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Thomas Faist

The Transition from School to Work

One of the most important questions conceming the future of labor migrants in western
democracies is the integration of their descendants into socioeconomic and political life.
This article discusses public policies, their effects on processes of insertion of the children of
labor migrants into labor markets, and the response of immigrants to the opportunities and
constraints they have encountered in entering labor markets. The analysis is thus primarily
concerned with the relations between state institutions and public policies, the demand for
labor and employers’ selection policies, and immigrants’ resources in the ‘competition for
training and jobs. More specifically, it deals with the transition of young immigrants from
school to work in the United States and Germany during the 1980s, focusing on
second-generation Turks in Germany and Mexican-Americans in the United States. The
transition from school to work can result in marginalization, such as long-term
unemployment, and relegation to low-wage labor, but also to occupational mobility. Thus,
access to training and work hinders or enables participation in social, economic, and
politicai life.

The main difference between public policies in Germany and the United States is that
German policies have ensured a higher rate of formal job training for school-leavers than
American policies (see Figures 1 and 2). More than two-thirds of secondary school
graduates in Germany enter formal postsecondary training. most of them in apprenticeship.
?y contrast, in the United States those school-leavers who are classified under the categories

W_Ol”k” and “school and work” mostly do not undergo formal job training. Underlying
national policies are different concepts of the role of the state and other political actors in
?abOr markets.' There are no constitutionally guaranteed rights to employment or to training
In either the United States or Germany. However, the German constitution (Grundgesetz)
guarantees the “free development of personality” (Article 2) and the right to “freely choose
vocation/profession (Beruf), workplace, and place of education and training” (Article 12).
qﬁl"man labor market and training policies have been characterized by an active role of state
institutions, unions, and employers’ associations in policy formation and implementation, a
Neocorporatist policy network.? By contrast, American labor market policy has developed in
the. context of a more tenuous role of state institutions and other actors in the
political-economic realm.? The research reported here develops a framework for analysis
that considers public policies as part of the “demand” side of the transition from school to
work. In particular, it deals with the differential impact of corporatist and pluralist politics
and training policies upon ethnic inequality in the United States and Germany.
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Figure 1 From School to Work in Germany: The First Three Years after Graduation (crude estimates)
Germany (mid-1980s)
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Sources: Estimates based upon BMBW {Bundesministerium fiir Bildung
und Wissenschaft), Berufsbildungsbericht (Bad Honnef: K.H. Bock,
1977-1992).

Note: About eight percent leave secondary school without a
Hauptschule certificate, either from schools for handicapped
(five percent) or not finishing (three percent). Again, these
estimates refer to secondary school graduates only.

However, despite the more active role played by the German government, unions, and
employers’ associations in school-work transitions, the issue of immigrant occupational
mobility and participation in every sector of the economy still seems to be a common
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Figure 2 From School to Work in the United States: The First Year after Graduation (crude estimates)
United States (mid-1980s)
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Sources: Estimates based upon "High school and Beyond" (various
editions); National Center for Education Statistics, High_ School
aqd.Beyond. A Descriptive Summary of 1980 High School Soghomo;es:
Six Years Later (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education,
Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1988).

Note: The estimates apply to graduates of public high schools.
Many college students work part-time; about three-fourths of all

high school seniors also work part-time.

problem for both immigrant groups, Mexican-Americans and Turks. The relative distances
between European and Mexican Americans, on the one hand, and Germans and Turks, on
the other hand, were very similar during the 1980s when we look at indicators such as ethnic
unemployment ratios, access to vocational education and job training, and enroliment in
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apprenticeship or postsecondary education. The descendants of both immigrant groups,
second-generation Turks and Mexican-Americans, have faced difficulties in access to job
training and jobs. In the Federal Republic of Germany Turkish youth have faced higher
obstacles to quality training than Yugoslav and Greek youth, for example. In the United
States, Mexican-American youths have not been as successful as Chinese or Cuban youths,
but certainly more successful than African-Americans. Some analysts have even spoken of
underclass formation among Turks and Mexican-Americans.? Thus, we have to look beyond
the demand side to explain why Mexican-Americans and Turks have faced major difficulties
compared to European American and German youth. Therefore, the research also analyzes
the “supply” side of school-work transitions, that is, the resources used by immigrant
communities in labor market competition.

First, I argue that the insertion of the descendants of immigrant minorities into the
working world crucially depends upon the types of public policies and employer selection
procedures concerning school-leavers. While public policies determine the rate of job
training, employer selection mechanisms shape processes of unequal access to training
and jobs. Institutional factors, such as public policies and the organization of hiring and
placement, mediate the outcomes of the transition process from school to work —
unemployment among young Turks in the Federal Republic of Germany and income
poverty among young Mexican-Americans in the United States. In the discussion of
state-market relations, the demand side has to be supplemented by a discussion of the
supply side.

Second, I claim that an adequate explanation of school-work transitions among immigrant
minorities also has to take into account the resources of the immigrants themselves, such as
access to job networks and ability to engage in ethnic entrepreneurship. Disadvantages of
immigrant youth in access to training and jobs can result from lower levels of human capital
formation in secondary schooling, weak job networks, biased placement policies, and
specific problems of immigrant entrepreneurial activity.

The empirical findings reported here are based upon secondary statistical sources and, to
a greater extent, upon case studies on school-to-work transition processes in immigrant
neighborhoods in Chicago (USA) and Duisburg (Germany). The research focused on
neighborhoods with a high concentration of first- and second-generation immigrants,
Pilsen/Little-Village in Chicago and Hamborn (Marxloh, Bruckhausen) in Duisburg. All
Mexican-Americans and Turks included in the study were either born in the United States
and Germany or spent all of their primary and secondary schooling in the countries of
settlement.®

The article first describes the situation of the reference groups, Mexican-Americans and
Turks, compared to the majority groups, European American and German youth. Second,
it develops an analytical framework for the transition from school to work in a
state-market-immigrant (community) perspective, dealing with both demand and supply
side explanations. Third, the analysis discusses the processes and outcomes in regard to
politics and policies, human capital formation (secondary schooling), placement (job
networks), and immigrant entrepreneurship. Fourth, the analysis connects supply and
demand perspectives in an evaluation of long-term prospects for incorporation of labor

migrants in the United States and Germany; this discussion centers on the question of
underclass formation.
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The Groups: Turks and Mexican-Americans

Second-generation Turkish and Mexican-American youth had access to social rights to the
same degree as German and European-American youth. Turks in Germany are de facto
immigrants; in the 1970s and 1980s the German government did not consider Germany a
country of immigration. Mexican-Americans can be seen as immigrants; those who entered
“legally™ are set on the road to citizenship. Although most Turkish youth were not German
citizens during the 1980s, the legal status accorded them has been similar to permanent
residency status in the United States. First-generation Turkish immigrants with a status
equivalent to permanent residency and their children had social rights comparable to those of
German citizens.® Mexican-American second-generation youth were mostly citizens with
full political and social rights.”

This analysis is concerned with noncollege (United States) and nonunijversity (Germany)
bound school-leavers (that is, graduates and dropouts from secondary school who enter labor
markets and/or postsecondary institutions). In both countries these groups constitute more
than half of all secondary school-leavers. Of all ethnic and racial groups in their respective
countries of settlement, second-generation Turks and Mexicans have in common that they
participate least in postsecondary education and training. There is no doubt that the risk of
unemployment is much higher for youths who have not undergone job training or graduated
from college. Second-generation Turks and Mexican-Americans were inserted into labor
markets in a period characterized as the end of the “everlasting dream of prosperity,” a time
of profound restructuring of production and labor markets.®

Turks in Germany have constituted about one-third of the immigrant population. Immigrants
made up about 6 percent of the total population during the 1980s. Turkish immigrants have
represented the largest contingent of Germany's immigrant population, over a third of the
immigrant school age population in the 1970s and 1980s. Turkish youth have experienced high
rates of exclusion from job training and higher rates of unemployment than German youth
during the late 1970s and throughout the 1980s. More than two-thirds of all German youths
receive formal job training. But compared to German youth the unemployment rate of Turkish
youth was almost twice as high in the early 1980s, and enrollment of school-leavers in job
training (in apprenticeship or the dual system of vocational training) was about three times
lower than among the former group (see Table 1). Even compared to other immigrant youth in
Germany, young Turkish men and women showed somewhat higher rates of unemployment
and lower rates of enrollment in apprenticeship.’

Unemployment rates among young Turkish men have decreased since the early 1980s,
despite increased competition in the youth labor market until the late 1980s. However, the rate
of nonparticipation in postsecondary education and the labor market has remained much higher
for young Turkish women. Also, the participation of Turkish men in the dual system of
vocational training has increased, albeit slowly and at an uneven rate in different sectors of the
training market (see Table 1). Nevertheless, there is no sound evidence that the relative
disadvantage of Turkish youth vis-a-vis German youth has significantly decreased during the
1980s. While Turkish youths have been moving into the less desired apprenticeships, German
youths have moved rapidly into more prestigious apprenticeships, secondary technical colleges
(Fachhochschulen), and universities. In sum, the participation rate of young Turkish men has
improved, while young Turkish women have been left behind.
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Table 1 Germany: Percentage of Immigrant Youth in Apprenticeships. 15-18 Year Oids, 1984-1989
1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

- — p— - -c————.—--—-———-“—-—-—-——a—-—
S G i e o . — - - -
- eve

Turks 22.4 21.6 23.1 25.2 29.1 30.9 35.5
Yugoslavs 32.7 33.5 32.2 29.7 33.6 32.6 40.0
Italians 25.2 28.0 30.1 33.5 36.6 38.3 42.8
Greeks 17.9 19.8 22.1 22.4 24.2 23.9 27.9
Spaniards 33.3 38.1 43.2 42.6 45.3 45.2 49.0
Portuguese 26.3 29.2 33.7 37.6 42.5 43.3 43.8

Immig. Total 24.1 24.1 25.4 26.9 30.8 32.4 35.5

-..-a—-.--—————-————n—-————---——u-._—————-—-—.—-——--—-.-u—q—
— - -

Total: Germans
and Immigrants 59.0 62.9 66.5 69.3 72.6 75.0 79.4

- T A e e En e e e e o — -— - - - -
ettt I 3 Tip— - - - e - -
—— -

Source: BMBW, Berufsbildungsbericht (1993), p. 72.

Mexican-Americans represented more than half of the Hispanic population in the United
States, about four percent of the total population of the United States in the 1980s. Although
Mexican-Americans constituted by no means the fastest growing immigrant group in the United
States, they were the largest. The unemployment rate of Mexican-American youth was lower
than among African-American youth but higher than among European Americans. During the
1980s the unemployment rate among 20-24 year old workers ranged between 7 and 9 percent
among European Americans, 11 and 13 percent among Latinos, and 20 and 25 percent among
African-Americans. In general, their unemployment rate has been higher than Cubans’ but
lower than Puerto Ricans’.!® Their rate of enrollment in four-year colleges has been lower than
European Americans’ and African-Americans’, Since the main divide in the United States is
between college and noncollege youth, Mexican-Americans are at the “bottom” in regard to
participation in postsecondary education and Job training (see Table 2).

The relative disadvantage of Mexican-Americans vis-A-vig European Americans in access to
postsecondary training did not decrease during the 1980s. Mexican-American high school
graduates increased their participation in community colleges and federal manpower programs,
while their share in enrollment in four-year colleges has stagnated since the late 1970s.

Supply and Demand Side Approaches

This section discusses demand side explanations —labor market segmentation and public

policies—and supply side explanations —human capital theory, network approaches, and
immigrant enclave perspectives.

Factors such as the structure of labor markets and the resulting segmentation of the work
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Table 2 United States: High School Seniors Enrolled in College, by Type of Institution, February 1982
{(in percent)

Four- Two- Voca- No
Year Year tional Postsecondary
College College Insitute Education

B o v . - W e e M W e e W W M MR W N e S e e kA e e L AL G EL e M MR MR P MR YR MR Em ER W AR M R SR R W e e e

All Students 35 25 8 32
European-American 37 25 7 31
African-American 33 20 11 36
Hispanic-American 20 28 9 43
~Mexican-American 18 27 8 47
-Cuban 32 27 8 25
~Puerto Rican 24 18 7 51
-Other Hispanics 24 24 11 41

R M v e e Em A A M M W D W WS A W S SN MR AN R R EE WP Ar G e Gn G Am e S D ER ER Er o v M W TR M MR SN m S Em e W e e e e ek S

Source: Elaine El-Khawas et al., Community College Factbook (New
York: American Association of Community and Junior Colleges;
American Council on Education and Macmillan, 1988}, p. 54.

demand side. Theories of labor market segmentation, for example, have claimed that
discrimination by workers of ethnic majority groups and employers is the main cause of the
disadvantages ethnic and racial minorities encounter in labor markets. In general, these
explanations hold that the labor market is split or segmented into various, largely
impermeable, parts. Labor migrants (cheap labor) can be found in the secondary or lower
segments.!! These discussions focus only on migrant and minority group labor employed in
the lower rungs of the work force, never on higher priced labor. The merit of these
approaches is that they offer plausible accounts of why it may be rational for employers
and/or workers of majority groups to discriminate against minorities. For example,
employers use ethnic group membership as a proxy for expected productivity. Empirical
research shows that employers in the United States prefer Mexican-Americans over Puerto
Ricans or African-Americans for manufacturing jobs. However, in service jobs
African-Americans are preferred, presumably because of better language skills.'? Workers,
on their part, also use ethnic markers to exclude unwelcome competitors, a strategy that Max
Weber aptly called social closure.!?

In this perspective public policies are also part of the demand side. Policies set a
framework in which major actors such as employers and unions move; policies regulate the
transition from school to work. For example, immigrant economic activity is crucially
dependent upon legal regulations that allow immigrants to establish businesses in the first
Place and give immigrant entrepreneurs an opportunity to train youth. Also, government
itself intervenes directly in labor market and training processes. Examples include financial
aid to students and trainees and government-sponsored training centers. While corporatist
Policies in Germany ensure a high level of job training of school-leavers, American policies
encourage postsecondary education and informal on-the-job training.'*

The main weakness of demand side approaches is that immigrants tend to be viewed as
objects of the labor market strategies of employers, unions, and states. However, groups such
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as the descendants of first-generation immigrants actually have access to resources in compet-
ing for training and jobs. These resources include not only school certificates but also such
means as contacts to companies through job networks and employment in firms of coethnics.

Accordingly, a second group of explanations emphasizes this supply side perspective. For
example, human capital theories hold that educational degrees and years of schooling
explain later earnings.'s Figures 1 and 2 suggest that differences in access to training
between Turks and Mexican-Americans, on the one hand, and Germans and European
Americans, on the other hand, are related to differences in human capital (formation).

However, the exclusive focus upon the human capital of individuals has neglected the
“social embeddedness” of economic action.!¢ For example, human capital theory can not
explain why differences in hiring, given identical human capital but different ethnic
background, have persisted and not waned in the United States or Germany. Among
alternative approaches, network theory offers an explanation. To oversimplify, this view
contends that what matters most in obtaining jobs are contacts of Job seekers to potential
employers, mediated by parents, relatives, teachers, and friends.'” However, since
first-generation labor migrants tend to be concentrated in certain sectors of the labor market
that are mostly unatiractive to their children, this option may not be preferred by
second-generation immigrants because it restricts them to “immigrant jobs."

Enclave theories hold that immigrant entrepreneurs tend to employ and thus may also offer
opportunities for on-the-job training of immigrants. These theories emphasize that immigrant
business persons are crucial “gatekeepers” in personnel recruitment. However, and this is an
important caveat, not all immigrant businesses offer training that is desirable for second-
generation immigrants. In the United States, in particular, working conditions in immigrant
businesses are often characterized by low wages and few opportunities for educational mobility.
Nevertheless, it is a well-known fact that most immigrant communities in western Europe and
North America host small businesses that address the needs of immigrant communities, for
example, travel agencies, grocery shops, and small manufacturing plants. These businesses
tend to employ immigrants. Enclave approaches focus upon mutual trust and control as strong
determinants of immigrant success in setting up businesses. Those immigrant groups that can
draw upon resources such as “interpersonal trust” and “enforcement of norms” are able to set
up businesses and offer employment opportunities to coethnics.!® We would expect those
immigrant groups that are most successful in setting up businesses to offer the most opportu-
nities for their children. Examples of successful immigrant entrepreneurship in the United
States have included “rotating credit associations” among the Chinese and Korean grocery
shops in Los Angeles and New York.'® Enclave theories are a giant step beyond explanations
that insist upon the importance of factors such as the “work ethic,”? but they do not explore
how these normative dispositions are used.

States, Markets, and Immigrants

Politics and Policies: Corporatism versus Pluralism A class-based corporatist system
(Germany) and an ethnically segmented pluralist system (United States) present distinct
opportunities and constraints for immigrant school-leavers.

From a policy perspective the United States and the Federal Republic of Germany
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represent “crucial cases™ for the linkages between schooling and work, job training and
placement.?!

In the German case markets and the state are linked through intermediary organizations,
such as unions and employers’ associations. Social. employment, and above all training
policies are made in a (neo)orporatist framework.22 Corporatism involves the participation
of unions and employers" associations in designing and carrying out public policies. Indeed,
training policies are the strongest case of corporatist politics in Germany. In the German case
corporatist politics are class-based because unions and employers are the most important
social actors in policy formation. There is a high degree of public responsibility for training
of secondary school-leavers, sustained by a political framework in which employers, though
dominant and in contro!l of offering apprenticeship slots, cooperate with labor unions and
state institutions to deliver apprenticeship training. In the Europe of the 1970s and 1980s,
similarly high levels of job training for school-leavers have been matched only by Sweden,
Austria, and Switzerland. The German system of training for non-university goers has
consistently also resulted in one of the lowest youth-adult unemployment ratios in the
European Community, even in periods of high unemployment, for example during the early
1980s. The so-called “dual system” links training in the workplace (apprenticeship) with
theoretical instruction in state-run schools (vocational education). An apprenticeship or an
equivalent is a necessary requirement for a school-leaver to get a skilled blue or white collar
10b in the adult labor market.

In regard to the insertion of immigrant minorities there are two important limitations of
the corporatist system, First, training policies ensure an overall high rate of job training for
school-leavers, but they do not guarantee that all apprentices actually get apprenticeships or
skilled jobs in the adult labor market once they have finished training in the dual system.
Cooperation of state, corporate, and union actors takes place within industrial sectors, for
example, the construction, metal, electrical, and chemical industries. Public policy
coordination of training also occurs on this sectoral level because employers’ associations
and unions are organized along sector lines. The institution regulating vocational training,
the Federal Institute of Vocational Education (Bundesinstitut fiir Berufsbildung), mainly
functions as a forum where employers’ organizations and unions bargain over issues of
vocational training. Therefore, it is hard to imagine the design and implementation of more
comprehensive strategies to advance equality of opportunity for disadvantaged groups of
school-leavers within this framework. One of the main reasons is that the interests of
immigrant groups, in this case Turkish immigrants, are not represented in class-based
corporatist institutions. In sum, the way in which the class interests of employers and
workers have been organized has ensured the training of most German youths, but it has not
allowed the development of universal policies guaranteeing access of all school-leavers to
Quality job training.

Even when employers were prodded by the federal government and unions in the early
1980s to increase the number of apprenticeships, the effects were ambiguous. Since
employers increased the number of apprenticeships without considering future needs and
employability, a considerable number of apprentices was trained in fields in which they
could not find employment after graduation from apprenticeship. Turkish youth tended to be
concentrated in those fields where employers trained beyond demand for the adult labor
market,
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Second, corporatist coordination does not impinge upon the prerogative of private
companies to regulate hiring and quotas of apprentices, in particular access to apprenticeship
slots through job networks. Existing job networks tend to favor established groups, that is,
German apprentices have better chances to enter into prestigious apprenticeship positions
than the children of “guestworkers.” Nevertheless, one element of corporatism, the
representation of workers on works councils, mitigated against the exclusion of Turkish
school-leavers from apprenticeships.?? To the extent that Turkish workers are represented on
works councils, they have been able to push for Turkish applicants.

Thus, an intriguing question is raised. How would transition processes look in a pluralist
political context in which both class-based and ethnically based interests were represented
and intersected? This question has been at the forefront of conflicts surrounding politics and
policy formation and implementation in the United States for more than a century.?4

In the United States markets and the state are seen as exclusive spheres of domination.?*
Labor market and training policies are targeted towards specific groups to be incorporated
into the political process. In this sense it is pluralist.?® In general, government programs
target specific groups. For example, the GI Bill advanced postsecondary education of former
soldiers. The military is a major source of job training for racial and ethnic minorities. There
has been a long tradition of selective policies, stretching from welfare delivery to
immigrants in the late nineteenth century by urban political machines to “programs for the
disadvantaged” that addressed unemployment among inner city minority youth and aimed at
incorporating an African-American electorate into the Democratic Party during the 1960s.?7
Mexican-American immigrants have also been among the target groups of federal job
training programs.

The pluralist political framework has favored the implementation of policies and the
development of niches for specific professional groups. In high schools, teachers in
vocational education pushed for their professionalization. Community colleges transformed
themselves from junior colleges to mostly vocational colleges; the administrations of junior
colleges saw a chance to occupy a niche between high schools and four-year (senior)
colleges in the field of vocational education.?® These groups have catered job training
programs to their clients.

Racial and ethnic minorities can be seen as client groups, for example, for the Democratic
Party. In practice, most of the programs for the “economically disadvantaged” are
“racially” or ethnically specific. For example, in regard to school-leavers, the programs of
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and its predecessor, the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act (CETA), have above all reached minorities in urban areas. In
most big cities these programs can be considered “warehousing.” Employers do not
consider employment programs as a preparation for “good jobs.”2®

Affirmative action programs, however, have indeed had an impact upon the hiring
practices of employers, increasing the number of minority group members employed. What
is important, however, is that mostly graduates from the first segment, four-year colleges,
profited from these rules.3® Therefore, immigrant minority youth such as Mexican-American
school-leavers, who are underrepresented in four-year colleges, have not made much
progress. Moreover, affirmative action programs did not make many inroads into the
strongholds of “white” dominance, apprenticeship programs administered by unions.3!

Segmentation can be seen in a number of areas. There is a definite institutional hierarchy
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in vocational education. At least four segments can be distinguished; they offer training and
employment opportunities in declining order when seen from the view of employers. First,
the market for four-year college graduates; second, one for graduates from community
colleges and prestigious high schools; third, one for graduates from nonselective high
schools; and finally, the market for participants in programs for the *“economically
disadvantaged. "32 Mexican-American school-leavers cluster in the third and fourth segments
(see Table 2).

In stark contrast to the German dual system, American public policies only selectively
deal with training of non-college-bound school-leavers. For example, financial aid policies
favor college students. Thus. school-leavers in the United States who do not go on to
postsecondary education are on their own; there are no comprehensive policies regulating
formal job training in the youth labor market. Non-college-bound school-leavers constitute
what a recent report called “the forgotten half.”33

The U.S. pattern of transition from school to the adult labor market is much more
prolonged and two-way than the German. This patter is due to a generally longer period of
general secondary schooling and a “moratorium™ period. In general, high school leavers
enter low wage jobs. Employers do not hire them for responsible jobs until they judge them
to be mature enough, usually when young adults are in their early to mid twenties.34

Since Mexican-American school-leavers have a comparatively low rate of enrollment in
four-year colleges, occupational mobility crucially depends upon participation in community
colleges, federal training programs, and jobs in the youth labor market. In regard to the first
two channels, the political representation of immigrant communities matters. For example,
the political strength of immigrant communities is decisive for community colleges to be
built in their neighborhoods. Moreover, the capacity for self-organization in immigrant
communities is a crucial factor in establishing organizations that attract resources of the
federal state to carry out job training programs.

In sum, politics and policies have enhanced the ethnic segmentation of school-work
transition in both countries, albeit for different reasons. Corporatist politics and
policymaking in Germany favor a high rate of formal job training among school-leavers.
However, since immigrants are excluded from the formal political arena and are effectively
disenfranchised except in the democratically elected works councils in the workplace, they
do not participate in the formation of training policy. By contrast, many Mexican-Americans
in the United States are politically enfranchised. They are part of a pluralist political system
and are able to participate in formulating training politics and policies at the local level. Yet
the state and major political actors such as unions and employers’ associations do not play a
strong role in a pluralist system of labor market and training policies.

Human Capital Formation and Secondary Schooling Policies shape human capital
formation of school-leavers. In Germany, enrollment in one of the tiers of secondary school
(lower secondary school, Hauptschule, intermediate secondary school, Realschule,
academic secondary school, Gymnasium) shapes access to apprenticeships. The more
prestigious training positions and thus increased employment opportunities accrue to
intermediate and academic secondary school graduates. In this case academic credentials
serve as a marker and as a selection criterion for (potential) employers. In the United States,
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despite a comprehensive school system, there are functional equivalents to the tiered
German secondary school system. For example, there is tracking into academic, general,
and vocational segments within comprehensive high schools. However, vocational
education can not be simply classified as a last resort. How employers view the quality of
vocational education in the United States partly depends on the ability of schools to select
students. Tracking and selectivity of high schools in connection with the spatial location of
the educational institutions, and thus links between school and employers, strongly bias
employment opportunities for school-leavers.

As Figure 1 shows, Turkish school-leavers have on average fewer educational credentials
than Germans in competing for training positions in the dual system. Similar considerations
apply to Mexican-American school-leavers. They are mostly enrolled in nonselective
neighborhood schools. Examples of the importance of human capital, mediated by
secondary schooling, are manifold. What is particularly striking in the German context is the
absepce of Turkish (and other immigrant) school-leavers from apprenticeships in the white
collar sector (for example, secretarial and clerical occupations and banking). This fact can
be explained by employer selection criteria for white collar apprenticeships which heavily
emphasize communication and “social” skills.

In both countries, immigrant women are largely excluded from the most prestigious
apprenticeships and jobs available for women in the white collar segment of the work force.
The participation of young women in postsecondary education does not automatically
disadvantage them vis-a-vis their male peers, however. Many of the more attractive jobs for
women in both countries depend on postsecondary schooling. Also, the majority of “good”
jobs in the service economy requires postsecondary education.’® Yet the high rate of
nonparticipation of Turkish women in both postsecondary schooling and apprenticeship
points toward their exclusion from future employment opportunities to an even higher degree
than among young Mexican-American women.

Major options for female Turkish school-leavers in Germany include the continuation of
general education, apprenticeship in “women specific” occupations such as sales, full-time
vocational schools in the lowest rungs of such fields as education, health, and homemaking,
work at home, and part-time, low-paying menial and service Jobs. These choices have been
similar to those of many young German women. The difference is that the range of choice
for Turkish women has been much narrower. Turkish women, as with their male
counterparts, are notably absent from training in clerical or administrative occupations, a
field where communication and language skills are essential. German women are well
represented in these occupations.

In contrast to Turkish women, Mexican-American women tend to continue in
postsecondary institutions to a higher degree than their male peers. This pattern is very
similar to European American women. Mexican-American women are more likely to attend
community colleges, while their male peers concentrate in trade schools. But
Mexican-American women tend to be much Jess well represented than European American
women in jobs that require social and communication skills.

Placement: Job Networks and Industrial Relations The availability of job networks is
of prime importance to explain access to jobs. Job networks can be of a more informal kind,
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such as employers’ hiring through parents, relatives, and friends of applicants. Also, there
are institutionalized networks, for example through works councils and placement services
of the Federal Employment Office in Germany and craft unions and placement services of
schools (and private employment agencies) in the United States.

Informal networks between schools and employers play a crucial role in the United States.
There are significant differences between selective and nonselective high schools in the
ability to select students. In general, the more selective high schools are perceived by
employers to provide better preparation for jobs. In inner city neighborhoods in Chicago, for
example, nonselective high schools have few links to employers while more selective
schools entertain these relations, for example through instructors in vocational education.
Links between schools and employers do not play the same role in Germany because the
dual system connects schooling and work.

Industrial relations, regulated by public policies, also shape job networks. Since local
unions in the United State constitute job networks for groups in predominantly European
American neighborhoods, strong opposition to implementation of affirmative action policies
arose in the 1970s and 1980s. Conflicts surrounding access to apprenticeships in the trades
and construction have been typical in this respect.’ At a time when white working class
ethnic neighborhoods, of which unions were an integral part, experienced a rapid
transformation of their economic base, policy intervention in the form of affirmative action
demanded and partly resulted in a higher share of apprenticeships and skilled craft jobs for
racial and ethnic minorities. One of the responses of craft unions to affirmative action
policies in Chicago has been to shift their apprenticeship programs from the core cities to
suburban areas. Craft unions thus effectively decreased chances for youths residing in the
inner city to get access to quality job training. Thus, Mexican-American immigrant youth,
mostly residents of inner cities, still face high barriers in getting access to apprenticeships in
the crafts. Nonetheless, in Chicago, unions have enrolled a higher proportion of
Mexican-American than African-American apprentices in their programs. Also, federal
programs in Mexican-American communities are more successful in placing their trainees
than similar programs in African-American neighborhoods. Inner city employers tend to
prefer Mexican-American workers over Puerto Ricans and Puerto Ricans over African-
Americans for blue collar jobs.?

This employer rank order thus extends beyond the first generation to the second
generation of Mexican immigrants. One of the reasons for the better access of
Mexican-Americans over Puerto Ricans and African-Americans is related to the spatial
location of ethnic groups. Compared to African-Americans, the Mexican-American
population in Chicago has been more dispersed and less segregated, allowing greater
geographic and social access to jobs traditionally dominated by European Americans.
Substantial numbers of Mexican-Americans live in Chicago suburbs, especially on the south
and southwest sides of Chicago. Also, large numbers of Mexican-Americans have long lived
in predominantly European American working class neighborhoods, particularly in areas
dominated by heavy industry (for example, South Chicago, Pullman, Roseland, Blue Island,
Riverdale, Calumet City).

In Germany, institutional job networks have enhanced the chances of Turkish youth to get
hired. For example, institutions of economic democracy —works councils—have ensured the
hiring of Turkish apprentices in mass production industries. Although personnel departments
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in large Duisburg companies decide over recruitment of apprentices, personnel officers
consider the wishes of works councilors and the ethnic composition of the work force in
hiring apprentices. Works councilors informally transmit their preferences to the personnel
department. In short, to the extent that Turkish workers are represented on works councils,
representation of Turkish youth, young men in particular, in apprenticeship in production
occupations has increased during the 1980s. In the secondary sector, young Turkish men are
well represented in large-scale engineering-based industries. Firms in these industries
typically have a high proportion of first-generation migrant workers (for example, steel and
automobile companies).

In the United States important institutional channels of occupational mobility have disap-
peared due to restructuring. Mexican-American first-generation labor migrants have been heavily
concentrated in unskilled and semiskilled jobs in the secondary sector. In contrast to Germany,
however, there are few apprenticeships that would enable Mexican-American youth to advance
into skilled jobs. Until recently, it was possible for many Mexican-Americans in large-scale,
heavy industry to advance to more skilled jobs through seniority. The principle of seniority has
traditionally been used in unionized large-scale manufacturing plants in the United States, in
place of the apprenticeship programs used in Germany to train workers for more skilled
positions. However, with the closing of so many factories in these sectors in the 1970s,
advancement by this route has become extremely difficult, if not impossible, and Mexican-
American workers have been especially hard hit in cities like Chicago. Advancement to more
skilled factory jobs by the route of seniority was primarily important for employed workers in
their twenties and thirties, that is, those who had successfully passed through the “moratorium
period,” rather than for school-leavers. Nowadays, however, access to many skilled jobs,
especially outside heavy industry, for example in service jobs, is only possible through com-
munity or four-year college education. Therefore, networks between these institutions and
employers have increased in importance.

Effectiveness of job placement through public intermediary institutions shows striking dif-
ferences between the two countries. The large majority of secondary school graduates in
Germany, Germans and Turks alike, make use of information and referral services offered by
the counseling and placement division of the Federal Employment Service (a semiautonomous,
tripartite corporatist institution), called Berufsberatung. Placement services can only partially

who lack job networks are on their own.

Those youths who lack access to job networks find employment in precarious
“moratorium” jobs (United States) and unskilled work or undesirable apprenticeships
(Germany). For example, Turkish apprentices are overrepresented in companies that have
difficulties in recruiting German apprentices because the work is physically exhausting and
unattractive (for example, coal mining). Small craft shops, such as painters and pipe-fitters,
overproportionally hire immigrant school-leavers, t00. One of the reasons for employer
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recruitment problems is that in some craft occupations employers use apprentices as cheap
labor to a much higher extent than in big companies. Young Turkish men are definitely
overrepresented in the small crafts sector (Handwerk) compared to young German men.
Employers in the crafts often have not been able to find the preferred German apprentices
since the number of school-leavers dropped precipitously in the late 1980s. Thus,
school-leavers try to get into more demanding apprenticeships first, usually in bigger
companies. These companies expect to reap the returns of their investments after
apprenticeship training;: many more graduates from apprenticeship in big companies
continue to stay on, compared to apprentices in small craft firms.

Immigrant Entrepreneurship and Training Employment opportunities and chances for
Job training for immigrants and their children partly depend upon the resources of local
immigrant communities to establish economic enclaves. The sparse evidence available
suggests that immigrant entrepreneurship as a source of training has not been used to a large
degree by the two immigrant groups under study, albeit for different reasons.

Because labor markets in the United States are much less regulated than in Germany, it is
easier for immigrants to set up their own businesses and to train young workers and
employees. Over the past century immigrant businesses in the United States have offered
training and employment opportunities to coethnics of the first generation.*® However, since
Mexican-Americans have not entered self-employment to a significant extent when
compared to other (recent) immigrant groups such as Koreans and Indians,*® immigrant
businesses in Mexican-American communities do not contribute much to the training of
school-leavers. Also, opportunities for self-employment for Mexican-Americans were few,
and often preempted by other ethnic groups. For example, Mexican-Americans in Chicago
settled in industries and neighborhoods where the development of self-employment was
particularly difficult. A large percentage of Mexican-Americans worked in heavy industry
and settled in neighborhoods already dominated by previous European American
immigrants, for example on the far south side of Chicago.

In addition, jobs in ethnic businesses do not tend to be very attractive for most
second-generation Mexican-American school-leavers. Most neighborhood businesses pay
little and do not offer chances for occupational mobility; they tend to be even less attractive
than other “moratorium” jobs.

The main problem for job training of Turkish school-leavers in Turkish businesses in
Germany is not so much the quality of entry-level jobs and lack of opportunities for
economic advancement in immigrant businesses, but rather the inability of first-generation
Turkish entrepreneurs to fulfill the necessary professional requirements to train apprentices,
such as the masters’ qualification (Meisterbrief or equivalent in white collar occupations).
This problem is an outcome of a corporatist training market that excludes as trainers those
who did not go through apprenticeship themselves and have an additional training license. %
This form of legal discrimination has been maintained at a time when entrepreneurial
activity among Turkish immigrants has sharply increased.

Marginalization of Immigrant Youth

Those immigrant youths who do not take up job training or enroll in postsecondary
institutions encounter risks specific to each training system. In Germany’s corporatist system
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with its high density of regulation and placement of overriding importance on vocational
certificates, the risk of unemployment is very high. In the less regulated training and labor
markets in the United States, where wages and salaries are not fixed by wage bargaining,
income poverty is the most characteristic risk. Both unemployment and income poverty
could be signs of incipient underclass formation.

Unemployment and Income Poverty Unemployment among youths and young adults
gives a first indication of system-specific differences in exclusion. A comparison of
unemployment rates of Mexican and European American youth in Chicago and German and
Turkish youth in Duisburg (sixteen to nineteen year olds) shows that there were very few
country-specific differences. During the 1980s the unemployment ratio among Turkish and
German young men was 1.4 to I; between Mexican and European American young men it
was 1.3 to 1. Among women the ratio was even higher, 1.8 t0o l and 1.6 10 1, respectively.
In the twenty to twenty-four year old cohort ethnic inequality was lower than in the younger
age group. However, in Duisburg unemployment in this age group was overall higher than
in the lower age group. In Chicago, it was exactly opposite. In Germany, the dual system
reduces unemployment in the sixteen to nineteen year old group. But—and this is
decisive —a vocational certificate does not guarantee access to a job in the adult labor market
for the older age cohort.#! As indicated earlier, Turkish youths are overrepresented in those
apprenticeships that offer few employment opportunities in the adult labor markets, and
most of them do not enter the dual system. They become unemployed more often and
experience longer spells of joblessness than their German peers. Also, those school-leavers
who take up unskilled work are among the most exposed to the risk of unemployment.
Again, Turkish youths are overrepresented in this category. In the United States,
school-leavers go through a “moratorium” period. At the end of this period job prospects for
young adults increase. Thus, unemployment among the twenty to twenty-four year olds
tends to be lower than among the younger age group. Moreover, since labor markets in the
United States are not as highly regulated as in Germany, it is easier to get a job. Such a job,
however, may not pay enough for a decent living.

While unemployment is the major form of exclusion of Turkish youth from job
opportunities in Germany, income poverty is the major form for Mexican-Americans in the
United States. In 1985 one out of fifteen Hispanics who was employed full-time year round
had an income below the official poverty line, compared to one out of twenty-two
African-Americans and one out of forty European Americans.42 A detailed analysis of the
1970 and 1980 census data for Chicago shows that both the first and the second generations
of Mexican-Americans were affected by income poverty. In short, full-time year round

-employment does not guarantee an escape from income poverty.43 The problem of the
“working poor” is not as widespread in Germany as it is in the United States. Workers who
are employed full-time usually earn incomes above the poverty level.* Most workers in this
corporatist system of industrial relations are paid according to wage agreements between
employers’ associations and unjons. Accordingly, an analysis of federal level data
(socioeconomic panel, 1984-89) did not find significant differences between young
Germans and immigrants in regard to income.45

It is possible that public policies have significantly exacerbated the effects of different
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labor market structures in the United States and Germany on the market positions of recent
immigrant groups. During the 1980s many more jobs were created in U.S. labor markets
than in Germany.* It is thus not surprising that income poverty rather than unemployment
has been the main problem for those school-leavers in Chicago who were able to find
employment in the growth industries, mostly in the low wage service sector. Yet
Mexican-Americans were relatively disadvantaged vis-a-vis European Americans because
they were hit harder by the loss of many jobs in large-scale heavy industries.

Towards Underclass Formation? Based on this evidence we can now draw some
preliminary conclusions about long-term prospects of incorporation of the two immigrant
groups under consideration. In particular, underclass formation is & concern. In its most
extreme form of marginalization, the formation of an underclass or a group of ghetto poor,
the excluded can not be regarded as citizens fully participating in polity and economy
although they formally have political and social citizenship rights (Mexican-Americans) or
social citizenship rights (Turks). Underclass formation results in second-class citizenship.

For the United States, William J. Wilson and his collaborators have argued that
macroeconomic changes, resulting in industrial restructuring, coupled with the exodus of
middle and also working class African-Americans from black neighborhoods, have led to a
“social dislocation™ of ghetto residents. This exodus has resulted in an increase in
female-headed households, violent crime, welfare dependency, and long-term unemploy-
ment, that is, permanent exclusion from the labor force.*” Manufacturing jobs, once
important for inner city residents, have moved from the city. Thus, in particular, the absence
among ghetto residents of a “job network system that permeates other neighborhoods,” that
is, that helps inner city residents find out about and get jobs in other neighborhoods, leaves
them without employment opportunities. An important policy implication of this thesis is
that vigorous employment policies, as found in Germany and Sweden, could combat
long-term unemployment and exclusion from the labor force.*®

We may tentatively conclude that the descendants of Turkish migrant workers and families
have not begun to constitute a group of permanently excluded ghetto poor or an underclass. The
dual system and remedial programs ensure that most school-leavers (age group sixteen to
nineteen) are in training and/or are employed, although unemployment increases in the age
group twenty to twenty-four. Income poverty does not seem (o be widespread among Turkish
labor force participants in the sixteen to twenty-four year old age group. In addition, general
social assistance programs are more generous in Germany than in the United States. Never-
theless, the future prospects for insertion of Turkish immigrants in Germany are uncertain.
Although labor market policies that address the problems of adult workers are much more
“active” in the Federal Republic of Germany than in the United States—in fields such as job
creation, job placement, and employment services—adult Turkish workers are also much more
likely to be among the long-term unemployed than adult German workers. It is conceivable that
a sizable section of Turkish immigrants will become permanently marginalized in a changing
labor market competition. If the high levels of de facto immigration in the late 1980s and early
1990s continue into the future, an abundance of migrant labor may gradually contribute to
increasing competition between newly amrived East European labor and second- and third-
generation Turkish immigrants. It could be that a youthful labor force from eastern Europe with
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a background in manufacturing and the crafts will compete with Turkish youth and young
adults for jobs in the adult labor market 4

The situation of Mexican-Americans in the United States is much harder to evaluate,
Young Mexican-Americans in the American Midwest also have not begun to form an
underclass. In general, the socioeconomic situation of the descendants of Mexican-
American immigrants does not seem to improve regardless of generation. There even
seems to be a deterioration in the socioeconomic standing of third-generation Mexi-
can-Americans compared to first- and second-generation Americans.%® We know that
Mexican-Americans have been especially hard hit by the restructuring of the manu-
facturing sector in recent years; their firm grip on blue collar occupations in
manufacturing eroded during the 1980s.5!

The United States, along with Great Britain, went furthest in deregulating labor markets
during the 1980s. In the United States, almost no industrial and social policy efforts were

cities. Thus, the context set by social and economic policies seems to have been more
unfavorable than in Germany.

There are at least two groups to be distinguished among Mexican-American
school-leavers. First, many third- and fourth-generation Mexican-Americans in the
Southwest live in communities that were colonized by the United States. Second, there are
many communities in the Southwest and Midwest that emerged as a result of labor
migrations over the Past hundred years. In the first case Mexican-Americans can be seen as

a “castelike minority”; there are similarities to African-American communities. We would

second because of the long history of job discrimination. In the second case
Mexican-Americans are part of the “new immigrant” groups and are often compared to
earlier “old immigrants” from Europe who arrived at the turn of the century. We would
expect this second group to be incorporated gradually into the labor market,

Indeed, Mexican-American immigrants in the Chicago area best fit into this second group.

The continuous flow of new Mexican immigrants into Jow wage jobs lessens the sense of
underclass faced by African-Americans in the same or similar locations.5? For low wage jobs

over African-American labor. And Mexican-American school-leavers, despite their poverty,
still had ready access to job networks and precarious jobs during the 1980s. However,
continued large-scale immigration of manual labor from Mexico into the United States has
also contributed to the confinement of Mexican-Americans to low wage jobs. This pattern
also suggests that Mexican-Americans living in inner cities constitute predominantly a group
of “working poor.”

If there is a trend towards underclass formation, it should also be reflected in attitudes of
immigrant youth. John Ogbu’s approach to explaining the failure of “castelike minorities” in
schooling can also be used to illuminate the transition from school to work. 53 Ogbu argues that
castelike minorities such as African-Americans and Mexican-Americans have experienced a
“job ceiling.” For generations they have been subjugated by discrimination in the labor market.
According to Ogbu, parents teach their children that effort in school does not pay because of
later job discrimination. The successful transfer of such a leamed disposition from minority
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states that children of labor migrants have different attitudes because they have not experienced
discrimination on such a massive scale for a long time period.

As evidence from interviews indicates, neither Turkish youth in Duisburg nor Mexican-
American youth in Chicago lacks motivation to do well in high school.5* There is no conclusive
evidence that school performance among students of the two immigrant groups is low because
students expect discrimination in the labor market. Quite to the contrary, the interviews affirm
the proposition that aspirations of the first generation are prevalent among the second.

Conclusion

The demand and supply side explanations present an interactive perspective in approaching
questions of the relative economic success and failure of immigrant groups in labor markets.
This perspective has emphasized the role of policies, state institutions, and labor market
structures, on the one hand, and the resources and behavior of the affected groups, on the
other hand. The findings have far-reaching implications for public policies.

This study allows us to evaluate policy recommendations that have suggested the
introduction of a modified form of the German apprenticeship system in the United States.
One of the arguments in favor of a German-style apprenticeship program has been that it
could help to reduce the high unemployment rate among minority youth.3 This policy
proposal is important and is especially urgent in light of the trends of marginalization among
groups such as African-American, Puerto Rican, and Mexican-American youth in the United
States. Questions arise, however. Would a2 German-style apprenticeship program work in
the United States? What would its effects be?

The preceding analysis has suggested that apprenticeship programs in Germany and
various public policies in the United States discriminate against certain immigrant groups in
their own peculiar ways, through the high risk of unemployment in Germany and of income
poverty in the United States. Therefore, it is doubtful whether the introduction of a modified
form of apprenticeship program would decrease the relative level of inequality between
Mexican-American and European American youth. However, it could be that the absolute
level of job training would increase for both groups.

Those political actors advocating the introduction of an apprenticeship system in the
United States would need to consider not only the political opportunities but also the
necessary political institutions to implement such a system. It is essential to consider the
political processes that constitute policy regimes, such as class-based corporatism in
Germany and ethnically segmented pluralism in the United States. These regimes have
shaped the level of inclusiveness and selectivity of public policies. It is conceivable that in
the present political structure the introduction of a German-style system of vocational
training in the United States would quickly turn into one more job training program that
Caters to specific constituencies, such as racial and ethnic minorities.
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