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Abstract 

This research note sets out to draw up a research agenda on the role of passive representation 

and intersectionality for perceived bureaucratic discrimination, emphasizing the need to open 

the discussion on how to model intersectionality and improve the measurement of subjective 

discrimination. The research note draws on the illustrative example of education, which is one 

of the earliest and most prominent places where individuals experience discrimination. Street-

level bureaucrats, such as teachers, play a pivotal role in delivering public services and ensuring 

equal rights, yet biased behaviors based on characteristics like ethnicity and gender persist. This 

research builds on representative bureaucracy theory, which posits that a diverse staff reflective 

of the population can mitigate discrimination, but introduces the complexity of 

intersectionality—the idea that individuals belong to multiple social groups, impacting their 

experiences of discrimination uniquely. 
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Through an exploratory online survey conducted among social science students at the 

University of Konstanz, the study investigates the combined effects of multiple overlapping 

identities of students and teachers on experiences of discrimination in schools. The survey 

captures various dimensions of perceived unfair treatment, including assessment, punishment, 

and support. Findings indicate that students with a migration background, particularly males, 

experience higher levels of discrimination. While gender-based discrimination is less evident, 

female representation among teachers appears to reduce discrimination for female students. 

However, overall teacher diversity does not significantly impact perceived discrimination. 

The research note underscores the importance of considering intersectionality in understanding 

bureaucratic discrimination in future research and suggests that merely increasing diversity 

among teachers is insufficient. Effective representation and attention to student intersectionality 

are crucial for addressing discrimination, highlighting the need for targeted strategies to support 

vulnerable groups. Future research should include more diverse samples and contexts to further 

explore these complex patterns. 

 

Keywords: Bureaucratic discrimination, intersectionality, passive representation, 

representative bureaucracy 

Introduction 

Most individuals' primary interaction with state representatives comes through everyday 

encounters with street-level bureaucrats, such as teachers and police officers, who are 

instrumental in delivering public services. These bureaucrats have significant discretion but are 

expected to ensure equal rights protection for all citizens (Frederickson 2015; Jensen and van 

Kersbergen 2016; Lipsky 1980). However, bureaucratic discrimination, which is the biased 
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behaviour of these bureaucrats based on citizens' characteristics like ethnicity or gender, is a 

prevalent issue that undermines this principle of equality  (Dovidio et al. 2010: 9; Pager and 

Shepherd 2008). Such discrimination perpetuates social inequalities, as evidenced by empirical 

research, making it challenging for discriminated groups to access public services and assert 

their rights. Discrimination theories suggest that social identity plays a critical role, where 

biases lead to preferential treatment of similar individuals while disadvantaging minorities in 

their interactions with bureaucrats (Adam et al. 2021; Dovidio et al. 2010; Moseley and 

Thomann 2021). One solution suggested by representative bureaucracy theory proposes 

diversifying staff to reflect the diversity within populations can reduce such discrimination 

(Bradbury and Kellough 2011; Kennedy 2014; Riccucci and van Ryzin 2017). However, 

evidence of the effectiveness of this passive representation in reducing discrimination is mixed 

(Fernandez et al. 2018; Headley and Wright 2020; Hong 2017; Kennedy 2014; Meier et al. 

1999; Nicholson-Crotty et al. 2017; Pedersen et al. 2018; Riccucci and van Ryzin 2017; Schram 

et al. 2009; Xu and Meier 2021). 

This research note introduces another layer of complexity: intersectionality, the concept that 

individuals simultaneously belong to multiple social groups, influencing their experiences of 

social injustice, discrimination, and oppression (Crenshaw 1989). Intersectionality complicates 

the dynamics of bureaucratic discrimination and representative bureaucracy, as different 

identities might interact in various ways, enhancing or mitigating discrimination (Crenshaw 

1989; Dahl and Krog 2018). Despite its importance, intersectionality remains underexplored in 

empirical research and representative bureaucracy scholarship. 

Our study investigates how intersectionality and passive representation influence perceived 

bureaucratic discrimination by asking: How can intersectionality and passive representation be 

accounted for and how do they jointly affect perceived bureaucratic discrimination? We utilize 

theories of intersectionality, representative bureaucracy, and diversity to explore the combined 
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effects of multiple overlapping identities of students and teachers. In educational settings, 

experienced discrimination is particularly impactful and formative (Meier 1984; Olsen et al. 

2021; Xu and Meier 2021). An exploratory online survey conducted among social science 

students at the University of Konstanz examines these dynamics, focusing on various 

experiences of discrimination at schools, including unfair treatment, punishment, and support. 

This approach enables an empirical analysis of complex intersectional patterns of 

discrimination and the diversity of teacher identities. 

Theory and expectations 

Observational and experimental evidence indicates that women and minority groups are more 

likely to face bureaucratic discrimination in various sectors, including welfare, policing, and 

education. This discrimination stems from three cognitive processes: statistical discrimination 

based on stereotypes, taste-based discrimination driven by biases, and stereotyping from 

socialization. Since bureaucrats' discrimination mirrors that of the general population, more 

diverse student populations in schools are expected to encounter increased discrimination. 

However, intersectionality theory, originating from feminist theory, suggests that 

discrimination is not solely based on a single characteristic (Bearfield 2009; Cole 2009; 

Crenshaw 1989; Hancock 2007; McCall 2005). It emphasizes how different attributes, like 

gender and ethnicity, interact and amplify discrimination. This theory challenges the traditional 

research approach that often treats characteristics as homogenous. Intersectionality posits that 

multiple identities intersect in complex ways, producing distinct disadvantages or advantages. 

The debate within this literature revolves around whether intersectional identities create 

additive ("double jeopardy") or multiplicative effects, with the latter suggesting that combined 

identities form unique, compounded experiences beyond the sum of their parts. Therefore, when 

considering the impact of student identity on bureaucratic discrimination, we should consider 
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both the direct effects of single or combined characteristics and the multiplicative nature of 

intersectionality. An additive approach would predict more significant discrimination with each 

additional minority characteristic a student possesses, while a multiplicative approach suggests 

a more complex interaction of these characteristics. 

H1a: Direct effects of student identity. Female and/or non-binary students and/or students 

with a migration background are more likely to have experienced discriminatory treatment at 

school. 

Conversely, we expect interaction effects of student identity from a multiplicative 

understanding.  

H1b: Interaction effects of student identity. The effect of a student's migration background on 

their likelihood to experience discriminatory treatment at school is contingent on the student's 

gender and vice versa. 

Representative bureaucracy theory suggests that enhancing minority representation in public 

employment can improve diversity and equity in organizational performance (Krislov 1974; 

Mosher 1968). This theory posits that a diverse bureaucracy better reflects the views of its 

diverse clientele (Bradbury and Kellough 2008; Dolan and Rosenbloom 2003; Meier and Nigro 

1976). Passive representation, where the bureaucracy's demographics mirror the general 

population, is believed to influence client attitudes and behaviours positively. Active 

representation occurs when bureaucrats advocate for clients with similar identities, often 

treating them more favourably (Kennedy 2014; Mosher 1968; Webeck and Lee 2022). 

Research primarily focusing on race and gender representation indicates that passive 

representation can reduce bureaucratic discrimination and bias, although its effectiveness 

varies. According to this theory, students should experience less discrimination when their 

identities are reflected among their teachers, implying a direct relationship between 

representation and perceived discrimination.  
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H2a: Direct effect of representation. Students who report having had similar teachers are less 

likely to have experienced discriminatory treatment at school. 

However, we could also conceive of this relationship as an interaction effect, meaning that a 

particular student's identity may or may not matter for experiences of discrimination, depending 

on the extent to which the student is represented by their teachers. 1  

H2b: Interaction effect of representation. The effect of students' migration background on 

their likelihood to experience discriminatory treatment at school is contingent on their teachers' 

migration background, and vice versa.  

Similarly, the effect of students' gender on their likelihood to experience discriminatory 

treatment at school is contingent on their teachers' gender, and vice versa. 

While representative bureaucracy is thought to mitigate bureaucratic discrimination, the 

specific mechanisms at play are not fully understood. Active representation, where bureaucrats 

advocate for clients with similar identities, doesn't always lead to less discrimination, as it 

depends on the treatment of other client groups. Empirical studies show that the effects of active 

representation are complex and not always straightforward (Fernandez et al. 2018; Hong 2017; 

Kennedy 2014; Meier et al. 1999; Nicholson-Crotty et al. 2017; Pedersen et al. 2018; Raaphorst 

et al. 2024; Riccucci and van Ryzin 2017; Schram et al. 2009; Thomann et al. 2024). 

An alternative mechanism is symbolic representation, where clients respond positively to 

bureaucrats who share their identities, fostering trust and willingness to cooperate. This form 

of representation is thought to reduce discrimination, not through active advocacy but by 

symbolic presence. However, the same outcome is expected: greater similarity between service 

 

1 In the literature on bureaucratic discrimination, this mechanism is usually tested by focusing on single 
characteristics separately—research on intersectional bureaucratic representation is in its infancy (Meier 2019; but 
see Faye et al. 2021). We cannot assess representation based on more than one characteristic here due to a lack of 
diversity in our sample. Instead, we account for the effects of intersectional teacher diversity. 
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providers and clients correlates with less discrimination. 

Beyond representation, this paper suggests that the (perceived) diversity of the organizational 

context independently affects discrimination. Ethnographic and experimental research indicates 

that the meso-context of organizations plays a crucial role. Organizational diversity, defined as 

differences between individuals, can lead to more equitable outcomes but also has the potential 

for negative effects, including exclusion through intergroup biases. 

Bernstein et al. (2020) argue that discrimination can decrease in diverse settings through 

"generative interactions," which require overcoming exclusionary dynamics and engaging in 

positive interactions sustained by relevant organizational practices. Repeated contact within a 

diverse teacher body, regardless of student identity, may help reduce discriminatory behaviours 

among all teachers if such generative interactions occur. 

H3a: Direct effect of perceived diversity. In schools where students perceive a higher share of 

female teachers and teachers with a migration background, they are less likely to report 

experiencing discriminatory treatment. 

For this diversity mechanism, intersectionality in teachers' diversity may also play a role in its 

effects on discrimination (Breslin et al. 2017). Adopting the multiplicative intersectional 

approach mentioned above, we theorize the effect of multiple dimensions of diversity as an 

open empirical question, where teachers' gender diversity may work out differently at different 

levels of diversity in migration backgrounds, for instance.  

H3b: Interaction effect of diversity. The effect of teachers' migration background on students' 

likelihood to experience discriminatory treatment at school is contingent on the teachers' 

gender and vice versa. 
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Data and methods 

To answer our research hypotheses, we rely on original survey data. We asked social science 

students from the University of Konstanz to answer a short online survey about their 

experiences at school.2 This retrospective survey included questions about perceived 

discrimination, the gender and migration background of the respondents, and the perceived 

composition of the teachers in terms of their gender, migration background, and sexual 

orientation.3 A total of 252 students answered the survey. To capture experiences of 

discrimination, we ask respondents about their experiences with different types of unfair 

treatment during their time at school. The questionnaire included six questions about the 

relationship and experiences of unfair treatment by teachers, see Table 1. In schools, 

bureaucratic discrimination manifests in various ways, influencing the formative experiences 

of students. We examine teachers' biased or unfair treatment, considering three main areas: 

assessment, punishment, and support. Assessment discrimination involves biased grading based 

on stereotypes. Punishment discrimination is seen in the application of disciplinary actions, 

often influenced by racial biases. The area of student support, an underexplored aspect, involves 

differential treatment based on perceived deservingness. Additionally, the overall nature of 

student-teacher relationships and trust levels are crucial in understanding education 

discrimination. This comprehensive approach acknowledges the multiple forms bureaucratic 

discrimination can take in schools. 

 

 

2 Our sample is a typical convenience sample that is not representative of our population, i.e. all high school 
(Gymnasium) students in Germany. Our sample includes more female students and is limited to individuals that 
proceeded to Unviersity after school. Moreover, they were admitted to a rather competetive field of study. Our 
sample, thus, includes individuals that are very similar in their educational level and socioeconomic background. 
However, this also means that we have fewer individuals with a migration background in our sample. Overall, the 
sample limitation may have the consequence that we underestimate the effects between representation and 
perceived discrimination. 
3 While the survey asked about the teachers’ persumed sexual orientation, the data only shows two cases where 
respondents’ suspected that their teacher was non-heterosexual. Based on this low number, we refrain from adding 
this variable to the data analysis.  
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Table 1: Questions capturing discrimination  
Variable Survey question Answer categories 
 
Dependent variables: bureaucratic discrimination 
On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to what 
extent are you agreeing with the following statements? 
 

 

 
General unfair 
treatment 

 
There have been incidents where one or several of 
my teachers treated me unfairly, compared to other 
students who were not like me. 
 

 
1= Strongly disagree 
2= Disagree 
3= Neither agree nor 
disagree 
4= Agree 
5= Strongly agree 
No answer 

Assessment There have been incidents where one or several of 
my teachers underestimated my capabilities, 
compared to other students who were not like me 
 

Punishment There have been incidents where one or several of 
my teachers punished me without apparent reason, 
compared to other students who were not like me 
 

Support There have been incidents where one or several of 
my teachers did not provide me with the support I 
needed, compared to other students who were not 
like me 
 

Relationship In general, the relationship I had with my teachers 
was good. (reverse-coded) 
 

Trust In general, I had a relationship of trust with my 
teachers and could confide in them (reverse-coded) 
 

 

Following a maximum likelihood factor analysis, all six items load on one factor (see Table A1 

in the supplementary material). Hence, we construct a discrimination index combining these 

six items (alpha=0.82). The additive index ranges from 1 to 5, with higher values indicating 

more experienced discrimination. Figure 1 shows the distribution of the index.  
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Figure 1: Distribution of discrimination index 

 

Figure 2: Distribution of discrimination index by gender (male/female), migration background 
(none/yes), and sexual orientation (heterosexual no/yes) 

 

Our main independent variables of interest are the respondent's gender (male=0, female=1), 

migration background (no=0, yes=1), and sexual orientation (0=homosexual, 1=heterosexual). 

Figure 2 shows the distribution of our discrimination index by respondents' gender, migration 

background and whether they identify as heterosexual. We see that those identifying as non-
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heterosexual have higher values on the discrimination index, in particular, if they are male and 

have an immigration background. Yet, case numbers in these categories are low and must be 

treated cautiously.4  

Bureaucratic representation is captured by asking respondents about their teachers' gender and 

migration background. The respondents were asked to roughly estimate how many of their 

teachers were female, heterosexual, not cisgender, or had a visible migration background, 

respectively.5 While this retrospective may include some false memories, it is the perceived 

composition of teachers we aim at with this measure. Following this information, we generated 

a variable that indicates whether respondents were represented by their teachers in terms of 

gender and/or migration background. The variable equals 1 if, for example, male students were 

in a surrounding with fewer than 50% of female teachers or female students were in a mainly 

female surrounding. The same applies to migration background, i.e. individuals with a 

migration background at a school with more than 10% of teachers with a migration background 

receive a 1 on this variable. 

On the other hand, the representation variable equals 0 if there is no representative match 

between students' and teachers' characteristics. Thus, this variable equals 1 if one was 

represented based on gender or migration background. Overall, roughly 50% of our sample 

were represented by their teachers, while the other 50% were not. We further include a measure 

for the overall diversity of the context, adding the variables for the gender and migration 

composition of teachers together (additive index).  

 

 

4 We have additional graphs in the appendix (Figures A1-A6) showing the levels of perceived discrimination for 
each item of the discrimination index by gender and migration background. They mainly reveal that male students 
with a migration background report more discrimination on average.  
5 Answer categories 1= None, 2 = <5%, 3=  5-9%, 4 = 10-25%, 5 =  26-50%, 6 =  51-75% 7 = >75%, NA=  No 
Answer 
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The empirical analysis is based on simple multiple regression with and without interaction 

effects. The models include age as a control variable. Beyond that, the models are kept simple 

because our sample is cohesive regarding educational and social background. Table 2 provides 

a descriptive overview of our sample. We can see that most of our sample is female (62.9 per 

cent) and overwhelmingly heterosexual (78.7 per cent). In comparison, a minority of 16.47 per 

cent of the students report having a migration background.  

 

Table 2: Description of sample  
Minimum Maximum Median Mean NA's 

Student age 18 36 22 22.74 0 
Student gender 0 1 1 0.629 4 
Student  migration 0 1 0 0.1647 3 
Student hetero 0 1 1 0.7871 3 

N = 248. 

 

Regarding teacher diversity (see Table 3), none of the students report having more than 25 per 

cent of teachers with migration backgrounds. The teacher body appears to have a relatively 

good gender balance, but homosexual teachers and those with migration backgrounds were rare 

among the respondents. Overall, apart from gender, our sample displays low levels of diversity. 

  

Table 3: (Perceived) description of teachers 

 Female teachers Teachers with 
migration background 

Non-heterosexual 
teachers 

None 0 % 20.8% 31.3% 

Below 5% 0% 38.0% 52.34% 

5 - 9% 0.4% 28.4% 14.02% 

10 - 25% 0% 12.4% 2.34% 

26 – 50% 34.13% 0.4% 0% 

51 – 75%  62.70% 0% 0% 

Over 75% 2.78% 0% 0% 
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Results 

Figure 3 gives a more detailed presentation of our results testing the first two hypotheses. The 

full regression results are presented in Table A2 in the Appendix.  

Figure 3: Coefficient plot of models 1, 2, and 4 testing H1a and H2a  

 

Notes: 95% confidence intervals, all models controlled for age. Full results are in the Appendix.  

The results provide mixed support to H1a. They suggest that there is no difference in the 

experience of discriminatory behaviour for female respondents or respondents who report being 

homosexual. However, we see a clear positive relationship between individuals with a 

migration background and their experiences of discrimination. Having a migration background 

increases discrimination by approx. 0.5 points on our discrimination index (1-5). This effect 

remains robust and significant amongst virtually all models. Moreover, we find a direct effect 

of intersectionality in Model 2: being a female with a migration background is significantly and 



 

14 
 

positively associated with experiences of discrimination at school.   

To test the assumption from Hypothesis 2a – that discrimination will be reduced if student 

characteristics are shared with teachers – we estimated a model including a variable for the 

representation between students and teachers. The variable takes a value of 1 if, for example, 

female students are matched with a large share of female teachers. On the other hand, 

representation is 0 if, for example, male students are in a surrounding of mainly female teachers. 

This model is visualized through the blue line in Figure 3.  

We see that more representation through teachers indeed decreases experienced discrimination. 

If represented by teachers, discrimination decreases by approx. 0.4 points on the discrimination 

scale. However, this effect narrowly fails to be statistically significant at the 5 per cent 

confidence level (p=0.051). In addition, we want to test the multiplicative interaction effect 

between individual characteristics and the share of teachers with this characteristic (H2b), 

which is an alternative test for the representation hypothesis. Table A2 in the Appendix reveals 

a negative and significant interaction coefficient. This result reveals that being a female in a 

primarily female context significantly reduces experiences of discrimination.  

Figure 4 graphically displays this relationship. The graph and the constituent term for 'female' 

further show that being a female in a purely male context, i.e. 0% of females, increases 

discrimination by 2.07 on our discrimination index from 1 to 5. This positive effect, however, 

decreases as the share of female teachers increases. Accordingly, we find support for our 

hypothesis that representation can decrease gender-based discrimination.  
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Figure 4: Interaction between gender and percentage of female teachers  

 

Another important question of this paper was whether there is a multiplicative effect of 

individual characteristics (tested with interactions), i.e. if discrimination increases when a 

person is both female and has a discrimination background or if one characteristic levels the 

other out (H1b). However, we do not find support for H1b, which posited an interaction effect 

of student identity (Model 3 in Table A2 in the Appendix). To be clear, The effect of a student's 

migration background on their likelihood to experience discriminatory treatment at school does 

not depend on their gender or vice versa.  

From Model 3, we can conclude that there is no multiplicative effect between being female and 

having a migration background, as the interaction effect is insignificant. Yet, Model 3 reveals, 

that male students with an immigration background are significantly more likely to be 

discriminated against, as seen by the significant constitutive coefficient of migration 

background. It reflects the effect of immigration background while gender equals zero, i.e. 

being male. Having an immigration background and being male increases discrimination by 

0.75 points on our discrimination scale. On the other hand, being a female without an 
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immigration background does not make discrimination more or less likely as shown by the non-

significant coefficient for females. 

Lastly, we tested the interaction between having a migration background and the share of 

teachers with a migration background, which does not reveal a significant finding. In other 

words, discrimination based on one's migration background is not increased or decreased by 

representation. In summary, H2b is supported for gender representation but not for 

representation based on migration background. 

Our third set of hypotheses posits a discrete effect of teacher diversity, independent of levels of 

representation or student identity. We test a direct effect of individual teacher characteristics in 

Table A2,  Model 7, and teacher intersectionality in Model 8, but results find no support for 

H3a. Teachers' gender and migration background do not impact experienced discrimination. 

Finally, in Model 9 we test whether there is an interaction effect between teachers' migration 

background and gender, but we find no evidence supporting H3b. In sum, levels of teacher 

diversity themselves do not affect students ' students experiences of discrimination in our 

sample. 

 

Discussion and conclusions 

This paper contributes to understanding bureaucratic discrimination and representative 

bureaucracy in three key ways. Firstly, it examines students' subjective discrimination 

experiences across multiple dimensions, including assessment, punishment, support, and their 

overall relationship and trust in teachers. Secondly, it explores the effects of both student and 

teacher diversity, mainly focusing on gender and migration backgrounds. Lastly, it models the 

intersectionality effects of both students and teachers. 

Our findings, based on a Southern German student sample, reveal that students with a migration 
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background face more discrimination, especially male students. Gender-based discrimination 

is less evident, but female representation among teachers appears to reduce discrimination for 

female students. However, we found no significant impact of teacher diversity on 

discrimination experiences. 

While this study has an explorative character, it faces several limitations, such as reliance on 

retrospective data from a small, relatively homogenous sample of social science students, which 

may not fully represent the actual school representation and limits the generalizability of 

findings. Furthermore, our sample's limited diversity constrained our ability to test 

intersectional patterns thoroughly. Despite these limitations, the study marks a significant 

advancement in integrating intersectionality into the study of bureaucratic representation and 

discrimination. It moves beyond identifying who faces discrimination to understanding how 

intersectionality and representation influence these experiences. Our results indicate that merely 

increasing teacher diversity is insufficient; representation and student intersectionality are 

crucial. Notably, gender representation seems more effective than other forms, but there's a 

concerning lack of remedies for discrimination experienced by male students with a migration 

background. Given their formative influence, these insights underscore the need for more 

attention on discrimination in schools. Future research should expand to more diverse samples 

of other forms of street-level bureaucracy and further explore intersectional patterns of 

representation and organizational context. 
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Appendix 

Table A1: Maximum likelihood factor analysis of dependent variables 

Variable Factor1 Uniqueness 

Relationship (good) -0.6754 0.5439 

Trust -0.5826 0.6606 

General unfair treatment 0.7573 0.4266 

Punishment 0.7891 0.3773 

Assessment 0.7472 0.4417 

Support 0.8017 0.3574 

(Note: Blanks represent abs(loading) < .3) 
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Figure A1: Distribution of relationship by gender (male/female) and migration background 
(none/yes) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A2: Distribution of support by gender (male/female) and migration background 
(none/yes) 
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Figure A3: Distribution of punishment by gender (male/female) and migration background 
(none/yes) 

 

 

Figure A4: Distribution of general unfair treatment by gender (male/female) and migration 
background (none/yes) 
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Figure A5: Distribution of trust by gender (male/female) and migration background (none/yes) 

 

 

Figure A6: Distribution of assessment by gender (male/female) and migration background 
(none/yes) 
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Table A2: Multiple regression models 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
 H1a H1a 

intersectionality 
H1b  H2a H2b gender H2b 

migration 
H3a 
 

H3a 
intersec 

H3b 

Gender (female) 0.01  0.08  2.04* 0.05 0.04 0.01 0.05 
 (0.11)  (0.12)  (0.91) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) 
Migration 0.47***  0.76**  0.47*** 0.27 0.45** 0.47*** 0.46** 
 (0.14)  (0.24)  (0.14) (0.24) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) 
Heterosexual -0.16 -0.17 -0.13  -0.16 -0.14 -0.15 -0.16 -0.15 
 (0.13) (0.13) (0.13)  (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.13) 
Age 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 
 (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) 
Female or migrantx  0.14        
  (0.12)        
Female and migrant   0.40*        
  (0.18)        
Gender (female)*migration   -0.43       
   (0.30)       
Representation    -0.22      
    (0.11)      
Teachers % female     0.11 -0.15 -0.16  -0.24 
     (0.16) (0.09) (0.09)  (0.16) 
Gender*teachers % female     -0.43*     
     (0.20)     
Teachers migration     0.03 0.02 0.04  -0.26 
     (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)  (0.45) 
Migration*teachers migration      0.12    
      (0.14)    
Intersectionality teacher         -0.01  
(diversity measure)        (0.05)  
% Female teachers*         0.06 
% Migrant teachers         (0.09) 
Intercept 1.83*** 1.72*** 1.72*** 1.97*** 1.19 2.34*** 2.39*** 1.88*** 2.76*** 
 (0.45) (0.46) (0.45) (0.47) (0.82) (0.62) (0.62) (0.56) (0.82) 
N 242 242 242 223 240 240 240 240 240 
r2 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.02 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.07 

Standard errors in parentheses, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .00; x Ref. cat: male without migration background. 
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