F R JOURNAL OF
FAMILY RESEARCH

Contexts of partnership formation in Germany: Male
refugees from Syria and Afghanistan and children of
immigrants compared

Irena Kogan' & Marlene Bauer!
! Mannheim Centre for European Research, University of Mannheim

Address correspondence to: Irena Kogan, Mannheim Centre for European Research, University of
Mannheim, 68131 Mannheim. Email: irena.kogan@uni-mannheim.de

Abstract

Objective: This study examines partner-meeting channels and their association with patterns of
endogamous and exogamous unions among male refugees from Syria and Afghanistan, as well as first- and
second-generation men in Germany.

Background: The substantial inflow of young, predominantly male refugees from Syria and Afghanistan to
Germany has created markedly imbalanced partner markets, posing significant challenges for partnership
formation. The question arises through which channels these male refugees are likely to find partners and
how these compare to those of first- and second-generation migrants residing in Germany.

Method: Using data from PARFORM and CILS4EU-DE (total N = 3,813) and weighted multinomial logistic
regressions, we analyse individuals’ propensity to form endogamous unions, partnerships with the German
majority, and partnerships with other non-co-nationals. We focus on partner-meeting contexts,
distinguishing between family, friends, main activities (work or study), neighbourhoods, leisure activities,
and online dating spaces.

Results: Refugees rely primarily on family, followed by friends, the internet, and daily activities, whereas
MENA+ and other minority groups draw on a wider range of channels, including leisure settings alongside
friendship networks. Among Syrians, meeting through family contacts is associated with stronger
endogamy, while among first- and second-generation individuals of MENA+ origin, neighbourhood
contacts support endogamy. By contrast, among Afghan refugees and first- and second-generation
individuals from other origins, partnership endogamy and exogamy show little variation by meeting
context.

Conclusion: Family and neighbourhood contacts reinforce endogamy among Syrian refugees and first- and
second-generation migrants of MENA+ origin, respectively, whereas leisure contexts — with some nuances —
are associated with greater exogamy.
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1. Introduction

Partnership formation is a pivotal life-course transition and a key indicator of social integration (Gordon,
1964; Kalmijn, 1998). Endogamous unions, formed between co-ethnics or co-nationals, reinforce social and
cultural continuity, while exogamous partnerships — across ethnic or national lines — can signal boundary
crossing and the integration of minority groups into the mainstream (Alba & Nee, 2003). For both recent
migrants and their descendants, partner choice thus extends beyond the private sphere, reflecting dynamics
of belonging, national identity, and structural opportunity.

New assimilation theory suggests that exposure to majority institutions gradually weakens ethnic
boundaries and promotes inter-group partnerships (Alba & Nee, 2003). However, this tendency can be
countered by boundary maintenance within certain groups, where endogamy is reinforced through family
influence, religious norms, and community sanctions (Foner & Alba, 2008). Consequently, endogamous
unions remain common among migrants and their descendants, particularly in contexts marked by greater
cultural, religious, or linguistic distance (Dribe & Lundh, 2011; Gonzalez-Ferrer, 2006; Hannemann et al.,
2018; Kalmijn & van Tubergen, 2006; Muttarak, 2010; Van Pottelberge et al., 2021).

Germany provides a particularly relevant context. Its population with a migration background primarily
comprises descendants of guest workers recruited between 1955 and 1973, largely from Turkey, Yugoslavia,
and Italy; descendants of refugees from the Yugoslav wars (1991-2001); and ethnic German immigrants,
notably from the former Soviet Union, Poland, and Romania. Between 2014 and 2021, Germany received
several hundred thousand refugees from the Middle East, mainly Syria and Afghanistan, making it the
largest destination for this population in Europe (Eurostat, 2018; OECD, 2017). Among refugees aged 16-30
from these countries in Germany, more than 70% were men (BAMF, 2016) and were largely unmarried
(Damir-Geilsdorf & Sabra, 2018). These demographic characteristics resulted in skewed sex ratios and
created challenges for co-ethnic partnership formation.

This raises the question of how refugees find their partners and whether their meeting contexts differ
from those of the children of immigrants in Germany. It also prompts inquiry into which types of
partnerships are associated with specific meeting channels and whether these associations differ across the
analysed groups.

Against this backdrop, this study examines which partner-meeting channels are associated with
endogamous unions and which with exogamous unions, including partnerships with majority members as
well as with first- or second-generation migrants from other countries. We contribute to existing research
by distinguishing diverse meeting contexts, such as immediate social contacts (family, friends), structural
opportunities (work or study, neighbourhood), and leisure (activities, internet) (see also Rosenfeld, 2002;
Qian and Hu, 2024; Potarcd, 2017). The analysis focuses on three groups of men in their late twenties — the
prime age for partnership formation: (1) Syrian and Afghan refugees who arrived around 2015-2016; (2)
first- and second-generation men with Middle Eastern and North African backgrounds; and (3) first- and
second-generation men from other backgrounds, predominantly European. Including a recently arrived
refugee group in this comparison constitutes a particularly novel contribution of the study. By linking
meeting channels to partnership outcomes, this paper sheds light on how everyday social contexts translate
into patterns of ethnic boundary maintenance versus crossing in intimate relationships.

2. Social contexts as opportunity structures

Partner meeting contexts can be understood as realized opportunity structures (Blau, 1977; Kalmijn, 1998).
Some contexts, such as neighbourhoods, educational institutions, workplaces, family networks, or
organized leisure activities (e.g., sports clubs), constitute structured settings in which both individual
preferences and structural opportunities, such as those arising from segregated social arrangements, shape
partner selection (Kalmijn & Flap, 2001). In contrast, in less organized contexts such as online leisure
activities, the voluntary nature of participation diminishes the role of structural conditions and brings
individual preferences to the forefront.

Family shapes partner selection, fostering endogamy through the encouragement of unions within co-
ethnic or co-religious groups (Buunk et al., 2012; Kalmijn, 1998; Kogan et al., 2025). Parents tend to guide
offspring toward culturally similar partners directly, through matchmaking, partner suggestions, or
arranged introductions (Grusec & Davidov, 2007; Maddox, 2019; Wachter & de Valk, 2020), or indirectly,
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through socialization, as parents transmit role-model relationship norms (Maddox, 2019; Weifmann &
Maddox, 2016).

Friends are shown to influence the partnership patterns of minorities via network composition, with
ethnically diverse friendship networks increasing the likelihood of interethnic unions (Clark-Ibafiez &
Felmlee, 2004; van Zantvliet & Kalmijn, 2013). U.S. studies show that majority—minority friendships, such
as majority members’ ties to racial minorities (Perry 2013) or African Americans’ friendships with Whites
(Jacobson & Johnson, 2006), improve attitudes toward intergroup marriage. Osanami Toérngren (2016)
reports similar results for Sweden.

Workplaces are major settings of daily interactions and partner search (Lichter et al., 1991; Rosenfeld,
2002; Tomaskovic-Devey et al., 2006). Minoritized groups in mixed workplaces are more likely to form
exogamous unions, with workplace diversity often exerting stronger effects than neighbourhood
composition (Rahnu et al., 2020) and fostering interethnic friendships that further encourage intergroup
partnerships (Kokkonen et al., 2015). Empirical evidence remains, however, equivocal (Eisnecker, 2019;
Perry, 2013).

In educational institutions, diversity exposes minority students to majority peers and other minoritized
groups, promoting openness to interethnic partnerships (Bowman, 2012; Merlino et al., 2019; Strully, 2014;
Zhang, 2024). Results are similarly mixed: in the U.S., White and Black adolescents often seek same-group
partners, whereas Hispanic youth more frequently date across group lines (Strully, 2014). In college, White
students likewise favor same-group relationships, whereas Latino/a students and Black students —
particularly men compared to women — are more likely to form cross-group partnerships (Keels & Harris,
2014). By contrast, other evidence suggests that campus diversity increases intergroup unions, particularly
among White students (Bowman, 2012).

Neighbourhoods shape partnership opportunities by structuring everyday encounters. Residential
diversity increases interethnic partnerships for both minorities and majority members (Eisnecker, 2019;
Perry, 2013; Rahnu et al., 2020; Zhang, 2024), with moderately high minority shares being most conducive
and very high shares reinforcing in-group ties (Eisnecker, 2019). Co-ethnic unions are shown to be more
common in enclaves, while mixed neighbourhoods encourage interethnic relationships (Hwang et al., 1997;
van Tubergen & Maas, 2007; Puur et al., 2018; van Ham & Tammaru, 2011).

Ethnic segregation in leisure activities is shown to mirror residential segregation in Estonia (Kukk et al.,
2019). Youth camps can foster relationship formation when they provide open, non-normative
environments, as shown by Davis-Delano and Gillard (2015) for same-sex relationships. Since the 2010s,
online dating has replaced many offline meeting places and expanded opportunities for interethnic
partnerships in Western countries (Lampard, 2020; Rosenfeld et al., 2019).

The internet shapes partner selection by enabling both exogamy and endogamy (Feliciano et al., 2009;
Lewis, 2013; Lin & Lundquist, 2013; Robnett & Feliciano, 2011; Yancey, 2009). Mainstream platforms ease
geographic and network limits, increasing interethnic contact (Hitsch et al., 2010; Potirci, 2017; Rosenfeld
& Thomas, 2012), while niche platforms (by ethnicity or religion) target specific groups, reinforcing
endogamy (Finkel et al., 2012; Hobbs et al., 2017). Visual cues and high-volume, brief interactions further
heighten boundaries, so the internet both expands opportunities and amplifies existing social boundaries
(Lundquist et al., 2024).

Overall, close ties — family and friends — are shown to be associated with more endogamous partner
choices. Social networks that arise from individuals’ embeddedness in their main activity or place of
residence reflect the structural characteristics of these settings, including their origin-group composition,
and may therefore shape patterns of endogamy. Networks formed through leisure activities depend on the
nature of those activities, whether physical or virtual. Whereas physical activities are more likely to mirror
neighbourhood segregation (Kamenik et al., 2016) and thus align with related partnership patterns, virtual
leisure, such as social media, may provide access to more diverse contacts and potentially foster exogamy.

In the following, we explore how partner-meeting channels are associated with endogamy and exogamy
among recent refugees and other groups in Germany.
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3. Research methodology

3.1 Data

We draw on two datasets: Wave 1 of PARFORM and Wave 9 of CILS4EU-DE. The PARFORM study
(Partnership Formation in the Context of Recent Refugee Migration) focuses on the partnership experiences of
young male refugees with Syrian or Afghan citizenship — held either exclusively or in combination with
another citizenship, including German — who arrived in Germany unmarried between 2014 and 2018. A
sample for PARFORM was drawn from 67 municipalities with a high share of Afghan and Syrian refugees
in 14 out of 16 German federal states. Addresses were obtained via municipal registers between 2021 and
2023 and the Central Register of Foreigners (Auslinderzentralregister [AZR], provided by the Research Data
Centre of the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (Forschungsdatenzentrum des Bundesamits fiir
Migration und Fliichtlinge [BAMF]), 2023: Sample from the inventory of the AZR from date 31.07.2023
[BAMF-Forschungsdatenzentrum, 2021]) (for more information on sampling and survey design, see the
technical reports by Gerber et al. (2024) and Kogan et al. (2025b). Data for Wave 1 (pre-publication version
v3.0) were collected between summer 2022 and January 2024. At the time of the interview, Syrian refugees
were on average 30 years old, and Afghan refugees 27.

The CILS4EU-DE study (German part of the Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study in Four European
Countries) is a panel survey among the resident population in Germany, focusing on the intergenerational
integration of respondents with a migration background. The original CILS4EU sample consisted of 9th
graders selected through school-based sampling, with respondents of immigrant background oversampled
in Wave 1 (Kalter et al., 2019); a refreshment sample was added in Wave 6. It relied on register-based
individual selection, with potential migration background identified through name-based classification
procedures (Kalter et al., 2019). At the time of the interview for Wave 9, which was fielded in 2022,
respondents were on average 27 years of age. For creating all variables relevant for the analysis, data from
both CILS4EU (Kalter et al., 2016a, 2016b, 2017) ! and CILS4EU-DE (Kalter et al., 2024) were used. 2

The gross sample comprises a total of 7,384 respondents: 3,412 PARFORM respondents and 3,972
CILS4EU-DE respondents. After the exclusion of respondents (a) with a third-generation migration
background, (b) without a migration background, (c) whose migrant status or migration generation could
not be determined, (d) women from the CILS4EU-DE dataset, and (e) refugees whose current partnership
started before migration®, we ended up with a total analytical sample of N = 3,813 male respondents.

3.2 Focal variables

Our focal outcome variable is respondents’ partnership status in combination with their partner’s national
origin, distinguishing between four categories: respondents in an endogamous partnership (i.e., with a co-
national partner), respondents with a German partner, respondents with a partner of a different nationality,
and respondents who are not currently in a partnership. By referring to partners of the same national
background among second-generation migrants, we imply shared ancestry rather than nationality in the
legal sense. In cases of multi-ethnic parentage, we assign respondents the origin of the foreign-born parent.
Our first focal independent variable pertains to the context in which respondents met their partner,
allowing for multiple responses. Several meeting contexts were combined to address low cell counts across
all origin groups (see Table Al in the appendix), resulting in six binary indicators of meeting context: (1)
Family, (2) Friends, (3) Main activity (e.g., job, education), (4) Neighbourhood, (5) Leisure, and (6) Social
media and online dating (hereafter referred to as the internet). Table A2 in the Appendix details the specific
contexts included in each category, along with the exact wording presented to respondents in each dataset.
Our second focal independent variable is population group, which distinguishes four categories: (1)
recent Syrian refugees (1,925 individuals, or 50.5% of the analytical sample); (2) recent Afghan refugees
(1,355 individuals, or 35.5% of the analytical sample); (3) MENA+ first- and second-generation migrants
(180 individuals, or 4.7% of the analytical sample); and (4) first- and second-generation migrants from other

1  CILS4EU research project was funded in the NORFACE ERA NET Plus Migration in Europe-programme.
2 CILS4EU-DE is funded within the long-term programme of the German Research Foundation (DFG).
3 The results remain unchanged when respondents whose current partnership began prior to migration are not excluded.
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regions (353 individuals, or 9.3% of the analytical sample). The largest subgroup within the MENA+
category consists of individuals originating from Turkey (61.1%), followed by individuals from Afghanistan,
Palestine, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and Tunisia. By
contrast, the largest subgroup within the “Other” category consists of individuals originating from EU
member states.

3.3 Method

Analyses are based on two weighted multinomial logistic regression models that include a full set of control
variables (for the list of control variables, see Table A3 in the appendix). To illustrate differences between
the groups, predicted probabilities are computed from the regression results, with controls held at their
means. Group differences are assessed using pairwise comparisons of regression coefficients, with
statistical significance set at the 5% level (p < 0.05).

In the first step, we run a multinomial logistic regression estimating the likelihood of having a co-
national partner, a German partner, a partner with another nationality, or not having a current partner. In
the second step, the models include interaction terms between the group variable and meeting-context
variables. Respondents without a current partner are excluded, as meeting-context information is available
only for partnered respondents.

Table A3 presents the proportions of missing data for the control variables. None of the variables have
more than 20% missing data, although variables related to parental education, respondents’ (liberal)
attitudes, labour market status, and partnership type show the highest proportions of missing values. This
poses a challenge for the multivariate analyses, particularly for the multinomial regression models.
Therefore, for multivariate analyses, missing values are multiply imputed using chained equations with
predictive mean matching and nearest neighbours, with 25 imputed datasets. In the imputation models, we
include the outcome variables, the independent variables, and all control variables, as well as an indicator
for the data source (PARFORM/CILS4EU-DE). The independent variables for the meeting context and
control variables Multiple Meeting Contexts reported and Partnership type are conditionally imputed for
respondents who report a current partnership. Imputed values on outcome variables are excluded from the
analyses.

4. Findings

We start with the predicted probabilities of reporting a current partnership, which are relatively similar
across all analysed groups, ranging between 49% and 57% (see Figure 1; for the regression coefficients, see
Table A4). However, clear group differences emerge regarding the partner’s origin. For Syrian and Afghan
refugees and MENA+ first- and second-generation migrants, co-national partnerships show the highest
predicted probabilities. By contrast, first- and second-generation migrants from other countries display
substantially lower probabilities of co-national unions, with most partnerships in this group formed with
Germans. The groups do not differ significantly in the predicted probabilities of partnerships with other
nationalities.

Since the majority of individuals in the MENA+ group originate from Turkey, we conducted sensitivity
analyses in which the MENA+ category was replaced with a Turkish-origin group. The results show that
men of Turkish background are the least likely to report being currently unpartnered and, in line with
previous research (Hannemann et al., 2018), are more likely to report an endogamous partnership than
men from the other groups (see Figure Al in the Appendix).
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Figure 1:  Partnership status and partner nationality
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The analysis then turns to the channels through which respondents met their current partners. Despite
allowing multiple responses, the majority selected only one channel (84.9%), with 13.0% selecting two and
1.7% selecting three. Figure 2 visualizes the frequency with which respondents report particular means of
finding a partner, distinguishing between those who report one channel (shown on the main diagonal) and
those who report two channels (shown below the main diagonal). Refugee groups are rather similar in the
channels through which they met their partners, with slightly less than half indicating only one channel-
their family. This is remarkable given that, for some respondents, parents or other family members are not
even in the country (see Kogan et al., 2025a). Most also met their current partners via friends, the internet,

or their main place of activity.

Figure 22 Heat plots (of the frequencies) of meeting a partner through specific channels
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Note: PARFORM wave 1 pre-publication version v3.0, CILS4EU waves 1-3, CILS4EU-DE waves 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9. Those who indicated
one channel of meeting a partner are found on the main diagonal. Results unweighted.
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Among those refugees reporting multiple channels (depicted below the main diagonal), Syrian men
frequently combined friends and family or friends and the internet, whereas Afghan men more often
combined family and friends or family and the internet. In contrast, patterns among first- and second-
generation migrants differ markedly. For MENA+ first- and second-generation migrants, the most common
channels were not family, but friends, the internet, and the main place of activity. First- and second-
generation migrants from other countries also frequently cited leisure activities, both as a primary channel
and in combination with socializing with friends. A combination of friends and main activity was also
observed.

Finally, our analyses focus on the relationships between meeting channels and the probability of
finding a partner with German nationality, the same nationality, or another nationality (see Figure 3; for the
regression coefficients, see Table AS; for the list of predicted margins with confidence intervals, see Table
A6; for pairwise comparisons, see Table A7 in the Appendix).

Figure 3:  Probability of a partnership with a German, co-national or other partner by meeting channel
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Results show that among Syrians, family constitutes the most important meeting context for co-
national partners, yielding substantially higher predicted probabilities than main activity, internet, and
leisure contexts. In contrast, leisure emerges as the dominant context for meeting a German partner,
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displaying the highest predicted probabilities compared to other channels. For partnerships with
individuals of other nationalities, the predicted probabilities associated with internet, leisure, and main
activity contexts are higher than those associated with family among Syrians; however, the overlapping
confidence intervals indicate that these estimates are not statistically different from one another.

Among Afghan refugees, no specific meeting context emerges as particularly influential in shaping
patterns of partnership endogamy or exogamy.

Among first- and second-generation individuals from MENA+ and other origins, small sample sizes
lead to high estimation uncertainty, reflected in the large confidence intervals shown in Figure 3.
Nevertheless, some noteworthy patterns become apparent. For the MENA+ group, leisure activities show
the highest predicted probabilities for meeting a German partner, whereas neighbourhood contexts show
the lowest; this contrast is statistically significant. In addition, meeting a partner in the neighbourhood is
associated with higher predicted probabilities of co-national partnerships compared to leisure and main
activity contexts, and these differences are statistically significant. No meaningful differences are observed
across meeting contexts for the probability of finding a partner of another nationality.

Finally, among first- and second-generation migrants from other origins, there are no statistically
significant differences across meeting contexts in the predicted probabilities of finding a partner.

Cross-group comparisons within meeting channels show that family most strongly sustains co-national
partnering among Syrian and Afghan male refugees compared to the MENA+ group. In contrast,
neighbourhood contacts are particularly important for MENA+ first- and second-generation individuals
(compared to the refugee groups) in securing a co-national partner. Furthermore, MENA+ men are more
likely than refugees to form partnerships with Germans (rather than with “other” individuals) across most
contexts.

5. Conclusions

Starting from the premise that partner-meeting contexts can be understood as realized opportunity
structures shaping the pool of potential partners (Kalmijn, 1998; Kalmijn & Flap, 2001), this study examines
how different partner-search channels are associated with patterns of partnership endogamy and exogamy
among young men with a refugee background and first- and second-generation migrants in Germany. The
results reveal several noteworthy findings.

First, meeting channels differ markedly across groups. Refugees rely heavily on family, followed by
friends, the internet, and daily activities, whereas first- and second-generation migrants from MENA+ and
other countries draw on a broader range of channels. These differences highlight varying degrees of kinship
centrality and the extent to which groups are embedded in more homogeneous versus more heterogeneous
social environments (Kalmijn, 1998).

Second, consistent with research highlighting the role of family networks in sustaining endogamous
unions (Buunk et al., 2012; Kalmijn, 1998; Kogan et al., 2025a), the results show that family constitutes a
key channel for co-national partnering among Syrian refugees, while it is associated with a considerably
lower probability of forming partnerships with German partners. By contrast, contexts characterized by
broader social interaction, such as leisure activities, appear more conducive to partnerships with German
partners rather than co-national ones. This pattern aligns with findings suggesting that less structured and
more open social environments can increase opportunities for interethnic contact (Clark-Ibafiez & Felmlee,
2004; Rosenfeld et al., 2019).

Third, for first- and second-generation individuals of MENA+ origin, neighbourhood contexts are
associated with a higher probability of co-national partnering. This finding is in line with research
demonstrating that residential environments structure opportunities for partner contact and may reinforce
endogamy where homogamous networks are locally concentrated (Eisnecker, 2019; van Tubergen & Maas,
2007).

Fourth, no single clearly dominant means of meeting a partner emerges among Afghan refugees and
first- and second-generation migrants from other countries. Afghan refugees appear more likely to form
endogamous unions regardless of the meeting context. This pattern may suggest that partner choice among
Afghan refugees is shaped less by specific opportunity structures and more by broader structural or cultural
constraints (Kalmijn & Flap, 2001). At the same time, first- and second-generation migrants from other



207

countries exhibit more open opportunity structures and greater diversity in partnership types along the
endogamy—exogamy spectrum.

Overall, the findings support the idea that close-knit social networks, particularly family and
neighbourhood ties, tend to reinforce endogamy. More nuanced patterns emerge with respect to the
association of main activities, leisure, and the internet with higher levels of exogamy; however, these results
remain statistically uncertain due to uneven sample sizes between the refugee and resident samples. In
addition, relatively small subgroup sizes, especially among first- and second-generation migrants, may limit
statistical power and obscure more nuanced channel-specific effects. Nevertheless, the overall patterns
resonate with prior research suggesting that less tightly structured social settings, such as leisure activities
or online environments, can expand opportunities for intergroup contact and thereby increase the
likelihood of exogamous partnerships (Bozon & Héran, 1989; Kalmijn & Flap, 2001; Rosenfeld & Thomas,
2012).

Beyond the sample-related constraints, the findings should also be interpreted in light of several
additional limitations, including the cross-sectional design, reliance on self-reported meeting channels, and
the exclusive focus on men.
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Information in German

Deutscher Titel

Kontexte der Partnerschaftsbildung in Deutschland — ein Vergleich mannlicher Gefliichteter aus Syrien
und Afghanistan mit Nachkommen von Migranten

Zusammenfassung

Fragestellung: Diese Studie untersucht Partnerfindungskanile und deren Zusammenhang mit Mustern
endogamer und exogamer Partnerschaften bei mannlichen Gefliichteten aus Syrien und Afghanistan sowie
bei Mannern der ersten und zweiten Generation in Deutschland.

Hintergrund: Der erhebliche Zuzug junger, iiberwiegend minnlicher Gefliichteter aus Syrien und
Afghanistan nach Deutschland hat zu deutlich unausgeglichenen Partnermirkten gefiihrt und stellt
erhebliche Herausforderungen fiir die Partnerschaftsbildung dar. Es stellt sich daher die Frage, iiber
welche Wege diese minnlichen Gefliichteten ihre Partnerinnen finden und wie sich diese von den
Partnerfindungswegen von Migranten der ersten und zweiten Generation in Deutschland unterscheiden.

Methode: Auf Grundlage von Daten aus PARFORM und CILS4EU-DE (Gesamt-N = 3.945) sowie
gewichteten multinomialen logistischen Regressionen analysieren wir die Wahrscheinlichkeit, endogame
Partnerschaften, Partnerschaften mit der deutschen Mehrheitsbevolkerung sowie mit anderen nicht-ko-
nationalen Partnern einzugehen. Der Fokus liegt auf Kontexten der Partnerfindung, wobei zwischen
Familie, Freundeskreis, Haupttitigkeit (Arbeit oder Ausbildung), Nachbarschaft, Freizeitaktivititen und
Online-Dating unterschieden wird.

Ergebnisse: Gefliichtete greifen in erster Linie auf die Familie zuriick, gefolgt von Freunden, dem Internet
und alltiglichen Aktivititen, wihrend MENA+- und andere Minderheitengruppen ein breiteres Spektrum
an Kanilen nutzen, einschliefflich Freizeitkontexten und Freundschaftsnetzwerken. Unter Syrern ist das
Kennenlernen tiber familidre Kontakte mit stirkerer Endogamie verbunden, wihrend bei Personen der
ersten und zweiten Generation mit MENA+-Herkunft nachbarschaftliche Kontakte die Endogamie fordern.
Demgegentiber zeigen sich bei afghanischen Gefliichteten sowie bei Personen der ersten und zweiten
Generation anderer Herkunft kaum Unterschiede in Endogamie und Exogamie in Abhingigkeit vom
Kennenlernkontext.

Schlussfolgerung: Familidre und nachbarschaftliche Kontakte verstirken Endogamie bei syrischen
Gefliichteten bzw. bei Migranten der ersten und zweiten Generation mit MENA+-Herkunft, wihrend
Freizeitkontexte — mit gewissen Differenzierungen — mit stirkerer Exogamie verbunden sind.

Schlagwoérter: Endogamie-Exogamie, Partnerfindungskontexte, Migranten der ersten und zweiten
Generation
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