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      This article is a comparative study of the various causative factors for the differences 

in integration of the Turks in Germany and in the Netherlands into the host society.* The  

integration of the Turkish immigrants is analyzed by examining structural integration 

defined as “access to positions and statuses in the core institutions of the receiving 

society by the immigrants and their descendents” and identificational integration or 

measures relating to “feelings of belonging and identification, particularly in forms of 

ethnic and/or national identification” (Heckmann, 2003: 47). The Turkish immigrants in 

the Netherlands are more integrated into the host society than their counterparts in 

Germany.  

      Turks in the Netherlands are more willing to adopt Dutch way of social interaction 

and more prone to have social relationships with the Dutch. They have a high level of 

political participation, high voter turnout at municipal elections and they participate in 

other forms of politics. Their level of trust in the institutions of the host society is higher 

than that of their counterparts in Germany and they are more interested in local news and 

local politics. Both at the mass, leadership and organizational level, Turkish community 

in the Netherlands is more integrated into the Dutch society. At the mass level, people are 

more willing to learn the language of the host society and they have more social contact 

with the members of the host society on a daily basis. Turkish community leaders are 

integrated in the Dutch elite structure. They have strong contacts with Dutch local leaders 

and they consult in personal decisions they have to make (Tillie, Fennema, Kraal, 2000). 

The central Turkish organizations play the role of a bridge between the Turkish 

                                                 
* This study is based on the extensive field research that I conducted in 2005-2006 and was sponsored by 
the Miami-Florida EU Center of Excellence. The interviews that are used in this study are based on this 
field research. I conducted 40 interviews in Germany and 20 interviews in the Netherlands. Interviewees 
are aged 18 and older and selected randomly.  



community and the Dutch society. The activities of these organizations aim to facilitate 

the integration of the Turkish community (Doomernik, 1995). All Turkish organizations 

do (and are willing to) cooperate with Dutch institutions in integration.  

      On the other hand, Turkish immigrants in Germany are considered to be the least 

socio-economically integrated. Most of them live in ethnic enclaves and do not speak the 

language of the host country. The level of employment is a central indicator for the 

integration of migrants in receiving societies. Since 1970s, the unemployment rate of 

Turks has been continuously above the rate of the total labor force and also above the 

level of all foreigners. When they were asked about how they feel about the German 

society and their degree of connection to Turkey, 59% of the respondents said that they 

felt very strong about their degree of connection to Turkey and that they did not feel part 

of the German society (Ozcan, 2004:13). Contrary to their Dutch counterparts, Turkish 

organizations in Germany do not perform the bridge-like function. Their activities are 

towards creating an ethnic enclave and isolating the ethnic community from the rest of 

the society, which furthers both the economic and social exclusion of the Turkish 

immigrants from the German society (Doomernik, 1995).  

      These two Turkish communities offer an excellent opportunity for a comparative 

analysis of integration since they share many socio-cultural characteristics but differ in 

their level of integration. First, most members of both communities emigrated from the 

same region in Turkey (mostly Central Anatolia) and speak a similar dialect. They consist 

almost exclusively of rural folk and most of them had never lived in a town for any 

extended period of time prior to emigrating (Manco, 2004). Second, the original 

migration movement of the Turks to Western Europe was drawn by the economic needs 



of the host countries and propelled by poverty and overpopulation in the home country 

(Manco, 2004). The migrants were initially recruited by the host countries as laborers. 

Third, both communities have existed for about the same length of time, approximately 

45 years. Turks began to settle in Western European countries in the early 1960s. The 

purpose of this article is to analyze the causal factors for the different integration patterns 

of the Turkish community in the Netherlands and Germany. It suggests that “macro-

environmental factors” such as political-legal, and economic factors of the host society 

can act as stimulating as well as constraining factors for integration of ethnic groups 

(Wong, 1978).  

 

THEORETICAL ORIENTATION 

 

      There are several approaches that analyze the process of integration and assimilation 

of minority groups into host societies. One example is the ‘natural history’ model which 

assumes that assimilation is a natural and inevitable outcome of race contact marked by 

stages of competition, conflict, accommodation and integration (Park, 1926). Despite the 

long years of settlement, automatic integration and assimilation has not taken place as a 

consequence of race contact in the Turkish community of Germany.  

      Another approach to the study of integration is that advocated by Walter G. Beach 

(1934) and Stephen Thompson (1974). These scholars argue that barriers to minority 

integration lie in the minority group and their old-world culture. They simply assume that 

certain ethnic groups and cultures are ethnocentric and are anti-assimilative (Beach, 

1934). However, this approach does not explain the difference in the integration patterns 



of the Turkish community in the Netherlands and Germany. They both came from rural 

origins and a family-based structure with similar customs and belief systems. In the early 

1960s, both communities came to Western Europe as guest workers. Initially both groups 

had similar ethnic organizations such as mutual aid associations, hometown associations, 

and religious organizations but as time passed these organizations took on different roles. 

Initially in both Germany and the Netherlands the institutionalization of Turkish Islam 

was mainly characterized by the desire to live a life like the one at ‘home’. But in time 

their orientation towards the host society took on completely different directions. While 

the Islamic organizations in the Netherlands are towards integration of the community 

into the Dutch society, their German counterparts aim to create an ethnic enclave where 

the norms and values of the host society do not count (Doomernik, 1995). Therefore the 

argument that barriers to minority integration lie in the minority group’s culture cannot 

explain the variation between the two cases.  

      Another line of argument focuses on the physical traits as an explanatory variable. 

Scholars like Gordon (1964), Lee (1960), and Myrdal (1944) argue that physical traits of 

an ethnic group distinguishable from the majority group can be a barrier to the integration 

of the ethnic group into the host society. This argument cannot explain the Turkish case 

either since both groups possess physical traits distinguishable from the host society.  

      Similarly the concept of ‘adaptive capacity’ (Wagley and Harris, 1958) is not useful 

to explain the variation in the integration patterns of the two Turkish communities. Both 

groups migrated from the same region and have similar adaptive capacities, yet the Turks 

in the Netherlands are more integrated than the Turks in Germany. Therefore it is not 

analytically useful to focus on the socio-cultural background, physical traits, or adaptive 



capacities to explain the process of integration of minority groups into the host society 

since these are all identical in both communities (Wong, 1978).  

      Contrary to the rigid definitions of identity by the proponents of the primordialist 

approach (Isaacs, 1975, Stack, 1979), I argue that identity is a dialectic between how 

people see themselves and how others see them; both are subject to the intervention of 

external factors. Although it has an essentialist component, visible as ethnic or other 

named categories and focused on boundary maintenance, it also has a ‘processual’ 

internal component which builds social relations in a changing and unstable social 

environment (White, 1997). The dynamics of this internal component is determined by 

the way of interaction of the ethnic group with its environment. Therefore, any study that 

is trying to analyze the process of integration of minority groups into their host societies 

has to focus on the external factors rather than external behavioral or linguistic 

characteristics. This study suggests that ‘macroenvironmental variables’ such as political-

legal, and economic factors can act as stimulating as well as constraining factors for 

integration of ethnic groups. For example, in his study of religious acculturation of Jews, 

Stephen Sharot (1972) argued that religio-cultural orientations or the social structures of 

the host society affect the level of acculturation and integration of the Jews. Scholars 

such as Broom and Kitsuse (1955), Crissmen (1967) and Yuan (1963) argue that the 

larger society may present obstacles to integration and assimilation by limiting political 

participation, by passing anti-ethnic legislation and by restricting economic participation. 

These policies lead to defensive political strategy and selective group participation on the 

part of the ethnic group. Wong, in his comparative study of assimilation of Chinese in 

Peru and New York, also points out that the larger society plays the determining role in 



the assimilation process of the ethnic group (Wong, 1978). I concentrate on the structural 

factors that were mentioned in Wong’s study (1978) and argue that it is these structural 

factors that determine the response of the minority groups and influence the use and non-

use of ethnic identity (Wong, 1978).  

 

THE MACROENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS OF INTEGRATION: 

COMPARISON OF THE DUTCH AND THE GERMAN CASES 

 

a) Political and Legal Factors 

 

      Anti-ethnic legislation and unfavorable immigration policies discourage the 

integration of minority groups by affecting the public perception and self-identification of 

immigrants (Wong 1978, Broom and Kitsuse 1955, Sharot 1974, Koopmans 1999). 

While in countries where the nation is defined as a ‘community of consent’, to whom ‘in 

principle anybody who pledges allegiance to the common political values and institutions 

can have access’, ethnic boundaries are less visible and the integration of the minority 

groups are easier, in countries where the nation is defined as a ‘community of descent’, 

the society is polarized along ethic lines (Koopmans, 1999).Examining the Dutch and 

German immigration policies reveals the fact that these policies are important in shaping 

the immigrant response and their integration process.  

      Although these two countries are so similar with respect to economic development, 

Protestant-Catholic composition, a Christian Democratic welfare state and party systems 

composed of moderate centre-right and centre-left parties, they have experienced politics 



of immigration in a rather different way. The Netherlands agreed to a policy of voting 

rights for foreigners, anti-discrimination laws, security for residence after five years, and 

easy naturalization. Both the Dutch officials themselves and the representatives of the 

minority groups living in the country consider the Netherlands as a multicultural and 

tolerant country that respects diversity (Thranhardt, 1999). In Germany, on the other 

hand, such a culture of institutionalized diversity is not established. German politics has 

always revolved around the conflict about immigration and the identification of 

immigration and specific immigrant groups as a grand issue between the left and the 

right. In several waves of open xenophobia dozens of foreigners suffered arson attacks, 

beatings and killings which led to an infamous reputation of Germany world-wide 

(Thranhardt, 1999).  

      Germany’s ethno-cultural conception of citizenship and nationhood is reflected in its 

definition of the nation as a ‘community of descent’. The commitment that is asked from 

citizens is not primarily political, but ethno-cultural in nature. According to Article 116 

of the German Constitution, the category of ‘Germans’ not only consists of German 

citizens, but also of people of German ethnicity who do not live in Germany and are not 

citizens. Article 6 of the Federal Law on Expellees specifies this as follows: ‘Members of 

the German people are those who have committed themselves in their homelands to 

Germanness (Deutschtum), in as far as this commitment is confirmed by certain facts 

such as descent, language, upbringing or culture’ (Koopmans, 1999). Germany’s ethno-

centric citizenship regime leads to the creation of the label ‘foreigner’ for the immigrants 

that are not of German descent in the German public and political sphere. This label 

shapes not only the public perception of Turkish immigrants but also their self-



identification. This rigid division between foreigners and Germans is reproduced with 

every generation since citizenship is not obtained by birth on the national territory 

(Koopmans, 1999).  

      Hasan came to Germany from Turkey 25 years ago. When he first came to Germany 

in the 1970s he worked in a factory like most of the Turkish workers. Now he is retired 

and owns a small grocery shop in a Turkish neighborhood in Cologne. Although he 

understands German he still cannot speak the language very well. He says “There is no 

need to speak German. All our customers are Turkish. And we live in this neighborhood 

where everybody is of Turkish origin. We have nothing to do with the German authorities 

either since we are not citizens. Besides why should I bother to learn the language of a 

country which treats me like an alien even after 20 years of hard work in the factories of 

this country? If Germany is where it is today, it is due to our hard work, and yet we are 

still treated like an unwanted guest. Our children were born here, we built our lives here. 

After so many years Germany should have been our home but it is not because we are 

still considered as guests who will leave soon.”*                                  

      Hasan’s views are shared by the majority of the Turks living in Germany. The same 

concerns were raised by 36 interviewees out of the 40 interviews I conducted in Germany 

in the summer of 2005. This division between foreigners and Germans exists not only at 

the self-perception and public perceptions of the Turkish immigrants but it is also 

institutionalized by the ethno-centric citizenship regime of Germany and has further 

important consequences for Turkish immigrants and their chances of access to certain 

professional and political positions. For instance, among such central representatives of 

the state such as the police, the army or the judiciary, one can hardly find a representative 
                                                 
* The details of this interview and other interviews conducted in Germany are available upon request. 



of the Turkish minority. Turks are seldom confronted with police officers from the same 

ethnic background, while German citizens almost never have contact with representatives 

of law and order who are of Turkish descent. Similarly, the ethnic boundaries are 

strengthened in the main socialization institutions of a society, the schools. Since the 

teachers’ profession is reserved only for those who have German citizenship according to 

the law, Turkish students are not confronted with Turkish teachers who could serve them 

as a role model. At the same time, German students do not have the experience that 

someone from a foreign background can be in a position of authority (Koopmans, 1999). 

      This exclusion is also true of the political profession. In the German Bundestag that 

was elected in 1998 only three of more than 500 MP’s were of foreign descent. The 

political representation of immigrants is restricted to the marginal institutions of the 

federal and local Foreigners’ Commissioners and the local Foreigners’ Advisory Councils 

which have very little resources and no decision-making power at all. The division 

between the Turkish immigrants and Germans is reproduced each day on Germany’s 

streets, in schools, and in the parliament. Definitions of citizenship thus have a strong 

impact on the ways Turkish immigrants are perceived by the German society and the 

ways they define themselves and their relationship with the majority society. Since most 

of the Turkish immigrants in Germany lack citizenship rights, they do not display interest 

in their integration into German politics and society. Instead, they are occupied by 

homeland political struggles. According to a study by Koopmans (1999) 41.5 % of the 

claims-making by the Turkish immigrants in Germany is related to homeland politics 

while in Britain where naturalization is easier the percentage is only 4.2. Koopmans 

explains this difference as the result of different citizenship regimes. He argues that 



Germany defines and treats its immigrants as ‘foreigners’ and consequently that is how 

these immigrants see and present themselves in the public sphere. Britain, by contrast, 

defines immigrants as British citizens ‘belonging to disadvantaged racial and cultural 

minorities’, which is also reflected in the way in which they mobilize publicly. Their 

claims are mostly related to the problems of the immigrants in Britain instead of 

homeland politics (Koopmans, 1999). Sociologists call this orientation ‘sojourner’ (Siu, 

1952). Immigrants that are subject to legal discrimination gradually develop this attitude. 

Although making a living in Germany, the Turkish immigrants had no incentive to 

improve their lot since they knew that this was not their home. They considered Germany 

a temporary place to work and to accumulate savings so that they could eventually go 

back to Turkey and live a financially stable life (Bocker, 2004:8).  

      The long years of legal discrimination also brought about other consequences. Since 

the Turkish immigrants have been excluded from the institutional structure of the German 

society, they relied on their ethnic associations. While these associations filled many 

emotional needs, they also provided welfare and legal services for the older immigrants. 

But in doing so, they not only further segregated the residents of Turkish neighborhoods 

from the larger society but also played an important role in the formation of identities and 

setting up the more or less stringent social control that exists in this community making 

integration harder (Manco, 2004). The presence of these formal organizations in the 

ethnic community sets out the forces that have the effect of keeping the social relations of 

the immigrants within its boundaries. It tends to minimize out-group contacts. The 

institutions of the ethnic community are the origin of much social life in which the people 

of that community get involved and as a consequence become tied together in a cohesive 



interpersonal network. Through these organizations the Turkish immigrants became more 

strongly integrated into an interpersonal network of their own group. Raymond Breton 

shows that although the members of the ethnic community do not attend regularly to the 

activities of these organizations, they are still related to more in-group relations (Breton, 

1961).  

 

      Germany has taken some steps on a more liberal immigration policy. Minor 

liberalizations of aliens’ and naturalization legislation were implemented in 1990 and 

1993 under the conservative coalition. In May 1999, the Red-Green government has 

passed a far-reaching proposal. Due to the resistance by the Christian Democrats and the 

massive signature campaign in Germany, the government has had to retreat from some of 

the radical elements of its plans such as the general acceptance of double nationality. 

Although there have been more attempts to create a more liberal immigration law in the 

German parliament after 1999 proposal, it would be mistaken to think that the old ethno-

cultural conception of identity in Germany will disappear from the perceptions of 

Germans and Turkish immigrants and the integration problem will be resolved by 

parliamentary decree (Koopmans, 1999).  

      While Germany’s ethno-cultural conception of the nation makes citizenship difficult 

to obtain for those who do not fit the membership classification, the Dutch tradition of 

tolerance and plurality is reflected in its policy towards naturalization. It is relatively easy 

for an immigrant to become a Dutch citizen after five years of permanent residence in the 

Netherlands. A child of immigrant parents has the option to become Dutch without the 

parents having to relinquish their own nationality (Doomernik, 1995). This liberal 



citizenship regime is reflected in the naturalization rate of Turkish immigrants in the 

Netherlands. While about 20% of Turks have German citizenship, in the Netherlands this 

percentage is about 70% (Bocker, 2004:4). While German political culture is determined 

by a concept of unity: the rights and duties of all Germans towards their state which is 

based on the notion of Germanness (Deutschtum), the Dutch society has evolved 

according to the principle of living-apart-together in which ‘the differences constitute the 

national identity just as much as the common characteristics do’ (Doomernik, 1995:54). 

The institutionalization of this notion of tolerance in every aspect of Dutch society 

creates a social and political environment where the Turkish immigrants are not pushed 

outside the social, economic and political sphere of the host society as in Germany but 

instead included as an important and dynamic aspect. 

      Contrary to the German case, the Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands have the 

right both to vote and to stand as candidates in municipal elections. At the end of the 

seventies the Dutch government that started to see that Dutch nationality and the suffrage 

should be unlinked decided on a new policy, aiming at equal participation of members of 

ethnic minorities in Dutch society. The intention was to strengthen the political 

participation of ethnic minorities (Rath, 1983). This new policy increased the political 

participation of the Turkish immigrants. According to a study conducted by Anita Bocker 

(2004) the turnout of Turkish voters are very high. In 1990, the first Turkish councilors 

took office. Their number has steadily increased since then. At present, practically all 

cities and towns with sizable Turkish populations have two or more Turkish councilors. 

In most of these towns, one could even say that Turks are ‘overrepresented’ since their 

proportion is higher than their proportion in the town population. This 



‘overrepresentation’ is an indication of the openness of local political systems (Bocker, 

2004:9).  

      This openness of the local political systems has far reaching consequences for the 

self-perception and public perception of the Turkish immigrants. It not only increases 

their level of trust in political parties and governmental institutions but also defines where 

they stand in relation to local politics. Contrary to their German counterparts who are 

mostly engaged with homeland politics and display little interest in local politics since 

they do not have the right to vote at local elections, the Turkish immigrants in the 

Netherlands are more interested in local news and local politics (Fennema & Tillie, 

2000), which makes them part of the host society both in the eyes of the Dutch society 

and in their own perceptions of self.  

      Kemal, like many others I talked to, states that he follows the Dutch news on TV 

because it is the decisions of the Dutch politicians that affect their daily lives not that of 

Turkish politicians. Although he says that he misses Turkey, he considers the Netherlands 

as his home and he is grateful for the opportunities that this country has offered him and 

his family.  

      While ethnic organizations in Germany are oriented toward creating an ethnic enclave 

for the immigrants and making their integration into the German society harder, the 

Turkish organizations in the Netherlands play a bridge-like function between the Turkish 

community and the Dutch society. This is not only due to the Dutch policy of supporting 

ethnic associations but also because of the inter-ethnic coalition that exists within these 

organizations. Ethnic organizations have been subsidized from the 1960s onward and the 

maintenance of ethnic culture has not only been tolerated, but also actively promoted by 



the Dutch government (Fennema & Tillie, 2000). Although these organizations have to 

collect their own income from their members, if such an organization should launch 

activities that can be considered of public benefit (for example, schools, broadcasting, 

etc.), the state bears the costs. For instance, the Turkish religious organization Milli 

Gorus in the Netherlands organize activities that aim to integrate the Turkish society into 

the Dutch society such as offering language courses, inter-ethnic sports and cultural 

activities, which creates communication opportunities for the Turks and the Dutch. While 

more and more emphasis is put on activities that further integration by Milli Gorus in the 

Netherlands, the number of social activities in mosques that are aimed at furthering the 

chances for participation of their clients in the host society is rather small in Germany. 

Given the assumption that a mosque organization’s financial priority will be to maintain 

the primary religious activities and only spend surplus funds on other activities and ethnic 

organizations are not subsidized by the German government, this is not a very surprising 

conclusion (Doomernik, 1995:55).  

      Moreover, the Turkish organizations in the Netherlands are cooperating with the 

Dutch institutions, which increases the level of inter-ethnic trust. According to a study by 

Tillie, Fennema and Kraal (2000), all Turkish organizations in the Netherlands work 

together with at least one Dutch organization (political party, welfare organizations etc.). 

According to the study, this inter-ethnic coalition building among the Turkish 

organizations is the result of conscious organizational strategies. These strategies reflect 

the orientation of these organizations towards enhancing the life chances of its members 

in a modern Western context using the opportunities offered to them by the Dutch 

political and legal system. Such a trend does not exist among the Turkish organizations in 



Germany. While their Dutch counterparts play the role of a bridge between the Turkish 

community and the Dutch society, the Turkish organizations in Germany have defensive 

motivations such as protecting their identity, culture, values and norms. Being excluded 

from the institutional structure of the host society, these organizations aim to create 

ethnic enclaves in which all the needs of the ethnic community is provided without the 

need to integrate into the host society.  

      Political and legal factors not only provide opportunities but also shape the incentives 

both at the individual and at the organizational level. Policies and regulations have the 

power to create a tolerant social atmosphere where coexistence of different ethnic groups 

is possible. In such a social setting, minorities will have both the opportunity and the 

incentive to integrate into the host society. While the legal definition of an immigrant and 

the policies that reflect this definition shape the identity of the immigrant by determining 

his/her public perception and self-perception, the policies that regulate the organization of 

the immigrant community shape the relationship of the organizational structure of the 

immigrants with that of the host society. Therefore, political and legal factors are 

important variables in the integration process of the immigrant groups. 

 

b) Economic Opportunity 

      Economic opportunity is another aspect of the environmental structure of the larger 

society that plays an important role in the integration process of an ethnic group. In the 

first place, economic success and its accompanying upward mobility can provide 

incentives for integration (Fellow, 1972; Befu, 1965), but restricted economic 

opportunity may induce ethnic groups to use economic adaptive strategies, such as the 



formation of ethnic niches, which may deter integration (Barth, 1969). Again if there is 

limited access to economic opportunity, ethnic group members may resort to the 

formation of closed ethnic associations and neighborhoods for protection and thus isolate 

themselves even more from the larger society (Wong, 1974). Finally ethnic groups may 

use their ethnicity as a resource for socioeconomic activities and thus perpetuate the 

ethnic boundary (Wong, 1978).  

      In a comparative study of the two Japanese communities in California, Befu found 

that despite the similarities of the two communities at the beginning, one community 

became highly integrated while the other was not. He argued that the main reason for this 

difference has been the availability of opportunities for economic improvement. Where 

economic opportunities for Japanese upward mobility had been restricted, the Japanese 

were not integrated; where such an opportunity had been available, the opposite was true 

(Befu, 1965).  

      Wong (1978) found the similar parallels in the two Chinese communities of Peru and 

New York. Since the Chinese in Lima have more economic access and mobility, they are 

able to move up socially in Peruvian society and gain access to prestigious 

neighborhoods and associations. Since it is possible to attain social prestige through 

economic success, the Chinese in Lima have incentive to integrate into the Peruvian 

society. However, it is very different in the case of the Chinese in New York. Since it has 

relatively been more difficult for the Chinese in New York to achieve upward mobility, 

many of them could not leave their ethnic neighborhoods. Restrictive and discriminative 

economic policies have made the Chinese resort to adaptive strategies that call for ethnic 

solidarity and the maintenance of their ethnic boundary (Wong, 1978).  



      Similar patterns are observed in the two communities of the Turks in the Netherlands 

and Germany. While the Turks in Germany have limited upward mobility, the Turks in 

the Netherlands have more access to the public sector and higher positions (Bocker, 

2004:24). Since the end of 1970s, when the return migration of recruited labourers 

declined, the unemployment rate of Turks in Germany has been continuously above the 

rate of the total labour force. It is striking that the unemployment rate of Turks has also 

been above the level of all foreigners in the country. Since the beginning of the 1990s, 

Turks’ unemployment increased markedly. While in 1990 the rate was at 10%, in 1997 it 

reached 24%. The rate decreased slightly to 22.7% in 2002. Although citizens of other 

recruitment countries have also experienced high unemployment rates, Turks’ rate of 

unemployment is higher (Ozcan, 2004:5).  

      Unemployment could have several causes. In the case of Turkish immigrants, their 

disproportionably high share in manufacturing industries, where job opportunities have 

been declining since the 1980s as well as their comparatively poor educational structure 

have been the key. According to the study of Ozcan (2004), Turks clearly have a worse 

educational structure than Germans. In 2002, 26% had left school without diploma 

whereas the share among Germans was much lower at 2% (Ozcan, 2004:5).  

      Though school certificates are an important indicator of a group’s educational 

structure, more crucial for the position on the labour market are vocational qualifications. 

It is striking that Turks commonly remain without formal vocational training. This is a 

trend which holds true for the second generation as well. The vocational qualification 

structure of Turks and Germans has only changed little between 1997 and 2002. In 2002 

71% of Turkish migrants had no vocational qualification, while 25% had completed 



formal vocational training. In 2002, 42% of second generation Turks had completed 

formal vocational training. However, still every second (54%) among them was without a 

vocational certificate (Ozcan, 2004:6). 

      In 1997 82% of total Turkish labour force was employed as blue-collar workers 

whose main activities are often characterized by hard physical work, mental strains 

because of shift work and corresponding effects on health. Until 2002 this share declined 

by 10%. In 2002 62% of second generation employed Turks worked in blue-collar jobs, 

the share in the comparable German group was much lower at 28% (Ozcan, 2004:8). As a 

result of the increasing unemployment rate and discrimination, the share of the self-

employed among the second generation increased from 2% in 1997 to 5% in 2002. 

Turkish immigrants established ethnic businesses in Berlin. The initial market for 

immigrant entrepreneurs arose within the ethnic community itself. The geographical 

concentration of the ethnic group made it profitable for the entrepreneurs to establish 

businesses within the ethnic community. Moreover, due to the geographical concentration 

of the Turkish immigrants, social ties among the members of the ethnic group are very 

strong. These strong social ties are particularly important for Turkish immigrant 

entrepreneurs to mobilize financial and human capital. Surveys conducted in Berlin show 

that most Turkish businesses have been established thanks to the financial and human 

support of the co-ethnics. Altogether, the firms surveyed employ 412 persons, of whom 

23 percent are family members and 65 percent are of Turkish origin. Ethnic businesses 

developed first in areas such as groceries, butcher shops, pubs, restaurants, bookstores 

and video stores, among others. Survey results show that Turkish firms were set up to 

satisfy specific demands from the Turkish community that lives in ethnic neighborhoods. 



About 76 percent of the enterprises set up by Turkish immigrants in Berlin are in retail 

trade and catering, while 45 percent of Turkish firms have mainly Turkish customers 

(Bayar, 1996).  

      .Bocker’s analysis of the report for the Sussmuth-Commission reveals that the public 

sector in Germany is not accessible for immigrants. According to the report “They (the 

immigrants) are heavily under-represented in the civil service. Civil servants in Germany 

are categorized into career civil servants and employees. Most career civil servant 

positions are only accessible to Germans. However, immigrants are under-represented 

among employees as well. Seifert produced the following data for North-Rhine 

Westphalia in 1999. Foreigners from former recruitment countries made up 7.8% of the 

North-Rhine Westphalian labour force. In the public sector, however, this share was only 

2%... In the sector of public administration, the proportion was 1.4%, in the social 

insurance sector 1.5%. In the educational sector, it varied from 2.3 to 3.7% …”(Bocker, 

2004:24). 

            The discrimination in the labor market; the lack of capital to participate in any 

capital-intensive enterprise; a desire to avoid competition with laborers in the labor 

market led to the continuous concentration of Turkish businessmen in the ethnic niche. In 

order to protect their ethnic niche, the Turks have manipulated friendship, kinship and 

patron-client relationships to form protective and mutual aid associations. Thus limited 

economic opportunity has driven the Turks into Turkish neighborhoods and united them 

to protect a common interest, which led to a decreasing incentive to integrate into the 

German society. This “ethnic enclave” provides the Turkish immigrants necessary social 

environment to survive without using the institutions of the host society. They live in an 



“island-like space” where they do not have to learn German or deal with the German 

authorities for their economic, social or political needs since all their needs are met by the 

Turkish community. 

            35% of the 2.014 million Turks living in Germany are settled in North Rhineland-

Westphalia. Close to 1/4 of Europe's Turkish immigrants thus live in this German state. 

However, the prize goes to Berlin which, with its 136,400 Turks, hosts all by itself close 

to 5% of the Turkish immigrants in Europe (Manco, 2004). According to the segregation 

index established by Franz-Josef Kemper (1998), the Turkish population in Berlin is the 

most segregated among the foreign minority groups.  

            This geographical concentration makes it easy for the Turkish immigrants to 

establish their ethnic institutions. There are nine Turkish newspapers, nine Turkish TV 

channels and 3,000 Turkish organizations including religious, professional, cultural and 

recreational organizations in Berlin, where Turks are the quantitatively dominant ethnic 

minority (Migration News, http://migration.ucdavis.edu, 10/28/2004).  

            Islam is by far the most important mark of belonging and identity in the Turkish 

immigrant community, even though many other such ties exist. Turkish immigrants' 

attachment to the many facets of their native culture is strengthened by their geographical 

concentration and creation of ethnic institutions through which they can socialize with 

their co-ethnics. The Turkish population in Germany has recreated in Europe all of the 

social, political, religious, and ethnic cleavages of Turkey by setting up a true web of 

immigrant associations, from local associations and local mosques in Berlin to Europe-

wide federations. The largest and best organized of these federations are of an Islamic 

bent (Manco, 2004). These organizations have become large networks catering to specific 



clienteles, to whom they offer social, cultural, religious, educational, and commercial 

services. For instance, the Germany-based federation Islam Toplumu-Milli 

Gorus/Islamische Gemeinschaft-Milli Gorus (Islamic Community-Denominational 

Vision) is believed to have an audience of some 300,000 and nearly 800 local chapters 

throughout Europe.  

            In Berlin, there are also professional organizations such as Turkish Scholars in 

Germany, or student organizations such as the Association of Turkish Students, political 

organizations, mosques, dance clubs, sport clubs etc. These organizations have become 

large networks offering social, cultural, religious, educational, and commercial services. 

Kenan Kolat, who is the Secretary General of the Turkish Union in Berlin, asserts that the 

main aim of these ethnic organizations which he defines both as pressure groups and as 

non-governmental institutions is to "take steps for becoming economically independent 

and be in close dialogue and cooperation with the community it represents; to establish 

closer and stronger ties among the Turkish immigrants; to launch campaigns and 

manipulate people in line with their collective targets" (Kolat,2004:2). Similarly, Ayhan 

Tonca, the president of the Consultative Council of Turks asserts that immigrant 

organizations have four main functions: representation of interests; introduction, 

information and education; foundation of religious institutions; cultural and recreational 

activities (Tonca,2004:1).  

      No matter what their stated objectives are, these immigrant organizations provide the 

necessary environment for strengthening the ethnic bonds and creating a “parallel 

society” independent of the German society and its institutions. They not only enhance 

communication among members of the ethnic group but they also create a sense of 



common good and destiny. These organizations become forums to discuss the common 

problems of the members of the ethnic group. They create solidarity through the mutual 

aid programs and less formal activities such as helping a newly married couple furnish 

their house or families that are in financial crisis. These organizations play a crucial role 

in drawing and protecting the ethnic boundaries between the two communities, therefore 

detrimental to any integration efforts. 

      In the Netherlands, on the other hand, the nationality requirement constitutes much 

less of a barrier to the upward mobility of the immigrants, both because it applies to a 

more limited number of positions and because more immigrants have Dutch nationality. 

In the period 1987-1996, the central government implemented two positive action 

programmes. The aim was to increase the share of ethnic minority civil servants to 5% in 

1995. Although this target was not attained and remained 3.5% in 1995, in the following 

years the share of ethnic minorities showed a rapid increase, to 7.2% in 1998 (Bocker, 

2004:24). Local governments in the Netherlands have also formulated positive 

discrimination policies. As a result of these policies, Turks in the Netherlands are far less 

dependent on the ethnic niche for economic activity. Although there are Turkish 

neighborhoods, it is less popular among the Turkish community in the Netherlands to live 

in ethnic neighborhoods than the one in Germany, which makes the integration of the 

community in the Netherlands easier.  

 

 

 

 



CONCLUSION 

      The present study has shown that the structural or environmental factors in the larger 

society are principally responsible for the differential rates of integration. Historically, 

Germany has been more discriminatory in its treatment of immigrants. According to a 

study by Zick, Wagner, Dick and Petzel (2001) open forms of discrimination was found 

in 9 of the 14 studies made among the German population. Only one of the studies 

involved college students, and that one also revealed discrimination. Thus, negative 

attitudes toward ethnic minorities and immigrants in Germany are manifested broadly in 

terms of social discrimination by ‘normal’ citizens, as well. The legal structure erected in 

Germany reflects the attitudes and perceptions of the host society. The long years of 

discriminatory practices implemented against the Turkish community in Germany 

produced feelings of rejection among them, which led to defensive measures such as 

creating ethnic niches. In the Netherlands, by contrast, the Dutch cultural tradition does 

not emphasize racial differences. Therefore, the Turkish community could find a place 

for itself both in the public and political realm. 

      Methodologically, the causal factors of integration should not be determined only on 

the basis of a single case study. In order to ascertain the specific factors of integration, 

two or more comparative case studies should be undertaken.  

 

 

 

 

 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Barth, Fredrik. 1969. Ethnic Groups and Boundaries. London: George Allen and Unwin. 
 
Beach, Walter G. 1934. “Some Considerations in Regard to Race Segregation in 
California” Sociology and Social research, 18 (March), 340-50. 
 
Befu, Harumi. 1965. “Contrastive Acculturation of California Japanese,” Human 
Organization, 24, 209-16. 
 
Bocker, Anita. 2004. “The Impact of Host-Society Institutions on the Integration of 
Turkish Immigrants in Germany and the Netherlands,” Paper presented at the workshop 
on integration of immigrants from Turkey in Austria, Germany and the Netherlands, 
Bogazici University, Istanbul, February 27-28, 2004. 
 
Broom, Leonard and John Kitsuse. 1955. “The Validation of Acculturation: A Condition 
of Ethnic Assimilation,” American Anthropologist, LVII (48), 44-48. 
 
Crissman, Lawrence. 1967. “The Segmentary Structure of Urban Overseas Chinese 
Communities,” Man, 2: 185-204. 
 
Doomernik, Jeroen. 1995. “The Institutionalization of Turkish Islam in Germany and the 
Netherlands: A Comparison” in Ethnic and Racial Studies, vol. 18, no.1, January. 
 
Fellows, Donald K. 1972. A Mosaic of America’s Ethnic Minorities. New York:John 
Wiley. 
 
Fennema, Meindert, Jean Tillie. 2000. “Ethnic Associations, Political Trust and Political 
Participation” in Multicultural Policies and Modes of Citizenship in European Cities 
Project, Instituut voor Migratie-en Etnische Studies. 
 
Fennema, Meindert, Jean Tillie, Karen Kraal. 2000. “Creating Networks within the 
Turkish Community” in Multicultural Policies and Modes of Citizenship in European 
Cities Project, Instituut voor Migratie-en Etnische Studies. 
 
Gordon, Milton. 1964. Assimilation in American Life. New York: Oxford University 
Press. 
 
 
Heckmann, F. 2003. “From Ethnic Nation to Universalistic Immigrant Integration: 
Germany” in F. Heckman, D. Schnapper eds. The Integration of Immigrants in European 
Societies:National Differences and Trends of Convergence. Stuttgart: Lucius and Lucius, 
2003. 
Kolat, Kenan.2004. “An Approach towards Non-Governmental Organizations and 
Pressure Groups”, Paper presented at the workshop on integration of immigrants from 



Turkey in Austria, Germany and the Netherlands, Bogazici University, Istanbul, February 
27-28, 2004. 
 
 
Koopmans, Ruud. 1999. “Germany and Its Immigrants: An Ambivalent Relationship,” 
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, October, vol. 25, no.4. 
 
Lee, Rose. 1960. The Chinese in the United States of America. Hong Kong: Hong Kong 
University Press. 
 
Manco, Ural. 2004. Turks in Western Europe 
(www.flwi.ugent.be/cie/umanco/umanco3.htm), 10/30/2004. 
 
Myrdal, Gunnar. 1944. The American Dilemma. New York: Harper Brothers. 
 
 
Ozcan, Veysel. 2004. Turks in Germany: Aspects of Their Socio-Economic and Socio-
Cultural Integration, Paper prepared for the Conference “Integration of Immigrants from 
Turkey in Austria, Germany and Holland”, Bogazici University, Istanbul, 27-28 February 
2004. 
 
Park, R. E. 1926. “Behind Our Masks”, Survey Graphics, 56, 135-39. 
 
Rath, John. 1983. “Political Participation of Ethnic Minorities in the Netherlands,” 
International Migration Review, vol. 17, no.3, Autumn. 
 
Sharot, Stephen. 1974. “Minority Situation and Religious Acculturation,” Comparative 
Studies in Society and History, 16(3) June, 329-54. 
 
Thranhardt, Dietrich. 1999. “Germany’s Immigration Policies and Politics,” in Grete 
Brochman, Tomas Hammar, eds. Mechanisms of Immigration Control: A Comparative 
Analysis of European Regulation Policies. Oxford, Berg. 
 
Thompson, Stephen. 1974. “Survival of Ethnicity in the Japanese Community of Lima, 
Peru” Urban Anthropology, 3 (2), 243-61. 
 
Tonca,Ayhan. 2004. “Associational Life of Turkish Immigrants and Whether This Life 
Helps or Aggravates Integration to Host and Accessibility of Dutch Institutions to 
Turks”, Paper presented at the workshop on integration of immigrants from Turkey in 
Austria, Germany and the Netherlands, Bogazici University, Istanbul, February 27-28, 
2004. 
 
Wagley, Charles, and Marvin Harris. 1968. Minorities in the New World. New York: 
Columbia University Press. 
 



White, Jenny B. 1997. “Turks in the New Germany,” American Anthropologist 99 (4) 
754-69. 
 
 
 
Wong, Bernard. 1978. “A Comparative Study of the assimilation of the Chinese in New 
York City and Lima, Peru”, Comparative Studies in Society and History, vol. 20, no.3 
(July). 
 
Yuan, D. Y. 1963. “Voluntary Segregation: A Study of New Chinatown,” Phylon, XXIV 
(3), 225-68. 
 
 
    


