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CHAPTER 1: Introduction: Citizenship, Germanness and Membershipin
Contemporary Germany



For decades following the Second World War, and arguably well into the 1990s,
German citizenship could be describea#@mocultural—based on descent rather than
territory (Brubaker 1992; Green 2001). This ethnocultural character was segres
policies which did not allow for citizenship by birth within the territory of théesfas
soli or “birthright citizenship”); difficult requirements for naturalizatipand automatic
citizenship for Ethnic Germahborn and residing outside of Germany. Such policies
persisted for decades in the midst of an increasing immigrant and native-borthmich-e
German population which began with the introduction of guestworker programs in the
1950s and continued through family reunification and natural increase (Minz et al
1997)?

In 1990, these citizenship policies began to change. A new Foreigner Law
(Auslandergese}an 1990 reduced the required residence time from fifteen to eight years,
and also significantly reduced fees for naturalization (Green 2000:105). In 1992,
naturalization laws were again liberalized by introducing certain conditinder which
naturalizatiorhad to begiven to an applicant—thereby introducing the idea of a legal
right to naturalize, rather than simply guidelines to be followed by particulatalede
states (Joppke 1999a: 203). Finally, in 1999, under a new government led by the Social
Democratic Party (SPD), the first new Citizenship Law in 86 yeassgpassed—the
Staatsangehoerigkeitsgeséiz StAG) —which introduceplis soli,or citizenship based
on birth within the territory of the state—for the first time in the histomnotlern

German citizenship.

! Ethnic Germans were defined as persons living thighterritorial borders of Germany as of September

1939.

2 Germany’s foreign-born population is currently 10%he population of persons “with migration
background” is 20%.



The liberalization of German citizenship represents a transformation irhieow t
German state defines membership. This dissertation examines how tHa@tnatisn in
membership took place, as well as the ways in which it informs the understandings of
thosewho would be impacted by it: persons of immigrant backgfaumal are “non-
ethnically” German.

In chapters which follow, | consider how changes in citizenship policies in
Germany since 1990, at the level of the state, are explained primauhdeystandings
of nationness.These understandings differ greatly among political parties, and therefore,
much of the change in citizenship policies depends on which political parties are in
power. Understandings of the nation and Germany, immigrants, and citizeasHj@ag
expressed in parliamentary debates, were widely and consistently divergetieove
period of time in question. There was little agreement at the national level about
citizenship and nationness, particularly after the end of the recruitment stop and the
introduction of the first path to citizenship for non-ethnic Germans in 1978. The
subsequent reign of one political party for 16 years largely accounts for thegofic
membership.

Political parties and their cultural understandings, however, provide only part of
the explanation for transformations of citizenship. In the particular caSerafany,
certain events, both prior to and after 1990, both expanded and limitedstibilityof

reforming citizenship policies, and the opening of particular paths to chigpens

3 “persons of immigrant background” is a translatiéithe German ternmMigrationshintergrund

(migration background) which refers to immigrarte(“first generation”) who migrated to Germany
after the Second World War, and their German-bastdndants. The term’s usage began in the early
2000s and replaced the usage of the téuslander (“foreigner”) to refer to both non-citizens anal t
citizens who were “non-ethnic” Germans (Baban 2008)portantly, those with migration background
include Ethnic Germans, many of whom came to Geynrathe 1990s—hencethe specific mention of
“non-ethnic” in defining the population being casied here. The terminology reflects part of the
problem this dissertation addresses—the coincidehethnicity and nationness with citizenship.

3



Specifically, three events contributed to liberalization of citizenship: the recruitment

stop of guestworkers to Germany in 1973, the reunification of Germany in 1990, and the
asylum crisis in 1992. An additional event—the signature campaign against dual
citizenship in 1999, contributed to thestriction of citizenship.

These transformations in citizenship at the level of the state, howeverjsompr
only one piece of understanding membership in Germany since 1990. Membership is
constructed not only by the state, but also by ordinary people—in particular, in this case,
persons of immigrant background. Still, scholarship on both citizenship and nationhood
and nationalism has been overwhelmingly state-centered (cf. Brubaker 198&l; So
1994; Joppke 1998; Tilly 1990), leaving unaddressed what citizenship and Germanness
mean to ordinary people, how they matter, and whether and how state understandings and
policies of membership inform those of non-citizens and citizens of immigrant
background. That ordinary people attach some meaning to citizenship and Gernganness i
not surprising, given that citizenship and nation have been important categories of
membership in the modern state, whether tied to rights or to identities and belonging
(Brubaker 1992; Joppke 1998; Joppke 2007).

Though citizenship and nationness are constructed by ordinary people as well as
the state, the extent to which the state’s policies and understanding inform those of
ordinary people is also important to understanding membership in contemporary
Germany. The changes in German citizenship during the 1990s and into the 2000s
constitute a changed context in which territory assumed equal status ag desce
principle of membership. Given the way in which citizenship policies were tied to

understandings of nation expressed in narratives ammigrants, Germany/naticand



citizenshipjt could be expected that liberalizing citizenship in Germany would permit a
greater identification with Germanness defined by territory. It woutdl@aceivably

lead to a greater likelihood of becoming a citizen, if in fact citizenshipsesdoan

belonging. Put differently, if the transformation of citizenship relied omaftvemation

of understandings of nationness, it could be expected that changing citizenshgs polici
would not only change understandings of citizenship but also change understandings of

national membership for persons of immigrant background.

Substantive Issues in Analyzing Citizenship and Nationness

As forms of membership, citizenship and nationness are each fundamentally
instances of boundary making and of simultaneous inclusion and exclusion (Lamont and
Molnar 2002). Though they share these attributes and are both forms of membership,
they also differ. Citizenship is formal membership in a state (Joppke 2007), while
nationness is a form of membership in an imagined community (Anderson 1991). As a
status, citizenship is based on the two principledestenandterritory (Weil 2001:17).
These are the principles that states use to entitle persons to membershgtwdhes
principles are legally expressed by the state through three pathsdaostiifzJus
sanguinig(descent),jus soli(“birthright”: territory) andnaturalization(territory and
residence). Importantly, citizenship is a status, which maykedto rights and
“identity” (Joppke 2007:38). Yet, citizenship may also be tied to neither, since
citizenship status does not inherently confer any particular right wtitigde Rather, it

gives access to particular rights and may be the basis of making claimpartaalar



identity by both states and citizens and in specific times and places. Asdiatates,
“a substantialitizenship does not follow fromfarmal citizenship” (1990:3).

Nation is an “imagined community” of “deep, horizontal comradeship” (Anderson
1991:7). However, several other qualities of nation as a particular kind of imagined
community obtain and are relevant for considering the transformation ohshipeand
nationness in Germany. First, like citizenship, nation is fundamentally tantsor
device—something that [lumps] together those who are to be distinguishethfyee
with whom they [coexist]...” (Verdery 1993:37). Second, just as citizenship may be
defined through different principles such as territory and descent, definititims wétion
and nationness vary: “the criteria employed in this sortifjgf who belongs to the
nation and who does natyary across time and context” (37, emphasis added). Third,
nationness and membership in the nation may be imagined as apart from, preceding, or
transcending state membership. Finally, nationness and nation are ofj@resina
through other idioms and categories of difference such as ethnicityrebg®n, gender
and others (Wallerstein 1991; Waters 1999; Tuan 1994). Given these features and
definition of nation, | contend th&ermannessepresents an instancerationand
nationness.

Fundamentally, then, citizenship and nationness/Germanness are both subject to
definition by states and ordinary people. Rather than inhering in any partictdaoc
(descent, territory, “ethnicity”, etc.), membership through citizenship anthnats
depend on what criteria are used in defining each.

A range of scholarship is relevant to the analysis of citizenship and nati@muess

their transformations at both the level of the state and of ordinary people. ave¢hefl



the state, a range of approaches explain how citizenship policies changeh &haodig

these explanations explain change through multiple causal factors, thesnelcasize
particular variables over others. | consider explanations which see staiesgohsed on
understandings shared at the national level (cf. Brubaker 1992), explanations which vie
the emergence of a post-national citizenship and a thinning of formal ditigént

Soysal 1994, Jacobsen 2001; Hammar 1990), and explanations which emphasize political
parties as decisive for restricting or liberalizing citizenship (cf. &#dvw2009; Murray

1994; Joppke 2006). | also briefly consider scholarship on events (cf. Sewell 2005;
Abbott 2001), and how they constrain the explanatory power of the above models.

On the citizen side, | consider the literature on citizenship and natiorfrass “
below,” or among ordinary people. This body of scholarship includes quantitativesstudi
on naturalization (cf. Baubdck and Cinar 1994) which illustrate the two dimensions of
rights and identity to which citizenship is linked (Joppke 2007). The much more limited
scholarship on the meaning of citizenship and nationness (Miller-ldriss 2006; Thompson
2001; Fox and Miller-Idriss 2008; Wallerstein 1991), as well as studies af eax
ethnic identification among immigrants (Waters 1999; Tuan 1994) illustrayesad
important points about citizenship and nationness among ordinary people. In particular,
these studies show that there is variance in identifying in a national sensegiied-
based membership such as ethnicity and “race.”

Finally, | briefly consider scholarship from the level of the state whigigests
that understandings of membership in the categories of “citizen” and “natisnal”

informed and shaped by the state and state policies. This limited scholarship is of



importance for considering whether individuals’ self-understandings and statese

mediated or shaped by state understandings and policies.

Citizenship, Nationness and the State

Christian Joppke (1999) has remarked that citizenship is essentially &n elit
affair.” Citizenship is not only by definition a status, but is a staftdise national state
Citizenship policies are proposed, debated and institutionalized through state
organizations and political structurés.this sense, it is important to recognize the power
that elite political actors wield in making citizenship policies. But steties make
citizenship is more obvious than what factors are constitutive of their chipepalicies.
Brubaker’s (1992) comparative analysis of citizenship in France and Gemmidugy19th
and 20th centuries, for instance, finds that citizenship policies are exppaimedily by
differing understandings of nationhood. In the French case, nationhood was understood
in a territorial-civic sense, which led to policies which made most residents reothpe
born and present within the territory of the state citizens. In Germany, ingtontra
nationhood was understood in an ethnic, descent-based sense, which led to high barriers
to naturalization and an absence of birthright citizenship. In each case, hdat¢he s
defined nationhood—in one case, in a territorial sense and in the other, a desaknt-base
sense—was most constitutive of its policies of membership.

Other scholarship has shown that cultural understandings and nationhood matter

in the making of citizenship, but have emphasized that citizenship policieesanyith

*  This is not to dengnyrole for civil society or non-state actors in aiisship, but analyzing that process

is not the focus of this dissertation. That saidgave found little evidence in the German case that
collective actiorinitiated by non-state actors, or in response to state pglicas had a significant effect
on particular citizenship policies, proposals doates among state actors such as political patiés
government ministries.



respect to particularational traditions, and more with respect to actors within a single
state (Hagedorn 2001; Howard 2009; Joppke 2006; Murray 1994), and in particular,
political parties. Hagedorn (2001) compares France and Germany iretfigviattieth
Century context. In contrast to Brubaker, she finds more similarity battixe two
national cases, which she argues is explained by which political pamtpasver in each
case. Howard (2009) considers citizenship in fifteen European countries andsuggest
that citizenship policies vary among European nation-states and developed based on
historical factors of colonialism and contact with ethnic and racial Othemsell as
political systems (early or late democratizers). He also contendstiiatrgporary
changes in citizenship laws in European states depend mostly on politica: gpotig
the issue of citizenship, the political parties had a clear sense of thatigwiand
interests” (128). Joppke (2006) also compares citizenship across differenbstates
argues that a non-national variabliseral democracy-ts common to most states and
forces states to liberalize access to citizenship (64). He also, howevamexipat the
tendency for a particular state to be more liberal or more restrictive deperbde
political party in power. Finally, Murray (1994) also finds tpalitical parties and
particular individuals within parties, largely explain differences izeitship policies
(27). She critiques the study of citizenship through a national traditions approach as
“addressing [citizenship] as if it sprung forth from a unified, stable figfsem” (24).

Still other state-centered studies of citizenship challenge the amgerof the
national state and particular national idioms of membership. They argue itstead
citizenship is largely ‘postnational,” (Soysal 1994; Jacobsen 2001; Hah®8@).

Soysal (1994) has illustrated that national states no longer are guararstmcgbénd



economic rights: “...guestworkers without formal citizenship status have been
incorporated into various aspects of the social and institutional order of their host
countries” (2). This change is attributed to the postwar emergence of a sisobur

human rights based on universal personhood which supersedes national citizenship.
Jacobsen (2001) also emphasizes the loosening of citizenship from rights based on the
emergence of international human rights discourse. He further argueseswntary to
Soysal's argument, that this shift has an influence on immigrants’ understsaduhg
practices of citizenship: “[c]itizenship has been devalued in the host countriezeni

have felt no compelling need to naturalize even when it is possible” (9). Finally
Hammar (1990) also points to the blurriness of the citizen/foreigner dichotomy,
emphasizing that there are non-citizens who have “full access to the lab&eat,ma
business, education, social welfare,”—a group of persons he describes ansiéhZe

As Joppke (2006) argues, much of this postnational scholarship tends to focus only on the
rights associated with citizenship, which constitute only one of the claims thahshipe

is principally is tied to. In contrast, Castles and Davidson (2000) address citzenshi
both of its senses—as a claim to rights as well as nationness. Like otimatipastists,

they contend that national citizenship’s linkage to both rights and national belaging
deteriorating.

What all state-centered postnational critiques share is a skepticisen of t
importance of citizenship for migrants and non-citizens. Collectivelysidhislarship
suggests that citizenship either does not matter, or that it is uncertain \pbaisrstates
and state actors in national states would have to change citizenship policies. However

even in the context akgional levelorganizations, such as the European Union,

10



citizenshipper se—as a status—is still determined by individual national states; and the
three primary paths to citizenshigsithright, naturalization,anddescent-are still
made by individual national states (Guiradon 1998; Hansen 2009). There also remains
great variation among states whose policies are supposedly being homabdgenize
regional organizations such as the European Union (Guiradon 1998; Howard 2009).
Minimally, such variation suggests that national citizenship stilterst

Some of the above scholarship on citizenship also considers how nation,
nationness and nationhood are constructed at the level of the state (cf. Brubaker 1992;
Hagedorn 2001). This is unsurprising, since even if citizenship policies may not
necessarily bexplainedby understandings of nation, debates about citizenship policies
seldom exclude arguments about “the nation” and national “identity.” Still, though
nation may be a stable category used in making of citizenship policiesy imasrheans
stable in its meaning. Rather, as Verdery notes, defining “the nation” is highly
contentious and involves conflicting parties: “Any given nationalism has naultipl
meanings, offered as alternatives and competed over by different gronpsvaiang to
capture the [nation’s] definition” (1993: 39). That nation has multiple meaningstsefle
a constructivist approach to nationness and nationhood, in which nation is not a “thing in
the world,” but rather a practical category whose definition is catestid argued over
by actors—in this case, political parties (cf. Brubaker 2004; 1996; 1992; Thompson 2001,

Fox and Miller-ldriss 2009).

11



Citizenship, Nationness and Persons of Immigrant Background

Though often overlooked, citizenship and nationness are also constructed “from
below.” Studies of citizenship among prospective citizens and immigrantsiénstudies
of understandings and meanings of citizenship as well as naturalization.studies
Virtually all naturalization studies agree that there are differasiores for becoming, or
not becoming, a citizen. Most importantly, naturalization studies show thatréassams
fall into two categories—rights and identity (Baubock and Cinar 1993).

The importance of rights is addressed by several studies. Dornis’ (2001pktudy
naturalization in Germany shows the relevance of rights for beconuitigen. Many of
these rights are differentiated by nationality. For example, “freedanoeément within
the EU” is three times more common as a reason among Turks and Ex-Yugoslavians
than for Italians and Greeks. This is most likely explained by the fact that&and
Italy are European Union member states whose citizens already ezgdprin of
movement. “ldentity” and “belonging” may also be the basis for becomingearcitAs
Baubock and Cinar note, changing citizenship can be “overcharged with symbolic
meanings” and a sense of “abandoning not only rights tied to the previous citizenship but
also cultural affiliations and political loyalties” (1993: 194).

Other studies show that citizenship has a diverse set of meanings. |8fifier-
(2006) found that understandings of citizenship vary widely, a finding which counters
both a claim that citizenship is understood uniformly within a national population
(2006:542). Furthermore, she found that contrary to ethnocultural way that citizenship
had been defined in Germany, most young adults framed citizenship and elifpbitit

based on “culture, geography, birthplace, and economic critegiaace or ethnicity...”

12



(542). As such, she concluded, “a nation-state’s legal policies for citizenship and
naturalization cannot be automatically extrapolated to the understandingzesfstiip
among ordinary citizens in their everyday lives” (542).

Another form that “identity” reasons may take is through experiences of
discrimination. Anil (2007) found that among first generation immigrants who did not
become citizens, they cited the fact that they would still face job discriomretd lack
of acceptance in German society as a key reason for not becoming a(&@izén
Among the second generation, in contrast, citizenship was viewed used toammreas
acceptance, and as an expression of one’s already belonging, in Germany séngbi
citizenship should guarantee some form of acceptance and recognition, which it does not
for the first generation, but does for the German-born generation. Anil also fotind tha
only one-third of those born in Germany had chosen to naturalize. The most common
reason given for not becoming a citizen was that few benefits were gaineddnognso.

Ordinary people have been largely absent from the study of nationhood and
nationalism (Thompson 2001; Fox and Miller-Idriss 2008). Yet, individuals often do
identify with nations and as nationals, and “...[invoke] ideas of nation and national
identity in order to account for differences between ‘us’ and ‘them’ (Thompson
2001:29). Nation is a “sorting device” for individuals just as it is for states. lenghyt
it is also distinct from the nationness of state actors: individuals’ seifdidations and
group-based memberships (such as national origin, social class, religiorr, gendeer
kinds of “peoplehood”) situate individuals differently vis-a-vis the nation. As schgtars
on national identity shows, nations are often imagined in terms of other idioms of

difference such as race, ethnicity, religion and others (Waters 1999; Tuan 19%%e A
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debates on citizenship show in chapter three, immigrants of different natematii
deemed farther from or nearer to “German culture,” and more or less “aiietdome
part of the nation.

The nationness of individuals is different from the state in another cruciat.aspe
Individuals may identify with more than one nation simultaneously or in a combination
of ways. Scholarship under the rubrics of transnationalism, cosmopolitanism and
hybridity is especially important to considering nationness and citizensloipgapersons
of migrant background (Vertovec 1999; Vertovec 2009; Castles and Davidson 2000).
Though conceptually diverse in their usage, these terms share a critique of iooiavent
boundaries and membership. As a type of consciousness, transnationalism is “marked b
dual or multiple identifications...of being simultaneously home away from home, here
and there, or, for instance, British and something else.” (450) Castles and Davidson
(2000)argue that migration, as a manifestation of globalization, has put into question the
idea of national belonging altogether. At the very least, it has “underminetttiegy
of distinct and relatively autonomous national cultures.” (7) Nationness &ehsltip
as constructed by the state often deny the transnational, cosmopolitan, and hybrid
subjects. Immigrants, children of immigrants, and others—who merely lgahthat
they fulfill one but not both of these criteria of membership—challenge the notion of

belonging to one and only one citizenry and nation.

Relating the State and Citizen Sides of Citizenship and Germanness

Scholarship on citizenship has been largely separated by analyses “trogfi ab

(the state) and those “from below.” Virtually all of the scholarship cited aliawve
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instance, analyzes citizenship and nationeégsgrof the statepr of prospective citizens
and ordinary people. Some of this same scholarship, however, points to a relationship
between the two levels at which citizenship and nationness take place. Brubaker (1992)
in his comparison of France and Germany in the 19th aficC2aturies, suggests that
citizenship policies of the state construct the meaning of citizenship foitittenry, both
immigrant and non-immigrant:

The ethnocultural inflection of German self-understanding and German

citizenship law makes it difficult to reconcile—in the political imagiorat

of Germans and immigrants alike—the preservation of Turkish cultural

identity and autonomy, for example, with the acquisition of German

citizenship.

(1992:178)

In yet other work, Rogers Brubaker has argued that though often deemed to be an
individual or non-state phenomenon, “self-identifications...always exist incticdé
interplay with ascribed identifications and categorizations, espethalbe employed by
powerful, authoritative institutions — above all, the modern state” (Brubaker
2005:556).The understandings of ordinary persons of both categorical membership—
such as citizenship—as well as group membership, such as nationness—seldom take
place outside of publicly established schemas of who belongs in any partatelgory
and the meaning of that category (Sewell 1992) As Somers and Gibson (1994) state, in
their description of narrative ontology: “people are guided to act in certain ways, and not
others, on the basis of things derived from...available social, public and cultural
narratives.”

Others have shown that boundaries of collective identities presumed to “precede”

the state are in fact strongly shaped by states. Jenkins (1994) has shown that ethnic

groups are largely shaped by the state actions and classifications. YAktaon(1998)
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has shown that the salience of race among ordinary people and in social movements is
largely dependent on whether and how the state institutionalizes race asiah offic
category.

Additionally, some naturalization studies demonstrate that becomingenciti
through naturalization is related to state policies. At a very basic lemaghd8k and
Cinar (1993) note that becoming a citizen for any individual depends on the contexts of
time and place—the current citizenship regime, as well as the sociabpadithe
individual. Anil(2007) shows that changes in citizenship policies which eased
naturalization were correlated with higher naturalization rates amotgsfurationals in
Germany during the 1990s.Caglar (2004) also notes among Turkish migrants, the most
important barrier to naturalization is the expatriation requirement—thesigcef
giving up one’s Turkish citizenship. She also cites studies in which Turkish inmtsigra
in other European countries that tolerate dual citizenship, such as the Netherlands,

naturalize at much higher rates (277).

Data and Methodology

As a formal status conferred by the state, citizenship is defined argeshan
through the institutions of the state. It is thus subject to the logics by whiithtioes
emerge, evolve and change. At the same time, | contend, citizenship and natieamess
forms of membership—are fundamentally constructed and changed through cultural

understandings ammigrants, Germany as a natiamdcitizenship as an institution.
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Culture as Categories and Narratives

Swidler (1995) defines “culture” as a “toolkit of stories and symbols...” with
which individuals and other actors use in action. Scholarship specifically about
citizenship, especially that of Brubaker (1992), has also shown how culture in the form of
“understandings” is a key causative factor in political and social outcoRmwstnhational
studies of citizenship such as Soysal (1994), and Joppke (1999) also recognize the
importance of culture, to greater or lesser degrees, in the making of poficies
membership in contemporary nation-states.

Of particular importance to explaining how citizenship changes astdhes
about citizenship and nationness which are told in parliamentary debates lmglpoliti
parties. Such stories consist of two partdegories andnarrativeswhich give those
categories content. These categories and narratives are constitatigenstructive of
the knowledge which informs policies of membership. As Chock shows in relation to
immigration policy in the case of the United States, it is necessary to eoftbieterms
in which the issue is debated...and tieaninggshat are attached to these terms in the
debates” (1999:42).

Categories demarcate difference -- “Immigrants”, “foreigf, specific groups
such as “Turks”, and other categories in their enunciation claim some homogerkeity
difference. The use of such categories “...bring into existence that viaeizimterely
claim to describe” (Bourdieu 1991). As Rogers Brubaker states, “the invention of
modern citizenship and the modern nation-state created the modern figure of the
foreignerthat expressed a new psychopolitical charge” (1992:47). Categories form a

basis for arguments about citizenship policies and changes. In their diaaofssi
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citizenship and immigration policies in Austria, Reisigl and Wodak (2000: 273) note the
use of the term or category of “foreigner” (‘Auslander’) in discourseclwvhineither
denotes diplomats or NATO units staying or being stationed in the country nor tourists or
rich ‘foreigners’...It almost always denotes [guestworkers] or tinddren.” Persons
who are talked about as “immigrants,” or in terms of their national origin are @asily
subject to “othering” discourses based on that category (Riggins 2001; Said 1978). Such
categories are not simply descriptive, but ratiarstitutive. They function as “principles
of vision and division” that are constitutive of the social world (Bourdieu 1991: 232).
Both Germanness and citizenship are informed by such categories as gsintnakion
at both the level of the state and the level of ordinary people.

Categories demarcate difference, but the content of those casejeaeaeflects
understandings which are critical to political outcomes. As Kastoryano affijess
and right use the same words but give them a different content and meaning” (2002:3)
For decades, the narrative of “Germany is not a country of immigrationoutinely
articulated in parliamentary debates and institutional policies, indpite large and
increasing numbers of immigrants living in the country, and had a very reahmito
setting the limits of change in citizenship policy (Chapin 1997)Somers and Gibson
(1994)also argue for the importance of stories and narrative, contending tavesr
areontological-they are the very basis of things being what they are: “[Socialklife i
itself storied; narrative is amntological condition of social life.Such stories “...guide
action...people construct identities by locating themselves or being logiléad a
repertoire of emplotted stories.” Charland (1987) and Fisher (1984)sinaitguy that

understandings and definitions are largely based on familiar and dominantvearrati
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Specifically, two qualities determine how persuasive a particular staty rarrative
fidelity—how true it is to other stories have been articulated previously; and its
resonance-kow familiar it is. If such stories are constitutive of things, then aiizip
and nationness have no meaning outside of such stories.

As Brubaker (1992) shows, nationhood was a key category in the making of
citizenship policies in both France and Germany. At the same time, the te® sta
differed in their understandings of nationhood, and this, in turn, led to different
citizenship policies. These understandings were expressed in parlianteitargs and
stories about the nation and immigrants. These different framings of nationheat! refl
the importance of understandings in political outcomes. As Brubaker arguesaséehe c
of Germany and France, the “ways of thinking and talking about nationhood...framed
and shaped judgments of what was politically imperative...in the interest gatbé s

(Brubaker 1992:16).

Political Structures — Political Parties

Though stories may be particularly resonant or important in constituting what
citizenship and nationness mean, their ability to be constitutive of policies only happens
through the political structures of the state. Specifically, thesestescire the
institutional arrangements of the contemporary German political system, aost—m
importantly—political partiesand the coalitions which form the basis for government
and legislation.

Importantly, political parties can, and often do, hold very different policy

positions. Cross-national studies of European citizenship policy (cf. Howard 2009:59;

19



Hagedorn 2001) suggest that citizenship policies are subject to libecalipatiestriction
based on a left-center or right-center government. For instance, Joppke (2006) mas show
that restrictive citizenship—that which is “ethnicized” or “ethnoculturaifiaintained or
more often present under right-leaning political parties, whereas lilgtalizzenship—
which is more accessible to immigrants and territorial residents—offgnpssed or
maintained under left-leaning political parties. These tendencies, one tdderds
ethnicization” and another towards “re-ethnicization” of citizenship represent a
fundamental difference in understandings—one basdxtimga member of a state or
group, and another of being ablebsecomea member of a category or group (Joppke
2006:65). The fact that German citizenship law was changed with the election of cente
left party (SPD) which had not held power for 16 years, when citizenship polags w
very young, at least initially suggests that political parties mtatteitizenship policies.
Narratives and stories, as well, are articulated by political pastgbers, and
often differ along party lines. In telling stories, political parties hw#categories and
narratives to argue the rightness of their position. The different categodesarratives
are strategic; they are intended to obtain particular social effectsd{Bour991)—or, in
the case of citizenship policigmlitical effects—specifically policies of membership in
Germany. They also exemplify the practical way in which categoriesaaratives are
used by political actors (Brubaker 2004; Brubaker and Cooper 2000). Many debates
about citizenship and its connection to nation, Germanness, and other categories also
exemplify constitutive narratives; they are arguments about both the staitegsf fis
well as what things are—citizenship, the nation, immigrants, foreigmam@others.

In this sense, debates are nothing less than arguments about reality. e&s stich
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debates take place through categories and narratives: opposing parties/argitner
the categorical integrity of categories deployed by opposing patid&r the narratives
which accompany a category when that category is agreed upon. Finallygdoguhe
importance of political parties calls into questions how dominant particular
understandings of the nation are. As Thelen argues, one of the shortcomings of the
traditional cultural institutionalist approach has been the tendency to “...empaadize
assumeshared scripts, [obscuring] strategy and conflict among groups.” (2003:217).

In the formal state, parliamentary debates are the key site in atire is
articulated in the form of stories. Political debates are in fact arguimesttsvhere
boundaries fall, and therefore, who groups of people are. Debates are comprised of
categories and narratives which are instances of “groupmaking” (Brubakera2@D4)
“peoplemaking” (Charland 1987). Immigrants, non-citizens, and persons of migrant
background are especially susceptible to the “othering” discourses whiattaall
guestion their belonging in terms of both nationness and citizenship (Riggins 2001;Said
1978). However, the fact that different criteria for membership are used irakivegnof
citizenship policies means that arguments about persons are involved. Though such
arguments are constructions, they take the form of “knowledge” which is in turmused i

the making of policies of membership (Foucault 1980).

Citizens, Citizenship and Nationness

Unlike the state side of citizenship and nationness, this dissertation corfseders t

citizenship and nationness from the citizen side at one moment in time. Like tygsanal
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of the state side, the explanatory variable is the meanings of and understabadirigs a
citizenship and nationness of individuals of immigrant background.

Studies of both citizenship and nationness have tended to obscure the variation
among persons of migrant background in relation to both deciding to become a citizen, as
well as self-identifying in terms of nationness. Studies of ethnic idefdrtinstance,
have focused on two aspects of ethnic and national identities: their “naming” and thei
salience. The first aspect concerns what individuals as well as institcéilbpgrsons.

The second aspect, more common in the U.S. ethnic identity literature, is theesafie
ethnic identities, or identification with an ethnic group (cf. Waters 1990; Partes a
Rumbaut 2001). What both of these aspects miss, however, is the speaifimgof
ethnicity and national origin. Knowirt@at individuals call themselves something, and
whatthey choose to call themselves, falls short of knowing what those identitestone
individuals and others in particular contexts. Without considering content, idatnbific
itself is meaningless, since the meaning of categories and clasifecis crucial to
boundaries between categories, and therefore, the categories themsidweshriic
identities, it is crucial to not only recognize the significance of wheteeple claim
national identities or not, and which ones they claim, but also what criteria of
membership they articulate for being a national—the stories which aicidabnness.
Just as nationhood is understood differently, and that difference is crucial to avitiss
not a member of the state, how Germanness is understood is crucial to how individuals
negotiate their identification as German. In contrast to a focus on saliemeghasize
on self-understandings articulated in interviews by individuals as the basisikioddo

become citizens, as well as their sense of national belonging. Intervésivans focus

22



on individuals’ own understandings of citizenship and nationness, and their elaborations
about each (see Appendix ).

The interviewee sample for this dissertation consists of forty-eightiduals.
Thirteen of the interviewees are first-generation adults, with an average agéseé 35
Appendix I). The remaining interviewees are German-born young adydts 18-24.

All but four of the interviewees are of non-European Union national origin. This is
important, as later chapters show, because of the benefits of European Union
membership. Additionally, most (twenty-eight) of the German-born intervieasee
Gymnasiastemr college-preparatory secondary school students, while the other six
completed a vocational secondary school. This imbalance may obscure differences by
educational attainment or class in the citizenship or nationness of intervidvaekeksess

the importance of these sample issues in the conclusion of the dissertation.

Chapter Outline

In the first half of the dissertation, | consider how the state constructed
membership through citizenship policies. In Chapter 2, | look at the pre-1990 era as a
period of very little change in citizenship policy, but in which the origins dfizeaiship-
nationness “problem” begin. Specifically, | show that the guestworker pnodegun in
the 1960s, and its impromptu and flexible changes in response to industry needs,
ultimately and unintentionally led to the creation of a resident population of nomsitize
non-Germans. Once permanent residents, a claim to citizenship would become possibl
and in fact a path to citizenship is created in 1978. | contend that once this path to

citizenship has been createditizenship politicemerges in which contentious
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understandings of membership emerge. | also show that other state intesests pr
1990, especially the division of Germany during the Cold War Era into two opposing
states—East and West—still limited debate about citizenship in Germah{994.
These various factors, | argue, explain the non-transformation of the patzeastiip
established in 1978.

In Chapter 3, I look at the gradual liberalization of citizenship policies beginning
in 1990. Here, | specifically look at the role the understandings of Germanytang na
immigrants, and citizens articulated by political parties in positionrs&atts and
parliamentary debates. | find that these understandings differ dralgatod thus
suggest that whichever political party holds power will institutionalizesrootess
restrictive citizenship policies based on their understandings of nation, iamtsigand
citizenship. However, political parties by no means act alone in the makintgehship
policy. First, they are bound by the multi-party nature of German politics, which i
practice requires coalitions with other parties. Though strongly opposed paeie
seldom in coalitions, centrist and other parties at times both limit and enable the
possibilities of transforming citizenship policies. Additiona#lyents—both unforeseen
and unplanned, and planned—can intervene limit the ability of political parties to
transform citizenship policies. Two such events take place during the 1990s: liln& Asy
crisis of 1992, and the Signature Campaign of 1999. The Asylum Crisis, unforeseen and
unplanned, leads to a liberalization of citizenship; the Signature Campaign, estontr
eliminates the possibility of a dual citizenship proposed by a newly-elezaditian in
1999. Importantly, however,jas soli, orbirthright citizenship, becomes a part of the

new German Citizenship Law of 2000, making territorial presence a soffarigerion
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for membership for the first time in more than eighty years. | conclude tivétlaé
transformations after 1990 are largely explainedudiure—understandings of
immigrants, nation, and citizenship which are articulated through stories antivearra
The diversity of such understandings also illustrates the mistaken notion ohaiati
traditions” of nation and citizenship suggested by earlier scholarship.

In the second half of the dissertation, | turn attention to how persons of immigrant
background—both first-generation immigrants as well as German-born children of
immigrants—understand their membership in Germany through their stories about
citizenship and Germanness. | consider the first and second generatioatebeph
show that such understandings indeed vary, though some understandings are clearly
dominant.

| also make several comparisons among the interviewees of both firgcamd s
generation. Most importantly, | compare them on the basis of their citizetshig-s
whether or not they are a citizen. | do this to test a theoretical propositibheihg a
citizen itself may change how one sees citizenship as well as Gessarka the
German-born second generation group, | separate the interviewees iettsciil non-
citizens for the purpose of seeing whether citizenship status informs or shapes
understandings.

| also compare interviewees based on their national origin, and whether or not the
state to which they can also claim membership is a European Union member sigte. T
comparison is also informed by the legal fact that non-citizens are not esjuahgd in
relation to citizenship in Germany, and also may not be equally situatedtionréta

Germanness.
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CHAPTER 2: From Immigrants to Residents to Citizens; Origins of the
Citizenship-Germanness Problem

“Ilhr habt Gastarbeiter angeworben und es sind Menschen gekomméiak Frisch

“You asked for guestworkers bpeéoplecame.”
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Historical Factors in the Making of Citizenship and Germanness beforé990

Immigrants into Residents

Prior to the late 1970s, no path to citizenship existed for persons living in
Germany who were not ethnically German as defined by the’sitiés “ethnocultural”
legacy of German citizenship enshrined in a 1913 Imperial-era Citizenshipbakwah
jus sanguinisvas the basis of citizenship (Brubaker 1992). However, this mattered little
prior to 1955, since Germany had virtually little to no immigration, with the exwepfi
returning refugees who had been German citizens based on geographicaliesundar
which changed at the end of the Second World War. Under these circumstances, there
was no population confronted with a descent-based or territorially-based citzzvehi
since most individuals met both criteria of citizenship. Put simply, how stz is
defined only began to matter when a category of persons emerge which did not fulfil
either the criteria of descent or territory.

Such a category of persons was created with beginning of labor migration through
the guestworker programs beginning in 1955. Over the course of the next seagsal y
Germany signed labor agreements with mainly Mediterranean countrpzsa-8aly,
Yugoslavia, Greece, Portugal, Turkey, Morocco and Tunisia—to recruit labor msigrant
for a limited period of time. As the term “guestworker” denotes, immigraets w
intended to be temporary rather than permanent. It was specifically siated t
guestworkers only had the right to work in Germany as long as that work “skeved t

interest of the Federal Republic” (Chapin 1997; Green 2004:35); thus, the guestworker

®  The state defines ethniciis German descent, which in turn is based on pressinoeeself or one’s

parentage in the territorial boundaries of Germaspf 1937.
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program could be changed or discontinued by the state. The “interest” of the state wa
defined in strictly economic terms. Accordingly, the specific conditioriseof
guestworker program changed over the eighteen year period that it wasanaajusting

to industry needs. However, the status of guestworkers as guests arekdnealébor

pool was not a matter of political debate or partisan politics, if for no other rdwson t
that both labor and business benefited from the guestworker programs (ldalgfa2;
Freeman 1979).

That settlement, permanent residence and incorporation were not desiedble g
for Germany implied that any alteration to German citizenship or Gerssumany
other sense was out of the question. Any criticisms of this guestworker pufidg a
implications for citizenship were virtually silenced by the dominant neer#tat
“Germany is not a country of immigration” (Chapin 1997).In response to economic
interests, which the guestworker program ostensibly served exclygoeéties and
programs changed over time, mostly having an impromptu character intendedt@mai
this espoused “non-immigration country” status.

In the economic boom of the 1950s and 1960s, labor was in high demand. As
Chapin points out, even if immigration and guestworker policy had been subject to
contestation between political parties, it would have been the same—conservatives
supported business, and Social Democrats opposed economic slowdowns and
unemployment (1997:10). Changes in the guestworker program ensued, following labor
market demands and industry’s interest in maintaining lower labor costs. &pBcifi
two policy changes took place which changed the residency and settlement of

guestworkers. First, in 1971, the “principle of rotation” was ended. Under this,policy
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guestworkers were on limited contracts of two years, thus they were tfotatteafter a
brief period of employment and other guestworkers were rotated in. However,yndustr
and business found it increasingly inefficient to train new workers, and therefore
pressured the state to extend labor contracts, thus increasing the maximumaimount
time a particular worker could remain in Germany (Chapin 1997:15).

Second, the guestworker program itself was ended in 1973. This “recruitment
stop” (orAnwerbestopphad the effect of creating a population that could not leave
Germany with any guarantee of returning. The slogan that “Germany ascountry of
immigration” and the institutionalization of that idea through the absence of @ithe
immigration or citizenship policy, in fact created a new kind of population: a population
of non-citizen, once-guestworkers and their families. The federal governesponded
to this new, unintended population by putting in place policies to incentivize remigration
to countries of origin. Yet, guestworkers and their families overwhelmimglgecto
remain in Germany. Importantly, however, they were never coerced intogeanly
“incentivized” to do so (Joppke 1998)64~urthermore, family reunification policies
were routinely liberalized, especially in the decade of the 1970s, the very pbead w
guestworker programs had ended (Guiraudon 2000; Soysal 1994:121).Though these
rights were examples of “universal” rights discussed by postnationabsshibiere
establishment was not inevitable, but based on the Courts of the time and their tendency
to rule in favor of such rights. A once temporary immigrant population thus became a
predominantly permanent resident population.

In 1978, five years after threcruitment sto@nd for the first time in the twenty-

two years that guestworkers had been living in Germany, a policy veddigistd for
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them to attain citizenship. Naturalization guidelines were introducedddirshtime,

under an SPD-led government. With these guidelines, however, it was again enaphasize
that Germany was “not a country of immigration.” (Green 2004:40; 2001:30).
Requirements for becoming a citizen were correspondingly high—15-yedeneg a

fee of DM 5000, German language proficiency—and naturalization ratesegsréhan

1%, miniscule in comparison to European countries with comparable immigrant
populations in terms of years of residency. But a path to citizenship basedtonyterri

had been established.

Postwar Peculiarities

Two other peculiarities of the postwar period informed German citizenship up
until the reunification of Germany in 1990: the creation of German refugees dndng a
immediately after the Second World War; and the division of Germany into two tepara
and ideologically opposed states, East and West, within the larger geopolitical
development of the Cold War (Brubaker 1992:168-69; Hogwood 2000). After the
collapse of the Nazi Regime, expulsions and reprisals against Germans sagslpur
throughout Eastern Europe. Millions of Germans, or persons who had been defined as
German by the territorial boundaries of 1937, were subjected to expulsion and
persecution. Germany accepted these refugees as rightful citizens.

The second development—the division of Germany into two ideologically
opposed states—Ied to a contentious politics of claiming to be the legitimatéostiie
German nation. Citizenship was one site where this contest took place. Spgdifieal

Federal Republic--West Germany—adopted a polickliginvertretungsanspruclor the
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“sole right of representation” of all German citizens, defined as residethts tdrritorial
Germany as of 1937 and their descendants (Hogwood 2000). Under this policy all
Germans, based on the territorial definitions of 1937—regardless of state rsleimber
but pointedly membership in the German Democratic Republic—were deemed citizens of
the Federal Republic of Germany. The political imperatives and symboliequearsces
of this contest “[inhibited] a free political debate on related issuesinémship,
immigration and asylum” (Hogwood 2000:130). These territorial, geopolitical cinflic
led to a reinforcement ¢fis sanguinigrinciples in citizenship law (Joppke 1999). With
the reunification of Germany in 1990, descent-based citizenship would lose ttexsalex
supports and political conditions (Green 2003).

The historical developments beginning with the guestworker programs of the
1950s illustrate the importance of contingent events and critical junctuttes i
emergence of a path to citizenship for non-ethnic Germans. Specifically, tats eve
from this pre-1990 period were decisive: the initial recruitment of guestveorké©55
and the 19738ecruitment stop In the first instance, the mere presence of guestworkers
led to the later conditions and developments of deciding on the status of residents who
lived in Germany but were not of German descent—a new condition in modern German
history. Following this, theecruitment stopthough in principle expressive of the labor
market logic of German immigration policy, and consonant with the “not a country of
immigration” maxim, in fact had an unintended effect—it solidified the tramsfoon of
immigrants into residents. As residents in the postwar German state, @ensciti
enjoyed a range of rights, including family reunification rights, which \itatber

incentives to their remaining in Germany. Once guestworkers becamentgside
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postwar hegemonic discourse of democracy and territorial population would be brought
to bear on the status of these persons. These events led thus lead to the emergence of a
path to citizenship through naturalization guidelines. As restrictive as swdgliges

were, they set a historical first step by acknowledging that residéotane within the

territory of the state have some claim to membership in that state. In doing so, a
citizenship politicsvas created, though unintentionally. The widely varying definitions

and understandings of citizenship and Germanness, both of which can be based to
varying degrees on territory and descent, meanathgbath to citizenship could now be

subject to the contentious politics of membership.

Political Parties and Citizenship before 1990

The guestworkers programs had inadvertently led to a path to citizenship. Once
guests became residents, and the claim of territorial membership as fobasilusion
in the political community of citizens made citizenship possible. Once elstwhi
immigrants could potentially, become Germans, a politics of citizenship etherg
Citizenship was now within the universe of discourse of policies related to nonadtyni
German residents of the state.

The emergence of a citizenship politics in essence meant that citizenship wa
subject to debate by state actors and the legislative process, and sphe@fititital
parties. Here | briefly consider what understandings of citizenship wtre earliest
parliamentary debates and discussions on citizenship, in the early 1980s. tGemtyal
comparative and historical explanation is the consideration of how factors become

important at critical junctures, particularly in interaction with otherdiact Here, then, |
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want to consider the understandings of citizenship in historical perspectiu@ibgg

with the era in which a citizenship politics first emerged.

The Christian Democratic Union (CDU)

CDU positions on citizenship policy referred to concepts of belonging which both
relied on ethnocultural understandings of Germanness—that one could only be culturally
German by descent, as well as the notion that one can only belong to one nation. In the
campaigns of 1981, the new chancellor, Helmut Kohl, had as a key campaign promise
reducing the number of foreigners in Germany by 1 Million (Green 2004:54). The
parliamentary party also argued that the existing naturalization gnadetere sufficient.

The CDU also typically, throughout the 1980s, emphasized the absolute and clear
distinction between “Germans” and “foreigners.” In an early debate on chipens
1982, a CDU party member stated that sensible citizenship policy could only beimade “
the legitimate interests of Germans are considered alongside tihaadggiinterests of
foreigners.® They furthermore talked about national identity as a basic element of
human nature:
It's always wrong to misjudge human nature and mentality when making
political decisions. Every people, not just the Germans, value the
protection of theinational identity. This allows for
accepting a limited number of foreigners...
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, at different times, the CDU was quite specific

about what Germany’s national identity was. In this first parliamentrgte on

citizenship, for instance, one CDU party member defined national identity kigigna

5 PIPr 9/83: 4894
'PIPr 9/83: 4892
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distinctions among foreigners, while self-congratulatingly emphasizingdivading the
world into foreigners and citizens is too simpleRather there was, in his opinion, a
hierarchy of foreigners with those with foreign citizenship but of Germaredeslosest
to Germans, followed by those in the “European cultural circle” with “Chmnistats”,
followed by Turks who were “shaped by Islam, not Christianity”, and a€idifft culture
and mentality.® In particular, this CSU party member criticized Turks and their
unwillingness to fit into German society or accept German culture.

Turks were not only targeted in terms of their supposed cultural distance from
Germans. They were also talked about in demographic terms, through numbers
discourse. For instance, the same CSU party member stated:

Of 4.6 Million foreigners about 1.5 Million are Turks — almost a third. Of
foreigners under 16, Turks are almost half. The proportion of all
foreigners who are Turks is increasing even more from the high birth rate
and immigration...at the same time Turks had an unemployment rate of
11.2%, the highest, more than double the avetage.

Another common way in which the CDU justified its citizenship policies was by
framing Germany as a country that was no different than any other counttyetipaly
in terms of immigration. In an early 1980s debate, CDU member Dregger made a
comparison between Germany and another immigration country, the United States:

The official number of immigrants to the USA is 290,000. In 1970,
Germany took in three times that number—900,000...
(PIPr 9/.83: 4892)

In other words, Germany was a “tolerant” country as far as immigratiocavaerned,

since it took more immigrants in than the immigrant country par excellenddSihe

8 |bid: 4892
% ibid: 4893
0P| pr 9/83: 4893
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In early 1982, in response to an SPD proposal to bring to debate the issue of
Foreigner policy, which governed the naturalization law, the CDU also sp#ygifica
invoked thesole right to representatiocharacteristic of the Cold War, in their position
statement:

The federal republic of Germany as a part of a divided Germany, carries the

historical and constitutional responsibility of the German nation. In accordance

with its history and self-understanding, Germany cannot be nor become a country
of immigration*!

The CDU party similarly stated that the existing naturalization laws wdficient, even

for the second generation born in Germany. Finally, they argued that izatioalis not

a means to integration, but rather comes as a result of integration.

Following a commission’s report on citizenship in 1983, the federal government,
and chancellor Helmut Kohl of the CDU, issued a statement on citizenship policy. Kohl
noted three guiding goals for the promised reformed citizenship policy: 1) égeatibn
of long-resident foreign workers and their families; 2) the limitation ofignation; and
3) the promotion of return migratidi. Only the first of these positions made any claim
to inclusion, and it said nothing explicitly about citizenship. Kohl then proceeded to
articulate what would come to be standard narratives of the CDU about immignaint
citizenship throughout the 1980s, 90s and 2000s, specifically, narrativesiofality,
abuse of asylum, unemploymemgd thdack of integrationof foreigners. Kohl's
pronouncements echoed the understandings of the guestworker era:

The Federal Republic of Germany is not a country of immigration, in spite of the

Past decades of successful recruitment of foreign workers.
(DS 10/2071: 3)

1Dro/1288: 2
2ibid
18ps10/2071: 1
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A Foreigner law which puts the personal concerns of foreigners before the public
interest of the Federal Republic, especially in terms of jobs and security, is one
which is out of step with every other country in the world.

(ibid: 5)

The statement also responded to a specific question posed by the opposition about
citizenship and naturalization: whether or not the federal government was cimgsider
easing the naturalization process and requirements. The response whicldffridmwe
the CDU government would be echoed for several years to come:

Naturalization is not a means of promoting integration, but ratheveard for

being integratedTherefore, the federal government has no general intention to

ease naturalization.

(ibid: 12)

The CDU/ CSU also defended critiques that Germany’s citizenship lawes wer
anti-foreigner and xenophobic, and that the guestworker programs had been only self-
interested—both narratives often raised by the opposing SPD, and occasiorfalrthe
parties. CSU member Dregger, again, used the example of Germany’s absorption of
refugees after the war, and their subsequent successful integration intanGeciety,
as a way of fending off critiques of Germany as anti-foreigner and eapleit

We achieved the greatest integration in the history of the world. So we have no

reason to respond to critiques, domestic or foreign, of being xenophobic, when we

insist that the Federal Republic should not become an immigration country.

Ladies and Gentleman, whoever opposes this natural and justifiable feeling of

citizens, is enabling a new right-wing extremism to emérge.

In the same speech, he went on to state that foreign workers came to Germia@iy “in t

own interest...for the attractive work and social benefits.” And that for their home

countries, monetary remittances were a key source of income.

4P| Pr 9/83:4894.
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Given these statements by the early CDU government esseetiating the
consensus of the guestworker era, it would seem unlikely that any chatigmalda
occur during their tenure. Yet, in the same position statement, Chancellor Ketlltea
following:

Those foreigners who are born in Germany are in a special situation. This group

is far removed from the country in which they have citizenship... No state can

accept a significant part of its population outside of the political

community.

(ibid: 12).

In stating this, the government was making not only a factual but also normative
statement: Germany not only has a resident non-citizen population—this popolatt
be included in the polity. By the end of the 1980s, there was agreement among most
CDU members that citizenship policy was in need of some liberalizatiblowever,
what form liberalization would take remained to be seen.

Overall, the CDU/CSU articulated a vision of foreigners as wholly distioot f

Germans, and if not so, incapable and unwilling to “integrate” and become a part of

German society.

The Social Democratic Party (SPD)

Since the emergence of a citizenship politics in the late 1970s, the Social
Democratic Party had advocated for liberalizing citizenship. In the 1980s aiimmpé
they emphasized that the number of foreign residents was continually incrésmay(
1994:37). In doing so, they emphasized the presence of immigrants in Germany—

implicitly countering the idea that “Germany is not a country of immigndt In one of

5 Murray 1994:30
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the first parliamentary debates since the inception of citizenship politics gatly

1980s, representative Urbaniak of the SPD noted that the foreigner population had grown
“by more than 600,000 in the last three yeafstie also emphasized that the foreigner
population was goungpopulation. He also singled out Turkish nationals, among

foreigners, as both a group whose numbers had increased in recent yeaitsasa we

group that had the highest rates of unemployment. In the same debate, however, he noted
the indispensability of Turks to the specific industries in the German econonty, usin
dramatic statistics—87%, 80%--to emphasize his point, and concluding with the

statement, “...we cannot do without the work and cooperation of these foreighers.”

Consistently in the 1980s and 1990s, the SPD emphasized bptrithenence
andnativity of the foreigner population. They routinely referred to foreigners “born and
raised in Germany”, as well as the fact that there were not only secondydbainithi
fourth generation foreignefs.

Another defining theme used by the SPD in framing citizenship was also
Germany’s past as a kind of national debt. This theme was articulated thraugh tw
specific narratives. The first narrative concerned the guestworkaitneent program
itself. SPD party members emphasized often that the German state haddecrui
foreigners to Germany, rather than foreigners asking to come to Germarlyeyistated
in a 1982 debate: “Which government made all the recruitment treaties with the
foreigners’ countries of origin?® The implication was that Germany now must deal

with the consequences of its own actions. The second narrative emphasized the Nazi

18 p| pr 9/83: 4888

17 1bid: 4889

18 p| Pr9/83 (1982);
19 PIPr 9/83:4891

39



past—a controversial issue unto itself on which political parties and the elect@s
already divided® SPD party members overwhelmingly viewed the Nazi past as a
burden, a national sin that must not only never happen again, but for which the present-
day, modern German state must atone (Chapin 1997).

The SPD positions on citizenship clearly opposed the notion of descent-based
citizenship. During the 1980s, their positions emphasized a range of libeoalizati
efforts, including aight to naturalization(Murray 1994:33), as well as “doubles’
soli—birthright citizenship for children who have one German-born, citizen or non-
citizen, parent. They even proposed the acceptance of dual citizenship
(BundestagdrucksacHe2/4533). In the early 1980s, they specifically argued—contrary
to the ruling CDU coalition—that the naturalization guidelines were inadeguat
particular for second-generation young people. They also argued agai@silifse
claims about foreignersiational identitiedeing incompatible with German citizenship,
criticizing in particular the idea of national identity as “whateverdtatpposed to

mean.?*

The Free Liberal Democrats (FDP)

Before the election of 1982, the FDP had been a coalition partner of the SPD.
They shared many of their positions, including citizenship, though some differeaes w
evident. But most clearly, they framed immigrants and the nation in ways tleat wer

consonant with a liberalization of citizenship policy.

% This issue was so large for a time that it eamedme—thédistorikerstreit—er “historians’ quarrel.”
Central to the debate was whether or not Nazi Geymas a unique, anomalous case in history, or
whether it was no worse than other states of tise pa

2L PI Pr9/83:4891.
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Framing ForeignersAn example of the FDP’s framing of citizenship is
articulated in their opening statement in a 1982 citizenship debate by FDP membe
Holscher:

...we would like to reinforce our view that foreign workers have made, and

continue to make, a very significant contribution to the economic

development of the Federal Republic of Germany. In doing so they have
contributed to improving our standard of living. The Federal Republic, even in
politically difficult times, has a responsibility to foreigners who live Rére.
He continued to emphasize Germany'’s vacillating guestworker policy, atekitdd
demands for labor—specifically the ending of pciple of rotatior—and its benefits
to German industry. The FDP also, already at this time, emphasized that Among t
foreign population, many had been born in Germany:

Out of [1.3 Million children and youth] 630,000 were born here in Germany.

With a foreign population of 7%, we do not compare with other Western

countries. Switzerland has 14%, Belgium has 9%, France 7.7%. But still the

problem seems to be more serious with us than anywher€ else.
The FDP also, already in this early debate argued against the manGatmany was
not a country of immigration, specifically opposing the Christian Democrats tat
foreigners did not want to become German and would be happier returning to their
countries of origin:
For those foreigners who have lived here for many, many years with their
families, Germany is in fact a country of immigration. We’'re fooling
ourselves by turning a prayer wheel to make it otherwise. Maybe even
foreigners are deceiving themselves, if they've lived here for a long time

but still believe they will go back. They probably won't, but not by
choice?*

22 ibid: 4895.
3 ibid: 4899.
24 ibid: 4899.
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The Green Party (Griinen)
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the Greens advocated for shorter residence
periods for naturalization—five years compared to fifteen years—assyab soli
They were most distinguished, however, by their proposals in favor of dual diizens
a position which set them apart from the Social Democrats (Murray 1994:43-45). They
also challenged prevailing ethnocultural understandings of membershignsitig, and
the nation. Their proposals of the 1990s illustrate a consistent understanding of
“citizenship”, “foreigners” and “the nation”, which is greatly at odds withl.C
dominated government of the decade.
A 1995 proposal to change the citizenship law by the Greens, demonstrates their
understanding of citizenship and the policies which follow from it:
Germany has long been a country of immigration. Yet, high barriers of citizenship
hinder the naturalization of immigrants who live here. Even those of the second,
third and fourth generation are not German by law. This has led to a hierarchy of
status, which in turn questions the democratic and republican character of the
Federal Republic. Citizenship laws in almost all European countries contain
elements of ‘jus soli’, as well as tolerate dual citizenship...
If this reform doesn’t succeed, the undesirable condition of having multiple
generations of immigrants without rights will worsen. And finally, this will
disrupt domestic peace.
(Drucksache 13/423:1)
This proposal constructs a particular vision of foreigners, the nation and citenshi
First, it challenges the narrative which dominated citizenship policiehaimcbsence
for decades— “Germany is not a country of immigration”. It also emphasizes the
duration of time that immigrants have been territorially present in Gerrmangt only
asserts that there are those who are born in Germany, but also that therel iaralthir

fourth generation, a contention seldom made by any other party or in public discourse or

parliamentary debates, and absent in center-right and right-wing paidesurse, which
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refers simply to “immigrants”. As an idealized and identity category, “natiarks with

the categories “immigrant” and “natives”, presumed to be discrete and opposite qua
statuses. The dominance of this cognitive scheme is most expressed in langahge whi
continues to qualify German citizens of “non-German origin” as “Persansnaijrant
background:.

All of these efforts are ways of making immigrants seem less fordtgesence is
expected to lead to at most, assimilation, or acculturation, and at least,rfgnuiitn
German society. The proposal statement also, however, displays a uniwersalist
conception of the German nation-state. Specifically, Germany is descsibed a
republican, democratic state, rather than a particularistic ethnic natios. Thi
universalistic conception of Germany is further articulated by the casopawith other
European Union states—the assumption being that Germany’s reference grotineare
European states. Lastly, this proposal problem statement suggests thatyGeithface

negative social consequences if citizenship is not made more accessible tamsnig

Chapter Summary

As these earliest debates, proposals and statements show, politicalheddties
very different understandings of the nation and Germany and non-citizen immigdant
of which mattered to the kinds of citizenship policies they proposed, or if they proposed
any policy changes at all. Such arguments appeared to be only articulategolitiesa
of citizenship emerged, an unintended consequence of state-led guestworkergaofgram

the 1960s.
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Citizenship as an institution was fundamentally changed by two criticalsevent
the recruitment stop of 1973 and the end of the Cold War. Both of these events were
contingent and path-dependent; they were largely unforeseen and fundaméatadigc
the configurations of policies governing who could be a citizen and who could be
considered German. In the first instance, the recruitment stop effectigated a
permanent resident population. The latter development was largely an outcome of court
decisions argued using a human rights discourse. Though, while this discourse was
available, it was not inevitable. Moreover, the statement by the conser@atistian
Democrat party—that no state could tolerate a resident population that wede obits
the political community—further suggested territorial presence wastienatg claim to
membership. Thus, the recruitment stop, in combination with a postwar human rights
and liberal-democratic discourse, decisively changed the possibilitigszehship and
Germanness. The second critical event—the end of the Cold War and the reanitGtati
Germany—also changed the future possibilities of Germanness and bifizeAs least
one of the purposed of citizenship—to reunify a divided nation—no longer existed.

Finally, the Nazi era and the collapse of the Third Reich had implicatioteer
that were written into the Constitution. Specifically, the Asylum lawielaril6 of the
German Constitution—which guaranteed the right to asylum for politicalbepeted
persons. This article of the Constitution specifically was created inareactthe
Holocaust and the policies of the Nazi Regime. Though its importance in 1990 was still
unforeseen, the Asylum Law would become significant for the later trarstiomof

citizenship policies.
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Thus, three events shaped the future possibilities for German citizenship afte
1990: the Nazi past and its consequences for the German Constitution, the Cold War and
a divided Germany, and the end of the recruitment of guestworkers. Given thisxaghangi
of circumstances prior to 1990, the institution of citizenship was structured aely larg

determined by different factors at different points in time.
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CHAPTER 3: Transforming Citizenship Laws and Policies, 1990-2009
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As the last chapter showed, citizenship prior to 1990 was largely informed by
contingent events which limited the degree to which cultural understandings could shape
citizenship policies. Only with the end of the Cold War and the sole right to
representation, as well as the transformation of immigrants into residests, path to
citizenship based on territory created. Most significantly, however, thests és@ to
the emergence ofa@atizenship politics+1 which membership was now a matter of
argumentation and debate. In the post-1990ceitayre—in the form of understandings
expressed through stories—would be the primary explanatory factor in changes in
citizenship policy. Still, culture would not solely account for changes during the 1990s.
New events during the 1990s would also be decisive in the transformation of cipizenshi
policies.

In this chapter, | consider the citizenship-nationness link through the lilaiciz
of citizenship policies in Germany since 1990. | seek to explain both the succedsful a
failed attempts at change in German citizenship policies during this pepedifi&lly,
| consider changes in naturalization requirements at two different pointseimtiring
the 1990s, and the new Citizenship Law of 2000 which introdjusesblifor the first
time in modern German history, as well as the failure of a dual citizenshjprégpesed

by the SPD-Green coalition government.

Political Parties, Citizenship and Nationness
Political debates, as cultural and discursive phenomena, are best understood by
looking atcategoriesandnarratives.As | show below, in citizenship proposals and

debates, political parties constructed the categorigsroigrants Germanyandnation,
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andcitizenshipitself, in arguing for who should be able to become German. The
category of foreigner and immigrant—whether as a non-citizen or in sonresetise—
has been largely indispensible to citizenship. As an institution of social ¢lasdre
inclusion and exclusion, the foreigner is a “modern figure” that is born of modern
citizenship (Brubaker 1992:47). As recent theories of nations and nationalism argue,
nation must be understood as a category of practice (Brubaker 2004; 1996; Bourdieu
1991; Verdery 1993). In parliamentary debates, nation is used in both an abstract,
universalist sense—as a thing in the world which has inherent qualities—and emcefer
to Germany as a particular nation. Finally, though citizenship is largelgdtiiiion
which these other categories are used to construct, it is itself congtasotell,

primarily in terms of some purpose which it serves and what relationship between the
state and the citizen it expresses. Here, too, wide differences can exesrbpolitical
parties. Though different political parties all use the categoriesmigrants,
nation/Germanyandcitizenship the narratives about those categories vary widely. As
Kastoryano notes, “right and left use the same terms but give them differenbgiea

(2002:3).

1990 Reforms: Simplified Naturalization under the CDU

The Naturalization Guidelines established in 1978 presented some of the highest
barriers to naturalization among European states. They included a 1&sidance
period in Germany, 5000 German mark fee (equivalent to three times the median monthly
salary), language proficiency, and a complete orientation to GermarecuMiareover,

as their name suggests, they were only “guidelines”—not rules or laws—to beyused b
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individual federal states. This meant that individual states held completetidisover
the actual requirements of becoming a citizen, and could ultimately regecaa
applicant who had fulfilled the guidelines. Becoming a citizen through natui@hiza
was thus under no circumstances guaranteed prior to 1990.

While the CDU did maintain its emphasis on descent, and on citizenship as a
reward for integrated foreign residents, the 1984 declaration by Chancelibras well
as other party statements, conceded that citizenship was in need of reforinat dnel t
low naturalization rates among foreigners were a cause for concern to whitdtehe s
should respon® Such acknowledgements, however, were not followed by any actual
proposals or legislation, until the late 1980s, when the Ministry of Interior—responsible
for citizenship policy—finally announced it would be proposing a change to the

Foreigner Law which governed naturalization for foreigners.

1990 Policy Proposals

The first major change in citizenship policy happened in 1990 with the reform of
the Foreigner LawAuslandergese)lzthe law which governed naturalization. 1990 was
also a crucial year for the Federal Republic of Germany. In November of 1989, the
German Democratic Republic effectively collapsed with the fallingeBérlin Wall,
one of many similar events marking the end of the Cold War in 1989. As in the 1980s,
the CDU favored a descent-based citizenship. A purely descent-based lupizemsid
have restricted citizenshgntirely—making it impossible to attain without German
ancestry. Virtually no changes were made to existing citizenship gdiom the

CDU'’s election in 1982 and 1990. Just before the first changes of 1990 were proposed,

% BT 10/2071
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two things were clear. The CDU had no interest in institutijug aolipolicy, and they
did not support any kind of dual citizensffp.

In their proposal explanation, the CDU articulated their positiongsosoli,
naturalization for German-born foreigners, and dual citizenship. In defending the
simplified naturalization aimed at second-generation foreigners, thaegdthat it was
necessary for the government to appeal to long-term residents to beconms,atiikeg
at the same time that many noncitizens who in fact fulfilled existingierir
citizenship were in fagtotbecoming citizen’ However, their definition of “long-
term” residents was restricted to the second generation. They argued thvat the f
generation, by implication, guestworkers, were still more tied to their laacthand
would have no need for citizenship as much as those who had grown up in Germany.

Their sense of making citizenship easier avoided birthright citizensbgetier:

We remain firm on the requirement that a foreigner has to apply for
citizenship. The application is an expression of his readiness to completely
integrate in the German state organization. Any kind of an automatic legal
ascription of German citizenship, without consideration of the actual will
of the affected foreigner or his legal representatives, would go against this
goal?®
This defense of the non-implementatiorjusf soliillustrated the CDU'’s view that non-
citizens were both unwilling and not ready to become citizens. They also defeeided th
opposition to dual citizenship in terms of a conflict of loyalties that that argued would

ensue:

Moreover a general acceptance of multiple nationality would not serve the
goal of loyalty to our state. German naturalization law is fundamentally

% |ndividual party members did hold contrary views they were in the minority and in individual st
rather than in federal ministries or government.

DS 11/6321: 47.

% |bid
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grounded in an avoidance of multiple nationalities. Multiple nationality is
still seen domestically and internationally, that should be avoided in the
interest of the state as well as the citizen. It is also an internationally
observed law, as expressed in the European Council of 1963.
Here, the CDU clearly frames citizenship in terms of loyalty to the,stad thus makes
dual citizenship a contradiction. It is also one of the rare occasions on which they make
universalistic claims—in this case, international norms and laws—in supportrof thei
positions on citizenship.

As the major opposition not in power at the time, the SPD itself did not propose to
change citizenship laws, under the assumption that they would not pass, but they did
propose a liberalization in the Foreigner Law, which governed rights of npenst
particularly in terms of residency, and specifically residency pgerniesidency permits
ultimately would have much to do with eligibility for citizenship under the sttrictive
naturalization guidelines of 1978. They began their policy proposal statement by
declaring that “the existing Foreigner Law did not express the orighmaeption of a
liberal and cosmopolitan policy towards persons of different ethnic and cultural
background.?® They also argued that a new Citizenship Law was necessary for the long-
time life planning of non-citizen residents. They grounded their defense of a
liberalization of residence first and foremost by framing the nation agaliyt
heterogeneous:

The countries of the world are more than ever in history intertwined and

interdependent...in all sovereign countries, especially the industrialized ones,

there are more persons of different ethnicities and cultures, than who are
nationals.

2 DS 11/5637: 1.
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European history of the 20th Century has been shaped by the failure of the idea of
the nation-state. Germany experienced this with the results of the Second World
War

Here, the SPD also frames Germany, not only as a typical contemporary natelspbut

in terms of its Nazi past. The SPD proposal also emphasized that the very poésence

foreigners in Germany was a result of German industry’s recruitmdrdemands, such

as extending the time periods of work permits and the “rotation” system, thus helping

guestworkers become increasingly settled.

The Citizenship Debates — February and April, 1990
Debates on the reforms to the Foreigner Law proposed by the CDU—namely, a
simplified naturalization option—elicited clearly divergent understandshgemigrants,
Germany and citizenship. The CDU emphasized maintenance of curremistiiize
policies as a protection of a national identity. Their framing of national fgérad
several features. First, they made claims about national identity as arf'ineed’ and
the contemporary events around 1990, especially the ending of the Cold War and the
independence movements emerging in the name of “nation” as evidence for this need:
....recent developments in Europe and Germany showdtianal identity as a
securing and stabilizing element is needethe developments in [East

Germany] would not have been possible, if we had not held on to the single
German citizenship:

The multi-ethnic state is experiencing an impressive failure...whoever sksmis
the developments in China, the USSR, Yugoslavia, but also in democratic states
...as mere nationalism...does not understandgbaple need more than food

and shelter*

%0 bid: 17
31p| Pr11/195: 15024
32 |bid: 15035
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A second feature of their understanding of national identities was that such
identities were distinct and mutually exclusive. This understanding waslateit in
both their opposition to dual citizenship, and in general statements made throughout the
debate, where they urged that their proposals would lend themselves to a “peaceful
existence of Germans and foreigners.” This latter narrative, ircplarti cast ‘Germans’
and ‘foreigners’ in dichotomous, opposing and groupist terms, as groups with different
and potentially conflicting interests. In the April 1990 debate, they statechthgbad
citizenship law had to reassure Germans that their national identity would eetgadot
and that citizenship should still be open to those who are German by descent and not by
territory:

The more we can assure German citizens that they can protect their own identity,
the more open they will behave towards foreign citizens.

The new foreigner law creates a balance between the hopes and legitimate

expectations of foreigners who live with us on the one hand, and the interests of

the German population, on the other.

...we have to observe the special responsibility established by our constitution for

Aussiedler and Uebersied|I&t.

The CDU also framed foreigners in defending its positions on citizenship, by
calling into question the readiness and interest on the part of non-citizens to zeturali

and integrate:

...we cannot disregard the limited readiness of those persons of other countries
and cultural backgrounds to become citiz&hs.

...peaceful co-existence with mutual understanding between Germans and
Foreigners is only achievable through integration. This is not a one-sided

3P| Pr11/207: 16274, 16281
3P| Pr 11/195: 15025
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action, but something both sides, Germans as well as foreigners, must contribute
to accomplish®
The SPD likewise framed citizenship in terms of Germany and immigrants, but

the stories which they articulated were entirely different from those @Ené

Specifically, they reiterated the contributions of guestworkers to Gerraadythe

economy specifically:
...Over 4 Million foreigners live here, the majority for more than a decade. Over
70% of youth are born here. Foreign workers, as we know, support entire sectors-
-mining, iron and steel, gastronomy. Those are not people that we can continue to
treat as if they are here on a vidit.

In talking about non-citizens, they emphasized their presence as a “satitgl that

Germany must deal with as a result of its own actions, citing that 4 Millionitinens

lived in Germany as a result of guestworker programs. The SPD also sdghest

immigrants belonged more in Germany than in their countries of origin. Ttas paint

was articulated in their defense of more restrictive deportation righite @éderman state:
We want to limit the possibility deportation..whoever is born and grows up
here, must not be sent off to a country which is foreign to them, even when he
owns their passport. Every country must deal with the problems which it has itself
made®’

At the same time, they argued that immigrants were tied to their couwftoegin, and

that citizenship was an expression of that tie that they should not have to be forced to

break.

In their opening statement, the FDP called the CDU proposal unjust and unfair.

3P| Pr11/195: 15027
3611/207: 16270.
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They also emphasized the second generation more than any other politicamhiow
something must be done for them in particular: “If we don’t give them a secure
perspective on life, we shouldn’t be surprised if they drop out of society and some of
them become criminal.”
They also addressed this stereotype of the criminal foreigner as irtaccura
The number of crimes committed by foreigners are actually less than the number
committed by comparable German groups, and the victims of these crimes are
often other foreigners. It would be nice to investigate not only how many
perpetrators, but also how many victims, are foreigiers.
Political Parties and the 1990 Reform
The time period in which the legislation actually took place was especially
significant to the process of debating the citizenship proposals themsepezsfic3lly,
the waning popularity of the Christian Democrats, and an immlraardelection in
1990 was likely to upset the balance in Buendesrat-the upper house of parliament
which would have to ratify any legislation passed inBhadestag.Specifically, the
Social Democrats were likely to gain the majority through the upcomiogale This
would mean that any CDU proposal would have to take SPD preferences into account.
Under this condition, any citizenship proposal would have to become more liberal, or the
entire issue would have to be abandoned; the latter case would represent afailure t
follow through on a promise made in the early 1980s, and the former would mean a
citizenship policy largely at odds with the CDU’s politics of nationhood. CDU party
members were fully aware of this condition, and thus they hastened the passage of a

citizenship law.

38 ibid: 15031
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The reform of 1990 took place in the least controversial area of citizenship, polic
and most agreed upon by political parties—naturalization. Specifically, a secord type
naturalization—“simplified naturalization’efleichtete Einbuergerungvas introduced—
but only for certain some individuals: young persons born in Germany between 16 and 23
years of age with six or more years of schooling; and first-generationnaiduants with
15 years of residency in Germany. In addition, the naturalization feesdased to a
maximum of 100 German marks from the regular fee of 5000. Finally, these sidhplifie
naturalizations were expected to be approved as aRatpe(anspruch rather than at the
discretion(Ermessenseinblrgerungf individual federal states. Though importantly this
rule-based naturalization stopped short of having the force of law, thus remaining
arguably still more a guideline. In contrgss soli which was enshrined in the
Citizenship Law, was never proposed by the CDU. Finally, dual citizenship was

expressly opposed by the ruling paity.

1993 Reforms: Crises and Compromises

The Asylum Crisis
In the aftermath of the Second World War, the German constitution

institutionalized one of Europe’s most liberal asylum laws. The impetus was
undoubtedly the recently defeated Nazi Regime and the Holocaust which elevated the
exclusion of those deemed foreign to unprecedented levels. Like the citizenshgspolici

this law remained in place for decades of the postwar period, including aftercaionf
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in 1990, though its significance was minimal in the postwar, Cold War political
environment.

However, the End of the Cold War rapidly elevated the importance of the largely
dormant Asylum law. With the opening of Eastern Bloc countries in particular, an
exodus of refugees was created. Germany’s geographical location aaddgydum law
combined to create a massive migration of asylum seekers in Germamngeapeak
in 1992 of over 400,000 entrants (Chapin 1997:20). Polls from the period show the rapid
increase in concern among the electorate about the number of asylum seekass. It
named the most important problem facing Germany by between 20 and 40 percent of
population over the course of 1992, more important than other pressing issues of that year
such as the costs of reunification and the presence of Ethnic Germans. Furthermore,
about two-thirds of the population, while in general support of the principle of asylum,
also believed that asylum seekers were really economic refugees aadkiog political
asylum. Finally, when asked if they felt the Constitution should be amended to limit the
entrance of asylum seekers, a majority agféed.

The Asylum law had only seldom arisen as an issue since its inception with the
Constitution of 1949. When it had, political parties’ positions revealed that it vgas$ylar
seen as an immigration issue. The CDU had been restrictive on citizenship and
immigration policy, and this included the asylum law. In the one debate on the asylum
issue, they proudly claimed to have wanted to amend the asylum law twelve years
earlier—in 1980, when the number of asylum seekers had exceeded 100,000. Their

support for changing the law was based on both the sheer numbers of asylum seekers, a

“Opolitbarometer West992: 19, 128
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well as the narrative that most of those immigrating through the law welegitonately
seeking asylum:
[The Asylum Law] has led to a crisis, specifically because increasingly forsigner
are abusing the claim to political persecution to avoid the restrictions on regular
immigration, even though this is humanly understandable. You know the
numbers. In the last four years the number has quadrupled. We have almost
450,000 asylum seeké’s.
The CDU furthermore found it unfair that Germany, within the European community
bore the brunt of the burden as far as asylum was concerned, receiving some 60 percent
of all asylees in 1992. In his statement of the rightness of the Asylum Lawjristei
of the Interior, Rudolf Seiters, articulated the CDU’s position and the partigasie
against the accusation that it was effectively dismantling the Asylum Law
70% of all asylum seekers in Europe come to the Federal Republic of
Germany. No other European country faces such a challenge, and no other
country would stand by and watch such an inflow happen without doing
anything. France, Switzerland, the Netherlands — all of them have changed their
asylum laws, or made them harsher, or given them new stipulations, and Britain
anyway, since they had 20,000 asylum seekers...we had 440,000 and with an
especially low rate of recognition of 4%.
At the same time as the asylum issue was of great importance, thelsovesnaern
over the increase in the number of xenophobic violence incidents in 1992. The CDU
claimed that these incidents were to a significant extent caused by tiaédgum law
allowing in too many foreigners.
The Social Democrats believed that the Asylum law should not be amended. One
of their core narratives supporting this position was that Germany must atotseNazi

past through policies of the present, a narrative they also used in support bzilitgera

citizenship: “We are dealing with a very weighty and important fundamegkd) which

“1p| pPr12/134: 11595
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the authors of the Basic Law wrote into the Constitution after the bitter erperof our
history...”* The SPD also stressed that several notable postwar German politicians—
mayors of cities, the former chancellor Willy Brandt, and others—had theradmea

granted asylum in the Nazi period elsewhere and would not have survived were it not for
political asylum. In this debate, the SPD largely discussed its oppositiomigiroipshe
Asylum Law.

The FDP’s position on asylum was much the same as that of the CDU. They also
accused the majority of asylum seekers—who were overwhelmingly froter&&doc
countries which had recently collapsed—of being economic migrants and noheeiti
asylum seekers. They also made comparisons between Germany and other European
states, stating that Germany had taken in more than half of all asylees, d@tairat
had recently limited the number of asylee entrants to twenty thofisand.

Beyond these major parties, the far left parties—the Democratic iISbBiaitty
and the Greens—were entirely opposed to the measure to change the Asylum Law,

declaring it equivalent to nullifying the right to asylum.

Compromise through Citizenship Law

As the party in power, the CDU government was under pressure to do something
about the number of asylum seekers. However, polls also showed that the electsrate
overwhelmingly unsatisfied with all political parties on the asylum issue heanefore
both stood to lose if no action was takeénStanding in the way of changing the Asylum

law was that it was enshrined in the Constitution, which to be amended required a two
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thirds vote, and thus the cooperation of the minority Social Democratic party. file ini
negotiations took place between the heads of the two largest politicalpaliEfgang
Schéuble (CDU) and Hans-Ulrich Klose (SPD), and within a weekend, a compromise
was reached on 6 December 1992. The changes to the Asylum Law were added to the
Constitution under Article 16a, and included a third-country provision as well as an
accelerated asylum review process, thus limiting the ability of asylekerseto enter
Germany from European Union countries, and neighboring countries which observed the
Geneva human rights conventith.

The Social Democrats, in particular, were highly divided on the compromise.
Following the initial agreement—which had taken place between party helagisthean
brought as a legislative proposal—a series of internal conflicts with thegrertied.

Eight members of the Social Democratic Party publicly rejected the mopbsinges
with a written public statement. However, in a party meeting ten daysthadter t
compromise was reached, the majority of SPD party members voted to support the
asylum compromise, while several still opposed the measure suggesting that it
represented a de facto elimination of the basic right to As§fum.

In exchange for changing the Asylum Law, the Social Democrats demanded a
liberalization of citizenship policies. In March of 1993, they put forward a propmsal
change both paths to citizenship: naturalization, as well as birthright. Hoegraposed
the acceptance of dual citizenship. In terms of birthright citizenship, they pobii
third-generatiomon-citizens—those whose parents had been born in Germany—receive

citizenship by birth within Germany. They further proposed that naturalizatiordshoul

6 German ConstitutiorSueddeutsche Zeitud@ Dec 1992
*'Siiddeutsche Zeiturigp Dec 1992
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be aright, rather than merely granted asuée. They proposed that the residence time
should be reduced to eight, from 15 years. They proposed that dual citizenship should be
granted in any case, not only in exceptional cases. Finally, they proposed tbastfo f
naturalization be reducéd.

Up to this point, naturalization applications were still largely based on the
discretion model of individual federal states. An applicant for citizenship collilidesti
rejected under the regular or simplified naturalization procedure. With the @mmspr
naturalization was changed to a law of principle to a law of “rights”: noreosizvho
wanted to naturalize had a legight to be naturalized if they fulfilled all the
requirements. Both German-born and foreign-born non-citizens, who had resided for 15
years of more, were eligible for the neght-based citizenship. The fees for
naturalization for ordinary naturalization were reduced to 500 German Marks—
approximately one-fourth the median monthly safry.

There was virtually no debate on the liberalizing of naturalization requirements
With Asylum a pressing issue for the electorate, and a preference ofitlgeGDIU, any
blockage by the SPD would likely have consequences for upcoming elections. It could
also make the SPD appear to be placing the interests of foreigners and pigrticula
asylum seekers—who in the minds of about half of the electorate was believed to be
economic refugees—above the interests of citizens and Germans. The Asgisinvas
by all measures a contingent event. It was an unforeseen occurrence anc adtittanm

convergence of other happenings: the recent ending of the Cold War, civil watsonf
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creating the high refugee flows globally interacted with an institutmedhstructure of

the postwar German state—a liberal Asylum Law.

A New Citizenship Law: The 1998 Elections and the Transformation of Citenship

Leading up to the September 1998 elections, political parties’ campaigns included
promises and positions on citizenship specifically. The CDU/CSU stated ¢hedtéd
they would reduce the residency time for naturalization from 15 to 10 years, biethat t
would not propose a birthright or a dual citizenship. The Social Democrats declared
Germany “a country of immigrants.” In terms of policies, they statedhkstplanned to
introduce birthright citizenship for children who had at least one parent who hadireside
in Germany since age 14, they also intended to reduce the naturalizatidrotmieb to
8 years. But most controversially, they proposed extending dual citizenship to all
naturalizing and German-born persons of immigrant backgrdund.

The 1998 Elections saw the victory of the SPD, and the first defeat at the national
level of the Christian Democratic Union in 16 years. They gained control of both houses
of parliament—thé&undestagandBundesratas well as the Chancellery, and, as
promised, one of their top priorities was the reformation of citizenship policies. The
publicly announced their intention to change the existing, and from their perspective—
unjust—citizenship law. In early 1999, the minister of the interior, Otto Schily, read be
very public about the soon to be proposed citizenship reforms. By October, the SPD had
announced plans to forge a coalition with the Greens. This coalition was the most left-

leaning in postwar German politics. On citizenship issues, Social Democratsesms G

*Migration News5/11
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shared nearly identical positions, though the Greens unequivocally supported dual
citizenship for both German-born and first-generation immigrants (see Tabkn® of
chapter). In contrast, Chancellor Gerhard Schroder of the SPD stated that heagidtnot
dual citizenship, but that he “would accept it to serve the goal of integratiorhis
suggested that dual citizenship was still either unpopular among the electdtretethe

SPD had no commitment to it as a policy. Interior Minister Schily also openigedtc

the CDU/CSU parties of having lost all touch with reality, and stated ttiaz@nship

reform was long overdue. In October, the coalition publicly stated thatrteey t

proposed citizenship reforms would make about 3 Million foreign residents—about 40%
of all resident foreigners—into citizefs.Meanwhile, the Bavarian state governor,
Edmund Stoiber of the CSU, said of dual citizenship that it would threaten the security
situation in Germany more than during the time of the Red Army Faction, linking the
naturalization of immigrant with violent terrorists.A CDU spokesperson stated that
citizenship would mean that foreigners would have an advantage over Germans, and that

Germany would be transformed into a land of unlimited immigrafion.

Dual Citizenship and the Liberalization of Citizenship

Dual citizenship represented the most contentious and controversial issue within

citizenship since the inception of the naturalization guidelines in 1978. It is linked to

*Migration News5/2

>’New York Time$6 Oct 1998

*3Siiddeutsche Zeiturigdan 1999. The Red Army Faction was a 1970sablgitt-wing organization
which targeted high-level politicians and succd$sfiarried out assassinations.

*New York Time&6 Oct 1998; interestingly and importantly, bothtwse statements of consequences
were exaggerated in their respective directionspraing to policy experts and administrators
(Migration News6/1)
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both naturalization anjis soli.Most importantly, dual citizenship had been rejected by

the Federal Constitutional Court in 1974 which considered multiple nationalitie’s “evil
(Green 2004:41). Still in place into the 1990s, the crucial point about this ruling was that
anyone who naturalized would be required to give up any other citizenship if they
became a German citizen. Or, if there wassasolipolicy, they would be forced to

choose between a citizenship of descent and one of territory.

Dual citizenship, however, was not as quite what it seemed. As Green (2005)
shows, a number of exceptions to the official non-acceptance of dual citizenshifi, as we
as regional variation and administrative leeway, meant that in fact, deehship was
in reality being tolerated to a much greater extent than was commonly known.
Exceptions such as, for instance, the unwillingness of immigrants’ countriegioftori
release them from their citizenship (Iran, Afghanistan), or exorbitant meEnaitd fees
for release from citizenship (as with some former Yugoslavian countresm)trthat for
some national origin groups, most who became German citizens were duakcitize
Equally important, however, was the fact that dual citizenship was not an issille for
non-citizens, but rather only non-citizens of non-European Union countries (Green 2005:
922; Hansen 1998). These administrative and practical realities, however, stodkl in sta
contrast to the political meaning of dual citizenship.

The bold declaration by the SPD to change citizenship after winning the elections
prompted the opposition CDU/CSU to undertake an unprecedented move in citizenship
politics. They brought citizenship—specifically dual citizenship—into theipgphere.

In January of 1999, they began a national “signature campaign” against cagaistitp.

The petition itself was a one-line statement, titled “Yes to integration, daato
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nationality.” The signature campaign began as an idea of Wolfgang Schauble, the CDU
party leader. It quickly gained support in several federal states and evefraraltye
majority of CDU elected officials, though with some dissenting membents;ydarly
younger members of the party, opposed 10 in one state in particula—Hessen—an
ascending candidate for state minister (governor), Roland Koch, made oppositioh to dua
citizenship a centerpiece of his campaign and party platforihen the campaign
began, he confidently asserted that while campaigning he had spoken with mamg citiz
who would sign a petition against dual citizenship, and suggesting that 95 percent of the
German population, even the majority of SPD supporters, would be against dual
citizenship®® Within the first month of the campaign, the CDU had collected more than
300,000 signature¥. Polls showed that opposition to dual citizenship increased from 57
percent in December 1998 to 63 percent in January 1999, and further to 70 percent in
February of 1998°

In Hesse, Roland Koch argued that allowing for dual citizenship would lead to
more and more dual citizens, which was “not a strategy for integration in armoder
society, but rather a dangerous path to long-term social conflict and ufieasd,”
“would create a parallel society and lead to insoluble social probf&riifé petition
itself was also somewhat controversial within the CDU/CSU partyidracdmong a
small group of the more liberal party members, such as Rita Stissmuth, who wauld lat

become the Federal Commissioner for Foreigners’ Affairs, and be largtehcized by

*The Guardian 7 Feb 1999
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*The Guardian 7 Feb 1999
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her own party. In particular, these CDU members thought that the petition could be
“dangerously misunderstood” as a mobilization against foreigAeRaland Koch and
others clearly framed dual citizenship as divisive and as exacerbatiabcodiict.

The elections in Hesse on February 7 resulted in a major victory for théa@hris
Democrats, with them winning 44 percent of the vote. In doing so, they upset the SPD-
Green coalition in that particular state, thus leading to a loss of 5 seatsipptrehouse
of Parliament—th&undesrat Significantly, it was the first time in eight years that a
Red-Green coalition lost its domination in the state of H¥g$® CDU had collected
500,000 signatures against dual citizenship, from a population of 4.3 million eligible
voters in the state of Hesse. EXxit polls showed that 36 percent of voters cited proposed
changes to citizenship laws as their major worry, following unemployfmeBtich
numbers indicate that dual citizenship had become a major issue for voters metbé ti
the elections.

The SPD-Green coalition had brought dual citizenship into the public sphere by
announcing their plans to introduce dual citizenship for non-European guestwaidkers a
their children. In doing so, they made little mention of the fact that dualnshzewas
already enjoyed by EU non-citizens and others in Germany, a narrayvéidherticulate
in the formal setting of parliamentary debates. The signature campedgritiend, was
an example of a “nationhood event” (Brubaker 1996), a moment in which an
understanding of “foreigners” as a threat was mobilized against a statg qfoli
membership. The narratives about dual citizenship—that it represented egpriyibf

“immigrants” over “natives” was resonant in the population, and that it wasriéor-EU
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citizens, seen as the most different and least able to be integrated into Gaieign all

worked in favor of the opposition to it. The signature campaign was atsatiagent

eventin an institutionalist sense. Had the SPD expected a populist campaign against dual
citizenship, they may not have announced their intentions to propose it publicly, though
they could have still done so within the formal legislative process. InsteadDthe C
capitalized on the popular understandings of dual citizenship and in turn transformed the
political party structure, by forcing an expansion of the SPD-Greertiondb include a

third party, the FDP, with different policy preferences. The signature cgmbpad

transformed the possibilities for citizenship reform even before the flisteetook

place or any official legislative proposals were made.

Proposals and Debates on a new Citizenship Law
The FDP, the new coalition partner, shared many of the understandings of
immigrants, Germany and the nation and citizenship as the SPD and, to some extent, the
Greens. They emphasized this in tleeeitement of the problewhich a new citizenship
law would address:
The children of foreign parents born in Germany are considered foreigners,
according to the current Citizenship Law. Yet theyw upalmost entirely in
Germany and willive herefor the long term. Theintegrationis therefore a
basic condition for social peace. Their exclusion can have a negative effect on
their sense of belonging to Germany, and lead, in the long run, to serious conflict.
It is therefore in thénterestof the Federal Republic, that the children born here,
and who will live here, become accepted and integrated into s6Ciety.

However, while the FDP was in favor of birthright citizenship, they had alwess b

against a general dual citizenship. They nonetheless stated that those bomanyGer

% Dr 14/296, p. 1
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non-citizen parents should be offered the option of being German citizens, or citizens of
their parents’ countries of origin. They believed this decision was one that coulaeonly
made as an adult, and so they proposed a kind of temporary dual citizenship, which
became known as tl@ption Plan (*Optionsmodell”). Under this policy, minors who
would be citizens by birthright would be entitled to be dual citizens until the age of 23.
Between the age of 18 and 23, they would be expected to choose German or their other
citizenship. In defending this position, they reaffirmed that citizenship was not
superficial or unimportant, but did in fact represent a sense of belonging tai@erm
We were clearly against the original plan of the coalition, to implement long-
term dual citizenship. Whoever wants to become a German citizen, should
fundamentally acknowledge our country by giving up his former citizenship.
The German passport is not some piece of paper, that one wouldn’t mind having
in addition, rather it requires a conscious orientation to the German $tate.
Following their joining the SPD-Green Coalition, after the signaturgaamn,
the three parties put forth a proposal for birthright citizenship, a reductiondemegi
time from 15 to 8 years. Their justification for the policy was articulategthathrough
their construction of non-citizens as worthy of citizenship:
...At the end of 1998, 7.3 Million foreigners lived in Germany, about 50% for at
least 10, more than 35% for at least 15 and over 29% for at least 20 years. More
than 1.6 Million of the foreigners in Germany were born here. Of the
1.6 Million foreign youth, it's more than 1 Million, or 67%.
These long-term, law-abiding foreigners have their lives in Germany and are
unfamiliar and alienated from the ways of life of the country whose citizenship
they hold. The giving of citizenship to long-term residents is in the public interest
at the very least, because no state can tolerate a significant portion of its
population outside of the political commuriiy.

As the text shows, these parties construct foreigners as long-term resiale haw-

abiding. Importantly, they also reiterate the statement first made khy@iancellor
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Helmut Kohl, that “no state can tolerate a large portion of its population outside t

political community.”

In their counter-proposal, the CDU did not propose an introductiqrs &oli,but

reduced residency times for naturalization. In their justification, theyroohs

different narrative about immigrants, as well as Germany anerasiup:
We want to reform the citizenship law, which eases naturalization for those
foreigners, who have adjusted to the German way of life, and who have chosen to
lead their lives in Germany. Naturalization is an expression of a successful
integration and socialization in Germany...a testable integration and
socialization of the applicant must be guaranteed. Mastering the German
language is fundamental for naturalizatidh.

Unlike the coalition’s proposal, the CDU here presents immigrants as only plbtentia

part of and at home in, Germany. They also emphasize German “culture”—irofeams

‘way of life’, as well as language, as opposed the coalition’s more geataadnce to

place and territorial presence.

Debate — March 1999

The first debate on citizenship took place in March of 1999. The SPD opened the
debate with a declaration that all political parties were in agreementtalmthtings—
that a reform of the 1913 Law was in order and second, that long-term residents need to
be provided a path to political participation in Germany. Though the issue of dual
citizenship had largely been dropped from any policy proposal, the debate sunprising|
largely centered on it. Many of the same arguments raised in regard totideabkbip

were the same in debates on citizenship generally.
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In talking about dual citizenship, the SPD constructed a particular narrative of
foreigners, citizenship and the nation:

It's especially important for the first generation of immigrants, who we

recruited here and who have been integrated for several years, to give them full

citizenship rights and make naturalization easier for them...For many long-term

residents giving up citizenship represents a separation from one’s own culture, a

loosening of familiar and personal connections. Such emotional and

psychological aspects have to be considéfed.

Here, as in many other debates before and after, the SPD emphasized the
contributions of guestworkers, and the German state’s recruitment of thelso, It a
importantly, defined citizenship in an identitarian sense—as an expression 'sf “one
culture” which represented emotional and psychological ties to one’s countigiof or
This was their initial justification for advocating for dual citizenship.

The SPD also heavily criticized the opposition to dual citizenship, byizintc
the opposing narrative offered by the CDU of dual citizens as bad citizens snaerm
loyalty and societal contributions. As SPD member Birsch articulagegdsition, he is
interrupted by a CDU party member, illustrating the way in which duakaiship is
differently construed by these political parties:

Bursch (SPD): ... Around one-third of those who naturalize are able to keep their

former citizenship. What we also never talk about is the 2 million dual citizens in

Germany, among whom are venerable teachers, administrators and police

officers...

Beck (Greens): Congressmédadtding to the list of dual citizens)

Marschewski (CDU): 2 Million is wrong! 500,000, not 2 Million! That’'s
nonsense!

Bursch (SPD): ...who live and manage multiple nationalities without any
problems. The fact that dual citizenship is overdramatized in Germany can be
seen quite clearly when we look at other countries. If we look at France, the
United Kingdom, or the Netherlands. Look at Queen Beatrix of the Netherlands.

0P| Pr14/28: 2283
70



She doesn’t have one, two, or three, but four citizenships...No Dutch person has

ever doubted that the Queen is loyal. Nor has anyone, Mr. Zeitimann, ever

thought that a Bavarian couldn’t be a good German and a good Euroffean.
This exchange between parties exemplifies the general differentesviay that parties
frame citizenship. The SPD party member’s statement is a “renfityative—a story
which tells of something is already taking place usually in spite of a ladébaite or
policy accurately addressing it as reality. As the interjections demiasttzat is more
important is the strategic way in which dual citizenship is constructedhreb$RD as a
much more common occurrence, than the debate on dual citizenship suggests. Dual
citizens, moreover, in the SPD frame are “good citizens”"—civil servants ang othe
work in highly regarded occupations. Third, the SPD frames Germany as apeculi
nation-state among European states, and by implication, “backward”, rather than
universal and humane—a narrative which would cut across all paths to citizenship in
future debates. Finally, the SPD party member points out how some persons and some
identities are never questioned in relation to loyalty and Germanness—esiigcibther
Europeans, as well as regional identities such as Bavarian—and thereby tilugrtinat
the question of loyalty applies to certain other groups—non-Europeans and lasger cl
individuals.

CDU

In the same debate, the CDU/CSU atrticulated a very different story about dual
citizenship:

...l didn’t say every dual citizen is bad. Nobody said that...but you said that

because there are good examples, let’s let everyone have dual citizenship...
You want to give every young foreigner dual citizenship. | calculated haamyn
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that is. In Germany, there are 100,000 foreign children born every year. Based

on conservative numbers, about 60,000 of those will become citizens...

| ask you, according to crime statistics, how many foreigners...

(Loud objections by opposing party)

Yes of course now I'm evil...what bothers you about discussing crime in relation

to [citizenship]?...I'd like to know if you have thought about the fact that

you will have to keep all future littldehmetshere, who don't fit into this society

and have done everything to stay on the fringe 6f it.
Here, the CDU/CSU paints a very different picture of foreigners and citigenstost
significantly, they tie foreigners to crime. The reference to “Mehmas a specific
reference to a real person—Muhlis A.—a 14-year old Turkish youth who committed a
series of violent crimes in the state of Bavaria. When apprehended in 1998, he was
deported. More significantly, he was used as an example of the young, foreign, male
criminal by the conservative interior minister Edmund Stoiber. Mélemet incident
personifies and makes real the character of the young, criminal, and maedgre/ho
is presumed to be both deviant and violent. Numbers also are used rhetorically and
particularly in relation to births, thus creating a biologistic, population msréChavez
2008) meant to suggest the growing number of foreigners as threatening. In the same
debate, the same party member used another character—the Islamiefamatiticize
the automatic attribution of citizenship:

...[You] make them into Germans whether they like it or @a¢n the Islamic

fanatic gets a passport sent express mail to his house, whether he wants it or
not”?

FDP
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The Free Liberal Party adopted a number of strategies in expressingifpairts
for a liberal citizenship law. Most distinctly they framed a new citizgniaw as both
good for Germany, and framed immigrants and their children as long-terrvdod la

residents:

With this law we will, after long years of discussion, finally getcglern

citizenship law. The new law will lead to the improved integration of persons of
foreign background who are lawfully residing in Germany. Better integration of
these persons is urgently in the interest of our society.

What we do today, serves not only the children born here, but also our
national interest What we leave undone, will come back to haunt us in the form
of a rejection of societ{f

They further emphasized that they were referring to lawfelyding residents by noting

the conditional aspect @is soli:

Whoever tries to make the impression that we’re talking about a pregnant woman
in her eighth or ninth month coming to Germany so that her child could
automatically become German, is bringing in a completely misdirected polemic.
We are talking about the children of long-term, lawful foreigners.ritesesociety

to integrate these children. They should know right from the beginning they
belong and are a part of our society. They should not grow up with the
understanding that they are foreignérs.

The FDP added to their description of foreigners as lawful and ®ng+esidents, their

Germanness in a cultural sense:

These kids speak German as their native language. They win speech

contests in school. They speak their parents’ language with a German accent. It
makes no sense to artificially separate these children from others their age, and
then have to integrate them with a lot of effort and uncertain possibilities for
succes$?

" Pl Pr 14/28 (19 March 1999): 2292C
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The Turkish grandmother scolded the child in Turkish, and the grandchild talked
back in German. It's these children we're talking abdut.

In talking about citizenship as a tool for integration, the FDP also used reptesent
stories about violent, male youth, particularly in the context of fundamentéligrm
contrast to the CDU, they saw the lack of citizenship—as a lack of integration—as a
causeof such behavior and tendencies:

It's unacceptable...for you to suggest that German-born foreign children are all
little Mehmets. As if that's what this is about! Of course we should not let Mr.
Ocalan become a citizen oot deport the Mehmets of society. But the decisive
thing is for us to create an integration policy that allows children not become
fanatics, or join fundamentalist groups, or get lumped together in the ghettos of
the city. If you want to prevent ghettoizing in the cities, you have to stop the
ghettoizing in the minds of children born héfe.

The passport does not replace integration, it expands it.

Greens
Much like the Social Democrats, the Green party framed foreigners ia térm
their contributions to and de facto integration and belonging in German society:

7 Million so-called foreigners live in Germany, almost two-thirds have for over
10 years, more than 30 percent have over 20 years. 100,000 children of foreign
parents are born every year here. But according to the Foreigner Law, they are
still strangers in their own country. After 86 years, we're ending this exclusion.
We’re going to make these so-called foreigners into natives.

Member of the CDU/CSU: these are people who helped to build this country, who
made invaluable contributions to the economic success of Germany, who made
friends, who have served in organizations, and who have shaped and enriched our
society.

The introduction of birthright citizenship is truly historic. With this reforme, t
Federal Republic finally is connected with the rest of EufGpe.

" ibid: 2295
"8 ibid, 2293D
®bid: 2288B, C
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The Greens not only emphasize non-citizens contributions to Germany, but atecacre
image of foreigners as an integral part of German culture and socletyagh

friendships and enrichment of German society. They also construe Gegsmany’
Citizenship Law as backward and out of step with other European countries. This
narrative of Germany as backward would become one of the key narratives of #ie Soci

Democrats and the Green party.

Debate — May 1999

The second debate on the Citizenship Law centered on similar themes about
nation and immigrants, specifically in relation to crime and the numbers of iamtsgr
who would become citizens under various citizenship policiesAs the government in
power, Interior Minister Schily of the SPD opened the debate. He began beingjterat

the permanence of the non-citizen population:

We are dealing with a large segment of the resident population,

that has been with us for a long time and will continue to be. You can’t

change that and hopefully you don’t want to...Because you can’t change

it, we have to do what the federal court commanded us to: to make the
members of the state and the residents of the state one. That is necessary for
the social cohesion of our sociéfy.

The emphasis here again is on the long-term residency of foreigners andanimig
The Interior Minister also refers to a decision by the Constitutional Coli&34, in

which it was decided that non-citizens could not have voting rights. In the saisierdec

80 p| pr 14/40: 3417
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the Court urged political parties to make citizens and residents one and the same. He
goes on to talk about the consequencasbthanging the citizenship policies in place:
| believe, if we leave things as they are, we will have an increasing alienation of
immigrants, a rejection from young people, who grow up in such families, and
we’ll have more and more ghettoization, we’ll have more and more a parallel
society®
In their opening response to the Interior Ministry’s statement, the CDU/G#4is“The
proposal that you have brought to vote on today, has nothing to do with integration.”
They also reminded the Social Democrats that they had collected 5 Millieatigigs
nationally against dual citizenship, which ption modelvas still an example of. The
CDU called this dual citizenship “through the back door,” by introducing a dual
citizenship fomillions of foreigners®? In response to these accusations, the Interior
Minister replied that he believed that dual citizenship should in fact be avoided, but that
“integration for us is more important that avoiding multiple nationaftty.”
TheMehmet Incidenivas also once again raised by the CDU, this time in
connection with the neyus soliCitizenship:
...the criminal statistics showed the deporting of a criminal—Mehmet—had the
effect of scaring young foreigner criminals...what can we say to parents of
children who will be victims of crime, who could have been protected, but in the
future, after this new law, cannot be deporféd?
In response, the SPD once again tried to thin the line between citizens and feyeigner

“immigrants” and “Germans”:

...There are people all over the world who don’t obey the riNgs simply have
to tolerate this abnormal behavior. Whether it is Mehmet, or any boy or girl in

81 p| Pr 14/40: ibid.

8Dje Welt16 Mar 1999; Emphasis added.
8 |bid: 3423
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our society, whether they have German citizenship, some other citizenship or dual
citizenship..So you can say to the parents: there are such deViants.

The FDP also clearly reiterated their strong support for German-born timensj and
that citizenship should be the basis, not the reward, for integration:

Foreign children who are born in Germany, should grow up integrated, with a
sense of themselves as natives and not as foreigners...we can only stop
ghettoization of the cities by stopping ghettoization in the ffiind.

Whoever wants to keep the next generation of German-born children away from
the influence dfforeign fanatics has to integrate them as much as possible—by
passing on our culture and the German language, but also specifically the
German passpoft.

The Greens emphasized their disappointment with the lack of dual citizenshiptfor fir
generation immigrants. Speaking on behalf of the party was Cem Ozdemir, one of a
handful of naturalized citizens of migrant background, whose parents had been
guestworkers:

| regret that we weren't able to guarantee dual citizenship fofitke

generation those who havgrown oldin this society, whdon'’t pose a threat

to anyone, andommit fewer offensethan comparable Germans, and who have
always beetoyal to this country... we would have lost nothing, it would have
involved a manageable and limited group of individuals. And | think most of the
population would have followed and supportedus.

He went on to articulate a civic sense of citizenship typical of the Gregn pa

...For us, a German citizen is not someone who has had a blood transfusion, or
who has certain tastes in music, dress, cuisine, or other habits which he calls his
own. For us, &erman citizenwho belongs to this societyssmeone who
recognizes the constitution and shares the valoéshis society, such as the

lbid

8 |bid: 3433
87 |bid: 3436
8 14/40: 3426
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equality of men and women. We tolerate no exceptions. No one can say for

himself ‘in my culture it's different.” We won't accept tfat.

As both debates in 1999 show, parties positions on citizenship were fairly distinct,
with more subtle differences among the coalition partners — SPD, Greensnd FD

On May 7, 1999, the proposed Citizenship L&tagatsangehoerigkeitsgesetz
StAG) passed in thBundestagaind was approved in tlBundesra(the upper house of
parliament) two weeks later. It would go into effect on January 1, 2D@)soliwas
part of the new law. But importantly, it was notwarconditionaljus soli, where birth
alone would confer citizenship. Rather, two conditions applied: 1) children born in
Germany are required to have at least one parent with a permanent regetemteand
2) that parent must have a minimum length of eight years of residence in Gerngany. A
Green (2005) notes, these conditions left only 40% of children born to Turkish nationals
eligible forjus solicitizenship. Naturalization requirements were also reduced to 8 from
15 years. However, other new requirements for naturalization were added—an oath to the
German Constitution and language proficiency. Finally, welfare recipieres

ineligible for citizenship.

Chapter Summary

Changes in citizenship policy during the 1990s were the outcome of multiple
factors. One of the critical factors explaining citizenship change wasedin the
form of stories about immigrants, Germany and the nation, and citizenship. [griasal

parliamentary debates show, different political parties had very diffenglerstandings

% Ibid.
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of each. Such stark differences demonstrate that understandings of natiomairtsnig
and citizenship are as diverse within the same nation-state as betwearstatts, in
contrast to the arguments which show national differences and tend to “addresses
citizenship as if it sprung forth from a unified, stable belief system” (Mur894:24).

Which understandings and stories about immigrants became the basis fespolic
however, depended on political parties and coalitions. The dominance of the center-right
Christian Democratic party for more than 15 years, assumed threeaifteatbe
introduction of the first path to citizenship for non-ethnic Germans, largely exlz
very minor reforms in citizenship, and that they happened in the most restrictive path to
citizenship—naturalization. In an alternative scenario of a ruling SR ¢ghaning the
same perioda jus solipolicy, and perhaps dual citizenship—if in coalition with a left-
wing party such as the Greens—could have been established by 1990 at the latést. This
most clearly shown by the consistency of political parties’ positions onr@ghaeover
the course of the 1990s and 1980s, and going back even further. The two minor
parties—the FDP and the Greens—have always been junior partners in other coalitions,
so a general dual citizenship, consistently supported by the Greens, would not have come
to be. At the same time that political parties matter, their membensaadvays in
agreement on major issues. In fact, on citizenship issues patrticularly, therefiea
small opposing factions within the major parties—CDU, SPD and FDP. Most of the
members of these factions leaned further to the left of their respectilespdut in no
case in citizenship policy were parties truly divided such that citizenshify pobposals
changed or any outcomes changed. In the final analysis, members of theottoa

party tended to vote alike.
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Coalitions between political parties, as a basic feature of the Germacapoli
system, were also crucial. The diversity on citizenship issues amonggbplitrties
meant that in many cases of citizenship reform, ruling parties weeftwavork with
coalition partners, and even third parties. The particular instanceszehship policy
reform throughout the 1990s showed this. The FDP in particular was pivotal in virtually
every citizenship policy change, when all other causal factors were tdakeaccount.
As the same 1998 proposal showed, the FDP voted with the CDU, whom they were in
coalition with, against the introduction jois soli One year later, under the newly-
elected SPD-Greens coalition, and following the electoral fallout fromghatsire
campaign, the Social Democrats’ citizenship policy proposal was amended tddée ma
palatable to the FDP, and only then was able to pass. Had the ®ptRiasmodelhot
been adopted, or had they oppogedsoli possibly nothing about citizenship policy
would have changed, even with the Social Democratic party in power.

Coalitions themselves, however, were at least partly event-driven. Sakbgifi
contingent events changed the parameters within which political parties &éerrhany
in the 1990s, two such events were the asylum crisis of 1992 and the signature campaign
of 1999. The entrance of more than 400,000 asylum seekers in 1992 to Germany was
represented a critical juncture of both processes and events outside of Giseibr
the ending of the Cold War and civil wars in other countries as well as an existirsg |
Asylum law—Dbrought pressure on the current government to change its asylumhaw. T
signature campaign was a very different kind of event, since it was not unfobegee
rather was planned and lead by a political party. Nonetheless, it effectivbllized

popular support against dual citizenship. Here again, the politics of nation figures into
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changes in citizenship policies. The signature campaign representethanarsf what
Rogers Brubaker has called “nationhood as event”, in which nationhood is mobilized in a
particular moment as a category of practice—a cognitive frame through amiissue is
defined. The signature campaign represents a clear example of how both nationhood and
the category of “foreigner” were mobilized in opposition to dual citizenship policy
proposals. The CDU presented a reductive and simplistic version of dual citizenship as a
policy innovation for certain groups of immigrants. While political partieslafimed
actors who contentiously define nation in an official venue, the signature campasgn call
into question whether a particular understanding of nationness dominates in public
discourse. When nation was put into public discourse in Germany, it was defined in its
most exclusive sense—based on stories and understandings of persons of migrant
background as opportunistic, culturally foreign, threatening andragyrants The
resonance of such narratives (Fisher 1984) led to changes in which party was in power,
and in turn, to those parties’ particular understandings of nation, citizenship and
Germanness being institutionalized.

Finally, though political parties are most important to citizenship poliapgés,
such differences ultimately matter only after a citizenship poknsrges, which in
Germany only happened with the introduction of naturalization guidelines in 1978. A
path to citizenship did in fact exist—but it was exclusivelysasanguinisgescent-based
path. This exclusiveness made German descent and German citizenship synonymous.
While a non-debated, unarticulated and unchanging policy is indeed political, the
possibility of becoming a citizen at all for those not of German descent mustierec

arguments over the criteria or meaning of becoming a citizen.
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Though citizenship and Germanness are constructed by both states and
prospective citizens, citizenship is fundamentally a state statuspitfisrieed by the state
and institutionalized in policies and laws that are debated and made through state
institutions. It is therefore imperative to consider how citizenship is mabe kvl of
the state. Further, state understandings and definitions are important torcoesaiese
they do not necessarily remain insulated within the state or state actoasirdes, but
often matter and inform how ordinary people understand, construct and negotiate their
self-understandings. This may apply equally to both the categories and ntepsoefs

citizen and German.
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Table 3.1

Changes in Citizenship

Laws since 1990

Year Name of Legislation Policy Changes Prior policy
1990 Simplified naturalization Changed Naturalization possible for
(‘Erleichtete naturalization DM 5000 German mark
Einblgerung) law: fee; 15 year residency
Permitted
naturalization
for a lower fee
of 100 German
marks
1992 As of right naturalization Changed Naturalization based on
(‘Rechtsanspruchy’ naturalization to| discretionof federal states
aright if
applicants
qualified
2000 Staatsangehorigkeitsgesetz 1) Introduced Reichs- und
(StAG) birthright Staatsangehdrigkeitsgesetz
Citizenship Law (2000) | citizenship (jus (RuStaG)

soli)for German-
born children
with at least one
parent with a
permanent
resident status.
Made retroactive
to children born
starting in 1990.
2) Introduced
Option model
of dual
citizenship
which permitted
dual citizenship
up until age 23
for children of
non-citizen

parents.

Citizenship Law (1913)

83



Table 3.2 Positions of Political Parties on Liberalization of Citizensp

Political
Party/
Citizenship
Policy

Naturalization

Jus Soli
(Birthright)

Dual Citizenship

cbu/Ccsu

SPD

FDP

GREENS

IS

TS

RPlwk| b~

1= strongly in favor

2= generally in favor
3= generally against

4= strongly against
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PART Il. Membership and Persons of Migrant Background since 1990

As shown in previous chapters, the transformation of citizenship policies in the
1990s depended less on understandings of nationhood particular to Germany—as argued
by many comparative and cross-national studies, and more on political padidseir
coalitions. Understandings of membership—constructed through the categories of
nation, immigrantsandcitizenshipitself, figured prominently in the transformations that
took place. Different political parties used such categories, but told veryediffgories
about each that became constitutive of citizenship policies. Furthermoreitath c
juncture—the election of the first left-wing coalition in 16 years—dominamanaes
about nation and immigrants were mobilized by the opposition party to limit
transformations in citizenship policies—specifically, to block the passing of dua
citizenship. These events clearly illustrate how nation has mattered tartsf®tmation
of citizenship by state actors. But how have Germanness and citizenship been used in the
making of membership by ordinary people? If nation is a powerful category ‘todhe
kit' of the state and state actors in the making of policies of membershipsisvéll for
individuals?

As forms of membership, citizenship and Germanness have been extensively
studied at the level of the state. What membership means to persons of migrant
background, however, and how it has been constructed through nationness and
citizenship has been given very little scholarly attention. Naturalizaties have often
been cited as proof of a restrictive or liberal citizenship, and as an indichtio
membership in terms of rights and identities. However, such citations obscure wha

membership actually means, and how those meanings vary among non-members. The
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exact same naturalization rates may reflect very different undersgarafigitizenship.

In contrast, individuals’ own stories about citizenship offer more nuanced accounts of
membership. The fact that understandings of citizenship and Germanness g@le multi
suggest that a narrative approach better illuminates what membership meatsary
people.

Membership, citizenship and Germanness at the level of immigrants and their
descendants differs from the state in a crucial aspect. Individuals, uali&e, stre
differently situatedn relation to the both citizenship and Germanness. For instance, not
all non-citizenships are legally equal in Germany. Noncitizens who aengtof
European Union member states have both some political rights, as well asfrdinds
citizenship, which non-European Union citizens do not. How these rights constrain
becoming a German citizen, however, depends on how citizenship is understood by
prospective and actual citizens. The possibility of dual citizenship, for eeaawpild
mean that those EU citizens who see citizenship in terms of nationness fareed to
negotiate becoming German citizens, given that they could keep their othemstiip,
especially when they view their own nationness as a kind of hybrid, rather than as
singular. Similarly, when citizenship is understood in terms of rights, thetagote in
some elections, and the right to travel freely could mean that therenareafgons for
those who see citizenship in terms of rights. For non-EU citizens who seediiiiz in
nationness terms, becoming a German citizen means effectively beca@ergnan, and
the lack of tolerance for dual citizenship means discarding one’s nationtadyide

however defined. For non-EU citizens who see citizenship mainly in ternmghtd, ri
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however, becoming a citizen may be either a matter of access to righesnaditcitizens
or those of non-German, European Union citizens.

In the same way that non-citizens are differently situated in relation toaaer
citizenship based on their particular citizenship, non-citizens may alsoiére aiify
situated in relation to Germanness and nationness. As | argued in Chapteitidal
feature of nation is its ability and even tendency to stand in for other categbrie
difference such as ethnicity, race, religion and others. Importantly, tib@rsi belong to
specific groups of difference; being Christian or Muslim, Turkish, Polishalan, as
well as phenotypical differences all may matter to how a particular indivaduategory
of individuals understands Germanness, and based on that understanding does or does not
imagine themselves as German. As Thompson states, it cannot be “...[presupposed] that
all members feel constrained in similar kinds of ways by their membership totitwe na
(2001: 25).

Finally, citizenship and Germanness may also vary by one’s statustiaea @i
non-citizen. That is, being or not being a citizen may inform how one views one’s
membership, one’s citizenship and one’s Germanness, and how one links the two.
Though a traditionally culturalist perspective emphasizes how differentstadéings
lead to particular outcomes, it may also be that what are thought of as “esteein
this case the status of citizen and the identity as German—shape one’s undgstaindi
those two memberships.

In the following chapters, | consider how understandings of membership vary

among first-generation immigrants and German-born (“second genergigmnsns of
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migrant background, and the understandings of both Germanness as nationness and

citizenship and how each of these is related to a sense of membership.
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CHAPTER 4: First Generation Immigrants, Citizenship and Germanress
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Most studies of citizenship among immigrants are quantitative or surveg-base
studies which present aggregated data about immigrants’ reasons for becitizeng.
Statistics about naturalizations alone tell very little about the meanmegmbership.

Few gqualitative studies about the meaning of both citizenship and nationness inyserman
exist. Becoming a citizen, or identifying as Germanatidentifying as German, only

make sense in a particular context of meanings of citizenship and GermaAsess

shown in previous chapters, within the same nation-state and time period, understandings
of citizenship and Germanness varied. In fact, multiple understandings aishizeind
nationness co-exist and are articulated by state actors. Given the varioutanddeys

that underlie citizenship policies—as well as the way in which citizenship was

constructed with reference to disparate narratives about Germany, imisigna
nationality—how immigrants understand their own membership in Germany is of
particular importance.

In this chapter, | consider 9 first-generation adult immigrants and how they
construct their membership in Germany. Eight of the nine interviewees came to
Germany after age 18, most in their 20s. For all interviewees of the sarpésstiip
was an option. | compare non-citizens and citizens’ understandings of membership, in

terms of both citizenship and Germanness.
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Non-Citizens and Membership

One 32-year old Italian owner of a small ethnic business, C., who had lived in
Germany for twelve years, described how being a German citizen woulgechite in
terms of being German:

I: What does it mean for you to have a passport, to have citizenship?

C: It's hard to sayLet’s say | was German, on paper or documents. Still
nobody would see me as German. It's just like that for mixed race
people here too. They will never be seen as German, even though they
are born here, grow up here, and speak perfect Gerniamey feel
German but are never accepted as German. So what is on paper and what
is reality? Ok, on paper you have more chances, for work, for school, to
travel, and so on. But in everyday life, nobody sees that paper. You can’t
run around with your passport showirigshould also change the
attitudes of people [but it doesnt]

(Ita./lta.,#17,152-16%
Her definition of Germanness is also largely racial. She makes the pointghatleen
individuals speak the language, and are socialized into German culture, ltivay} sti
never be able to become German due to their appearance. She also argues having a
passport should confirm a person as German, but it in fact does not. At the same time,
for C., citizenship conferred few rights that mattered to her. She was naea cind
had no intentions of becoming one, based on the fact that she had by her own account,
little to gain by becoming a German citizen:

I: So you never thought about becoming a citizen?

C: No, | don’t see it as necessarind | think | was born in Italy, and I'll
always be Italian. [laughter]

I: Are there reasons why yauouldn’t want to become a citizen?

% Notation for IntervieweesNational Origin/Citizenship
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C: Well, I just think I'd have no benefits with it. As long as I'm living in

Europe at least. And besides that, well, you still feel like you are Italian
(#17, 131-140)

Here it seems that either being in Europe, or her European citizenship—alsaar-tare

reason enough for haptto become a citizen.

Even though she thought that citizenship would not give her Germanness, she also

did not see herself as German in any strong sense:

I: So, can you say that you feel German in any way?

C: | don't feel Italian anymore but | don’t feel German eitheilhat’s just

how it is. Yeah, some things I've taken on here. Small things. For

example, in Italy we don’t really have breakfast, but here they do. Not a
quick espresso but sitting down for a long coffee.
Little things like that.

(#17, 71-77)

Much like C., S., a woman from Turkey, who worked as an assistant cook and had
lived for 30 years in Munich, emphasized the fact that citizenship would bring neither

specific rights that she was interested in, nor any more legitimate @taGermanness:

I: Why have you not applied for citizenship?

Whether | have a passport...a German passport or not, I'm not a
German. I'm still a foreigner here. Appearance, name, and so on
Having rights gives you some advantages, but | haven't applied yet.

(#48, Turk./Turk. 27-
31)

At the same time as she was “not German”, she did not see herself dg €atkish
either:

K How do | feel? I'm not surel’'m a foreigner here, and in Turkey tolo

I'm Turkish-German

S: Do you think you will stay here, after you retire, or...?
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I: Forever? | don’t think so.

S: You want to go back?
I: One day we will have to go back. | don’t kndBut whether or not we
will feel at home there, that’s the question. Because we don’t know

anything about living there eitheMothing. As soon as we get there,
when we buy something that costs one lira, for us it's two lira.

(47-56)

She also saw citizenship as tied to rights, and specifically, politicasrighé of the few

rights still tied to national citizenship:

I: So you never thought about getting German citizenship?

S: So far | haven’t had any problems, so | never thought about it. Maybe
for voting or something like that, but so far | didn’t think about it.

K Is it not important for you?

S: It should be important! Voting is important for some people. For example,
if I had a German passport, | would vote Green probably. But | can’t!

I: It's not important for you? Not important enough for you to get
citizenship?

S: (pause) I guess not! (laughs)

(#48, 101-114)

For other non-citizens, not choosing German citizenship was based on a desire to
maintain another citizenship. The denial of dual citizenship following the campfig
the CDU meant that dual citizenship would not be a possibility—at least for non-
European Union citizens. E., a 37-year old architect from Cameroon, viewed his

citizenship in identitarian terms—as an expression of, and connection to amAfrica

identity:
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Have you thought about [becoming a citizen]?

Yeah, it comes up now and then with acquaintances, and through the
changes in Germany, it's a hot topic. But | don’t want to become a citizen.
| personally don’'t want it It's [a] very ideological [choice]. | think that |
belong to the people that still believe in Africa and that Africa needs its
people. That's also why | run this organization. You can do things from
far away, too..For me to feel that | am staying African is important to me.
Of course, a passport doesn’'t prevent me from helping Africa. But so far |
don’t see it as necessary.

(Cam./Cam., #18, 93-104)

Importantly, choosing citizenship is based more on the citizenship he must give up, then

on the German one he would acquire. At the same time, his statement that citizenship i

not “necessary” suggests that were more rights tied to citizenship, tinschange

which citizenship he would choose. While at the same time, it is clear that Zleadditip

policies—in this case the relatively thin line between citizens and noncitizeattero

how he frames citizenship. His identification with Africa was refleativa

cosmopolitan orientation, which became clear when he talked about his membership in

Germany:
l:

E:

E:

Ok. And, how would you describe yourself? How do you identify yourself?

That's a tough question. I've never thought about it. | feel like a citizen of
the world, I'd have to say. Just becausgen't relate to only one
country, whichis based on something—how | grew ugrew up in
different places, different cities in Cameroon, in France, Holland,
Portugal, now here in Germany. My wife is Italian, my children were
born here in Germany. | think I'm pretty open-minded, and | just don’t
relate to a specific place.

(#18, Cam., 27-35)

And how is it here? In Germany is it different because you've lived here
longer? Do you also not relate to this place? Are you at home here?

Ever since my children were born here — yéisink my children give me
a strong relationship to Berlin — | wouldn’t say Germany — | would say,
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Berlin, Kreuzberg...before | had children | didn’t have this relationship
at all...but not Germany but Berlin, and especially Kreuzberg.
(#18, 46-58)
When asked if he would like dual citizenship, E.’s understanding of German citizenship
became very clear:

I: How would it be different, if you could have both passports? Would it be
different, if you could have both the German and the Cameroonian
passport?

E: | would take it. Under the condition of not losing my Cameroonian
passport.

There are certain advantages to a German passpldike.to travel. That
would actually be the only advantag&Vhen you go to Britain, you need
a visa. As a German, you can travel much more easily to the US.
(#18, 240-250)
Though he did not specifically mention why he would go to these other countries,
mentioning them at all resembles similar statements by Turkish inmsgraGermany,
whose families are often spread out across different European countries.

Unlike other non-citizens, W., a Palestinian refugee from Lebanon who had come

to Berlin twenty-years earlier, did not mention any of the rights assoeigted

citizenship. Rather, he was not choosing citizenship because, in his view, the German
state was demanding that he change his identity to German. Indirectlyinhe &lsense

of membership in Germany, while articulated that the Germanness &ssaaida
citizenship is highly exclusive:

W: [Germany] is my homeBut that doesn’t mean that | have to give up my
culture, my religion, my traditions, just so that the Germans are happy
with mel respect the laws. I've lived here twenty-two years and | have
only one ticket. I live clearBut some personal things of myself | have to
keep. | don’t have German citizenship. | could if | wanted, but...even if |

did, that still would not make me Germalfithere is some mutual
respect, then | have nothing against being a citizen. But
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unfortunately that's not the case. For Germany, or for the German
government, to be German, you have to be German in body and soul.
(Pal./Pal., #3, 98-111)

W. also felt that becoming a German citizen would change little about hisafense
Germanness:

W: Look. When | have a German passport in my pocket, when you see me,
the way | look, do you think I'm German?
Because you are from the US, yes of course. But a German will not see
me as German. Absolutely not. Because | have black hair, different eyes,
even though | actually have green eyes, dark skin. This (gesturing to
imaginary passport) they don’t see. This is hidden. As long as you are
judged as an immigrant, by your skin color, your hair color, nothing will
changelt can’t help you much, this piece of paper.

(236-245)

Citizens and Membership

A., who worked at a community organization, had grown up mainly in Turkey but

had come to Germany throughout her teens. She had naturalized in 1995:

I: So what does this passport mean for you?

A: Basically advantages. Not that | am German. Everyone knows when I'm
on the street.And when | say | don’t have a passport -- why do you want
to see my passport?-- they are embarrassed. Most think I'm not German.
Why do you want to see my passport? | have &h [Then others made
trouble, ‘we know you're not German.’ Then | got mad. When people
approach me like this, then | can get mean! But if someone apologizes or
something, it's okl definitely have a German passport in my pocket, but
nobody on the street thinks | am German! I'm NOT German. Only on
paper.Not in content, or superficially! (laughter).

I’m not blonde, | don’t have light skin. Germans see me the same way they
did thirty years ago. As a foreigner. They still say ‘Foreigner’, they don’t
even say ‘Immigrant’!

(#19, T./D, 300-315)

%1 Germany employs identity cards (Ausweise) onlycitizens so questions about passports rather than
ID cards imply someone is not a citizen.
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And what was the main motivation for you to do it? [become a citizen]

Well...it's basically thisWe live here. | had decided that | will live here.
Even if not for my entire life. So of course | would like to benefit from
these rightslf | live in this country, | want to vote here. As well as have
other advantages. That was the only reason | got citizenship, there was
no other. And my sister lives in London, so | would have to always get a
visa, so now | can just go whenever | warDtherwise as a Turkish
citizen | have to get a visa and that takes a longtime. It's more practical
when you live here. You can of course influence politics. Even if
not that much, a vote is a vote. And because | actually vote, that’s
important for me...

(285-296)

In addition to articulating a strong sense of territorial citizenship—thatlonddsbe a

citizen of the country where one lives—as well as rights-based citizenshsist#tus as

a Turkish citizen becomes important as she talks about the difficulty of traasliag

non-EU citizen. She also talked about regretting not being a dual citizen:

A:

Back then [when we naturalized], we had to give up our Turkish passport.
We could have filled out an application to keep it. But | didn’t do that,
now | regret it. | could have had dual citizenship, but | don't, I just have
the German one now.

Why?

My sister and my brother have both. I'll probably live in Turkey later. So
that's better. Two are better than one, | thifikken | could have voted
there. A vote is a vote, right? | can’t vote there now.

(273-283)

While she was one of the few who mentioned dual citizenship as important, it would have

been important for theghts it would afford her, and less as an expression of her

nationness—in this case, as Turkish. Her separation of citizenship from Germanness

becomes clear as she hardly identifies as German:

And, you were starting to say...do you feel German in any way?
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A: No, | don’t feel German at all. Turkish culture is very strong in myself,
through language, and other things. I'm in Turkey almost every
year, in Istanbul. | went to school there, | have good friends there. And
here I've lived more than 20 years, in Berlin, and really only have two
real friends who are German. All the others are other nationalities. It's

funny but that’s how it is, unfortunately.
(#19, 179-187)

P., aresearch associate at a university in Berlin, came to Germap\eiarly
1980s from Turkey to study at the university. She had naturalized in 1993, but had been
able to keep her Turkish citizenship. Like A. above, she mentions the ability to keep two
citizenships prior to the 1990s, saying that “you could give up your citizenship amnd get i
back again, before 2000.”"When asked what German citizenship meant for her, P. talked
about freedom of movement but then later mentioned political rights as the main reasons
why she became a citizen. Like A. above, she thought of citizenship in terrgistef ri
and in the place where one lives:

I: What does a passport mean for you?

P: | like the German passport more than the Turkish Beeause with the
German | have access everywhere, without a visa. And | saw with my
brother, he had to prove why he was coming here, how much money he
has in his bank account, how many mortgages he has, where he works,
etc That's tiresome. When you want to go somewhere, take a few days
vacation, you have to jump through all of these bureaucratic hoops.
Otherwise, [it doesn’t mean] much.

I: So what was the main reason that you naturalized back then?

P: | wanted to lend my voice to this decision-making, this democratic voting.
And because | am a part of this society, and secondly, this practical
aspect, access to other countriBst first and foremost | wanted to have
the right to a voice, because | work here, pay my taxiely Turkish
passport doesn’t do anything for rheon't live therel live here, and
that’'s why it was really important for me. And that’s why | participate in
every election, | don’t let one pass me by.

(#29, T/D, 165-183)
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She furthered articulated her understanding of citizenship as rights, and not as
Germanness, by articulating her continued ‘foreign’ status in everyday life

I: Do you find that the passport symbolizes something for people? Do people
ask you what passport you have? Does it matter among your friends?

P: Not at all.But even when you have a passport you never lose this
foreigner status, because they always ask, “Where arergally from?”
| knew an American, who taught English and put an ad in a magazine to
offer language instruction. And she told me, every time when Germans
came to her, they asked are you really American? Because she looked
Asian, they couldn’t imagine she was American...Because I've lived here
29 years, strangely enough, | ask the question too. You don’t notice until
you go somewhere else, and you suddenly say ‘where are your parents
from?’, or ‘do you speak another language?’ When | was in England
visiting a school, and | asked, ‘where all are you from?’ They told
me ‘These are not foreigners, they’re all British citizens.” When younare
another country you see how silly it is to constantly ask that question.

(205-225)
P.’s sense of membership was tied less to the nation and more to the particular
place of Berlin, where she had always lived in Germany:
I: Do you feel German? Do you feel Turkish?

P: The question is whether you have to feel that you belong to a
nation, after you’ve lived abroad for a long timecan say, my
home is Germany, or Berlin. More like Berlin, I'd say, the city,
which | spent the most important times of my life in. But my roots,
my parents, my siblings, live in Turkey and that is my old home.
That's what | always say, I'm flying to my old home and coming
back to my new home. | feel good in both places, but I love this
city and feel best here. Vacation, sure, but I don’t know how
it would be if | worked there, since I've lived here for 29 years. It's
just too long...I always get angry when | am in Turkey and things
work differently than they do here.

(#29, Tur./Ger./Tur., 82-95)
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J., a 38-year old student originally from Poland, was also a dual citizen. The

circumstance of his immigration to Germany, in 1991 were distinct from all othe

immigrants, because of his “Ethnic GermaAugsiedle) status. Under the then active

Citizenship Law, any person who resided within the territorial boundaries of 1937 in

Germany was a citizen. In the case of J., his family lived in a part ofdPelsich had

been Germany in the 1930s. Though J. himself had not been born in Germany, the

principle ofjus sanguinis- citizenship through descent—entitled him to German

citizenship automatically and immediately.

J:

Can you tell me a bit about why and how you came to Germany in 19917

It was after th@Vende As a young man | wanted to be independent, leave
home. And that was the right time, and with a passport, a visa for
Germany, the opportunity offered itself.

Um hm. Did you have that before you arrived here actually?

Yes...I'm actually of German descent. I'm from Schlesia and there you
could, even before the opening of the East, get papers and a visa. You
have to fill out some forms and then you could come to the Federal
Republic.

So you could request this without being in the country?

Yes.
(#16, Ger.,Pol./Ger., 23-42)

This narrative of opportunity and rights was the exclusive way in which he

understood citizenship:

J:

What would you say citizenship means for you?
Freedom.

What kind of freedom?
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J: Well I went to the USA in 1993 with this passport. | might not have been
able to with the Polish one. So, the world was open, and still is. It's true
that your passport opens doors everywhere in the world.

I: And the Polish passport, what does it mean for you?

J: | could have turned in my Polish passport, but it would have cost me

something. No normal person pays to give up their citizenship. So | got
one and kept the other.

(152-179)
Finally, when considering the hypothetical scenario of not being a dual citiZarthér

illustrates his understanding of citizenship:

K How would it be different if you had to give up one or the other
citizenship? Which would you choose?

J: ...a lot of my friends gave up their Polish one. | probably would have too.

Otherwise you need a work permit. It's important for all of the
bureaucratic stuff.

(#16, 181-188)
Though J. had been ascribed citizenship based on his Germanness, he disliked the
idea of nation as a dominant category of membership. When | asked if he felnGerma
any way, he laughed and paused for a long period of time. And after my attempt to
explain that he could answer in any way he liked, said:

J: | grew up in upper Schlesia. And actually | am connected and have ties
there. But | have a Polish national consciousness, or a German one.

K How would you describe yourself?
J In the small scheme of things, a Schlesian, and in the big scheme of things,

a European. That's what I’'m most comfortable with.
(#16, 60-67)
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Chapter Summary

Among first-generation immigrants, citizenship was largely seen as cevéin
gaining rights. It was defined as such by both non-citizens as well &nsitiEor non-
citizens, the rights to be gained from German citizenship were seen agondiant
enough to change citizenship. In most cases, this was based on what they would not gai
from citizenship, rather than what they would lose by becoming citizens. For those who
were citizens, rights—especially political rights—were the maisaedor becoming a
citizen. For those who defined citizenship in a rights-based fashion, ease ofvixavel
another reason given for becoming a citizen. This privilege, however, is based on one
being a citizen of a member state of the European Union. Not surprisingly, thehTurkis
immigrants who had naturalized mentioned intimate examples of the diéfsoft
family and friends getting visas—since as non-EU citizens they are unaldedbfteely
in the EU. In addition, the creation of a Turkish diaspora in Europe has meant that the
need for Turkish-Germans to have citizenship to maintain family ties msgreater.

The one interviewee, C., who had lItalian citizenship, vaguely mentioned that “in Europe
she had little reason to change her citizenship. The convenience and easesd3ssibiat
German citizenship is really about European membership rather than German
membership.

Among those who were citizens, the political rights they mentioned were tied t
their territorial presence in Germany, but to them, this did not make them GeBmidn.
citizens and non-citizens described an “in-between” identity of place aitdrier
Specifically, both citizens and non-citizens articulated this sense of hajplogitalking

about how they did not identify fully with their countries of origin, sometimes exptai
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that they are not “at home” in their “home” countries “either.” Several engeththeir
familiarity and comfort in everyday life in Germany. In some other céiseg identified
with particular places in Germany, such as immigrant neighborhoods. Put simiply, the
sense of membership was place-based.

One notable difference between citizens and non-citizens, however, Was in t
way they talked about Germanness. Specifically, non-citinemediatelyand
emphaticallymade clear that citizenship would not make them more accepted, less
foreign, or German. In contrast, citizens had emphasized that they lived in @emnadan
for that reason they wanted to participate in the society through political. righis
difference between citizens and non-citizens may in part, lead to difteneses of
citizenship. ldentifying unequivocally with the country they migrate to would be unusua
for any first-generation immigrant (cf. Waters 1999), and a civic-teltarembership,
though not framed as “German’”, is a different kind of membership than one which denies

any membership at all.
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CHAPTER 5: German-Born Citizensand Membership
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Narratives of Germany as “not a country of immigration” were expres$iae
understanding of belonging to Germany that greatly limited the possddiltyagining
oneself as German without German descent (Brubaker 199®)wever, the successful
addition ofjus soliand the emergence of civic-territorial arguments about Germanness in
late 1990s may have transformed and changed understandings of Germanness among
persons of immigrant background. The state—its institutions and political partees—w
characterized by multiple and competing understandings of both citizenship and
Germanness, without the clear dominance of a territorial or descent-lzaissc/a of
either.

The term “immigrant” has been used in public discourse in reference not only to
actualmigrants,but also to the children of migrants—often called the “second
generation.” This belies several important differences between theggdups. The
second generation can imagine itself into citizenship and nationness based an birth i
Germany.

In this chapter, | consider how German-boitizensof migrant background make
membership through their understandings of what it means to be a citizen|, as twel
be German. | consider nine individuals of migrant background, including one older

second generation adult.

Citizenship as State Membership

92 Many ethnic organizations and some politicatiparstill see German citizenship, as well as
immigration and integration policies as exclusigrnand even racist. Moreover, the change in
citizenship policies is only ten years old; mostte “migrant background” population are long-term
residents and lived through earlier citizenshigmeg and discourses, including the notion that
“Germany is not a country of immigration”.
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Though often framed in terms of ethnicity and national origin, “identity” is not
limited to being framed as such. Some informants saw citizenship as a caofirarat
recognition of their membership in the German state. In their articulath@ysotten
talked about an acceptance, recognition and a guarantee that citizenshil dffende

B., whose parents were from Pakistan, talked about the meaning of being a

German citizen for her:

D: And what does it mean for you to have a German passport? Or German
citizenship?

K On the one hand, it...identifies mi:.says you are part German. And
when | have a passport, | have something. | have security. No one can
kick me out ofthe country or something. And I’'m German for them
actually. | just don’tlook German, but generally on the inside and in
terms of my character, how I talk, I am. It gives me identity, on the one
hand, and security on the other. And | am happy to have this passport,
because | can do a lot with it. For example, | can travel everywhere, in
Europe at least. | can see some of the world that others can't.

(#11, Pakistani/Germ., 141-150)

AnotherGymnasiunstudent, S., states that citizenship is not particularly important to
her, or to how she sees herself, but that it confers “recognition” and “acaspitaaic

might not be had otherwise:

I: What does citizenship mean for you? Not the laws from the government,
butfor you, what does it mean to have a German passport?

S: Not that much. But I thinkkhen you have a German passport you feel
recognized. You have the feeling you are accepted by the country and
that is an insurance, that really guarantees and confirms that you are,
and are recognized as, GermdBut it doesn’t play a huge role for me—
whether | have a German passport or an Afghani passport. It's only
important for me what | think of myself and what others think of me. Just
to have on a piece of paper that | am accepted as German, doesn’t mean
that much to me. Maybe for others it does.

(#6, Afg./Germ., 49-60)
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U., who parents emigrated from Turkey, and was studying at a vocational school,
described how his parents had chosen German citizenship for him five years waen
he was 18:

U: | actually didn’t do it, my parents took care of it. And they say, it's better,
you don’t always need a visa. You can go everywhere in the EU, Berlin is
close to Poland, for example. And it just has more advantages.
kind of insurance, too, that gives you security. A stable member of
society, so to speak.

(#23, Tur./Ger., 19-24)

These three young adults spoke of citizenship as a guarantee. They were the only
three respondents of 27 second-generation individuals who articulated such an
understanding of citizenship. Their understanding of it suggests that not having a
German passport is a kind of risk—that one could be excluded from a claim todégitim
membership. One of the main rights that citizenship guarantees is the righbeot
deported. As th&lehmet incidenshowed, non-citizens can be deported under particular

circumstances. Though none of these young adults mentioned a specific incident of

deportation, their stories of security suggest that they see such actiassiagipes.

State Membership and Germanness

As Brettel (2009) and others have argued, membership in the state can be
synonymous with membership in the nation. These three young adults all seenied to tal
about the importance of being a part of German society or the German state, bid how

they understand themselves in terms of Germanness?
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B., of Pakistani national origin, talked about citizenship as saying onegpads “
German.” However, she also saw herself as German beyond the fact that she had
citizenship:

K Can you say that you feel German in any way?

B: Well, somehow yelsgdo say | am German because you have to realize |
live here And,| speak the language | know what makes people tick here,
and it's the same as what makes me tick. But at the same time, | have my
own culture. That's the thing.say I'm not really German, not a real
German...but that | have some part of me that is Germamlon’t know
how...what’s going to happen if | have kids later on? | can say I'm a little
German and a little Pakistani. But the Pakistani part is more the culture,
the religion. That's what I think of with it. And the German part, well how
| dress when | go to school. | don’t dress traditionally at all. How | speak.
| usually speak German. | speak better German than Pakistani, right? |
have friends, German friends. | live in Germany. Why should | say I'm
Pakistani when | live in Germany? And that’'s what | don’t understand
some people say “no, I’'m not German”, well, why do you live here then?

(#11, Pakistan/Germ45-59)

Particularly telling in her narrative of Germanness is the way that shagsathat living
in a country means Germanness. In this way, she strongly affirms the impaftance
territory, against the principle of descent, in making someone German. Shdkalso ta
about herself asulturally German. Her sense of culture as constitutive of Germanness
was also expressed when she was asked about if some groups were more Garman tha
others:

I: Do you feel more or less German than others of migrant background?

B: Others of migrant background? For example here in this school there are

a lot of Turks. Maybe almost 90%. And | do notice, that they are really
Turkish. They speak Turkish and listen to only Turkish music.

* Notation for interviewees: National Origin/Ciémship; e.g. Turk/Germ is a person of Turkish
background who has German citizenship.
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(#11, Pak/Ger. 75-81)

She also, though, qualifies her Germanness as not “real”, in spite of her cultural

Germanness, being a citizen, and seeing citizenship as recognition of Heenst@min

the state as a German. Rather, she describes herself in hybrid termsagd?ddastani

in some parts of her life and German in others. That she overwhelmingly defined

nationness in terms of territory and descent emerged even more clearly whedkeshe t

about her recent trip to Pakistan with her family:

You were saying, that you felt much better when you came back to
Germany?

Exactly. | felt much, much better. | thought I'm really at home now.
While | was in Pakistan really thought a lot about it, and | realized

how attached | am to Germany, and my home—-Berlin...I would say my
home is now Germany-Berlin. Just that I'm of Pakistani
descent.somehow | can’t say that I'm a German and | also can’'t say I'm
Pakistani. I'm an in-between person.

(#11, 4-15)

In addition to stressing her sense of belonging and home as Germany, however, in her

own words her home is GermaBrlin. It turned out that when she was asked about her

everyday life this identification with Berlin, and the predominantly immigrant

neighborhood of Kreuzberg, was critical to her sense of belonging.

B:

Have you always felt German?

I've never felt attacked or anythingecause of where | live. I live in
Kreuzberg. A lot of Turks and others live here, and somehow it's become
normal. And not too many Germans live here. But if | was in Zellendorf,
or Wilmersdorf, or someplace like that, | would probably not feel the
same.

(#11, 62-74)
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S., both of whose parents were from Afghanistan, saw herself similadyika

B., understood Germanness in a cultural-territorial sense:

S: | do [feel German]l don’t think of it in terms of ‘I would rather be this
than that'...I am half Afghani, half German. But | was born here, | am
integrated, | feel at home here. | don’t have a problem with German
culture or whatever. | accept both cultures.

K So you feel like you are Afghani also?

S: Exactly. It just depends. For example, when | go to an Afghani event, then
| conform to Afghan culture...l try to speak Afghani to people, et cetera,
and when | am at a German event, | do the same with Geritnalh.
depends on the situation.

(#6, Afghan/Germ., 9-19)
She further affirmed the territorial understanding of Germanness whesh asieat who
is less and more German:

I: Do you feel less or more German than others of migrant background?

S: Yes, | do. Well, | don’t know. There are a lot of kids in our school who
kind of prefer their native language...Turks and Arabs. Then it does occur
to me, | thinkthey really should speak German, they are here in

Germany. They should accept German when they are in a German
school. Then | do think, | am more German than them.

(#6, Afghan/German, 35-39)

U. had a different view of Germanness. As a 23-year old who had attended a
Realschule-a vocationally-oriented secondary school—he differed in both age and
social class, as well as gender, from both B. and S.:

I: And, would you say that you feel German in any way?

U: Hm... difficult to say. Feel? What does feel mean? How can you know?
| couldn’t ever say | am German

Why not? What’'s wrong with that, in your opinion?
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U: Well, just being accepted. From outside and indidea totally different
mentality. That's whyl can definitely say I'm a German citizen. But |
can't say | am German. | won’t let myself say that.

K Because of your experiences?

U: No...l didn’t have any negative experiences. It's just my attitude, how |
feel. | don’t feel anything more than being a German citizen.

(#23, Turk./Germ., 11-27)

Though his reasons for not identifying as German remain largely ambiguousatly cl

distinguishes between Germanness and German citizenship.

Citizenship as Rights

As the previous individuals illustrate, citizenship is one means of gaining
recognition as German, though a specific kind of Germanness—state membetghip. B
citizenship may not necessarily be tied to identity at all, but rather te.rigfdt, the
postnational critique and the substantive status of denizens—or persons with rights but
without nationality (Hammar 1990), also suggest that becoming a citizen fac¢ass to
rights it affords is unlikely. More importantly, given that non-citizersraot equally
situated in relation to rights in Germany, two individuals who want the same rights ma
be very differently constrained in terms of citizenship.

D., aGymnasiunstudent who became a citizen in her teens talked about the
difficulties in general terms of not having a German passport, while downglngn
importance of citizenship in general:

K And what does it mean for you to have a German passport?
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To be honest, on the one hand, not much. Because it's not very important
to me what is on a piece of paper, if | am German, Turkish...l don’t place
much value on that. But I'd sa/s not totally unimportant. Because

you won't get very far if you don't...for example if | had a Turkish

passport, I'd have more problem&nd based on that | can’t say it's

totally unimportant. But...if | have a German passport, for example, if |
want to go to the USA later, it's easier, | think, when you apply for a visa.

(#9, Turk./Germ., 85-93)

When asked to elaborate on the “problems” one encounters and has when one does not

have German citizenship, she explains that not only is it easier to travel @eimean

passport, but it is easier to travel to her parents’ home country, Turkey:

D:

And that’s what you mean by problems? You just mentioned problems...

Yes, exactly. If | go to Turkey, with the embassies, on the border. That's
just been my experienc&hey used to always make us wait longérhey
look for problems. Make endless calls to Germany, how it is in Turkey or
something...so, yeah it's pretty bad.

(#9, 94-100)

D.’s right-oriented citizenship was also expressed in her lack of interégal

citizenship. As she articulated, having Turkish citizenship in fact made hey &bili

travelin Turkey more rather than less difficult. She generally thought dual citizenship

was unnecessary:

There are some people who are dual citizens and have two passports.
What do you think of that?

On the one hand, I think it's ok if someone has a Turkish and a German
passport, and chooses one later on... but | also think, having two
passports your whole life, what do you get from that? Ok, at 16 or 17 you
don’t know what you want. Buthen you know at some age that you're
going to live in Germany, you can choose one or the other citizenship

And when you have both passports you feel pulled towards both countries.
And that’s not good somehow. But it shouldn’t be important what’s on
paper.
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I: What do you mean?

D: Well, to feel that you're German because you have a German pagsport.
had a Turkish passport before, and | didn’t care. | have a German one
now. It doesn’t change whether | feel Turkish or German. But when |
want to travel or something, it matterbecause it could make problems
for me.

(#9, 187-208)

Rights were also the basis for TGgmnasiunstudent in Munich who had
recently naturalized. While she articulates the importance of righdsiated with
German citizenship, she also illustrates that her Turkish citizenship noeagiihéng very
different:

T: I have German citizenship. And | had to give up my Turkish citizenship.

Butl did it only for bureaucratic reasons. Not because | thought ‘I'm
German’ or something. But just because | thought | might study
abroad. And if | do, and decide to come back, there will be problems if |
have a Turkish passport. And then, on top of that, when we go to
Turkey, we have to wait for so long.

K Really? It's easier with a German passport?

T: YesMy uncle had a German passport once when we went to Turkey

with him, and he went right through the bordeMWe had to be checked
and verified!

(#37, Turk./Ger., 132-146)

F., who was a German citizen, described both the convenience of having a
German passport, but it's clear separation from Germanness:

F: If people say ‘ok, you're German’, then you can feel GerrBahwhen
you're immediately called a foreigner then you are a foreigner. Even if
you have a German passpoWhen people see you no one looks to see if
you are German on paper, they see you as a person. And then say you're a
foreigner. Then you can't feel German.
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I: | see. So what does this passport mean for you in the end? This citizenship
or this passport?

F: It's just a piece of paper. For me, it's good...l can...if you have a
Palestinian passport, you can’t go to Palestine, Jordan, the USA, you
can’t go anywhere. With a German passport you can go everywheéee!
positive. But it’s just a piece of paper that lets you travel everywhere.

(#8, Pal./Ger., 155-68)

Another student, K., who was not yet a citizen but intended to naturalize,
articulated a strict difference between German citizenship and being Getmia

describing how citizenship was only useful to him in terms of the economic rights he

would gain:
I: Do you have German citizenship?
K: | have Bosnian citizenship. But I'm planning in one or two years to apply
for German citizenship, when I'm eligible.
I: Why?
K: | have more advantages with a German passpdfor example, this

summer I’'m going to Canada for three weeks, but it’s really difficult with
my Bosnian passport because of the visa, etc. With a German passport |
get a visa immediately and there are no problems. And things are just
easier with a German passport.

(#14, Bos./B05.23-37)

He further emphasized hights-basedunderstanding of citizenship, and, like many
others, talked about the benefits that come with higher-status citizenships lof whic
German is one example:

I: What does citizenship, and having a passport mean for you?

K: Well, I wouldn't attach anything emotional to it. | wouldn’t say “wow,
I'm a citizen”. | would just say, ‘great, advantage for my career, and

# Intends to naturalize.
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| can’t be deported I'll only have more advantages with the [German]
passport here.

I: Do you find anything special or different about German citizenship? Let’s
say you would have gone to the USA as a kid, not to Germany, or to
France, or somewhere else, and got your citizenship there. Would it be
different than how you plan to get your German citizenship now?

K: No, not really. | think French, American, and German passports all
belong to the same category. With all them you have the easiest time
traveling. You have no visa problems, you get visas right awégu just
have to buy a ticket and you can go wherever. That's actually all the same
category for me. It really wouldn’t matter to me, if I had a German,
American or French passport.

(#14, Bos./Bos., 143-158)

As discussed in previous chapters, the new Citizenship Law of 2000 was made
retroactive to those persons born starting in 1990, who had at least one permanent
resident parent. These same individuals could be dual citizens up until the age of 23. O.,
aGymnasiunstudent who was part of this first generatiofusfsolicitizens described
his reason for choosing German over Turkish citizenship:

How did it happen? Did the German authorities notify you and say “you
have to give up one of your two citizenships”, or...?

O: We got a letter in the mail saying | was at the age where | should decide.

| talked about it with my parents and it was clear right away, German
[citizenship]. As | was sayingraveling in and out is just easier with a
European passport.

(#13, Turk/Ger, 37-45)

Did you talk about which citizenship you would choose? Or was it pretty
clear you would take the German one? Did you discuss it at home?

O: Well, | have to say. Until recently, it wasn't really an issue forNig.
father told me he thought | should take German citizenship, | asked him
why. And he named the advantages, for the future, for travelling
abroad. And then | asked my mother. German is probably better, she

115



said. When you get older, or retire, or spend the last years of your life,
whether in Germany or Turkey, you can change it again, she said. So |
said, ok, take the German passport, since it can also make things easier
for my parents. | have a younger sister, who has a German citizenship
and my mother and father do as well.

(188-202)

Like many others, this individual talks first and foremost about travel as r@&sgn for

choosing one citizenship over another, but importantly he uses the term “European.”

Rights-based Citizenship and Germanness
The individuals above all frame citizenship in terms of rights. Though citizenship
is linked by states and some individuals to rights as well as identity, idappigars to
play no role in the decision to become or not become a citizen for this group. Given this,
how do they see themselves in terms of Germanness? By considering thibasgts
group, the meaning of Germanness apart from citizenship may come madseictear
relief.
D., a German citizen whose parents are from Turkey but are ethnicalgnPers
emphasized her cultural and territorial Germanness as a basis for leeingrG
K Would you say that you feel German in any way?
D: Of course. | wadorn here. | live here and I'd like to keep living here.
| have German friends, | am integrated heredon’t know, sometimes |
say | am “German with migration background.” That | have Persian
roots, | speak two other languages plus German...somehow it's a part of
me...it just is. | belong to many cultures, and I'm also part of the German

one somehow. I'm a mix.

And you also feel Turkish? Or Persian? How would you...describe
yourself?

D: | couldn’t say that | am only German, only Persian, it doesn’t wotk
also have a connection to Turkey...I travel there, my relatives live there...I
also speak Turkish, it's my native language. But | also speak Persian,
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because for my parents it's their native language...and | speak German
bestlt’'s a mix. | can’t put it into one word somehow.

(#9, Turk/Germ,25-42)

T., aGymnasiunstudent from Munich, understood herself similarly:

| wanted to ask you, how do you feel? Do you feel German in any way,
and which way?

| actually don't feel like anything. It's weirdl either feel like both or

neither. Because when | go to Turkey, | feel foreign tdits...they have

a completely different culture, and sometimes I'm surprised by their
behavior or the way they do things. And here it's that | can’t quite
assimilate to German culture, because that’s foreign too. For example
there are things that are completely unacceptable in Turkish culture that
are totally fine in German culture, which | also don’t personally accept.
And then there are things that are unacceptable in Turkish culture but are
in German culture that | do accepbo you can either say ‘both’ or

‘neither’. Half and half.

(#37, Turk./Ger., 64-75)

At the same time as she saw herself in hybrid terms, she also felt thashe

consistently confronted as ‘foreign’ in Germany, and in spite of her asserted stiafios

as middle-class and speaking “standard” German:

T:

| don’t feel German, let’s just say. | always know that I'm a foreigner,

even though | am born here. You always confront that. For example, | was
on the phone looking for an apartment recently. Pactually speak

fluent German, have no accent, so you don’t know it, if you don’t hear

my name. But when | call the real estate agent, | had to spell my name.
When | spelled it, she wanted to know where I'm froAnd actually it's

a law that you are not allowed to ask. So, then | sdid,German, | was

born here.”You're automatically German when you’re born here, or in
America, you're automatically American when you’re born there. “Yes

but originally?” “Yes, Turkish if you really need to know.” And then there
was suddenly some problem. [I: Really?] Yeah, just this questioning. You
don’t ask such things. Because if I'm, yeah so then she asked me what my
citizenship was. And | said, “GermanYou really have problems, |

think, even though I’'m educated, go to a higher-ranked school, still

you always have problems because of how you look and this migration
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background. It's not that simple, when you don’t look German, to be
German.

(#37, Turk/Ger., 77-94)
This combined understanding—of oneself as having a hybrid nationness but still
somehow not German—was quite prevalent among those who had framed citizenship in
rights-based terms. O., for instance, disagreed with the idea that Germanskand Tur
were fundamentally different:

O: You can’t say ‘every German is like this’, ‘every Turk is like thig=or
example, if you talk about freedom in the family. A father might say to his
daughter, ‘you’re only 16, you can’t have a boyfriend’, for example in a
Turkish family. But some German families also say ‘No, my daughter is
only 16 and | do not want herto have a boyfriend.’

(#13, Turk./Ger, 75-81)
Though he attempts to articulate that cultures are not fundamentally diffezent
proceeds to describe his inability to become German, and the disconnect between
Germanness and German citizenship, using a racial analogy:

O: | mean, we are foreigners here. That doesn’t change with a passport.
Just like you can’t change skin color or other things... religion for
exampleYou can’t cash it in. In the end you don’t belong 100% to this
country. You aren’t Germanic or really German. Yeah you have the
German passport, formally, German. Maybe you feel (German) culturally
a little. But, you are not really German. At the very least in an argument
with a German suddenly he will say ‘what do you want you stupid
foreigner? So you get back into that situation and say ‘ok | don’t
completely belong here.’

K And why not? Why do you say you can’t be completely Germanic?
O: The problem is simple. When you see me, | don’t look very Gernaan,

people imagine German to be.
(54-71)
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Several others told similar stories of exclusion. F., a young PalesGianan

woman, described the fact that she would never be German to others, regardless of wha

she would do:

F:

So specifically, | want to ask, do you feel German in any way?

Hm...no. Actually not at all. Maybe a little bit... what does ‘German’ even
mean? | meanl feel Arab, not German. German is just what is on the

piece of paper. How I really feel is Arab. Not even a little German!
(laughs)

Is there any special reason why? Can you explain...or...

Ok, for example. I just know a few Germans. | know nice Germans and not
So nice ones. | live in Treptow, which is a German neighborhood. And
when you go to East [Berlin], Koepenick or places like that, people look at
you strangely, it's not very nice. For instance, when a German comes to
our country, we look at them nicely. But here you notice, that people

don’t like having you here. So you really feel like a foreignaan’t feel
German because I'm not shown thaeim German, that’s it.

(#8, Pal./Ger., 7-29)

She went on to be very specific about who was and was not labeled a foreigner:

F:

Why do you think people see you immediately as a foreigner?

(Pointing to head scarffhe way | look. But even so my friend, who has
black hair but dresses normally, they still say ‘oh look at that foreigner’.
Why? Because she has black hair, that’s it. It's really too bad.

(50-55)

Importantly, she states that it is not the head scarf or way of dressingaltet enperson

German, but it is phenotype and how one looks—*“race” in some sense—that makes the

difference.

Another interviewee, K., who was born in Bosnia but had lived in Germany since

age three and was planning to get his German citizenship in the next yeaateditis

non-Germanness also in terms of being excluded by others, however he atsd asser
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difference from Germans based on his “ethnicity” which he defined in wiatultural
terms:

Do you feel German in any way?
Not at all. I'm not German.

Why not?

Because I'm not German ethnically.
What do you mean ethnically?

K: If I have a German passport, I'm only a member, according to my
definition, of the Federal Republic of Germany. | belong to this state but
not to the population.

I: Why not? Can you tell me more about this ethnic...

K: | can’t identify with Germans. | don’t have blond hair, I'm not
Christian, nor is German my native languagénd | have a completely
different culture. That's the point. | don’t feel German at Alhd I'm
also not seen as German by the Germans.

K Have you experienced that?

K: Mm hm... when | go anywhere here, they say, “where are you from?”
When | say Kreuzberg, Berlin, then they say, ‘No, what country are you
from originally?’...they never mean what part of Berlin are you frdm.
doesn’t matter if you were born there or have lived here for three
generations, like most Turks, they only ask what country you are from.

(#14, Bos/Gér62-85)
In spite of this narrative about exclusion from Germanness, this informant gaetabn t
about how this exclusion does not change his sense of belonging in Germany:

I: Do you think that you are more or less German than others here of
immigrant background?

K: I do have a relationship to this countrit’'s my home, | can definitely
say. I'm from another country originally, but I am happy here. And I
want to spend the rest of my life here. So, it's my state... | just deelt
connected to the peopl®laybe you can compare it to the USA. Because
African-Americans don’t feel connected to White Americans either.
(117-126)

# Intends to naturalize.
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It is noteworthy that though he is excluded from Germanness, he still is happy in
Germany and sees himself living in Germany in the future.

Many of the German-born talked about an externally-based racial Geissanne
which prevented them from being German. Their accounts suggest that “race”™—
phenotype, appearance and skin color—marked them as other. However, one German-
born individual's experience suggests that race, rather than being solely thefbasi
Germanness, works in concert with migration background.

J. was the only interviewee who had oaheparent with a migration
background. Her mother was German by descent and her father was Jamaican. She only
had German citizenship, which she viewed as mainly as an advantage for rights. But
importantly, and more strongly than anyone else interviewed, she felt thatustienat
imagine being anything but a German citizen, since she was Germantoytetlescent,
and in her view, culturally as well:

l: What does the German passport mean for you?

J: | think it's an advantage. You can travel more easily than with a Jamaican
passport. | see that with my mom’s friend who has to always wait so long
to go anywhere. So it's just easier with a German passport...sometimes
you are pigeon-holed as a foreignbkut | actually feel German. | don't
feel like a foreigner. So | find it fitting that | have a German passport. |
mean, I'm German!

(#43, Jam./Ger., 19-28)
Her claim to Germanness was unlike those of others. She was in fact the only one to
identify as German without any qualification:

I: Do you feel German in any way?

J: | would say | feel very German, because | grew up with a German mother,
and the whole family that is here, are really Bavarian, actually! But | do

notice that things about Jamaica or Africa interest me.
(3-8)
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When asked whether she was seen as German in her everyday life, her ahsitestst

to a racialized public Germanness that is typically articulated in the@uésthere are

you from”:
I: Do you often get asked the question, “where are you from?”
J: AbsolutelyThey see that I'm from another countrgind so they ask, but
not negatively or in a derogatory way. Just out of curiosity.
(35-39)

Most telling in her answer is that she unawarely slips into the language ddla raci

nationness, and even says she is “from another country”, contradicting her earlie

statements that she was unquestionably German. She stated that such questions did not

bother her, and that they were made “out of curiosity” rather than malicioustythd3

very question itself presupposes that who is foreigner can be determined by agpearanc
Perhaps most significantly, however, her strong claim to being Germarstsugge

that descent offers a claim to Germanness that any other kind of Germatereissrial

or cultural—cannot claim.

Second Generation Adults

All of the above interviewees were between the ages of 18 and 23. This may
matter greatly to their sense of membership in terms of both citizenship andrpess.
In terms of citizenship, many of them were naturalized as children in éamithey did
not necessarily make the choice to become, or not become a citizen. Second, a&s student
at the end of secondary or in higher education, they are not yet fully in adulthood—in the
job market, or forming families. As Waters (1990) points out, ethnic identificatiogsvar

with age and over the life course.
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M., a working-class clerical worker in his early 30s, had just recentlyrieao

citizen, and vehemently argued against any notion that his change of citizership ha

anything to do with his sense of national membership, but his explanation shows that he

in fact struggles to convince others of this:

M:

Look, a lot of people say, why did you become German? | mean, when you
become a German citizen, you just turn in your passport and get a new
one. I'm not giving up my past, or my religion, or my name. I'm not

giving up any part of myself.am still me. | don’t have to change my

past. | don’t have to say I’'m converted. Know what | medm? still

me, just my passport is different. But a lot of people say ‘German’. But
when you think about it, the Turkish passport itself, just brings problems.
You know? We were born here, we grew up here, we learned trades here,
worked here our whole lives. And still do. It's my right, | can do it and |
want to. [pause]And when you have a German passport, it is really

an advantage compared to the Turkish one.

(#51, Tur./Ger., 108-117)

He went on to talk about the fact that not only did German citizenship allow for more

rights, losing his Turkish citizenship also meant giving up very few rights. Riosiza

scholars have pointed out that there are a variety of non-citizen statuseshin whic

residents are not full citizens but enjoy certain rights conventionally théu et

definitive of citizenship. In the particular case of Turkey, at least two statinses for

ex-Turkish citizens were created in the 1990s and early 2000s by the Turkisthstate:

pemba kart-er “pink card”, and later, the “blue card”. Without violating dual

citizenship laws, these can be important to individuals’ decisions to naturalize:

Are there real advantages for you now? You said travel...

Travel, you have advantage...l also don’t have any disadvantage when
I’'m in Turkey, you know, because of this blue card.

And if you didn’t have that, would things have been different for you?
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M: Then | might not have changed my nationality. | wouldn’t have done it.
(122-35)

When asked about how he felt in terms of Germanness, he offers a hybrid self-
description:

M: | can’t say, Turkey is my home, you know? It’s just a vacation spot...But
I’'m there and nowhere else every year. Just because our roots are there.
Because it is my home. But I'm not really connected to anything there,
just my roots. It's my home and it's not my home. We grew up here in a
multicultural environment. And you just go with that because you are

comfortable with it. You mix the Turkish and the German.
(A71-177)

Chapter Summary

Citizenship is overwhelmingly rights-based for the majority of German-born
individuals. Many of those interviewed talked about past and present experiences—
especially travel—where not being a German citizen was a disadvantage
inconvenience. They also imagined themselves as having future opportunities outside of
Germany, but most often elsewhere in Europe or in the United States, all of vehich ar
more accessible with German citizenship. However, such rights—travel and
employment—were not specifically tied to German citizenship, but ratherzenship
of a European Union member state. This is significant, mainly because cifzenaghi
national institution: it has been tied to rights and identities within the natiatalsnd is
institutionalized by national states. But in fact, most of the rights of interésose born
in German pertain to opportunities elsewhere. Significantly, if most of the individuals
considered here were citizens of European Union member states, they may not have

become citizens.
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There were others, however, who viewed their citizenship as a recognition of their
membership in the state. That they framed citizenship in this way illecbtitzat
membership is not necessarily based on either nationness or interest in rigtas, &lgbd
be based on being a member and being protected by the state. Additionallygréhat m
than one individual saw their citizenship in this way suggested that being a citiaeh i
matters to one’s definition as a foreigner, and that a foreigner on papel serigg
herself as German in a national sense, still may not be seen as Germastateth&éhe
highly visibleMehmet incidenthough it took place more than ten years prior to these
individuals’ interviews, illustrated the power that the state can wield witbategory of
“citizen,” even if it does so seldom.

Though all of these individuals are citizens, they in fact had a broad range of sel
understandings in relation to national membership. In fact, three of theemtieesd who
understood citizenship in terms of rights also felt that they were excluded from
Germanness, irrespective of who they were or what they did. They described a kind of
“racial” Germanness in which their descent and appearance were the liasis of
inability to be seen as German in everyday life. Those who defined themselves a
German—often in hybridity terms—saw themselves as culturally Germahis lcatse,
two of the three saw themselves as German beyond their membership as diteegts, t
they did not see themselves as “only” German. That Germanness itselftevraslaimed
but in combination with other national memberships is also noteworthy. Specifically
challenges the way that the category nation is used by states andtstate-as
exclusive from other nations. At that same time, that none of these German-zenscit

claims themselves amly German and nothing else also shows that though one can be
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Germanand something else, but that one cannobbly German and still be of migrant
background. The one interviewee who could claim German descent is further téstame
to this idea that Germanness still is partially defined by descent. Thosgs it
surprising, given the way that nation often overlaps and is interchangeé#blethviicity,
race and other differences, a “raceless” nationalism and understandingofis &bt
inconceivable. Such nationalisms have been constructed and promoted by states, at tim
effectively submerging differences and subnationalisms (Loveman 1999;1199%5).

Finally, the accounts of citizens strongly suggests that Germanness and
citizenship are often disconnected. The most important consequence of this
disconnection is that a sense of oneself as German may just as well aris¢xist

among those who are citizens, since citizenship is defined most often in tergigsof r
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CHAPTERG: German-born Noncitizensand Membership
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Non-citizens of migration background, as kinds of persons, were central to
parliamentary debates by political parties in the making of citizenshiggmliAs shown
in Chapter 3, the conservative CDU and CSU patrties construed non-Germans as both
foreigners and immigrants. The use of these particular terms—as catexjorie
difference—already constructed a particular vision of the membershipsoinseof
migrant background. The term “foreigner” suggested that these persons were not
German in a nationness or citizenship sense, and the term “migrant”—a technical
misnomer—reinforced the notion that these individuals were foreign and had no
territorial claim to Germanness. The Social Democratic and Greensparédenged
these claims through the use of categories and narratives which both entptiesize
multigenerational presence of persons of migrant background, and problematized the
meaning of ‘foreigner’ and the German nation.

In this chapter, | consider German-born individuals who are not citizens.
Importantly, all of these individuals have the option to become citizens. The demsion
to become a citizen, like the decision to become one, can vary based on what qtizenshi

means, and what it means to differently-situated individuals.

Citizenship as Ethnonational Membership

The legacy of German citizenship was its “ethnocultural” character.
Ethnocultural citizenship was comprised of two important ideas. The first was that
citizenship is an expression of identity and membership in the nation, and the second was
that the nation islescent-based hus, Turkish-Germans who have grown up in
Germany, for instance, are assumed to be Turkish and also presumed to not want to

become citizens. As studies of citizenship and nationness, parliamentary delubties, a
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previous chapter all show, these are very particular claims. Citizenstapagvays or

necessarily tied to national membership, and national membership—in this case,

Germanness—is not necessarily descent-based. However, this ethnocultural

understanding of membership was expressed byaywonasiunstudents, M. and G.

M., who was born in Italy but had grown up mostly in Munich, talked about how

his decision to keep his Italian citizenship was about who he felt he was:

So you only have Italian citizenship. Have you ever thought about getting
German citizenship?

| don’t want to.

Can you tell me more?

My parents are both Italian.Yes, | was born here, but when | was little |
was always in Italy for half a year or so. And then starting in
Kindergarten | was really here, but always in Italy for vacation. |
speak Italian at home. | don’t want to be a German citizen.

Why not?

Because my parents are Italian. And | consider myself Italian. | don’t

want to lose my roots.
(#44, Ita/lta, 20-35)

His unequivocal certainty of being Italian was unusual among all second-iamera

young adults, citizens as well as non-citizens. When pressed on the question of

Germanness, he talked about his experienc@tdfeing Italian when in Italy, but this

seemed to have little effect on his self-understanding as Italian:

M:

So for you it’s pretty clear that you don'’t feel even a little German?

Yeah, it's funny because... as an Italian in Germany, you're Italian for the
Germans. But when you're in Italy, you're German for the Italians.
(laughskven if you speak the language perfectly... maybe a little
German, but I don’t like being it...I don’t dislike it, but...I like being
Italian better.

(45-51)

129



G., who had the option of becoming a German citizen but was choosing to keep

his Turkish citizenship, described how his citizenship was tied to his Turkishgleesital

his desire to do the required Turkish military service:

What does citizenship mean for you? You said you will keep your Turkish
passport. What does that mean for you?

For me, first of all] want to do my military service in Turkeyhough it's

not clear if | will do just one month or the full 18 months. It depends. But
that’s one of the most important reasons for me to keep my Turkish
citizenship.l would be happy to serve my fatherland and make my
mother and father proud by doing so

(#10, Turk/Turk 63-71)

At the same time, he recognizes the advantages that German citizenshlig affid

states that it could affect his choice of citizenship in an extreme case:

Did you ever think you would not keep [your Turkish citizenship], or were
you pretty sure?

I'll keep the Turkish one, the only reason why | would change for a
German one would bel wanted a job for which | needed to be a
German citizen But that would only be in an extreme case, if | couldn’t
get the job any other way.

(3-15)

G. was the only respondent who explicitly talked about military service and its

connection to citizenship and national identity. His explanation makes clear thatein spi

of his having been born and growing up in Germany, that his “home” and “country” is

Turkey, not Germany. G. stated that he could not understand how people of Turkish

national origin could feel more German than Turkish, “just because they lived in

Germany.” He also expressed the importance of remembering where oreeffoa.”
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Those who framed Germanness in ethnocultural terms also tended to oppose
different nations as culturally distinct, or reinforce this difference lintaabout several
criteria of difference: “culture”, religion, appearance, or other caiegof comparison.

After talking about how those who cannot speak Turkish as being more German, G. also

talked about how different German and Turkish culture were:

I: So language is the most important thing? You were just talking a lot
about language.

G: The language and the cultur®e Turks are really different. With
Muslims a lot is different, Islam, from Christianity A lot of things are
different. I'm 18 right now. For us, at that age, you are still your father’s
child. Only when you are independent, have a career, your own place to
live, started a family, are you seen as independent. It’s totally different.
(54-61)

G: Well, for me...I know how Turkey is. It's a better life for sure. Much more

easygoing. You know so many people. No language difficulties. The
culture and traditions are the same.

The Turks who live here, I'd say, keep the traditions of their ancestors, but
they change a lot of them. A lot of them have been modernized. For
example, nowadays at weddings, there are dances, Turkish folk dances,
but not everyone knows them. But here there are other dances that are, |
won’t say “invented” but changed and modernized. And if you did them in
Turkey people would say they don’t know them, they are from Germany.

(103-114)

His understanding of nationness as descent-based was made even more é&eplibi w

talked about whether he felt German:

K And do you feel German in any way at all?

G: Well, I'd say not because I'm of Turkidescentl like being in Turkey.
And, | have more Turkish friends, most of them are Turkishdid go to
high school in Steglitz where there are a lot of Germans. But even there |
never thought of myself as Germartive here but I'm still really
connected to my home.
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(20-26)
Unlike most of the German-born, G. does not describe a sense of being “the German” i
Turkey.

Interestingly, both G. and M. talk about family as a defining aspect of naggnne
Importantly, they mention their parents’ in terms of descent—that they arehgivat t
parents are in terms of nationness. However, their decision to keep themstijizeas
in fact also reinforced by family members. G., for example, talked about titadact
both of his parents, as well as his siblings, were all Turkish citizens. M. talkednaout
his siblings also were all Italian citizens and how his parents strorggyl them to keep
their Italian citizenship:

M: [My siblings] also only have an Italian passpaddy older brother almost
got the German one, but then my parents didn’t want him to.

K Really? They told him not to do that?
M: Yeah, he wanted to. But he thought about it and in the end didn’t do it.
(109-115)

Importantly, their identification of nationness with descent was largély se
asserted rather than externally ascribed. For instance, neither of thednaiaout
particular experiences of being defined by others as “not German.” Rppedrance,
for instance, was not mentioned by either as a basis for why they did not fe@nGerm
M., in fact was blond-haired and blue-eyed and was aware that this mattered, iut that
had a positive rather than negative effect:

I: How would you compare yourself to others of migrant background?

M: Well, because | look German it's probably easier for me. People don’t

notice any difference. It might be different for others who are Black or
Asian.
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K Are people surprised when they find out that you are Italian?

M: Not necessarily. Sometimes, sometimes not.

K How are you treated in everyday life?

M: Normally. There’s not much discrimination against foreigners in
Germany, maybe there is in England or somewhere else. But it's nicer
here.

(#44, 63-78)

It is also significant that their sense of nationness as clearly not Gerdhaotdi
pertain to any future plans to live in those countries with which they identified. G., for
instance, stated that he would consider moving to Turkey, “If [he] didn’t have any job
prospects.” Likewise, M. talks about staying in Munich, and if going other plaseiebe

Italy:

I: Do you think you'll continue to live in Germany? Will you look for a
career here and so on?

M: Probably.It's a good place to live, actually, Germanylunich is the best

place of all in Germany, actually. But | don’t know, I'd like to go
somewhere else too.

(116-120)

Citizenship as Rights

As the previous chapter showed, rights were the dominant frame of citizenship
among those who were citizens and of migrant background in Germany. This finding
challenges the postnational critique which argues that the line between aitid non-
citizen in contemporary states is relatively thin and unimportant (cf. Jacobsen 1996;
Soysal 1994). Famon-citizensvho view citizenship mainly as rights, it would seem that
becoming a citizen is simply not necessary or desirable because it chlegies them.

R., who was a Greek citizen, described such an understanding of citizenship:
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What does citizenship mean to you? Not what the German state says or
what the laws are, but for you what does it mean, or should it mean?

| think one only needs citizenship in order to get rightsa country. For
example, you can only vote here if you are 18 and a citizen, that’s the
norm. But | can’t vote here because | have Greek citizenship. Ok, EU, but
still. That's really the only thing about citizenship that is important for

me, for which | would actually change my citizenshigverything else is

not important. Also because I'm an EU citizen. The boundaries are not
that high for me as they are for othef¢.the moment, I'm not in a rush

to become a citizen

(#5, Greek/Greek, 95-106)

That citizenship was tied to rights for her became clear when she was askieerhow

parents and family might react to her becoming a German citizen:

What do your parents think? Do they believe that you should keep your
Greek citizenship and get German citizenship if possible? Did they say
anything about that?

It doesn’t make a difference to theifnl. would say, ‘Dad | would like to
have German citizenship’, he would say, ‘Ok, go ahead. It will definitely
help your career.’Of course he is happy that | can get the Greelal
well...I live here. And | will continue to live here. He will go back (to
Greece) sometime.

(130-135)

Though she states that her parents would not oppose her getting Greek citizenship, she i

differently situated as an EU citizen, since she can have dual citizendhimatd not be

forced to choose.

F., who was studying for a degree in hotel administration, also describes the

inconvenience of not having a German passport, and therefore a rights-baseshitize

F:

What advantages would there be for you, that you can think of?

Hm, well, | can say when | was travelling in Italy, in Poland, in the Czech
Republic, with my school, | was the only Turk in the classyduaeh the
border police came | was always the problem. They have to scrutinize

By ‘Greek ID,’ she is in fact referring to keepihgr Greek citizenship, which she would be entitted
do as a citizen of an EU member state.
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my passport, to make sure all the right stamps were on it, if it's
authentic, and so on That was just silly which is why | think it would be
nice to have a German passport.

(#21, Tur./Tur., 109-115)

That citizenship was based on rights for her became even clearer when she was aske

about whether she would get any resistance from her family about becomenganG

citizen:
I: Are your parents okay with (you getting German citizenship)? What do
they say about that?
F: Well, it's a little bit complicated. | don’t live with my parents, they iive

Turkey. Um... my grandmother say®s no problem, that is your
business.’ If you want to keep the Turkish one, no problem. If you want
the German one, I'll help you with that.

(117-127)

E., a clerical worker in her early 20s in a Turkish organization, was born and grew
up in Germany, and was married to a German citizen of Turkish descent. She found
citizenship largely unimportant for her:

I: Have you thought about getting German citizenship?

E: No, not at all. | never even thought about it.

I: What does the passport mean to you? Is it important?

E: Not that important. Regardless of whether | have a German ID or a

Turkish passport, it doesn’t mattédainly you can travel with a German
ID. That's the only thing it matters for. Otherwise it's not importa
(#52, Turk./Turk. 31-39)

The relative unimportance of her citizenship was articulated when sheskeak a

about whether she would like to have dual citizenship:

I: Would anything be different if you could have dual citizenship?
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E: I don't know what advantages I'd have, if | applied for German
citizenshipMy husband has it, but he needed it to study overseas. So he
has that advantage. ljust don’t know what advantages I'd have.

(#52, 51-59)
E. articulates that if she in fact would become a citizen, it would be for the thgitts
citizenship would afford her. Her need for a passport is also affected by tiat ma
status and possibly gender: her husband does have German citizenship, and travels,
while she apparently does not need German citizenship in her everyday life.

Still others talked about rights but additionally had the impression that they would

have better educational and job prospects with German rather than some other
citizenship:

So do you think anything will change for you after you get your German
passport?

M: | can travel more easily in the EU. | don’t need a visa like | do with a
Turkish passport...Maybe it depends on the job. If | have to travel a lot,
it's practical. And, of course, you can votou also get preference for
university. You get into certain classes more easily.

I: Really?

M: If two students have the same grades, and one has a German passport,
and the other, a Turkish passport, the German will get in. That's how it
is. | have no idea why.

(#7, Tur./Tur. 260-70)

N., a student in Munich whose parents came from Serbia to work in Germany thidy ye
earlier, had no immediate intention of becoming a citizen, but thought that he would
soon. He emphasized that citizenship had little to do with “who he was”:

I: So as of now you have a Serbian passport. What will you do? Do you think
you will become a citizen?
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N: Well, | don’t see any problem with that. It's kind of too bad, | have to say.
But if it does something for me, you know, | know who | am, a piece of
paper doesn’t say anything. I’'m not going to change my name or
something to ‘Hans Dieter'.It’s just citizenship, no big thing.

(#34, Serb/Serb, 86-92)

Right-based Citizenship and Germanness
Though citizenship was defined as rights by these non-citizens, they had either
decided against citizenship, or postponed the decision because it was not pressing. If
citizenship has anything to do with their membership in Germany, however, it could be
expected that their sense of Germanness might be less than that of.citizens
R. who was a Greek citizen and expressed little interest in gaining ttiegpol
rights offered by citizenship, described a hybrid sense of nationness:
I: First I'd like to ask, do you feel German in any way?
R: | think how | grew up is very German. As itis for all of us. Because we
were brought up in this societut that's the only way | feel German
Otherwise] way | act, is not really German, I'd say. But growing up in
society is.Although most would not want to admit it.

(#5, Greek/Greek, 3-8)

K So do you feel Greek then?

R: Yes, | definitely think so. | like telling people | am Greek as well. You
differentiate yourself that way. | might not look Greek, but | am.
(27-30)

It is unclear whether being Greek actually organizes aspects of heslitenever talks
about who her friends are or what she does. But she suggest that how she “acts” is not
German.

F. positively identified as German, though importantly, she had a particular

understanding of being Turkish, which she did not want to be identified with:
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Do you feel German in any way?

| do actually. | have to say | don’t have any Turkish friehtiayve a lot
of German friends and am happy heredon’t have any problems here.

(#21, Tur./Tur., 26-30)

Do you feel, or do you sometimes think that you are more or less German
than others with immigrant background?

That's a good questiotim a little different than the Turks here. I'm
used tolife here. I'm completely happy here. | don’t think I'm typigal
Turkish. I'd say I'm more German.l don’'t know. | have Turkish
citizenship, but... | think more, | feel in my gut more German.
(46-53)

Can you tell me more abobbw you are not “really” Turkist? You were
saying you went to a different school and that that was really important.

Here in Berlin it's a problem... most, realtyost Turkish kids, they don’t

think about things. They steal, they make trouble. They’ve broken a lot

of laws, and so on. With me, it's different.haven’t broken any laws, |

haven’'t done anything wrong. And, maybe it sounds silly, but it's because,

as | was saying,ve been around Germans since seventh gradeu

really see that it is different to be around and friends with Germans, than

with Turks... Turkish kids just don’t behave well. And | don't like that.
(172-190)

E., after telling the typical story of being called ‘foreign’ in her count descent,

described how she would rather live in Germany, though she was of Turkish descent and

still had a Turkish passport:

E:

Do you feel German in any way?

Well, let’s put it in a way that Turks say: ‘when we’re in Turkey, we are
called German, and when we are here, we're called foreigner. Of course
it's that way. If someone asks me whether I'd rather live here or in
Turkey, I'd choose here, because I've also grown up here. | don’t know
if I could spend the rest of my life in Turkey, because where you are
born and grow up is the most important thing, I'd say.

(#52, Turk./Turk., 12-19)
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M., after describing how he was not compatible with German culture, circumvented
nationness altogether:
M: I'd say | feel like a Berliner.
I: Really? Ok...What does that mean?
M: | feel at home here. And | don’t want to move anywhere else. | don’t
want to go back to Turkey or anything else...I grew up here. | know

things here...so I'm a Berliner | guess.

K So what is a Berliner? Can you tell me more?

M: Multicultural. A lot of different cultures. A lot. British, Amerians,
Russians, Kurds, Turks, everyone together, a lot of Germans too.
(#7, Turk./Turk., 53-66)
Like several others, he describes his sense of home as being Berlin, and tinabste is
“at home” there.
N. who was ambivalent about becoming a citizen, also saw himself as “not
German”, but also saw himself living only in Germany in the future:
K And, do you feel German in any way?
N: Well, it’s kind of strangeHere in Germany you’re basically labeled
Serbian; but over there in Serbia you are basically “the Germa.”
personally feel Serbian. During the Eurocup, | was a fan for Serbia.

(laughter)

I: How are you labeled Serbian here?

N: Well, not exactly labeled. But no one would say I'm German or something
like that.

K Ok. Why not?

N: | don't really look like it, first of all... andl don’t consider myself
German. | feel more Serbian, and more identify that way than as
German.
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l: Do you feel more or less German than others of immigrant background?

N: Probably more German than otherddn kind of a mix, | guess, mostly
in my mentality.

K So you feel more German than most others?

N: Than others, yes, probably.

K Why?

N: Well, it just kind of rubs off on you here, the mentalnd | speak the
language well. I couldn’t imagine living down there in Serbidhat |

know.
(#34, Serb/Serb, 38-59)

Though their senses of Germanness are diverse, there is a common understanding

among the rights-based non-citizens: they are comfortable and famithdnmg in
Germany. Virtually none, however, describe themselves as unequivocally German.
Rather, the majority understand themselves in hybridity terms, as Genchapraething
else, or as non-Germans but members of a multicultural place-based identitgialBspe

Berlin.

Second Generation Adults

All of the above interviewees were between the ages of 18 and 23. This may
matter greatly to their sense of membership in terms of both Citizenship andnGessa
As students at the end of secondary or in higher education, they are not yet fully in
adulthood—in the job market, or forming families.

A., a middle-class businessman in his 30s from Munich, expressed a much more
tense negotiation than any of the second generation younger adults:

A: I’'m integrated. But this burden of having the Turkish passport, it
proves that you don't really belong here. You don’t have a voice, and

140



whenever you have to fill out any forms, it's more complicated, because
you're a foreigner. At the university, there’s a special office for
foreigners, only for foreigners.

l: Does that affect what you can studfy?

A: It's about enrolling Even though we finished ouAbitur in a German
secondary school and have a Germahitur *, we still had to go to the
foreigners’ office, with other students that come from abroad, not where
the normal German students enroll. We were treated differentlyd An
that proves to you again and again that ydan't belong. Day to day
you don’t notice it, but when you deal with authorities you always do. It's
just disappointing. At that moment, you feel you don’t belong, not German
but Turkish, and they show that to you.

(#35, Turk./Turk., 46-61)
While he was eligible to become a German citizen, he had reservatioed telat
giving up his Turkish citizenship—for reasons of both identity and rights:

A: ...1 still have the Turkish passport. | haven't applied for the German one
yet but...I'm thinking about it, the pros and cons. There are certain things
for example if | don’t have the Turkish passport, | lose inheritance rights.
| can’t inherit anything in Turkey. And, that’s...the disadvantage [of
keeping Turkish citizenship] is that | can’t vote, | don’t have a voice, even
though | pay taxes. That does make me a little...that | can pay taxes, but
have no voice. That was the same a few hundred years ago in the USA!
Boston Tea Party! Then | think to myself, ‘hm, should | organize the
Munich Tea Party?’ [laughter]. | find it unfaiThat we can pay but have
no voice. They could do things differently, like the Netherlands, where
there’s dual citizenship. Or England, there it's no problem to have two
passports.

(24-34)

I: And you’re the only one [of your siblings] who doesn’t have German
citizenship?

A: I’'m the only one...and the youngest one. Why am | taking so long? It just
kind of bothers me, aritlere is definitely some pride involved, that |
don’t want to completely give up my ancestry. Because the German
government hasn’t gotten it together so that | don’t basically have to

% |n the German educational system there are qudkaswn aswumerus clausus on the number of
people admitted to study certain highly-demandeldi$i such as medicine and law. One’s nationality
can affect this.

% TheAbituris the college entrance exam.
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give up my origins.Even if it's just a piece of paper. They demand that
of me, as a sacrifice, that I'm integrated on paper. That's too big a
sacrifice for me, because | know it's different in other countries, so I'll
wait for now, and see how long | have to wait.

(102-112)

A. sees becoming a German citizen as a kind of proof demanded by the state for
his Germanness, though he sees himself as already German—as somea@ieiNyho i
“integrated” in everyday life, who pays taxes and so on. Unlike for many pthus
citizenship would make a difference to his decision to become a German citizen.

D., a university student in her mid-20s who was born in Serbia but moved to
Germany at age 5, also had a tense negotiation with citizenship and Germaukesss
many others, she states that she sees herself as fitting into Germegniaaveryday
life, but that she cannot quite identify as German:

I: Can you say that you feel German in any way?

D: It's difficult. Not just German, for sure. | can speak German better than
Serbo-Croatian, | grew up here, went to school here, so it would be next to
impossible to go back to Serbia. Every country has works in its own way.
Sol feel more at home here than | do in Serbia, but to go so far as to say
I’'m German, | don’t know.That’s hard.

K Why’s that?

D: No idea, | can’t.l.think it's because of my family, even though they live
here, they not very sympathetic to Germany. As a country they dée'’t |
it much and they are still resentful of the Germans, becauséef t
NATO bombing of '99Soto call yourself German, Serbs wouldn’t really
do that, even if they’re German citizens, they’'d still describe themsalves
citizens.

(#12, Serb./Serb, 17-34)
D. was the only interviewee of any generation for whom a recent event involving her

country of origin and her present country of residence significantly informed her

identification as German. Sitill, her tendency to not identify as Germargneadfby
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family and perhaps other Serbs living in Germany, does not change her sensg tdtbe

home” in Germany.

Chapter Summary

Second-generation, non-citizen young adults’ understandings of membership
largely mirrored those of second generation who were citizens: rightsiveetdlerninant
way that citizenship was understood and nationness was understood in hybridity terms.
The two non-citizens who identified citizenship as national membership were
exceptional. Importantly, their sense of national membership was more based on
assertion than ascription—their self-understandings had not come out of exclusion or
how they were treated or seen by others. European Union citizenship madeeackffe
between the two ethnoculturally-oriented interviewees, however. While Megdeem
unconcerned with the limited occupational and job prospects associated with being a
foreign citizen—even as an EU citizen—G. was very aware that he mightdndecome
a German citizen if he pursued certain careers.

Though both citizens and non-citizens identified citizenship with rights, there was
a significant difference between the two groups: the rights conferredrnyaGe
citizenship actually matter to those who are citizens—they are awaredddyteculate,
the benefits and significance of having German citizenship rather than another
citizenship. Many non-citizens, on the other hand, appear much more ambivalent about
staying non-citizens, and may be simply postponing their decision to beconze. citi

That there is little difference between citizens and non-citizensnis tef

Germanness is also significant. Put simply, one may see oneself as a imember

143



Germany regardless of one’s status as a citizen. With the exceptionwbtireung

adults whose citizenship was expressive of their nationness—which they deédeohas
descent—all of the non-citizens felt that they were at home in Germany ydaydife
situations. In fact, even the two ethnoculturally-oriented individuals did not expgess an
intention to live in the countries they so strongly identified with. This suggests that

nationness can exist apart from territorial presence.
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION: Membership, Germanness and Citizenstp
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Simon Green (2001) has questioned whether or not the transformation of German
citizenship has meant that Germany has moved “beyond ethnoculturalismct, iih fa
appears that arguments about nation and nationness will continue to shape citizenship
politics and policies, as for instance, in the signature campaign of CDUmgsnlthe
striking of dual citizenship. Claims based on either the nationness of immigrants or
Germany as a kind of nation are unlikely to disappear from how the state makes
citizenship policies. Complimenting this trend is the fact that, as postriaismgyhtly
point out, many social and economic rights are held by non-citizens, leavingints “ri
basis” for claims to liberalizing or restricting access to aitshgp. Conceivably, the only
remaining meaning of citizenship at the level of the state is one of natidoadjing.

As was shown, certain events of the pre-1990 and postwar period set the
parameters for political parties to argue about who should be able to becorneraarid
who belonged to the nation. The permanence of an immigrant population, in connection
with a state that was no longer divided, posed the new question of what was to be done
with the permanent “non-ethnic” Germans. After 1990, this question was answered in a
way common to other European liberal democracies with recent immigrant fiamas#a
through a contentious politics of membership and inclusion (Hagedorn 2001). In this
sense, Germany has begun to resemble other states with longer-tegnainimi
populations, rather than a unigue national case and state with a particularamuiegst
of nationhood. Parliamentary debates and the new Citizenship Law and policies
confirmed that nation and citizenship were in fact understood differently, forla muc

longer period of time, than a nationally-specific argument suggests (talm1992).
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The lack of reform in German citizenship after 1990 appeared to be mainly a
consequence of which political party was in power. This is most clearly demeddiyat
the policy positions articulated political parties, which were remarkablystcand
consistent over the course of two or more decades. Importantly, this also dem®nstrat
that how political parties define nation matters to citizenship policies. Thoughcaseer
comparisons, especially that of Brubaker (1992), also point to understandings of
nationhood and how they were important for citizenship, they suggest that these
differences more pronounced between different nation-states than withiheansitign-
state. Other arguments that suggest a “convergence” of citizenshipsbktiveen
states based on liberal democratic principles (cf. Joppke 1998) do not explain tresschang
in German citizenship laws during the 1990s adequately. Though the CDU, for instance,
addressed the importance of political inclusion in their 1984 declaration gscas&s
of Germany’s liberal democracy, this was not followed by any immeldigiglation or
proposals to express that norm. Similarly, other institutions which arguab&geepthe
universalization of policies of membership—especially the European Union—have
virtually no authority on citizenship policies, though they may for relatedypal®as
such as immigration (Hansen 2009).

Still, political parties were not the only basis of changes in citizenshipgslic
Events of the 1990s—the Asylum crisis and the signature campaign—also limited
political parties’ ability to institutionalize particular policies of meemship. Regarding
the asylum crisis, Germany was a truly unique case with its Asylum law boor tiugt
end of the Nazi Regime. Anything resembling the Asylum crisis—in sheer msi#be

has not taken place in Europe since the crisis of 1992. Moreover, it led to a
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transformation of the asylum law, but not of citizenship and membership. In cothieast
signature campaign may represent a new form in Germany’s politidgzehship. With
the decline of the “not an immigration country” narrative, new tactics and vémues
restricting citizenship may be sought, especially such populist camgha&nely on the
categories of “foreigners” and “immigrants” (Hansen and Kohler 2005). Asdrig
Chapter 3, tactics such as populist campaigns rely heavily on symbols aodlararti
meanings of categories. They represent what Brubaker (1996) caitsfratd events.”

If they become a part of the staple of tactics used in the making of citizenskipgoli
the cultural basis for citizenship policies—the use of understandings of méipbers
may become even greater.

Membership on the citizen sides howed that citizenship and nationness were
largely decoupled for first generation migrants. First-generation immgyveere mostly
not citizens. While some of them expressed an interest in becoming a diteaestated,
their everyday lives were largely unchanged by bemgresidents. In terms of
membership through nationness, first-generation immigrants did not ideruaifiglst as
German. Though this can in part be explained through ethnic identity theoriess(Water
1999) of the first generation, studies of other “immigrant countries” sudteddnited
States show that the self-identification as a national can be common evestfor fi
generation immigrants, though how this is explained is less clear (B2&@#). Though
they did not identify as German in a nationness sense, what first-generation sragtant
mention is a sense of not fully being a part of their countries of origin any longer, a

also, a sense of being familiar and comfortable with the way Germarysvaoeked.”
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For German-born individuals, citizenship and nationness were both much more
important, and related in interesting ways. Citizenship was primaaityefd in terms of
rights rather thandentityamong persons with immigrant background. This was true for
citizens as well as non-citizens. For most, the specific right of trattehwihe European
Union and elsewhere was of particular importance. For most individuals, these right
were important enough that they became citizens, or preferred beirngpa oiier being
a non-citizen. The transformations in German citizenship during the 1990s for the
citizenship of individuals, then, is of importance insofar as it made rights more
accessible. Importantly, the particular right of travel is availedbbecategory of non-
citizens: citizens of European Union member states. Therefore, transforatioggl
citizenship represents only one of several possibilities for explaining gogsaion of
citizenship for individuals of immigrant background. A change in the member state
status of a country which has a large number of nationals in Germany—such as Turkey—
could conceivably lead to a decreasing importance in becoming a Germam eitive
the right of travel would be accessible without German citizenship.

Many individuals identified with Germanness in a nationness sense. They
identify as German, based largely on the principleoftory—that they were born, grew
up, and feel at home in Germany. It is also noteworthy that most individuals of the
second-generation their Germanness through language, friendships andyeheryaa
Germany—all of which they acquired through having been born and growing up in
Germany. Many individuals, however, also defined Germaredssnally—based on
how they were excluded from being considered German, on the basis of a phenotypical or

otherwise marked non-Germanness. Many of the second generation, forenistiec
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about not “looking German.” Another way in which the Germanness of German-born
persons was qualified was through other kinds of identification. In a few cases,
individuals saw themselves in local terms, as “Berliners” or “Kreuzbetgé&hse
meaning of this identification was not entirely clear in terms of whetheasdtrelated to a
kind of local Germanness. On the one hand, Berlin and the neighborhood of Kreuzberg
represent multiculturalism, and hence individuals who claim those places iag tbay
are more at home in places where a descent-based Germanness is not dominant. On the
other hand, identifying with a neighborhood may be in response to a foreclosed
possibility of identifying with the nation. If “German” and “Germany” cannot be
identified with for persons of non-German descent, but those persons still feel ahhome
Germany, a local identification may be an alternative collective igemtih which one
can identify.

Other findings address transnationalism and its importance to nationnesst Almos
all second generation individuals had the experience of traveling to themtgacountry
of origin each year, often for several weeks or longer. Among those who did, and those
who did not, make trips to parents’ home countries, there were no notable difference in
understandings of membership, citizenship or Germanness. For instance, orenieger
whose parents were Italian and understood himself as Italian, talked aboutdbeitig c
German when in Italy, but this apparently had little to no effect on his ethnotultura
understanding of citizenship and nationness. Rather than a diversity of experignces w
trips home, virtually all of these young adult, irrespective of national oeginenship
status, or understanding of membership, had the same experience: being called and

treated as “German” in their countries of origin, and of being “not GeérmaGermany.
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This finding vividly illustrates the situated, relativist and contextual b&sieonanness.

It suggests that national membership is situational, while also fixearasular things in
different places. Such transnational ties and experiences did not conflict wehsiiip
status. German citizenship, in fact, often gave individgiaateraccess to their

countries of origin. One individuals of Turkish descent described how having a German
passport in fact makes her travel to her parents’ home country, a kind of transrigtjonal
easier, than if were a Turkish citizen. This same explanation was offesenayfirst-
generation migrants and others who carried citizenships that wereulaalyidifficult—

such as Palestinians.

Importantly, these general patterns varied along one other axis of diferenc
among persons of immigrant background: citizenship status. Those who were citizens
tended to fedlessGerman than those who were not citizens. This suggests at least two
important things about membership in Germany. Most importantly, it suggests that
citizenship status alone does not confer nationness or Germanness; citizenship is
therefore not a means by whigtostpersons of immigrant background gain acceptance
as members of the imagined community of the nation. Second, it also, though less
obviously, suggests that citizenslsipouldhave this function. If those who aritizens
emphatically claim they amot Germanit suggests that they are expected to feel more
German, by either the state, their communities of national origin, or even tiiesaski
contrast to this difference between citizens and non-citizens concermmgu@ess, the
importance of rights, and the tendency to identify rights as significant,am@san to

both citizens and non-citizens.
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Considering the particular sample of interviewees, whether a more dsaenpée
would change the overall picture of citizenship and nationness is unclear. eRkspit
fairly homogenous educational level of most interviewees, there was a dioérsity
understandings of nationness and citizenship statuses. Though more interviewees who
had completed vocational school only, or were out of the school system entirely could
articulate different narratives of membership, the diversity of neesaamong even the
college-preparatory school young adults suggests that understandingy atieerse for
this age group. Still, a more representative sample would elicit a fbonetusion about
how class, and not only national origin, gender or other differences, might toatter
citizenship and nationness.

Finally, to what extent might transformations in citizenship policies—and
specifically the gradual liberalization of citizenship—explain individuatsierstandings
of citizenship and Germanness? Many interviewees articulated theveaafatiaving
been born, grown up, and being at home in Germany. Such narratives echo those
articulated by the Social Democratic and other left-leaning pavhiesused them to
institutionalize the 2000 Citizenship Law andjus soli(birthright) provision. Under the
pre-1990 citizenship regime, citizenship privileged descent over territorifingnti
individuals to citizenship who were neither born nor grew up in Germany. Under such
conditions, as Brubaker (1992) argues, being a citizen was unimaginable without being
German in a national sense, where the nation was defined through descent nather tha

territory.
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Germany is not only a country of immigrants, but a country of the children of
immigrants. It is also one in which the benefits of German citizenship rearatmef
majority of persons of immigrant background, and in which they consider themselves
German, if noexclusively At the level of the state, citizenship will likely continue to
invoke the contending definitions of who is German, what kind of country Germany is,

and who immigrants are.

153



APPENDIX I. INTERVIEWEES
Gen./

Int. (age Education

# Citizenship Nationality migr.) | Age | Sex level Income| City

Grundschule (7

1 Turkish Turkish 1(20y.0.) 40 | F KI) 800 Berlin

2 Polish Polish 1(21y.0)) 42 F | Associate degr. 800 Berlip
3 Palestinian Palestinian/Lebangsk (20 y.0.)| 42 | M Abitur <800 Berlin

4 German Turkish 2 23 F Fachhochschule Berlin

5 Greek Greek 2 19 F Gymnasiun Berlin
6 German Afghan 2 17 F Gymnasiun Berlin
7 Turkish Turkish 2 18| M Gymnasium Berlip
8 German Palestinian 2 1y F Gymnasium Berlin
9 German Turkish 2 1§ F Gymnasiun Berlin
10 Turkish Turkish 2 18] M Gymnasium Berlin
11 German Pakistani 2 18 K Gymnasium Berlin
12 Serbian Serbian 2 24 R Magister Berlin
13 German Turkish 2 1§ M Gymnasium Berlin
14 Bosnian Bosnian 2 18§ M Gymnasiumn Berlin
15 German Jordanien/German 1 (37y/033 | F Magister 800 Berlin
16 | German/Polish German/Polish 121yp38 | M Diploma 800 Berlin
17 Italian Italian 1(20y.0.) 32 | F Tech. college high Berlin
18 Cameroon Cameroon 1(26y.0.37 | M Doctorate 3000 Berlin
19 German Turkish 1(13y.0{)43 | F Diploma 1300 Berlin
21 Turkish Turkish 2 19] F Private school - Berlin
22 German Palastine/Syrian 2 21 M Hauptschule Berlin
23 German Turkish 2 23 F Hauptschule - Berlin
24 German Turkish 2 22l F Realschule] - Berlin
25 German Turkish 2 19 M Real/Gesamt - Berlin
26 Turkish Turkish 2 18| F Realschule - Berlin
29 | German/Turkish Turkish 1(18y.0.) 47 F | Master’'s degree 3000 Berlin

1 (back
and forth

30 Turkish Turkish migration)| 38 | F | Master's degree 1800 Berlin
31 | German/Turkish  Iranian/Turkish 2 15 M Realschule - Munich
32 Turkish Turkish 2 16| F Realschule - Munich
33 | German/Turkish Turkish 2 14| F Realschule - Munich
34 Serbian Serbian 2 18 M Gymnasium - Munijch
35 Turkish Turkish 2 34 M Abitur 2300| Munich
36 German Turkish 2 19 M Gymnasium - Munich
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37 German Turkish 2 20 M Gymnasium - Munich
38 German Afghan 1(10y.0))19 | F Gymnasium - Munich
39 German Ethiopian 2 18 H Gymnasium - Munjch
40 German Turkish 2 18§ F Gymnasiun - Munich
41 German Viethamese 2 v  F Gymnasium - Munich
42 German* Turkish 2 200 M Gymnasium - Munich
43 German Jamaican/Germ 2 1 F Gymnasium Muhnich
44 Italian Italian 2 200 M Gymnasium - Munigh
46 | German/Russ Russian 1(11ypJ9 | F Gymnasium - Munich
47 German Ethiopian 2 19 H Gymnasium - Munijch
48 Turkish Turkish 1(13y.0) 43 | M Hauptschule 600 | Munich
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APPENDIX II. INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL A: Adults Who Have Naturalized
1) Fuehlen Sie Sich als Deutsche(r) in irgendeine Weise? Fuehl®ie Sich als
? Haben Sie Sich immer so gefuehlt? Wann hat das sich geaendert?
Fuehlen Sie Sich mehr Deutsch odeNational Origin)?
(Do you feel German iany way7Do you feel hationalorigin]? Have you always
felt this  way? When did it change? Do you feel more Germamatiopal

origin]?)

2) Flhlen Sie Sich mehr oder weniger Deutsch als andere mit
Migrationshintergrund? Welche?Wer? Warum?

(Do you feel more or less German than others with a migration background? Who?
Why?)

3) Was bedeutet Staatsbuergerschaft fuer Sie?
(What does citizenship mean to you?)

4) Gibt es irgendwas anderes, das ich nicht gefragt habe, das in Bezug auf
Staatsangehorigkeit wichtig ist?

(Is there anything else that is important about citizenship that you watlt rieet
about?)
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL B — German-Born Young Adults

Erst will ich IThnen einige Fragen stellen darueber, wie das ist in DEehland als
Person mit Migrationshintergrund zu leben.

(First I want to ask you about living in Germany as a person with a migrant
background).

1)

2)

3)

4)

Fuehlen du dich in irgendeiner Weise als Deutsche(r)? Fuehldt dich als
? Hast du dich immer so gefuehlt? Wann hat es sich veraendert?

Fuehlst du dich mehr Deutsch oder ?
(Do you feel German in any way? Do you feel ? Have you always felt that
way? When did it change? Do you feel more German or ?)

Fuhlen Sie Sich mehr oder weniger Deutsch als Andere mit
Migrationshintergrund? Wer? Warum?

(Do you feel that you are more or less German than others with immigrant
background? Who? Why?)

Was bedeutet Staatsbuergerschaft fuer Sie?

(Was does citizenship mean to you?)

Gibt es irgendwas anderes, das ich nicht gefragt habe, das in Bezug auf
Staatsangehorigkeit wichtig ist?

(Is there anything else that is important about citizenship that you 1 dg&knyou that
you want to tell me about?)
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" Naturalization requirements until 1990 were: 15+yesidency in Germany; a fee equal to one month’s
average salary; renunciation of former citizenghip dual citizenship); and subject to the discreti®
individual state governments.

" By referring to persons who are “non-ethnically@an”, | am referring to these groups as they are
defined and dominant discourse—which is not necig$mw they define themselves.
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