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Abstract In this paper on immigrant fertility in West Germany, we estimate the
transition rates to second and third births, using intensity-regression models. The
data come from the German Socio-Economic Panel Study. We distinguish women
of the first and the second immigrant generations originating from Turkey, the
former Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy, and Spain, and compare their fertility levels to
those of West German women. In the theoretical framework, we discuss competing
hypotheses on migrant fertility. The findings support mainly the socialization
hypothesis: the transition rates of first-generation immigrants vary by country of
origin, and the fertility patterns of migrant descendants resemble more closely those
of West Germans than those of the first immigrant generation. In addition, the
analyses show that fertility differentials between immigrants and women of the
indigenous population can largely, though not in full, be explained by compositional
differences.

Keywords Birth transitions - Life-course analysis - Migrant workers -
Germany - Intensity-regression model

Résumé Dans cet article relatif a la fécondité des immigrées en Allemagne, le
passage du premier au deuxieme enfant et dans celui du deuxieme au troisieme
enfant est estimé a partir de modeles de régression a risques instantanés. Les
données utilisées proviennent de 1’étude de Panel socio-économique allemand. On
distingue les femmes immigrées de premiere ou de seconde génération originaires
de Turquie, d’ex-Yougoslavie, de Grece, d’Italie et d’Espagne, et leurs niveaux de
fécondité sont comparés a ceux des femmes ouest-allemandes d’origine. Des
hypotheses concurrentes sur la fécondité des immigrés sont discutées dans le cadre

N. Milewski (<)

Institute for Sociology and Demography, University of Rostock,
Ulmenstr. 69, 18057 Rostock, Germany

e-mail: nadja.milewski@uni-rostock.de

@ Springer



298 N. Milewski

théorique. Les résultats vérifient principalement 1’hypothese de la socialisation : le
passage au deuxieme et au troisieme enfant de la premicre génération d’immigrés
varie selon le pays d’origine, et le profil de fécondité par dge des descendantes
d’immigrées se rapproche plus de celui des femmes ouest-allemandes que de celui des
immigrées de premiere génération. De plus, les analyses montrent que les différences
de fécondité entre les immigrées et les femmes ouest-allemandes peuvent Etre en
grande partie, mais pas totalement, expliquées par des différences de structure.

Mots-clés Passage au deuxieme et au troisieme enfant -
Analyse de parcours de vie - Travailleurs migrants - Allemagne -
Modeles de régression a risques instantanés

1 Introduction

International migration is associated with a rapid change in people’s environment
and affects their subsequent demographic behavior. As Western Europe has been
faced with growing immigration flows since the middle of the 20th century and the
numbers of descendants of international migrants living today in Western European
destination countries are rising, attention has also to be paid to immigrant family
dynamics and fertility. Research on the interplay between international migration
and fertility is especially interesting in order to draw conclusions about the
development of immigrant sub-populations in the respective destination countries.

In general, studies on fertility of international migrants center on five, partly
competing hypotheses which mainly focus on the first generation of migrants. Given
fertility differentials between country of origin and country of destination, two
outcomes may be hypothesized for the fertility of international migrants:
immigrants may have a higher fertility or a lower fertility than women of the
population at destination (including a convergence with the fertility levels of
persons at destination). Explanations for a fertility stipulating effect are offered by
the hypothesis on the interrelation of events and the socialization hypothesis. An
effect of decreasing fertility, in contrast, may be traced back to a disruptive impact
of migration (the disruption hypothesis), or to adaptive processes (the adaptation
hypothesis). Moreover, the selection and composition of the immigrant population
can play a role (the hypothesis of selection and characteristics).

This study aims at contributing to the theoretical framework of impacts of
migration on the subsequent fertility of immigrants and their descendants, compared
with that of citizens of the country of destination, who have no immigration
background. We employ the life-course approach (e.g., Mulder 1993; Mulder and
Wagner 1993) that allows us to analyze the sequencing of several events, and
therefore to study the short-term as well as the long-term effects of migration on a
person’s life. Germany has been Europe’s main destination country until recently
and serves as a good case study to broaden our general understanding of population
behavior and changes in Western Europe, since labor migration to West Germany
parallels trends in other Western European countries.
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We investigate the transitions to second and third births and our two main
research questions are: Do immigrants continue to display the behavior of their old
environment or do they adopt the behavior of the new environment? Does the
fertility pattern of second-generation immigrants resemble that of their parents or
that of West Germans? We pay attention to the role of socialization and the
composition of sub-populations. We compare first and second generations of
traditional labor-migrant women from Turkey, the former Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy,
and Spain to West German women.

This article begins by introducing the theoretical considerations behind our
analysis and then provides information on the West German context. This is
followed by an introduction of the working hypotheses guiding this study as well as
of the data, methods, and explanatory variables used. The analysis applies intensity-
regression techniques to the transition to second and third births using retrospective
event-history data from the German Socio-Economic Panel Study. The results are
discussed in the last section.

2 Background
2.1 Theoretical Considerations

Five hypotheses are discussed when studying the fertility behavior of international
or internal migrants. They refer to timing effects, the socio-demographic charac-
teristics of migrants and their descendants, as well as their living circumstances and
cultural factors.

The underlying assumption of the disruption hypothesis is that a move in itself, as
well as the time preceding and following the move, is stressful for a person;
therefore, fertility is expected to be low shortly after the move. Evidence for the
disruption hypothesis has been found for immigrants moving to Australia (Carlson
1985; Abbasi-Shavazi and McDonald 2000; Abbasi-Shavazi and McDonald 2002),
Mexicans moving to the U.S. (Bean and Swicegood 1985; Stephen and Bean 1992),
and immigrants to Canada (Ram and George 1990; Ng and Nault 1997). Studies on
immigrants in Western Europe, however, do not find evidence for a fertility-
disruption effect of international migration (Andersson 2004 for Sweden; Milewski
2007 for Germany).

The hypothesis of interrelation of events draws on a confluence of events and
assumes that immigration and union formation/marriage are interrelated. Therefore,
fertility may increase after immigration, not due to the move, but due to household
formation. Hence, fertility is expected to be high shortly after arrival (Mulder and
Wagner 1993; Singley and Landale 1998). Evidence for this hypothesis has been
found for international migrants, as well as for internal migrants, and in particular
for the first child (Lindstrom 2003; Andersson 2004; Kulu 2005; Kulu 2006;
Milewski 2007; Nedoluzhko and Andersson 2007). For higher order births, this
hypothesis has hardly been tested. Ram and George (1990), however, find
increasing birth numbers after arrival in Canada and assume that immigrants have
a desire to have additional children in the new home country.
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300 N. Milewski

While the hypotheses of disruption and interrelation of events focus on short-
term impacts of migration, the adaptation hypothesis offers a medium-term
perspective. Given that fertility patterns vary between the regions of origin and
destination, a convergence may be achieved within some years of residency (shown
by Iutaka et al. 1971; Rindfuss 1976; Bach 1981; Farber and Lee 1984; Hervitz
1985; Nauck 1987; Ford 1990; Ram and George 1990; Schoorl 1995; Mayer and
Riphahn 2000; Milewski 2007). This resemblance may be triggered by two primary
channels: cultural factors and/or socio-economic conditions.

An alternative is offered by the socialization hypothesis. This hypothesis
emphasizes the role of the migrants’ socialization by focusing on the values, norms,
and behavior dominant during a person’s childhood, and assumes their continuance
during the life course. Accordingly, immigrants may follow a fertility pattern of
their country of origin, even if it differs from that of the host society. Immigrants
from different countries of origin that exhibit different fertility patterns may show
the same fertility differences in the country of destination. This has been proven for
immigrants in several Western European countries (Schoorl 1990; Alders 2000;
Andersson 2004; Andersson and Scott 2007; Sobotka 2008), as well as for several
origin groups to the U.S. (Massey 1981; Kahn 1988) and internal migrants (Hervitz
1985).

The long-term impact of migration can be observed in the fertility behavior of
immigrant descendants, who are exposed to their parents’ behavior, values, and
norms, as well as to those prevailing in the receiving country. If the societal
environment during childhood and adolescence was dominant in a meaning-giving
system, the women of the second immigrant generation, who were born to
immigrant parents in the new destination, would consequently display behavior
typical at destination, i.e., behavior that differs from that of their parents. This is
also known as the assimilation hypothesis in the U.S. context. Whereas in the past,
these generational differences have been seen as a continuous process (Gordon
1964; Kahn 1988; Stephen and Bean 1992), more recent research allows for a more
diversified picture. Portes and Zhou (1993) point out that a process of adaptation
should be seen as segmented or selective assimilation.

Earlier studies have not found a common pattern for the fertility behavior of
immigrant-descent groups at several destinations in traditional immigrant countries,
and it has been demonstrated that the various groups at the same destination do not
follow a similar pattern (Kahn 1994). Fertility levels of second-generation
immigrants are, in the main, between those of the first immigrant generation, and
the birth rates of the women of the majority population at destination (Kahn 1988
for the U.S.; Stephen and Bean 1992 for Mexican-origin women in the U.S,;
Landale and Hauan 1996 for Puerto Ricans to the U.S.; Abbasi-Shavazi and
McDonald 2000 and Khoo et al. 2002 for Australia). Abbasi-Shavazi and McDonald
(2002) find, however, in another study that the fertility levels of second-generation
Australians closely resembled the levels, trends, and age patterns of the respective
countries of origin. Therefore, they argue for the importance of ‘cultural
maintenance’ (Abbasi-Shavazi and McDonald 2002, p. 70).

Previous studies on Western European destination countries have produced
contrasting findings that indicate a need to better understand the effects of
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international migration on subsequent fertility. Differences between findings in
Northern America and Western Europe are striking and enhance the debate on
modes of immigrant incorporation in the ‘New’ and ‘Old world’ (c.f. Kulu and
Milewski 2007). For the still relatively young second immigrant generation in
Western European countries, a non-uniform picture is seen: Alders (2000) notes that
in the Netherlands fertility levels of women of Turkish and Moroccan parents fall
between the levels of their mothers’ generation and that of Dutch women, whereas
women from Suriname and the Antilles exhibit lower levels than Dutch women. In
Belgium, Schoenmaeckers et al. (1998) observe differences in fertility patterns of
women of Turkish and Moroccan descent, including lower fertility levels for the
second generation of both groups compared to the first generation. Milewski (2007)
and Garssen and Nicolaas (2008) find fertility levels close to convergence with that
of the majority population in Germany and The Netherlands, respectively. When
comparing the fertility measures of women of the same origin group at different
destinations in Western Europe, it seems that the receiving context shapes
reproductive behavior to a large extent; however, a systematic study is still missing.

According to the hypothesis of selection and characteristics, similarities or
differences in fertility behavior between immigrants and persons of the country of
destination may be traced back to the selectivity of the migrant groups concerning
their fertility intentions, which may be more similar to those prevalent in the
destination country than to those characteristic of the country of origin. However,
immigration may favor certain socio-demographic groups that are amenable to
having more children than is typical among the population of the country of
destination (or even among the population at origin). Fertility differentials may
therefore be explained by compositional differences, and may vanish as the socio-
demographic structure of an immigrant group grows to resemble that of the
indigenous population at destination. Following this hypothesis, first-generation
immigrants are assumed to share the fertility intentions of the persons at destination
and to display a similar reproductive behavior. The selection can result from
unobserved factors, such as social-mobility ambitions or family proneness, or from
observed characteristics, such as education triggering migration (Macisco et al.
1969; Macisco et al. 1970; Zarate and Unger de Zarate 1975; Hiday 1978; Sabagh
and Yim 1980; Bach 1981; Massey 1981; Kahn 1988; Schoorl 1990; Wagner 1990;
Goldstein, White, and Goldstein 1997; Hwang and Saenz 1997; Frank and
Heuveline 2005; Kulu 2005). Most studies that control for socio-demographic
characteristics find fewer fertility differentials between first-generation-migrant
groups and the indigenous population. Evidence for this hypothesis has also been
found in nearly all studies on fertility of migrant descendants (Goldscheider and
Uhlenberg 1969; Sly 1970; Roberts and Lee 1974; Bean and Marcum 1978; Bean
and Tienda 1990; Schoorl 1990; Frank and Heuveline 2005; Poston, Chang, and
Dan 2006; Milewski 2007).

2.2 The West German Context

Following the Second World War, West Germany became Western Europe’s main
destination country for migrants from Eastern Europe (ethnic minorities), labor
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migrants, as well as refugees and asylum seekers. Today, Germany has about 82
million inhabitants, of which around 10% are of foreign nationality. A total of 1.4
million were born to immigrants residing in Germany. The focus of our analysis is
on women originating from countries that have provided West Germany with labor
migrants since the 1950s. West Germany started recruitment activities in Southern
Europe as early as the beginning of the Wirtschaftswunder. Its first ‘guest-worker’
treaty was signed with Italy in 1955. Treaties followed with Spain in 1960, Greece
in 1960, Turkey in 1961, Morocco in 1963, Portugal in 1964, Tunisia in 1965, and
Yugoslavia in 1968. Whereas in 1960, half of the migrant workers came from Italy,
4 years later Greece and Spain had taken over. Then Turkey dominated from the end
of the 1960s until 1973, when a recruitment ban was put into force. Since then
immigration has been dominated by family-related moves (Miinz and Ulrich 2000;
Rudolph 2002).

Comparing the immigrant populations in West Germany with Germans shows
that their socio-demographic structure is still characterized by the former ‘guest-
worker’ milieu. Such a downward-trend of international migrants has been also
observed in other countries of destination (Fassmann 1997; Bender and Seifert
2000; Constant and Massey 2005). This includes educational attainment, in the
sense that the educational qualifications of immigrants are on average lower than
that of native-born persons, or immigrants cannot utilize their education to the
fullest in the labor market. This disadvantage also continues to their children’s
generation. Yet, a general trend towards higher education has become visible among
younger cohorts in the last years (Seifert 1997; Fritzsche 2000; Konietzka and
Seibert 2003).

As the duration of stay of foreign workers in West Germany increases and their
descendants reach childbearing ages, immigrant fertility is receiving more attention.
In the 1960s, only about 5% of newborn children in Germany were of non-German
nationality. By the end of the previous century, about 100,000 newborn babies per
year, roughly 13% of all births, were of foreign nationality. The peak was reached in
1974 with 17%. Whereas the total fertility rate (TFR) of West German women has
been relatively stable since the 1970s (about 1.3), the fertility of immigrant women
from Mediterranean countries has declined over the past three decades. This decline
in the TFR of foreigners after 1975 was not equally distributed among nationalities.
The decrease first set in for married couples from Spain, followed by Yugoslavian,
Italian, and Greek couples 1 year later. The largest decline of the TFR was later
registered in Turkish couples; however, their TFR still remained above that of
Germans and other immigrant groups and today it is even higher than the TFR of
persons who live in Turkey (Miinscher 1979; Vaskovics 1987; Schwarz 1996;
Roloff 1997; BMFSFJ 2000; Yavuz 2008). Due to several causes of a systematic
underestimation, Germany’s Federal Statistical Office has discontinued the calcu-
lation of immigrant-fertility figures (c.f. Nauck 2007).

While the fertility of immigrants to West Germany declined, birth rates fell in the
respective countries of origin of the labor migrants as well. Compared to the 1970s,
the TFR had decreased by about one child on average: in Greece to 1.4, in Italy to
1.3, in Spain to 1.2, and in Turkey to 2.8 by the mid-1990s (BMFSFJ 2000).
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As far as the fertility behavior of immigrants in Germany is concerned, only few
studies employ the life-course approach. A study on the transition to a first birth
(Milewski 2007) indicates that second-generation immigrants are more adapted to
the lower fertility levels of West Germans than is their mothers’ generation. For
first-generation immigrants, first-birth risks show hardly any differences by country
of origin, however. The latter result is attributed to the universality of marriage in
the respective countries of origin and to a selection of immigrants by family-reunion
processes. Since fertility differentials in the respective countries of origin appear
mainly in the parities 2 and higher (Shorter and Macura 1982; Delgado Perez and
Livi-Bacci 1992; Hancioglu and Ergécmen 2004), the study of subsequent-birth
behavior will allow us to draw conclusions on the impact of socialization on
fertility.

2.3 Working Hypotheses

(H1) Disruption—first-generation immigrants: Assuming that a move abroad
constitutes a stressful situation in life, it is logical to conclude that the stress
associated with an international move will be even greater when a woman migrates
with one or two children. A mother and a child are at least two people having to
cope with the changes, and this number increases with a partner or additional
children. Therefore, it can be hypothesized that those women of the first immigrant
generation who moved to West Germany when they already had one or two children
will have lower transition rates to a second or third birth than women without any,
or without recent, migration experience.

(H2) Interrelation of events—first-generation immigrants: The second hypothesis
contradicts the disruption argument and posits higher birth rates. Even though a
(subsequent) marriage may be an exceptional case for one- or two-child mothers
moving to West Germany, it can be assumed that several events appear within a
short time frame: the reunion of the spouses and the family. Since it was typical for
the ‘guest-worker’ immigration that the partners moved at different points in time,
their reunion can be seen as a formation of a new household or as a re-formation of
an old household under new circumstances. This re-formation and the migration of
the woman and the first one or two children occur simultaneously, and may trigger
an effect of ‘union or family confirmation.” This could also be seen as a time to
catch-up with births which were postponed in anticipation of the move.

(H3) Adaptation—first-generation immigrants: Our hypothesis is that the fertility
levels of first-generation immigrants converge towards the levels of West Germans
by increasing length of stay. Accordingly, we assume to find fertility differentials
between immigrant women who have stayed longer in Germany and those who have
newly arrived.

(H4) Socialization—first-generation immigrants: We expect to find fertility
differences by country-of-origin group. Whereas a first child has been almost
universal in the respective countries of origin until recently, the frequencies of
second and third children are different. If socialization has an influence on fertility
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behavior, higher transition rates to a second and a third child are expected for
women of the first immigrant generation from Turkey than for women from the
former Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy, and Spain.

Second-generation immigrants: Immigrant descendants may show birth risks
which are similar to those of West Germans, but are different (i.e., lower) from
those of the first immigrant generation. For second-generation immigrants, it is
assumed that the West German context is more dominant than the country
background of their parents, and that the fertility behavior of the second generation
does therefore not vary between the different country groups.

(HS5) Characteristics—first- and second-generation immigrants: Finally, we
review the assumption of characteristics and selection. We assume that fertility
differentials between immigrants and West Germans as well as between the
immigrant generations—if they exist—will be diminished or extinct when
controlling for socio-demographic characteristics of the respective groups.

2.4 Data, Covariates, and Method
2.4.1 Data

The data used in this study come from the German Socio-Economic Panel (GSOEP;
DIW 2006; Haisken-DeNew and Frick 2003). Respondents have been questioned
annually since 1984 and our study uses data from the waves 1984 to 2004. The
GSOEP also provides retrospective background information, such as on childbear-
ing, marriage, immigration, and education.

The focus of our study is on women who were born between 1946 and 1983 and
who lived in West Germany at any time of the survey." Women in our analysis are
considered to be West Germans if they were born in Germany and reported German
nationality in each survey year. Women are classified as immigrants or as having an
immigration background if they ever reported having a non-German nationality,
and/or if they were born abroad (even if a change of citizenship took place later).
All respondents of the sub-samples A, B, and D who can be defined as being of
Turkish, former Yugoslavian (or its successor states in the sample: Croatia, Bosnia-
Herzegovina, Macedonia, Slovenia), Greek, Italian, Spanish, or West German origin
were included in our analysis.

The distinction between the immigrant generations is relatively broad in this
analysis: Age 15 is chosen as a cutoff point for distinguishing between the
immigrant generations: immigrants coming to Germany at age 15 and older are
considered to be of the first immigrant generation; while women migrating under

! The foreign population is not evenly distributed in Germany (Destatis 2005). Still among all foreigners,
only about four percent live in the eastern federal states and East Berlin. Therefore, our analysis is on
women living in the western part of Germany.
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age 15, or who were born in Germany to at least one immigrant parent, are defined
as second-generation migrants (c.f. Abbasi-Shavazi and McDonald 2002). The main
reason for using age 15 to distinguish between the immigrant generations is that
compulsory school education in Germany generally ends at about age 15 or 16.
Hence, persons immigrating at younger ages are assumed to participate in school
education in Germany, and are therefore more exposed to the influence of German
socialization than older immigrants, who no longer participate in compulsory
education. Further distinctions within the second-generation group are not feasible
as the GSOEP data do not always contain such information such as whether both of
the respondent’s parents are immigrants. Therefore, the group defined as second-
generation migrants includes persons who have both one and two immigrant
parents. No distinction is made between the second-generation migrants born in
Germany (generation 2) and those who moved during childhood (generation 1.5),
(c.f. Rumbaut 2004). This choice is related to the small size of the sample.
(However, a preliminary analysis which distinguished between the generations 1.5
and 2 revealed no significant differences.) Thus, not all of these persons are ‘real’
immigrants in the sense that they migrated themselves and decided to do so on their
own. The term ‘second-generation (im)migrants’ is used here in order to identify
any migration background whatsoever.

In total, valid biographic information was gathered and birth histories constructed
for 5,483 women. Of these, 728 are first-generation immigrants, 828 are second-
generation migrants, and 3,932 are non-immigrant West German women.

We analyze second- and third-child fertility separately and take into account
only the fertility behavior after immigration. Hence, first-generation immigrants
who had given birth to two or more children before they moved from their home
countries cannot be considered for the respective transitions in West Germany at
all. Cases where a birth took place in the same year as the immigration were
excluded as well because these pregnancies may be correlated with the
anticipation of the move.

The focus of the analysis is on those women who are in a first marriage. We do
not expect that the exclusion of women living in non-marital cohabitation will bias
the results as there were so few immigrant women cohabitating in our sample. In
total, less than 6% of first-generation immigrants were not married at the time of
censoring. Among the first-generation immigrant women in our sample who had
already had one child, there were no unmarried mothers, and only 1% of the mothers
of the second migrant generation were not married, compared to 3.4% of West
German mothers. A record is censored at the end of the first marriage (the periods of
time a woman may have spent in a subsequent marriage are excluded from the
analysis).

After the respective cases as described above were excluded, two different sub-
samples are used for the respective birth transitions. The sub-sample for the second-
child transition contains 454 first-generation immigrants, including 407 who gave
birth to their first child in West Germany and 47 who arrived with one child. This
sub-sample includes 287 second-generation migrants and 1771 West Germans. The
third-child sample includes 415 first-generation immigrants, 172 second-generation
migrants and 1099 West Germans (see Table 1).
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Table 1 Overview of the sub-samples used

Initial sample Second child Third child
Persons Events Persons Events
First-generation immigrants 782 454 361 415 174
Second-generation immigrants 828 287 177 172 57
West Germans 3,932 1,771 1,122 1,099 283

Source: Calculations based on GSOEP, 1984-2004

Note: Events: conceptions (counted as 9 months before recorded birth). Differences between person
numbers in sub-sample 3 and events in second-birth numbers are due to missing information; exclusion of
twin births as well as divorced women; inclusion of immigrants moving during pregnancy or with
children

2.4.2 Covariates

The covariates capturing migrant-specific characteristics are immigrant generation
and country of origin (for immigrants derived from ever-reported non-German
citizenship).

The school degree of the woman is used as an indicator of the socio-economic
background. Several school-degree categories are constructed. ‘First degree’
designates completion of Hauptschule (9 years of schooling) or Realschule (10
years of schooling) in Germany, or of the completed level of compulsory school
education in the respective country of origin. ‘Second degree’ refers to completion
of the German Abitur or Fachabitur, or the equivalent secondary education abroad
(a certificate qualifying for entry into college or university). The third category
captures respondents who did not receive any school degree or have never attended
school. We decided to focus on school-leaving certificates instead of tertiary
education (university) because this is more appropriate to the sample. The first-
generation immigrants had left school before their move. About 28% of the first-
generation immigrants in the second-birth sub-sample did not complete school with
any degree, compared to about 20% of the women of the second generation (about
1% among West Germans). Only roughly 13% of the women of the first immigrant
generation and 7% of the second generation completed secondary school education
(compared to 17% among West Germans). The differences in educational
attainment may cause differences in fertility levels. Mainly (and in contrast to
first-child behavior) we assume that higher education increases childbearing
intensities [Kreyenfeld (2002) on parity 2; Kravdal (2007)] on parities 2 and 3).

It is possible to identify the partner(s) of each woman during the panel time
because the GSOEP contains information on the household to which she belongs
since 1983. Hence, our procedure was as follows: a woman married only once is
related for the whole duration of the marriage (i.e., also before 1983) to the partner
she was sharing a household with during the time of the panel. In contrast, a woman
who was separated, divorced, or widowed before the time of the panel (i.e., before
1983) cannot be linked to her first partner or spouse (i.e., the covariates capturing
information on the spouse have missing values). If information on the spouse was
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available, the partner’s educational attainment was included in the analysis. The
share of husbands without school degree is highest among the first immigrant
generation (15%, compared to 7 and less than 1% among the second generation and
West Germans, respectively), whereby 16% of the partners of first-generation
immigrants hold a secondary degree (20 and 23% in the second generation and
among West Germans, respectively).

In the second-child analysis, the indicator of the age of the mother at the first
birth is used: ‘younger than 20 years,” ‘20-24 years,” ‘25-29 years,” ‘30-34 years,’
and ‘354 years.” In the analysis of child 3, the age of the mother at the previous
birth refers to parity 2. Since the first-birth behavior of immigrant women in West
Germany is characterized by a relatively early start (Milewski 2007), the migrants’
transition rates to a higher parity may be elevated compared to West Germans.

Moreover, the analysis controls for birth cohort. The categories of this variable
are as follows: ‘1946-1959,” ‘1960-1969,” and ‘1970+.” They are based on the
phases of labor immigration to West Germany and the developments in fertility
rates in West Germany, mainly the baby boom in the 1960s and its end at the
beginning of the 1970s. In a preliminary analysis, an indicator for the immigration
cohort of first-generation immigrants was used. The estimates showed higher birth
risks for first-generation immigrants who had moved since 1980 than for women
who immigrated between the 1960s and 1980, thus indicating a shift from family-
reunion moves towards marriage migration. Because of the relatively small sample
size, we decided to include the birth cohort (and not the immigration cohort) since it
applies to all women in the sample.

For sample statistics, see Tables 2 and 3. Note that missing values appear as
‘n.a.’” in the tables; this represents both ‘no answer’ and ‘not applicable’ (as in the
case of immigrant-specific covariates).

The GSOEP contains many more variables that would be of interest for the
research question of our study. It may, for example, be possible to imagine
indicators for whether an immigrant woman had ever been gainfully employed in
her life, or whether she has a command of the German language. However, the
variables under consideration would have caused problems for our analysis. Either
the respective question was asked only of one of the sub-groups, or the response
rates turned out to be too low for the sample drawn. Another problem is that some of
the variables of possible interest were not asked in each survey year and that socio-
economic information, such as on employment and income, were asked only in the
panel time (i.e., from 1983 on). Since the respective covariate may have changed
over time, it is not possible to correctly estimate its impact on childbearing
(anticipatory analysis, c.f. Hoem and Kreyenfeld 2006); and some of the variables
simply had too many missing values.

2.4.3 Method

This study analyzes the transitions to a second and third conception leading to a live
birth. Piecewise-linear intensity regression models are estimated as a form of
indirect standardization, as suggested by Hoem (1987; c.f. Hoem 1993; Blossfeld
and Rohwer 1995; Andersson 2004). Monthly information on births, available for
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Table 2 Sample statistics: transition to a second child—person-months (exposures) and conceptions

(occurrences)
Variable First-generation Second-generation West Germans
immigrants immigrants
Exposures Exp. Occ. Exposures Exp. Occ. Exposures Exp. Occ.
in % in % in %
Total 22,111 361 12,331 177 10,1130 1,122
First birth in Germany 20,362 92.1 321 n.a. n.a.
Move after first birth 1,749 7.9 40 n.a. n.a.
abroad
Women’s characteristics
Country of origin
Turkey 7,932 359 156 5,639 45.7 80
Yugoslavia 6,203 28.1 86 1,198 9.7 13
Greece 1,809 82 35 1,502 122 20
Italy 4,060 184 60 2,888 234 45
Spain 2,108 95 24 1,104 9.0 19
Birth cohort
1946-1959 14,547 65.8 237 2143 174 35 63271 62.6 615
1960-1969 4,842 219 83 7304 59.2 100 31,741 314 408
1970+ 2,723 123 41 2884 234 42 6118 6.0 99
School education
No degree 5,579 252 107 2753 223 36 694 0.7 12
First or other degree 13,240 59.9 200 8605 69.8 129 86,762 85.8 919
Second degree 2735 124 46 812 6.6 8 13,251 13.1 185
n.a. 557 34 8 161 1.3 4 423 0.4 6
Age at first birth in years
<20 4,090 185 90 2,268 184 46 12,059 11.9 142
20-24 12,159 55.0 206 6,198 503 90 37,222 36.8 429
25-29 4,025 182 59 3,199 259 36 37,260 36.8 415
30-34 1,561 7.1 4 631 5.1 4 11,104 11.0 127
35+ 276 1.2 2 35 0.3 3485 3.4 9
Spouse’s characteristics
Spouse’s school education
No degree 3,477 15.7 58 749 6.1 16 776 0.8 6
First or other degree 13,206 59.7 223 8410 68.2 122 63,058 62.4 661
Second degree 3,635 164 59 2,085 169 32 18,683 18.5 269
n.a. 1,794 81 21 1,087 8.8 7 18,613 18.4 186

Source: Calculations based on GSOEP, 1984-2004; event: second conception

births since January 1983, is used. For births occurring before 1983, only yearly data
is available. As usual in demography, we impute such births to have occurred in
June. In order to calculate the time at the corresponding conception, we count back

nine months from the birth.
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Table 3 Sample statistics: transition to a third child—person-months (exposures) and conceptions

(occurrences)
Variable First-generation Second-generation West Germans
immigrants immigrants
Exposures Exp. Occ. Exposures Exp. Occ. Exposures Exp. Occ.
in % in % in %
Total 41,947 174 11,328 57 11,1421 283
Second birth in Germany 36,153 86.2 149
(total)
First birth in Germany 31,661 75.5 131
Move after first birth 4,493 10.7 18
Move after second birth 5,790 13.8 24
abroad
Women’s characteristics
Country of origin n.a
Turkey 11,901 284 100 3,867 341 30
Yugoslavia 15,180 36.2 25 798 70 6
Greece 5,276 126 15 1,801 159
Italy 6,647 15.8 27 3,163 279 13
Spain 2,943 7.0 7 1,700 150 4
Birth cohort
1946-1959 34,323 81.8 123 3773 333 11 83,944 753 168
1960-1969 5,809 13.8 37 6024 532 33 24,748 222 99
1970+ 1,815 43 14 1531 135 13 2,729 24 16
School education
No degree 12,999 310 65 2499 22,1 11 729 0.7 6
First or other degree 22,714 54.1 89 8419 743 42 97,066 87.1 231
Second degree 4,985 11.9 14 371 3.3 2 13,322 12.0 45
n.a. 1,250 3.0 6 39 03 2 304 0.3 1
Age at second birth in years
<25 18,506 44.1 105 5,250 46.3 40 28,984 26.0 105
25-29 17,375 414 59 4361 385 17 51,551 463 113
30+ 6,067 145 10 1,717 152 0 30,886 277 65
Spouse’s characteristic
Spouse’s school education
No degree 5141 123 33 1,189 105 4 3717 0.3 3
First or other degree 28,553 68.1 104 8,001 70.6 37 72,338 649 158
Second degree 5785 13.8 22 1,802 159 14 23,792 214 75
n.a. 2469 59 15 336 30 2 14,915 134 47

Source: Calculations based on GSOEP, 1984-2004; event: third conception
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The model can be formalized as follows:

Inp, (1) = y(¢) + Z“/Xm
]

where p;(7) denotes the hazard of a pregnancy leading to a live birth for individual i at
process time ¢ and y(f) represents the baseline log-hazard. For the transition to a second
conception, the process time is the number of months since the first birth (age of the
first child). Correspondingly, the process time for the transition to a third conception is
the number of months since the second birth. Note that first-generation immigrants
contribute to the exposure only from the time of arrival in West Germany.

The end of the respective process time (censoring) is either at the conception of
the next order, at a dissolution of the first marital union of the woman, or at the last
interview when neither conception nor union dissolution are reported.

The term x; denotes the effect of a time-constant covariate on the hazard.

3 Results
3.1 Transition to a Second Birth
3.1.1 Model 1.1

Our first step in the intensity-regression analysis is to compare the main groups
under consideration, controlling for the age of the first child only (see Table 4).
Whereas there are no significant differences in second-birth rates between second-
generation immigrants and West Germans, first-generation immigrants have a 31%
elevated second-birth risk compared to West Germans.

3.1.2 Model 1.2

We then divided the first-generation immigrants into several sub-groups, and
replaced the time-constant risk by a time-varying estimate. For the first-generation
immigrants who had their first births in Germany, a distinct duration pattern cannot
be identified. Significantly elevated transition rates are observed only in the third
year of stay in West Germany relative to West Germans (about 40%). However, the
sample of first-generation immigrants who arrived with one child in West Germany
is too small for a separate analysis with a time-varying risk by stay duration (this
step is not displayed here). Therefore, we distinguish between the women who had
the first birth in Germany, and those who had their first child before the move (see
Table 4). The results reveal high transition rates for the new immigrants: the risk of
having a second child among immigrants who arrive after the first birth is almost
twice as high as that of West Germans. Although the transition rates of first-
generation immigrants who had the first birth in Germany are lower, the latter group
still has a significant 26% higher second-birth risk than West Germans.

This result suggests a kind of ‘arrival’ effect for the new immigrants, i.e., those
who moved after the first birth. It also implies that immigrants who had their first
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Table 4 Factors influencing the transition to a second child—relative risks

Variable Model 1.1 Model 1.2 Model 1.3
West German 1 1 1
Immigrant generation
First generation (total) 1.31%**
First generation with first birth in Germany 1.26%** 1.15%
First generation with first birth abroad 1.96%** 1.70%**
Second generation 1.03 1.03 0.95
Age at first birth in years
<20 1
20-24 0.90
25-29 0.79%#*
30+ 0.55%#*
Birth cohort
1946-1959 1
1960-69 1.02
1970+ 0.94
School education
No degree 1.13
First or other degree 1
Second degree 1.17%*
n.a. 0.86
Spouse’s school education
No degree 0.97
First or other degree 1
Second degree 1.2k
n.a 0.847%
Age of first child in years (slope)
0-2 0.042%%%* 0.042%%%* 0.042%%%*
2-4 —0.018%** —0.018%** —0.018%**
4-6 —0.013%* —0.013%* —0.013%%*
6+ —0.027%** —0.027%** —0.027%**
Constant —4.808%** —4.801%** —4.637%**
Log-likelihood —8,875 —8,872 —8,846

Source: Calculations based on GSOEP, 1984-2004, event: second conception
Note: Significance: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

child already in Germany are more adapted to West German second-birth behavior
than are the women who immigrated only after the first birth.

3.1.3 Model 1.3

We continue the modeling process by including characteristics of the women.
Model 1.3 (Table 4) adds the age of the women at the first birth. About 80% of the
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first-generation immigrants in the sample had become mothers before age 25,
whereas this share is about 70% among the second generation, and is barely 50%
among West Germans. Controlling for this covariate reduces the second-child risks
of both first-generation sub-groups, but they remain elevated. The results show
significantly lower transition rates for women who gave birth for the first time at age
25 or older than for women who became mothers at younger ages. In the same step,
the indicator of the women’s birth cohort is introduced; this covariate does not add
any explanation to the model, though.

The next step adds the educational attainment of the women. The immigrant
groups and West Germans differ significantly in terms of socio-demographic
composition: while the share of women without a school-leaving certificate is higher
among the first and second generations than among West Germans, the latter group
has a higher share of women with secondary school education (see Sect. 2.4.2).
Controlling for education reduces the differences in second-birth risks between the
first generation whose first birth was in Germany and West Germans by about 6%.
There is also a diminishing effect for the women of the first immigrant generation
who arrived with one child in West Germany, but the birth risk among this group
remains quite elevated. The effect of the school-leaving certificate on second-birth
risks is similar for the groups: women who completed secondary education have
higher transition rates to a second child, compared to women without a school degree
or with a first degree. This effect is the opposite of the impact of education on first-
birth behavior, whereby women with secondary education have lower transitions to
motherhood. This finding is in accordance with the results of a study by Kreyenfeld
(2002); Kravdal (2007) has demonstrated selection effects also for Norway.

We also used employment status in the modeling of the second-birth behavior since
first-birth analyses have revealed that non-employment is of crucial importance both
for the immigrant groups and West Germans, i.e., women have elevated birth risks
during periods of non-employment (Hennig and Kohlmann 1999; Milewski 2007).
The same is true for the transition to the second birth. The conception risk is higher for
non-employed women than it is for women employed full-time. Unlike in the first-
birth analysis, however, the employment status cannot explain the fertility differen-
tials between the first immigrant generation and West Germans. Since the sample is
relatively small and the employment spells become less reliable especially in the third-
birth transition, we have not included employment in the analyses presented here.

The educational level of the husband is also controlled for. The partner’s higher
education is associated with higher second-birth risks, which confirms other findings
(Kreyenfeld 2002; Kravdal 2007).

Note that none of these steps changes the result that second-generation migrants
and West Germans do not show any differences in second-birth risks.

3.1.4 Model 1.4

The final steps in our analysis take the immigration background of the women into
account. Due to the small sample size, no distinction is made by country of origin
for the new first-generation immigrants who arrived after the first birth. For the first
generation with the first birth in Germany and the second generation, tests were
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Table 5 Factors influencing the transition to a second child: country of origin—relative risks

Variable Model 1.4

West German 1

Immigrant generation and country of origin

First generation with first birth in Germany, Turkey 1.27+%*
First generation with first birth in Germany, SSEE 1.08
First generation with first birth abroad 1.71%%*
Second generation, Turkey 0.90
Second generation, SSEE 1.01
Log-likelihood —8.,845

Source: Calculations based on GSOEP, 1984-2004, event: second conception

Note: Significance: * 10, ** 5%; *** 1%; controlled for age of the first child, age at first birth, birth
cohort, school education of the woman; school education of spouse

SSEE (Southern and Southeastern Europe): Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy, Spain

made by country of origin. The results are not shown here since they do not reveal
any significant differences between the various countries. The only exception is the
‘old’ first-generation Turks whose second-birth risk is 27% higher than that of West
Germans (see Table 5). Second-generation Turks, as well as first- und second-
generation immigrants from the former Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy, and Spain, show
no significant differences when compared to first-generation Turks or West
Germans (results not shown here). Therefore, the country backgrounds of the four
Southern and Southeastern European countries (SSEE) are combined.

In addition, we have tested the effect of further covariates (not displayed here).
These variables are shown to affect immigrants and West Germans in a similar
manner, but do not explain fertility differentials if existent after the control variables
are added as described. For example, the variable on the type of the place where the
woman lived at age 15 was, after several tests, categorized into rural versus urban.
Results showed, in line with the literature (e.g., Kane 1986), that women with an
urban background have significantly lower transition rates both to a first and to a
second birth. The religious affiliation has one category with a significant effect on
second births, i.e., having no religious affiliation was found to have a birth-risk-
lowering impact (e.g., Mayer and Riphahn 2000). In general, this probably reflects
more of the variability within the West German group than differences between
immigrants and Germans; for immigrants there appears to be a relatively high
association between country background and religion. Therefore, it may be more
appropriate to focus on structural indicators than on cultural attributes.

3.2 Transition to a Third Birth
3.2.1 Model 2.1

The first modeling step in the third-birth analysis compares the immigrant
generations to West Germans using the age of the second child as basic process

@ Springer



314 N. Milewski

time. Model 2.1 (see Table 6) applies the simple distinction between the first and
second immigrant generations. In line with the analyses on the second births, first-
generation immigrants have a significantly higher risk of having a third child than
do West Germans (+27%). The transition rates of women of the second generation
appear to be elevated by almost the same magnitude, although the differences
between the second generation and West Germans, as well as between the second
and the first generations, are not significant.

3.2.2 Model 2.2

To explore whether it is possible to discern an effect of an interrelation of events for
immigrants who arrived with two children, or an effect of adaptation or disruption
among the first immigrant generation, we take into account the timing of the
previous births and of the move in the next steps. Model 2.2 (Table 6) compares
women who had their first and second children before moving to Germany to those
who had their second child in Germany (with the first child having been born either
before or after the move). As in the case of the transition to the second child, we find
significantly increased birth risks for the new immigrants compared with the birth
risks for West Germans. These women have a 77% higher transition to a subsequent
child, whereas the risk of the earlier immigrants is only 20% higher (also
significant).

3.2.3 Model 2.3

Model 2.3 controls for the age of the woman at the second birth (see Table 6). More
than 40% of the women of both immigrant generations have had their second child
before they turned 25, whereas this share is only about 20% among West Germans.
Inserting this covariate reduces the significance of the difference in third-child risks
between first-generation immigrants and West Germans, and it also reduces the
third-birth risks by about a third. The effect of this variable are largely decreasing
third-birth risks for the women who had their second birth at ages 25 to 29, and at
ages 30+.

This model also adds the birth cohort and school education of the women. The
decrease in the birth risks of the immigrant groups (though group differences are not
significant) indicates that compositional differences between the groups play a role
in explaining fertility differentials: second-generation migrants are overrepresented
in the birth cohorts 1960+, and the third-birth risk for this group is around 40%
higher than that of women born before 1960.

As far as educational attainment is concerned, a U-shape effect is found. Women
without a school-leaving certificate have an almost 40% higher risk of having a third
child than do women with a first degree. With a share of about 30 and 20%,
respectively, first- and second-generation immigrants are far more frequently found
in the category without a formal educational degree than West Germans. As in the
analysis of the second child, having a higher level of education also increases the
transition to a third child. This applies to both immigrant groups as well as to West
Germans, and these results are in line with the findings by Kravdal (2007).
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Table 6 Factors influencing the transition to a third child—relative risks

Variable Model 2.1 Model 2.2 Model 2.3
West German 1 1 1
Immigrant generation

First generation (total) 1.27%#:%*

First generation with second birth in Germany 1.20%* 1.11

First generation with second birth abroad 1.77%%* 1.12

Second generation 1.24 1.23 1.02
Age at second birth

<25 years 1

25-29 years 0.60%**

30+ years 0.44%*
Birth cohort

1946-1959 1

1960-1969 1.43%%%

1970+ 1.86%#*
School education

No degree 1.39%%*

First or other degree 1

Second degree 1.26%*

n.a. 1.85%%*
Spouse’s school education

No degree 1.59%%*

First or other degree 1

Second degree 1.25%%*

n.a. 3.37xx*
Age of first second child in months (slope)

0-20 0.016* 0.016* 0.018%*

20-72 —0.011%** —0.011%** —0.009%**

72+ —0.009%** —0.009%** —0.009%**
Constant —5.320%%* —5.308%** —5.492%%%
Log-likelihood —4,255 —4,254 —4,128

Source: Calculations based on GSOEP, 1984-2004; event: third conception
Note: Significance: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%

Next we control for the educational attainment of the spouse. Inserting this
covariate to the model further diminishes the birth-risk differentials between
the groups under consideration. The educational background of the spouse has a
U-shaped influence on third-birth risks. Women who are married to a man without a
school-leaving certificate (here, the largest group in the sample are first-generation
immigrants) have transition risks that are almost 60% higher than those of women
married to a husband with a first degree or with secondary education (+25%).
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Table 7 Factors influencing the transition to a third child: country of origin—relative risks

Variable Model 2.4

West German 1

Immigrant generation and country of origin

First generation with second birth in Germany, Turkey 1.73%%%
First generation with second birth in Germany, SSEE 0.73%%*
First generation with second birth abroad 1.11
Second generation, Turkey 1.42%
Second generation, SSEE 0.84
Log-likelihood —4,113

Note: Significance: * 10%, ** 5%, *** 1%; controlled for age of the second child age at second birth,
birth cohort, school education of the woman; school education of spouse

SSEE (Southern and Southeastern Europe): Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy, Spain

3.2.4 Model 2.4

Finally, in order to test the socialization hypothesis, we draw a comparison within
the immigrant generation groups by country background. Again due to the sample
size, the women of Yugoslavian, Greek, Italian, and Spanish descent are grouped
into a single category (SSEE—Southern and Southeastern Europe). Model 2.4
(Table 7) detects significant differences between Turkish women and women from
SSEE countries. The highest transition rates to a third child are estimated for first-
generation immigrants from Turkey, whose risk is 73% higher than that of West
Germans. In contrast to the second-child behavior, second-generation migrants of
Turkish descent have significantly higher transition rates as well (+42%).
Meanwhile, the risk of having a third child is significantly lower for first-generation
immigrants from SSEE countries (—27% compared to West Germans), whereas the
difference between the second SSEE generation and West Germans is not
significant.

4 Discussion

Neither of the analyses finds any evidence for a disruptive effect of migration on
fertility. On the contrary, first-generation immigrants have higher transition rates to
each of the two births than do women of the second immigrant generation and West
Germans. In fact, we find that women who immigrated with a child have higher
parity-progression rates than first-generation immigrants who had their first child in
West Germany. Even so women in the latter group have higher birth-transition rates
than West Germans. Therefore, we conclude that there is neither a short- nor a mid-
term disruption effect of the migration as such on fertility.

There is only a single exception, namely that this generalization does not hold for
the third birth when the country of origin is taken into account. We find that first-
generation immigrants from the former Yugoslavia, from Greece, Italy, and Spain
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actually have significantly lower third-birth risks than do West German women
(Turks show higher risks than West Germans). Since the lower risks occur only in
the third-birth behavior, we do not see this as a disruption effect. Instead, we would
place the lower third-birth risks of women from Southern and Southeastern
European countries in the context of socialization and see these differences as
reflections of the fertility changes in the respective countries of origin along with
adaptive behavior at destination.

In contrast, the analyses of the second and third births show that the hypothesis of
the interrelation of events is not only true for the ‘three-pack’ of migration, first
marriage, and first child of first-generation immigrants (as shown in Milewski
2007). Our study reveals that women moving with one or two children also exhibit
higher subsequent birth risks than do women who immigrated before they had any
children, and also higher rates than West Germans. This ‘arrival’ effect may be
related to at least four factors.

First, there is the uncertainty factor. A situation that entails major life changes,
such as those associated with international migration, may create feelings of
uncertainty for individuals or couples. Children may be seen as reducing uncertainty
in such instable situations (Friedman et al. 1994). Second, the move of the woman
may serve to complete a migration project of a whole family and end the spatial
separation of the husband and wife. Even when the couple does not get married, the
process of the formation of the new household or the reunion of the spouses and the
family may lead to a ‘confirmation’ effect. Third, relatively high transition rates after
a move could be interpreted as catch-up behavior for births that were postponed in
the phase preceding the move. This remains a speculation, however, for it cannot be
demonstrated with this data as the dataset contains no information about the women
who remain in the respective countries of origin. (Given adequate data one would
look for reduced fertility after the separation of the spouses.) Fourth, women who
moved after the first or second child had been born were relatively young when they
became mothers. Younger women may be more prone to have a larger family than
women who become mothers at later ages would have, as is traditional in the
respective countries of origin, and they may therefore have intended to have more
children. Again, this is a speculation that cannot be checked with our data.

We may, however, consider the impact that policies may play in directly or
indirectly influencing fertility behavior in a migration context. The first (West)
German law is the law relating to the childcare benefit, which is generally paid for
2 years: women from EU countries receive the benefit even if they give birth to and
raise the child in their country of origin, provided that they worked in Germany
before the birth. This is in contrast to rules that apply to families from non-EU
countries, who, since 1986, only receive child benefits for children born and raised
in Germany (Schwarz 1996). Hence, women from Turkey and the former
Yugoslavia may postpone childbearing in anticipation of the move. The work
permit is the second law that is relevant in the context of the fertility behavior of
immigrants. Since the end of the recruitment policies, foreigners migrating to
Germany have not been allowed to work immediately after the move. People
coming from EU-member states are not affected by this rule, in contrast to the
family members of persons from non-EU countries who move to Germany for
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reasons of family reunion. Since 1974, persons immigrating for reasons of family
reunion have not received a work permit during the initial years following the
immigration (Miinscher 1979; Angenendt 2002). Therefore, particularly the first
years following the move may be seen as a time that offers few opportunities likely
to compete with childbearing and childraising; in other words, immigrants may
view this interval as a good time to have children (c.f. Milewski 2007).

Moreover, the study supplies evidence supporting the hypothesis of adaptive
behavior of first-generation immigrants. Women who had their first child in
Germany have lower risks of having a subsequent birth than first-generation
immigrants who arrive only after having one or two births. Our analyses confirm the
hypothesis of compositional differences between the immigrant generations and
West Germans as well. Fertility differentials are diminished or disappear when we
control for women’s socio-demographic factors. This applies both to first- and
second-generation immigrants. The crucial variable is the educational attainment of
the women.

Fertility differentials that remain after controlling for duration factors and
compositional differences between the groups under investigation are usually
attributed to the impact of socialization. This study finds evidence for the
socialization hypothesis. The first aspect of the socialization hypothesis is the
comparison between the immigrant generations: second-generation migrants have
birth-transition risks that resemble more closely those of West Germans than those
of first-generation immigrants. The second aspect, differential fertility due to
differences in the countries of origin, has also been shown to be true in our study.
Large differences in third-birth risks are found for first-generation immigrants by
country background, with Turks having much higher birth risks than West Germans,
and women from the former Yugoslavia, Greece, Italy, and Spain having even lower
transition rates than German women.

Fertility differences between women of Turkish descent and women of SSEE
background continue in the second generation, with Turks having higher fertility.
Since one of the working hypotheses of our study is that the low-fertility context in
West Germany tends to influence fertility behavior to the extent that women of the
second immigrant generation start to exhibit fertility behaviors similar to those of
West Germans, the question arises as to why the ‘Turkish case’ is different. Our
study does not suggest that Turks in Germany follow a path that leads to ‘segmented
assimilation’ (e.g., Portes and Zhou 1993). According to the segmented-assimilation
theory, the socio-demographic development of a minority group would follow a
path that is distinct from the pattern of other groups. Since social capital and inter-
generational mobility are not the topic of the study presented here, no conclusion
can be drawn on this subject. The sample does, however, give the impression that
there is a trend towards higher educational attainment among the second generation
than among the first generation. Although the socio-demographic structure of all
immigrant groups may still be characterized by the former ‘guest-worker’ milieu,
there appears to be a development towards a differentiation within each country
group. This has also been pointed out by several authors (e.g., Bade 1994; Fritzsche
2000).
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Even though the segmented-assimilation theory cannot be supported for the West
German context, it seems that there is a trend towards the development of a sub-culture:
family norms, values, and behavior are influenced by the social context. Fertility
behavior can, therefore, supply a hint as to whether a social context exists that provides
its members with values that are different from others. In the ‘Turkish case,’ it seems that
there continues to be a stronger orientation towards marriage and a higher number of
children than is the case among West Germans and women from SSEE countries. What
are the specific differentiating factors? First, there is the strong association between
leaving the parental home and marriage in the Turkish community. Young women often
mention marriage as the only way they may leave the parental home (StraBburger 2003).
Second, marriage and childbearing are themselves connected in that not only is non-
marital childbearing not tolerated, but childless marriages are also not well-regarded
(e.g. Yavuz 2008). Third, a high share of transnational marriages, i.e., with persons from
Turkey, reinforces ‘traditional’ Turkish values that are often seen as pure, and in
opposition to German majority values and behaviors (StraBburger 2003). Obviously,
there is a Turkish family culture which is subject to norms and ideals, and which also
transmits these values. Religious affiliation does not appear to have an impact on fertility
behavior, but culture clearly does.

For the purposes of future analysis, it may be worthwhile to further differentiate
the second immigrant generation; for example, to distinguish persons who moved
with their parents from persons who were born at destination. Immigrant children
who moved during childhood may feel more attached to their country of origin and
be more likely to maintain social networks there than persons of the second
generation who were born in West Germany only after their parents’ move.
Therefore, the influence of the culture of the country of origin and of social
networks, both in the country of origin and in Germany, may be different for the two
groups of the second generation, and may lead to differences in family formation
and fertility as well.

Finally, we would like to point out that fertility behavior must be seen in a wider
context. Our analysis is able to show fertility patterns of immigrants in West
Germany and influencing factors, but it cannot explain in full why these patterns and
differences between the sub-groups occur. In order to fully understand the fertility
behavior of immigrants, one would also want to consider union formation,
educational participation, and gender roles within a sub-cultural setting. Attention to
gender roles is especially important in the context of family policies and women’s
policies. Immigrant sub-groups within a population may be different from, or show
more variations than, the majority population; examples are prominent in family
structure, social inequality, family relations, and division of labor between women
and men. Since welfare states are based on certain assumptions about the relative
homogeneity of their populations, it may be rewarding and necessary to investigate
the effects of policies on sub-groups who differ from the majority population.
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