The review process has been completed and, based on the advice received, we are very pleased that our reviewers consider your paper, ""I was always told to fit in, but never to excel.": Men’s Post Migration Practices of Success in the Labor Market, as having potential to be published in Journal of International Migration and Integration. Please see at the bottom of this letter the comments of our reviewers. We kindly ask you to address these comments fully, and in addition provide a detailed separate report on your responses to the reviewers' comments. In case of disagreement with the reviewer's argument, we would like to hear your argument on that issue as well as improving your argumentation in that regard in your article. You are kindly requested to also check the website for possible reviewer attachment(s).

We are looking forward to receiving your revised article until 19 Jan 2024 in order to continue the review process. Please note that resubmitting your manuscript does not guarantee eventual acceptance, and that your resubmission will be subject to re-review before a decision is rendered.

In order to submit your revised manuscript, please access the Editorial Manager website.

COMMENTS FOR THE AUTHOR:

Reviewer #1: The paper aims to describe and analyse the post-migration practices of success among migrant men in senior positions in the public sector, with the aim of illuminating the mechanisms and circumstances
contributing to achieving success. It's an excellent piece of literature which deserves to be published.

However, while I very much appreciated the first part meaning Abstract, Theoritical Framework and Methods, I admit that I found the organization of Results, Discussion and Conclusions more confused. First of all, Author(s) recall the theory of assimilation quoting Borjas work,  but apparently using the term as synonym for "integration" which is not. I suggest to make stronger differentiation between the two concepts: the work of Alejandro Portes and Anna Triandafyllidou, among others, might help Author(s) in understanding the difference between  better narrowing their research interests. On the same line, I suggest a better investigation of the concept "racism" in the sociological literature, before reporting that concept related to the feelings of the intervieweed. I am pretty sure that, once better defined these central concepts for the paper, the structure of the second part will benefit of a clearer distinction.


Reviewer #6: A well-written paper. I would advise to re-check spelling and consequences (i.e. there are clear difference and others) and to change the name of the paper specifying the type of people interviewed (i.e. those interviewed all have university educations and incomes higher than the national average, which makes them upper-middle(?) classs and the country they come from. Also I advise to add some information on the other migrants from Ethiopia, living and working in Israel. Considering the other Ethiopian migrants earing less than national average, it would be good to add some info on why these 27 guys did excel? Finally, I feellike there is some selection bias.. The author need to do something with that.

Reviewer #8: Thank you very much for the opportunity to review this paper. The manuscript is well-written but requires some work before it can be accepted for publication. Below are my comments on the manuscript:
1.      The introduction adeptly identifies a gap in migration studies, underscoring the prevailing focus on marginalized groups and the scant attention given to migrants' experiences of success and post-migration practices. This effectively sets the stage for the study's significance. Additionally, the critical engagement with integration theory contributes to the article's theoretical depth, offering a nuanced critique of its limitations. The articulation of the transnational perspective as an alternative, emphasizing its dynamic and non-linear nature, is well-executed. Furthermore, the alignment with an emic perspective, recognizing the limitations of objective success measures, is a commendable approach. The research objectives are clearly defined, providing a focused direction for the paper. However, clarity in terminology is crucial, especially concerning the shift from "integration" to "incorporation," which may benefit from a more explicit explanation for readers less
familiar with these terms. While references to existing studies are made, a more explicit connection to the broader literature would enhance context. Additionally, elaborating on the importance of intersections between masculinity, ethnic culture, and migration, and how these contribute to the study's novelty, would enhance the rationale. Incorporating a hook or narrative element would boost reader engagement, providing a more relatable entry point to the study.
2.      The theoretical framework of the paper admirably integrates cultural capital with migration, offering a nuanced perspective on the construction of a "culture of migration." By drawing from integration and transnational approaches, the framework contributes depth to the understanding of how ethnic culture impacts migrants in both origin and destination countries. A commendable aspect is the paper's focus on migrant masculinities, addressing a significant research gap. The call to re-examine masculinity concepts and explore men's unique experiences in migration contributes to a broader understanding of gender dynamics within migration scholarship. The contextualization of the study within the Israeli context, particularly concentrating on Ethiopian immigrants, adds specificity and depth to the theoretical framework. The inclusion of data on employment, income, and representation in various sectors provides a robust foundation for exploring the intersections of cultural
capital, migration, and success. However, to enhance conceptual clarity, the framework would benefit from a more explicit definition and operationalization of the "cultural capital of migration." Clearly articulating how this capital is accumulated and utilized for success would strengthen the theoretical foundations. Again, to strengthen the link between theory and practice, the author(s) must explicitly connect the theoretical framework to the objectives of the study. Clearly outlining how the identified concepts will be operationalized in paper will enhance the alignment between theory and practice.
3.      The methodology section of the article presents a focused and well-structured approach to investigating migration success among Ethiopian Israeli migrant men. The study relies on 27 semi-structured interviews with successful individuals in the public sector, conducted between 2019 and 2020. The sample population, aged 35 to 45, consists of first- or second-generation immigrants from Ethiopia, all with higher education and incomes above the national average for Israeli Jews. The interview process, conducted via Zoom or in-person, follows a comprehensive guidebook exploring societal relationships, gender dynamics, personal definitions of success, and critical life moments. Confidentiality is maintained through the use of anonymous abbreviations for participants. The methodology extends beyond individual interviews, including six interviews with experts in immigrant employment to provide a broader perspective on success. While the author(s) justifies the use of snowball
sampling, more explicit rationale for this choice and consideration of potential biases introduced by this method must be provided to enhance methodological rigor. The absence of a discussion on interviewer reflexivity leaves room for improvement in acknowledging potential biases introduced by the researchers. Again, integration of data from expert interviews into overall findings is mentioned but lacks detailed explanation, requiring clarification on how this synthesis was executed. Additionally, the methodology briefly references thematic analysis without providing specifics on the coding process, inter-coder reliability, or software used for analysis. Information on these aspects must be provided to enhance the transparency and replicability of the study.
4.      In this discussion section, the paper effectively navigates the aim of analyzing the mechanisms influencing job market success among migrant men from Ethiopia, specifically those holding senior positions in the public sector. The thematic division into four key patterns of post-migration practices offers a nuanced exploration of the challenges faced by this demographic. The narrative starts strongly by clearly articulating the paper's objectives, emphasizing the focus on Ethiopian migrant men's unique experiences. The subsequent analysis of success patterns, such as the dichotomy between integration and excellence, adds depth to the understanding of the subject matter. Notably, the discussion captures the intricate interplay of factors like masculinity, ethnicity, and excellence, offering a holistic perspective. The concept of transforming ethnic and migrant cultures into a form of cultural capital emerges as a noteworthy contribution. The discussion effectively
illustrates how these cultural dimensions serve as distinctive resources and motivational drivers for professional success, enriching the overall analysis. However, the discussion could benefit from a more explicit connection to existing literature. The authors must ensure that the discussions are explicitly connected with existing literature. That is, while challenging the concept of integration in the context of migrant male success, the author(s) must strengthen its impact by providing more explicit connections to existing literature. Discussing how the findings align with or deviate from previous research on migrant success would offer a stronger foundation for the conceptual claims. While the findings are rich and detailed, a clearer integration with the theoretical framework would enhance the paper's theoretical robustness. The author should also explicitly identify the research gap addressed by the study to strengthen its academic significance.
5.      The conclusion of this article provides a thought-provoking conceptual challenge to the prevailing understanding of migrant success. It asserts that success extends beyond the commonly accepted idea of integration, introducing a nuanced perspective that encompasses practices such as rule-breaking and challenging conventions. The section effectively highlights the often overlooked practices of migrant success and broadens the discourse on the complexities inherent in the migrant experience. A notable strength lies in the intersectional analysis, considering dynamics related to perceptions of migrant masculinity, skin color, and status. This approach recognizes the multifaceted nature of migrant experiences, enriching the discussion. Moreover, the identification of the invisibility of migrant masculinity in societal discourse is a crucial insight, acknowledging the specific social constructs and constraints faced by migrant men. The conclusion suggests examining migrant
men's success through the lens of cultural capital, introducing a cultural dimension to the understanding of success. However, it would benefit from further expansion on how cultural capital operates in this context, providing concrete examples or theoretical elaboration.  Additionally, the conclusion could benefit from a forward-looking statement that suggests potential avenues for future research or practical applications of the study's insights.



Reviewer #10: Dear author,
Thank you for the opportunity to read your article on men's post migration practices of success in the labor market. I especially appreciate the focus on what success constitutes in the context of integration, as many models view structural labor market integration as a key objective indicator of integration and thereby presume that it is successful. Highlighting the voices and experiences of migrants themselves is crucial to further understanding of the dynamic integration process. In that sense, shedding light on 'successful' integration and related mechanisms contributes to more nuanced theorizing on how to define success of integration as a whole. Relatedly, I appreciate the addition of changing understandings of masculinity for migrant men. While it is known that migrant men in particular often face more (labor market) discrimination compared to migrant women, their own ideas of what it means to be a migrant and a men and the impact of these intersecting identities
indeed deserve more attention. The strength of this research then also lies in highlighting the identity processes and changes that underlie their success stories. The notion of migrant cultural capital similarly taps into the unique contribution that migrant men can make, and re-positions the problematic view of the migrant as someone who has to adapt to someone who can contribute to society and can be an agent of social change. Nevertheless, I have a couple of thoughts on how to make the argumentation and empirical approach of this paper stronger. I will provide comments on the theorizing and the analysis of the study, before ending  with some general reflections on the paper as a whole. The remainder of this review is thus meant as suggestions on how to make the argumentation and analysis stronger, as there are some aspects of the paper that I do not yet find fully convincing or sufficiently clear.

With regards to the theory, my take-away from your argumentation is as follows:  Integration is traditionally thought to require assimilation of migrants in the dominant society and this view, while slowly changing, reinforces neo-liberal norms by focusing on migrants' success compared to majority group's societal position. However, a more dynamic view of the integration process also necessitates the exploration of migrants' own success stories and their subjective experience of the processes and pathways to success. Additionally, the authors connect this to theorizing on migrant cultural capital and migrant masculinity, which are often overlooked and could be potential resources on the road to success. The paper sets out to investigate 1. How migrant men themselves experience success in the context of integration and 2. Which strategies they employed to be successful, with a specific focus on changing masculinities. 

To me, the analysis and discussion of results do not provide a clear answer on how migrant men view success, which was one of the key questions of the paper. Instead, the focus of the analysis itself lays on the strategies they employed to be successful and to reconcile their identities after achieving success. It was unclear whether the interviewees indeed viewed successful integration as being dependent on excellence in the labor market. I wonder to what extent you can answer the question of what success means to migrant men in general with a sample that you selected based on objective success in the public sector. Different samples or a more bottom-up perspective might also indicate that success in other areas of life may be more important. Furthermore, while the authors touch upon a range of interesting concepts (masculinity, success, and migrant cultural capital), the interrelation of the concepts stays relatively vague and abstract. In the following I will elaborate on
some related thoughts.

1.      The authors make it clear that traditional integration models have often focused on integration as requiring at least some level of adaptation from the migrant, and that success is inherently framed as adhering to majority norms, thus leaving little room for migrant's own. Based on the abstract and the introduction, I was expecting a more bottom-up investigation on what being successful means to migrant men. Instead, while criticizing the idea of successful integration, the selection of 'successful' migrants on its own puts the focus back on traditional understandings of success. Instead, the more interesting insights stem, in my opinion, not from the experience of success, but from a viewpoint of whether having 'achieved' success indeed means being settled, experiencing belonging, and the identity processes that play a role along the way. My suggestion would be to clarify this in the introduction and frame the paper more in this way.

2.      Increasingly, research is moving away from viewing integration as a one-way street and defining success as assimilation (or, as it is called in the paper, incorporation/integration). While I agree with the review of the literature, I think that a briefer review of older models and conceptualizations would leave more room to convincingly explain the relation between the key concepts of this research. For now, success, migrant cultural capital, and masculinity come across as different theoretical lenses that divide the focus of the paper rather than adding to a complex, integrated discussion. For migrant cultural capital, for example, seems to in part reflect one's ability to adapt to the dominant society (e.g. by speaking without an accent, p.4). The benefit of focusing on cultural capital did not become clear to me.

3.      The inclusion of masculinity in the research is a very interesting lens, however the argumentation around it can be more in-depth (e.g on p.15 the authors refer to 'what we already know about obstacles rooted in biases', this could better be made explicit in the theory section). To understand if and how Ethiopian men adjust their understandings of their own masculinity as a result of the migration experience, it is essential to learn more about their pre-migration understandings of what it means to adhere to masculine norms. I appreciate the intersectional discussion of migrant masculine identities, and seeing how fitting in conflicts with traditional masculine norms. I'd be interested to read more about the consequences for their masculine migrant identity after having achieved success, to highlight the dynamic processes behind it. Likewise, the notion of  'not obstructing women's progress' and its consequences for behavior of migrant men stayed rather abstract, as it is
not immediately clear how/why the success of migrant men would come at the expense of migrant women. From the discussion of the results, it does not become sufficiently clear how this played a role for the interviewees themselves, and which part of the discussion was interpretation of the authors or experts.

4.      Choice of sample and analysis: I am missing more information on the analysis of the themes for reasons of transparency. How was the analysis of expert interviews combined with the interviews of migrant men? Was there great overlap, did they differ? Which program was used for the coding of the interviews, were the themes saturated? It did not always become clear whether experiences and mechanisms were incidental or shared by all participants. Did first- and second-generation migrants face different obstacles? Especially with the lens of cultural capital, I'd suspect that this might be the case. The discussion of the paper also introduced new quotes; for ease of reading and the interpretation of the analysis I'd suggest moving these to the results section and focusing on embedding the findings into the literature in the discussion section. Likewise, the overlap/distinction between the themes (results section) and the patterns found (as described in the discussion) did not
become clear to me.

5.      Discussion: From the themes and their interpretation I wonder to what extent these migrant men were actually able to profit from their cultural capital as a resource for success. It reads more as if their background and their own skills were first and foremost an obstacle, and only later - when having achieved senior positions  - could the draw from this capital, reconcile their identities, and provide support for their community in one way or another. Similarly, it did not become clear to me how masculinity was used as a resource. The authors argue that  being a men puts migrants at an additional disadvantage, but also that masculinity is ignored by the labor market (p. 20). With this being a key concept of the study, I'd like to see a more elaborate discussion on this. Some statements made in the analysis would be interesting to reflect upon, for example on p. 16: "Such extreme perceptions of other immigrant groups in the labor market diminished over time, but
they appear to persist with regard to Israelis of Ethiopian origin" - Why would this be the case? I'd be interested to read more about potential reasons for this in the discussion section. What makes the Ethiopian migrant group different from other migrant groups, and does this in itself have consequences for their chances of success, perceptions of masculinity, etc?

6.      The limitations section is rather short - I'd appreciate to a more critical reflection on the research.

7.      If success does not entail integration, as is argued on p. 29, the authors could argue better for why they think that the practical implication of promoting migrant excellence is the way to go (p.28). I can see this being plausible when thinking about disrupting the status quo and the norms of migrants having to fit into society, but that is arguably a different reasoning than wanting to promote migrant success that is not contingent on the existing norms and standards of the new society. Likewise, it puts the responsibility for integration again onto migrants themselves. I wonder to what extent migrant excellence can really be a remedy to racism, as successful minoritized group members are often seen as an exception to the rule without majority group members adjusting their underlying prejudices.

8.      In the discussion section, I'd like to see a clearer embedding of the findings into the literature, as well as theoretical and practical implications. Is it necessary for migrant men to excel in their careers to be able to leverage their cultural capital? With the critical reflection on migration as a one-way street in the introduction, I am missing an interpretation of what the implications for seeing integration as a two-way street are. I had to think of the concept of the integration paradox, this might be an interesting literature to connect the findings to (if the authors indeed deem it useful).

To summarize, the paper offers interesting and novel insights into the success of migrant men and the identity processes underlying their success. I highly appreciate the research questions and theoretical perspective of the authors. However, I believe that the concepts can be more thoroughly discussed, explored, and connected to each other. While the pathways to success are an interesting findings, I wonder to what extent the meaning of success, which is one of the key questions, can really be answered with the current sample. If it is indeed in the data, I'd want to see a reflection on this research question both in the analysis and the discussion. At this point, it comes across as if the authors selected on their dependent variable whilst criticizing the notion of success in the introduction. This is not to say the findings are not interesting or relevant, but it would require a more fine-grained positioning of the of the findings into normative discussion around migrant
success in the discussion. The methodological and results section are missing some information to make the qualitative analysis sufficiently transparent. In the discussion section, while the authors partly introduces new quotes, the findings are not sufficiently linked back to the theoretical framework and the broader literature. For example, while the authors suggest universal significance of their findings (e.g. p 9), this is not elaborated on further.

Altogether, I hope this reviews will help with making the argumentation more explicit and the results more convincing.




Reviewer #11: This is a very interesting paper, very well written and competently argued. It addresses an important issue which has attracted relatively scant attention in the relevant literature. Rather, it addresses a host of issues which are under-researched: immigrant success, meaning of success for immigrant males, the combination of masculinity and immigration experience to create specific flavour of success, special emphasis on public sector jobs and high educational achievement. And, of course, it is very rare to read the findings of research dealing with the outcomes, challenges and opportunities of immigrants sharing the same religious identity and, most importantly, having unrestricted access to citizenship. The topic(s) covered and the methodology used have been placed very successfully within a broad and rich body of literature.
If I had to formulate a hint of criticism, it would be linked to the manner in which the author deals with the comparison between men's and women's experience (in the group of Ethiopian immigrants to Israel). While I can understand the meaning of the quotation (p.12): "The process of immigration upgraded the status of women along many parameters and weakened that of the men", I would appreciate some more info on the issue. Is it easier for females of Ethiopian origin to fit-in and/or to succeed in Israel?
Slightly more puzzling for me is the very interesting issue of "rapprochement" towards the original culture after having made a success in the career. I can understand it and I think it is an important observation. My question regards the attitudes/values/practices towards females (in the same group and in general) -In other words, is there some observable backtracking in equality perceptions following career success? 


Reviewer #12: This paper explores immigrant success using a case study of Ethiopian Jews. I found the front end of the paper compelling and the case of the Ethiopian Jew interesting, but I question the interpretation and application of masculinity in the subjects' narratives. The authors a priori definition of success - educated men working in senior positions of the public service - is problematic given their criticisms in the front end. If success is relative, and the emic approach warranted, why does the author's analysis focus on conventional measures of success? I feel that the author's have hit on something important, but I am struggling with the disconnect between the front end and analysis, as well as the interpretation of the results as they relate to masculinity. I expand below:

1)      Success. The authors spend a considerable amount of space problematizing the migration and immigrant integration literature for its failure to consider an emic approach to integration and lack of scholarship on "success". I was somewhat convinced but felt that the front end did not match the analysis conducted. The author(s) choose Ethiopian Jews as their population, in particular educated Ethiopian Jews who had achieved occupational "success", which the author's define by their employment in middle-to-high status occupations in the public service. This wouldn't be a problem if the authors hadn't spent the prior pages arguing that existing studies pre-define success as socio-economic parity with the native-born. I suspect that many Ethiopian Jews, not working the public service would also define their integration as successful. Success is relative, which the authors seem to acknowledge in the front end, but their research approach is not well suited to discuss success in
relative terms.
2)      The authors argue that their focus on immigrant narratives of success is novel, but what about qualitative studies that ask immigrants to discuss their socio-economic integration. Some of those narratives speak to participants subjective views of success, no?
3)      Masculinity.  More on masculinity in the Israeli and Ethiopian context is needed. The authors are brief in their discussion on masculinity. They mention, with little evidence, that the postulates of masculinity are identical in Ethiopian and Israeli contexts. But, given the postulates of masculinity advanced - primary household bread winner, "successful" and advanced employment - couldn't this generalize to nearly all law-abiding normative men in any context? Moving to the narratives, it was less clear when and how these men spoke to masculinity (see minor #2 below). From the quotes, I don't see direct mention of masculinity. I suspect the author(s) are referring to references of family, parenthood, employment etc. But masculinity is more than being an employed father. Based on the excerpts, it strikes me that these men's discriminatory treatment is based on assumptions that they are a threat in some way. Stereotypes that dark skin is associated with violence, aggression,
and crime. In the US, the black male is seen as hypermasculine. Do similar views of dark skin, hypermasculinity, and social threat prevail in the Israeli context?

Going back to the quotes, I wasn't convinced that the quotes supported the claims being advanced. In the section on masculinity, we are told that the men were socialized to "fit in" and be "mediocre". Okay, but other than being men, what makes this relevant to their conceptions of masculinity? Are mediocre and less successful men always perceived as less masculine? Like success, masculinity is relative, and relational. For the successful, conventional, Ethiopian Jews, their masculinity is evaluated vis-à-vis others in their same position. For these men, masculinity may involve being a family man, a breadwinner, and occupationally successful. For the poor, less successful Ethiopian Jew, they may repudiate the norms of conventional society and masculinity. For them, masculinity may mean something entirely different. I understand these issues are somewhat outside the scope of the present study, but I am not convinced that the author's participants are speaking about
masculinity, even according to their own relative positionality. Could the authors provide excerpts supporting their masculinity interpretations? To me, these are simply the experiences of adversity, opportunities, discriminatory treatment, as defined by those who have reached an above average socioeconomic position?

4)      At times, there seemed to be a tangential connection between the quotes used and the themes and arguments advanced. This is essentially the point I raise in the second part of my comments on masculinity.
5)      In the front end and abstract the authors mention generalizability of their findings beyond the Israeli context, but the discussion section of the paper is silent on this.
6)      How is the emic approach, and transnational theoretical framework different from others that use qualitative methods to investigate the migration and integration experiences of immigrants? Few recent qualitative studies would ignore transnationalism.

Minor
1)      The paper needs some thorough copy editing:
a.      There is an unusual use of "". See pages 4, 5 - immigrants" etc.
b.      Page 9 that that
c.      Page 11 "
d.      Page 11 - ))
2)      Were participants asked their view of masculinity? Were they asked whether they embodied these conceptions of masculinity? What about whether they thought there were differences in masculinity for non-Haredi Jewish Israeli, Ethiopian Jews etc. 



Reviewer #14: It was a pleasure to read the paper. The text is well-structured, supplied with necessary clarifications on methods. Theoretical background is well-defined. The novelty of addressing the issue of integration success through the post-migration experiences of male migrants is well-grounded. Yet, I would still question the author's claim that the results could be applicable in any other context. I would argue that Israel as a migration destination does have specific features which make it distinct from other destinations. Nevertheless, the paper provides a valuable perspective on successful integration practices of male migrants.
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