
Does identity matter?

Zsoka Koczan�
�University of Cambridge, 119 King’s College, Cambridge, CB21ST, UK. Email: zsoka.koczan@cantab.net

Abstract

Motivated by recent debates in the media on multiculturalism and national identi-

ties, this paper examines the question of whether identity is just a ‘label’ or whether

it matters in affecting outcomes, such as education, employment or political orien-

tation. We begin with an empirical investigation of identity formation, with a focus

on parental investment in their child’s identity, and use this to understand the

impact of the child’s own identity on own outcomes, a generation later. Our results

suggest that identity does not have a significant effect on education, employment

and political orientation, thus suggesting that a strong ethnic/ religious minority

identity does not constrain the second generation or hamper socio-economic

integration.
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1. Introduction

Identity is generally interpreted as a self-definition, a ‘narrative’ that people tell themselves

and others, as the answer that they give to the question ‘Who am I?’. As such, it is a well-

defined concept in the psychology literature that can be measured using survey questions of

the type ‘To what extent do you feel . . .?’. The literature suggests that identity is formed in

childhood and is likely to be shaped by various events in a person’s life, hence does evolve

over time. While it is an inherently multidimensional concept, including gender and pro-

fessional identities, to name only a few, the focus here is on ethnic or national feelings of

belonging.1

Recent popular debates suggest that interest in whether national identities matter has

grown (see, for instance, the ‘migration-membership dilemmas’ faced by host countries, for

example Bauder (2011) and Takle (2014)), while the literature in economics has remained

largely theoretical (Akerlof and Kranton 2000). In this paper, we aim to bolster the em-

pirical evidence on the question of whether identity matters for socioeconomic integration.

Is identity just a ‘label’, or does it affect outcomes, such as education, employment or

political orientation? We use data on Turkish and ex-Yugoslavian second generation im-

migrants (the children of immigrant parentage born in the country of migration) in the

former guest worker recruiting countries, Austria and Germany. We begin with an

intergenerational model to examine the roles of parental investments (including the
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choice of language in which to raise their children), personal characteristics, and peer

effects and environmental influences in the development of the identity of the second

generation.2

In the next stage, we examine the effects of identity on education, employment and

political orientation. A particular concern is the potential endogeneity of identity, due to

reverse causality or omitted variables: we use those parental investments in early childhood

that affect identity but can plausibly be thought of as not affecting current outcomes to try

to deal with these issues, while attempting to control for a range of personal and parental

characteristics (data availability permitting). The main focus will be on the language in

which the child was raised, controlling for fluency in the majority language, but given the

standard concerns in such an instrumental variables (IV) framework we also examine the

robustness of the estimates to alternative sets of instruments.

Language choice has always been closely tied to the notion of identity and underpins

popular notions of identity formation and integration. When Turkey’s prime minister

Recep Tayyip Erdoǧan visited Germany in February 2011 his statement ‘our children

must learn German, but they must learn Turkish first’, in a speech in Düsseldorf, sparked

a large social debate in an atmosphere where Germany’s chancellor, Angela Merkel,

declared in 2010 that multiculturalism in Germany had ‘utterly failed’. Given the result-

ing controversy, we may believe that it was not only about the extra resources required in

kindergarten to ensure equal chances, but also about a possible implicit assumption that

(first) language may have a strong link with future identity and socio-economic

integration.

We hope to contribute to the literature on identity by beginning with an empirical

investigation of identity formation, with a focus on parental investments in their child’s

identity and then using these insights to try to mediate the endogeneity problems that often

arise in regressions attempting to measure the effect of identity on economic (or political)

outcomes. While we are of course aware of the usual concerns with such an IV approach, we

wish to at least provide a first step towards overcoming these endogeneity concerns and will

also examine alternative instruments and sub-samples for robustness. We explicitly allow

for both single and multiple identities.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses the current literature on identity

and (second generation) immigrants. Section 3 introduces the data used. Section 4 outlines

the theoretical basis for the first stage, the identity formation mechanism, discussing the

model of Bisin et al. (2006) and the second stage, the question whether identity matters for

economic and political outcomes, contrasting standard economic arguments with the

recent work of Akerlof and Kranton (2000, 2002, 2005, 2010). Relying on this theoretical

framework, section 5 then outlines our empirical methodology and presents the results,

including robustness tests. Section 6 concludes.

2. Literature review

The paper is motivated by two key issues raised by the current literature: first, that there is

little empirical evidence on the factors that affect identity formation and second, that
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equally, there is relatively little empirical evidence of the impact of identity on socio-

economic outcomes. This paper hopes to help fill this gap.

Numerous papers examine the identity of (second generation) immigrants relying on

qualitative analysis, especially semi-structured interviews or ethnographic research (e.g.

Waters 1994; Zephir 2001; MacFadden 2004; Lewandowska 2007; Clark 2008; Somerville

2008; Matejskova 2014). Rumbaut (1994) and Portes and MacLeod (1996) examine the

determinants of ethnic self-identities, Manning and Roy (2007) look at the determinants of

majority identity among different generations of immigrants and Zimmermann,

Zimmermann and Constant (2006) look at models of identity formation to explain choices

of identity and compare the utility obtained from different choices of group membership.

Our approach is related to these models but aims to extend this framework by then linking

identity to economic and political outcomes.

Few papers link identity to economic and political outcomes. Although numerous

European studies dealt with the education and employment of second generation immi-

grants, these generally only looked at the effect of ethnicity rather than identity, examining

the question whether children of immigrants inherit their parents’ low socio-economic

positions (e.g. Adsera and Chiswick 2004; Heath and Cheung 2007; De Coulon and

Wadsworth 2008; Crul and Schneider 2009).

Measurement of the impact of identity on outcomes is made more difficult by the likely

endogeneity of identity as models of identity formation make plain. In particular, we are

worried about reverse causality, that for instance a second generation immigrant, who is

unemployed in Germany, may be less likely to identify as German. Alternatively, endo-

geneity could also be caused by omitted variables: parental or child characteristics, which

may be correlated with identity as well as socio-economic outcomes. Furthermore, esti-

mation of the impact of identity on outcomes is complicated by the measurement of

identity. Much of the existing literature relies on measures which, in addition to being

seen as a ‘label’, often include behavioural aspects as well, confounding the overall effect

and making interpretations more difficult.

Constant and Zimmermann (2007) model the determinants of a two-dimensional meas-

ure of ethnic identity (the ethnosizer) and look at simulated changes in the probability of

indicators of economic performance caused by a change in this measure. Similarly

Constant, Gataullina and Zimmermann (2006a) look at the effects on the probability to

work, Zimmermann (2007) on earnings and Constant, Roberts and Zimmermann (2007)

on home-ownership. All three papers employ probit (work probability, home-ownership)

and tobit models (earnings), where the ethnosizer measure is added to standard regressions

to examine the particular contribution of ethnic identity. While they find that

identity matters significantly, they do not explicitly deal with the potential endogeneity

of identity.3

Their identity measure is much broader than the one employed in this paper. While we

are interested in ethnic self-identification in the narrowest sense, examining whether iden-

tity purely as a chosen ‘label’ affects outcomes, the ethnosizer includes this measure of

ethnic self-identification, but also uses language, visible cultural elements, ethnic networks,

societal interaction and future citizenship plans. Here we are worried that, for instance,

future citizenship plans are already consequences, manifestations of the individual’s self-

identification, while elements such as networks or societal interactions may be affected by it
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as well as influencing it. These components would then confound what exactly is measured

by the impact of the ethnosizer on outcomes, as well as raise questions of endogeneity. For

instance, we could be concerned about reverse causality as future citizenship plans or an

individual’s networks may be affected by his current outcomes such as his employment

status or whether he owns a house in Germany.

Battu and Zenou (2010) estimate the effect of identity on employment, instrumenting

identity with variables measuring whether individuals have experienced racial harassment,

if their parents made the decision in choosing their wife or husband and if they prefer a

school of their own religion for their children. Unfortunately the measured effect could

be confounded by reverse causality. Nekby and Rodin (2007) look at the consequences

of identity for labour market outcomes in Sweden, while Pendakur and Pendakur (2005)

look at the relationship between ethnic minority identity and the use of informal

networks in finding a job, but both papers wrestle with the endogeneity of residential

location.

Casey and Dustmann (2010) analyse identity formation and the consequent effects of

identity on labour market outcomes. They develop a model of parental identity investments

in which if there is no earnings disadvantage from a minority identity then it is optimal for

the parent if the child’s identity is equal to the parent’s identity, but parents might ‘restrict’

minority identity investments to the extent that there is some disadvantage. They acknow-

ledge that their findings cannot be interpreted as causal, but argue that if economically

successful individuals feel more strongly German then their estimate of identity is an upper

bound and that if this effect is symmetric this is bounded below by the coefficient on

minority identity.4 This reasoning assumes a mutually exclusive relationship between mi-

nority and majority identity, which (as will be discussed in detail in section 4.1) may not

necessarily be the case.

We offer an alternative attempt to parse the effect of the child’s identity on outcomes

where individuals are allowed to maintain multiple or overlapping identities. While early

empirical research on identity considered ethnic self-identification as a single linear vari-

able, implying that feelings for the country of origin and for the host country are mutually

exclusive, cross-cultural psychology studies (e.g. Berry 1980, 1984, 1997) pointed to the

possibility of coexistence between various ethnic and national identities, suggesting that the

degree of identification to the majority culture should be treated as a separate concept from

the degree of identification to the minority culture (e.g. Kvernmo and Heyerdahl 1996;

Pirie 1996; Kinket and Verkuyten 1997; Kolossov 1999; Landale and Oropesa 2002;

Barrington, Herron and Silver 2003; Bodenhorn and Ruebeck 2003). Sen (1999) also high-

lighted that in the wider context of his multiple identities a person can reflect upon the

importance he attributes to the adherence to a specific group. If minority identity and

majority identity have a non-linear relationship, then the linear (oppositional) identity

hypothesis may give misleading results. To allow for overlapping identifications, we thus

repeat our analysis for single as well as multiple identities.

A closely linked study is also that by Schüller (2011), which evaluates the effect of parents’

ethnic identity on the educational attainments of second generation immigrants in

Germany using the German Socio-Economic Panel and finds that both minority and ma-

jority identities have a positive significant effect on the child’s probability to be placed in a

higher secondary schooling track. The author argues that the positive impact of majority
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identity works exclusively through mothers, while the impact of minority identity is

specific to fathers. However, results should be interpreted with caution as they may be

affected by omitted variable bias—in particular, specifications do not control for the child’s

identity.

Bisin et al. (2011) study the relationship between identity and labour market outcomes

of non-EU immigrants in Europe using the European Social Survey. Noting the likely

endogeneity problem caused by reverse causality, they adopt an IV approach, instrument-

ing identity with the strength of ethnic identity in the immigrant’s country of origin.

They argue that this variable should be directly correlated with their own ethnic identity

(if, for example, a Muslim immigrant comes from a very religious country, then he is

more likely to have a strong attachment to his religion than someone from a more secular

country), but not with their own employment probability in the host country. The au-

thors find that there is still a significant negative impact of the intensity of ethnic identity

on the employment probability in the second stage. Their approach differs from the one

adopted in this paper on several accounts. First, as the ethnosizer measure noted above,

their measure of ethnic identity is also much broader than the one employed in this

paper, and could confound behavioural aspects with the pure ‘label’ effect (they measure

the strength of ethnic identity using a composite index, which includes ‘attachment to

religion’, ‘importance of following traditions and customs’ as well as ‘language most

spoken at home’). Second, their sample includes first as well as second generation im-

migrants: they note that the effect is weaker for second than for first generation immi-

grants, adding that the mitigation of the penalty for second generation immigrants with a

strong ethnic attachment is probably driven by the language dimension of their ethnic

identity measure.5

We rely on a theoretical model to motivate our empirical specification, looking at the

link between identity and language and use these insights to try to deal with endogeneity

problems in the estimation of the effect of identity on economic and political outcome

variables. Our key concerns are reverse causality and omitted variables: that, for instance,

immigrants with worse socio-economic outcomes in Germany may be less likely to iden-

tify as German, or that there may be unobservable characteristics, which affect both

identity choices and socio-economic outcomes. We try to deal with reverse causality by

using instruments which are predetermined with respect to the children but do not

impact outcomes directly. We start with a specification using the language in which

the second generation respondent was raised as a single instrument, as there is ample

psychological and neurological evidence on the link between first language and identity

and this was chosen by the parents very early on. To try and ensure that the exclusion

restriction holds and to minimize possible omitted variable bias, we control for a broad

range of personal as well as parental characteristics and environmental influences. In

particular, we are controlling for fluency in the majority language. We also examine

results using alternative instrument sets; for a detailed discussion of instruments please

see section 5. We analyse numerous robustness checks for our hypothesized identity

formation process (the first stage), as well as for the effects of identity (the second

stage), allowing for single or multiple identities, looking at different subgroups and

ethnic as well as religious identities.

120 � Z. KOCZAN

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/m

igration/article/4/1/116/2413362 by guest on 25 M
ay 2023



3. Data

3.1 The TIES survey6

The dataset used in this paper is part of The Integration of the European Second Generation

(TIES) project’s survey of 10,000 respondents collected in 2007. We focus on two second-

generation groups, Turkish and ex-Yugoslavian, and a ‘native’ group (individuals in the

same age group whose parents were also born in the survey country) in the former guest-

worker recruiting countries, Austria and Germany. These (second generation) groups con-

stitute the two largest immigrant groups in Austria and Germany. The socio-economic

backgrounds of Turkish and ex-Yugoslavian labour migrants respectively are similar in

both receiving countries, thus facilitating our cross-country approach. Similarities across

countries are partly explained by the fact that migrants in the two countries often originate

from the same regions, or even the same villages. Furthermore, although there are also

significant groups of refugees who fled the conflict between Kurds and Turks or as a result

of the Yugoslav wars, most of them arrived in Austria/Germany later than the labour

migrants, and their children are still young. Our sample thus consists of respondents

who are almost exclusively children of labour migrants. This homogeneous composition

of the sample is relatively unusual in the literature.7

The respondents were between 18 and 35 years old. The second generation refers to those

who were born in the receiving country, but at least one of their parents was not.8 The same

questionnaire was administered to a ‘native’ group, sampled as much as possible from the

same neighbourhood where the second generation was sampled using the random route

method (Kish 1965). The ‘native’ group is thus not necessarily representative of the entire

population of native youth in the city, however, given residential location it is likely to be

the group interacting with the second generation, affecting mutual relations, perceptions

and attitudes.

One of the key challenges in obtaining representative samples of second generation

immigrants is the identification of the sampling frame, that is, the actual populations of

second generation Turks and ex-Yugoslavs in the selected cities. For the countries exam-

ined here (Austria and Germany), existing administrative records could not be used to

identify the second generation as they do not record the place of birth of the parents and

also do not distinguish whether nationality is by birth or by naturalization. To overcome

this constraint, municipal registers were used to compile a list of the forenames and

surnames of all the inhabitants between the ages of 18 and 35 in the selected cities:

Vienna, Linz, Berlin and Frankfurt (data was only collected in these four cities in

Austria and Germany).9 Having constructed such full lists, names were then analysed

using onomastic software to derive ethnic origin and affiliation. Although there may be

some omissions, for example, due to intermarriage, given the characteristics of their

migration history, we would not expect this to be of great importance.10 The quality of

such lists was examined by taking samples of names from the list and screening them by

means of a short interview: errors seemed to be in the single-digit percentages. Although

these limitations need to be kept in mind, we would not expect significant systematic bias

in omitted groups. The target groups were, however, difficult to contact and, once con-

tacted, often refused cooperation for an interview (please see Table 1 below for estimates
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of the reference population of study groups (the population), numbers of successfully

interviewed study group members (the sample) and response rates by group, country and

city).

Such low response rates immediately raise doubts about whether those who re-

sponded can represent those who did not respond in terms of personal characteristics

and attitudes, in particular identity. The key problem that arises is that if non-respond-

ents have, say, a stronger minority identity and are more likely to be unemployed/lower

educated, then the coefficient obtained from the restricted sample of respondents will be

an underestimate of the true effect, i.e. will be biased downwards (vice versa for the

‘opposite’ correlation).

While in theory basic information on non-respondents could be derived from popula-

tion registers and compared with the characteristics of respondents to examine the extent of

selection bias, such information was not available for Austrian and German cities.

Fortunately the questionnaire contained a question, to be completed by interviewers

after each successful interview, on how difficult it was to get in contact with the respondent.

The Continuum of Resistance model (Lin and Schaeffer 1995; Stoop 2005) asserts that

difficult-to-reach respondents can be considered as a proxy for the unobserved non-

respondents.11 While this by itself, of course, does not eliminate bias from non-response,

estimates of the correlation for the difficult-to-reach group in section 5.3 can give us a sense

of which way our coefficients may be biased. For instance, if we observe larger effects for

difficult-to-reach respondents than for our sample as a whole, we would expect our results

to be an underestimate of what the ‘true’ effect would be if we had access to responses from

the full population.

Table 1. Response rates

Austria Germany

Vienna Linz Berlin Frankfurt

Population

Turkish 13,125 5,432 35,363 8,456

Ex-Yugoslav 26,269 3,817 6,477 4,477

Comparison group 217,623 60,845 388,343 61,725

Sample

Turkish 252 206 253 250

Ex-Yugoslav 253 242 202 204

Comparison group 250 234 250 253

Response rate (%)

Turkish 40.0% 70.0% 31.2% 24.8%

Ex-Yugoslav 38.0% 38.0% 22.1% 22.9%

Comparison group 43.0% 42.0% 25.7% 24.3%
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3.2 Sample descriptives

Table 2 provides descriptive statistics by group, natives versus second generation immi-

grants. The mean age in the sample is around 26, with the second generation immigrants

being slightly younger. The sample contains slightly more females than males as low re-

sponse rates were particularly pronounced among young males. The natives are somewhat

more educated and earn slightly more (on average between E1000 and E1500) and dif-

ferences are more pronounced when looking at parental characteristics.

Table 3 compares Turkish and ex-Yugoslavian youth on a number of characteristics.

We note the strikingly high percentage of second generation immigrants reporting to

have been raised in German: 98 per cent and 95 per cent respectively (though given this is

the host country language, and thus the language spoken in at least some of the envir-

onment in which the second generation immigrants grow up, it could have been inter-

preted as also including schooling as well as language spoken with friends/ siblings, rather

than just the language spoken with the parents).12 While 94 per cent of the Turkish

second generation respondents also report to have been raised in Turkish, only 33 per

cent of the ex-Yugoslavs was raised in Serbian. (Note that while the ex-Yugoslav sample

contains many ethnicities, focus in the following will be on the Serbian respondents as

they constitute a relatively homogeneous group and make up by far the largest fraction.)

Some of this disparity may thus be explained by a ‘split’ of the ex-Yugoslav sample among

different languages.

Table 2. Sample descriptives: summary statistics by group

Variable Natives Immigrants

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Age 26.491 (5.178) 25.565* (5.096)

Male 0.473 0.472

Employed 0.847 0.767

Education (1–4, in levels) 2.907 (0.647) 2.732* (0.604)

Income (1–9 categories) 3.342 (1.344) 3.002* (1.094)

Survey country identity (1–6) 5.187 (0.905) 4.522* (1.166)

Survey city identity (1–6) 4.941 (1.041) 4.556* (1.096)

European identity (1–6) 4.494 (1.195) 4.247* (1.293)

Political orientation (1–5) 2.782 (0.783) 2.691* (0.793)

Father’s age 54.969 (7.228) 54.296 (7.122)

Mother’s age 52.228 (6.835) 50.951* (6.537)

Father’s education (1–4) 2.924 (0.837) 2.108* (1.058)

Mother’s education (1–4) 2.689 (0.751) 1.959* (0.948)

Asterisk (*) denotes significant difference between natives and second generation immigrants at the

5% level. Income refers to net monthly employment income of the respondent, divided into nine

categories (below E550, E550–999, E1000–1499, E1500–1999, E2000–2499, E2500–2999, E3000–

3999, E4000–4999 or more than E5000). Results in the following are robust to including dummy

variables for these categories instead. SD, standard deviation.
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Our outcome of interest in the first stage (identity formation) is the child’s identity,

constructed using the following survey question:

People can think of themselves as members of various groups in the wider society. The
following questions are about how you think of yourself in this respect. I will read you a
list of various groups in society. How strongly do you feel that you belong to these groups?
To what extent do you feel. . .

� [National]

� Turk/[Ex-Yugoslav]

� [Inhabitant of city]

� European

� Muslim/ Orthodox

� [regional categories in country if relevant, other minorities/religious categories in coun-
try of parents’ origin if relevant]

Answer categories ranged from ‘very strongly’ through ‘strongly’, ‘not strongly/not

weakly’, ‘weakly’, and ‘very weakly’ to ‘not at all’, and ‘not applicable’ (graded from:

1 = ‘not at all’ to 6 = ‘very strongly’). Note that the identity variable considered here is as

reported by the children and as such is not necessarily identical to the one desired by the

parents.

Although identification with the survey country is, as expected, higher among natives,

the difference is surprisingly small and almost negligible when compared with the Serbian

group in terms of survey city or European identification. Of the two second generation

groups Turkish respondents identify more strongly with their parents’ country of origin,

though this may again be driven partly by the ‘split’ of ex-Yugoslav identities among

various country identifications. In fact most respondents in the ex-Yugoslav group feel

strong associations with several groups, while identifying with the survey country/city as

well. In line with the earlier literature on overlapping identities, we find that a stronger

Turkish or Serbian identity is in fact often associated with a stronger survey country

Table 3. Sample descriptives: summary statistics by immigrant group

Variable Turkish ex-Yugoslavs

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Turkish/ Serbian identity 4.783 (1.342) 2.764* (1.941)

Muslim/ Orthodox identity 4.509 (1.631) 2.383* (1.883)

Raised in German 0.983 0.954*

Raised in Turkish/Serbian 0.941 0.335*

Can speak German 0.973 0.981

Can read German 0.896 0.964*

Can write German 0.849 0.925*

Survey country citizenship 0.860 0.842

Asterisk (*) denotes significant difference between the Turkish and ex-Yugoslav groups at the 5%

level. SD, standard deviation.
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identity, perhaps both driven by stronger ‘political’ (social?) views and awareness. This is a

very important observation, which we will return to in the next section, since it suggests

that relying on a simple linear ‘either/or’ model of identities can give strongly misleading

results. Religious and ethnic identities do not necessarily ‘move’ together either—

interactions between these identities will thus be considered as a robustness check. While

the following analysis focuses on a pooled sample of the two immigrant groups, we also

examine the sensitivity of our results to looking at them separately. The results are largely

unchanged and are discussed in section 5.3. Table A.1 in the Appendix reports summary

statistics by language raised—significant differences here motivate our selection of control

variables in the following sections.

Our dependent variables in the second stage are education (measured on a 1–4 scale in

levels: primary, lower secondary, upper secondary, tertiary), employment (a binary vari-

able) and political orientation (measured on a 1–5 left-right scale).13 Education refers to the

highest level of education completed with a diploma, meaning that by definition younger

members of the sample will not be classified as having tertiary education. Our results are

robust to also including those younger members of the sample in the ‘tertiary’ category,

who are still in tertiary education, though have not yet completed it. Those in full-time

education are not counted as unemployed here as we did not want to mix people not doing

well in the labour market and those who are still to join. In the following analysis they are

included as ‘employed’ for pragmatic reasons given that many of them attend vocational

schools with compulsory training or internships. Though results are also robust to exclud-

ing them from this sample, this restriction needs to be kept in mind when interpreting our

results. While there is a large literature on the education and employment outcomes of

second generation immigrants, we have also included political orientation here as debates

in the media often focus on the perceived dangers of granting voting rights.

4. Theory

We are interested in the effect of identity on these economic and political outcomes, but

since we are worried that identity might be endogenous we use an IV approach. The first

issue this paper thus aims to investigate is identity formation, examining in particular how

parental identity investments affect the child’s identity. We then turn to the second stage,

using these insights as a ‘reduced form model of identity formation’, supplying instruments

for identity in regressions of economic and political outcomes on identity and a number of

personal, parental and environmental characteristics. The models by Bisin et al. (2006) and

Akerlof and Kranton (2000) serve as the theoretical framework behind our empirical

methodology, highlighting the potential channels of identity formation as well as discussing

why identity could affect outcomes.

4.1 The theory behind the first stage

We rely on the identity formation mechanism suggested by Bisin et al. (2006): an inter-

generational model with parental investment in the child’s identity. There is substantial

psychological evidence for the importance of this channel (see e.g. Garcia Coll et al. 1996;
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Weiland and Coughlin 1979; Erikson 1968; Marks et al. 2007)14 but they also allow for

social interaction through peers and networks and an element of identity choice. This is in

line with social identity theory, which emphasizes social interactions and self-esteem issues

(see Tajfel and Turner 1986).

In the model suggested by Bisin et al. (2006) a population is composed of a majority

ethnic trait (to which individuals can assimilate) and a minority trait. It is assumed that

parents of the ethnic majority have children of the ethnic majority with no socialization

effort, thus focus is on the decisions of the parents of the minority trait. Families are

assumed to be composed of one parent and one child (both without gender) for simplicity.

Children are born without defined preferences or cultural traits and are first exposed to

their parent’s trait. Cultural transmission inside the family to the parent’s trait occurs with a

probability increasing in costly socialization effort on the part of the parent.

It is assumed that if a child from a minority family is not socialized in this way, he

interacts with peers or role models in the neighbourhood in which he is raised and adopts

the minority trait with a probability depending on the ethnic composition of the neigh-

bourhood. In the third step the intensity of the child’s ethnic identity is his personal choice.

While our focus here is not on ‘testing’ the empirical implications of the model per se, we

rely on it as a motivation for our reduced form estimation, looking in particular at the

effects of parental investments. Note that the sequential nature of identity formation

implied by this process is not necessary for the empirical tests, we may also think of the

three channels as acting simultaneously.

Bisin et al. (2006) examined the model empirically using data from the UK Fourth National

Survey of Ethnic Minorities on the parents’ generation. While we build on the theoretical part

of their paper, a different empirical approach is taken here (as discussed in detail in the

following section). Although they have an intergenerational model in mind, due to data

constraints they are restricted to examining parental identities. In contrast, we use data on

the children’s generation to examine the model’s main outcome of interest, the child’s iden-

tity. While they use the ethnicity of the partner as a measure of investments in the child’s

identity, we use language in which parents chose to raise their children as there is a large

psychological and neurological literature on the link between language and identity (e.g.

Joseph 2004; Dong 2009; Edwards 2009; Feinberg 2009) and this can be ‘directly linked’ to

the children. For our dataset ethnicity of the parents is a very weak instrument due to limited

intermarriage rates. We also explore the sensitivity of our results to a larger set of instruments.

As the possibility of overlapping identities has been well-documented in the literature,

we examine two specifications of the identity formation mechanism. First, we try to explain

minority identity, constructed using the Turkish/ Serbian option of the survey question

above.15 Second, we examine a ‘multiple identity’ variable since we may believe that, for

example, feeling strongly Turkish, while feeling strongly German at the same time, is dif-

ferent from feeling strongly Turkish, but not German and we may want to allow for the

effects of such interactions.

Here we distinguish between four categories: a dominant minority identity, a dominant

majority identity, two weak identities and two strong identities.16 The second generation

immigrants in our sample are ‘split’ roughly evenly among the four identity categories. In

terms of raw means, those with a dominant majority identity are most educated and most

likely to be employed among the four multiple identity categories, followed by those who
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have a strong majority as well as a strong minority identity (please see Tables A.2 and A.3 in

the Appendix).

4.2 The theory behind the second stage

Our second stage is motivated by the recent theoretical work on identity in economics, in

particular the papers by Akerlof and Kranton (2000, 2002, 2005, 2010), who see identity as a

significant source of ‘missing motivation’. While economists have traditionally seen iden-

tity as merely a ‘label’, which could at most act as a ‘shifter’ in the utility function, but is not

a ‘motivator’, and therefore should not affect any choices, this question has received

increased attention in recent years.

Akerlof and Kranton (2000) develop a framework based on the assumption that people

have a view of who they are, a social category, and corresponding to who they are, their

identity, they thus maintain an ideal for behaviour and lose utility insofar as they cannot

live up to that ideal.17 Akerlof and Kranton (2010) argue that ‘in every social context,

people have a notion of who they are, which is associated with beliefs about how they

and others are supposed to behave’ (p. 4)—but how exactly would we expect identity to

affect choices such as education, employment or political behaviour?

While current economic theories of education, for the most part, picture a student as a

rational decision maker who weighs the economic costs and benefits of staying in school or

choosing a particular occupation under considerable uncertainty, these decisions may be

influenced by what individuals observe in their peer group around them. As Akerlof and

Kranton (2010) put it: ‘How much schooling students get—what is called “the demand for

education”—is largely determined by who they think they are and whether they should be

in school’ (p. 15). Identity can thus influence ‘real’ choices and outcomes such as education

or employment (how long to stay in school, how much effort to exert in school; which

occupation to choose, how much effort to exert in job search or how high to set reservation

wages) by affecting the reference group that the individual observes and compares himself

to. This reference group could fulfil a dual function: (1) It provides a norm, a role model

effect but (2) it also mediates the constraints of imperfect information as looking at the

experiences of individuals ‘close’ to an individual is like running an experiment with better

controls and may therefore have better content in informing decisions.18 A similar (perhaps

more direct) link could be drawn between identity, reference groups and political behav-

iour. Theoretically, the effect could go either way: a strong minority identity could encour-

age education, increase effort and lead to better employment outcomes if it is associated

with aspirations for upward mobility in the host society (encouraging ‘mobility invest-

ments’),19 however it could also act as an ‘oppositional identity’, incorporating a ‘norm’ for

low educational effort, ‘anti-school’ values or opposition to school authorities. The em-

pirical literature from the US found evidence of the latter among second generation im-

migrants, for example, Waters (1994), Ogbu (1990), Fordham (1988), Portes and Zhou

(1993) observed such oppositional poses towards academic achievement among some

American black teenagers (‘acting white’). Such arguments could also be extended to em-

ployment (effort) choices.

While we do not have a theoretical ex ante prior on which direction the effect on political

orientation should go (in fact there may be a complex relationship between views on
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immigration or integration policies and a general left-right orientation), we have included

it as an outcome of interest since the paper was motivated by recent debates in Germany on

the integration of (second generation) immigrants, many of which were not only concerned

about the economic outcomes of the immigrants (or their effects on the host society, a

question outside the scope of this paper), but also about political issues. The 2000 change in

the German citizenship law and debates since have repeatedly addressed the question of

‘Germanness’, explicitly linking questions of identity to citizenship. We thus believe that

the examination of this variable could constitute an interesting complement to the analysis

of economic outcomes.

5. Estimation

We are interested in the effect of identity on outcomes such as education, employment and

political orientation, however as we are worried about endogeneity, in particular due to

reverse causality and omitted variables, we begin with an empirical investigation of identity

formation to provide insights for IV estimation. Our first specification uses the language in

which the respondent was raised as a single instrument since, as noted before, there is ample

psychological and neurological evidence on the link between language raised and identity.

Furthermore, language raised was a parental choice and is thus predetermined with respect

to the respondent’s current outcomes and identity. As we are concerned that having been

raised in Turkish or Serbian could have a persistent direct effect on outcomes through

worse German language skills (thus violating the exclusion restriction), we begin by re-

stricting the sample to those whose German language skills (speaking, reading and writing)

are ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’ (5–6 on a 1–6 scale). We then extend the sample to all second

generation respondents to increase the sample size, but will explicitly control for German

language skills.20

Endogeneity could be driven by reverse causality or by omitted variables, which could

influence both identity and socio-economic outcomes. We try to mitigate such confound-

ing channels by controlling for parental characteristics as much as data availability allows.

Unfortunately, we do not have information on parents’ intention to return to their coun-

tries of origin, language skills or other investment in their children and such omitted

parental characteristics could influence both language/identity and children’s outcomes

more generally. While this limitation of our analysis should be recognized, given the

difficulties in finding data sources on second generation immigrants we hope to provide

at least a first step towards analysing these questions empirically. We control for a number

of personal and parental characteristics as well as environmental influences and peer effects

working through education (for details please see Table 4) in the hope of minimizing the

effects of such confounding factors.

We start with this specification using only language raised as the single instrument as,

given ample psychological evidence on the link between language and identity, we believe

this to be the most plausible, but we also examine a number of parental characteristics

(which we would not expect to have a direct effect on the child’s outcomes given our

control variables) as instruments to assess robustness. Finally, we also look at results

using this larger instrument set but excluding language raised as an instrument.
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While our question would constitute a simple two-stage least squares (2SLS) problem

with continuous variables, the situation here is complicated by the fact that our outcome

is either an ordered categorical variable (education in levels, political orientation on a

left-right scale) or binary (employment), identity is categorical (on a 1–6 scale for the

minority identity model) and our instrument is also binary. We have opted for the use of

a limited-information maximum likelihood (LIML) estimator, which allows us to specify

the nature of these variables with a larger degree of flexibility.21 While 2SLS necessarily

assumes a linear first stage and ordered probit models do not allow the endogenous

variable to be binary, this estimator allows for greater flexibility in estimation. In par-

ticular, it explicitly allows us to treat the outcome variables as categorical or binary, the

variable of interest (identity) as categorical and the instrument as binary. LIML gives

consistent estimates that are equal to 2SLS estimates when an equation is exactly identi-

fied, whereas for overidentified equations, under standard assumptions22, the LIML and

2SLS estimators are asymptotically equivalent and have the same asymptotic normal

distribution. However, their finite sample distributions differ; in particular LIML has

better small sample properties than 2SLS: LIML tends to exhibit less bias than 2SLS due

to greater flexibility in specifying the nature of the variables and LIML confidence inter-

vals typically have better coverage rates than 2SLS.23 LIML thus has the advantage that

while it has the same asymptotic distribution as 2SLS and gives asymptotic efficiency, it

also provides a finite-sample bias reduction (Monte-Carlo study by Flores-Lagunes 2007;

see also Angrist and Pischke 2009). We have estimated the model using both 2SLS, which

implicitly treats all variables as continuous, and LIML, which allows us to explicitly

specify which variables (outcomes, endogenous variables and instruments) are binary

or categorical—we gain increased confidence in our results since our findings from the

two models are very similar. Ordinary least squares (OLS) results are reported for the

effects of identity model for comparison.

Table 4. Control variables

Personal characteristics Age, gender, number of siblings, whether has

survey country citizenship, religion, German

language skills

Parental/family characteristics Parents’ education, whether the father was em-

ployed/ the mother was home when the re-

spondent was 15 years old, siblings’

education

Peer effects/education Whether attended kindergarten, whether any

friends left education while in secondary

school, proportion of children of immigrant

origin in primary/ secondary school, type of

secondary school (public/ private/ religious),

whether has relatives in the city of residence

Dummy variables Group, city

DOES IDENTITY MATTER? � 129

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/m

igration/article/4/1/116/2413362 by guest on 25 M
ay 2023



5.1 First stage results

Table 5 shows the first stage results, looking at the impact of being raised in the minority

language on various measures of identity. The first column reports the coefficient on

language raised for a simple, single minority identity model (other control variables are

as listed in Table 4, for full results please see Table A.4 in the Appendix). In line with our

theoretical predictions, being raised in the minority language has a highly significant,

positive effect. Furthermore, the effect is large: being raised in the minority language

increases minority identification by 0.8 on a 1–6 scale, corresponding to about 70 per

cent of a standard deviation. This is in line with our theoretical priors and the psycho-

logical and neurological literature, which suggests a strong link between language and

identity.24

The second to fourth columns in Table 5 look at the determinants of identity when we

explicitly allow for multiple feelings of belonging using a multinomial logit model. The

dependent variable here is categorical: respondents can have a dominant majority identity,

two weak identities or two strong identities (results are interpreted with respect to the base

outcome: a dominant minority identity). Being raised in a minority language decreases the

probability of identifying with the survey country relative to the country of origin of the

parents; it also decreases the probability of having two weak identities compared to having a

dominant minority identity—again in line with our theoretical predictions.

Table 5. First stage results

Minority

identity

Multiple ethnic

identities

Multiple

ethnic-religious

identities

Dominant

majority

Two

weak

Two

strong

Dominant

religious

Two

weak

Two

strong

Raised in

minority

language

0.800**

(0.127)

�0.915*

(0.429)

�1.540**

(0.430)

0.030

(0.417)

�2.813**

(0.578)

�1.952**

(0.465)

�1.516**

(0.493)

Number of

observations

798 798 796

LR �2 820.04 612.82 573.19

Prob > �2 0 0 0

Log likelihood �1461.78 �796.08 �701.83

Note for all tables: * denotes significance at 5%, ** at 1%. Standard errors are reported in

parentheses. Included covariates are as in Table 4. The ‘minority identity’ results have been

estimated using the LIML estimator. The ‘multiple ethnic identities’ and ‘multiple ethnic-religious

identities’ models have been estimated using a multinomial logit specification. The predicted

probabilities for the ‘multiple identities model’ are: 0.252 (dominant minority identity), 0.217

(dominant majority), 0.131 (two weak), 0.237 (two strong). The predicted probabilities for the

‘multiple ethnic-religious identities model’ are 0.043 (dominant ethnic), 0.049 (dominant reli-

gious), 0.274 (two weak) and 0.399 (two strong). All results pertain to the full, pooled sample.
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Examining the last case of two strong identities, being raised in a minority language no

longer has a significant effect—this is driven by the fact that this instrument is much worse

at explaining majority rather than minority identification.25

The last three columns in Table 5 report a similar multinomial logit model for combin-

ations of ethnic and religious identities, as we may believe that, for example, feeling strongly

Turkish and weakly Muslim is different from feeling strongly Turkish and strongly Muslim.

The base category is a dominant ethnic identity, the other three categories are a dominant

religious identity, two weak and two strong identities. Having been raised in the minority

language makes a dominant ethnic identity more likely relative to all three other options

and is highly significant. The predicted values from this model will also be used in the

second stage as a robustness check.26

5.2 Second stage results

We now begin by looking at a restricted sample, including only those whose German

language skills are ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’ to discount any direct effects of language

raised on outcomes. Results are reported in Table 6, which shows results for the first

stage (the impact of being raised in the minority language on identity), and the second

Table 6. LIML and OLS results—‘very good’ or ‘excellent’ language skills

First stage

results

Raised in

minority

language

0.666***(0.159)

Second stage

results

Education Employment Political orientation

LIML OLS LIML OLS LIML OLS

Minority

identity

0.017 �0.045** 0.065 �0.005 0.034 �0.029

(0.121) (0.014) (0.189) (0.012) (0.120) (0.038)

Number of

observations

543 543 536 536 428 428

First stage F 15.26 14.60 7.27

Table 7. LIML and OLS results

Education Employment Political orientation

LIML OLS LIML OLS LIML OLS

Minority identity �0.026 �0.042** �0.029 �0.011 �0.00055 �0.00081

(0.095) (0.012) (0.134) (0.011) (0.098) (0.031)

Number of observations 798 798 793 793 583 583

First stage F 33.20 32.32 18.85
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stage (the IV estimates of the impact of identity on socio-economic outcomes using the

LIML estimator), as well as simple OLS results (note that the magnitudes of the OLS and

LIML coefficients are not directly comparable as OLS treats all variables as continuous).

Our main finding is that once we account for endogeneity, identity does not have a sig-

nificant effect on either of the economic or political outcomes: education, employment and

political orientation.27

We then extend the sample to the entire pooled Turkish–Serbian second generation to

increase sample size—Table 7 reports these second stage results using LIML, as well as the

OLS results for comparison. As findings are very similar to those above, having a minority

identity again does not have significant effects on any of the economic or political outcome

variables, we will rely on this full sample in further analysis.

Looking at the OLS results in Table 7 we can see the crucial importance of the endo-

geneity of identity: whereas our IV results show no significant effects of minority identity

on outcomes, feeling strongly Turkish/Serbian has a highly significant negative effect on

education in the OLS model, even after controlling for a number of personal and parental

characteristics and peer effects. Though the effect is of a small magnitude, with a one

standard deviation change in identity leading to a roughly 10 per cent of a standard devi-

ation change in education, we believe that this is still interesting given that we are looking at

a very narrow measure of identity, purely as a self-selected ‘label’. This finding highlights

the fact that an un-instrumented specification would overestimate the negative effect of a

minority identity: once we control for endogeneity using an instrument, this effect is no

longer significant.28

While so far we have considered a restrictive specification using only one instrument, we

also explore sensitivity to different sets of instruments. Table 8 compares the results using

language raised as the single instrument with those using a larger set of instruments,

including language raised as well as whether the respondent’s mother and father were

from a village or city (two separate instruments) and the length of the mother’s stay in

the host country (constructed as the mother’s age now minus the mother’s age at migra-

tion). These parental characteristics could affect parental investments in the child’s

Table 8. Second stage results using different instruments

Education Employment Political

orientation

One

instrument

Four

instruments

One

instrument

Four

instruments

One

instrument

Four

instruments

Minority

identity

0.011

(0.046)

0.004

(0.041)

�0.019

(0.036)

�0.035

(0.032)

0.155

(0.118)

�0.015

(0.112)

Number of

observations

798 208 793 206 583 102

First stage F 33.20 14.26 32.32 13.24 18.85 9.61

Over-identification

test (p-value)

0.59 0.13 0.81

132 � Z. KOCZAN

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/m

igration/article/4/1/116/2413362 by guest on 25 M
ay 2023



identity; for instance, as urban/rural background or duration of stay could be correlated

with intention to stay/return to the country of origin. Unfortunately, as this decreases the

sample size a lot due to many missing values the LIML estimator could not be used, thus

both specifications are reported relying on a simple linear 2SLS model in Table 8 (which, as

noted earlier, implicitly treats all variables as continuous). Correspondingly, estimates and

standard errors differ from those reported in Table 7, which used the more flexible LIML

estimator (standard errors for the single instrument specification in Table 8 are typically

smaller since, as noted earlier, the 2SLS estimator is more efficient than LIML). Results are

very much in line with those discussed above, enhancing the credibility of our IV estimates:

crucially minority identity is still not significant for any of the outcomes in either

specification.

As noted earlier, we also examine an instrument set that excludes language raised, using

only the length of the mother’s stay in the host country, whether the mother was from a

village and a set of dummy variables for the province of origin of the mother as a robustness

check. Results are again very similar—minority identity was still not significant for any of

the outcomes. Turning briefly to post-estimation checks, we gain increased confidence

from the finding that all of our results have first stage F statistics, which very much

exceed the rule-of-thumb of 10 (to avoid weak instruments, Stock, Wright and Yogo

2002).29 The specification with several instruments also passes the over-identification test.

5.3 Robustness checks

While two specifications have been explored for the first stage, looking at (1) the deter-

minants of a minority identity and (2) the determinants of a multiple identity variable, the

second stage results discussed above only used the single, minority identity specification. If

instead we explicitly allow for multiple identities, we get very similar results. Here we use

the multinomial logit model in the first stage to generate a predicted multiple identity

category for each individual by choosing the outcome with the largest predicted probabil-

ity. We then use these to generate predicted dummy variables for each of the multiple

identity categories and use these in the second stage (relative to the base of a dominant

minority identity), bootstrapping the standard errors (Heckman 1979).

Identity is still not significant for either of the economic or political outcomes (please see

Table 9; note that coefficients are not directly comparable with those in previous tables as

now we are looking at the effect of e.g. having a dominant majority identity as opposed to

the base outcome of a dominant minority identity, rather than a change in the single

Table 9. Second stage results allowing for multiple identities

Education Employment Political orientation

Dominant majority 0.146 (0.488) �0.199 (0.579) 0.127 (0.471)

Two weak 0.102 (0.405) �0.414 (0.509) �0.266 (0.394)

Two strong �0.508 (0.279) �0.680 (0.365) �0.396 (0.284)

Number of observations 798 783 583
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identity variable). Similar results are obtained when allowing for combinations of ethnic

and religious identities.

We also examine the model separately by group (Turkish versus Serbian) since ethnicity

may play a specific role in the formation of identity and its effects on outcomes. The results

are similar to the pooled effects, thus increasing our confidence. The significant negative

effect of identity in the un-instrumented regression seems to be driven by the Turkish

second generation group, where identity had a significant negative impact on education

and employment outcomes. Examining effects separately by gender we obtain very similar

results for men and women.

We find that difficult-to-reach respondents were more often male, less educated and

more likely to be unemployed. We have thus examined both the identity formation mech-

anism and the effects of identity model separately for the difficult-to-reach group. Results

broadly confirm those for the easy-to-reach and are reported in Table 10: as before, the link

between identity and language raised is still highly significant and even larger in magnitude

and minority identity does not have a significant effect on either of the economic or

political outcomes. While the effects in the second stage are larger than for the full

sample (difficult-to-reach respondents, and correspondingly those omitted from our

sample, appear to have a stronger link between identity and socio-economic outcomes

than the easy-to-reach group), this does not point to consistently worse ‘integration’: those

with a stronger minority identity appear to be less likely to stay in education, but are more

likely to be employed (neither effect is significant; however, sample sizes are small, affecting

the power of our analysis). Further research would, however, be needed in this area; for

instance, examining the impact of personality traits, which could be correlated with like-

lihood to respond as well as identity and outcomes. Unfortunately, given the limitations of

our data, we are unable to examine this in greater detail.

While so far our key result of the insignificance of identity seems to be robust across sub-

samples and specifications, an important caveat should be added on sample sizes.

Unfortunately it is very difficult to find data sets with larger samples of second generation

immigrants which ask the survey questions that we are interested in here. However, the small

sample size of the TIES dataset affects the power of our analysis and this is a concern that

should be kept in mind when interpreting the above results, in particular when looking at

Table 10. Difficult-to-reach respondents

First stage

results

Raised in minority

language

2.290**

(0.574)

Second stage

results

Education Employment Political

orientation

Minority identity �0.185

(0.198)

0.287

(0.303)

�0.124

(0.199)

Number of observations 110 110 110

First stage F 15.73 15.22 21.41
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even smaller sub-samples. We have tried to examine whether our finding of an insignificant

effect is due to there being no real effect or due to the lack of sufficient data to detect an effect,

by experimenting with a larger sample of immigrants in the German Socio-Economic Panel

(GSOEP) as a robustness test. Although we prefer the TIES dataset as it allows us to control

for a wider range of parental and environmental characteristics, findings from a broadly

similar specification from the GSOEP (with a sample size of around 2300) confirm our

finding of an insignificant result. While this increases our confidence in our findings, this

limitation of small sample sizes should be remembered when examining our results.

6. Conclusion

This paper aims to provide insights into (1) the mechanisms driving the formation of

identity and (2) the effects of identity on economic and political variables using empirical

evidence from two second generation groups, Turks and ex-Yugoslavs in the former guest

worker recruiting countries, Austria and Germany. Our main finding is the insignificance

of identity for all three outcomes: education, employment and political orientation. While

we are aware of the pitfalls and limitations of such an IV approach and small sample sizes

(unfortunately it is very difficult to find data sets with larger samples of second generation

immigrants, which ask the survey questions that we are interested in here), we hope to

provide at least a first step in examining such questions from an empirical perspective.

Having been motivated by the debates in the media on (second generation) immigrants,

we believe that the insignificance of identity for economic and political outcomes is in fact a

very encouraging finding as it suggests that a strong ethnic or religious minority identity

does not act as a constraint: feeling strongly Turkish/Serbian does not hamper socio-

economic integration and does not affect political orientation.

Data sources

Austria

The data were made available by the Principal Investigator Barbara Herzog-

Punzenberger.

Herzog-Punzenberger, Barbara (2010). Appendix: Stichprobendesign, Befragung und

Evaluation. In: Herzog-Punzenberger, Barbara, ‘40 Jahre und eine Generation später—

die Kinder der angeworbenen Arbeitskräfte in Österreich sind erwachsen.’ Unpublished

report to the Ministry of Science, Vienna. 57–62.

Germany

The data were made available by Ms. Maren Wilmes, IMIS, University of Osnabrück.
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Appendix

Table A.1. Summary statistics by language raised

Variable Raised in

minority language

Not raised in

minority language

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Age 25.426 (5.110) 25.820 (5.064)

Education 2.708 (0.610) 2.778* (0.590)

Male 0.489 0.439*

Employed 0.739 0.819*

Survey country citizenship 0.846 0.861

Can speak German 0.973 0.983

Can read German 0.910 0.965*

Can write German 0.857 0.940*

Income 2.926 (1.036) 3.132* (1.175)

Survey country identity 4.374 (1.209) 4.795* (1.029)

Turkish identity 4.875 (1.274) 3.185* (1.530)

Serbian identity 4.425 (1.451) 1.868* (1.541)

Orthodox identity 3.178 (1.925) 1.964* (1.720)

Muslim identity 4.581 (1.583) 3.288* (1.954)

Political orientation 2.690 (0.789) 2.694 (0.800)

Father’s age 54.320 (7.383) 54.252 (6.624)

Mother’s age 50.763 (6.801) 51.294 (6.016)

Father’s education 1.983 (1.062) 2.329* (1.016)

Mother’s education 1.824 (0.923) 2.160* (0.951)

Asterisk (*) denotes significant difference between those raised in the minority language and those

not raised in the minority language at the 5% level. SD, standard deviation.

Table A.2. Sample descriptives: identity categories

%

Dominant minority identity 26.14

Dominant majority identity 31.62

Two weak identities 19.93

Two strong identities 22.31
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Table A.3. Summary statistics by multiple identity categories

Dominant minority Dominant majority Two weak Two strong

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Education 2.573 (0.624) 2.856 (0.581) 2.707 (0.618) 2.776 (0.542)

Employment 0.672 0.834 0.753 0.791

Political orientation 2.682 (0.781) 2.733 (0.843) 2.675 (0.702) 2.609 (0.811)

SD, standard deviation.

Table A.4. First stage results using LIML

Education Employment Political orientation

Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

Raised in minority language 0.800�� 0.127 0.791�� 0.128 0.792�� 0.129

Age –0.163 0.094 –0.160 0.095 –0.160 0.095

Age sq. 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002 0.003 0.002

Male 0.179� 0.083 0.179� 0.083 0.179� 0.083

Number of siblings –0.046 0.044 –0.045 0.044 –0.045 0.044

Survey country citizenship –0.465�� 0.124 –0.460�� 0.124 –0.461�� 0.124

Can speak German –0.277 0.403 –0.276 0.403 –0.279 0.403

Can write German 0.122 0.236 0.111 0.237 0.111 0.237

Can read German –0.175 0.317 –0.168 0.317 –0.167 0.317

Muslim 0.046 0.196 0.053 0.196 0.054 0.196

Orthodox 1.939�� 0.158 1.950�� 0.158 1.951�� 0.159

Father’s education –0.061 0.052 –0.062 0.052 –0.062 0.052

Mother’s education –0.129� 0.058 –0.128� 0.058 –0.128� 0.058

Father employed when resp. 15 –0.293 0.216 –0.290 0.216 –0.292 0.216

Mother home when resp. 15 0.067 0.095 0.062 0.095 0.062 0.095

Siblings’ education 0.026 0.086 0.023 0.087 0.023 0.086

Attended kindergarten –0.196� 0.093 –0.197� 0.093 –0.197� 0.093

Friends who left education –0.190� 0.092 –0.195� 0.092 –0.194� 0.092

Proportion of immigrants in

primary school

–0.072 0.091 –0.074 0.091 –0.073 0.091

Proportion of immigrants in

secondary school

0.204� 0.091 0.204� 0.091 0.204� 0.091

Private secondary school 0.027 0.122 0.033 0.121 0.034 0.121

Relatives in city of residence 0.126 0.156 0.127 0.156 0.127 0.156

Number of obs. 798 798 798

LR �2(52) 820.04 716.16 643.08

Prob > �2 0 0 0

Log likelihood –1461.777 –1303.594 –1602.262

�Denotes significance at 5%; �� at 1%. Group and city dummy variables are not reported. SE,

standard error
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Notes

1. These are sometimes referred to in the literature as ethnic self-identifications, for a

detailed discussion please see section 2.

Table A.5. Second stage results using LIML

Education Employment Political orientation

Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

Minority identity –0.026 0.095 –0.029 0.134 –0.001 0.098

Age 0.622** 0.107 –0.075 0.131 –0.026 0.110

Age sq. –0.010** 0.002 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.002

Male –0.078 0.096 0.767** 0.123 0.333** 0.097

Number of siblings 0.045 0.048 –0.004 0.057 0.069 0.050

Survey country citizenship –0.048 0.139 0.361* 0.158 –0.134 0.141

Can speak German 0.423 0.399 0.153 0.471 0.131 0.507

Can write German 0.152 0.262 0.793** 0.281 0.149 0.265

Can read German 0.620 0.346 0.006 0.379 –0.351 0.373

Muslim –0.101 0.199 –0.024 0.242 –0.196 0.185

Orthodox 0.050 0.313 0.062 0.431 –0.283 0.311

Father’s education 0.104 0.060 –0.104 0.071 0.027 0.058

Mother’s education 0.082 0.067 0.133 0.081 0.084 0.063

Father employed when resp. 15 0.491* 0.237 0.503 0.259 –0.075 0.275

Mother home when resp. 15 –0.005 0.106 –0.237 0.126 –0.056 0.107

Siblings’ education 0.114 0.097 0.039 0.115 0.102 0.097

Attended kindergarten 0.129 0.107 0.230 0.125 –0.018 0.107

Friends who left education –0.503** 0.109 0.155 0.126 –0.073 0.107

Proportion of immigrants in

primary school

–0.266** 0.100 –0.060 0.116 –0.170 0.106

Proportion of immigrants in

secondary school

–0.158 0.101 –0.257* 0.119 0.063 0.109

Private secondary school 0.187 0.129 0.339 0.176 0.412** 0.121

Relatives in city of residence 0.021 0.175 –0.123 0.222 –0.012 0.190

Post-estimation tests

First stage statistics Adjusted R2 0.603 0.602 0.652

First stage F 33.203 32.328 18.850

Prob> F 0.000 0.000 0.000

Test of endogeneity p-value 0.223 0.792 0.157

SE, standard error.
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2. Parents could invest in the identity of their children for a variety of reasons including

economic as well as ‘cultural’ motives, e.g. they could care about identity for its own

sake. Parental motivations driving investments in their children play a central role in

the classic papers by Becker and Tomes (1979, 1986) on intergenerational transmission,

where parents invest in their children until the marginal benefits (which may depend on

family or child characteristics, such as ability) are equal to marginal costs. Parental

investments in identity could thus be correlated with other parental and child charac-

teristics. For instance, parents who plan to eventually return to their country of origin

may be more likely to raise children in the minority language, but may also have fewer

incentives to invest in destination-country specific human capital; parents with worse

German language skills may be less likely to raise their children in German and may also

be less able to provide help with homework assignments or later job search. While we

do not model the determinants of such parental decisions explicitly, as our key question

of interest here is its impact on the children and we treat parental investments as given

from their perspective, we aim to control for parental characteristics (as much as data

availability permits), which are likely to be correlated with parental decisions.

3. Constant, Roberts and Zimmermann (2007) test for endogeneity and find that the

standard probit approach is appropriate.

4. They also note that a simultaneity bias would act in the same direction.

5. While we adopt a similar two-stage IV approach, we cannot use their instrument as we

only have two countries of origin—this measure would thus be unlikely to capture

most of the heterogeneity in identity strength in our sample.

6. Information on sampling methodology is based on Groenewold and Lessard-Phillips

(2012).

7. As the receiving countries are also similar in many respects, we prefer to exploit this

homogeneity rather than focus on cross-country comparisons (also preferable given

small sample sizes).

8. Omitting those with one parent born in the survey country decreases the sample size

from 798 to 701 but does not affect any of our findings. Information on parents and

siblings is also derived from second generation respondents, respondents thus do not

have to live with their parents for parental information to be available.

9. While such municipal registers are probably more appropriate for the examination of

the second generation than citizenship databases (containing only those with host

country nationality, a non-random selection of second generation immigrants) or

telephone directories (containing only those owning a landline, probably a similarly

non-random sample), it should be remembered that they only list legal city residents.

However, we believe that this is an acceptable shortcoming for our analysis, which looks

at the determinants and effects of the identity of ‘well-integrated’ second generation

youth.

10. While one could expect marital behavior to be correlated with both national identity

and economic outcomes, intermarriage rates among Turkish/ex-Yugoslav immigrants

and Germans were generally low, so few potential respondents are likely to have been

omitted on this account. Furthermore, both first and last names were considered,

respondents with Turkish/Serbian first names would thus still be picked up by the

software even if their last name was German. Historical migrations were taken into
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account (allowing for people with foreign last names who are not counted as migrants

any more, e.g. Huguenots and Poles in Germany) and variations in transcriptions were

permitted (Humpert and Schneiderheinze 2009).

11. Interviewers were required to contact each selected respondent up to five times, re-

cording which visit was successful and why earlier ones failed. The underlying assump-

tion is that those who cooperated at the fifth visit are similar to those who maybe would

have responded had they been visited a sixth time. This approach does not exclude

correlation between unobserved determinants of the dependent variables and non-

response (e.g. unobservable personality traits could affect both socio-economic out-

comes and willingness to respond to surveys), but assumes that it acts in a similar way

for those who are difficult to reach, and those who could not be contacted at all.

12. The exact wording of the question was: ‘In which language(s) were you raised?’ Focus in

the following is on being raised in the minority (rather than the majority) language, as

this is likely to be a cleaner measure of parental investments in the minority identity of

the children, and thus a stronger instrument.

13. The exact wording of the question was: ‘On a scale from politically left to right where

would you put yourself ?’, with answer categories ‘far left’, ‘left’, ‘middle’, ‘right’ and ‘far

right’.

14. For empirical work on intergenerational identity transmission see Rico and Jennings

(2010), Duncan and Trejo (2009) and Paryente (2008).

15. Unfortunately we cannot examine majority—Austrian/ German—identity separately

as there is much less variation there and language raised is a weak instrument for

majority identification.

16. We created a binary variable out of each of the two categorical identity variables and

looked at four categories (1,1), (1,0), (0,1) and (0,0) where e.g. (1,0) stands for feeling

strongly German but not Turkish, etc. This approach is in line with the work of Berry

(1980) or Constant, Gataullina and Zimmermann (2006b).

17. Although they make some reference to identity choice in their recent book (Akerlof and

Kranton 2010), the key shortcoming of their model is that the ‘extended’ utility func-

tion is simply taken as given and does not explicitly allow for identity choice, for the

possibility that a person is able to reflect and to decide on who he wants to be. For

explicit considerations of identity choice, see, for example, Sen (1985, 1999, 2006),

Chen and Chen (2011) and Fang and Loury (2005).

18. Similar ideas on the role of aspirations were expressed by Appadurai (2004), Ray

(2004), Mookherjee, Napel and Ray (2008) and Bogliacino and Ortoleva (2010).

19. This is similar to the minority group hypothesis originally put forward by van Heek

(1956); see also e.g. Goldscheider (1967).

20. Presented results control for German language skills linearly, but are robust to includ-

ing a full set of indicators instead.

21. We have implemented this in Stata using the ‘cmp’ command (‘cmp’ stands for

Conditional Mixed Process); for further details on ‘cmp’ estimation please see

Roodman (2011).

22. Fixed numbers of regressors and instruments, validity of the instruments, convergence

of sample moments to population counterparts, and the ability to apply the central

limit theorem.
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23. LIML is also useful with many/weak instruments, as with many over-identifying re-

strictions 2SLS behaves poorly in finite samples.

24. In fact, looking at separate sub-samples reveals that such effects are heterogeneous by

age, with language raised having a larger effect on the identity of the younger than the

older respondents, providing support for the plausibility of the model.

25. Turning to the roles of personal characteristics we observe a gender effect in line with

the earlier literature, with males being more likely to have a strong Turkish/Serbian

identity (please see Table A.4 in the Appendix). Having Austrian/German citizenship

significantly decreases minority identification. Being Orthodox significantly increases

minority identification, while the Muslim dummy variable does not have a significant

coefficient. Examining the role of parental characteristics, lower parental (in particular

mothers’) education increases the likelihood of having a minority identity. Turning to

the influence of the external environment having attended kindergarten decreases mi-

nority identification, pointing to the role of early socialization. A larger proportion of

children of immigrant origin in secondary schools increase minority identification (as

expected). Similar effects are observed when allowing for multiple feelings of belonging.

26. As the formation of ethnic and religious identities is not distinctively separable, we have

also examined whether the results on multiple ethnic identities change by different

religious identity categories. We obtained very similar results for both those with a

strong and those with a weak religious identity.

27. Results are very similar when looking at only those with ‘excellent’ German language

skills, but unfortunately the sample size is even smaller. Results are also robust to

including dummy variables for ‘very good’ or ‘excellent’ German language skills.

28. Identity is included here as a single linear variable, when dummy variables are included

for each of the identity categories, none are significant in the instrumented

specification.

29. Except for political orientation in the restricted sample and the ‘four instruments’

specification, where the sample sizes are particularly small
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