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Social Science, pp. 246–65, by Matthijs Kalmijn

I examined the social, cultural, and economic integration of the children of 
intermarriage in four European countries, following the standard practice in 
most European studies, which is to use the parents’ countries of birth to define 
groups. A child was considered a child of intermarriage if she/he had one foreign-
born parent and one native-born parent. For example, a German mother and a 
Turkish father in Germany, or a Surinamese father and a Dutch mother in the 
Netherlands. I compared these children to what I called “native children” (chil-
dren with two native-born parents) and to “immigrant children” (children with 
two foreign-born parents).

A measurement problem arises in this study—and in similar studies—that has 
to do with children’s grandparents. The child of a Turkish father/German mother 
who lives in Germany may actually have Turkish grandparents on his/her moth-
er’s side as well as his/her father’s. If this is true, this child is not a child of a mixed 
marriage in terms of ethnicity or national origins, but the child of a mixed mar-
riage in terms of immigrant generation: she has a first-generation Turkish father 
and a second-generation Turkish mother. Such a child may be more integrated 
than an immigrant child but will probably be less integrated than a child of a 
mixed marriage in terms of ethnicity or national origins.

The questionnaire that I used for the data in this study does contain questions 
on the place of birth of the grandparents, but I did not take the answers to this 
question into account in my original analysis. Doing so allows me to fix the meas-
urement problem, so I reanalyzed the data, deleting mixed children in cases 
where the native-born parent has two foreign-born parents (this is 27 percent of 
the original mixed group). I replicated selected models for this comparison again, 
particularly the fully controlled model 2 from Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6 (see Table 1). 
The two comparison groups could in principle be modified as well using data on 
grandparents, but I decided to change only the definition of the mixed group as 
this is numerically the most relevant change.

The reanalysis provides more accurate estimates but does not change the 
essential findings of the published study. Using the corrected definition, mixed 
children are still “in between” immigrant children and native children with 
respect to all four outcomes (school achievement, social contacts, religiosity, and 
gender roles). They are more integrated than children of immigrants but still 
significantly different from native children.

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F0002716216629642&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2016-04-10
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The halfway scenario is modified, though, because the effects of being mixed 
become smaller (although least so for social integration). This means that mixed 
children now fit the halfway scenario more clearly than in the original analysis. 
This is a more positive result for integration theory than was published and is due 
to the fact that the children of mixed-generation marriages are relatively close to 
immigrant children in terms of the outcomes studied. I cannot be sure that the 
mixed-generation marriages that I now exclude are within the ethnic group, but 
this is likely. The more important point is that these marriages are not between a 
minority parent and a majority parent, as was assumed in my original article.


