is more likely to feel part of the society than an
arriving community member from Germany.
There might be three possible explanations for this trend: Firstly, the prominent
discourse in Germany, including prominently in political discourse, on whether
Muslims belong to the German society, with strong voices opposing the notion
of Muslims being part of the society. Secondly, the Croatian sample entails a
relatively substantial share of Christian respondents. The results of the focus
groups show that similar religion in Croatia can function as a social bridge that
prompts acceptance and positive intergroup relations. Thirdly, there is relatively
low priority for immigration in political discourse due to the low number of
arriving community members.
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4.4.2. Racism and discrimination
In the quantitative survey, receiving community respondents were asked to
indicate to what extent they believe that the refugees experience unequal
treatment in comparison to the receiving community. While in Croatia and
Jordan, the receiving community assumed that the arriving community is rarely
subjected to experiences of discrimination, receiving community respondents
in Sweden and Germany believed that these experiences are not rare. This
particular pattern was also reflected in the focus group discussions, in which
receiving community participants from Sweden and Germany seemed to
have a higher perception of the existence of racism in their societies and how
this can both impair the integration process of arriving community members
and permeate intergroup relations. At the same time, receiving community
members in the European sites voiced certain racist notions, as manifested
in the essentialist construction of a majority native receiving community
culture as an opposing and incompatible pole to the arriving community’s
‘homogenous’ culture. In all sites, racism and discrimination seemed to be
predominantly reproduced based on the social boundary of culture, and to a
lesser extent religion, though both are difficult to disentangle as they have been
often used interchangeably by the participants.
Arriving communities in all four countries reported relatively low scores of
experienced discrimination, with the arriving community in Jordan reporting
the lowest score. These findings can be contextualised with the help of the
qualitative research, which clearly demonstrates a reluctance of arriving
community members to talk about racism. Although arriving community
members in all sites reported various experiences of discrimination and
exclusion, arriving community members in general refrained from labelling
these experiences as racist or discriminatory. When they did label experiences
as such, it was challenged directly by other respondents, who objected to
the use of such terms and felt the urge to compensate for this critique by
emphasising the positive sides of the receiving community so as not to be
perceived as ungrateful, a behaviour strongly observed in Germany.

The receiving communities
in Sweden and Germany
are more aware of racism
and discrimination being
experienced by the arriving
community than their
equivalents in Jordan and
Croatia.

The score of discrimination
related by the arriving
community is low. This might
indicate a reluctance among
the arriving community to talk
about discrimination.

80

Parker, 2018

These observations are in line with previous research 80, in which Parker shows
how asylum seekers tend to downplay “racism in order to positively evaluate
the [host] society” and avoid criticism against them (p. 120).
On the basis of the discussion in Sweden, it was noticeable that arriving
community respondents understood and internalised racism as overt and
visible actions such as harassment, insult and inhuman accommodation and
did not consider the subtle form of racism that could also exist and negatively
affect arriving community’s chances of settling down.
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4.4.3. Responsible actors
With an understanding of integration as a two-way process, both communities
are assigned responsibilities for integration. Even though this idea was present
across all sites, there was a general tendency to hold the arriving community
accountable for the integration process. Especially those participants
who highlighted the socioeconomic aspects of integration and those who
understood integration as assimilation openly stated that integration work
should be done primarily by the arriving community.

While accepting the idea
of dynamic integration
theoretically, the receiving
community tends to shift the
responsibility for integration to
the arriving community and the
younger generation.

It is important to note that the arriving community participants seemed to
agree to the assigned responsibility. Interestingly, both communities tended to
shift their integration responsibilities to the younger generation.
Across all sites, it was mostly the receiving community participants who
were concerned with the role of governments in integration. They addressed
governments’ responsibilities to organise, monitor, administer and finance the
integration of the arriving community on legal(‘Rights and responsibilities’) and
socioeconomic levels(access to ‘Markers & Means’). With regards to intergroup
relations (‘Social bridges’), governments were held responsible to facilitate
intergroup contact. Participants seemed to agree that governments failed to
meet their obligations. Participants requested governments to coordinate
decisive actions, reduce structural barriers, allocate sufficient resources, and
maintain national stability. Even though in general NGOs were assigned a
significant responsibility in the European sites, in Jordan INGOs were found to
play a pivotal, yet, very ambivalent role in integration.
Despite holding a major share of job opportunities and thus access to work as
an important ‘Markers & Means’ of integration, the private sector was hardly
mentioned. The responsibility of actors within the private sector was not
addressed by any of the communities at the respective sites.
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The receiving community
believes that government
should play a stronger role in
integration.

Neither the receiving community
nor the arriving community
assigns any responsibility to the
private sector.
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In the European sites, receiving community participants named the media
as a major source of information about the arriving community and the
integration process in general, especially for those lacking direct intergroup
contact. They also explained how media contributes to societal polarisation
and negative stereotypes. The narratives that were brought up as examples
from the media seemed to depict arriving community members as either
vulnerable or potential criminals or a source of burden. These narratives and
images were felt to influence the receiving community’s attitudes towards the
arriving community or refugees in general. Participants attributed this type of
journalism to a need of the media to sell their stories and to underlying political
orientations within the medial landscape. Participants felt that the media
should help to build ‘social bridges’ instead of undermining them. Arriving
community members hardly referred to the media, which points to the lack of
access or representation of their perspectives. In Jordan, there was no mention
of the media within the arriving community focus groups.
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Media is perceived to have an
important and polarising effect
on the integration discourse.
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The data triangulation clearly revealed that the different
domains of the ‘Indicators of Integration framework’ are
well reflected in the different streams of FOCUS data,
a result that underlines the value of this framework in
integration studies. This said, the Indicators are evolving
and our data analysis suggests that some crucial findings
are not fully echoed in the Indicators of integration
framework. This section reflects upon possibilities to refine
the scope of this framework.
The dimension on ‘foundation’ within the framework
encourages reflection upon the socio-historical discourse
on who belongs to a society and its legal manifestation
in concepts of citizenship. However, the analysis remains
confined to this discourse and does not to consider
how social constructs of belonging emerge and how
the mechanism of power relations defines inclusion
and exclusion within a society. These notions were very
tangible in important elements of our research and are
corroborated by the already existing literature on postmigration societies. This strand of research illustrates
how dominant views on integration are challenged by
struggles over inclusion and exclusion, which makes it
crucial to scrutinise the dynamics and negotiations taking
place when societies develop their understanding of who
they are.81, 82 Given the fact that those negotiations do not
happen in a vacuum of power, asymmetries operating in
those processes have to be clearly marked and analysed.
A closer look at the indicators and items defined in the
toolkit of the latest version of the framework (Ndofor-Tah
et al., 2019) can help to illustrate these thoughts. In line
with the analysis on ‘foundations’, the toolkit offers many
indicators to investigate how the arriving community
embraces their chances to participate in society or enforce
their legal entitlements that would guarantee them such
opportunities. In relation to the receiving community,
the toolkit suggests exploring their knowledge and
recognition of the arriving community’s rights. As an
81

Foroutan, 2016

82

El-Tayeb, 2016
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overarching aim for both communities, the toolkit outlines
items to measure the responsibilities that derive from the
opportunities and limitations of the legal framework.
These aspects and questions that the frameworks address
are all crucial, but in line with the arguments made above,
the analysis and the toolkit neglect questions of power
and dominance, which if integrated, would expand the
analytical scope of the framework to cover the following
question: Which responsibilities arise if we really strive to
implement the concept of dynamic integration and how
should these responsibilities be translated into certain
legal rights and entitlements? Coming from another angle,
which mechanism of power relations, dominance or
discrimination are inscribed in the current legal framework
that hinder dynamic integration? And finally, how can
we use this framework to facilitate social transformation
towards a more inclusive society?
The framework meticulously captures the status quo and
progress of integration within the scope of the available
legal and institutional framework. However, the framework
lacks the ability to acknowledge the legal and institutional
implications emerging out of the societal discourse on
integration. The power of public discourse is reflected
in how it can affect national and supranational laws. To
briefly illustrate this, FOCUS data points to conflictual
debates emerging in parallel to the changes in the legal
regulations of residence permits and family reunion rights
for the arriving community after 2015 in Germany and
Sweden (see also ‘Social Links’). In Croatia and Germany,
the display of certain (Muslim) religious practice in the
public sphere were rejected by some parts of the receiving
community despite existing anti-discrimination law.
This debate also involved calls to secure cultural values
regarding (monogamous) marriage by law and exclude the
third party of polyamorous marriages from social benefits.
Departing from this line of thought and analytical
observations throughout the research process, we suggest
adding a fifth principle to the overall integration framework,
namely: (re-)negotiation of power relations (cf. Table 1)
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The decision to propose integrating this issue as a
principle has to do with its cross-cutting nature and
its vertical interlinkage with all the domains of the
integration framework. Incorporating power relations into
the framework would allow for investigating racism and
discrimination in all domains, an aspect not explicit in the
framework. Apart from suggestions on measurements of
racist events, such as attacks or harassment in the domain
‘Safety’, there is no mention of racism or discrimination
in the other domains or dimensions. This is highly
problematic in light of the current conceptualisation and
research which make clear that racism and discrimination
determine how societies function, whom they include and
exclude. Our research has also demonstrated how access
to many domains (e.g. the domains in markers and means
or social bridges) is often shaped by discriminatory and
racist practices as well as perceptions. Though it may be
argued that the different indicators in the framework strive
to measure and secure equal participation of arriving
communities, we still miss a clear reference and marking
of racism and discrimination that may underlie the whole
integration process and extend to all indicators of the
framework.
Furthermore, adding the principle on power relations will
shed a different light on the role of culture and language,
which are conceptualised as facilitators in the framework.
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We argue that such a conceptualisation is a simplification
of the complex roles these domains play. The research has
demonstrated how asymmetries and social boundaries
are clearly reflected in both culture and language, turning
them into important avenues for negotiating power and
(un)resolving questions of integration and belonging. It
was within these domains that questions on which culture
belongs to the public sphere or what qualifies as active
citizenship were debated. Language was set as a defining
criterion to integration and culture to society membership.
It is the principle of (re)negotiating power relations that
can help to sharpen the analysis of these particular domains.
Extending the framework to a fifth principle has
methodological implications for research on dynamic
integration as well. As explained above, some of the
scales designed for the receiving community were
linguistically and conceptually adjusted for the arriving
community, but without additional steps which could
consider further asymmetries and detailed differing social
positioning. In certain cases, we surmise that certain
constructs being measured by these scales as in the case
of attitudes (Link to methodological note) and threat (Link
to methodological note) have been changed in this
process. To establish, whether the meaning of constructs
has changed, further statistical and theoretical analyses
are needed.
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This report brings together the various sources and analytical methods used within
the research stream of FOCUS in order to develop a comprehensive understanding of
the complex integration status within the four research countries. The aim is to offer
a balanced interpretation of the findings, increase the validity of FOCUS research and
reduce the bias that can emerge out of the use of one single method, a risk inherent
in any one-dimensional research. In this report we showed how the utilised methods
in FOCUS were complementary to each other, with each method pursuing a particular
objective; while the quantitative survey research strived to measure integration
based on the indicators of integration framework of Ager and Strang, the qualitative
research aimed at delving deeper into the narratives revolving around integration and
contextualising certain phenomena. The policy research offered the basis upon which
to embed the findings within the respective legal frameworks of each study site. The
use of representative data sources in the secondary analysis for Sweden and Germany
facilitated the comparison of the survey results on socioeconomic integration.
As shown in this report, the methodological and analytical approaches adopted in
FOCUS relied on the four main principles of integration as being multi-dimensional,
multi-directional, a shared responsibility and context specific. The research concluded
that a further fifth principle needs to be incorporated within the framework to cover
power relations and asymmetries.
In relation to multi-dimensionality, all strands of FOCUS research relied on various
indicators and themes ranging from socioeconomic to socio-psychological aspects and
covering all the dimensions outlined in the Ager and Strang framework. The results
presented in the triangulation report show the importance of this holistic framework not
only because it conveys a clearer image of the status of integration, but also because it
highlights some of the dissonance and contradictory notions manifested in the discourse

Integration is multi-dimensional
Triangulation reveals
dissonance and contradictory
notions manifest in the
discourse on integration.

on integration, some arising from methodological limitations such as social desirability
and others being a result of ambiguities on an individual and societal level.
The multi-dimensional approach of our research has shown the interlinkages
between the various dimensions and domains, emphasising the interdependency
of socioeconomic and sociopsychological integration of both receiving community
and arriving community. Failed access to labour market, education and secure
housing impacted arriving community’s sense of self-efficacy, self-esteem, and overall
psychological wellbeing and hence its ability to build ‘Social bridges’. At the same time,
receiving community members feeling a threat imposed on their access to resources
seemed more likely to reject the arriving community. The lack of intergroup contact
seemed to exacerbate these feelings and strengthen stereotypes and scepticism
towards the arriving community. These results substantiate the idea advanced by Ager
and Strang on the importance of studying integration in a holistic and comprehensive
manner. We attempted to contribute to this framework by adding additional measures
and indicators related to socio-psychological integration retrieved from the systematic
review conducted earlier. Such indicators included readiness to assist and perception
of intergroup threat, which have not been specified in the indicators of integration
framework by Ager and Strang.
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The multi-faceted idea of integration was not widely found among receiving community
members, who tended to adhere to a one-dimensional understanding of integration.
Integration seemed to be primarily confined to the dimension of ‘Markers and means’
as well as language proficiency. These constituted the markers that qualified the
assessment of integration as a success or failure; having a job, paying taxes and
mastering the receiving community’s language are prerequisites for a successful
integration according to the receiving community. While arriving community members
felt the pressure to fulfil such criteria and emphasised the importance of socioeconomic
integration, they challenged the idea of setting these as markers for a successful
integration.
This dissonance can be well explained based on the question of society membership
and belonging, which seemed to be particularly contentious in the European countries.
The findings allude to opposing or ‘neutral’ stances toward the idea of perceiving the
arriving community as part of receiving community’s society, even in sites where the
receiving community showed positive attitudes and so-called “pro-social behaviour”.
This indicates that questions related to the deeper level of integration and intergroup
relations remain largely unresolved within the European societies, with ongoing
attempts to negotiate who belongs and does not belong to their societies. The analysis
of the role of language and culture beyond their conceptualisation as mere facilitators
but as avenues to negotiate power and draw boundaries supports this observation.
By defining which cultural and religious practices as well as language belonged to
the public sphere, the receiving community tried (re-)claim their hegemony over the
integration discourse. Particularly important in this debate is the role of culture, which
was seen as a social boundary by the receiving community. Even in Jordan where the
receiving community and arriving community cultures are deemed to be very similar
due to the geographical proximity, receiving community members tried to construct the
notion of different cultures, a notion that rested on vague and abstract description of
these differences.
The idea of dissonance or the existence of a gap between the cognitive and emotional
level became clearer after comparing the qualitative research to the quantitative
findings and contrasting the results of certain measures with one another. For example,
the qualitative research has shown that receiving community members felt a moral
obligation to help the arriving community along the narrative of ‘vulnerable and
traumatised refugee’, but after examining the scale on readiness to assist, we could
observe a limitation or a general reluctance among the receiving community to dedicate
personal resources to help the arriving community.
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The findings of this report suggest that the multi-directional nature of integration is not
internalised among either the receiving or arriving communities and is rather reflected
in the focus group discussions as an abstract idea of ideal integration. Both communities
perceive each other as homogeneous groups and tend to assign essentialist notions to

Multi-directionality remains a
challenge, not only on a societal
level but also in research.

one another. We observed how in Sweden, for example, receiving community members
constructed a majority ‘Swedish’ culture as an opposing pole to arriving community’s
‘homogenous’ culture. Similarly, arriving community’s accounts of the receiving
community stress cultural differences between both communities and refer to a
homogenous native group that does not entail any persons with migration background.
Yet in contrast to the receiving community, the arriving community did not present these
differences to be incompatible or in a “clash” with its own culture. Furthermore, there
was a general agreement among the receiving community that for integration to work,
the change should come from the arriving community and not the receiving community,
implying that arriving community’s values and practices have to be altered.
Acknowledging that integration is multi-directional and diverse and that communities
are heterogeneous, we defined the receiving community as consisting of native- and
foreign-born people, who have been living in the respective country for more than seven
years. This in line with the multi-directional principle that avoids the assimilationist
approach.
As the principle of multi-directionality implies that integration requires adaptation
and change from all actors, we conceptualised our research to equally cover receiving
community and arriving community’s experiences and thoughts by implementing
a survey and a qualitative framework that would pose similar questions to both
communities, whenever possible. Through this methodological framework we tried to
avoid the trap of assimilation, an aspiration that has not be fully successful. We identified
certain conceptual limitations in our analysis and methodology, that correspond to a
perspective of assimilation. One such example was defining the receiving community’s
employment level as the reference point for the employment level among the receiving
community, an analytical approach that leans towards the assimilative stance that sets
the receiving community as the defining standard.
Complementary to the idea of multi-directionality, the principle of shared responsibility
sheds light on the important role of receiving community members and institutions
in the integration process, which are often neglected or dismissed when talking about
integration. Departing from here, our research examined perceptions about assigned

Integration as a shared
responsibility is tangible only
on a cognitive level.

responsibilities to arriving community and receiving community members as well as
receiving community institutions, which included governments, media and private
sector. The governmental framework could also be studied in the context of the policy
analysis conducted as one strand of research within FOCUS.
Regarding the question as to what extent the receiving community and arriving
community believed in this principle, we find that the notion of shared responsibility
was only tangible on a cognitive level. In other words, while receiving community
participants envisioned ideal integration as a two-way process, a closer look at the
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data suggests that this understanding stood in contradiction to concrete demands
and arguments advanced by receiving community members. By emphasising the
socioeconomic aspects of integration and demanding a stronger role in the integration
process on behalf of the receiving community governments, the receiving community
implicitly shifts the main responsibility of integration primarily to the arriving
community and the receiving community governments and shields itself from assuming
substantive responsibility.
The reluctance of the receiving community to take an active role in the integration
process is more in line with assimilation or at most with a two way-process that involves
receiving community institutions and arriving community individuals, leaving receiving
community members out of the equation. The arriving community members seemed
to agree with this distribution of roles, emphasising its responsibility to perform and
achieve socioeconomic integration so it can contribute to the host-state’s welfare. The
private sector was not identified as an important stakeholder by either community.
The role of media was strongly scrutinised by receiving community participants in
the European sites, who reflected on the polarising role of media in the integration
discourse.
The cross-site analysis conducted in FOCUS and the triangulation of the finding on
cross-country level were challenging for many reasons, especially when incorporating
the fourth principle of context specificity. The comparison of results and the tendency
for inference and generalisation becomes difficult, as the context of the four countries
and the sites have to be considered. For example, it is difficult to conclude that
intergroup contact will solve the issue of integration, when there are larger structural

Any generalisation of the
findings should be done
with caution, as context
specificity is crucial in
integration research.

and macroeconomic barriers that are hindering the overall integration process. What
may function in Germany and Sweden, can fail in Croatia and Jordan, simply because
of the weaker macroeconomic situation in the country. The legal framework and the
policies in place are also extremely important and any research on integration should
be embedded and contextualised within this framework. The method of triangulation
was helpful to overcome this issue, as it facilitated the process of contextualising results
through integrating policy finding and qualitative research.
An important contribution of FOCUS can be summed up as expanding the integration
framework by a fifth principle, which is power relations. This principle is vertically
interlinked to all other dimensions and is manifested in each dimension of integration
in forms of racism and discrimination and power asymmetries. Incorporating this

Integration requires
(re-)negotiation of
power relations

perspective can refine the analytical scope, allowing to capture the structural,
institutional, and interpersonal racism and discrimination, which are manifested in each
dimension: Racism and discrimination regulate the access to or exclusion from ‘Markers
and Means’ as well as ‘Social connections’ and pose a threat to the safety of the arriving
community. Furthermore, when considering this fifth principle, domains such as culture
and language cease to be simply facilitators but transform into avenues for negotiating
power and defining belonging. This principle allows to understand the conflictual nature
of certain domains, that need to be problematised and understood better.
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Incorporating racism and discrimination as a fifth principle also helps us to develop
more rigorous methods and approaches to understand and measure the extent of racism
and discrimination, arriving community members are exposed to. Our research has
demonstrated that there is a lot of reluctance among the arriving community to talk and
report about such experiences, so as not be perceived as ungrateful. These challenges
were observed both in the quantitative as well as the qualitative research streams.
A further implication of this principle in terms of methodology, is the translation of
scales from the receiving to the arriving community. We have seen how certain scales
had some reliability issues in certain countries, suggesting that the scales are not always
applicable to the arriving community context due to the social positioning and power
asymmetries. It Is hence of great importance to refine the methodological approaches
that would allow a better understanding of these experiences.
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A. Policy Frameworks
Table 4. Listed indicators leading the comparative analysis of different policy
frameworks in the different study sites

1. General overview
2. Residency and citizenship
3. Labour market Integration
4. Language and Social Orientation Course
5. Family reunification
6. Education and Vocational Training
7. Access to Social Welfare and Housing
8. Host Community Relations
9. Other areas of integration policy for your state that you consider
to be important to the comparative analysis.
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B. Survey Instruments
Table 5. Verbal interpretations of the scales presented in the case of 1 to 5 and 1 to 15
Likert scales
Verbal interpretation

1-5 Likert scale

1-15 Likert scale

Very low

0 – 1,5

1-2,75

Low

1,51 – 2,5

2,76 - 6,25

Moderate/neutral

2,51 – 3,5

6,26 - 9,75

High

3,51 – 4,5

9,76 – 13,25

Very high

4,51 - 5

13,26 - 15

Table 6. Items on arriving community’s employment situation and education
1.1. How would you define your current labor status?
1.2. What is your current occupation?
1.3. Do you have a fixed-term or permanent employment contract?
1.4. What are your net earnings for the past month, after deduction for tax, insurance contribution?
1.5. What is the highest qualification you have now?

Table 7. Receiving community’s opinion on arriving community’s situation
2.1. In your opinion, what is the overall/ average employment situation of refugees in /Country/?
2.2. In your opinion, how many refugees in /Country/ receive welfare assistance?
2.3. In your opinion, what is the overall/average living situation of refugees in /Country/?

Table 8. Arriving community’s housing condition
3.1. How many people live in your household? Please count yourself and every other person.
3.2. How many rooms are there in your flat/house? This means rooms over 6 m2 in size excluding kitchen and bathroom
3.3. Do you/your family rent or own this flat/house?
3.4. For how long is your contract?
3.5. How much is the monthly rent at present?
3.6. If you look at the total income of all of the members of your household what is the monthly household currently?
3.7. Not including desirable remodeling or additions, is this housing in need of any repairs?
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Table 9. Receiving community’s and arriving community’s neighborhood quality scale

5.1. There are different options of schooling in close proximity to my home or they are easily
accessible through public transport.
5.2. It is easy to walk to a bus stop, train, subway station from my home.
5.3. There are different options of doctors in close proximity of my home or they are easily
accessible through public transport
5.4. There is at least one green space (park/ walking trail) in close proximity to my home.
5.5. The area I live in is safe from criminal activities.

Table 11. Receiving community’s and arriving community’s intergroup contact frequency
and quality scale
6.1.1.

I sympathise with refugees for
problems they could experience
in /Country/.

6.1.2.

I sympathise with /Country
nationals/ for problems they
experience in /Country/.

6.2.1.

If a /national/ and a refugee do
equal work, it is fair that they 		
receive equal pay.

6.2.2.

If a refugee and a /Country
national/ do equal work, it is fair
that they receive equal pay.

6.3.1.

If I had the opportunity, I would
help a refugee to better find his/
her way in /Country/.

6.3.2.

If I had the opportunity, I would
help a /Country national/.

6.4.1.

As members of the host society,
we know too little about the 		
problems encountered by refugees
in /Country/.

6.4.2.

As refugees, we know too little
about the problems encountered
by /Country nationals/.\

6.5.1.

I would enjoy learning about their
culture through contacts with
refugees.

6.5.2.

I would enjoy learning about
their culture through contacts with
/Country nationals/.

6.6.1.

Our country can benefit from the
cultural diversity of population.

6.6.2.

/Country/ can benefit from the
cultural diversity of population.

Table 11. Receiving community’s and arriving community’s intergroup contact frequency
and quality scale
7.1. In public transport, on the street, in the market
7.2. In the neighbourhood
7.3. At public event
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Table 12. Size of receiving community’s and arriving community’s social networks
including acquaintances, friends and people to ask for help and the share of outgroup
members within those social networks
8.1. In your city, how many people do you consider to be your acquaintances with whom 		
you would have a casual conversation or a cup of coffee at a café?
Out of these, how many are Country nationals/refugees?
8.2. In your city, how many people do you consider to be your close friends which you
would invite for a home visit or have dinner with at a restaurant?
Out of these, how many are Country nationals/refugees?
8.3. When you are going through a difficult situation in which you need help from
another person, on how many people can you count on to help you?
Out of these, how many are Country nationals/refugees?

Table 13. Scale on receiving community’s readiness to assist the arriving community and
scale on arriving community’s perception of receiving community’s readiness to assist
the arriving community
receiving community

arriving community

9.1.1.

I would be prepared to provide
temporary care for an
unaccompanied refugee child.

9.1.2.

/Country nationals/ would be
prepared to provide temporary
care for an unaccompanied
refugee child.

9.2.1.

I would allow refugees to
temporarily use my property that I
don’t need.

9.2.2.

/Country nationals/ would allow
refugees to temporarily use their
property which they do not need.

9.3.1.

I would bring food and/or other
supplies to refugees.

9.3.2.

/Country nationals/ would bring
food and/or other supplies to
refugees.

9.4.1.

I would be prepared to dedicate
some time to assist refugees
become involved in our
community’s life.

9.4.2.

/Country nationals/ would be
prepared to dedicate some
time to assist refugees become
involved in community’s life.

Table 14. Scale on social proximity of the receiving community towards the arriving
community and vice versa
10.1. I would accept a refugee/Country national/ as a family member.
10.2. I would become involved in a love relationship with a refugee/Country national/.
10.3. I would accept a refugee/Country national/ as a friend.
10.4. I would accept a refugee/Country national/ as a neighbour.
10.5. I would accept a refugee/Country national/ as a fellow worker.
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Table 15. Receiving community’s support for refugees’ entitlements scale and arriving
community’s knowledge about refugees’ entitlements scale
receiving community

arriving community

11.1.1.

Refugees should by no means be returned 		
to their country if this would endanger their
lives or freedom.

11.1.2.

Refugees have the right to remain in /Country/
if their return to their country would endanger
their lives or freedom.

11.2.1.

Refugees who entered /Country/ illegally
should not be prosecuted if they were
persecuted in their countries

11.2.2.

Authorities do not have the right to prosecute
refugees who entered /Country/ illegally if
they were persecuted in their countries

11.3.1.

Families of refugees should be allowed to
join them in /Country/.

11.3.2.

Refugees have the right to bring their families
to join them to /Country/.

11.4.1.

The government should provide free
accommodation for refugees who cannot
afford it themselves.

11.4.2.

Refugees who cannot afford it themselves
have the right to be provided free
accommodation by the government.

11.5.1.

Refugees in /Country/ should be allowed
to get a job.

11.5.2.

Refugees have the right to get a job.

11.6.1.

Refugees should have access to employment
incentives (e.g. training or reskilling) just like
/Country/ citizens.

11.6.2.

Refugees have the right to use employment
incentives (e.g. training or reskilling) just like /
Country/ citizens.

11.7.1.

Refugees should have access to free health 		
care just like /Country/ citizens.

11.7.2.

Refugees have the right to access to free
health care just like /Country/ citizens.

11.8.1.

Refugees and their families should be entitled
to primary, secondary and higher education
just like /Country/ citizens.

11.8.2.

Refugees and their families have the right
to primary, secondary and higher education
just like /Country/ citizens.

11.9.1.

If refugees have no documents to confirm
their education qualifications, these should
be recognised if they meet the requirements
by the relevant authority.

11.9.2.

If refugees have no documents to confirm
their education qualifications, they have the
right to have these qualifications recognised if
they meet requirements of the relevant authority.

11.10.1.

Refugees should be able to raise their children
in accordance with their culture and beliefs.

11.10.2.

Refugees have the right to raise their children
in accordance with their culture and beliefs.

11.11.1.

If refugees cannot pay for the legal aid, they
should be granted this service for free.

11.11.2.

If refugees cannot pay the legal aid, they have
the right to be granted this service for free.

11.12.1.

Refugees should be assisted in their
integration into our society (e.g. learning
the /Country/ language, learning about our
culture, psychological and social support).

11.12.2.

Refugees have the right to be assisted in their
integration into /Country/ society
(e.g. learning the /Country/ language, learning
about /Country/ culture, psychological and
social support).
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Table 16. Scale on arriving community’s Country language and English proficiency
12.1.

How do you assess your English proficiency?

12.2.

12.1.1.

Speaking

12.1.2.

Writing

12.1.3.

Reading

How do you assess your /Country/ proficiency?
12.2.1.

Speaking

12.2.2.

Writing

12.2.3.

Reading

Table 17. Receiving community’s and arriving community’s preference for an acculturation strategy
receiving community

arriving community

13.1.1.

Refugees should maintain they original culture
and not adopt the /Country/ culture.

13.1.2.

We as refugees should maintain our original
culture and not adopt the /Country/ culture.

13.2.1.

Refugees should maintain their original culture
and also adopt the /Country/ culture.

13.2.2.

We as refugees should maintain our original
culture and also adopt the /Country/ culture.

13.3.1.

Refugees should relinquish their original
culture and adopt the /Country/ culture.

13.3.2.

We as refugees should relinquish our original
culture and adopt the /Country/ culture.

Table 18. Receiving community’s and arriving community’s perceived threat scales, realistic and symbolic
Realistic threat
receiving community

arriving community

14.1.1.

I fear that crime rates in /Country/ could
increase due to refugees.

14.1.2.

I fear that /Country nationals/ could accuse
refugees for increased crime rates.

14.2.1.

I fear terrorist attacks by refugees who
live here.

14.2.2.

I fear that /Country nationals/ may attack us.

14.3.1.

Refugees take places at universities or
jobs from /nationals/.

14.3.2.

/Country nationals/ may limit opportunities for
refugees to enroll in universities or find jobs.

Symbolic threat
receiving community

arriving community

14.4.1.

Refugees could endanger our values and
our way of life.

14.4.2.

/Country nationals/ could endanger our values
and our way of life.

14.5.1.

Religious and moral beliefs of refugees
oppose those of /nationals/.

14.5.2.

Religious and moral beliefs of /Country
nationals/ oppose those of refugees.

14.6.1.

The beliefs of refugees about how society
should function oppose ours.

14.6.2.

The beliefs of /Country nationals/ about how
society should function oppose ours.
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Table 19. Receiving community’s opinion on arriving community’s impact on the national
macroeconomic situation
15.1. In general, the refugees will reduce the shortages of labour in /Country/.
15.2. In general, the refugees will have a positive impact in economic growth in /Country/.
15.3. The refugees in /Country/ will bring more revenues than costs for the government.
15.4. Due to the government spending for refugees, my taxes will have to be increased
15.5. Due to the government spending for refugees there will be less government benefits
for the other population.

Table 20. Scale on receiving community’s perception of arriving community’s
discrimination and scale on arriving community’s experience of discrimination
receiving community

receiving community

To what extent do you believe refugees
experience unequal treatment in comparison
to /nationals/

To what extent do you experience unequal
treatment in comparison to /Country
nationals/?

15.1. In general, the refugees will reduce the shortages of labour in /Country/.
15.2. In general, the refugees will have a positive impact in economic growth in /Country/.
15.3. The refugees in /Country/ will bring more revenues than costs for the government.
15.4. Due to the government spending for refugees, my taxes will have to be increased
15.5. Due to the government spending for refugees there will be less government benefits
for the other population.

Table 21. Receiving community’s perception of society membership of the arriving
community and arriving community’s perception of own society membership
receiving community

receiving community

How much do you feel refugees are a part of
the /Country/ society?

How much do you feel part of the /Country/
society you live in?
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C. Focus Group Discussion guide
Table 22. Questions outlined in the Focus group discussion guide for general guidance to the moderation

Warm-up questions

“Now please all introduce yourself with your name, how long you’ve been living in (city name)
and maybe also say a few words about the things that best explain who you are! Let’s start from
here and go round (point at person next to you)!”

Introductory
questions

receiving community

arriving community

“For you personally, how have things gone
with the integration of host community and
refugee community from Syria in (city name)
and (country name)?”

“How integrated do you feel in (city name)
and (country name)?”

a. “For you personally, how do you feel
that the relation between host-community
and refugee-community has developed?”
b. “In your own opinion, what do you think
are the main sentiments currently present
about each other?”
Guiding questions

a. “How do you feel the relation between
host-community and refugee- community
developed?”
a. “In your own opinion, what are the main
sentiments currently present about each
other?”

“To you, what does “integration” mean?
a. “What would it look like if it was working perfectly?”
b. “What do you think are the biggest barriers to this?”
c. “You can go ahead and elaborate on any ideas, even if they seem illusory.”
2. “For you personally and for the city/country as whole, what impact do you think that the
integration of refugees from Syria will have?”

Concluding question

“We’ve collected a lot of interesting insights and comments so far! Is there anything you feel like
you need to add at this point where we are slowly coming to the end of the discussion?”
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D. Additional data
Table 23. Self-stated neighbourhood quality in terms of criminality by country and community; min-max = 1-5
DEM_Study country

DEM_Participant_group

N

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Std.
Error Mean

Sweden

NEIGH_The area I live in is safe
from criminal activities.

receiving community

1259

2,98

1,214

,034

arriving community

413

3,52

1,092

,054

NEIGH_The area I live in is safe
from criminal activities.

receiving community

519

3,30

1,108

,049

arriving community

568

3,93

1,066

,045

NEIGH_The area I live in is safe
from criminal activities.

receiving community

597

3,52

1,139

,047

arriving community

160

4,26

,899

,071

NEIGH_The area I live in is safe
from criminal activities.

receiving community

622

4,00

1,254

,050

arriving community

623

4,12

1,211

,049

Germany

Croatia

Jordan
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Independent Samples Test
Table 22. t-test results comparing arriving community and receiving community’s neighborhood quality in terms of criminality

DEM_Study country

Levene’s Test
for Equality of
Variances
F

Sweden

Germany

Croatia

Jordan

NEIGH_The area
I live in is safe
from criminal
activities.

Equal variances
assumed

NEIGH_The area
I live in is safe
from criminal
activities.

Equal variances
assumed

NEIGH_The area
I live in is safe
from criminal
activities.

Equal variances
assumed

NEIGH_The area
I live in is safe
from criminal
activities.

Equal variances
assumed

4,983

Sig.

t

df

Sig.
(2-tailed)

,026

-8,032

1670

,000

-,540

-8,473

772,292

,000

-9,620

1085

Equal variances
not assumed
8,330

,004

Equal variances
not assumed
29,681

,000

Equal variances
not assumed

Equal variances
not assumed
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,873

95% Confidence Interval
of the Difference

,350

95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference

Mean
Std. Error
Difference Difference

Lower

Upper

,067

-,671

-,408

-,540

,064

-,665

-,415

,000

-,635

,066

-,764

-,505

-9,603 1067,203

,000

-,635

,066

-,764

-,505

-7,542

755

,000

-,734

,097

-,925

-,543

-8,632

309,889

,000

-,734

,085

-,901

-,566

-1,746

1243

,081

-,122

,070

-,259

,015

,081

-,122

,070

-,259

,015

-1,746 1241,399
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Descriptive Statistics
Table 23. Realistic Threat of the receiving community by item
N

Minimum

Maximum

RTH_I fear that crime rates in /country/ could increase due to
refugees/I fear that /country nationals/ could accuse refugees
for increased crime rates.

1273

1

5

3,31

1,401

RTH_I fear terrorist attack by refugees who live here/I fear that /
country nationals/ may attack us.

1277

0

5

2,33

1,387

RTH_Refugees take places at universities or jobs from /
nationals/Country nationals may limit opportunities for
refugees to enroll in universities or find jobs.

1277

0

5

1,82

1,110

Valid N (listwise)

1273

RTH_I fear that crime rates in /country/ could increase due to
refugees/I fear that /country nationals/ could accuse refugees
for increased crime rates.

522

1

5

2,70

1,244

RTH_I fear terrorist attack by refugees who live here/I fear that /
country nationals/ may attack us.

523

0

5

2,13

1,170

RTH_Refugees take places at universities or jobs from /
nationals/Country nationals may limit opportunities for
refugees to enroll in universities or find jobs.

523

0

5

1,76

1,009

Valid N (listwise)

522

RTH_I fear that crime rates in /country/ could increase due to
refugees/I fear that /country nationals/ could accuse refugees
for increased crime rates.

600

1

5

3,57

1,063

RTH_I fear terrorist attack by refugees who live here/I fear that /
country nationals/ may attack us.

600

1

5

3,22

1,242

RTH_Refugees take places at universities or jobs from /
nationals/Country nationals may limit opportunities for
refugees to enroll in universities or find jobs.

600

1

5

2,70

1,117

Valid N (listwise)

600

RTH_I fear that crime rates in /country/ could increase due to
refugees/I fear that /country nationals/ could accuse refugees
for increased crime rates.

624

1

5

3,50

1,490

RTH_I fear terrorist attack by refugees who live here/I fear that /
country nationals/ may attack us.

624

1

5

3,31

1,516

RTH_Refugees take places at universities or jobs from /
nationals/Country nationals may limit opportunities for
refugees to enroll in universities or find jobs.

624

1

5

3,48

1,419

Valid N (listwise)

624

DEM_Study country
Sweden

Germany

Croatia

Jordan
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