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[5] Preface


This volume of the Series of Population Studies features the dissertation of Andreas Genoni in which he studies the relationship between the social status of migrants and to what extent they identify with their group of origin and the majority group in Germany. The author shows that combinations of minority and majority identity levels do not only vary among migrants with different status positions, but also among migrants with similar status positions. Using the recognisability of migrants’ migration background, education-occupation mismatch and exposure time as explaining factors, he showcases the complex interrelation of social status and ethnic identity among first- and second-generation migrants. The volume provides new insights on migrants with relatively weak ethnic identity and on the so-called “integration paradox”, thereby contributing to the important discussion about migrant assimilation and alternative forms of incorporation.


Talking about alternative forms, we at the Federal Institute for Population Research (BiB), as in many other institutions, have ongoing discussions about the most appropriate ways for us to distribute our research. For decades printed books have been an important platform for scientific publishing. Since 1975, when this book series was launched, 56 monographs and collective volumes have been published. Many authors from the BiB and other institutions from Germany and abroad were involved. But as time goes by, new forms of publications have been developed and become popular and influential. In many disciplines, for example, dissertations are increasingly written cumulative and published as single papers. As is often said, it is best to go out on top, or in other words, one should end something when there is still a high demand for it, even if it is a declining demand. Therefore, we at the BiB have decided to invest in other ways of sharing our research to the public. This means, this will be the final volume of the Series of Population Studies.


We are indebted to the many people who have contributed to the success of the Series on Population Studies, however, all efforts to compile a full list of all those involved over the years will probably be incomplete. But we do want to express our gratitude to all the authors who trusted us to publish their work and the many reviewers who contributed their time and efforts to maintain the high standard of our publications. Since 2014, the series has been published by Barbara Budrich Publishers. We are thankful for their professional cooperation on all matters regarding the book series. We would also like to mention the outstanding efforts of several current and former colleagues at BiB, who contributed to the success of the book series in many different ways with their expertise, such as managing the book series, providing language editing, typesetting and formatting, designing flyers for distributing and advertising the books, and much more. For preparing the current volume, thanks are owed to Sybille Steinmetz for her thorough work in typesetting and formatting this manuscript in close collaboration with Andreas Genoni.


We wish all readers an informative and stimulating read. And please stay in contact with us via our other publications, which you can find on our website www.bib.bund.de/EN.


Wiesbaden, December 2021


Jasmin Passet-Wittig
(Managing Editor)


C. Katharina Spieß
(Director of the Federal Institute for Population Research, BiB)
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[15] 1 Introduction


There was a great relief when the news of the newly discovered COVID-19 vaccine finally came out. Özlem Türeci and Uğur Şahin, a scientist couple located in Germany, were largely involved in the discovery. Since the announcement, they have been all over the news. However, news coverage was not only about the vaccine, but also about their non-German roots.


Türeci and Şahin both have Turkish migration backgrounds. Şahin migrated to Germany when he was four years old. He and his mother joined Şahin’s father, who was working as a “guest worker” at Ford. At the same age, Türeci’s parents brought her to Germany, where her father was working as a doctor.


In the media, Türeci and Şahin are described as “good role models"1 and are praised as examples of successful integration.2 As author Samira El Ouassil points out, the narrative behind such attributions equals migrants’ high socioeconomic status with successful assimilation.3 The narrative thus conveys a simplified picture in which higher-status migrants leave their cultural heritage behind and manage to adapt, while their lower-status counterparts do not.


However, even though successful and having grown up in Germany, Türeci and Şahin deviate from this ideal-typical narrative. Türeci once described herself as “Prussian Turk,”4 and Şahin’s attachment to his origin is expressed in his faith. Türeci and Şahin are not the only exception. For example, German state secretary Şerap Güler once pronounced how important her Turkish roots are to her.5 She considered them as part of her identity, just as her homeland Germany. The same applies to Naika Foroutan, a Professor for Integration Research and Social Policy at the Humboldt University in Berlin. In an interview, she attached high importance to both her birth country Germany and to her Iranian background.6


How come some higher-status individuals with migration background consider their origin as the essential part of their ethnic identity, while others emphasise only their German allegiance or stress their emotional bond to both their origin and to Germany? And how, if at all, does the ethnic identity of these individuals differ from those of lower status? Exploring the link between status and ethnic identity and addressing these questions is the main interest of this book.


1.1 The notion of ethnic identity


Throughout this book, the term “minority identity” refers to migrants’ emotional identification with their family’s group of origin, which often represents a minority group in receiving [16] societies. The term “majority identity” refers to migrants’ emotional identification with the majority group in their receiving society. Emotional identification reflects the affective dimension of identity (Brubaker 2006: 2; Esser 2001; Leszczensky/Gräbs Santiago 2015). According to many scholars, the affective dimension depicts the key identity dimension, with feelings of belonging and attachment comprising its central aspects (Ashmore et al. 2004; Ellemers et al. 1999; Jackson 2002; Phinney/Ong 2007).


In this book, migrants are referred to as members of the first and second generation. Migrants of both generations vary in their extent of identification with the minority and the majority group. I subsume the different combinations of these various degrees of minority and majority identification under the term “ethnic identity.” In the literature, ethnic identity often solely refers to migrants’ emotional identification with the minority group. This onesided use of the term neglects the fact that majority groups in receiving societies are mostly defined along ethnic boundaries as well, making them another ethnic group to identify with, like Germans in Germany or Austrians in Austria.7


Accordingly, I adhere to Max Weber’s (1978) notion of ethnic groups, defining them as people with a subjective belief in a shared community. This belief is based on presumed shared characteristics such as origin, ancestry, visual traits, value orientations, language, and religion. Depending on the subjective importance of these characteristics, identification with an ethnic group may be based on one or more characteristics and differ between individuals who also identify with this ethnic group. For example, being born in Germany may be crucial for some Germans’ identification with other Germans.8 However, for first-generation migrants living in Germany, being born in Germany is not a characteristic they share with Germans. Nevertheless, first-generation migrants in Germany may emotionally identify with Germans. This may be the case if they largely feel accepted and if they cherish values and norms upheld by Germans.


A well-established approach to describe migrants’ ethnic identity is the fourfold acculturation typology by John Berry (1997, 1980). Originally, the acculturation typology results out of cross tabulating two issues in situations of interethnic contact: The first issue addresses migrants’ wish to be part of their families’ ethnic group of origin and their willingness to maintain contact to it and its members. The second issue is about migrants’ wish to be part of the majority group in the receiving society and the readiness to engage with majority members (Sam/Berry 2010: 476). Applying the approach to migrants’ emotional identification with the majority group and the minority group, a typology of their ethnic identity can be created. Figure 1-1 below depicts this typology, reflecting the diversity of migrants’ emotional identification. Accordingly, migrants lack or show comparably weak ethnic identity if they hardly identify with the minority and the majority group. Separated identity refers to a comparably strong emotional identification with the minority group and a comparably weak identification with the majority group. Migrants show assimilated identity if they identify comparably strong with the majority group and comparably weak with the minority group. The last type depicts dual identity, describing a comparably strong emotional identification with both groups.




[17] Figure 1-1: Four types of ethnic identity
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Source: Adapted from Berry (1997, 1980).





1.2 Studying ethnic identity


Studying migrants’ ethnic identity—with its components minority and majority identity—is worth to be studied in and for itself. Scholars frequently highlight the challenge of migrants to cope with their minority and majority identification (Benet-Martínez/Haritatos 2005; Berry 1997; Phinney et al. 2006; Tadmor/Tetlock 2006). This challenge is considered to reflect the way how the society at large and migrants themselves deal with the broader challenges of interethnic contact and integration.


For a better understanding of these processes, it is necessary to consider both, minority and majority identity and investigate migrants’ ethnic identity from a bidimensional perspective. Empirical research has repeatedly found minority and majority identity to be relatively independent from each other (e.g. Berry et al. 2006; Flannery et al. 2001; Hochman et al. 2018; Oetting/Beauvais 1991; Phinney et al. 2001a; Ryder et al. 2000). Minority and majority identity may be positively or negatively correlated or even uncorrelated. Consequently, migrants’ minority and majority identity do not necessarily tell us the same thing about how societies and migrants deal with migration related challenges.


Considering society at large, ethnic identity can be considered as a barometer of society (see Parekh 2000).9 Migrants’ ethnic identity reveals the boundaries between migrants and minority members and informs about their permeability (National Academies of Science 2015). Minority identity is often argued to be an indicator for community cohesion, particularly at the familial level. Majority identity, in turn, is argued to indicate social cohesion, referring to reduced negative feelings and discrimination between ethnic groups (Huntington 2005; Verkuyten/Martinovic 2012). In contrast, no/weak ethnic identity is often considered as a severe problem, indicating a state in which migrants are marginalised (Berry 1997; Rumbaut 2005). Marginalised migrants are more likely to experience social deprivation and are argued to be at a greater risk of drifting into radicalised milieus (Lyons-Padilla et al. 2015; Stroink 2007). Consequently, when investigated combined, minority identity and majority identity provide a [18] more comprehensive picture of the social climate within societies than when investigated individually.


Considering migrants, scholars often relate ethnic identity to well-being. Minority identity and majority identity have both been associated with subjective well-being and with reduced stress and other mental health issues (e.g. Berry et al. 2006; Bobowik et al. 2017; Bratt 2015). Importantly, benefits and detriments related to migrants’ minority and majority identity are each considered to accumulate (Benet-Martínez/Haritatos 2005; Berry 2005; Tadmor/Tetlock 2006). From this perspective, migrants who strongly identify with both groups are considered to be the “happiest” migrants with the smallest amount of acculturative stress, while migrants who weakly identify with both groups are those with the lowest well-being and highest stress level. Correspondingly, scholars also highlight the substitutive character of ethnic identity. That is, benefits related to one identity and detriments related to the other can compensate each other. This places migrants with assimilated and separated identity somewhere in-between those migrants with comparably weak and dual identity. Therefore, it is crucial to consider minority and majority identity combined to gain a more comprehensive picture of migrants’ condition.


1.3 The role of status


We now know why studying ethnic identity matters. The different outcomes tell us something about social climate, interethnic dialogue, and migrants’ individual condition. Investigating migrants’ emotional identification one-dimensionally in the sense of either their minority or majority identity would only provide an incomplete picture of their situation. What is the role of status in this? As the example of Türeci and Şahin has illustrated, status often conveys this incomplete picture because the link between status and ethnic identity is prevalently viewed from an assimilation perspective.


1.3.1 One-dimensionality and dichotomisation: The case of classical assimilation theory


In migration research, classical assimilation theory belongs to the most enduring and most popular theoretical perspectives on migrants’ incorporation, not least because it is often the dominant outcome in the majority of the migrant population from an intergenerational perspective. The core assumption of classical assimilation theory is that sooner or later, ethnic distinctiveness between migrants and majority members become smaller and migrants become more integrated into the mainstream society—that is: they become less oriented towards the minority group and assimilate to majority members and their culture (Alba 2008; Gordon 1964; Warner/Srole 1945). Thereby, migrants are also considered to develop assimilated identity (e.g. Alba/Nee 1997; Esser 2006; Gordon 1964; Nauck 2001a). This implies that classical assimilation theory assumes minority and majority identity to be mutually exclusive.


Apart from time, classical assimilation theory conceives status to be of “paramount significance” for migrants’ assimilation (Alba/Nee 1997: 835). In the present context, status can be defined as migrants’ socioeconomic position in the receiving society. It is usually measured by indicators such as level of education, occupational position, and income. According to assimilation theorists, the major reason of the high importance of status for [19] migrants’ assimilation grounds in the prospect of status achievement (Alba 2008; Gans 2007). Status-related benefits are considered to strongly increase migrants’ motivation for assimilation as high status positions can only be reached with abilities, skills and knowledge that are deemed valuable in the receiving society. Educational certificates and previous occupations are thereby very important as they signal the availability of the aforementioned resources (Arrow 1986). By highlighting the motivational character of status for migrants’ assimilation, scholars consider migrants’ status position as strong and reliable indicator for their level of assimilation.


Given the dominance of classical assimilation theory and the popular perspective on the role of status within the theory’s framework, the incomplete picture about the link between status and ethnic identity provided so far surprises less. From the bottom to the top of the social hierarchy, classical assimilation theory assumes a switch from separated to assimilated identity. That is, while lower-status migrants are expected to show separated identity, higherstatus migrants are expected to show assimilated identity. This dichotomised and mutually exclusive understanding of how status relates to migrants’ emotional identification is too simplistic. The relationship between status and migrants’ emotional identification with ethnic groups is arguably more diverse.


For example, higher-status migrants with greater cognitive capacities could be better prepared for the challenges associated with interethnic contact, allowing them to combine the best of two cultural worlds, eventually resulting in a dual identity. On the other hand, migrants may feel treated unequally compared to majority members despite similar resources and same status positions. In this regard, migrants perceive that their life chances are worse and that they are shown less respect by majority members, although they equally contribute to society. Such perceptions likely weaken migrants’ emotional identification with the majority group. At higher status levels, such perceptions could empower migrants to advocate for minority group interests. But the same perceptions could also evoke the fear of losing hard earned privileges, promoting migrants to avoid being associated with their group of origin.


However, parity in life chances and equal treatment by majority members could also matter less. Migrants do not necessarily compare themselves to majority members in the first place, but to non-migrated relatives who still live in the society of origin. In this context, migrants on low or intermediate status positions could very well have positive attitudes towards majority members, facilitating majority identification (Diehl et al. 2016a). For some migrants, in turn, felt and self-imposed pressure to succeed may be so high that failure results in humiliation, disappointment, and shame, causing emotional withdrawal even from the minority group. These latter issues also raise questions about intergenerational differences in how status is linked to ethnic identity.


1.3.2 Empirical evidence raises questions


Previous empirical findings for first- and second-generation migrants hint on a story that is more complex than the assumptions of dichotomisation and mutual exclusiveness. If we review the findings of studies that either investigated migrants’ minority or majority identity, we see that overall, the relationship between status and migrants’ emotional identification is not that clear.


There are studies that report a positive relationship between status and majority identity. This is the case in the study on first-generation migrant parents of Casey and Dustmann (2010). They conducted random effects analyses using information from 22 waves of the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) and years of education as indicator for status. Fleischmann and Phalet (2016) also find a positive relationship in their study on second-generation [20] Muslim minorities across five European countries, using a dummy variable for tertiary education. A positive relationship between status and majority identity has also been found in studies across migrant generations. In their study on first-, second- and third-generation migrants in Baden-Württemberg, Germany, Hochman et al. (2018) find a positive relationship between high socio-economic status and majority identification. De Vroome et al. (2014b) also report a positive relationship across first- and second-generation migrants from Turkey and Morocco living in the Netherlands. They drew on the Netherlands Longitudinal Lifecourse Study (NELLS) and used the educational certificate that is formally required for migrants’ current job position as indicator for status.


There are also studies that provide hardly any evidence for a relationship between status and majority identity. This is the case in the cross-sectional study on first-generation migrants in Germany by Zimmermann et al. (2006). They used SOEP data from the years 2000, 2001 and 2002 and migrants’ level of education, documenting inconsistent and largely statistically non-significant relationships between status and majority identity. In another approach, Diehl and Schnell (2006) investigated whether Turkish migrants in Germany, who are known to be structurally more disadvantaged than migrants from former Yugoslavia and the EU identify less with Germans. The authors drew on data from the “foreigner’s sample” of the SOEP and investigated the time between 1984 and 2001 cross-sectionally by reporting the means of German identification for each observed year. The comparison revealed small and decreasing differences over the years between Turkish migrants and those from the EU and former Yugoslavia regarding the share of those who totally feel German. They concluded that lowerstatus Turks identify no less with Germans than other, higher-status migrants.


Some studies also report status and majority identity to be negatively related. A random effects analysis by Esser (2009) based on 24 SOEP-waves finds a weak but significantly negative effect of migrants’ level of education on first-generation migrants’ identification with Germans. Importantly, this effect is prevalent when controlling for parents’ education, which likely lowers the explanatory power of their children’s education. In another German study on recently immigrated Poles and Turks, Diehl et al. (2016b) also find a negative effect of status on majority identification. Using data from the international survey project Sociocultural Integration Processes among New Immigrants in Europe (SCIP) they report that tertiary educated migrants from both groups identify significantly less with Germans than their lower educated counterparts. A negative relationship between status and majority identity has further been found among German emigrants. Based on data from the German Emigration and Remigration Panel Study, Décieux and Murdock (2021) provide evidence that recently emigrated Germans with comparably higher education identify less with their receiving society and its majority group than their lower-educated counterparts.


Regarding the relationship between status and minority identity, empirical evidence is scarcer but conveys a similar picture. The already mentioned studies by Zimmermann et al. (2006), Diehl and Schnell (2006) and Hochman et al. (2018) report no empirical evidence for an effect of first- respectively second-generation migrants’ status on the minority identification. The random effects analysis by Casey and Dustmann (2010), in turn, finds that more years of education negatively affect first-generation parents’ minority identification.


Concluding ad interim, empirical research studying ethnic identity one-dimensionally suggests variation in the way how status relates to migrants’ emotional identification. Variation is thereby found across and within migrant generations. At least, the latter is the case for first-generation migrants since empirical evidence for second-generation migrants alone is comparably scarce. However, owed to their one-dimensional approach, the studies do not shed light on how first- and second-generation migrants’ status is linked to their minority identity in tandem with their majority identity. But by assuming status to be one-dimensionally related to migrants’ emotional identification, we risk of conveying the [21] impression that status is a panacea against interethnic conflict and alienation, and that it does not support, or even reduce, cultural diversity. There is need for studies with a bidimensional approach, taking into account minority identity in tandem with majority identity. Further, these studies need to distinguish between the first and second generation and investigate conditions that interact with migrants’ status. This way, we can improve our understanding of how status is linked to ethnic identity.


Empirical research applying a bidimensional approach is scarce. Unfortunately, even more scarce are studies that distinguish between first- and second-generation migrants and look at interaction effects. A cross-sectional analysis by Feliciano (2009) investigated the relationship between education and ethnic identity among first- and second-generation migrants with Latin American and Caribbean background based on the Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study (CILS). Employing a multinomial logistic regression at the time when migrants were in their early adulthood, she finds that higher educated migrants are significantly more likely than lower educated migrants to show dual identity compared to assimilated and separated identity. Additionally, descriptive findings show assimilated identity to be similarly distributed across the different educational categories while separated identity is less prevalent the higher the educational category.


There is also support from two Swedish studies that investigate first- and second-generation migrants’ ethnic identity, using data from the Follow-up Surveys of Pupils from Statistics Sweden (Nekby et al. 2009; Nekby/Rödin 2010). The survey contains information on students who graduated from nine-year compulsory school in 1988, which were then surveyed 1990, 1992 and 1995. Both studies used information from the survey wave which took place in 1995. However, sample sizes differed between the studies due to variations in the studies’ empirical set-up. In both studies, multinomial logistic regressions of migrants’ ethnic identity reveal that those migrants who commenced university were more likely to show dual identity than assimilated identity than those who did not commence university.


Empirical evidence is also provided for first-generation migrants by another German study, using SOEP data from the year 2001 and level of education as indicator for status (Zimmermann et al. 2007). To the best of my knowledge, this study belongs to the few that indicate how the diverse influence of status on migrants’ ethnic identity may partly be explained. The authors conduct binary probit analyses for males and females and reveal for females that, compared to having lower education from Germany, having no education and having higher education increase the likelihood of dual identity compared to other types of ethnic identity. Furthermore, having higher education from Germany compared to lower education decreases the likelihood of no/weak ethnic identity in contrast to other ethnic identity types. Those women who have no education from Germany, in turn, do not have a higher probability of showing no/weak ethnic identity than those with lower education. In contrast to females, the relationship between education and ethnic identity is not statistically significant for men.


In sum, research with a bidimensional approach on ethnic identity confirms the impression we got from empirical research with a one-dimensional approach: Status and ethnic identity are indeed related in a more diverse way. Apart from this finding, however, these studies do not provide much further information that helps us addressing the previously formulated desiderata, i.e. intergenerational differences and interaction effects.



[22] 1.4 Research interest


The credit of previous research lies in establishing that the relationship between status and migrants’ emotional identification is more complex than simply expecting lower-status migrants to show separated identity and higher-status migrants to show assimilated identity. However, research did not get much further so far. At this point, the intriguing questions thus are: How is status linked to migrants’ minority identity in tandem with their majority identity? How does this relationship differ between the first and second generation? And what conditions affect the association between status and migrants’ ethnic identity? In this book, I address this lacuna and move towards a better understanding of how status is linked to migrants’ ethnic identity.


First, a theoretical model is needed that goes beyond a one-dimensional approach, allowing to generally study determinants of migrants’ ethnic identity. Applying Berry’s fourfold acculturation typology to describe different ethnic identity types already provides a fruitful theoretical baseline for this purpose (see Section 1). However, Berry’s approach is useful only on a descriptive level. The typology cannot explain why and how migrants differ in the outcome (Benet-Martínez/Haritatos 2005; Nauck 2008; Rudmin 2009). The first task in this book is thus a theoretical one, namely developing such a theoretical model.


Berry’s typology is extended by combining it with social production function (SPF) theory. In short, SPF theory posits that all individuals want to maintain physical well-being and produce social approval. Applied to the situation of migrants, I show that migrants’ production of social approval is largely dependent on the production of comfort, behavioural confirmation, affection and status. These goods can be produced within the minority and/or the majority context, therefore generating context-specific social approval. Context-specific social approval, in turn, is argued to affect the way in which migrants identify with the minority and the majority group.


Informed by existing identity theories, I consider different theoretical mechanisms that explain why migrants show specific ethnic identity types. With the help of SPF theory and Berry’s typology, these mechanisms are integrated in a general theoretical model. The proposed model serves the purpose to guide theoretical considerations in the empirical sections of this book. Overall, these empirical sections address four research questions. The first research question is part of Analysis 1 (Section 4.2) and is probably the most straightforward in this book:


Research Question 1: How is status linked to first- and second-generation migrants’ ethnic identity and how does this link differ between migrant generations?


By addressing this general question, I tackle the first two desiderata and take a bidimensional perspective on ethnic identity and investigate its generation-specific link to status. Thus, addressing this first research question is a contribution in and for itself. It adds empirical evidence to the scarce literature on the relationship between status and migrants’ ethnic identity by going beyond a mutually exclusive understanding of migrants’ emotional identification and by considering intergenerational differences. Simultaneously, this turns out to be the point of departure of my further empirical investigation. The subsequent analyses all take bidimensional and intergenerational perspectives and investigate specific conditions that influence the link between status and ethnic identity.


The literature suggests one such condition to be the recognisability of migrants’ migration background. A second research question that is addressed in Analysis 1 therefore asks


[23] Research Question 2: How is the relationship between status and ethnic identity influenced by first- and second-generation migrants’ recognisability to majority members?


Recent empirical research shows that higher educated migrants perceive more discrimination if majority members recognise their migration background (Tuppat/Gerhards 2020). This finding contributes to the explanation of a central link of the so-called “integration paradox.” The paradox posits that higher educated migrants are particularly prone to feel deprived compared to majority members, which reduces their majority identification (Verkuyten 2016). The integration paradox thus counters the perspective of classical assimilation theory, which expects status and majority identity to be positively related because of status-based differences in migrants’ resources.


While migrant recognisability establishes a link between high status and relative deprivation, it is an open empirical question whether migrant recognisability is also negatively related to higher-status migrants’ majority identity. Analysis 1 addresses this question and extends it to migrants’ minority identity. The integration paradox focuses exclusively on migrants’ majority identity and not on their ethnic identity as a whole. However, if migrant recognisability indeed promotes feelings of relative deprivation among higher-status migrants, there is reason to believe that their minority identity is affected as well (e.g. Fleischmann et al. 2019; Jasinskaja-Lahti et al. 2009).


Developing an improved understanding of how status relates to ethnic identity also requires awareness of status discrepancies and their potential effects on migrants’ ethnic identity. Thus, the second analysis in this book (Section 4.3) addresses the issue of education-occupation mismatch.


Research Question 3: How does education-occupation mismatch affect ethnic identity?


I refer to education-occupation mismatch if individuals’ educational level is higher than required for occupying their current job position. Previous research documents that education-occupation mismatch occurs more often among first- and second-generation migrants than among majority members and that it is particularly prevalent among first-generation migrants (Aleksynska/Tritah 2013; Boll et al. 2014; Dunlavy et al. 2016). If researchers want to better understand how status relates to ethnic identity, investigating how inadequate status conversions affect migrants’ ethnic identity could thus turn out to be crucial.


Education-occupation mismatch can represent a state of missed opportunities, humiliation, and disappointment due to unmet status expectations. Status expectations are known to be high in migrant populations across different societies (e.g. Brinbaum/Cebolla-Boado 2007; Glick/White 2004; Goyette/Xie 1999; Kristen/Dollmann 2009; Nauck/Genoni 2019). Status-mismatched migrants may feel deprived of their expectations of adequate status return and related life chances. This lack could trigger feelings of not being respected and valued, of unequal treatment and chances in the receiving society. Consequently, status-mismatched migrants may emotionally distance themselves from the receiving society instead. They may seek comfort, closeness, and security among minority members. However, status-mismatched migrants could also emotionally detach themselves from the minority group since they are unable to meet the high upward-mobility expectations of their family.


Analysis 2 further assesses whether status mismatch is another candidate that provides an explanation for the integration paradox. There are, however, contrasting assumptions regarding the influence of education-occupations mismatch on ethnic identity of higher educated migrants. The influence could be weaker among higher than lower educated migrants since higher educated migrants may have the necessary cognitive resources for coping. On the other hand, the influence could be stronger because higher educated migrants [24] may be more sensitive to unmet expectations of equal treatment. Furthermore, there may be more at stake for higher educated migrants regarding the consequences of status loss.


The third analysis in this book (Section 4.4) investigates the relationship between status and ethnic identity from a broader perspective by focussing on migrants’ exposure time. In contrast to Analyses 1 and 2, Analysis 3 thus aims to assess the role of status differences in ethnic identity within a longer-term context. The corresponding research question asks


Research Question 4: Are there intra- and intergenerational status differences in migrants’ ethnic identity over different exposure time points?


Besides status, exposure time is perhaps the most significant variable in the framework of assimilation theory. It is part of the empirically widely supported “mainstream assimilation” Hypothesis, which posits that the majority of the migrant population assimilates the longer their exposure in the receiving society (Alba 2008). As is the case for status, the principal argument of classical assimilation theory why assimilation occurs over time is also a resource argument: A decrease in origin- and an increase in destination-specific resources promote assimilation over time. Correspondingly, assimilation theorists state that over time, lowerstatus migrants assimilate slower compared to higher-status migrants (Alba/Nee 1997).


However, there are valid reasons to expect that not all higher-status migrants show a change in their ethnic identity over exposure time that resembles a faster assimilation process compared to their lower-status counterparts. Specifically, there could be intergenerational status differences in the pace of such a presumed assimilation process. For example, exposure always starts later in life for first- compared to second-generation migrants. Early-life exposure is considered crucial for faster integration into the majority group. Younger individuals are more efficient and better guided in learning new things, which for example includes language acquisition (Newport 1990). These early advantages—before status even consolidates—may shape second-generation migrants’ incentives for engaging with majority members in the future. Thus, such early advantages could render future status-related integration advantages (e.g. cognitive sophistication, more opportunities to interact with majority members) obsolete. This should be less the case for first-generation migrants, who often miss these early years and thus depend more on status-related advantages. The accelerating joint effect of exposure time and status proposed by assimilation theorists might therefore only occur in the first generation. The goal of Analysis 3 is to address this hypothesis and to explore other potential scenarios in the first and second generation.
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