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Abstract 

This exploratory study examines patterns of intergenerational relationships among Turkish 

migrants in Germany. The aims are (1) to follow-up recent research on relationship types and 

extent it to migrant families, (2) to contrast patterns among migrants with those associated 

with non-immigrant Germans, and (3) to analyse the impact of migration-related stressors. 

We use data from the Germany’s new Family Panel pairfam and a complementary survey on 

Turkish citizens. Descriptive comparisons indicate the high empirical relevance of all 

expected patterns, with a slightly higher prevalence of amicable and ambivalent relations, and 

a somewhat lower prevalence of disharmonious and detached ones among the immigrant 

community in comparison to the German population. Contrasting the theoretically derived 

hypotheses, regression analyses reveal the low impact of migration-related variables. Neither 

discrimination experiences nor acculturation levels seem to affect family ties. In line with the 

hypothesis, cultural retention in terms of Turkish language skills seems to positively affect 

the child-father relationship. Results are discussed with regard to family support resources in 

young and later life.   
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1. Introduction 

The immigration experience affects family relationships in many ways (e.g. Schelsky 1950, 

Sluzki 1979, Schrader et al. 1979, Nauck 1985, 1989, 2007). The aspect of relationship 

quality between parents and children has been addressed in literature for a long time. One 

theory, the culture conflict thesis, suggests increased intergenerational conflict due to 

different socialisation contexts of migrant parents and their children. Research suggests, 

however, that the intergenerational cultural gap in migrant families is not necessarily larger 

than in the non-migrant population (cf. Dumon 1989, Nauck 2000). On the contrary, the 

intergenerational transmission of values and the co-orientation between parents and children 

is quite high, even higher when compared to the population in the home country (Nauck 

1997, Nauck & Niephaus 2006). These findings have led to the opposite assumption that the 

immigration experience may not increase intergenerational distance but family cohesion. 

More recent research provides inconsistent evidence for intergenerational conflict in migrant 

families. Some findings in the US and Europe indicate more conflict about certain topics and 

in specific circumstances (e.g. Hämmig 2000, Portes & Rumbault 2001, Rabold & Diehl 

2003), whereas others indicate few conflict areas (e.g. Jackson et al. 2007, Baykara-Krumme 

2008a). At the same time, the emotional closeness between migrant family members is 

reported to be very high (e.g. Heitmeyer et al. 1997, Jackson et al. 2007, Baykara-Krumme 

2008a). Little is known, so far, how both relate to each other, since both aspects have so far 

been studied separately only.  

This exploratory research focuses on family cohesion from a broad perspective by 

including both dimensions of conflict and closeness for the first time. This integration has 

become very prominent in research on non-immigrant families since it allows the building of 

a more comprehensive picture of the nuances of the family situation and its support for 

individuals. The research question in this paper is not the traditional one which asks whether 

the family is experienced as a troublespot or a place of emotional support and “counter-

world” by children and parents. Here, we are interested in the extent to which these patterns 

apply simultaneously. Secondly, it is addressed in how far immigrants differ from non-

immigrants and how differences can be explained. Thirdly, we address the issue how the 

observed relationship types among immigrants are affected by migration- and minority-

related factors. Only very limited knowledge exist so far since adequate data including 

relationship characteristics as well as migration background variables, has been rare. 
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The centre of attention is the largest immigrant group in Germany, the Turks which 

make up 24.8% of the immigrant population. If all naturalised migrants of the first and the 

second generation are included, their number amounts to 2.7 million (Stat. Bundesamt 2009). 

Various studies have addressed the issue of family ties in Turkish migrant families, partly 

because of their substantial number, but also because of the perceived socio-cultural 

differences in the role of the family between the country of origin and various destination 

countries in Europe (Nauck 2001, Kagitcibasi 2005, Nauck & Suckow 2006). The quality of 

intergenerational relationships in migrant families is a prevailing issue as immigration flows 

continue. Moreover, this topic has regained importance in the face of the demographic 

change and the ageing of the migrant population (e.g. Dietzel-Papakyriakou 2005, Jackson et 

al. 2005, Attias-Donfut & Wolff 2008, Baykara-Krumme 2008b), as family cohesion has an 

impact on the potential for support to and well-being of the individual. In order to understand 

the potential for family support of the elderly, it is helpful to study intergenerational 

relationships among young adult children and their parents (Schütze 1993, Parrott & 

Bengtson 1999).  

The following part 2 briefly discusses the concepts which evolved in intergenerational 

relations’ research over the past decades and discusses the implications of the migration 

experience on family relationships. Following the presentation of the data base and the main 

definitions in part 3, the empirical results are presented in part 4. The article concludes with a 

discussion of the main findings. 

 

2. Background: Intergenerational relationships and the impact of the migration context 

Important contributions to the study of intergenerational relations have been developed in the 

field of social gerontology. The focus has been on family ties of the elderly in the face of 

decreasing birth rates and increasing longevity. For some time, research has been dominated 

by the approach of intergenerational solidarity, proposed by Bengtson and his colleagues, in 

an attempt to measure the family resource potential for the elderly (Bengtson 2001). This 

model captures the emotional aspect of the parent/adult child relationship (“affectual 

solidarity”). In the past decades several studies on non-immigrants provided evidence that 

parents and their adult children continue to feel closely related (cf. Bengtson et al. 2002, 

Kohli et al. 2005, Steinbach & Kopp 2008). Research also demonstrates that this global 

dimension of emotional relationship quality is closely related to other dimensions, such as 

contact frequency (“associational solidarity”) or support (“functional solidarity”, Lawton et 
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al. 1994, Silverstein & Bengtson 1997). Later, a dimension of conflict was added to the 

model after it had met with criticism as being too normative and positively biased (cf. 

Bengtson et al. 2002, Giarrusso et al. 2005).    

This critique was put forward by authors who stressed the complexity of social relationships 

(e.g. Lüscher & Pillemer 1998, Lüscher 2004, Pillemer et al. 2007). Their alternative 

proposal of intergenerational ambivalence gained attention as it acknowledged contradictory 

emotions, i.e. “mixed feelings” towards other family members (e.g. Pillemer et al. 2007, 

776). Since then various studies have aimed to describe these complex patterns which occur 

in intergenerational relations (e.g. Pillemer & Suitor 2002, Katz et al. 2005, Giarrusso et al. 

2005, Van Gaalen & Dykstra 2006, Steinbach 2008, Ferring et al. 2009, Birditt et al. 

2009a,b). For the US, Giarrusso et al. (2005) suggested a four-field pattern of relationships 

based on the combinations of affectual (high solidarity) and conflict dimensions. 

Accordingly, four types of relations can be distinguished: 

• Ambivalent relations - High solidarity combined with high degrees of conflict, 

• Amicable relations - high solidarity combined with low degrees of conflict, 

• Disharmonious relations - low solidarity and high degrees of conflict, 

• Civil relations - low solidarity with low conflict. 

The older people’s perspective (e.g. Giarrusso et al. 2005) as well as that of their children has 

been studied (e.g. Lang 2004, Steinbach 2008, van Gaalen & Dykstra 2006, Ferring et al. 

2009), but so far among non-immigrant populations only.  

Indeed, research on immigrant families has rarely been linked to this research on 

intergenerational relationships (Baykara-Krumme 2008a). Whereas single dimensions of 

intergenerational relations have been studied for elderly immigrants in various countries (e.g. 

Lye 1996, Attias-Donfut & Wolff 2008, Katz 2009), the number of conceptual/theoretical 

contributions is limited (Nauck 1989) and the role of ethnicity or race in ambivalence or other 

relationships types has only recently received some attention (Pillemer et al. 2007). The 

notion of intergenerational conflict, however, is a prevailing issue, specifically with regard to 

young adolescent children and their parents (Dumon 1989, Rabold & Diehl 2003, Nauck & 

Niephaus 2006).  

In theoretical terms, a comparative analyse which aims at an explanation of 

intergenerational relationships among immigrants needs to differentiate between two sets of 

factors according to which migrants differ systematically from non-immigrants. Cultural 

aspects of intergenerational relationships refer to the cultural context of origin, the place of 
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socialisation and prevalent values and norms. Accordingly, cultural differences between the 

home and the host society with regard to family values and family orientation may explain 

divergences in family cohesion between immigrants and non-immigrants. In the case of 

Turkey and Germany, the sending society is characterised by a descent kinship system which 

implies strong intergenerational bonds, a strong sense of familialism and related 

intergenerational obligations. In opposition to the Western European affinal kinship system, 

intergenerational solidarity is institutionally more secured and strong incentives exist to give 

priority to close emotional ties within the lineage (as compared to the spouse, Nauck & 

Suckow 2006, Nauck 2010). Psychological approaches categorise Turkey as a collectivistic 

rather than an individualistic culture with strong family obligations (Hofstede 2001) and a 

“culture of relatedness” (Kagitcibasi 1996, 2003) stressing intergenerational family cohesion 

and support. Intergenerational transmission processes are very strong in Turkish families in 

Turkey (Kagitcibasi 2003, de Valk & Liefbroer 2007, Güngör 2008). Situational aspects of 

intergenerational relationships encompass experiences related to the migration and minority 

membership. The observed patterns of relationship quality may not be transmitted from the 

home context, but result from an adaptation process in the receiving society (Nauck 1989, 

2007). Extensive Turkish migration to Europe started in the 1960s. In the course of the 

recruitment contract 1961 non- and low qualified migrant workers came to Germany and 

were later joined by their families. Migrants of Turkish origin today not only include family 

members of the second, third and fourth generation of migrant workers, but also refugees and 

asylum seekers who arrived later in the 1980s and 1990s, and spouses who immigrated 

recently in the course of transnational marriages. While being the largest immigrant group, 

discrimination experiences play a certain role in individual life. Minority status stressors are, 

among others, disadvantages with regard to education and social exclusion (Seibert & Solga 

2005, Kalter 2006, Gestring et al. 2006). In the following, these arguments are further 

developed in relation to the four patterns of intergenerational relationships which are 

expected to evolve in a migration context. 

 

3. Recent findings and hypotheses: patterns and determinants 

Amicable relationships: A high degree of intergenerational cohesion and little conflict are 

expected in the course of a transmission of the family values and high family orientation from 

the sending context to the receiving society. Turkish families may therefore show a higher 

likelihood for amicable relationships than the German non-immigrant population. The 



6 
 

migration and minority experience may further enhance family cohesion. Stressors in the 

migration context may boost family cohesion as the family becomes a retreat from the outer 

“foreign” world. This pattern has been described for upheavals such as wars (Schelsky 1950), 

the breakdown of political systems (Kohli et al. 2000), and with reference to migration 

experiences in terms of an “ethnic retreat” into the own ethnic group or family (Heckmann 

1992, Nauck & Kohlmann 1998). The argument is that family cohesion is strengthened in 

order to cope with insecurities associated with migration (Herwartz-Emden 2000, Nauck 

2007). The family constitutes an important coping resource as it provides continuity with the 

past. The extra efforts which are needed in such a situation of disruption and stress in order 

for the family to maintain a sense of family cohesiveness may result in an enhancement of 

ties (cf. Dumon 1989, Jackson et al. 2007). Moreover, migrant families put special efforts in 

the children’s socialisation as they lack the support of homogeneous cultural milieus of the 

kinship or social networks. This distinctive situation may cause a higher conformity of 

attitudes in migrant families (Nauck 1997, 2007, Phalet & Schönpflug 2001, Nauck & 

Niephaus 2006). With regard to the premise of the culture conflict thesis (see below), 

according to which acculturation is faster in the second generation, it has been argued that 

both generations may acculturate simultaneously in a parallel acculturation path or both may 

resist to acculturation, with a low intergenerational gap (“generational consonance”, Portes & 

Rumbault 1996, 2001). As a result, in a migration and minority context, intergenerational 

links may not be disrupted but increased and affected positively by the specific stressors, 

resulting in more intense intergenerational contact and family cohesion.  

Disharmonious relationships: According to the culture conflict thesis large cultural 

differences between the contexts of origin and settlement increase the likelihood of a socio-

cultural gap between parents and their children in the course of an international migration. A 

specific feature of socialisation in immigrant families is that first-generation parents have 

been brought up with the norms and preferences predominant in their countries of origin 

which they later transmit to their children. During child- and adulthood their children then 

become exposed to both the parental expectations and those of the receiving society as they 

go to school, use the media and socialise with native peers, resulting in a high prevalence of 

intergenerational conflict. Families are expected to experience the culture conflict at home, 

adding to the “normal” intergenerational tensions (Schrader et al. 1979, Nauck 1997, Clarke 

et al. 1999, Birditt et al. 2009b). Rabold & Diehl (2003) presented evidence for more conflict 

in Turkish as compared to non-migrant German families with regard to expectations which 
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cannot be fulfilled or parents dislike of the children’s friends (361). Conflicts were more 

frequent when parents did not know German very well. Also a number of studies in the US 

support the finding of a negative correlation between acculturation gap and relationships 

quality among different migrant groups (e.g. Portes & Rumbaut 2001, Ying et al. 2007, 

Schofield et al. 2008). Next to an intergenerational cultural gap, minority status stressors such 

as discrimination, feeling of foreignness and social exclusion can affect family relationships 

negatively. This strain may contribute to worsened relationships when coping resources are 

overwhelmed. For example, perceived discrimination and low social standing have been 

shown to affect prevalence of violence by parents towards their children (Lau et al. 2006), as 

well as problems with parents reported by the adult child (Hämmig 2000). Recent research 

has started to look at the implications of transnational separation of families as a stressor for 

intergenerational relationships (e.g. Parrenas 2005, Nesteruk & Marks 2009). This work 

points to the results of geographical distance on increasing linguistic and cultural distance 

and to the influences of early separation in childhood. The emotional burden during 

separation is high. After reunion families have to re-establish relationships and may 

experience difficulties in adapting to family life (Kreidt 1989, Pekin 1989, Herwartz-Emden 

2000, Hämmig 2000).  

Detached relationships: Whereas the two described patterns either focus on emotionally close 

relationships or frequent conflict, a third possible pattern implies neither. Both, high 

intergenerational transmission and closeness as well as intergenerational arguments and 

disputes involve a high degree of interaction. Here, relations are less close, yet arguments are 

rare. In this pattern of “emotional strain and behavioral cordiality” (Giarrusso et al. 2005) 

children and parents get along moderately well. This may be a strategy of avoidance and 

retreat from the family. Such a withdrawal may be an alternative reaction to stress 

encountered in the migration context. Young adults may turn to other groups in search for 

company and (emotional) support where they feel better understood, e.g. peers of their own 

ethnic group or members of the receiving society (Nohl 2001, Gestring et al. 2006).  

Ambivalent relationships: Rather than detachment, disharmonious or emotionally very close 

relationships, children and parents may in a migration and minority context develop mixed 

feelings towards each other, encompassing both kinds of amicable and disharmonious 

relations. Within the intergenerational ambivalence approach psychological ambivalence is 

characterised by contradictory emotions towards the relationship partner (Lüscher 2004). 

This pattern may evolve, first, as a consequence of the ambiguous influence of minority 
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status stressors in the migration situation. For instance, immigrant children may aim to keep 

close bonds to their parents in a search for shelter and support; they may anticipate and 

attempt to conform to their expectations, but at the same time struggle with them since they 

are difficult to be met, e.g. due to disadvantages in education and on the job market (Pillemer 

et al. 2007). Second, children may have internalised and agree with the family norms and 

values of the “culture of relatedness” and “interdependence” as transmitted by their parents, 

yet strive for a less family-oriented, more independent (family) life. As a result, respect and 

love for parents may go hand in hand with frequent arguments and conflict. Moreover, 

maintaining ambivalent relations may be a strategy to avoid a break-up of the family and 

allow for changes. Having arguments about sensitive topics while being embedded in 

emotionally close bonds allows intergenerational family members to stay closely in touch and 

develop and adapt together. While some authors argue that all close relationships encompass 

certain degrees of ambivalence (Lüscher & Pillemer 1998), this family pattern may be 

specifically likely in minority (stress) situations.  

 

Next to a comparative description of the various patterns, the identification of migration-

related influential impacts is a major aim of this research. Thus, based on the presented 

theoretical background and literature review we develop hypotheses with regard to (1) 

cultural, (2) situational and, controlling for composition effects, (3) demographic factors.  

(1) Cultural factors: The notion of an intergenerational dissonant acculturation process 

assumes different socialisation contexts for parent and child. Based on the assumption of 

higher conflict or alienation potentials in the case of divergent socialisation contexts (Nauck 

1997, Portes & Rumbault 1996, 2001), we expect children who were born in Germany to 

report more disharmonious or detached relations with parents compared to children who were 

born in the country of origin of their parents (country of birth). In accordance with research 

on intergenerational solidarity in non-immigrant families we also expect for migrant families 

that behaviour-related items, such as norms on support to parents, are closely related to 

relationship quality (norm). People who support the norm should show a positive relationship 

quality (amicable). For ambivalent relations we expect a lower impact. The effect should be 

negative for detached and disharmonious relations. The prevalence of this norm is of great 

interest also with regard to support potentials in later life. Finally, religiosity is taken account 

of. Due to the strong normative role in the Christian as well as the Islam religion of family in 
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general, and love and respect towards elderly parents, in particular, a high religiosity should 

specifically increase the likelihood of amicable relations (religiosity).  

(2) Situational factors: In terms of situational factors, a sense of discrimination may cause 

stress due to objective incidents of unfair treatment or to the emotional burden of heightened 

vigilance and perceived need to guard against victimisation and oppression (Dumon 1989, 

Jackson et al. 2007). Feelings of foreignness in the host society are expected either to 

increase family cohesion as individuals retreat and search for alternative sources of emotional 

support in their kinship and family networks, or lead to family conflict. We expect either 

relationship pattern, but specifically ambivalent relations to be highly likely in cases of 

discrimination experiences (notion of “mixed feelings/interactions”). The degree to which 

children retain their parents’ culture is expected to influence family relations positively. As 

suggested by Portes and Rumbault (2001), good knowledge of the mother tongue may 

indicate little difference in the acculturation pace between children and parents, and parents’ 

and children’s shared interest in continuing ties to the home culture (Turkish language skills 

of child). Acculturation in terms of social integration into the German host society is the other 

item referring to the cultural conflict approach. This item is closely related to German 

language skills and indicates a shift from the parental home and culture. If we assume 

parental contact with Germans to be low, a high degree of social integration should constitute 

an intergenerational gap. This is expected to affect the emotional relationship quality 

negatively (contact of child with Germans). A transnational (temporal) separation of children 

and parents is a characteristic of Turkish migrant families: Parents emigrated first and only 

later brought their children, who had until then stayed with their grandparents or other (non-) 

relatives. This separation is likely to have a negative impact on the emotional relationship 

between children and their parents. Specifically detached relations should be more likely in 

those cases, where children were separated (separation). A low socioeconomic status can be 

perceived as a stressor, specifically for minority migrants (Lau et al. 2006). Just as stress 

resulting from discrimination, a low social standing might affect intergenerational emotional 

quality negatively – if coping strategies cannot be applied – or positively if individuals 

choose to retreat to the family. Since migrant parents generally have high education 

aspirations for their children (Nauck 2000, Boos-Nünning & Karakasoglu 2005), low 

achievement levels should increase the likelihood of intergenerational disappointment and 

related conflict (education level of child).  
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(3) Demographic factors

 

: Research repeatedly indicates the women as the kinkeeper with 

closest relations between mothers and daughters (Steinbach & Kopp 2008). Yet, the 

specifically high emotional intensity involves conflict as well (Fingerman 2001, Pillemer & 

Suitor 2002, Szydlik 2008). We therefore expect amicable and ambivalent relations to evolve 

more often with mothers than with fathers (gender of parent). Relationships with fathers are 

expected to be rather detached (Birditt et al. 2009b). Accordingly, relationships are expected 

to be emotionally more intense with daughters, implying a higher likelihood of amicable or 

ambivalent relationships (gender of child). The basic conditions of intergenerational conflict 

and closeness obviously vary according to proximity and cohabitation. Children and parents 

who cohabit see each other and interact (involuntarily) on a very regular basis. The shared 

space is highly likely to affect conflict potentials as well as intimacy, resulting in a lower 

likelihood of detached relations. Age is an important correlating variable as cohabition is 

more frequent in young adulthood. Since at the developmental stage of young adulthood 

tensions are likely to be more intense and evolve around other topics compared to later in life, 

we expect young and cohabiting dyads to be specifically disharmonious (Clarke et al. 1999, 

Suitor & Pillemer 1991, Birditt et al. 2009a,b). 

4. Method 

4.1 Data Base  

We analysed data from the German Panel Analysis of Intimate Relationships and Family 

Dynamics (“pairfam”). The main data base used here is a complementary study administered 

to a random (address) sample of individuals with Turkish nationality within private 

households in Berlin, the capital of Germany (N=429) (Baykara-Krumme 2010). It was 

carried out at the same time (2008/09) and under the same conditions as the first wave of the 

main “pairfam” survey. The latter is a national representative sample of individuals in private 

households in Germany. Focus groups in both samples are individuals aged 15-17 years, 25-

27 years, 35-37 years. Data from the non-immigrant (German) population within the 

“pairfam” survey serves as the comparison group in the following analyses (N=9.077).  

In both surveys, potential respondents were approached by the interviewer in person. 

Respondents who agreed to participate, were then interviewed for an hour using a computer-

assisted schedule administered by the interviewer. In the Berlin “pairfam” survey, Turkish as 

well as German questionnaires were available and bilingual as well as only German-speaking 

interviewers were deployed, allowing less fluent German speaking Turks to participate. The 
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overall response rate was 36.4 percent in the Berlin “pairfam” survey, which is in line with 

the rate achieved in the main “pairfam” survey (36,9 percent). Themes included in the 

questionnaires ranged from demographic background, partnership trajectories, children and 

fertility behaviour to intergenerational relationships and covered opinions on a large range of 

topics related to family and partnerships. The Berlin “pairfam” survey also included 

migration and integration-related items. Thus, it is an outstanding data base for testing 

migration-related influences on family relationships. The perspective considered here is the 

young adult child who reports about relations with both biological parents.  

4.2 Measures and Methods 

Dependent variable

 

: In this study we use items on intergenerational closeness and conflict 

which capture emotional, as well as behavioural, components. The two selected sub-scales of 

the Network of Relationship Inventory (NRI) from Furman and Buhrmester (1985) provides 

information on the frequency children have intimate (“Intimacy”) or conflict-ridden 

(“Conflict”) relations with their parents. Both sub-scales consist of two items. Children had to 

report about the relations with both their mother and their father on a scale from 1 = never to 

5 = always. Intimacy: How much do you share your secrets and private feelings with 

mother/father? How often do you tell her/him what you have on your mind? Conflict: How 

often do you and your mother/father disagree and quarrel? How often does it happen that you 

are angry or mad at each other? Factor analysis resulted in one factor for each sub-scale. An 

average index for each of the two sub-scales was used for a cross-classification, using 2,5 as 

the cut-off point for generating four sub-groups of people with high or low degrees of conflict 

and intimacy, respectively (cf. Steinbach 2008). The four generated patterns, which will be 

studied in the following analysis, are labelled as suggested by Ferring et al. (2009): amicable, 

ambivalent, disharmonious and detached. The last dimension corresponds with the civil type. 

Table 1: Patterns of intergenerational relations 

 

 

                   Intimacy 

High Low 

      

Conflict 

High Ambivalent Disharmonious 

Low Amicable Detached 
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In the bivariate and multivariate analyses, binary logistic regressions are calculated, aiming to 

give evidence for the likelihood of one relationship pattern in comparison to the three 

remaining patterns (cf. Andreß/Hagenaars/Kühnel 1997). These analyses allow identifying 

the specific characteristics which affect a single pattern. Various independent variables are 

included in the models which may constitute moderators or mediators in the comparative 

analyses.  

Independent variables

 

: The following Table 2 shows the distribution and measures of the 

independent variables for the non-immigrant German and Turkish population, Table 3 

presents additional data for the Turkish population.  

Table 2: Description of independent variables for Turkish and German population by 

gender of parent (in percent and mean/standard deviation) 

  Mother   Father   

  Turkish  German Turkish  German 

Daughter 58,3 44,1 57,8 47,0 

Existence of child(ren) 36,4 27,2 32,2 24,8 

High level of education 63,3 87,1 63,1 86,9 

Agreement with norm: Life 

long mutual intergenerational 

support  

4,8 (.6) 4,5 (.8) 4,8 (.6) 4,5 (.8) 

Religiosity 3,1 (1.8) 1,8 (1.5) 3,1 (1.7) 1,8 (1.5) 

Cohabitation 51,0 38,0 47,8 30,5 

N 365 706 320 689 

 

The existence of children of the focus person was defined in a dummy variable (yes / no). 

Alternative definitions (e.g. number of children as a continuous variable) did not show 

different effects. Cohabitation was defined as living under the same roof, i.e. families sharing 

a household or a house with different household are considered to cohabitate. With regard to 

level of education, respondents were asked to state the highest level of education. In the 

complementary survey on Turks, two separated questions entailed highest educational degree 

attained in Turkey and Germany. From this information the highest level was defined and 
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dichotomised with 1 = high (intermediate and upper secondary education) and 0 = low (none, 

primary and lower secondary education). Alternative recoding, using three or more categories 

showed a similar impact to the dummy variable. The item of intergenerational norms which 

is included in analysis with Germans and Turks was asked as follows: “How far do you 

personally agree with the following statement? Parents and children should support each 

other a whole lifetime.” Answer categories range from 1 = do not agree at all to 5 = fully 

agree. In the complementary Turkish data set, a more comprehensive scale was available. 

Here factor analysis was applied to a 11-item scale on attitudes towards family relationships, 

resulting in three factors. The factor representing bottom-up support, i.e. norms on children’s 

support towards their elderly parents, was based on two items which are included by means 

of a continuous index. Again, answer categories range from 1 = do not agree at all to 5 = 

fully agree. Regarding religiosity, the information on denomination and participation in 

religious meetings was combined. People without a denomination and those who belong to a 

denomination but never participate in religious events were categorised as not religious (6). 

Other answers ranged from 5 = rarely, 4 = several times a year, 3 = 1-3 times a month, 2 

=once a week, up to 1 = more than once a week.  

 

Table 3: Description of independent variables for Turkish population by gender of 

parent (in percent and mean/standard deviation) 

  Mother Father 

Daughter 56,2 56,4 

Existence of child(ren) 35,1 30,8 

Cohabitation 52,5 53,3 

Turkish language skills  3,4 (.7) 3,5 (.6) 

Born in Germany 58,7 60,2 

Experience of discrimination 1,7 (.7) 1,7 (.7) 

Contact with Germans 2,8 (1.0) 2,8 (1.0) 

Separation from parent in 

childhood  
17,2 20,1 

Agreement with norm: 

Children‘s support to elderly 

parents  

4,5 (.8) 4,4 (.8) 

N 322 288 
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Only in the Turkish pairfam survey further migration-related items were included. Migrant 

generation is defined as a dummy variable with 1 = born in Germany (2nd generation) and 0 = 

born abroad (1st generation).1

Data in Table 2 indicate large differences between the Turkish and the German non-

immigrant population for both parents. The Turkish sample includes a higher proportion of 

women, more children with children and higher cohabitation rates. The educational 

attainment is much higher in the German non-immigrant population. At the same time the 

 Turkish language skills. Respondents were asked how well 

they spoke Turkish. Answers ranged from 1 = hardly/none, 2 =  poor, 3 = well, 4 = very well. 

Oral language skills were applied here, rather than writing skills, in order to capture the oral 

communication opportunities between children and parents. Experience of discrimination. 

This index (a continuous variable) was based on five different items. Respondents were asked 

how often they had experienced discrimination due to their nationality or origin in the past 

two years, a) in school or in the workplace, b) in the neighbourhood, c) when doing shopping, 

d) at public authorities/in administrative offices, e) in restaurants, cafes or pubs. Answer 

categories ranged from 1 = never  to 5 = very often. Contact with Germans.  The question 

was as follows. “If you think of contacts with Germans in your daily life, that is gatherings or 

conversations not only a brief hello, how often does this occur?” Respondents were asked 

with regard to four different contexts, a) at work, in school, b) in the neighbourhood, c) in 

their peer group /circle of friends, d) in hobby groups. Based on all four contexts and answer 

categories ranging from 1 = hardly ever/never to 5 = very often, an index was defined. 

Separation from parent.  One item deals with the experience of a separation lasting at least 

six months from either mother or father in childhood or youth (up to the age of 16 years). To 

ensure that only migration-related, rather than divorce-related, separations are taken account 

of, all those cases in which parents were reported to have a new partner were not included. 

More detailed information on divorce of parents is not available from the questionnaire. Since 

divorce rates are considered comparatively low for Turkish couples, any errors from this 

should be small.  

                                                 
1 Next to first and second generation migrants, this sample includes a small number of third generation Turks. 
Both their parents were born in Turkey (4,9 percent). This group will increase as time goes by and it requires 
specific attention. The common theoretical frameworks on intergenerational relationships among immigrants 
refer to families in which children and parents experience different socialisation contexts, i.e. children who 
emigrated with their parents or were born after their parents had emigrated as adults. The impact of acculturative 
differences has to be conceptualised differently if parents and children both grow up in the same country: In 
principal, cultural differences should be less salient in these families with regard to cohesion and conflict. Future 
research needs to address the question of an ethnic revival in the third generation and its consequences for 
family relationships, indicated for instance by recent anecdotal issues about young people being more Islamic in 
dress, religiosity and food codes than their acculturated parents. So far, this pattern has been studied for second 
generation children only (Schiffauer 1999, Reuter & Gamper 2007). 
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agreement with the norm of intergenerational support is slightly and religiosity much lower 

among in that group. With regard to the distribution of migration-specific variables within the 

Turkish population, Table 3 indicates that Turkish language skills are overall quite high, 

although quite a high proportion of the children were born in Germany. Discrimination is not 

often experienced, and there is a medium level of contact with Germans. Separation from a 

parent occurred more frequently with fathers. About a fifth of all Turks in the sample 

experienced such a separation from a father and more than a sixth from the mother. 

Agreement with the norm on bottom-up support is fairly high. 

 

5. Results 

Table 4 indicates the prevalence of the four types which were derived from the two factors of 

conflict and intimacy. With regard to the relations with mothers we find for Turks the 

amicable relationship is most frequent (39,4 percent), followed by the detached (24,7 

percent). Ambivalent (18,2 percent) and disharmonious relations (17,7 percent) are almost 

equally rare. With fathers, on the contrary, detached relations are the most prevalent (48,9 

percent), followed by disharmonious (23,0 percent) and amicable relations (21,6 percent). 

Ambivalent relations, including conflict and intimacy, are seldom reported (6,5 percent).  

 

Table 4: Relationship patterns among Turks and non-immigrant Germans, % 

 Amicable Ambivalent Disharmonious Detached 

 Turks German 

non-

immigr. 

Turks German 

non-

immigr. 

Turks German 

non-

immigr. 

Turks German 

non-

immigr. 

With mother  39,4 35,2+ 18,2 15,9 17,7 21,3+ 24,7 27,6 
With father   21,6 18,5 6,5 5,8 23,0 25,6 48,9 50,0 
Data Base: pairfam, main and complementary survey. Turks: mother dyads N=401, father dyads N=356. German non-immigrants: mother 

dyads N=8.588, father dyads N=7.459, *** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10 for comparisons between both population groups. 

 

Comparative data for non-immigrant Germans are presented to determine whether this 

pattern is distinct for a migrant population. In comparison with same-aged non-immigrant 

Germans we find some, but overall small differences. With regard to mothers, amicable 

relations are significantly more prevalent among Turks (p<.10). Also ambivalent relations are 

more common (n.s.). Disharmonious (p<.10) relations are significantly less frequent among 

Turks, as are detached relations (n.s.). We can conclude that in Turkish migrant families 
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relations with mothers are closer, but not only in “positive” terms. The higher frequency of 

ambivalent relations is an indicator of the complex nature of social relations among migrants. 

Differences with regard to fathers are lower and not significant at all. Results indicate that the 

amicable relationship – which is already less prevalent for fathers as compared to mothers – 

is slightly more common in Turkish families. Conflict occurs more often in non-immigrant 

families, detached relations are similarly common in both population groups. These data give 

no support to the conflict thesis which states that disagreement is more frequent in migrant 

families. Results show, however, that the absence of (or alternative to) conflict is not only 

intimacy and closeness but rather a detached relationship in terms of civil relations or even 

alienation – which might well be a reaction pattern following the migration experience.  

The following Table 5 addresses the question of divergence in mother and father 

relations (Suitor et al. 2009, Ferring et al. 2009). It shows the cross-tabulation of father and 

mother relations for those respondents with both parents alive. The table contains the relative 

frequencies observed for Turks (numbers above in each cell) and non-immigrant Germans 

(numbers below in each cell in italics). The fact that there are results for all patterns of 

interaction indicates the great variety of children’s relationships with their parents. In the 

Turkish population only 41,5 percent of respondents show the same pattern of relationships to 

either parent, in the non-immigrant population this share is only marginally higher (43,0 

percent): For the majority, relationship quality differs between mothers and fathers. 

 

Table 5: Cross-tabulation of relationship patterns for fathers and mothers, Turks 

(N=344) and non-immigrant Germans (in italics, N= 7.684) (%) 

Father 

Mother 

Amicable Ambivalent Disharmonious Detached 

Amicable 12,5 

11,4 

2,3 

1,9 

7,6 

6,7 

18,0 

15,3 

Ambivalent 3,2 

2,9 

3,5 

2,9 

5,8 

5,2 

6,1 

5,2 

Disharmonious 3,2 

2,1 

0,3 

0,5 

7,8 

8,8 

7,0 

9,9 

Detached 2,0 

1,8 

0,6 

0,3 

2,5 

5,3 

17,7 

19,9 
Data Base: pairfam, main and complementary survey.  
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High quality relationships with both parents, i.e. the amicable pattern, can be found in a 

minority of relations, for 12,5 percent of Turks and 11,4 percent of non-immigrant Germans. 

About a third of Turks (34,8 percent) and even more non-immigrant Germans (43,9 percent) 

report low quality relations with either parent, i.e. disharmonious or detached relations, 

indicating a slight advantage for Turks with regard to relationship quality. More Turks (27,9 

percent) than non-immigrant Germans (23,9 percent) favour their mothers, i.e. report a better 

relationship with their mothers. The difference for fathers goes in the same direction, but is 

lower (8,4 percent Turks, 6,8 percent non-immigrant Germans). As one major finding we 

have established that differences in relationship patterns between migrant families, Turks, 

and non-migrant families in Germany, are lower than often anticipated. Even a closer 

investigation of “parental favouritism” (cf. Steinbach 2008, Ferring et al. 2009) reveals that 

only few differences exist.  

The following section now aims to further explore these patterns and specifically the 

observed differences. First, this research tries to explain the observed patterns between Turks 

and non-immigrant Germans directly by integrating both groups in one regression model (cf. 

Pillemer et al. 2007, Baykara-Krumme 2008a, Baykara-Krumme et al. 2010). This analysis 

will give a first answer to the question whether differences between both groups are based on 

socio-structural divergences in composition or rather different cultural backgrounds. Then the 

analysis focuses on the Turks only and studies the impact of migration-related experiences 

and characteristics. Obviously, the relevance of migration-specific characteristics can only be 

studied within a migrant population (cf. Hämmig 2000, Jackson et al. 2007). 

Tables 7 and 8 present bivariate and multivariate logistic regression models, 

indicating the correlations of the predictor variables and the different relationship patterns for 

mothers and fathers. In each model, the reference category is the three remaining relationship 

patterns. With regard to amicable relations, results replicate the presented finding that 

amicable relations with mothers are significantly more frequent among Turkish immigrants. 

This effect, however, is not longer significant in the multivariate model (moderator effect). 

Highly significant is the gender of the child, with daughters having a much higher likelihood 

of amicable relations with mothers than sons. Also a higher agreement with the norm of 

intergenerational support increases the likelihood of amicable relationships. Neither the level 

of education nor religiosity has an impact on the relationship. Highly relevant, however, is 

the living pattern which is highly correlated with age and status in the life course: Children 

who do not share the same house as their parents are typically older and more often parents 
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themselves. This greater spatial distance and independence from parents affects 

intergenerational relationships positively.  

 

Table 6: Logistic regression of relationship patterns of Turks and Germans: Mother, 

Exp(ß) 

 Amicable Ambivalent Disharmonious Detached 

 
Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Turks (Ref. German 

non-immigrants) 
1.25+ 1.10 1.15 1.14 .79   .88 .83 .87 

Daughter (Ref. Son) 2.14*** 1.95*** 1.92*** 2.76*** .74*   .81*** .32*** .28*** 

Parenthood  

(Ref. No child) 
1.36*   .83** .50***   .70*** .55*** 1.00 1.72*** 1.57*** 

Education  

(Ref. Low level) 
.97 1.28*** .93   .94  1.04   .81** 1.06 .95 

Agreement with norm: 

Life-long mutual 

intergenerational support  

1.27** 1.30*** 1.03 1.12* .76**   .71*** .97 .97 

Religiosity 1.03 1.03 1.00 1.03 .98   .97+ .98 .98 

Separate houses  

(Ref. Cohabitation) 
1.83*** 1.74*** .46***   .48*** .51***   .60*** 1.48** 1.37*** 

Pseudo-R²  .04  .06  .03  .07 

N = 8.515 
Data Base: pairfam, main and complementary survey. *** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10. 

 

The other models present similar and to some extent complementary results. Firstly, 

differences between immigrants and non-immigrants are insignificant with regard to all three 

patterns. Gender has a significant affect as it increases the likelihood of ambivalent relations 

and reduces the likelihood of detached relations. Education and religiosity do not impact any 

relationship pattern significantly. The attitude towards the role of support in intergenerational 

relationships, however, contributes to the prevalence of the disharmonious pattern: The 

stronger the agreement, the less likely is conflict. Cohabitation patterns again are an 

important predictor. As hypothesised, ambivalent relations are more likely if family members 

live together. The same applies to disharmonious relations. On the contrary, detached 

relations are more common if children live separate and have at least one child themselves: If 

grandchildren exist, relations are less intense. This might be due to time constraints with 
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children have fewer opportunities to exchange thoughts and feelings with parents (e.g. 

Szydlik 2000). Thus, separate houses increase the chance for intergenerational amicability, 

but for detachment as well, whereas great spatial closeness in a shared house implies 

intergenerational ambivalence and disharmony. People who sought to improve the 

relationship might have left their parental house. Yet, the Pseudo-R² value is quite low, 

indicating a low model fit for all presented models.    

 

Table 7: Logistic regression of relationship patterns of Turks and Germans: Father, 

Exp(ß) 

  Amicable Ambivalent Disharmonious Detached 

 Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Turks  

(Ref. German non-

immigrants) 

1.26 1.15 1.15 1.10 .96 .96 .86 .98 

Daughter (Ref. Son) 1.16 1.26*** 1.05 1.17 .92 .91+ .96 .82*** 

Parenthood  

(Ref. No child) 
.95 

 

.73*** 
.77 1.06 .47*** .60*** 1.79*** 1.36*** 

Education  

(Ref. Low level) 
1.33 1.20* 1.17 1.02 1.07 .90 .78+ 1.02 

Agreement with norm: 

Life-long mutual 

intergenerational support 

1.35* 1.30*** 1.20 1.07 .87 .86*** .92 .98 

Religiosity 1.06 1.05* 1.00 .98 1.01 1.00 .96 .99 

Separate houses  

(Ref. Cohabitation) 
1.08 1.40*** .62+ .63*** .46*** .50*** 1.84** 1.48*** 

Pseudo-R²  0.01  0.01  0.02  0.02 

N = 7.432 
Data Base: pairfam, main and complementary survey. *** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10. 

 

This also applies to the models calculated for the relationships with fathers, stressing the 

exploratory character of this analysis. With regard to fathers, hardly any factor reaches a 

significant impact level. Differences between Turkish immigrants and non-immigrants 

Germans remain very low. In contrast to other findings, gender is irrelevant in relationships 

with fathers. A higher education level increases the likelihood of amicable relations even in 

the multivariate model, yet is insignificant with regard to all other patterns. Similarly, the 
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norm on intergenerational relations only affects amicable relations positively. The impact of 

cohabitation resembles that for mother relationships. If family members live separate, 

disharmonious relations are significantly less likely whereas detached relations have a higher 

chance. The coefficients for amicable and ambivalent relationship patterns stress the higher 

likelihood of ambivalence in cohabiting dyads and amicability in separately living dyads; 

however, they do not reach the level of statistical significance.  

A further major aim of this research is to detect impacts of the immigration experience 

and migrant status-related characteristics on family relationships. The two following tables 

present findings for relationships of Turkish citizens with their fathers and mothers. Again, in 

each model, the three alternative relationship patterns constitute the reference category.   

First of all, the model replicates the strong impact of the gender of the child and the 

cohabitation patterns for relationships with mothers: Living in separate houses decreases the 

chance of conflicts in relationships, with disharmonious relationships significantly less, but 

amicable relationships more likely. We find no significant gender and proximity effect for 

relations with fathers.  

 

Table 8: Logistic regression of relationship patterns of Turks: Mother, Exp(ß) 

 Amicable Ambivalent Disharmonious Detached 

 
Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Daughter (Ref. Son) 2.24** 1.98** 1.38 1.68+ .77 .84 .33*** .29*** 

Country of birth 

Germany (Ref. Turkey) 
.54** .82 1.57 1.31 2.97** 2.44* .68 .56+ 

Turkish language skills 1.23 1.08 1.07 1.17 .82 1.03 .82 .76 

Discrimination exp. .80 .87 1.34 1.35 1.19 1.14 .86 .80 

Contact with Germans .80* .95 1.23 1.17 1.00 .81 1.12 1.11 

Separation from parent 

in childhood (Ref. No) 

.79 

 

.70 

 
1.36 1.81 1.09 1.72 .93 .60 

Norm: Support to parents 1.16 1.23 .93 .95 .76+ .62** 1.16 1.19 

Separate houses  

(Ref. Cohabitation) 
2.05** 1.86** .6+ .59 .38** .43* 1.31 1.39 

Pseudo-R²  .06  .04  .08  .08 

N = 322 
Data Base: pairfam, main and complementary survey. *** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10. 
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The impact of migration-related experiences is fairly low. Stressors such as discrimination (or 

low educational achievement, not shown here) do not affect relationships with parents 

significantly. However, there are significant effects with regard to place of birth. Children 

who were born and raised in Germany are more likely to report disharmonious relations with 

both parents. Detached (p<.10) relations with mothers are less likely even after controlling 

for all other variables, as are amicable relations (n.s.). Since the large majority of all parents 

were brought up in Turkey, intergenerational relations may be affected by intergenerational 

differing socialisation contexts.  

The effects for the item on Turkish language skills remain insignificant in the 

multivariate model but indicate support for the hypothesis of an acculturation gap caused by 

different socialisation contexts. If children know their mother tongue well, disharmonious 

relations with fathers are less likely and amicable relations are more likely.  

 

Table 9: Logistic regression of relationship patterns of Turks: Father, Exp(ß) 

 Amicable Ambivalent Disharmonious Detached 

 Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Bi-

variate 

Multi-

variate 

Daughter (Ref. Son) 1.10 1.12 .68 .74 .90 1.01 1.11 .99 

Country of birth Germany 

(Ref. Turkey) 

.83 

 
.73 .57 .88 2.17** 1.78 .77 .88 

Turkish language skills 1.53+ 1.47 .91 .71 .67+ .77 1.07 1.04 

Discrimination exp. .85 .81 1.34 1.37 1.11 1.04 .95 1.03 

Contact with Germans 1.19 1.22 1.07 1.0 1.19 1.10 .77* .81+ 

Separation from parent in 

childhood (Ref. No) 

.99 

 
.84 2.49+ 2.12 .94 1.39 .80 .73 

Norm: Support to parents .96 .98 .90 .97 .81 .75 1.25 1.23 

Separate houses (Ref. 

Cohabitation) 
1.00 .75 2.05 2.12 .50** .64 1.37 1.34 

Pseudo-R²  .02  .05  .04  .02 

N = 289 
Data Base: pairfam, main and complementary survey. *** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.05, + p<.10. 

 

The degree of social integration shows hardly significant effects on relationships with 

mothers. Yet, for fathers, detached relations are significantly less likely if contact with 

Germans is frequent (p<.10). In contrast to the suggested hypothesis, children who have more 
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contact with Germans seem to have amicable relations with their fathers (n.s.): Frequent 

contact with Germans seems to increase the degree of involvement with fathers, in a positive 

as well as a negative direction. A separation from parents in childhood appears only to affect 

the relationships with fathers (coefficient of 2.1). Because of the low case numbers the 

coefficient does not reach statistical significance in the multivariate model. Norms have an 

impact on the degree of conflict in relationship, but with mothers only. Children, who support 

the norm of children’s support towards their parents in case of need, are less likely to 

experience disharmonious relations with mothers and fathers. This latter finding is not 

statistically significant, which may be partly attributed to low case numbers.  

 

6. Discussion 

In this study, we have examined patterns of intergenerational relationship quality among 

migrants from a comparative perspective in order to understand the influence of 

socioeconomic, cultural and migration-related characteristics. The focus has been on family 

ties which can be an important source of support for the individual. The dominant story of 

intergenerational relations in immigrant communities stresses tensions and conflict. 

Migration is expected to weaken and disrupt family ties. For some time, however, arguments 

for stronger family ties in migration have been supported empirically. This study addresses 

this issue for a group of first and second generation Turkish people, who live in Germany. 

Their reports about relations to their parents are studied in terms of patterns which consider 

positive as well as negative aspects of the relationship simultaneously. This solidarity-conflict 

approach can be found in the international research on intergenerational relations in the last 

decade, but has not been applied to date, to an immigrant population (cf. Giarusso et al. 2005, 

Pillemer et al. 2007, Ferring et al. 2009).  

Results indicate that disharmonious relationships, involving a high degree of 

arguments and dispute are by no means the most frequent pattern. Instead, amicable 

relationships which imply intensive exchange of intimate information and closeness are most 

common. They are even more frequent in this group as compared to non-immigrants. At the 

same time, ambivalent relations, implying conflict as well as intimacy, occur more frequently 

among Turkish migrants. This result clearly indicates that the focus on conflicts does not 

cover the complexity of intergenerational relationships: Conflicts may occur while being 

embedded in close and intimate relationships.    
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The issue here is whether this pattern of relationship quality is due to different cultural 

backgrounds and socialisation contexts or rather the immigration experience. Different 

hypotheses have been outlined. The fact that the described differences can be found in 

relationships with mothers, but not with fathers, is a first indicator that neither cultural nor 

migration-related situational factors may be influential.  

In multivariate analyses, no “ethnic” differences persist. Cultural attitude differences may 

explain part of the variance, supporting the hypothesis of cultural influences, since Turks 

agree to the norm on intergenerational support to a larger extent than non-immigrants and the 

impact of this factor is significant. Most influential, however, are the gender of the child and 

cohabitation patterns. As proposed with reference to the research literature on women as 

kinkeepers, results confirm the strength of daughter-mother ties: Daughters are more likely to 

have amicable, but also ambivalent relationships (cf. Fingerman 2001, 2008). The larger 

proportion of women in the Turkish sample may thus explain part of the variance in terms of 

a composition effect. Moreover, cohabitation increases the likelihood of ambivalent as well 

as disharmonious relationships. Moving out of the parental home may be a means to avoid 

conflict and retain intimate relationships.  

The notion of gendered family ties among immigrants and non-immigrants was 

supported by an analysis of “parental favouritism”. It showed that, if a parent is favoured, it is 

usually the mother rather than the father. Overall, a comparison between both groups 

indicates few differences.  

Finally, this research aimed to explain the role of situational migration-related 

predictors. Whereas many hypotheses mentioned in the literature deal with these factors, they 

have rarely been tested empirically, due mainly to lack of data sources. The pairfam 

complementary study provides representative data for many of the theoretically important 

concepts. First of all, we can resume that gender and cohabitation again explain large parts of 

the variance. In contrast to the expectations, migration-related characteristics and experiences 

have only a small impact on intergenerational relationship quality. For instance, stress caused 

by low social standing or discrimination do not seem to lead to either a retreat into the family 

with intensified interaction, or to increased family conflicts, detachment or ambivalence. 

Complying with the hypothesis of increased intergenerational troubles, children’s likelihood 

of ambivalent relations with fathers increases if they were separated in childhood. However, 

this effect is not significant in the multivariate model and does not apply to relations with 

mothers. One explanation may be specific protection factors for the immigrant children such 

as remaining in a familiar environment and being looked after by kinship members in the 
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home context, with continuing intense relationships with the biological parents (Wilpert 

1992).  

The impact of (divergent) acculturation processes is studied with regard to three 

aspects (country of birth, language skills, social integration). They show some, but 

inconsistent and overall very little influences. As very general information on socialisation 

context, country of birth is taken account of. Results indicate that children born in Germany 

have a higher likelihood of disharmonious and ambivalent relations with their mother, 

complying with the hypothesis on the effect of different socialisation contexts. Children of 

the second generation may differ with regard to attitudes and behaviour to a larger extent 

from their parents, than those of the first generation who were born in the same country as 

their parents.  

The effect of contact with Germans is fairly low and only partly in line with the 

hypothesis. With mothers, social integration into the host society reduces the likelihood of 

amicable relations. The importance of family relations decreases as children have more 

contact with members of the receiving society. However, this effect is significant only in 

bivariate analysis. With fathers, quite on the contrary, detached relations are less likely and 

amicable relations are slightly more likely, implying an enhancement of family ties and no 

clear trend  in the effect of social integration. Finally, Turkish language skills only appear to 

affect relations with fathers. The better the communication opportunities due to good Turkish 

language skills, the less likely are detached or disharmonious relations as cultural retention 

positively influences relations with fathers and reduces likelihood of conflict. This is in line 

with the hypothesis and supports findings from the USA (e.g. Portes & Rumbault 2001). Yet 

again, the statistical support for this hypothesis is fairly low.  

The small explanatory power of migration-related variables corresponds with the 

overall small differences in the non-immigrant population. Intergenerational relations in 

terms of emotional and behavioural quality are largely unaffected by context-related 

situational and cultural factors, but rather appear as quite stable patterns. Individuals seem to 

experience family life independent of the outer sphere. The culturally different socialisation 

contexts may imply different foci of family solidarity (Nauck & Suckow 2006, Nauck 2010). 

With regard to intergenerational relationship quality after migration the impact is rather low. 

Similarly, migration-related stress or high degrees of acculturation of the children do not 

impair intergenerational relationships; neither do they enhance them tremendously. Overall, 

migrant youth and their parents experience conflict and detachment, emotional support and 

ambivalence in a similar way to non-migrants. Also for later life relations, regarding the 
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family embeddedness of the elderly, these data do not give any indication of great disruption 

or upheavals to be expected within the (migrant) family (Baykara-Krumme 2008a, Baykara-

Krumme et al. 2010).   

Although these findings permit a unique insight into family life in a migration 

context, a major drawback is the sample size which only allows for limited interpretations. 

Moreover, for a more detailed analysis of the effects of intergenerational (dis)similar 

acculturation, dyadic data is required which includes information on parents as well. With 

regard to Turkish family resources, studies on the effects of migration on intergenerational 

relationships and transmission in the future have to conceptualize the existence of the third 

and fourth generation of immigrants. Here, not the immigration itself, but ongoing 

experiences of discrimination and ethnic boundary-making may have an impact on family 

resources. Most desirable, though, are longitudinal data which enable the dynamics of 

relationship types to be identified and an analysis of the direct causal effects of intra-

individual changes, to be studied. This data would also enable such aspects as the relevance 

of critical events in life such as migration, giving birth to a child, becoming unemployed, 

experiencing discrimination and racism, on intergenerational relationships to be considered 

(Hoff 2008, Nauck & Steinbach 2009). Only when this is done will we be able to fully grasp 

the complexities of how families function in migration-related circumstances.  
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