4. Host country and ethnic identification of children of Turkish
immigrants®

Abstract

Countries have historically had different typesimiEgration policies. The effect of these
policies on the identification of immigrants hasfapbeen little studied. In this chapter the
effects of integration policies on the host courdnd ethnic identification of children of

Turkish immigrants in Germany, France and the Nédhds are studied. These three
countries markedly differ in their approach to ingnaint integration. The data consist of
796 telephone surveys and 57 in-depth interviewle Bnalyses show that ethnic
identification with Turks is high in all three cadmies. Host country identification is

significantly higher in France and the Netherlatioan in Germany. This is caused by
processes of both exclusion and self-exclusionlusian is present in all three countries
but highest in Germany. We conclude that the irtiégn regime has no impact on ethnic
identification but, that an inclusive regime hapasitive impact on identification with the

host country. Policies that accommodate diversityndt affect host country identification

either positively or negatively. Although in allrée countries in this study identification
with the host country is lower than identificatiaith Turks, most respondents do feel a
connection to the host country. Especially the @la¢ residence is often considered
‘home’.

31 This chapter is a preprint of Ersanilli, E. andh&mso, S. (2011) 'The Settlement Country and Ethni
Identification of Children of Turkish Immigrants ®ermany, France, and the Netherlands: What Role Do
National Integration Policies Play®ternational Migration Review5(4): 907-37. doi: 10.1111/j.1747-
7379.2011.00872.x
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4.1 Introduction
Identity has become one of the focal points ofgraéon debates in Western Europe. In
particular immigrants’ enduring identification withe country of origin is often met with
distrust, as it would signal a lack of identificatiwith the country of residence and hamper
integration. This debate takes place in the corgéxst ‘crisis of integration policies’. Riots
in Britain and France and the continuing disadvgetasocio-economic position of many
immigrant groups in most European countries hadetéea re-evaluation of integration
policies. In particular the effect of policies afilmral accommodation is much debated.
Some argue that an extensive facilitation of caltutifferences can keep migrants from
identifying with the host country (Koopmases al. 2005). Others, however, argue that an
enduring ethnic identification can go together wathong host country identification and
that policies of cultural accommodation can evesnmte immigrants’ identification with
the host country (Bloemraad 2006; Berry 1994; Kghdi 1995; Parekh 2002). In the first
view the relationship between ethnic identity aodthcountry identity is seen as zero-sum;
a continuing identification with the origin groupnters the emergence of identification
with the host country. In the second view the twonfs of identification are considered as
separate and independent dimensions. There s titbate on the positive effect of the
accommodation of diversity on identification witlhet ethnic group. Likewise, it is
generally believed that excluding immigrants froitizenship and equal rights hampers
identification with the host country. These assuons have however not been tested.

Western European countries have developed diffeapptoaches to immigrant
integration. They have granted immigrants citizémsights and accommodated immigrant
cultures to varying degrees (see e.g. Castles 1R86pmanset al. 2005; Geddes and
Niessen 2005). So far little cross-national comipegaresearch has been done to
investigate the effect of these different approaah® immigrants’ identification (for some
exceptions see Bermt al. 2006; Kastoryano 2002a). In this chapter the exterwhich
policies have an impact on host country and onigioup identification is investigated. This
is done by examining the host country and ethnentification of children of Turkish
immigrants in Germany, France, and the Netherlatimlege countries of which the policies
reflect a markedly different conception of citizhips (see Chapter 2). In this chapter, the
focus is on the children of immigrants, because teve at least in part been socialized in
the host countries and are therefore more likelybéoinfluenced by its conception of
citizenship. We include both people who were baorthieir respective host countries from
Turkish parents (second generation) and those wére Wworn in Turkey and migrated as
minors (in-between generation). The analyses is thiapter are based on both the data
from the telephone survey and the in-depth intevsie

First, the conceptions of citizenship and their gille influence on immigrant
identification are discussed. This leads to thestipyment of hypotheses about the relative
levels of identification with the host country ati@ origin group for France, Germany and
the Netherlands. Following the explanation of tagadcollection, the hypotheses are tested
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first, using the data from the telephone surveljpfeed with the data derived from the in-
depth interviews. We investigate what role exclosiand self-exclusion play in
identification and how children of immigrants camst a connection to the host countries.
Since the integration policies are not the onlevaht factor for explaining immigrants’
identifications, the analyses presented below obrfor several other factors that can
influence identification. These include level ofuedtion, generation, and share of co-
ethnics in the place of residence. We conclude ithattification is influenced by both
exclusion and self-exclusion. We found that ethdantification is high regardless of the
integration regime, but that the regime does hawvergpact on the degree of identification
with the host country.

4.2 Citizenship, integration and identification

Different European countries have different traatii of citizenship that are reflected in
their policies towards immigrants (Brubaker 199Epllowing their national traditions they
show more or less willingness to accept immigrastsitizens and more or less willingness
to accommodate their cultural identity. We will ube typology developed by Koopmans
et al. (2005; see also Koopmans and Statham 2000) thextpigined in the Chapter 1 to
capture the differences in the policies of the ¢oes in this study. The typology of
Koopmanset al. consists of two dimensions. The first dimensiombedhe extent to which
citizenship is open to immigrants and the extentvtach immigrants receive the same
individual rights as the host population. The secatimension is the degree of
accommodation of diversity, measured as supporefonic or religious group formation
and granting special rights or exempting cultunaugs from general rules. As shown in
Chapter 2, the policies of France, Germany and Netherlands fit with different
conceptions of citizenship.

With regards to identification we also distinguisto dimensions. In line with
Berry we treat the retention of the ethnic cultangl the adoption of the host culture as two
independent dimensions (see Chapter 1). Appliedddotification, this means that people
may identify with both the host country and thenéthgroup, identify only with the ethnic
group, identify only with the host country, or idiénwith neither group.

We take that conceptions of citizenship shapedbatifications of immigrants by
influencing the material and emotional costs andefites of host country and ethnic
identification. We use the theoretical model thas bbeen outlined in chapter one (p. 13).
Specified for identification, the model leads toe thollowing predictions. The
accommodation of cultural difference increaseshtbrefits of ethnic identification, while
reducing the costs. Benefits of ethnic identifioatiare increased by the subsidies and
political access that accommodative policies previor ethnic media, organizations and
consultative bodies. Identification with the ethgioup can give access to these funds, or
organizations set up with these funds, and offesBamnel of access for political demands.
Ethnic organizations might try to stimulate thenéthidentification of their community as
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to enlarge their funding base and underline théiaints to representativeness.

Accommodative policies lower the costs of retentlmrause access to citizenship and
participation in host society institutions is nonditional on abandoning the origin culture.

We therefore assume that accommodation of diveirsityases ethnic identification.

Because in countries with accommodative policiesesg to citizenship and
related rights is not conditional on abandoning ehigin culture, there is no incentive to
identify with the host country. If identificatios zero-sum, the strengthening of the ethnic
identification can lower host country identificatioln this case accommodative policies
have a negative effect on host country identifaatiConversely, it has been argued that
accommodative policies do not hinder but insteachidate host country identification.
This is because they lower the emotional costsf bountry identification. If immigrants
feel they do not have to abandon their (parentslfuce of origin to become members of
the host society, the psychological stress caugeldobt country identification is reduced
(Berry 1994). This assumes that the relationskipvben ethnic identity and host country
identity is not zero-sum.

Social identity theory posits that the perceivednmability of group boundaries
affects identification (Verkuyten 2006). In couesiwith a high degree of individual
equality immigrants have easy access to citizenahigh non-citizens also experience a
relatively high level of rights. This legal inclosi indicates a permeable boundary between
immigrants and host society. Legal inclusion ieljkto be related to a higher degree of
openness to immigrants on the part of host socretynbers. This is both because policies
are determined in interaction with the host societyl because society is influenced by
policies (Bourhiset al. 1997). A higher degree of individual equality #fere heightens
the chance that immigrants identify with the hosurdry. By contrast, a low degree of
individual equality symbolises impermeable bounelariThis can have a negative impact
on host country identification and also a positfect on ethnic identification, because in
search of a positive social identity immigrantshditaw in their own group. In a study on
Turkish immigrants in the Netherlands Verkuyten Q@0 has found that perceived
permeability has a positive effect on host coumtigntification and a negative effect on
ethnic identification. Other studies have shownt teclusion measured as experienced
discrimination has a negative impact on host cqudgntification and a positive impact on
ethnic identification (Portes and Rumbaut 2001; Baut 1994; Verkuyten and Nekuee
1999; Verkuyten and Brug 2002).

Of the three countries in this study, the Nethattaimas most accommodated
diversity. As shown in Chapter 2, the Netherlands hn extensive system of ethnic and
religious consultative bodies and ethnic and religi groups can set up their own state-
funded broadcasting corporations and (Islamic) etshoUntil 2003 the integration
requirements for naturalisation were modest. Imanitg also receive a high degree of
individual equality. Dutch born children of immigis can opt-in to Dutch nationality
dependent on a successful public order investigatimmigrants who came to the
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Netherlands at a later age can naturalise aftenfdars of residence. Non-citizens can work
in all sections of the civil service with the exsilon of the police and army and have voting
rights in local elections after five years of legasidence.

Immigrants and their descendents in France alsmyenpigh degree of individual
equality. French born children of immigrants auttiosdly acquire French nationality at
the age of majority. Immigrants can acquire Fremationality after five years of residence.
With the exception of a few cities, France does mte ethnic consultative bodies nor
provides funds for ethnic broadcasting corporatidhfies to maintain a universal public
sphere that is free of particularistic identities.

Both France and the Netherlands provide Dbetter | lqgatection against
discrimination than Germany. It was not until 20€%t Germany implemented the
European directive on discrimination. Germany afes the most difficult access to
citizenship, though reforms in 1991 and 2000 ftad#id citizenship access especially for
the second generation. Both Germany and France g had stronger integration
requirements for naturalisation than the Netheda(®aubocket al. 2006). In Germany
membership of an ethnic organisation was long seerontra-indication of integration.
Germany also has few accommodative policies. Atltleal level there are consultative
bodies, but these are based on foreign citizensloipgn ethnic group membership as in the
Netherlands.

Since the Netherlands provides most benefits east lcosts of ethnic retention we
expect identification with Turks to be highest imetNetherlands. The low degree of
individual equality in Germany signals impermeadtdeindaries which we expect to lead to
a higher degree of ethnic identification than iarkre. Therefore, the following hypothesis
can be postulated:

H1: Identification with the ethnic group will bedfiest in the Netherlands, intermediate in
Germany and lowest in France

Since the Netherlands and France provide a higkgree of individual equality than
Germany, we expect that host country identificatiorthese countries is higher than in
Germany. Whether host country identification ishgig in the Netherlands or in France
depends on the effect of accommodative policiess Té¢ads to two rival hypotheses. If
accommodative policies have a negative effect:

H2A: Identification with the host country will béghest in France, intermediate in the
Netherlands and lowest in Germany
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If these policies have a positive effect:

H2B Identification with the host country will beghiest in the Netherlands, intermediate in
France and lowest in Germany

4.3 Data

In this chapter data from both the telephone suraeg the in-depth interviews will be
used, but only for the in-between and second gépera796 respondents of the surveys
were with members of the in-between and second rggoe. The demographic
characteristics of the sample are similar acrosstries (see Appendix F). There are more
people from East-Central Anatolia and Alevis in tBerman sample, but this will be
controlled for in the regression analyses.

For this chapter we selected the in-depth intersievith respondents of the in-
between and second generation who received at peastof their education in the host
country. In total, 57 respondents are includechindnalysi$? The interviews were coded
in Atlas.ti. The demographic characteristics of $aenple are similar across countries, with
the exception of origin region and religious denoation (see Appendix F). The German
interview respondents are less prone to identithh Wurks than the survey respondents. For
identification with the host country the differescare small and in the same direction for
each country; the interview respondents identifyrenwith the host country than the
average for the telephone survey.

4.4 Host country and ethnic identifications; the findings of the survey

Respondents to the telephone survey were asked #imuidentification with Turks and
with the host country. ‘Turks’ is taken to mean pdlople who come from the country
Turkey. Because of the sensitivity of the Kurdislestion in Turkey, respondents were not
asked which ethnic group they belonged to. Botintifleations were measured with three
items. These were: ‘To what extent do you feel igronember]?’, ‘To what extent do you
feel connected to [group]?’; and ‘To what exterd gou proud of being [group member]?’
Answer categories ranged from 1 ‘not at all’ tocbrhpletely.” Exploratory factor analysis
showed a two-factor solution. The items form scales host-country identification
(Cronbach’s alpha 0.78) and Turkish identificat{@nonbach’s alpha 0.68).

With a mean score ranging from 4.3 (SD: 0.05) innsmy to 4.5 (SD: 0.05) in
the Netherlands, Turkish identification is high ali three countries. The cross-national
differences were tested using a multivariate regioesanalysis. In this analysis several
background variables were controlled for includitie relative size of the Turkish
community in the place of residence of the respohdehe analysis shows that the cross-

32 Some of the respondents who migrated as minodsaamntherefore treated as members of the in-batwee
generation, did not attend school in the host aguithese respondents are not included in the sisaty the in-
depth interviews.
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national differences are not significant (see Tdblg. The hypothesis on the cross-national
differences in ethnic identification (H1) is theved refuted. Neither cultural
accommodation nor individual equality appears teeha significant impact on the level of
ethnic identification of Turkish immigrants. Peopléth post-secondary education and
people who are employed were also found to ideméigg with Turks. Alevis and people
from East-Central Anatolia were also found to héoxger identification with Turks. This
finding is possibly due to the fact that a progmrtdf them are of Kurdish origin and have
an ethnic Kurdish identification rather than a Tishkidentification.

Ethnic identification Host country identification

Germany (Ref cat) Ref. Ref.

France .06 (.07) B5%*  (.10)
Netherlands .06 (.07) R Ll (-10)
East-Central Anatolia -.15** (.06) A7+ (.08)
Alevi - 39k (.10) .20 (.14)
Second generation .03 (.06) .16 (-09)
Female -.07 (.05) .02 (.08)
Married .01 (.07) .30** (.09)
Education, none primary Ref. Ref.

Secondary education .02 (.08) ABrrx (:12)
Post-secondary education -.26* (.10) NN Rl 0.15
Working -.13* (.06) .05 (.08)
Phone book sample Ref. Ref.

Holiday sample A7 (.08) -.02 (.12)
Snowball sample .10 (.06) -.06 (.08)
Share of Turkish immigrants .02 (.02) .00 1.03
Constant 4.51*%*  (.13) 1.48*+* (.18)
Adj. R2 747 749

N .07 .08

Two-tailed t-tests*p < .05 **p< .01 ** p<.001
Table 4.1: Unstandardized coefficients of OLS resji@n of identification with Turks and with the
host country (Standard errors in parentheses)

In all three countries, the level of identificatiovith the host country is much
lower than the ethnic identification. It rangesnfr@.4 (SD: 0.06) in Germany to 2.8 (SD:
0.06) in both the Netherlands and France. Host tcpuidentification in Germany is
significantly lower than in France and the Nethedls (see Table 4.1). The difference
between France and the Netherlands is not significBoth hypotheses H2A and H2B are
partially confirmed. The higher degree of indivédlequality in France and the Netherlands
indeed seems to lead to a higher degree of hosttrgoidentification, than in Germany.
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The cultural accommodation in the Netherlands selerbg neither a barrier nor a stimulus
for host country identification. Respondents witBezondary or post-secondary education
identify stronger with the host country, than thegeo did not attend secondary school.
This suggests that prolonged school attendancdasneof host country socialization leads
to higher identification (turning Turks into Fremoln, Dutchmen and Germans). People
from East-Central Anatolia - who showed lower Tatkidentification - show a higher level
of host country identification. Contrary to othestsidies (e.g. Portes and Rumbaut 2001)
the difference between the second and the in-betgereration is not significant.

When analysed separately the three items used &sure identification show an
interesting pattern. Firstly, the difference betwdevels of connectedness with host
country members and Turks is much smaller thandifference in feeling Turkish/host
country member and especially pride in group mestbpr (see Figure 4.1 and 4.2).
Secondly, for Turkish identification, connectednésshe lowest scoring item, while for
identification with the host country it is the higt scoring item.

Figure 4.1 Means by country on items for identifiga with Turks

| |@France
B Germany
O the Netherlands

Feel Connected Pride
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Figure 4.2 Means by country on items for identifiza with host country

4.5 Therole of exclusion and inclusion

We hypothesised that host country identificatiortha Netherlands and France would be
higher than in Germany because of the more inatugolicies these countries pursued. We
assumed that an inclusive policy translates imthgrity population being more accepting
of people of immigrant background as fellow citigeand therefore less discrimination. To
measure whether this is indeed the case, respandené asked ‘to what extent do people
in [country] perceive you as [host country membeéfThe same 5-point answer scale was
used as for the identification questions. Respotsdemrre also asked ‘Can you tell me how
often you feel discriminated in [country] becaudeyour origin or religion?.” The five-
point answer scale ranged from 1 ‘never’ to 5tiadl time’.

The scores for ascribed host country identity avenarable to those of host
country identification; ranging from 2.0 (SD: 0.0A)Germany to 2.7 in France (SD: 0.07).
Multivariate analyses showed that respondents & Metherlands and France feel
significantly more often that they are seen as hoshtry members than those in Germany
(p<.01 and p<.001 respectively, table in Append)x The difference between France and
the Netherlands is not significant. This is in lim&h our assumption that an inclusive
policy is related to a higher degree of acceptasfcenmigrants by members of the host
society. Experienced discrimination averaged 2I3: (808) in the Netherlands and 2.4 in
both France (SD: 0.07) and Germany (SD: 0.08). @ontto our expectation, perceived
discrimination did not vary significantly betweeountries (table in Appendix G).

To see whether feeling accepted as a host counambrar and experienced
discrimination affects the degree of host countigntification and can explain the cross-
national differences, we set up two models. Thst finodel repeats the analyses with
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country and demographic characteristics for eachthef three items of host country
identification. In the second model the variabléging perceived as a host country
member’ and ‘perceived discrimination’ were addéde also added the three items of
identification with Turks. This provides an addita test of the zero-sum hypothesis of
identification. Although the country comparisonowled that the level of host country
identification in the Netherlands is not lower thanFrance despite the former country’s
policies of accommodation, it does not necessdallpw that identification is not zero-
sum. Results are presented in Table 4.2.

In line with Figures 4.1 and 4.2, the results shbat the country differences are
smallest for feeling connected to the host couatrgl highest for being proud of being a
host country member. Adding feeling perceived dsost country member, experienced
discrimination and identification with Turks in tkecond model significantly increases the
amount of explained variance (p<.001, see Tabl¢ #RBe degree to which children of
immigrants feel perceived as host country membassahpositive impact on all three items.
Discrimination only has a negative impact on feglionnected with host country members
but not on feeling German, French or Dutch or omdpgoroud of being a host country
member.

The identification with Turks has no significantfesft on the degree of
connectedness with host country members. HoweWer,degree to which people feel
Turkish has a negative impact on the extent to Wwhiey feel themselves host country
members and are proud of being a host country menfibeugh the effect is not large, it
does provide some support for a zero-sum apprasictehtification.

In the second model the country differences fothake items are smaller than in
the first model. For feeling connected to the hostintry they remain only marginally
significant (p<.10). This provides support for thesumption that inclusion by the host
country stimulates host country identification.

The cross-national differences for pride remain tlaegest of all three
identification items. Probably this is also a refien of the different degrees of national
pride in the host population. In Germany natiorédig became tainted after the Nazi-era.
In this sense a relatively low degree of pride efi@an immigrants can be seen as a sign of
integration.

In the remainder of this chapter the focus is oe ttata from the in-depth
interviews to further investigate the role of adeege in host country identification and
look for explanations for the relatively low lev@Bhost country identification compared to
Turkish identification.
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2
Germany (ref) Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
France 31* (.11) .19 (.11) bh*r ((13) .40 (.12)  .83** (.13) .69** (.13)
Netherlands .30** (11) .22 (.11) A9 (113)  .38** (.12)  .66** (.13)  .55¥* (.12)
East-Central Anatolia .03 (.09) .03 (.09) .20 (\11) .16 (.10) 30 ((11) .27+ (.10)
Alevi 14 (.16) .05 (.16) 27 (.19) .09 (.18) .29 ((19) .19 (.18)
Second generation -.07 (.10) -.12 (.09) 27 (11) .21 (.11) .30 (11) .22* (:11)
Female .14 (.09) .03 (.08) -.05 (.10) -.19 (.10) -.01 (.10) -.13 (.10)
Married .18 (.10) .16 (.10) .33* (12) .29* (.12) .34+ (12) .30* (.12)
None or primary education (ref) Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Secondary education 62%*  ((14) B3  (.13) 53** (.16)  .37* (.15) .39* (.16) .23 (.15)
Post-secondary education 57** (.17) .41* (.16) 7 (.20)  .46% (-19) 59*  ((19) .32 (.19)
Working A1 (.09) .09 (.08) .02 (.10) -.05 (.10) .07 (.10) .02 (.10)
Phone book sample (ref) Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.
Holiday sample .05 (.13) .01 (.03) -.13 (.15) -.15 (.14) .00 (.15) -.02 (.15)
Snowball sample .03 (.09) -.04 (.09) -.09 (11 -.16 (.10) -.05 (11) -.12 (.10)
Share of Turkish immigrants  -.01 (.03) .01 (.03) .01 (.04) .04 (.03) .02 (.04) .05 (.03)
Perceived as host country .24%*  (.03) 33 (.04) 29%* (.04)
Perceived discrimination -.10** (.03) -.02 (.04) .00 (.04)
Feels Turkish -.03 (.06) -.14* (.07) -17* (.07)
Proud of being Turkish .02 (.05) -.05 (.06) .02 (.06)
Connected to Turks .04 (.04) -.04 (.05) .02 (.05)
Constant 2.37%* (20) 2.12** (.35) 120"+  (.24) 1.86** (.40) 0.65* (.24) .91* (.40)
Adj. R2 .04 12 .06 .18 .09 .18
N 699 699 700 700 689 689

Two-tailed t-tests*p < .05 **p< .01 ** p<.001

Table 4.2 Unstandardized coefficients of OLS regressiomiae items of identification with the host cour{®yandard errors in parentheses)
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4.6 The interviews. homeland is not home

In the interviews the respondents were again askedt their identification with the host
country and with Turks. As in the telephone surtieg responses in general showed a
strong identification with Turks. The majority (N£4did identify with the host country but
to a lesser extent than with Turks. The argumeatsrd the two identifications differed.
The Turkish identity was mainly grounded in origgrimarily in having Turkish parents.
Being Turkish is experienced as a biological idgngiou are a child of your parents:

‘I know that my parents come from there, and | ampsy from there, | cannot be
a German, | am a Turk’
(Germany, second generation, male)

Many respondents wanted their children to pres@ruekish culture and identity. This
attachment to Turkish culture seems to originatenfthe strong national self-awareness
and pride of Turks. As one respondent put it; ‘[@very Turk, nationalism flows through
the veins.’ Being Turkish is an identity you intied from your parents and a cultural one
in which you should take pride. This explains thghhscores in all three countries on the
questions to what extent they felt Turkish and pettud of being Turkish

The identification with the host country was basedliving there, having grown
up there, and attending school there. Many respurdead a better knowledge of the host
country society and culture than of Turkish soceaty culture.

‘I can express myself better in German and, | mdagrew up here, learned
everything here. | know that on the"™@hristmas is being celebrated here and the
other things, the Day of German Unity, | know ther@an ..., for example the
German history better than the Turkish history’.

(Germany, in-between generation, female)

The identification with the host country thus had experiential basis. Yet, why was the
host country identification then so low? Peoplasrnitifications will be influenced, we
reasoned, by their everyday experiences. Manyiliv&egregated neighbourhoods and the
majority of the respondents has a predominantlykisbr social circle. Differences in
cultural values appeared to impede mixed friendshifence, the low identification with
the host country is partly the result of self-chosxclusion; they have little interethnic
contacts and they feel a cultural distance with hwst country. How about forced
exclusion?

Although several respondents reported many instaatéiscrimination, this was
not the general experience. Their identificatiothwhe host country is hampered by a more
subtle lack of acceptance: lack of recognition.sTisi in line with the results from the
survey that also show a larger effect of recognitiban of discrimination. Asked about
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identification with the host country, respondentsall three countries often reported that
they do not feel accepted as host country members.

‘I live here, | have my residence here, | should=bench. | do not feel excluded, |
do my shopping, | go downtown, | do everything gbedy does, but at those
moments when people say ‘look you're this’ then ywonder whether you're
really French. | vote, | listen to the news, | kagpto date on what happens in
France, but unfortunately....’

(France, second generation, female)

‘But the first impression of people, who don't kname, they see the dark skin,
and they are always, no matter where | am, sughriou speak accent free
German! Where are you from if | may ask?’ And theamuse myself and say ‘I
am from [name of German city]. ‘No, | meaoriginally. You are so dark-
skinned.’ [laughs] [..] | am surprised every tingam, that people think that those
who are dark-skinned cannot speak German. We gpelere. We have been here
for thirty years!

(Germany, in-between generation, female)

Their dark hair and uncommon names, and for sommem their headscarves,
were generally taken as a sign of ‘foreignnessmaiter their passport, place of birth or
language proficiency. Zhou and Lee (2007) refehte as the ‘immigrant shadow’; the idea
that all people with a certain physical appearande their study Asians and Latinos - are
immigrants. They argue that questions on origin @mipliments on language proficiency,
that both hint at being perceived as immigrantsdéis the identification of these children
of immigrants as ‘American’. The experiences ofKisi children of immigrants in Europe
also reflect this immigrant shadow. Exclusion oe Hasis of physical appearance is more
often cited in the Netherlands and Germany thaRrance. This possibly reflects a less
ethnic or ‘thick’ national identity, but the fadtat the French population is on average less
light skinned and blond haired than the Dutch amin@&n population, might also play a
role.

The experience of exclusion made some respondigdBse Turkey and dream of
one day ‘returning’. The majority however said thegd no intention to live in Turkey.
Most felt as much foreigners (and were treatedua)sin Turkey as in the host country.
The above might suggest that we are dealing hetle an alienated group of people,
identifying as Turks, yet not living in Turkey amibt accepted by native Turks as
countrymen and on the other hand seen as alienmémgbers of the host country and
themselves not identifying with the host countrgridty. Yet, this is not the case. Coming
back from a holiday in Turkey to the host coungyperceived as coming home.
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‘When I'm on holiday, | want to go back to Germafnally go home, to [place
of residence]. | feel better there, | was born &aised there.’
(Germany, second generation, female)

‘When I'm in Turkey | really feel like being on vation, of not being at home.
And when | return to France | am home. It is trbhattyou sometimes don’t
completely feel at home, because you are sometimiewed negatively.
Nevertheless | feel more at home in France thahuirkey [..] In Turkey people
have another way of dressing, talking. They ardiketus.

(France, in-between generation, female)

The connection with the host country is most fethalocal level (Cf. Kasinitzet al. 2004:
15-16; Ehrkamp 2005). This sense of home is not présent among respondents that live
in large cosmopolitan cities, but also among thoke live in smaller towns and villages.
The majority of respondents have lived in the sdaven since they arrived in the host
country, or for the second generation, since thi&th. This has created a strong sense of
attachment to the host country at the town or éklemeighbourhood level.

‘So you feel more at home in the Netherlands?

Yes. More at home. More at home. Yes, because yeighbourhood, when | go
to the other side of town...When | see the skylinengfneighbourhood | already
feel at home’

(Netherlands, in-between generation, female)

So despite feelings of exclusion and strong attastisito Turkish identity, the majority of
the respondents felt an affective connection tohthst country. How can we account for
this apparent contradiction? The German languagevkrseveral words for ‘home’ that
have different connotationsleimatevokes the idea of roots, of having been thereviar
(Rathzel 1994: 89). It is an idealized plakmus or Zuhausemore refers to the physical
home but also to a place where one feels secureelins then that our respondents in
Germany, but also in France and the Netherlandsfdeme in the host country, yet could
not and were not allowed to call it theifeimat®® As one respondent from Germany
expressed it:

‘| say my Heimat is Kurdistan, my Zuhause is Gamgndl hat is my opinion’.
(Germany, in-between generation, male)

33. Only one German respondent referred to Gerraarher ‘Heimat'.
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Therefore the respondents found the question ‘Dofgel more a host country member or
more Turkish’ difficult to answer. And thus one kel respondent answered:

‘It is a mixture of both, if you'd like. We live aburkish families in France.’
(France, in-between generation, female)

This problem seems to be that there is no apprepdanceptualisation for children of
immigrants’ feelings of connectedness with the hamintry. This explains the peculiar
asymmetry in the connectedness-item that we fonnte survey and also the much lower
scores on the feel and pride items for host couideptity than for ethnic identity. They
feel connected to the place they grew up, but atereécognized by the host country as
fellow citizens, and find it also harder to ideptifs host country members and take pride in
that identity because of how they experience theirkish identity. They feel Turkish,
because their parents are Turkish, which make$eeting Turkish and being proud of it a
denial of their parentage.

4.7 Conclusion and discussion

In this chapter we examined the effect of concestiof citizenship on the identification of
the children of Turkish immigrants. We hypothesiséiiat the higher level of
accommodation of diversity in the Netherlands, wlodéad to a higher level of
identification with the ethnic group than in Franeed Germany. The results from our
survey did however not show significant countryfefiénces. Identification with Turks was
high in all three countries. For identification vithe host country, we predicted this would
be lowest in Germany as the country that has pdrdhe most exclusionary policy.
Depending on whether accommodation of diversitynstates or hinders host country
identification we predicted that it would be high&s the Netherlands or France. While
overall host country identification is (much) low#ran identification with Turks, the
survey data showed that host country identificatioermany is significantly lower than
in France and the Netherlands. However there wasigmificant difference between the
Netherlands and France. We thus found no supparttiie assumption that the
accommodation of diversity has an adversarial effiachost country identification. Though
the accommodation of diversity does not impede tifleation with the host country, the
results from Chapter 3 suggest that it might hamegative effect on other aspects of socio-
cultural integration. No support was found for smesumption that the accommodation of
diversity has a positive effect on host countryntifecation either. It is possible that
accommodation has a positive effect but, in thehBigands it has been cancelled out by the
negative discourse on immigrants since the Forttgarolt in 2002. A survey among
immigrant youngsters in the Dutch city of Rotterdam1999 and 2006 however shows
little change in host country identification (Emtger and Dourleijn 2008). Discourse in
France is not all that positive either. In the 208@sidential elections extreme-right
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politician Le Pen won seventeen per cent of thesidh Chapter 7 more attention is paid to
this alternative explanation.

At the individual level there is a negative redatibetween feeling Turkish and
feeling, and being proud of being French, Germamluwotch. This supports the idea that
identification is zero-sum. However, the relatismiodest. People who feel more Turkish
tend to feel less French, German or Dutch, but disies not mean that they do not feel
French, German or Dutch at all.

We investigated the extent to which the crossenali differences in host country
identification can be explained by the degree afeatance by host country members and
experienced discrimination. We argued that an Bict policy would translate into less
discrimination and more recognition as fellow @tiz Though we found no significant
cross-national differences in discrimination, Genmaurks did feel significantly less
recognized as host country members than Turksandérand the Netherlands. Adding this
variable to the regression analysis lowered cres®smal differences. Our data therefore
support the thesis, that the lower host countrytifieation of Turks in Germany is partly
an effect of its more exclusionary integration pwli Caution is warranted however,
because the found differences between the courdreesather small and our expectations
regarding the policy effects on ethnic identityergton were not upheld.

Identification with the host country and with tharks was measured in the survey
through three questions; to what extent do you, fisgl connected to and take pride in
being Turkish/Turks and host country member/idgnfithe level of connectedness to the
host country was not much lower than that of thenectedness to Turkey. Differences
were much more pronounced for the degree to wiespandents felt, and felt proud of
being Turkish or a host country member. The datanfin-depth interviews allowed a
further exploration of this pattern. Identificatiavith Turks is strong in the sense that is
what the respondents are and what they take pmideut to a lesser extent feel connected
with. Turkey is not the world the respondents irtiely know by experience. They often
feel at least as much alien there as in their ¢guoftresidence. Host country identification
is weak in terms of what they feel they are ane fatide in, yet stronger in terms of actual
connectedness with the everyday world. They feeineoted to the host country as the
place where they grew up and spent their livesh& sense the host country is their home.
It is an identification however, that is primariljth a local, not a national identity.

Our respondents feel that since they are bornobuturkish parents, thegre
Turkish. Turkish identity is experienced as a mattk phenotype, ancestry and culture,
hence as an ethno-cultural identity. But, so ishbst country identity experienced by the
host country majority population. At least, thishisw we interpret the Turkish respondents’
experience of not being recognized as fellow heosintry citizens. This was most felt in
Germany, the country in which the policies gram kbwest degree of individual equality.
However it was also frequently felt in the Nethada and France, countries in which the
policies express a more civic conception of citst@p. Though this civic conception of
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citizenship is reflected in policies, everyday itgateflects a ‘thick’ notion of citizenship,
which does not include people of a different ethorigin, especially if they have a different
skin colour or religion. This makes it hard for tblildren of Turkish immigrants to say
theyare French, German or Dutch. As Zhou & Lee write fog tUnited States ‘While the
ability to claim multiple identities may be a fumdantal part of the American identity
experience for White ethnics, this privilege has heen extended to America's newest
second generation.” Zhou & Lee continue: ‘Thesast@ints highlight the point that, if
today's second-generation Asians and Latinos dadeotify simply as American, it is not
because they are failing to incorporate or becthesg are rejecting assimilation; rather, it
is often because others do not view them as s@&hdu and Lee 2007: 201). We found
that the respondents’ weak identification with bwest country is a result of both exclusion
and self-exclusion.



