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Abstract
As Western societies become more ethnically and culturally diverse, understanding the acculturation of immigrant youth is
essential for fostering social cohesion. How the cultural identity formation of ethnic minority adolescents relates to their
academic, social, and psychological adjustment is an important and as yet unresolved research question. This study examined
to what extent identifying with the heritage and/or host culture is an individual resource or risk factor for the adjustment of
immigrant youth in Germany. A random sample of 15–17-year-olds (N= 1992; Mage_w1= 15.3 years, SD= 0.64; 44.5%
girls; 44.7% students with immigrant background) was assessed twice: at the end of 9th and 10th grade. Academic
performance and three dimensions of social/psychological adjustment (school attachment, self-esteem, and life satisfaction)
were examined. Results showed that biculturalism was the modal identification pattern. Contrary to expectations, cultural
identification did not differ systematically with perceived distance from the majority culture. Multivariate structural equation
modeling revealed that both heritage and host identification can be developmental resources, but that their effects are
dependent on the dimension of adjustment; biculturalism only proved to be a cumulative resource for school attachment. The
domain specificity of the findings challenges the generalization claims of predominant acculturation theories.
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Introduction

Growing migration worldwide is one of the major chal-
lenges of the present time. Cultural diversity—once a fea-
ture of traditional immigration countries and former colonial
powers—now characterizes almost all Western democratic
states (OECD, 2022). It is only in recent decades that
Germany has become a primary destination for global labor
and refugee migration (McAuliffe & Triandafylidou, 2021).
Today, it is a typical example of a host country in which

increasing ethnic and cultural diversity at the individual
level collides with institutional homogeneity and restrictive
integration policies. How the conservative institutional
context and the polarized debate on immigration affect the
cultural identity formation and integration of immigrant
youth is an important research question (De Coninck et al.,
2021; Schwartz et al., 2018). This study examines patterns
of cultural identification among adolescents with immigrant
background in Germany, and tests whether identification
differs based on region of origin and cultural distance from
the majority society. It compares competing theories
regarding the association between heritage/host identifica-
tion and core dimensions of academic, social, and psycho-
logical adjustment. Finally, it tests whether the findings
persist with control for a range of potential confounders at
the individual and institutional level.

Competing Theories of Cultural Identification and
Adjustment

According to dual-identity theory, a bicultural orientation of
immigrant youth (i.e., a strong identification with the cul-
ture of both the heritage and host societies) provides an
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optimal basis for successful development in adolescence
and young adulthood, whereas marginalization (i.e., dis-
tance from both cultures) represents a developmental risk
(Berry et al., 1989, 2006; Nguyen & Benet-Martínez, 2013;
Meca et al., 2019, 2022; Schwartz & Unger, 2010). This
theory is grounded in the assumption that identification with
the heritage culture and identification with the host culture
are both developmental resources that work in concert with
additive effects—provided that the majority society con-
dones dual self-categorization (Schwartz et al., 2018).
Alternative models suggest that identification with a single
culture might be sufficient for positive development.
According to neo-assimilation theory, social and cultural
assimilation is a long-term two-way process of weakening
and shifting boundaries between minority groups and the
majority society that nevertheless requires individual
immigrants to adapt to core values, institutional arrange-
ments, and cultural practices of the (changing) majority
society if sociostructural integration and subjective well-
being are to be achieved (Alba, 2008; Alba & Nee, 2003).
In contrast, psychological critique of dual-identity theory
and the associated Additive Resource Model suggests that
secure identification with a single culture might be sufficient
for sound personal identity development and psychological
adjustment (Rudmin, 2009), and that identification with the
heritage and host culture may be at least partially sub-
stitutable, as Ward and Kus (2012) have shown for agency-
beliefs and Schotte et al. (2018) for self-esteem. These
acculturation theories make relatively broad generalization
claims that may not be justified if the adaptive functions of
cultural orientations are in fact domain specific.

Cultural Identification and the Societal and
Institutional Diversity Climate

Young people growing up in immigrant families must learn
to navigate at least two cultural contexts that are themselves
subject to change. In elementary school, they become
increasingly aware of cultural differences, and questions of
group membership arise. During adolescence, they face the
key developmental and acculturation task of exploring and
defining their cultural and ethnic identity. Succeeding in this
task is considered to be an important resource for accom-
plishing the generic developmental tasks faced by all young
people (Meca, Allison, et al., 2023; Motti-Stefanidi et al.,
2012; Motti-Stefanidi & Masten, 2020). According to
acculturation research, whereas positive attitudes to immi-
gration facilitate all types of identification (see, e.g.,
Schachner et al., 2018), negative attitudes—whether to
immigration in general or to particular immigrant groups—
can make it harder for young people from ethnic minorities
to identify with the host society, instead promoting identi-
fication with the heritage culture (Rumbaut, 2008; Schwartz

et al., 2018). Negative attitudes to immigration are apparent
at the societal level in the form of xenophobia, restrictive
immigration and integration policies, and negative stereo-
typing and rejection of immigrant groups. The MIPEX
Index (https://www.mipex.eu/) and the European Social
Survey (ESS; Heath & Richards, 2020) seek to capture such
processes in international comparison. According to the
ESS, acceptance of immigrant groups decreases with the
perceived cultural distance from the host country. In Ger-
many, it is highest for immigrants of the same ethnic
background, decreases gradually across other European and
non-European countries, and is lowest for Islamic countries.
At the institutional level, negative attitudes are reflected in
access to, participation in, and acceptance within societal
institutions; at the behavioral level, they emerge as exclu-
sion, discrimination, and microaggression. This study
focuses on acceptance within educational institutions—in
particular, on the diversity climate of schools.

Studies on the relationship between societal and institu-
tional diversity climate and cultural orientations are scarce,
and results are mixed. In a cross-country comparison, Yağ-
mur and van de Vijver (2012) found that members of the
Turkish minority identified more strongly with the host cul-
ture in immigration-friendly countries, but that their identi-
fication with the culture of origin did not differ notably across
countries. Schachner et al. (2017) compared six countries
with differing integration policies, expecting to find that both
heritage and host identification facilitate integration in
schools in immigration-friendly countries but that only host
identification has a positive effect in hostile countries. In fact,
the results tended to support the Additive Resource Model of
biculturalism, with both identifications serving as a resource
for integration irrespective of the societal context. Likewise,
in comparisons across immigrant groups, both cultural
identifications varied independently of the distance from the
majority society (Jugert et al., 2020; Schachner et al., 2014).

At the institutional level, empirical findings on the rela-
tionship between the diversity culture of schools, cultural
identity, and adjustment of immigrant students are likewise
mixed. In a multilevel analysis, Schachner et al. (2016)
found that host identification was higher and heritage
identification was lower in schools with a diversity climate
valuing equality and inclusion (egalitarianism); however, no
associations emerged between cultural identification and
multiculturalism. In a second study, Schachner et al. (2018)
found that host identification was much higher in schools
with a climate valuing both multiculturalism and egalitar-
ianism, whereas heritage identification was not dependent
on school climate. Overall, however, there is limited
empirical support for the theoretically plausible assumption
that the societal and institutional diversity culture of the host
country directly shapes the cultural identity development of
ethnic minority adolescents.
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Cultural Identification and Academic Adjustment

Most previous studies on the relationship between cultural
identification and sociocultural adaptation in adolescence
have focused on academic performance, usually measured
in terms of school grades. Strong identification with the host
culture tends to go hand in hand with greater familiarity
with the country’s education system and greater willingness
to invest in education (Alba, 2008). Host identification is
therefore seen as an adaptive resource that helps students to
succeed at school. The empirical findings are largely con-
sistent across geographical areas and minority groups
(Edele et al., 2013; Hannover et al., 2013; Kiang et al.,
2013; Schachner et al., 2014; Schotte et al., 2018). The role
of identification with the heritage culture seems more
ambivalent: It can buffer the negative effects of dis-
crimination (Eccles et al., 2006), but also amplify stereotype
threat effects (Armenta, 2010). Whether it has direct effects
on academic adjustment remains unclear. The findings
reviewed by Rivas-Drake et al. (2014) and Makarova and
Birman (2015) are inconsistent, but the authors highlight
that positive effects of heritage identification may be
mediated by enhanced self-esteem. A number of more
recent studies have reported null findings or negative effects
(Armenta, 2010; Edele et al., 2013; Hannover et al., 2013;
Schachner et al., 2014; Schotte et al., 2018).

Following Berry et al. (1989), a separate group of studies
has taken a typological approach to the relationship between
bicultural orientation and adjustment. The meta-analysis by
Nguyen and Benet-Martínez (2013) concluded that bicul-
turalism is likely to be a general resource for academic and
psychosocial adjustment, whereas distance from both cul-
tures seems to pose a general risk. However, the results vary
depending on how the typology was established (Arends‐
Tóth & van de Vijver, 2007). Studies that follow Berry’s
classification approach by dichotomizing and recombining
the two identity scales have been criticized for assuming
four classes a priori without being able to confirm the model
fit; for failing to account for adolescents who are undecided
and still exploring their social identity; and for setting cut-
points arbitrarily (Rudmin, 2003, 2009; Schwartz et al.,
2010; Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008). More data-driven
explorative studies using latent profile analyses tend to
focus on dimensions of psychological adjustment. Only
Wantchekon and Umaña-Taylor (2021) have addressed
academic adjustment, reporting better grades for Black and
Latinx students with secure ethnic identification than for
those with diffuse ethnic orientation.

Cultural Identification and School Attachment

School is one of the main socialization agencies in adolescence.
To thrive, students need to both engage with curricular and

extracurricular activities and enter into social relationships, thus
developing motivational, social, and emotional attachment to
school. School attachment, along with social networks, is seen
as an important indicator of adolescents’ social integration in
the proximal environment (Salmela-Aro & Upadaya, 2012).
For ethnic minority students, developing school attachment
means navigating multiple cultures. Biculturalism is likely to be
a cumulative resource here. The few studies on these rela-
tionships have found that both heritage and host identification
seem to support attachment to secondary school. Abu-Rayya
and Sam (2017) reported positive correlations between bicul-
turalism and school attachment for all but one of the 13
countries participating in the International Comparative Study
of Ethnocultural Youth (ICSEY; Berry et al., 2006). Schachner
et al. (2017) found similar results across six countries. Further
support for this pattern of findings has come from Birman et al.
(2010) for Russian immigrants to the United States, Kiang et al.
(2013) for Asian Americans, and Horenczyk (2010) for
Ethiopian and Russian immigrants to Israel.

Cultural Identification and Psychological
Adjustment

At its core, psychological adjustment means developing a
sense of social and personal identity that affords self-
acceptance, personal well-being, and life satisfaction.
According to self-categorization theory, which focuses on
the self and social group memberships (Turner & Reynolds,
2011), heritage identification and host identification should
both enhance psychological adjustment, as the individual
compares the respective reference group to the outgroup on
dimensions that favor the reference group. Heritage identi-
fication can be expected to stabilize the self-esteem and life
satisfaction of ethnic minority adolescents, especially if
experiences of discrimination and negative stereotyping
make it difficult for them to identify with the majority
culture (Schmitt et al., 2014). The reviews by Rivas-Drake
et al. (2014) and Makarova and Birman (2015) and the
meta-analysis by Smith and Silva (2011) confirm that a
strong heritage identity is indeed a resource for psycholo-
gical adjustment. Recent studies have also shown that a
secure heritage identity was able to buffer the negative
psychosocial impact of racial discrimination against Asian
immigrants in the United States during the COVID-19
pandemic (Litam & Oh, 2022; Oh et al., 2023). However,
findings on the role of host identification are mixed.
Dimitrova et al. (2015) reported null findings for the rela-
tionship between host identification and psychological
adjustment in Turkish immigrants to Bulgaria and Ger-
many; Kiang et al. (2013) had null findings in a sample of
Asian Americans. In contrast, and in line with the Additive
Resource Model of biculturalism, Birman et al. (2010) and
Schachner et al. (2014, 2016) observed positive
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relationships with psychological adjustment for both
orientations. Schotte et al. (2018) found two additive main
effects for life satisfaction, but a small negative interaction
for self-esteem, indicating that strong host identification
may compensate for low heritage identification. Ward and
Kus (2012) reported similar findings for agency beliefs.
Shamloo et al. (2023) found that a bicultural identity can
support subjective well-being and coping with stress even in
extreme situations, such as the COVID-19 pandemic.

Most studies taking a typological approach by dichot-
omizing and recombining the two cultural orientation scales
have reported positive effects of dual identification and
supported, at least to some extent, the Additive Resource
Model (see the meta-analysis by Nguyen & Benet-Martínez,
2013, and the review by Schwartz et al., 2018). However,
studies with a person-centered approach using cluster or
latent profile analyses have arrived at very different classi-
fications (Jugert et al., 2020; Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008;
Spiegler et al., 2019; Zhang et al., 2018), especially when
cultural identity was conceptualized multidimensionally or
additional variables such as cultural practices or accultura-
tion stress were used in the classification (Meca et al., 2015,
Meca, Cruz, Lucero, et al., 2023; Meca, Cruz, Veniegas,
et al., 2023). A recent study from Italy with sample of early
adolescents (Karataş et al., 2023) is the only one to have
reproduced Berry’s typology. However, most of these
typological studies identified one or more classes of doubly
identified individuals, with membership of this group being
generally positively associated with dimensions of psy-
chological adjustment. A shared weakness of these studies
is that they explore identity configurations without being
able to analyze the mechanisms of their interplay.

Summary and Research Gaps

There is only limited empirical support for the idea that con-
text factors contribute directly to individual identity develop-
ment. Findings converge in showing that host identification is
important for academic and social adjustment and that heritage
identification is related to psychological adjustment, but
whether and to what extent heritage identification also facil-
itates academic adjustment remains disputed. It also remains
an open question whether the two identifications have cumu-
lative effects on psychological adjustment, as interactions are
generally not tested. For social adjustment, in contrast, the few
findings on school attachment clearly confirm the Additive
Resource Model of biculturalism. In sum, there is a need for
research that investigates several adjustment dimensions
simultaneously, examines the domain-specific additive and
interaction effects of cultural identification, controls for
immigrant generation, immigrant group membership, and their
potential moderator function, and takes into account the cul-
tural diversity climate of the school attended.

Current Study

Understanding the acculturation of immigrant youth is
essential for fostering social cohesion. Yet surprisingly little
is known about the extent to which the social and institu-
tional diversity climate of a host country and the perceived
cultural distance between groups shape the cultural identity
formation of ethnic minority adolescents. This study
attempts to fill the knowledge gaps identified above in three
steps. First, it examines patterns of cultural identification
among ethnic minority adolescents in Germany and tests to
what extent heritage and host identification and the prob-
ability of bicultural identification depend on the acceptance
of the respective immigrant group in the host society. Sec-
ond, it systematically investigates how the two cultural
orientations are related to adolescents’ academic, social, and
psychological adjustment. Third, it examines whether the
findings persist with control for (a) immigrant generation,
region of origin, and sociodemographic characteristics and
(b) the institutional context of school, and particularly the
normative diversity beliefs endorsed by majority group
students. Figure 1 presents the theoretical model, which
draws on the integrative risk and resilience model proposed
by Suárez-Orozco et al. (2018). Based on previous findings,
the following hypotheses were formulated: Systematic dif-
ferences were expected in immigrant groups’ cultural iden-
tification at the societal level, with heritage identification
increasing, host identification decreasing—and, accordingly,
the probability of bicultural identification decreasing—as
cultural distance between heritage and host society grows
(Hypothesis 1a). At the institutional level of schools, a
diversity climate in which majority group peers endorse
multiculturalism was expected to facilitate both heritage and
host identification (Hypothesis 1b). Host identification was
expected to serve as a resource for academic performance at
school, while heritage identification was expected to con-
stitute a risk factor (Hypothesis 2a). Both orientations were
expected to facilitate school attachment, providing further
evidence for the Additive Resource Model of biculturalism
(Hypothesis 2b). Likewise, both identifications were
expected to be a resource for self-esteem and life satisfaction
(Hypothesis 2c); no directed hypothesis about a possible
interaction of the two orientations was formulated.

Methods

Database

This study draws on data collected as part of the BERLIN
study on educational decisions and pathways in the 2013/
2014 and 2014/2015 school years (Neumann et al., 2017).
In the city state of Berlin, students are assigned to one of
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two secondary school tracks after 6 years of elementary
education based on their performance and parental pre-
ferences. In 2014, 57% of the age cohort attended an Inte-
grated Secondary School (ISS) and 43% an academic-track
Gymnasium (GY) school. A two-stage disproportionate
random sample was drawn for the BERLIN study. In the
first step, N= 70 ISS and N= 29 GY were drawn; the
probability of drawing a school was proportional to its size.
All sampled schools participated in the survey; the school-
level coverage rate was thus 100%. In the second step, a

sample of n= 25 15-year-olds and n= 10 non-15-year-old
9th graders was randomly selected within each school,
covering students both with and without an immigrant
background. The baseline sample for the study was a stra-
tified random sample of 2,109 grade 9 students. The sample
was weighted on the base of registry data to compensate for
disproportionate sampling. There were two waves of
assessment: Wave 1 at the end of grade 9 in 2014 and Wave
2 at the end of grade 10 in 2015. Following the sampling
procedures of the PISA study (OECD, 2019), all students

Fig. 1 Theoretical model of the
present investigation. Note.
1= Interaction between HOS
and HER. 2= Interaction
between HOS/HER and
individual background

Table 1 Sample characteristics
by study wave

Characteristics Participation in longitudinal study

Waves 1 and 2 Wave 1 only Wave 2 only Total F test

N (%)a 1622 (81.4) 278 (14.0) 92 (4.6) 1992 (100) –

Age (mean/SD) 15.4/0.64 15.7/0.82 15.5/0.71 15.4/0.67 **

Gender (% female) 48.3 48.2 43.0 48.0 ns

Socioeconomic status (HISEI, mean/SD) 57.6/19.8 54.7/18.1 – 57.4/19.7 *

Immigration background (%)b 43.6 32.4 – 42.5 *

Proficiency in German (mean/SD)c 0.08/0.95 −0.29/1.17 – 0.00/1.00 **

Cognitive abilities (mean/SD)c 0.07/0.98 −0.27/1.10 – 0.03/1.00 **

aAchieved sample
bAt least one parent not born in Germany; reported in student or parent questionnaire
cWLE estimator, z standardized

**p ≤ 0.01, *p ≤ 0.05
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who had attended a German school for less than one year or
who were unable to understand the oral and written
instructions and questionnaires presented in German were
excluded from the study. The achieved sample—i.e., the
students who participated in at least one wave—was
N= 1992, amounting to a response rate of 94.5%. Panel
mortality between Waves 1 and 2 was 14%, primarily due
to class retention in ISS (see Table 1). The present study
focuses on the N= 842 students identified as having an
immigrant background.

Measures

In Wave 1 at the end of grade 9, students were administered
a reading comprehension test assessing their command of
German and a questionnaire assessing family background
variables and other individual characteristics (e.g., accul-
turation beliefs, command of the heritage language, heritage
identification, host identification); parents completed a
questionnaire on the family background and social situation.
In Wave 2 at the end of grade 10, students completed a
questionnaire tapping the four adjustment dimensions.

Cultural Identification

Identification with the heritage culture and identification
with the host culture were assessed using an instrument
from the German National Educational Panel Study (NEPS;
https://www.neps-data.de). Each cultural identification was
assessed by four items, based on the Commitment Scale of
the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure-Revised (MEIM-R;
Phinney & Ong, 2007). Sample items are: “I feel part of …
culture” and “I feel a strong attachment towards … culture.”

Responses were given on a forced-choice scale ranging
from 1 (= don’t agree at all) to 4 (= totally agree). The
internal consistency of the scales was α =. 93 (heritage
culture) and α= 0.90 (host culture). The mean scores were
3.22 (SD= 0.80) for heritage identification and 2.69
(SD= 0.75) for host identification. Each construct was
modeled as a latent variable in the multivariate structural
equation modeling (SEM) analyses. Because the indicators
of both constructs had strictly parallel wordings, the
equivalence of the measurement models was assessed to see
if mean values could also be compared. The measurement
models showed excellent model fit and scalar equivalence
(Kenny, 2020; see Table 2). The two factors were strictly
orthogonal (rlatent=−0.011, t=−0.24, p= 0.81).

Academic, Social, and Psychological Adjustment

Academic Performance

Academic performance (AP) was indicated by grades in
German, the first foreign language, mathematics, physics,
and biology, as retrieved from the final grade 10 report card
(α= 0.89). In Germany, these grades—and not performance
tests—play a key role in determining students’ educational
pathways and chances on the vocational training market.

School Attachment

School attachment (SATT) was assessed by eight items
(α= 0.87) drawn from Salmela-Aro & Upadaya’s (2012)
School Work Engagement Inventory and a scale on social
and emotional well-being at school adopted from the Pro-
gress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS;

Table 2 Factor structure of
cultural identification
(unstandardized loadings,
weighted data)

Indicators Model 1: Parameters freely estimated Model 2:
Loadings equal

Model 3:
Loadings and
intercepts equalaIdentification with

heritage culture (HER)
Identification with
host culture (HOS)

I feel a strong attachment
towards …

1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

I feel part of … 1.025 1.109 1.054 1.054

I feel very comfortable … 1.005 1.022 1.012 1.012

I am very happy to be part
of …

0.954 1.002 0.971 0.971

Parameter 25 22 18

Log likelihood −6266.834 −6268.193 −6268.222

CFI 0.949 0.948 0.948

RMSEA 0.077 0.072 0.066

BIC 12699.434 1268.261 12655.796

Likelihood ratio test
(Model 1 against Model 3/
Model 2 against Model 3)

Chi2= 3.56, df = 3, p= 0.31/ Chi2= 0.054, df= 3, p= 0.997

aVariances not significantly different (varHER= 0.748, varHOS= 0.6291; DIFF= 0.119, t= 1.535, p= 0.13)
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Martin et al., 2003; sample items: “I really enjoy some
school activities”/“I feel comfortable at school”).

Self-esteem

Self-esteem (SE) was measured by four items (α= 0.85)
from the KINDL questionnaire (Bullinger et al., 2008;
sample items: “This past week I was satisfied with myself”;
“This past week I was proud of myself”). The KINDL
instrument represents a time-bound measure of self-esteem
and is thus likely sensitive to state fluctuations. However, it
captures the stable component of self-esteem similarly to
Rosenberg’s Global Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg
et al., 1995). In the present sample of adolescents aged 15 to
16, stability over one year was r= 0.50 without correction
for attenuation. This value corresponds exactly to the age-
appropriate uncorrected mean annual stability coefficient for
self-esteem (RSES) found meta-analytically (Trzesniewski
et al., 2003).

Life Satisfaction

Life satisfaction (LS) was assessed by an adapted 4-item
version of the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener
et al., 1985; α= 0.91; sample item: “I am happy with my
life right now”).

The scales tapping school attachment, self-esteem, and
life satisfaction have all been established and validated in
large-scale studies. All items have a forced-choice format,
ranging from 1 (= don’t agree at all) to 4 (= totally agree).

The four adjustment dimensions were modeled as latent
constructs with multiple indicators in the SEM analyses. A
CFA with four factors showed good fit, with RSMEA=
0.051 and SRMR= 0.042 (Kenny, 2020). The latent cor-
relations between the factors were rAP,SATT= 0.23**,
rAP,SE= 0.09*, rAP,LS= 0.03 ns, rSATT,SE= 0.13*, rSATT,LS=
0.30**, rSE,LS= 0.47**, indicating that the four factors
represent distinct adjustment dimensions and that school
attachment is clearly distinguishable from academic perfor-
mance. Only the high correlation between self-esteem and
life satisfaction indicates a potential collinearity problem.

All multivariate analyses controlled for a set of variables
that have previously been found to covary with cultural
orientation and/or dimensions of academic, social, and
psychological adjustment and may act as confounders, as
detailed in the following.

Individual Characteristics and Family Background

Gender and Age

Students’ gender and age were retrieved from the school
records.

Proficiency in German

Proficiency in German was measured by a reading literacy
test from the OECD’s Program for International Student
Assessment (PISA; OECD, 2019). The WLE scores of the
IRT-scaled tests have a reliability of rwle= 0.88. Proficiency
in the heritage language was assessed by four self-report
items: “How well can you write/read/speak/listen in the
other language?” (α= 0.95). Responses were given on a
5-point scale from 0 (= not at all) to 4 (= very well). The
mean score was 2.56 (SD= 1.46).

Socioeconomic Status (SES)

The family’s social status was measured using the Interna-
tional Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEI);
the highest value for either parent (HISEI), based on the
occupations reported in the parent and student ques-
tionnaires, was entered in the analyses (Meraviglia et al.,
2016).

Immigration Background

Immigrant background was operationalized as a dichot-
omous variable following the internationally accepted
OECD (2019) standards (0 = both parents born in Ger-
many, 1 = at least one parent born abroad). If these data
were missing, data on language acquisition were used
instead: Students who identified German as a second lan-
guage were coded as having an immigrant background.

Immigrant Generation

Two immigrant generations were distinguished (1st = born
abroad; 2nd = born in Germany).

Region of Origin

The assessment of cultural and ethnic background in this study
warrants further explanation. In the U.S. Census, racial and
ethnic diversity is assessed in terms of five races and one
ethnicity, namely Hispanic or Latino (United States Census
Bureau, 2021). By sharp contrast, in Europe—and Germany in
particular—the term “race” has been consciously avoided
since the Nazi regime and the Holocaust, on the assumption
that its mere use can promote or even justify a biological
essentialist understanding of phenotypical differences between
people (see the experimental findings of Wilton et al., 2019).
The same applies to the assessment of skin color. Instead, it
has become standard practice to assess ethnic and cultural
background in terms of the family’s country of origin. This
approach is theoretically justifiable, as it generally also cap-
tures linguistic and legal communities that can well be the
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object of cultural identification. This holds especially when a
religion has a privileged legal status, as is the case in Islamic
countries and in some European countries (Fukuyama, 2018).
For analytical purposes, individual countries had to be grouped
into larger regions. This study took a pragmatic approach,
constructing eight groups to reflect perceived cultural distance,
privileging of religion, and dominant reasons for migration
(unemployment, poverty, war and persecution), as detailed in
the “Sample Description” section, and ranking them in order
of perceived cultural distance following the findings of
Schachner et al. (2014).

School Characteristics

School track

School track was coded dichotomously (0= ISS, 1 =
academic-track Gymnasium).

Proportion of Immigrant Students

Representation of immigrant students at the school level
was indexed by the percentage of 9th graders with immi-
grant background within a school. The mean score was
M= 46.7 with a considerable standard deviation of
SD= 27.5.

Ethnic Heterogeneity

The ethnic heterogeneity of the student body was measured
by the Gini–Simpson Index. The Gini–Simpson Index
indicates the probability that two students drawn at random
from the same school have different ethnic backgrounds
(calculated using D ¼ 1�Pk

i¼1 p
2
i , where k denotes the

number of ethnicities in a 10th-grade cohort and p denotes
the proportion of students belonging to the ith ethnicity).
The theoretical range is from 0 to 1. The index varied sig-
nificantly across schools (M= 0.46, SD= 0.23).

Multiculturalism Climate

Multiculturalism climate was measured in terms of the
endorsement of multiculturalism beliefs by majority stu-
dents in the grade cohort. The acculturation beliefs of
majority peers are an indicator of the institutional accep-
tance of immigration. Normative multiculturalism beliefs
were assessed by three items (α= 0.84) from the German
version (Baumert et al., 2023) of the multiculturalism scale
by Hahn et al. (2015; sample item: “I think that everyone
benefits when many different cultures are represented in a
school”). The items have a forced-choice format, ranging
from 1 (= don’t agree at all) to 4 (= totally agree). The
multiculturalism climate among majority group peers was

assessed by aggregating individual scores at the level of the
grade cohort of a school. The mean institutional multi-
culturalism climate score was positive and well above the
neutral point, at 3.1, but the score showed considerable
variation, mostly within the positive range (min. = 1.7,
max. = 4.0, SD= 0.46). The intraclass correlation was
ICC(1)= 0.22, indicating that 22% of the variance was
between schools. With on average 10 raters per school, the
ICC(2) as a measure of reliability was 0.74, a satisfactory
score for group comparisons (Lüdtke et al., 2006). Indica-
tors of faculty acculturation beliefs were not available.

Missing Values and Multilevel Structure

Missing data due to dropout or nonresponse pose a wide-
spread challenge in large-scale field studies. In this study, the
missing rate depended on the data source: It was negligible
for data retrieved from school records (gender, age) or report
cards (grades), about 8% for achievement tests, up to 20%
for questionnaire data, and about 40% for family background
data, where written parental consent was needed. The Full
Information Maximum Likelihood method (FIML), which
considers the covariance matrix for all available data to
estimate parameters (Enders, 2010), was therefore applied.
All variables used in the full multivariate models were also
included as auxiliary variables in all other models to ensure
efficient parameter estimates (Graham, 2003).

Due to the hierarchical design of the BERLIN study,
individuals are nested within schools. Depending on the
intraclass correlation, this can result in the underestimation
of standard errors. Robust standard errors that take depen-
dencies into account are therefore reported.

Statistical Analyses

The focus of this study is to analyze the relationship
between cultural orientation and a variety of adjustment
dimensions, taking into account additive and multiplicative
effects. Person-centered approaches to conceptualizing
cultural identity are less appropriate for these purposes. The
present analyses therefore follow the recommendations of
Arends‐Tóth and van de Vijver (2007) and Rudmin (2009)
on a bilinear dimensional approach. SEM analyses with
latent modeling of cultural identification and adjustment
were the first choice for estimating the interrelationships.
Addressing the interplay of cultural identification within
specific dimensions of adjustment—irrespective of the
covariation of the dimensions and their shared variance—
suggests running SEM analyses separately by adjustment
dimension, particularly when there is potential multi-
collinearity among adjustment dimensions (see Measures).
Multiple testing generally increases the probability of an
inflated alpha error. However, when comparisons are few
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and planned, correcting for multiple comparisons is not
recommended, as in this case the adjustments might be too
conservative (Keppel & Wickens, 2004; Streiner & Nor-
man, 2011). In the present study, the following approach
was taken: All analyses with outcome variables that were
only weakly correlated (r < 0.25: academic performance,
school attachment, and self-esteem) were performed con-
currently to avoid multiple testing. For life satisfaction,
which was substantially correlated with school attachment
(r= 0.30) and self-esteem (r= 0.47), analyses were con-
ducted separately without correction for multiple testing.

Each SEM analysis involved two steps, consistent with the
theoretical model presented in Fig. 1. First, a core model
specifying only the main effects of cultural identification and
their interaction was fitted. Second, covariates and their
potential moderator function were entered in the model. To
control for multicollinearity of the covariates, variance infla-
tion factors were computed using the method proposed by
Marcoulides and Raykov (2019). For reasons of statistical
parsimony, institutional characteristics (school type, proportion
of students with immigrant background, and school diversity
climate) were modeled on the individual level with robust
standard errors, as no cross-level interactions were specified. In
all analyses, correlations between exogenous variables were
freely estimated. All multivariate analyses were performed
with Mplus 8.6 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017).

Because this study is based on observational data, it is
subject to the problems of unobserved heterogeneity,
selective intake, and possibly omitted variable bias. Despite
careful control of potential confounders, caution is war-
ranted in drawing any causal inferences.

Results

Sample Description

Table 3 describes the sample of N= 842 students with
immigrant background. At Wave 1, their mean age (15.3
years) did not differ from that of the majority group (15.2
years). While 59.7% reported that both parents were born
abroad, 40.3% had one German-born parent. Most students
with immigrant background belong to the second immigrant
generation, having been born in Germany (78.0%), and
grew up bilingually (80.5%). Of those born elsewhere
(22.0%), most moved to Germany before starting school.
Nevertheless, adolescents with immigrant background did
not reach the average German language proficiency of their
native peers by the end of compulsory schooling. The dif-
ference was on average d=−0.52; it was largest for ado-
lescents of the first immigrant generation with d=−0.65,
but still d=−0.31 in the second generation. The mean
HISEI score for families with immigrant background was

51.7, relative to 60.0 for those without—the significant
difference of around half a standard deviation indicates that
immigration is associated with lower social status in
Germany.

The students’ families came from a variety of countries
and cultures. Schachner et al. (2014) have shown that 12-
year-olds asked to gauge the cultural distance of various
immigrant groups from the majority culture already show
relatively high levels of agreement (for 15-year-olds, see
Schachner et al., 2017; for adults, see Heath & Richards,
2020). Building on the findings of Schachner et al. (2014),
in this study the countries of origin were grouped as fol-
lows: (1) Most immigrants from the former Soviet Union
(USSR) and Poland are Spätaussiedler—people with Ger-
man ancestry who moved to Germany after the collapse of
the Eastern bloc and were generally granted German citi-
zenship. This group accounts for 16.4% of students with
immigrant background in the present sample. In the SEM
analyses, they constitute the reference group of those with
the smallest cultural distance from the host population.
(2) Another 8.6% hail from countries of the former Yugo-
slavia; most of their families fled to Germany during the
civil war, and (3) 8.8% from other (primarily southern)
European countries; their families came to Germany in
search of work. (4) The largest group (30.8%) is from
families with Turkish heritage, most of whom came to
Germany as “guest workers” in the 1960s and 1970s, and
more than 90% of whom are Muslim. (5) Another primarily
Muslim group consists of students with Middle Eastern or
North African heritage (15.8%). Most immigrants from
these countries fled war or persecution. (6) Students with
Asian heritage make up 8.1% of the sample. Their parents
came to the former German Democratic Republic (GDR) as
part of socialist exchange programs or in search of work. (7)
A small group of students (2.0%) come from families who
moved from sub-Saharan African countries to escape pov-
erty or civil war. (8) For two small groups originating in (a)
South or Central America (1.4%) and (b) North America,
Australia, or New Zealand (0.4%), as well as (c) a residual
group from unspecified non-European countries (7.6%), no
information on perceived cultural distance was available.
According to the findings of the European Social Survey,
groups 4 and 5—mostly Muslims from Turkey, the Middle
East and North Africa—are the least accepted by the
majority society (Heath & Richards, 2020).

Patterns of Cultural Identification

Table 3 also presents identification with the heritage and host
culture by individual background characteristics. The mean
scores for both were above the neutral point of 2.5 (range:
1–4), but heritage scores were notably higher (mean differ-
ence: d= 0.74). This result is in line with international
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findings from the ICSEY study (Phinney et al., 2006). As
expected, adolescents of the second immigrant generation
reported stronger identification with the host culture than did
those of the first generation (F(1,810)= 4.82, p= 0.02;
d= 0.30), but the two did not differ significantly with respect
to heritage identification (F(1,726)= 0.03, p= 0.85). Students
with one parent born abroad identified more strongly with the

host culture (F(1,526)= 8.76, p < 0.01; d= 0.39) and less
strongly with the heritage culture (F(1,472)= 11.75, p < 0.01;
d=−0.41) than those whose parents were both born abroad.
Overall, identification with the heritage and host culture were
orthogonal (r=−0.011 ns).

Systematic differences in immigrant groups’ cultural
identification were expected (Hypothesis 1a), with host

Table 3 Sample description, language proficiency, and cultural identification by individual characteristics (means, standard deviations, paired
sample test for immigrant background, figures for majority students in brackets)a

Individual characteristics Distribution
parameter

Command of Germanb Command
of heritage
languagec

Cultural identification Paired sample t test for
cultural identificationd

Heritage Host

% or M/SD M SD M SD M SD M SD t (df) p d

Total −0.26 [0.26] 1.00 [0.94] 0.00 1.00 3.22 0.80 2.69 [2.91] 0.75 [0.74] 13.84 (700) <0.01 0.74

Age (in years, May 2014; M/SD) 15.3/0.68
[15.2/0.59]

– – – – – – – – – – –

SES (HISEI; M/SD) 51.7/20.3
[60.0/18.7]

– – – – – – – – – – –

Gender

Female 50.1 [46.8] −0.15 0.97 0.08 0.97 3.30 0.77 2.66 0.72 10.47 (339) <0.01 0.91

Male 49.9 [53.2] −0.38 1.02 −0.08 1.02 3.14 0.82 2.72 0.78 7.935 (342) <0.01 0.59

Immigration background

One parent 40.3 0.08 0.95 −0.31 1.16 3.01 0.88 2.93 0.71 1.72 (172) 0.09 0.17

Both parents 59.7 −0.16 0.88 0.21 0.85 3.34 0.75 2.66 0.68 11.39 (302) <0.01 0.92

Immigrant generation

First 22.0 −0.39 0.99 0.24 0.78 3.22 0.77 2.58 0.70 6.90 (124) <0.01 0.88

Second 78.0 −0.05 0.92 0.03 0.92 3.21 0.82 2.79 0.72 8.24 (406) <0.01 0.60

Language acquisition

Simultaneous bilingual 44.3 −0.20 0.95 0.41 0.56 3.29 0.74 2.75 0.77 9.44 (320) <0.01 0.53

Sequential bilingual 36.2 −0.41 1.02 0.49 0.47 3.34 0.75 2.56 0.71 12.43 (272) <0.01 0.78

German monolingual 19.5 −0.03 1.03 −1.75 0.00 2.61 0.88 2.96 0.66 −2.14 (76) 0.04 0.24

Country/region of origine

Former
USSR and Poland

16.4 −0.02 0.89 0.07 0.94 3.09 0.76 2.81 0.67 3.17 (117) <0.01 0.40

USSR 9.0 0.04 0.80 0.19 0.80 3.11 0.72 2.84 0.673 2.17 (63) 0.03 0.42

Poland 7.4 −0.09 0.99 −0.09 1.09 3.04 0.81 2.730 0.693 2.22 (53) 0.03 0.29

Former Yugoslavia 8.6 −0.37 0.90 0.10 0.93 3.41 0.80 2.56 0.841 5.45 (58) <0.01 1.04

Other European countryf 8.8 0.05 1.01 −0.54 1.17 2.99 0.84 2.70 0.863 2.16 (57) 0.04 0.34

Turkey 30.8 −0.34 1.00 0.21 0.92 3.45 0.72 2.59 0.76 12.48 (232) <0.01 1.20

Middle East/North Africag 15.8 −0.53 1.02 −0.05 0.90 3.23 0.81 2.73 0.72 5.149 (118) <0.01 0.71

Asia 8.1 0.03 0.86 −0.06 0.98 2.95 0.82 2.75 0.663 1.45 (64) 0.15 0.27

Sub-Saharan Africa 2.0 −0.19 0.83 −1.69 0.94 2.67 0.89 2.60 0.413 0.375 (16) 0.71 0.15

Other non-European countryh 9.4 0.04 1.09 −0.39 1.20 3.32 0.81 2.53 0.84 3.82 (58) <0.01 0.96

South or Central America 1.4 0.03 0.87 −0.27 1.19 3.24 0.65 2.52 0.84 2.21 (10) 0.05 1.12

North America, Australia, or
New Zealand

0.4 – – – – – – – – – – –

Unspecified 7.6 0.04 1.13 −0.41 1.20 3.147 0.783 2.622 0.762 3.15 (47) <0.01 0.68

aWeighted data
bStandardized in the total sample
cStandardized in the sample of students with immigrant background
dThe paired sample t test is used to capture intraindividual differences between a given student’s heritage and host identification
eOrdered according to cultural distance as perceived by secondary students in Germany (Schachner et al., 2014, Table 2)
fPredominantly southern and south-eastern European countries
gIncluding Afghanistan, Iran, and Maghreb countries
hNot ranked according to perceived cultural distance
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identification decreasing and heritage identification
increasing as cultural distance grows. This hypothesis was
tested by means of two ANOVAs with cultural identifica-
tion as the dependent variable and region of origin as the
independent variable. Contrary to expectations, no sig-
nificant differences emerged for host identification
(F(7,752)= 1.67, p= 0.11). Post hoc comparisons between
individual groups confirmed this pattern. The overall test for
heritage identification was significant (F(7,692)= 4.10,
p < 0.01). Post hoc comparisons with Bonferroni correction
showed that young people with Turkish heritage, most of
whom were Muslim, were more committed to the heritage
culture than all other groups (with the exception of those
with Yugoslavian heritage). The intraindividual difference
between the two cultural orientations was also most pro-
nounced in this group, at d= 1.20. In contrast, no post hoc
comparison was significant for adolescents of Middle
Eastern heritage, most of whom were also Muslim. Contrary
to expectations, the heritage scores of students with
Yugoslavian heritage were significantly higher than those of
students with Asian or sub-Saharan African heritage,
although the latter groups are perceived to be more cultu-
rally distant. No specific identification pattern could be
identified for People of Color or young people whose
families had experienced war, persecution, and flight. In
sum, the observed differences are inconsistent with the
pattern predicted in Hypothesis 1a.

A typological approach, as proposed by Berry et al. (1989),
was used to examine whether the likelihood of dual identifi-
cation differed by origin group. All other analyses took a
dimensional approach, as explained in the Methods section.
The two cultural identification scales were dichotomized at
their neutral point (2.5) into “committed” and “noncommitted”
and crossed to produce the Berry et al. (1989) typology of
cultural orientations. Within this typology, 43.4% of 15–17-
year-olds with immigrant background identified with both
cultures, 34.5% with only the heritage culture, 10.7% with
only the host culture, and 11.3% percent with neither, indi-
cating that they were distanced from both cultures. The like-
lihood of dual identification did not differ significantly across
immigrant groups (F(7,627)= 0.31, p= 0.95).

Dichotomizing the two scales at the neutrality point has
met with criticism, as young people who were indecisive
would be forced into one of the four categories (e.g., Schwartz
& Zamboanga, 2008). A sensitivity analysis was therefore
performed with five categories, in which individuals whose
scores fell between agreement (score 3) and disagreement
(score 2) were assigned to a separate category of “undecided.”
Within this typology, 30.2% of 15–17-year-olds with immi-
grant background identified with both cultures, 40.6% with
only the heritage culture, 12.5% with only the host culture,
and 4.4% percent with neither. Another 12.4% were unde-
cided and possibly still in an exploration phase of their

cultural identity (Meeus et al., 2010). Again, the likelihood of
dual identification did not differ significantly across immi-
grant groups (F(7,627)= 0.41, p= 0.90).

Cultural Identification and Academic, Social, and
Psychological Adjustment: SEM Analyses

All SEM analyses comprised two steps. First, a baseline
model specifying only the main effects of cultural identifi-
cation and their interaction was fitted. Second, the analyses
controlled for stable personal characteristics (gender, SES,
immigrant generation), region of origin, and institutional
context, including school track, proportion of students with
immigrant background, ethnic heterogeneity, and the mul-
ticulturalism climate of the school. Religion was not spe-
cified due to collinearity with region of origin. Whether to
control for proficiency in the majority language and the
language of origin (see Table 3) is a theoretical question.
Mastery of each language develops in interplay with the
corresponding cultural orientation, as Hochman and Davi-
dov (2014) showed in an autoregressive cross-lagged
model. Both language proficiency and cultural orientation
are indicators of cultural commitment. Consequently, sta-
tistically controlling for language proficiency would partial
out theoretically relevant parts of the variance in cultural
orientations and potentially underestimate the associations
between cultural orientation and adjustment. Therefore,
proficiency in German and the heritage language was not
specified in the SEM models. Additional sensitivity ana-
lyses examined interactions between immigrant generation
and cultural identification, and between region of origin and
cultural identification. Overall, only two significant inter-
actions emerged, indicating that most findings seemed to be
relatively robust across immigrant generation and culture of
origin. The significant interactions are discussed below.
Variance inflation factors and their confidence intervals
were computed for all covariates. In line with the weak
correlations reported in Table 4, the upper limits of all
confidence intervals stayed below the critical limit (5.0) for
multicollinearity (Marcoulides & Raykov, 2019). Analyses
with academic performance, school attachment, and self-
esteem were conducted concurrently. Analyses for life
satisfaction were run separately (see Methods). Table 5
summarizes the results of the SEM analyses on the rela-
tionship between cultural identity and dimensions of
adjustment. All coefficients of metric predictors and inter-
actions are fully standardized; coefficients of dichotomous
predictors are y-standardized. This means that if the value of
a predictor shifts by one standard deviation or one category,
the outcome variable follows with β standard deviations.
Sensitivity analyses comparing separate and concurrent
estimations (see Appendix, Table A1) justify the chosen
approach. They show that estimations of parameters and
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standard errors differed only marginally—except when life
satisfaction was included.

Cultural Identification and Academic Performance

Findings for academic performance, measured in terms of
grades in the final grade 10 report card, are presented in the
first block of Table 5. In Model 1, identification with the
heritage and host culture and their interaction were entered
as predictors. The results show two opposing main effects—
a positive effect for host identification (βHOS= 0.19,
t= 3.78, p < 0.01) and a negative effect for heritage identi-
fication (βHER=− 0.14, t=−2.46, p < 0.01)—and a sig-
nificant negative interaction effect (βHOS*HER=−0.17,
t=−2.97, p < 0.01). The two opposing main effects are in
line with Hypothesis 2a; no directional hypothesis was for-
mulated for the interaction effect. Figure 2a visualizes these
findings: host identification served as an individual resource
for academic performance. Strong heritage identification
reduced the positive effects of strong host identification, but
was not associated with a further drop in performance when
host identification was low. A sensitivity analysis comparing
separate and concurrent estimations revealed only marginal
differences (see Appendix, Table A1).

Model 2, which controlled for stable background vari-
ables and the institutional context, showed the same pattern
of results but with weaker effects. The opposing main
effects were now of the same size (βHOS= 0.13, t= 2.90,
p < 0.01; βHER=−0.13, t=−2.68, p < 0.01), and the
negative interaction was only marginally significant. Rivas-
Drake et al. (2014) hypothesized that heritage orientation
mediated by self-esteem might have a positive effect on
academic performance—if this were the case, the heritage
effect would be negatively biased in the model. However,
the coefficient changed only marginally with control for
self-esteem (βHER=−0.12**). Overall, host identification
appeared to constitute an academic resource and heritage
identification a potential risk factor—a finding that contra-
dicts the Additive Resource Model of biculturalism. No
interactions emerged between cultural identification and
immigrant generation or region of origin.

Inspection of the covariates shows that girls with immi-
grant background were much better able to cope with the
academic demands of school than were boys with immi-
grant background (βgirls= 0.29, t= 3.56, p < 0.01). Con-
sistent with previous findings (OECD, 2019), SES was
positively correlated with academic performance (βSES=
0.23, t= 2.10, p= 0.04). Second-generation students per-
formed better academically than their first-generation peers
(see Tables 1 and 3). However, with control for cultural
identity, this difference was no longer significant
(β2ndGEN= 0.17, t= 0.99, p= 0.32). These findings stand in
contrast to the “immigrant paradox” observed in the United

States, where academic adjustment tends to be lower in the
second generation than in the first (García Coll & Marks,
2012), but are consistent with findings from other European
countries (Dimitrova et al., 2017). In terms of region of
origin, students with Asian heritage were by far the most
successful group, outperforming the other immigrant groups
by almost half a standard deviation (βAsian= 0.42, t= 1.193,
p= 0.05); the other groups did not differ significantly from
the reference group. There was no (negative) interaction
between Asian origin and heritage identification that wea-
kened the negative effect of heritage orientation, indicating
that identification with Asian culture might convey family-
driven aspirations for academic excellence.

Controlling for institutional characteristics of the school
attended revealed a differentiated picture. As expected,
students in the selective academic track (Gymnasium) per-
formed significantly better (βtrack= 0.46, t= 3.70, p < 0.01)
than their peers in ISS. As the proportion of students with
immigrant background in the grade cohort increased, the
academic performance of students with immigrant back-
ground tended to decrease (β%imm=−0.11, t=−1.93,
p= 0.053). In contrast, the ethnic heterogeneity of the
student body was not related to academic performance
(βHET= 0.04, t= 0.64, p= 0.53). Of particular theoretical
interest was the extent to which the multiculturalism beliefs
of majority peers were associated with the cultural orien-
tation and academic performance of students with immi-
grant background. The results were remarkably clear: A
school’s multiculturalism climate (MC) was positively
related to academic performance (βMC= 0.13, t= 2.13,
p= 0.03). The coefficients of the regression of cultural
identification on MC were not significant (βHOS_MC= 0.02,
t= 0.49, p= 0.62; βHER_MC= 0.09, t= 1.51, p= 0.13).
Thus, Hypothesis 1b, which predicted that the cultural
orientations of students with immigrant background would
depend on the diversity beliefs of majority peers, was not
confirmed.

Cultural Identification and School Attachment

The second block of Table 5 presents findings for school
attachment. School attachment was conceptualized as
motivational, social, and emotional engagement in curri-
cular and extracurricular school activities (see Measures)
and clearly distinguished from academic performance
(rAP,SATT= 0.23**). In Model 1, both host and heritage
identifications seem to constitute individual resources for
school attachment, with host identification (βHOS= 0.26,
t= 4.67, p < 0.01) having a stronger effect than heritage
identification (βHER= 0.13, t= 2.13, p= 0.03). The inter-
action between the two orientations was not significant
(βHOS*HER=− 0.06, t=−0.96, p= 0.34). These findings
are in line with Hypothesis 2b and the Additive Resource
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Model of biculturalism. A sensitivity analysis comparing
separate and concurrent estimations revealed only marginal
differences (see Appendix, Table A1).

Model 2 controlled for covariates and relevant interac-
tions. No interactions were found between cultural orien-
tations and immigrant generation; however, a negative
interaction emerged between host identification and Turkish
heritage (βHOS*Turk=−0.12, t=−2.16, p= 0.03), indicat-
ing that the positive relationship between host identification
and school attachment was attenuated in this group.
Figure 2b illustrates the moderation effect. Overall, there
was little change when covariates were included in Model 2.
Surprisingly, school attachment seemed to be largely inde-
pendent of both individual background and institutional
characteristics, including multiculturalism climate.
Although the regression coefficients suggest that second-
generation students and those with families from the former
Soviet Union and Poland were somewhat better integrated
in school, the test power was not sufficient to statistically
confirm the differences.

Cultural Identification and Psychological Adjustment

The third block of Table 5 presents the findings for self-
esteem. In line with Hypothesis 2c, a moderate positive

main effect emerged for heritage identification in the
baseline model (Model 1: βHER= 0.12, t= 2.23, p= 0.01),
which increased when potential confounders were con-
trolled (Model 2: βHER= 0.16, t= 3.46, p < 0.01). Contrary
to Hypothesis 2c, however, host identification was not
positively associated with self-esteem (βHOS=− 0.03,
t=−0.44, p= 0.66). Thus, the findings did not support the
Additive Resource Model of biculturalism. Interactions
between cultural identification and immigrant generation or
region of origin were not found. A sensitivity analysis
comparing separate and concurrent estimations revealed
only marginal differences when life satisfaction was not
included; including life satisfaction in the concurrent esti-
mation modified the meaning of self-esteem and accord-
ingly the parameter estimates (see Appendix, Table A1).

Model 2 corroborates previous findings (Piccinelli &
Wilkinson, 2000) that girls between 15 and 17 years of age
experience much more self-doubt than their male peers,
independent of region of origin (interactions were not sig-
nificant); the effect size was substantial (βgirls=−0.43,
t=−5.57, p < 0.01). Adolescents from more socially pri-
vileged families also reported lower self-esteem (βSES=
−0.26, t=−3.41, p < 0.01). The self-esteem of first- and
second-generation students did not differ significantly.
Differences between immigrant groups were not significant.

Table 4 Bivariate latent correlations between adjustment, cultural identification, and covariates

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Academic performance (1) 1.0

School attachment (2) 0.23 1.0

Self-esteem (3) −0.08 0.13 1.0

Life satisfaction (4) 0.04 0.31 0.47 1.0

Heritage identification (5) −0.12 0.12 0.13 0.12 1.0

Host identification (6) 0.16 0.25 −0.03 0.20 −0.05 1.0

Gender (7) 0.17 −0.03 −0.22 −0.17 0.11 −0.02 1.0

SES (8) 0.10 −0.02 −0.29 −0.15 −0.08 0.06 0.00 1.0

2nd generation (9) 0.16 0.12 −0.04 0.06 −0.03 0.14 0.06 0.09 1.0

Multiculturalism climate in the grade
cohort (10)

0.22 0.03 −0.10 −0.03 0.08 0.00 0.09 0.02 0.12 1.0

Proportion students with immigrant
background in the grade cohort (11)

−0.14 0.02 0.11 −0.01 0.14 −0.08 0.04 −0.22 0.03 0.10 1.0

Ethnic heterogeneity (12) −0.07 0.02 0.02 −0.08 0.09 −0.12 0.11 −0.14 0.04 0.10 0.67 1.0

School track (Gymnasium) (13) 0.35 0.11 −0.14 0.01 −0.11 0.06 0.15 0.10 0.16 0.52 0.02 0.04 1.0

Region of origin (Reference: former
USSR and Poland)

Former Yugoslavia −0.08 −0.05 −0.02 −0.00 0.09 −0.05 0.02 −0.13 0.00 −0.02 0.06 0.06 −0.03

Other European countries 0.02 −0.09 −0.01 −0.04 −0.10 0.03 0.02 0.12 0.00 0.06 −0.11 −0.07 −0.04

Turkey −0.12 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.19 −0.09 −0.01 −0.1 0.21 0.00 0.21 0.11 0.03

Middle East/North Africa −0.06 0.01 0.12 0.11 −0.01 0.05 −0.01 0.02 −0.02 0.03 0.08 0.06 −0.08

Asia 0.16 0.05 −0.09 −0.10 −0.10 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03 −0.06 −0.06 0.07

Sub-Saharan Africa 0.04 −0.04 −0.02 −0.06 −0.10 −0.03 0.03 −0.03 0.03 −0.04 0.01 0.01 0.03

306 Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2024) 53:294–315



Ta
bl
e
5
S
E
M

an
al
ys
es
:
re
gr
es
si
on

of
ac
ad
em

ic
pe
rf
or
m
an
ce
,s
ch
oo

l
at
ta
ch
m
en
t,
se
lf
-e
st
ee
m
,a
nd

lif
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
n
on

cu
ltu

ra
l
id
en
tifi

ca
tio

n
an
d
co
va
ri
at
es

(p
ar
am

et
er
s
fo
r
ac
ad
em

ic
pe
rf
or
m
an
ce
,

sc
ho

ol
at
ta
ch
m
en
t,
an
d
se
lf
-e
st
ee
m

co
nc
ur
re
nt
ly

es
tim

at
ed
,
st
an
da
rd
iz
ed

re
gr
es
si
on

co
ef
fi
ci
en
ts
,
ro
bu

st
st
an
da
rd

er
ro
rs

in
pa
re
nt
he
se
s,
N
=
83

3)

P
re
di
ct
or
s

A
ca
de
m
ic

pe
rf
or
m
an
ce

a
S
ch
oo
l
at
ta
ch
m
en
tb

S
el
f-
es
te
em

c
L
if
e
sa
tis
fa
ct
io
nd

M
od
el

1
M
od
el

2
M
od
el

1
M
od
el

2
M
od
el

1
M
od
el

2
M
od
el

1a
1s
t
ge
ne
ra
tio

n

N
=
13
7e

M
od
el

1b
2n
d
ge
ne
ra
tio

n

N
=
45
0e

M
od
el

2
2n
d
ge
ne
ra
tio

n

N
=
45
0e

C
ul
tu
ra
l
id
en
ti
fi
ca
tio

n

W
ith

ho
st
cu
ltu

re
(H

O
S
)f

0.
18
7*
*
(0
.0
50
)

0.
13
1*
*
(0
.0
45
)

0.
26
4*
*
(0
.0
57
)

0.
33
4*
*
(0
.0
67
)

−
0.
03
2
(0
.0
63
)

0.
00
8
(0
.0
56
)

0.
28
1*
*
(0
.1
04
)

0.
17
1*
*
(0
.0
68
)

0.
14
0*

(0
.0
69
)

W
ith

he
ri
ta
ge

cu
ltu

re
(H

E
R
)f

−
0.
13
8*
*
(0
.0
56
)

−
0.
12
9*
*
(0
.0
48
)

0.
12
7*

(0
.0
60
)

0.
13
3*

(0
.0
53
)

0.
11
7*

(0
.0
53
)

0.
15
8*
*
(0
.0
46
)

−
0.
03
4
(0
.1
16
)

0.
20
4*
*
(0
.0
65
)

0.
16
1*
*
(0
.0
52
)

In
te
ra
ct
io
n
H
O
S
×
H
E
R

−
0.
16
7*
*
(0
.0
56
)

−
0.
07
6+

(0
.0
45
)

−
0.
06
1
(0
.0
63
)

–
−
0.
03
4
(0
.0
77
)

–
0.
01
0
(0
.1
11
)

−
0.
26
5*
*
(0
.0
49
)

−
0.
27
8*
*
(0
.0
46
)

In
te
ra
ct
io
n
H
O
S
×
T
ur
ki
sh

or
ig
in

−
0.
12
1*

(0
.0
56
)

In
di
vi
du
al

ch
ar
ac
te
ri
st
ic
s

G
en
de
r
(f
em

al
e)

g
0.
29
0*
*
(0
.0
81
)

−
0.
10
7
(0
.0
81
)

−
0.
42
8*
*
(0
.0
77
)

−
0.
29
1*
*
(0
.0
99
)

S
E
S
(H

IS
E
I)

0.
23
1
(0
.1
10
)

−
0.
06
6
(0
.0
73
)

−
0.
25
5*
*
(0
.0
75
)

−
0.
19
1*
*
(0
.0
66
)

Im
m
ig
ra
nt

ge
ne
ra
tio

n
(s
ec
on
d)

g
0.
17
4
(0
.1
76
)

0.
20
5
(0
.1
49
)

0.
12
7
(0
.1
56
)

R
eg
io
n
of

or
ig
in

(R
ef
.:
fo
rm

er
U
SS
R
an
d
P
ol
an
d)

F
or
m
er

Y
ug
os
la
vi
ag

−
0.
13
9
(0
.2
11
)

−
0.
25
6
(0
.2
20
)

−
0.
23
5+

(0
.1
67
)

−
0.
18
5
(0
.3
23
)

O
th
er

E
ur
op
ea
n
co
un
tr
yg

−
0.
01
7
(0
.2
08
)

−
0.
33
9
(0
.2
20
)

−
0.
03
2
(0
.1
66
)

−
0.
02
9
(0
.1
60
)

T
ur
ke
yg

−
0.
02
7
(0
.1
88
)

−
0.
11
7
(0
.1
61
)

−
0.
11
9
(0
.1
47
)

−
0.
15
9
(0
.2
03
)

M
id
dl
e
E
as
tg

−
0.
08
5
(0
.1
69
)

−
0.
15
5
(0
.1
21
)

0.
25
1
(0
.1
78
)

0.
12
2
(0
.1
76
)

A
si
ag

0.
42
2*

(0
.2
18
)

0.
08
14

(0
.1
81
)

−
0.
21
7
(0
.1
57
)

−
0.
40
2+

(0
.2
20
)

S
ub
-S
ah
ar
an

A
fr
ic
ag

0.
17
2
(0
.3
52
)

−
0.
23
7
(0
.2
60
)

0.
05
4
(0
.2
89
)

−
0.
35
6
(0
.4
26
)

In
st
itu

tio
na
l
ch
ar
ac
te
ri
st
ic
s

S
ch
oo
l
tr
ac
k
(G

ym
na
si
um

)g
0.
45
5*
*
(0
.1
23
)

0.
19
8
(0
.1
31
)

−
0.
07
51
(0
.0
72
)

0.
19
7
(0
.1
18
)

P
ro
po
rt
io
n
st
ud
en
ts
w
ith

im
m
ig
ra
nt

ba
ck
gr
ou
nd

in
gr
ad
e
co
ho
rt
(%

)
−
0.
11
3*

(0
.0
59
)

0.
00
1
(0
.0
68
)

0.
45
5*

(0
.2
17
)

0.
17
7*

(0
.0
76
)

E
th
ni
c
he
te
ro
ge
ne
ity

(G
in
i–
S
im

ps
on

In
de
x)

0.
03
5
(0
.0
55
)

−
0.
03
8
(0
.0
62
)

−
0.
07
4
(0
.0
57
)

−
0.
21
8*
*
(0
.0
78
)

M
ul
tic
ul
tu
ra
lis
m

cl
im

at
e
(M

C
)h

0.
12
8*

(0
.0
60
)

−
0.
05
1
(0
.0
62
)

−
0.
10
7*
*
(0
.0
41
)

−
0.
00
3
(0
.0
69
)

R
2

0.
08
3*

(0
.0
29
)

0.
25
7*
*
(0
.0
38
)

0.
08
7*
*
(0
.0
26
)

0.
12
6*
*
(0
.0
34
)

0.
01
6
(0
.0
15
)

0.
17
8*
*
(0
.0
44
)

0.
07
9
(0
.0
59
)

0.
13
4*
*
(0
.0
36
)

0.
26
0*
*
(0
.0
60
)

a L
at
en
t
co
ns
tr
uc
t;
m
ea
su
re
m
en
t
m
od

el
:
fi
na
l
gr
ad
es

in
G
er
m
an
,
th
e
fi
rs
t
fo
re
ig
n
la
ng

ua
ge
,
m
at
h,

ph
ys
ic
s,
an
d
bi
ol
og

y
at

th
e
en
d
of

gr
ad
e
10

b L
at
en
t
co
ns
tr
uc
t;
m
ea
su
re
d
w
ith

ei
gh

t
in
di
ca
to
rs

(s
ee

M
et
ho

ds
)

c L
at
en
t
co
ns
tr
uc
t;
m
ea
su
re
d
w
ith

fo
ur

in
di
ca
to
rs

(s
ee

M
et
ho

ds
)

d L
at
en
t
co
ns
tr
uc
t;
m
ea
su
re
d
w
ith

fo
ur

in
di
ca
to
rs

(s
ee

M
et
ho

ds
)

e N
to
ta
l=

58
7
du

e
to

m
is
si
ng

va
lu
es

on
ge
ne
ra
tio

n.
f L
at
en
t
co
ns
tr
uc
t;
m
ea
su
re
d
w
ith

fo
ur

in
di
ca
to
rs

(s
ee

M
et
ho

ds
an
d
T
ab
le

2)
g R

eg
re
ss
io
n
co
ef
fi
ci
en
ts
y-
st
an
da
rd
iz
ed

h R
eg
re
ss
io
n
H
O
S
on

M
C
:
β
=
0.
01

7
(0
.0
34

)
an
d
H
E
R

on
M
C
:
β
=
0.
08

8
(0
.0
59

)

**
p
≤
0.
0.
01

,
*p

≤
0.
05

,
+
p
≤
0.
10

Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2024) 53:294–315 307



With respect to institutional characteristics, self-esteem
appeared to stabilize with an increasing proportion
of students with immigrant background in the grade cohort
(β%= 0.46, t= 2.09, p= 0.04), but was independent of the
ethnic heterogeneity of the student body (βHET=−0.07,
t=−1.29, p= 0.20). Unexpectedly, endorsement of mul-
ticulturalism among majority peers was negatively related
to the self-esteem of students with immigrant background
(βMC=−0.11, t=−2.64, p < 0.01). This finding contra-
dicts Hypothesis 1b, but is consistent with the experimental
findings of Wilton et al. (2019), who reported increased
self-stereotyping of minorities when categorical differences
were accentuated by endorsement of multiculturalism
beliefs (see also Rios, 2022).

The fourth block of Table 5 presents the findings for life
satisfaction. Because a significant negative interaction
emerged between heritage identification and immigrant
generation, all analyses were conducted separately by
immigrant generation. For the first generation, Model 1a
showed a significant positive effect for host identification
(βHOS= 0.28, t= 2.70, p < 0.01), which was no longer
significant with control for covariates (βHOS= 0.12,
t= 0.74, p= 0.46; not reported in Table 5). For the second
generation, Model 1b showed positive main effects for host
identification (βHOS= 0.17, t= 2.51, p= 0.01) and heritage
identification (βHER= 0.20, t= 3.14, p < 0.01), as well as a
negative interaction (βHOS*HER=− 0.27, t=−5.36,
p < 0.01). Figure 2c illustrates this finding. Identifying with
either the heritage culture or the host culture represented a
sufficient and mutually substitutable resource for life satis-
faction. Biculturalism did not offer an additional gain, but
rather implied a small loss. Dual cultural distance, however,
appeared to be a cumulative risk factor, consistent with
Berry’s marginalization hypothesis (Berry et al., 2006).
Comparison with the findings for the first generation shows
that host identification and especially heritage identification
became mutually substitutable resources only in the second
generation. A sensitivity analysis across both generations
comparing separate and concurrent estimation revealed that
the concurrent estimates were not completely robust due to
collinearity between self-esteem and life satisfaction (see
Appendix, Table A1).

Including covariates in Model 2 showed the following
picture. Analogously to the findings for self-esteem, girls and
adolescents from more socially privileged families reported
lower life satisfaction. The effect size for gender was sub-
stantial (βgirls=−0.29 t=−2.94, p < 0.01); that for SES was
moderate (βSES=− 0.19, t=−2.92, p < 0.01). Differences
between origin groups varied nonsystematically and were
marginally significant only in the case of lower life satisfaction
among adolescents of Asian origin (βAsian=−0.40, t=−1.83,
p= 0.07). In terms of the institutional context of the school
attended, life satisfaction of students with immigrant

background increased with the proportion of peers with
immigrant background in the grade cohort (β% = 0.18,
t= 2.32 p= 0.02), but decreased as ethnic heterogeneity in the
grade cohort increased (βHET=−0.22, t= 2.79, p < 0.01). Life
satisfaction was not related to the multiculturalism beliefs of
majority peers (βMC=−0.003, t=−0.05, p= 0.96).

Discussion

How the cultural identity formation of ethnic minority
adolescents relates to their academic, social, and psycho-
logical adjustment is an important and as yet unresolved
research question. This applies in particular to host societies
in which increasing ethnic and cultural diversity on the
individual level collides with institutional conservativism
and xenophobia in the majority population, and where not
all immigrant groups are equally welcome. How does the
societal and institutional context affect the identity devel-
opment of immigrant youth? This study attempts to fill this
research gap by examining the relationship between cultural
identity formation and perceived distance from the majority
culture and by considering multiple dimensions of adjust-
ment simultaneously.

The study’s findings on patterns of cultural identification
among adolescents with immigrant background in Berlin
were remarkably clear: Identification with the heritage and
the host culture were orthogonal, indicating that—despite
the polarized public debate on immigration (Holloway et al.,
2021)—all cultural identifications were in principle open to
adolescents with immigrant background. Orthogonality of
the two orientations is uncommon in early and mid-
adolescence. Most previous studies have reported negative
correlations of medium size (e.g., Schwartz et al., 2007;
though Karataş et al., 2023, reported mixed results). In
Germany, a negative correlation (r=−0.35) has also been
observed in a large sample representative for the 15-year-
old population; the correlation became positive at age 18
years (r= 0.08) and increased to r= 0.17 at age 24 years
(NEPS; https://www.neps-data.de). Orthogonality at age 15
years seems to be specific to metropolitan areas with a large
and diverse immigrant population (Schwartz & Unger,
2010). On average, young people were committed to both
cultures, with heritage orientation being more pronounced
(MHER= 3.22; MHOS= 2.69, d= 0.74). Although commit-
ment to the heritage culture differed by region of origin, the
differences were unsystematic and inconsistent with
Hypothesis 1a, which predicted that heritage identification
would increase with growing cultural distance from the
majority culture. These findings contradict the hypothesis of
“reactive” ethnic identity formation (Rumbaut, 2008;
Schwartz et al., 2018). Remarkably, heritage identification
was more pronounced in young people whose families had
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immigrated from countries of the former Soviet Union or
Poland and who were privileged naturalized citizens of
Germany. This indicates that the heritage culture can have
an enduring impact on identity formation in adolescence,
even if the family is legally fully integrated into the host
society. From a typological perspective, the most important
identification pattern was biculturalism: Depending on the
classification approach, between 30% and 42% of young
people with immigrant background identified with both the
heritage and the host culture. The likelihood of dual iden-
tification was independent of the culture of origin.

This pattern of results corroborates the few previous
findings (Schachner et al., 2014, 2017; Yağmur & van de

Vijver, 2012) and suggests that differences in the accep-
tance of immigrant groups among the adult majority
population (Heath & Richards, 2020) are not directly related
to the development of cultural identity in adolescents. This
is an important finding, which indicates that potential dif-
ferences in adjustment between adolescents of different
cultural origins are not mediated by cultural identification.
Surprisingly, the normative diversity beliefs shared by
majority group peers in schools—an important feature of
adolescents’ proximal developmental environment (Suárez-
Orozco et al., 2018)—did not seem to be associated with
cultural identity formation either (Hypothesis 1b). One
explanation could be that cultural diversity is generally
accepted among the younger generation (see Measures;
Baumert et al., 2023), making schools—despite consider-
able variation in the diversity climate (ICC= 0.22)—a
developmental environment that may serve as a buffer
against societal rejection. Alternative explanations are that
diversity-friendly attitudes only reflect behavior to a limited
extent and that discrimination and microaggressions also
vary between schools, or that the diversity climate of a
school is determined more by the acculturation beliefs of the
faculty than by those of the student body.

The present findings on the relationships between cul-
tural identification and dimensions of adjustment paint a
differentiated and highly domain-specific picture. In the
context of academic adjustment, an immigration back-
ground is often regarded as a risk factor for long-term
sociostructural integration due to the family’s cultural
distance to the school system of the host society and the
typically lower proficiency in the language of instruction
(see Table 3). This risk is assumed to be mitigated by
strong identification with the host culture and greater
investment in language learning (Hochman & Davidov,
2014)—and potentially exacerbated by strong identification
with the heritage culture (Schotte et al., 2018). The SEM
analyses confirmed these expectations (Hypothesis 2a), in
line with both neo-assimilation theory (Alba, 2008) and
social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1985). However, a
weak interaction effect between the two orientations indi-
cated that the positive relationship between host identifi-
cation and academic performance may diminish if heritage
orientation is high; on the other hand, there will be no
accumulation of risks if host identification is weak and
heritage orientation is strong. This does not exclude the
possibility that heritage identification mediated by higher
self-esteem also exerted a positive effect on academic
performance, as suggested by Rivas-Drake et al. (2014).
However, any such effect was negligible. These findings
contradict the Additive Resource Model of biculturalism:
In terms of academic performance, biculturalism did not
appear to be an additional asset, but rather the second-best
solution.

Fig. 2 Visualization of Interactions for (A) Academic Performance,
(B) School Satisfaction, and (C) Life Satisfaction
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Social adjustment was assessed in terms of school
attachment. As one of the main socialization agencies in
adolescence, school exemplifies the normative expectations
of the majority society. As the proximal social environment
of a multiethnic student body, it is a place where young
people of different cultural origins mix. Thus, school
requires adolescents with immigrant background to learn to
navigate multiple cultures, a competence that is likely to
support motivational and emotional attachment to school
(Schwartz et al., 2014). As predicted by Hypothesis 2b and
consistent with previous empirical findings (Abu-Rayya &
Sam, 2017; Schachner et al., 2017), the results confirmed
the predictions of the Additive Resource Model, with host
identification being more important for school attachment
than heritage identification (βHOS= 0.33; βHER= 0.13).
Biculturalism represented a cumulative resource; distance to
both cultures, a developmental risk. A statistically sig-
nificant negative interaction between host identification and
Turkish origin indicated that the relatively strong positive
relationship between host identification and school attach-
ment was attenuated in this group. One reason could be that
young people of Turkish descent—the largest immigrant
group—formed a strong within-group that made identifi-
cation with the host culture less relevant. Overall, school
attachment was largely independent of individual back-
ground characteristics and the institutional context of the
school.

Psychological adjustment was assessed in terms of self-
esteem and life satisfaction. Consistent with self-
categorization theory (Turner & Reynolds, 2011) and pre-
vious findings (Rivas-Drake et al., 2014) heritage identifi-
cation proved to be an adaptive resource for self-esteem.
This is in line with Hypothesis 2c. However, as the same
did not apply to host identification, the present findings did
not confirm the Additive Resource Model of biculturalism.
The fully specified model showed that this finding was
likely to hold across cultures of origin and immigrant
generations. Unlike school attachment, self-esteem proved
sensitive to the institutional context of the school attended.
It increased with the proportion of adolescents with immi-
grant background in the grade cohort, but decreased with
growing ethnic heterogeneity. This indicates that as an
ethnic community grows within a school, the self-esteem of
its members increases. Surprisingly, endorsement of a
multiculturalism climate among majority peers was asso-
ciated with decreased self-esteem among adolescents with
immigrant background. However, this counterintuitive
finding is consistent with critiques of the multiculturalism
concept (Rios, 2022) and experimental findings by Wilton
et al. (2019), who reported increased negative self-
stereotyping of minorities when ethnic categorizations
were accentuated in a multiculturalism climate (Baumert
et al., 2023).

Likewise, the findings for life satisfaction did not support
the Additive Resource Model of biculturalism. Here, how-
ever, significant functional differences in cultural identifi-
cation emerged between the immigrant generations. In the
first generation, only host identification seemed to support
life satisfaction. In the second generation, both cultural
orientations emerged as resources that were mutually sub-
stitutable (see Fig. 2c). In accordance with the compensa-
tion model (see Introduction; Rudmin, 2009; Ward & Kus,
2012), secure identification with either the heritage culture
or the host culture was sufficient to stabilize life satisfaction.
Dual cultural distance, however, proved to be a cumulative
risk. Like self-esteem, life satisfaction emerged to be con-
text sensitive: It increased with the proportion of immigrant
background youth in the grade cohort, but decreased as the
ethnic heterogeneity of the student body increased. Life
satisfaction was unrelated to the school’s diversity climate.
This is not to say that adolescents with immigrant back-
ground did not experience discrimination, microaggres-
sions, or acculturation stress, which have repeatedly been
shown to threaten well-being (Meca, Cruz, Lucero, et al.,
2023; Schmitt et al., 2014; Zeledon et al., 2023). However,
their on average strong heritage identification (see Table 3)
could have buffered against such negative experiences
(Litam & Oh, 2022; Oh et al., 2023; Shamloo et al., 2023).

A major strength of this study is that it simultaneously
analyzed the relationship between cultural identification and
the development of adolescents with immigrant background
in four major dimensions of adjustment in a sample of
15–17-year-olds approaching the end of compulsory
schooling. The study’s methodological strengths include its
large random sample from a metropolitan area, the response
rate of 94%, a design with two measurement points one year
apart, rigor in controlling for potential individual and
institutional confounders, and the latent modeling of cul-
tural identification and adjustment with multiple indicators.

However, the study also has limitations in terms of
content and methods. The most important content limita-
tions probably relate to the instrumentation. Cultural
orientations were captured solely in terms of commitment to
the heritage and host culture. A multidimensional approach
that takes into account the developmental process (e.g.,
exploration, resolution), centrality of dimensions, or cultural
practices might yield different findings. Likewise, it is
unfortunate that experiences that threaten self-esteem and
subjective well-being, such as discrimination, micro-
aggression, and acculturation stress (Zeledon et al., 2023),
were not assessed. This limited the analysis of potential
buffering functions of heritage identification. Recent studies
have shown that a secure heritage identity can moderate
threatening experiences, even in emergencies such as the
COVID-19 pandemic (Litam & Oh, 2022; Oh et al., 2023;
Shamloo et al., 2023). Another limitation to the
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generalizability of the findings is the sample, which comes
from a metropolitan area of a single country. These lim-
itations emphasize the need for replication and highlight
challenges that should ideally be addressed in future studies.

Methodological limitations pertain primarily to the
observational design of the study, which means that unob-
served heterogeneity cannot be ruled out despite careful
control of potential confounders. Caution is therefore war-
ranted in any causal interpretation of the findings. Another
limitation is that cultural identification and adjustment were
assessed one school year apart, but that no baseline measure
of adjustment was available. Ideally, a baseline assessment
should occur at the beginning of secondary education,
making it possible to capture the long-term process of
adjustment. The present design has some merit over cross-
sectional studies, but does not eliminate the possibility of
interactions between cultural identification and adjustment
prior to the first measurement point.

Conclusions

As Western societies become more ethnically and cultu-
rally diverse, understanding the acculturation of immigrant
youth is essential for fostering social cohesion. This study
contributes two main findings that advance this under-
standing. First, patterns of cultural identification among
adolescents with immigrant background did not differ
systematically with perceived distance from the majority
culture, reason for migration, Islamic heritage, or skin
color. To a certain extent, cultural identity formation
seemed to be protected against the influence of integration-
hostile attitudes among the adult population of the host
country. It is possible that the multicultural climate of
public schools—at least in metropolitan areas with a large
and diverse immigrant population such as Berlin—serves a
buffering function here. Second, the implications of
identifying with the heritage or the host culture differed
markedly depending on the dimension of adjustment. This
domain specificity of findings challenges the general-
ization claims of predominant acculturation models, in
particular biculturalism theory, and poses a conundrum
with regard to practical interventions and integration
policies: Host identification was beneficial for academic
performance and school attachment, and it could even
substitute for heritage identification with regard to life
satisfaction. It was never a risk factor. Heritage identifi-
cation was beneficial for school attachment, self-esteem,
and life satisfaction, serving as a resource that may protect
against experiences such as discrimination, microaggres-
sion, and acculturation stress. However, it was a potential
risk factor for academic performance. Against this back-
ground, supporting biculturalism—which is in fact the

modal form of acculturation of adolescents—seems to be
not a panacea, but potentially a wise compromise:
Acknowledging and nurturing both the host and heritage
cultural identities of immigrant youth can lead to better
outcomes in terms of overall adjustment.

Supplementary information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-023-01853-z.

Acknowledgements This study was funded by grants from the Berlin
Senate Department for Education, Science, and Research (SenBWF),
Berlin, Germany, and the Jacobs Foundation, Zurich, Switzerland (Pro-
ject 2013-1083). We thank Susannah Goss for translation and editing.

Authors’ Contributions J.B. conceived of the study and its design,
participated in coordination, was responsible for data analysis, and
drafted the manuscript; M.J. participated in the design and coordina-
tion of the study, was responsible for data management, and partici-
pated in statistical analyses and drafting the manuscript; M.B.
conceived of the study and its design, was responsible for coordination
and data management, and participated in statistical analyses and
drafting the manuscript; O.K. conceived of the study and its design,
and participated in data analysis and drafting the manuscript. All
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt
DEAL.

Data Sharing Declaration The data and study materials are not pub-
licly available but can be accessed by contacting the corresponding
author; the syntax for the SEM analyses is available from the corre-
sponding author.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of Interest The authors declare no competing interests.

Ethical Approval The BERLIN Study was approved by the Ethics
Committee of the Max Planck Institute for Human Development,
Berlin, the responsible officer of the Berlin Senate Department for
Education, Science and Research, and the Data Protection Commis-
sioner of the State of Berlin.

Informed Consent Informed consent was obtained from all partici-
pants included in this study.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons license, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons license and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this license, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2024) 53:294–315 311

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-023-01853-z
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


References

Abu-Rayya, H. M., & Sam, D. L. (2017). Is integration the best way to
acculturate? A reexamination of the bicultural-adaptation rela-
tionship in the “ICSEY dataset” using the bilineal method.
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 48(3), 287–293. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0022022116685846.

Alba, R. (2008). Why we still need a theory of mainstream assimila-
tion. Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie,
Sonderheft, 48, 37–56.

Alba, R., & Nee, V. (2003). Remaking the American mainstream:
Assimilation and contemporary immigration. Harvard University
Press.

Arends‐Tóth, J., & van de Vijver, F. J. (2007). Acculturation attitudes:
A comparison of measurement methods. Journal of Applied
Social Psychology, 37(7), 1462–1488. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1559-1816.2007.00222.x.

Armenta, B. E. (2010). Stereotype boost and stereotype threat effects:
The moderating role of ethnic identification. Cultural Diversity
and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 16(1), 94–98. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0017564.

Baumert, J., Jansen, M., Becker, M., Neumann, M., Koeller, O., &
Maaz, K. (2023). Individually endorsed and socially shared
normative beliefs on acculturation: Resources and risk factors for
academic and psychosocial adjustment in mid-adolescence.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 115(4), 589–608. https://doi.
org/10.1037/edu0000779.

Berry, J. W., Kim, U., Power, S., Young, M., & Bujaki, M. (1989).
Acculturation attitudes in plural societies. Applied Psychology, 38(2),
185–206. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1989.tb01208.x.

Berry, J. W., Phinney, J. S., Sam, D. L., & Vedder, P. (Eds.). (2006).
Immigrant youth in cultural transition: Acculturation, identity
and adaptation across national contexts. Erlbaum.

Birman, D., Persky, I., & Chan, W. Y. (2010). Multiple identities of
Jewish immigrant adolescents from the former Soviet Union: An
exploration of salience and impact of ethnic identity. Interna-
tional Journal of Behavioral Development, 34(3), 193–205.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025409350948.

Bullinger, M., Brütt, A. L., Erhart, M., & Ravens-Sieberer, U.,
BELLA Study Group. (2008). Psychometric properties of the
KINDL-R questionnaire: Results of the BELLA study. European
Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 17, 125–132. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s00787-008-1014-z.

De Coninck, D., Solano, G., Joris, W., Meuleman, B., & d’Hae-
nens, L. (2021). Integration policies and threat perceptions
following the European migration crisis: New insights into the
policy-threat nexus. International Journal of Comparative
Sociology, 62(4), 253–280. https://doi.org/10.1177/
00207152211050.

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The
Satisfaction with Life Scale. Journal of Personality Assessment,
49(1), 71–75. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13.

Dimitrova, R., Aydinli, A., Chasiotis, A., Bender, M., & van de Vij-
ver, F. J. R. (2015). Heritage identity and maintenance enhance
well-being of Turkish-Bulgarian and Turkish-German adoles-
cents. Social Psychology, 46(2), 93–103. https://doi.org/10.1027/
1864-9335/a000230.

Dimitrova, R., Özdemir, S. B., Farcas, D., Kosic, M., Mas-
trotheodoros, S., Michałek, J., & Stefenel, D. (2017). Is there a
paradox of adaptation in immigrant children and youth across
Europe? A literature review. In R. Dimitrova (Ed.), Well-being of
youth and emerging adults across cultures (pp. 261–298).
Springer.

Eccles, J. S., Wong, C. A., & Peck, S. C. (2006). Ethnicity as a social
context for the development of African-American adolescents.

Journal of School Psychology, 44(5), 407–426. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jsp.2006.04.001.

Edele, A., Stanat, P., Radmann, S., & Segeritz, M. (2013). Kulturelle
Identität und Lesekompetenz von Jugendlichen aus zuge-
wanderten Familien [Cultural identity and reading literacy of
adolescents from immigrant families]. In N. Jude & E. Klieme
(Eds.), PISA 2009: Impulse für die Schul- und Unterrichts-
forschung (pp. 84–110). Beltz.

Enders, C. K. (2010). Applied missing data analysis. Guilford Press.
Fukuyama, F. (2018). Identity: The demand for dignity and the politics

of resentment. Farrar, Straus and Giroux.
García Coll, C., & Marks, A. K. (Eds.). (2012). The immigrant

paradox in children and adolescents: Is becoming American a
developmental risk? American Psychological Association.

Graham, J. W. (2003). Adding missing-data-relevant variables to
FIML-based structural equation models. Structural Equation
Modeling, 10(1), 80–100. https://doi.org/10.1207/
S15328007SEM1001_4.

Hahn, A., Banchefsky, S., Park, B., & Judd, C. M. (2015). Measuring
intergroup ideologies: Positive and negative aspects of empha-
sizing versus looking beyond group differences. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 41(12), 1646–1664. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0146167215607351.

Hannover, B., Morf, C. C., Neuhaus, J., Rau, M., Wolfgramm, C., &
Zander‐Musić, L. (2013). How immigrant adolescents’ self‐views
in school and family context relate to academic success in Ger-
many. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 43(1), 175–189.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00991.x.

Heath, A. F., & Richards, L. (2020). Contested boundaries: Consensus
and dissensus in European attitudes to immigration. Journal of
Ethnic and Migration Studies, 46(3), 489–511. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1369183X.2018.1550146.

Hochman, O., & Davidov, E. (2014). Relations between second-
language proficiency and national identification: The case of
immigrants in Germany. European Sociological Review, 30(3),
344–359. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcu043.

Holloway, K., Mosel, I., Smart, C., Faurès, D., Hennessey, G., Kumar,
C., & Leach, A. (2021). Public narratives and attitudes towards
refugees and other migrants Germany country profile. ODI.
www.odi.org/en/publications/public-narratives-and-attitudes-
towards-refugees-and-other-migrants-germany-country-profile/

Horenczyk, G. (2010). Language and identity in the school adjustment
of immigrant students in Israel. Zeitschrift für Pädagogik, 55.
Beiheft, 44–58.

Jugert, P., Pink, S., Fleischmann, F., & Leszczensky, L. (2020).
Changes in Turkish- and resettler-origin adolescents’ accultura-
tion profiles of identification: A three-year longitudinal study
from Germany. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 49,
2476–2494. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01250-w.

Karataş, S., Crocetti, E., Schwartz, S. J., & Rubini, M. (2023).
Developmental trajectories of ethnic and national identities in
adolescents from migrant families: The role of social identifica-
tion with family and classmates. European Journal of Person-
ality. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1177/
08902070221149602.

Kenny, D. A. (2020, June 5). Measuring model fit. http://www.davida
kenny.net/cm/fit.htm.

Keppel, G., & Wickens, T. D. (2004). Design and analysis: A
researcher’s handbook. Pearson Prentice-Hall.

Kiang, L., Witkow, M. R., & Champagne, M. C. (2013). Normative
changes in ethnic and American identities and links with
adjustment among Asian American adolescents. Developmental
Psychology, 49(9), 1713–1722. https://doi.org/10.1037/a
0030840.

Litam, S. D. A., & Oh, S. (2022). Ethnic identity and coping strategies
as moderators of COVID-19 racial discrimination experiences

312 Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2024) 53:294–315

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116685846
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022116685846
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2007.00222.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017564
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017564
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000779
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000779
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-0597.1989.tb01208.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025409350948
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-008-1014-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-008-1014-z
https://doi.org/10.1177/00207152211050
https://doi.org/10.1177/00207152211050
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000230
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000230
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM1001_4
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM1001_4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215607351
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215607351
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2012.00991.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1550146
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1550146
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcu043
http://www.odi.org/en/publications/public-narratives-and-attitudes-towards-refugees-and-other-migrants-germany-country-profile/
http://www.odi.org/en/publications/public-narratives-and-attitudes-towards-refugees-and-other-migrants-germany-country-profile/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-020-01250-w
https://doi.org/10.1177/08902070221149602
https://doi.org/10.1177/08902070221149602
http://www.davidakenny.net/cm/fit.htm
http://www.davidakenny.net/cm/fit.htm
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030840
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030840


among Chinese Americans. Counseling Outcome Research and
Evaluation, 13(2), 101–115. https://doi.org/10.1080/21501378.
2020.1814138.

Lüdtke, O., Trautwein, U., Kunter, M., & Baumert, J. (2006). Relia-
bility and agreement of student ratings of the classroom envir-
onment: A reanalysis of TIMSS data. Learning Environments
Research, 9(3), 215–230. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-006-
9014-8.

Makarova, E., & Birman, D. (2015). Cultural transition and academic
achievement of students from ethnic minority backgrounds: A
content analysis of empirical research on acculturation. Educa-
tional Research, 57(3), 305–330. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00131881.2015.1058099.

Marcoulides, K. M., & Raykov, T. (2019). Evaluation of variance
inflation factors in regression models using latent variable mod-
eling methods. Educational and Psychological Measurement,
79(5), 874–882. https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164418817803.

Martin, M. O., Mullis, I. V. S., & Kennedy, A. M. (Eds.). (2003).
PIRLS 2001 technical report. International Study Center.

McAuliffe, M., & Triandafylidou, A. (Eds.). (2021). World migration
report 2022. International Organization for Migration (IOM).

Meca, A., Allison, K. A., Cruz, B., Wright, A., Gonzales-Backen, M.,
& Scury, M. (2023). Cultural identity development among ethnic-
racial minorities: An examination of ethnic-racial identity,
national identity, and biculturalism. In Halpern-Felscher, B. (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of child and adolescent health (pp. 79–92). Aca-
demic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-818872-9.
00178-3.

Meca, A., Cruz, B., Lucero, J., Ward, C., Schwartz, S. J., Stuart, J.,
Szabo, A., Hinojosa, Z., & Laird, A. (2023). Profiles of accul-
turation and cultural stress among Hispanic/Latinx college-
attending emerging adults. PsyArXiv. https://doi.org/10.31234/
osf.io/bnxea.

Meca, A., Cruz, B., Veniegas, T. K., Allison, K. K., Santibanez, L.,
& Gonzales-Backen, M. A. (2023). Cultural identity config-
urations: A latent profile analysis of ethnic/racial and U.S.
identity process and content. Journal of Youth and Adoles-
cence, 52, 105–121. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-022-
01690-6.

Meca, A., Eichas, K., Schwartz, S. J., & Davis, R. J. (2019).
Biculturalism and bicultural identity development: A relational
model of bicultural systems. In P. F. Titzmann & P. Jugert
(Eds.). (2019). Youth in superdiverse societies: Growing up
with globalization, diversity, and acculturation (pp. 41–57).
Routledge.

Meca, A., Ritchie, R. A., Beyers, W., Schwartz, S. J., Picariello, S.,
Zamboanga, B. L., Hardy, S. A., Luyckx, K., Kim, S. Y.,
Whitbourne, S. K., Crocetti, E., Brown, E. J., & Benitez, C. G.
(2015). Identity centrality and psychosocial functioning: A
person-centered approach. Emerging Adulthood, 3(5), 327–339.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696815593183.

Meca, A., Webb, T., Cowan, I., Moulder, A., Schwartz, S. J., Szabó,
Á., & Ward, C. (2022). Effects of cultural stress on identity
development and depression among Hispanic college students.
Identity, 22(1), 51–64. https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2021.
1960838.

Meeus, W., Van de Schoot, R., Keijsers, L., Schwartz, S. J., &
Branje, S. (2010). On the progression and stability of adoles-
cent identity formation: A five‐wave longitudinal study in
early‐to‐middle and middle‐to‐late adolescence. Child Devel-
opment, 81(5), 1565–1581. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2010.01492.x.

Meraviglia, C., Ganzeboom, H. B. G., & De Luca, D. (2016). A new
international measure of social stratification. Contemporary
Social Science, 11(2–3), 125–153. https://doi.org/10.1080/
21582041.2016.1215512.

Motti-Stefanidi, F., Berry, J. W., Chryssochoou, X., Sam, D. L., &
Phinney, J. S. (2012). Positive youth adaptation in context: Devel-
opmental, acculturation and social psychological perspectives. In A.
S. Masten, K. Liebkind, & D. J. Hernandez (Eds.), Realizing the
potential of immigrant youth (pp. 117–158). Cambridge University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139094696.008.

Motti-Stefanidi, F., & Masten, A. S. (2020). Immigrant youth resi-
lience: Integrating developmental and cultural perspectives. In D.
Güngör & D. Strohmeier (Eds.), Contextualizing immigrant and
refugee resilience: Cultural and acculturation perspectives (pp.
11–31). Springer Cham.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998–2017). Mplus user’s guide
(Version 8). Muthén & Muthén. https://www.statmodel.com/dow
nload/usersguide/MplusUserGuideVer_8.pdf.

Neumann, M., Becker, M., Baumert, J., Maaz, K., & Köller, O. (Eds.).
(2017). Zweigliedrigkeit im deutschen Schulsystem: Potenziale
und Herausforderungen in Berlin [Two tiers in the German
school system: Opportunities and challenges in Berlin].
Waxmann.

Nguyen, A.-M. T., & Benet-Martínez, V. (2013). Biculturalism and
adjustment: A meta-analysis. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,
44(1), 122–159. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022111435097.

OECD. (2019). PISA 2018 assessment and analytical framework.
OECD Publishing.

OECD. (2022). International migration outlook 2022. OECD
Publishing.

Oh, S., Litam, S. D. A., & Chang, C. Y. (2023). Racism and stress-
related growth among Asian internationals: Ethnic identity, resi-
lience, and coping during COVID-19. International Journal for
the Advancement of Counselling, 45(2), 226–248. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10447-022-09494-w.

Phinney, J. S., Berry, J. W., Vedder, P., & Liebkind, K. (2006). The
acculturation experience: Attitudes, identities, and behaviors of
immigrant youth. In J. W. Berry, J. S. Phinney, D. L. Sam, & P.
Vedder (Eds.), Immigrant youth in cultural transition (pp.
71–116). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Phinney, J. S., & Ong, A. D. (2007). Conceptualization and mea-
surement of ethnic identity: Current status and future directions.
Journal of Counseling Psychology, 54(3), 271–281. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.271.

Piccinelli, M., & Wilkinson, G. (2000). Gender differences in
depression: Critical review. The British Journal of Psychiatry,
177(6), 486–492. https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.177.6.486.

Rios, K. (2022). Multiculturalism and colorblindness as threats to the
self: A framework for understanding dominant and non-dominant
group members’ responses to interethnic ideologies. Personality
and Social Psychology Review, 26(4), 315–341. https://doi.org/
10.1177/10888683221093130.

Rivas-Drake, D., Syed, M., Umaña-Taylor, A. J., Markstrom, C.,
French, S., Schwartz, S. J., & Lee, R., Ethnic and Racial Identity
in the 21st Century Study Group. (2014). Feeling good, happy,
and proud: A meta-analysis of positive ethnic-racial affect and
adjustment. Child Development, 85(1), 77–102. https://doi.org/
10.1111/cdev.12175.

Rosenberg, M., Schooler, C., Schoenbach, C., & Rosenberg, F. (1995).
Global self-esteem and specific self-esteem: Different concepts,
different outcomes. American Sociological Review, 60(1),
141–156. https://doi.org/10.2307/2096350.

Rudmin, F. W. (2003). Critical history of the acculturation psychology
of assimilation, separation, integration, and marginalization.
Review of General Psychology, 7(10), 3–37. https://doi.org/10.
1037/1089-2680.7.1.3.

Rudmin, F. W. (2009). Constructs, measurements and models of
acculturation and acculturative stress. International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 33(2), 106–123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijintrel.2008.12.001.

Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2024) 53:294–315 313

https://doi.org/10.1080/21501378.2020.1814138
https://doi.org/10.1080/21501378.2020.1814138
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-006-9014-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10984-006-9014-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2015.1058099
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2015.1058099
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164418817803
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-818872-9.00178-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-818872-9.00178-3
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/bnxea
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/bnxea
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-022-01690-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-022-01690-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696815593183
https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2021.1960838
https://doi.org/10.1080/15283488.2021.1960838
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01492.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01492.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2016.1215512
https://doi.org/10.1080/21582041.2016.1215512
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139094696.008
https://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/MplusUserGuideVer_8.pdf
https://www.statmodel.com/download/usersguide/MplusUserGuideVer_8.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022111435097
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10447-022-09494-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10447-022-09494-w
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.271
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0167.54.3.271
https://doi.org/10.1192/bjp.177.6.486
https://doi.org/10.1177/10888683221093130
https://doi.org/10.1177/10888683221093130
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12175
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12175
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096350
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.7.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.7.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2008.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2008.12.001


Rumbaut, R. G. (2008). Reaping what you sow: Immigration, youth,
and reactive ethnicity. Applied Developmental Science, 12(2),
108–111. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888690801997341.

Salmela-Aro, K., & Upadaya, K. (2012). The Schoolwork Engagement
Inventory: Energy, Dedication and Absorption (EDA). European
Journal of Psychological Assessment, 28(1), 60–67. https://doi.
org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000091.

Schachner, M. K., He, J., Heizmann, B., & van de Vijver, F. J. (2017).
Acculturation and school adjustment of immigrant youth in six
European countries: Findings from the Programme for Interna-
tional Student Assessment (PISA). Frontiers in Psychology, 8,
649 https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00649. Article.

Schachner, M. K., Juang, L., Moffitt, U., & van de Vijver, F. J. (2018).
Schools as acculturative and developmental contexts for youth of
immigrant and refugee background. European Psychologist,
23(1), 44–58. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000312.

Schachner, M. K., Noack, P., van de Vijver, F. J. R., & Eckstein, K.
(2016). Cultural diversity climate and psychological adjustment
at school: Equality and inclusion versus cultural pluralism. Child
Development, 87(4), 1175–1191. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.
12536.

Schachner, M. K., van de Vijver, F. J., & Noack, P. (2014). Family-
related antecedents of early adolescent immigrants’ psychological
and sociocultural school adjustment in Germany. Journal of
Cross-Cultural Psychology, 45(10), 1606–1625. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0022022114543831.

Schmitt, M. T., Branscombe, N. R., Postmes, T., & Garcia, A. (2014).
The consequences of perceived discrimination for psychological
well-being: A meta-analytic review. Psychological Bulletin,
140(4), 921–948. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035754.

Schotte, K., Stanat, P., & Edele, A. (2018). Is integration always most
adaptive? The role of cultural identity in academic achievement
and in psychological adaptation of immigrant students in Ger-
many. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 47(1), 16–37. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0737-x.

Schwartz, S. J., Meca, A., Cano, M. Á., Lorenzo-Blanco, E. I., &
Unger, J. B. (2018). Identity development in immigrant youth.
European Psychologist, 23(4), 336–349. https://doi.org/10.1027/
1016-9040/a000335.

Schwartz, S. J. & Unger, J. B.(2010).Biculturalism and context: What
is biculturalism, and when is it adaptive?Commentary on Mistry
and Wu. Human Development,53(1),26–32.https://doi.org/10.
1159/000268137

Schwartz, S. J., Unger, J. B., Zamboanga, B. L., & Szapocznik, J.
(2010). Rethinking the concept of acculturation: Implications for
theory and research. American Psychologist, 65(4), 237–251.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019330.

Schwartz, S. J., Vignoles, V. L., Brown, R., & Zagefka, H. (2014). The
identity dynamics of acculturation and multiculturalism: Situating
acculturation in context. In V. Benet-Martínez & Y. Y. Hong
(Eds.), The Oxford handbook of multicultural identity (pp.
57–93). Oxford University Press.

Schwartz, S. J., & Zamboanga, B. L. (2008). Testing Berry’s model of
acculturation: A confirmatory latent class approach. Cultural
Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 14(4), 275–285.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012818.

Schwartz, S. J., Zamboanga, B. L., & Jarvis, L. H. (2007). Ethnic
identity and acculturation in Hispanic early adolescents: Mediated
relationships to academic grades, prosocial behaviors, and
externalizing symptoms. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority
Psychology, 13(4), 364–373. https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.
13.4.364.

Shamloo, S. E., Cocco, V. M., Faccini, M., Benet-Martínez, V., &
Trifiletti, E. (2023). Managing the unexpected: Bicultural identity

integration during the COVID-19 emergency. International
Journal of Intercultural Relations, 93, 101781 https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.ijintrel.2023.101781. Article.

Smith, T. B., & Silva, L. (2011). Ethnic identity and personal well-
being of People of Color: A meta-analysis. Journal of Counseling
Psychology, 58(1), 42–60. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021528.

Spiegler, O., Wölfer, R., & Hewstone, M. (2019). Dual identity
development and adjustment in Muslim minority adolescents.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 48, 1924–1937. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10964-019-01117-9.

Streiner, D. L., & Norman, G. R. (2011). Correction for multiple
testing: Is there a resolution? Chest, 140(1), 16–18. https://doi.
org/10.1378/chest.11-0523.

Suárez-Orozco, C., Motti-Stefanidi, F., Marks, A., & Katsiaficas, D.
(2018). An integrative risk and resilience model for under-
standing the adaptation of immigrant-origin children and youth.
American Psychologist, 73(6), 781–796. https://doi.org/10.1037/a
mp0000265.

Tajfel, H., & Turner, J. C. (1985). The social identity theory of
intergroup behaviour. In S. Worchel & W. G. Austin (Eds.),
Psychology of intergroup relations (pp. 7–24). Nelson-Hall.

Trzesniewski, K. H., Donnellan, M. B., & Robins, R. W. (2003).
Stability of self-esteem across the life span. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 84(1), 205–220. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.84.1.205.

Turner, J. C., & Reynolds, K. J. (2011). Self-categorization theory. In
D. Chadee (Ed.), Theories in social psychology (pp. 399–417).
John Wiley.

United States Census Bureau. (2021). Quick facts. https://www.census.
gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045221.

Wantchekon, K. A., & Umaña-Taylor, A. J. (2021). Relating profiles
of ethnic–racial identity process and content to the academic and
psychological adjustment of Black and Latinx adolescents.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 50(7), 1333–1352. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10964-021-01451-x.

Ward, C., & Kus, L. (2012). Back to and beyond Berry’s basics: The
conceptualization, operationalization and classification of accul-
turation. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 36(4),
472–485. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.02.002.

Wilton, L. S., Apfelbaum, E. P., & Good, J. J. (2019). Valuing dif-
ferences and reinforcing them: Multiculturalism increases race
essentialism. Social Psychological and Personality Science,
10(5), 681–689. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618780728.

Yağmur, K., & van de Vijver, F. J. (2012). Acculturation and language
orientations of Turkish immigrants in Australia, France, Ger-
many, and the Netherlands. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychol-
ogy, 43(7), 1110–1130. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0022022111420145.

Zeledon, I., Unger, J. B., Meca, A., Duque, M., Lee, R., Soto, D. W.,
Pickering, T., & Schwartz, S. J. (2023). Cultural stress profiles:
Describing different typologies of migration related and cultural
stressors among Hispanic or Latino youth. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 52, 1632–1646. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-
023-01784-9.

Zhang, S., Verkuyten, M., & Weesie, J. (2018). Dual identity and
psychological adjustment: A study among immigrant-origin
members. Journal of Research in Personality, 74, 66–77.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2018.02.008.

Jürgen Baumert is Emeritus Director at the Max Planck Institute for
Human Development, Berlin, Germany. His research interests include

314 Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2024) 53:294–315

https://doi.org/10.1080/10888690801997341
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000091
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000091
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00649
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000312
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12536
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12536
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022114543831
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022114543831
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035754
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0737-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0737-x
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000335
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000335
https://doi.org/10.1159/000268137
https://doi.org/10.1159/000268137
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019330
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012818
https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.13.4.364
https://doi.org/10.1037/1099-9809.13.4.364
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2023.101781
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2023.101781
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021528
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01117-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-01117-9
https://doi.org/10.1378/chest.11-0523
https://doi.org/10.1378/chest.11-0523
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000265
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000265
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.205
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.205
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045221
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045221
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01451-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-021-01451-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2012.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550618780728
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022111420145
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022111420145
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-023-01784-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-023-01784-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2018.02.008


learning and instruction and cognitive and motivational development
in childhood and adolescence.

Michael Becker is Professor at the Center for Research on
Educational and School Development, TU Dortmund University,
and Research Fellow at the Leibniz Institute for Research and
Information in Education (DIPF), Frankfurt am Main/Berlin,
Germany. His research interests include cognitive and psychosocial
development in childhood and adolescence, effects and interplay of
social and contextual factors for individual development, and the
returns on education across the lifespan.

Malte Jansen is Head of the Research Data Center at the Institute for
Educational Quality Improvement (IQB), Berlin, Germany, which is
part of the Center for International Student Assessment (ZIB), Munich,
Germany. His research interests include student motivation and the
role of peer networks for individual development.

Olaf Köller is Managing Director of Research at the Leibniz Institute
for Science and Mathematics Education (IPN), Kiel, Germany. His
research interests include individual development processes within the
institutional context of school.

Journal of Youth and Adolescence (2024) 53:294–315 315


	Cultural Identity and the Academic, Social, and Psychological Adjustment of Adolescents with Immigration Background
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Competing Theories of Cultural Identification and Adjustment
	Cultural Identification and the Societal and Institutional Diversity Climate
	Cultural Identification and Academic Adjustment
	Cultural Identification and School Attachment
	Cultural Identification and Psychological Adjustment
	Summary and Research Gaps

	Current Study
	Methods
	Database
	Measures
	Cultural Identification
	Academic, Social, and Psychological Adjustment
	Academic Performance
	School Attachment
	Self-esteem
	Life Satisfaction
	Individual Characteristics and Family Background
	Gender and Age
	Proficiency in German
	Socioeconomic Status (SES)
	Immigration Background
	Immigrant Generation
	Region of Origin
	School Characteristics
	School track
	Proportion of Immigrant Students
	Ethnic Heterogeneity
	Multiculturalism Climate
	Missing Values and Multilevel Structure
	Statistical Analyses

	Results
	Sample Description
	Patterns of Cultural Identification
	Cultural Identification and Academic, Social, and Psychological Adjustment: SEM Analyses
	Cultural Identification and Academic Performance
	Cultural Identification and School Attachment
	Cultural Identification and Psychological Adjustment

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Compliance with Ethical Standards

	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	References
	A9
	A10
	A11
	A12




