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This chapter revealed the many dimensions and aspects that have ¢
considered when speaking about ‘fighting the causes of refuge’. The Io bf"
is too serious and complicated, the ‘causes’ are too deep and long last(') ic
rooted in complex entanglements as to abuse the ‘cause fighting’ argummg’
just for platitudes or as an excuse for doing nothing. For the Ey andeflt
member states — as well as for the rest of the global community — ther b
1o alternative other than to really analyse and fight the causes of forzels
migration. From a realistic, a moral and a human rights point of viey thc:
is the only sustainable answer to the prevailing organized non-responsibilitax
The sustainable fight against the causes of forced migration and flight an)d
the improvement of the protection of refugees are vital for the politicy
project of European unification and deepened integration. Neither the gy
nor its member countries like Germany will be able fo arrive at themselyeg
when they do not provide the opportunity of arriving for those who are iy
need of protection. This also holds for the global society of humankind
In the twenty-first century, granting refugee protection will be the litmus;

test for the world we want to live in (Fiddian-Qasmiyeh et al. 2014).
Humanitarianism and cosmopolitanism will not arrive in the world when
refugees have no opportunity to arrive at safe harbours. Taking mainly
the historical experience of the ‘refugee crisis’ of 2015 in Germany, the
next chapter will develop this idea of the need of arriving. Welcoming and
letting arrive the refugees has also allowed different social groups to arrive

ata deeper understanding of themselves. Arrival can be a central part of
social integration.

Arrival — in Germany, in Europe and
at oneself

political instability, a lgck of publ.ic and legal gecqrity and certainty, and
siolent conflicts have increased since the beginning of the twenty-first
century. All continents are atjfected toa higher or lesser degree.! Forced
migration in the two forms of mterngl displacement and international refy-
e movements 15 hl'gher thgn ever since the Second World War. It mainly
affects the areas nexghbgurmg on crisis regions, but also rich and stable
countries. In an increasingly interconnected and globalized world there
are no ‘tranquil islands of prosperity for the happy few’. Wars and crisis in
any given region of the world will cause political and economic alterations
in distant countries and trigger migratory movements with international
repercussions. Everyone who does not arrive in this globalized and
wransnationalized world, and who does not acknowledge it as the actually
existing basis for one’s own actions, will hardly be able to develop a realistic
strategy for himself or herself, for his or her environment. This is true for
individual and collective as well as for corporative actors.

Baidy Sow is a Senegalese soccer player. Like many of his African
colleagues, he had been lured into paying a trafficker for being brought
to Turkey by false promises of a career as a SOccer star. After all promises
of being hired by a Turkish club had proved null and void he went on
to Germany as an irregular migrant. In the end, he joined FC Wacker
Munich.2 Then he wrote a letter to Philipp Lahm, captain of FC Bayern
Munich and captain of the German national soccer team from 2010 to
2014, and shared his experiences. Lahm asked him in his response: ‘Doyou
know what you want to do after your career? Are you afraid of not being
able to master another trade like you have been able to master playing
soccer? and Baidy Sow replied: ‘1 do not aim at making progress In My lfe,
Lwant to arrive, I guess this can also be a good feeling.”

s e e

Y See: y e eorld.com/%: hitpil/wwwsySte
&Eﬁ?ﬁ.oé{?o?ﬂ?gtglééigﬁ}t& :}tsgzeﬁaﬁm:;\:;%mi!_d_ongoing_armed_co i
2 lp://“""“’w‘lm‘ldbank.o1'yenltopic:/fragilityw:onl'licm‘olence/ovcrvlc\\'- il

3 : 1l known for its/st
efforts acker Munich only competes on the local level but is well known for 1€
3 S Lo integrate migrants,

Die Zeit, 41, § October 2015, p. 22.
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1
welcomes the arrival of refugees will be able ¢ £
¢ and more sustainable way. In this context, o
anings, which shall be introduced below: to DhyZi hag
reach a safe haven, t0 feel accepted or to get a l‘efllistic Perception op ngliz
alities. Arrival can be understo_od as a bmdl.ng concept. It g
::)eciﬁc understanding of iptegratlon thgt contains certain challenges an:
opportunities for all those myolved. Arrival can be useful and Producy,
for all groups of a given society: .fqr the new arrivals such as refugec, as
well as for those who have been living in a certain region for a long time
but have not really arrived yet - either concerning their self'pOSitioning o
their appreciation by others.

A society that
itself in a deepe
many different me

Ve at

6.1 WHAT DOES ARRIVAL' MEAN?

Arrival will be understood here as a comprehensive approach in the
framework of the debate on refugees and integration. The experience
of arrival is inextricably related to that of departure; who leaves from 3
certain place, as voluntary or forced migrant, wants to arrive somewhere,
Since humankind shifted from nomad to sedentary life, migration as a
sequence of departure, long journeys and arrivals always has been an
important part of human experience. Leaving and arriving are the subjects
of Homer’s Odyssey (written around 700 BC) and of the less-known myth
of Aeneas written by the Roman Virgil (70-19 Bc). In almost all regions
of the world, there are myths about those who had to flee their places and
had to arrive elsewhere.* Thereby, arrival is much more than the end of
physical mobility.

The German word ankommen or Ankommen, like its English counterpart
‘to arrive’ or ‘arrival’ does not only mean to reach a certain destination
physically but also ‘to achieve success’ or ‘to reach by effort or thought’?
Thus arrival means much more than just landing somewhere. It should
not be understood as something passive but always as encompassing ones
own activity. For refugees, arrival means in the first place to be - at least
provisionally — in a safe haven and to have, at least temporarily, foupd
accommodation.® Arrival is always linked to satisfaction, a certain easing

—"

4 4 .
Kingsley (2016) took the concept of the Odyssey for his book title and listed the

er text in his “Top 10 refugees’ cforiec® 5 X m/books/20! |
may/lg/mp_lo_ref“gee‘;swrie&ugees stories’, see https://www.theguardian.co

For German ang, ibung/ankom
men; for English Amiv:rslérgenmnkammen see: http://www.dudcn.de/rechtschrelbu g/

61 . € arrive, in: www.merriam-webster.com. 1
Goeth:l;;i;::?y}: mobile-phone application, which had been developed by the ?c;nrllcz
& the Federal Agency for Migration and Refugees, the Federal EmpoY
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ion, being included and being accepted. Ay
of FenSlof ,s ocial integration and of system integra
Zat]onéetails); it is always an open process.
?:ll owing this concept of arriyal, it always encom
ocial practice: It describes a reciprocal process bety,
s | those who already live there. Men those who a
and efforts cannot succeed. The millions of so-called guest york
Ihelre to Germany between the 1960s and 1990g surely wanted tgm w'h .
c:ﬁewhere but were only accepted as ‘guests’. Even upon the arri:;ln of
:heir children many barriers were posed — not only by the society of arrival
put also by their own parents who .feare.d that the arrival of their children
could mean the final break yvxth their region and culture of origin. Actually,
most societies of the twentieth century perceived the arrival of migrants as
assimilation and called upon them. to give up the social, cultural, political
and economic orientatlops of their region of origin, and to adjust pas-
sively to the social conditions of the region of arrival (Williams 2013).
However, even this arrival by assimilation is often made impossible for
the migrants. The societies of origin do not want to lose their influence
on the emigrants. This is highlighted by the Turkish president’s remark
that it amounts to treason when an emigrant does no longer view himself
as a Turk in the first place. The wooing for money transfers and votes by
the heads of state of such emigration countries as Morocco, Mexico and
Senegal is also a telling example of this effort. The equalization of arrival
and assimilation leads the inhabitants of the countries of arrival to cast
suspicion on any positive reminiscence linking immigrants to their (or their
parents’) country of origin. An ethnocentric or even racist equation of
arrival and assimilation is reflected in questions like ‘Your German is very
good, where are you from? or ‘You do not look like a real German, where
are your parents from?’ Such questions make it difficult for so-called visible
minorities actually to arrive (Schultz 2015). :
The forms and eventual success of migrants’ arrival depend on the arriv-
als themselves but also on the society of origin as well as that of arrival. Even
In the twenty-first century, social arrival is denied to millions of migrants
I many societies — by calling them ‘foreigners’ (in Germany), ‘allochthons
(in the Netherlands) or ‘irregulars’ (in the USA) even if they have been
born in that country as grand or great-grandchildren of first-generation

~val is a part of sociali-
tion (see section 6.3 for

Passes an interactive
een those who arrive
TTIVE are not received,

\
i - > h_
;\cgﬁ?lcizhand l;he educational programme of the ARD (Arbeilsgb‘ffﬂe":lsg‘lli‘é‘ﬁbr‘f; d(;f;:;lslcin
en i i ) o 7
Crmany, th, “adfunkanstalten Deutschiands = Consomu:!nd mg world's largest public

¢ most impo G blic TV network

r portant German publi e was nam

‘m‘;l?g::laster) and which aimed at giving information and erientation for refugees,
Menapp’, see https://www.ankommenapp.de/.
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ame time, these people are denied any easy appi.: .
the country of their ancestors, bepause they are perceived ag beingrcl)‘:;l In
place or even as traitors to thq nation there. The refugees’ process of aryj of
is normally even more complicated and tedlo}Js. Their migration o v
marily caused by the desire to escape from a life-threatening Situatiop a;;
to find protection and security sox_ne\‘where. They were not able o spend
too much thought on planning their lives or a long-term arrival ip , well
elaborated biographical plan. An arrival in the above-mentioned sense of 3
one-sided forced assimilation is very costly and harmful for those aﬂ‘ecteda
Therefore, arrival should not be understood in an assimilationist Senseas'
‘finally finding a new home’ or ‘irrevocably knowing where one belongs,
Arriving is always an open-ended process where the arrivals feel im'tiall);
secure and accepted. Arrival implies the acceptance of the rules of tpe
host but never any further and all-encompassing declarations of loyalty or
dissociation explanations. Arrival means primarily to be received decently,
accepted, respected and understood, and to get a chance to participate in
the community of arrival. Arrival also means to share, to be able to express
oneself and to disclose joy and sorrow. Arrival can only be successful when
all those concerned share the same rights and when it is based on mutual

immigrants. At the §

acceptance.
When arrival is understood as an interactive relation of equals, it

becomes obvious that you can only let others arrive if you have arrived
yourself. Those who only seek arrival, happiness and a fulfilled life outside
their own personal history and their own experience of life will neither
be able to ‘arrive’ at other people (in the sense of having success or being
accepted and recognized) nor will they be able to allow others to arrive
Thus, arrival is an iterative and active negotiation of one’s own self and
the foreign other. Arrival is always a station on a journey that has ot
been finished yet. This is even truer for refugees than for those who have
voluntarily left a certain place. The writer and journalist Mely Kiyak, atd
meeting of the Heinrich-Béll-Foundation ‘One Way Ticket - Willkomumen
in Europa?, said the following concerning the issues of belonging and

arrival:
We say that you have arrived when you have reached your destination- Arﬂvﬁaﬁ
;I - (;he word for having reached a certain place. But most of the rcfugeisa‘wa
fr:n &;‘;Lﬁ"&al a certain village or a specific city. Their aim lst:()j B caust
they can no lgngce:tf ?sga ‘:fle the;c e pzelrse(rzgm here. OU!
of the city, out of the coy ire tTey ‘have lived. First, gre : a“;h)é path that i8¢
trajectory in the tradi; a? ty. This way of leaving defines O it refuges
oW accounty, Al onal sense of the term. We know that ror residence ¥
chosen while (s ost all refugees tell us, that their later place 0 cone ¢l

y were on the way. Some have simply followed sO™
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e . Others lost their grou
oined a group ,Ot X roup or got stuck g
::resled during their flight and deported. And they try ag‘:u{l;eivtzg. Some are
or another wa)l/d[-h;k-] L e 8 the same

Wwhat I would like to say, 15, that unlike immigrants, refy i 2

no arrival. The immigrant knows his destination, he immig‘:ag;essix;ls?peﬂe.nce
But the refugee 15 always fleeing something. While the immigrant km':thmg.
the refugee cannot know, where his destination js, That is wl‘l‘;;;lllls
y

degtinat oF that they want t. back i
refugees answer tha w 0 g0 back to their old homes, Aft
And as time goes by the refugee realises more and more that this wa;rbtzlx‘gkgi

be very dlfﬁcult [ . ] 3 5
Arrival is more than just being somewhere. If you do not grasp that this is an

anthropological premise of every human being you will not be able to engage in
humane politics for refugees. When we have a look at those places in Ge, rmgan

where we accommodate refugees, we do not need much imagination to YCCOgnisyé
that arrival in the sense of finding rest does not work well in Germany [.. )
What else can we do except talk about it? I think that the refugees have to be
supported in their efforts to talk themselves and to tell their stories of leaving

and arrival.?

As arrival is something (inter)active, it is different from being stranded
somewhere. This is also true for the refugees. They are never only passively
suffering objects — even if public discourse and scientific research often
treats them in this way. Krause (2015, p. 15) criticizes the infantilization
and reduction of refugees to passively suffering beings without any indi-

vidual history and options for action:

[T]he humanitarian discourse uses an image of refugees which s like the image
of imbecile infants: the image of the infant as tabula rasa is only one in an
extensive repertory of references to a basic humanity in the contemporary
policy-oriented and humanitarian literature on refugees. An infant - a power-
less being with no consciousness of history, traditions, culture, or nationality -

embodies this elementary humanity.
To view refugees as childlike beings, without a biography, without thetr
own choice of action and strategy, as helpless objects that b
Supported in a paternalist manner, will prevent an adequate understand-
Ing of arrival, like the above criticized perspective that equals arrival
Vith assimilation. Our understanding of arrival has much 10 do Wlt;
A understanding of hospitality, as proposed by Friese (ao14): Am‘r,et
5 only possible where hospitality is practised. Friese does not mtf rI.:1d)1
Ospitality as a romantic-moral idea but as a part of the idea — 211

\ /
7 < b1 Vi -auflum]wm
con(;ehup si/iwww.boell.de/de/201 5/02/05/:1nkommcn-ist-mehr'“lﬁ’§lcg:gfi-ns:; her apologies,
see; htl;n Ing her disputed statements in the framework of the SaTa2% &
Ps:/ide. wikipedia.org/wiki/Mely_Kiyak.
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developed by Kant — of a cogmopglitan cohabitation of It

Kant had proposed a cosmopolitan right to ‘universal hospitalityv llkl. i
would not necessarily have to be based upon friendship or em,o Which
attachment but should apply to all human beings and peoples for ragzﬁ:ll

reasons:

We are speaking here, as in the previpus. articles, not of philanthropy, py

right; and in this sphere hospitqlity SJgnlﬁqs the claim of a stranger éme of
foreign territory to be treated by its owner without hostility. The latter may s“ng
him away again, if this can be done without causing his death; but, so long a:?,d
conducts himself peaceably, he must not be treated as an enemy. It is not a rj, Ie
to be treated as a guest t0 which the stranger can lay claim — a special frieng ]"
compact on his behalf would be required to make him for a given time an actuaﬁ
inmate — but he has a right of visitation. This right to present themselves to
society belongs to all mankind in virtue of our common right of possession
on the surface of the earth on which, as it is a globe, we cannot be infinitely
scattered, and must in the end reconcile ourselves to existence side by side: at
the same time, originally no one individual had more right than another to live

in any one particular spot. (Kant 1903, p. 138)

In this sense hospitality has to be understood as a minimum bid of
arrival. Basing himself on the law of reason, Kant argues that all human
beings have a legitimate claim of being treated without hostility when they
enter foreign territory as ‘strangers’ as long as they conduct themselves
peaceably. The right of visitation, according to Kant, is a minimum right
of arrival. In this context, arrival always implies the identification of stran-
gers, or others, because those who are already living at a certain place are
in no need of arriving there. Hospitality (and in our context also arrival)
is to ‘arrange the different, historically grown conceptions and notions of
and the daily relationship to the other, to the stranger — in this sense they
mark and make the stranger and address him at the same time. Thus,'ﬂ}ey
also encompass the understanding of social bonds and solidarity, giving
and taking, closeness and distance, territory and border, private and public
space, ethical-moral demands, political affiliation, citizenship, rights 4
exclusion, in a nutshell: they affect the basis of our cohabitation” (Fricse
2014, p.28).

 Arrival does not mean at all that the arrivals merge Wi
living there. It presupposes distinctions between self and ot _
l§ad5 to renegotiations. Thus, arrival is neither reception without preco” "t
tions nor unconditional surrender. Arrival is neither an act of patern 4
care and submission rooted in morals and emotions nor 2 utilitaf‘an;::n.
“ZIel"s.gi]izltjiited n:]aximizing of self-interest. Following Zygm:;':éel:?; owh
kind of produce strangers, but each kind of sqcx?ty proct= Bauma?
ol strangers, and produces them in its own inimitable way (

th those already
her as well as l}
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17; Elias and Scotson 1993). Friese’s statements (

7, ; :
tllispitali‘y are also valid for our notion of arrival:

2014, p.32) op

ode of human sociability, ties, cooperation and solid

ot arity hospitality s

flict and its opposites i iection. i
also bound to COD y {legauon, rejectio .
Samity and hostility and always refers 10 its limits . - ] H;},}?:135p3tablene§s’
amhropio—humamtanan gesture, charity, caritas, which come frg v

commandmcnts, divine order, philia or even philoxenia, although ;é i‘;::;ng

‘friendship towards the guest’® and might be driven by religi :
jmperatives. Hospl}ahty belongs to the realm of law and{vll;eal:g»]vzu;lﬁgee!m“@
cal. At the same time, hospitality establishes open relationships and shf(:j ti-
not necessarily ask for the benefit, purpose and usefulness for the Conslilut?: §
of a political community. Hospitality encompasses the ethical, the social lhn

olitical, she relates to the very foundations of the society. Shé asks: ‘Ho;;v 1:
live together?’

That is why any arrival constitutes an intensive process of negotiation
of new demarcations; it needs self-reflection and induces social innovation.
This does not necessarily take the direction of tolerance and understand-
ing. The increase of right-wing populist votes and right-wing terrorist acts
following the ‘refugee crisis’ of 2015 show that the arrival of refugees can
also be used as the pretext for new and aggressive demarcations. Arrival
constitutes a complex process of mutual perception and (e)constitution
of the self and the others. Usually the arrival has a cathartic influence on
the cohabitation of those already living there. The arrival of newcomers
makes the social relationships between the old inhabitants move. The
arrival of refugees is not the basic cause for the growth of right-wing
extremist tendencies but only a trigger. The refugees’ arrival reveals the
social deprivation of certain groups, the feeling of social neglect and
missing acceptance, of not having arrived in a society, of protest often
long suppressed by ‘political correctness’. It also reveals dammed-up
opinions and other social phenomena. Those who call for quotas f°f
refugees, because the ‘limits of our society’s stress-resistance are reached’,
or those who even want to hold all refugees accountable for th.e outburst
of organized crime (as in the case of the massive sexual attacksin Colog:;
fmdl other cities on New Year’s Eve 2015), or who want t(? l}se t-he((;ne?;];ny
s nrll excuse for.v1olent attacks on refugee hoste S(; ol the tFigE of cof-
fl an underlying fact: the arrival of refugees e orotesting £rOUPS
thets, whose real cause is the insufficient arrival of the P
In the society,

ey

hich means hospitality: SM.

g }
Literal translation of the German term Gastfreundschaft.
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The arrival of new groups of people in a certain social space leads
new self-assurances and negotiations about.t.he history and the socil;:])
positioning amongst those who are alrea@y living there. Exactly because
arrival is a complex and mutual process, it offers many chances byt also
challenges. There are regular fire drills in all schools in order to find out if
all pupils, teachers and other staff know their roles and what to do i case
of an emergency. Large organizations continuously conduct risk analyses
in order to find out if the existing aims, structures and processes are tough
enough to cope with unforeseen events. Fire drills and risk analyses are
situations of crisis deliberately brought about in order to uncover weak
points. The ‘refugee crisis’ of 2015 had, as shown above, been predictable
to a certain degree, but it was not artificially triggered like a test alarm. Yet,
it can be seen as a chance to deal with hidden risks and unsolved problems
of social groups and societies.
The refugees nowadays arriving in Germany can remind us of the fact
that many of those already living there have their own experiences with
flight and displacement. However, this subject has been suppressed and
hidden for half a century. The predominant collective suppression of the
Nazi past after the Second World War hardly offered any chance for the
refugees and deported people to have an adequate arrival. Something simi-
lar happened to another group: the mantra ‘Germany is no immigration
country’ blocked a proper arrival for the so-called guest workers and ethnic
German emigrants.® It left them with the sole possibility of assimilation
and keeping silent about the experiences of their lives.

It is therefore all the more important to use the recent refugee movement
as a chance to launch a wider-ranging debate on immigration and arrival.
A critical reflection on flight, displacement and ‘guest work’ in German
history since the Second World War is a crucial prerequisite for alleviat-
ing people’s arrival in this country. There is no appropriate critical and
collective reflexion on the question as to which conflicts of identity and
rl:lse};cth<:lssot01a1.wounds were caused by the sup;?ress_ion of flight and dnsgls?;;]e;
S by f;’rpécs 012 public concern. The Nazi regime h'ad been ‘re'iipzs i
By mi ion murdered Jews and tens of millions of civilia e

1s killed during the Second World War, but also for the refuge
/
Re"uggmmn Jaw allows all those defined ethnic Germans to become cilizens of th¢ FCdetra]
public of Germany. Thus after the collapse of the USSR a lot of ethnic Gx.:rm;l:;;’;,ir:' of

from the form H - ‘
‘Sl’tilaussied/ere'f gir.“ Republics o the FRG. The German term for them 5
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ent of tens of millions in Europe. By marginaliz ;
;nd displacement from public discourse andgéoz]ézm%;t?s |ssue ﬁf
cconOmic aqd ppysica;l reconstruction of the country and on the ilY?hto?
{he ‘economic 1mir acle Germany lost an opportunity of social arriya Later
e anti-ﬁnmlgratIPﬂ policies ,and counter-factual slogans like ‘Germany
jsnot an immxgratgon coun‘try represent apother vanished opportunity of
arrival for generations 9f guest worker’ immigrants. The corresponding
social, cultural and political los;es h'ave not been estimated until now,

The arrival of entire generations in Germany and at themselves has thus
peen complicated or simply denied. The spontaneous willingness to help
should not be dismissed as temporary romantic idealism in the light of the
ongoing organized non-responsibility in Europe. In fact, it offers many pos-
sibilities to reshape one’s own arrival in Germany by helping to shape the
refugees’ arrival. The head of the parliamentary group of Biindnis 90/Die
Griinen (Green Party of Germany) in the Bundestag (federal parliament),
Katrin Goring-Eckardt, stated in the Bundestag: ‘We are witnessing a
veritable September-miracle in Germany at present [. . .] We have suddenly
become world-champions of helpfulness and philanthropy [. . .] And for
the first time in my life I can freely state that I am whole heartedly and
without any restrictions proud of my country, with the sole exception of
those arson attacks against refugee hostels. But the Nazis are a minority
and they will remain one.’!0

It depends on the people themselves how the collective experiences of
2015 will be processed —in Germany, in Europe and the world. History will
judge whether the ‘refugee crisis’ will mark a social change comparable to
Qerman reunification, and the direction of this change will be moulded by
civil society, by their organizations and by the political system. Here we can

agree with Etienne Balibar: ‘We can confidently transfer Angela Merkel's
ntry” to our

Prognosis “What we are witnessing today will change our country £o @
continent: it will change Europe. But it has not yet been decided in which
direction.’!! The ‘refugee crisis’ offers an opportunity for an extended
amival - of refugees and of societies. :

This is the case, first, for the forced labourers, refugees and c.hs_placed
People during and after the Second World War.!* About 14 million so-
;al;ed Reichsdeutsche (Germans from the territory of the former Gerrrjar:

¢ich) and Volksdeutsche (Germans settling in other countries) fled wes

\ /
n [atrin-go

en'ng-LElcl}ips:”m""“gﬂk’-lle-bundesmg.de/pm'lament/bundL‘SlﬂgSl"‘fd" /201 Shseptember TS
I pr ﬂfdt.-haushuh-ZO16-generaldebanehmll‘ ienfe Balibar/index.
i 7€ Zeit, 41, 8 October 2015, see. hltp://\wwzeit.de/aulDfC“/ .B/Eu? “displaced people’

althoy lt:s:-(hc Most common translation of the German word, Ver "{d’m‘;ﬁeir country.

& Vertriebener implies that the people were forcibly expelled from

displace
refuge &
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i the final stage of the war, were expelled in that direction after
:,I; \t:ere deportegd to the East (Bade 2002, p. 297). There were ap ad(ti}ilteio‘;:,r
11 million displaced persons at the end of the Second World War. M,
of them had been forced labourers iq Germany, interned in con(:entrz:ltiosnt
camps or both. Their onward migration, settlement or repatriation some.
times took years. Often, these people did not have any place or home j, the
truest sense of the word, because they were often viewed as collaboratopg
of the Nazis in their countries. In addition, there were an estimateq 10
million internal migrants, who, for example, had fled to the countryside
from the bombings of the cities (ibid., p.299). Finally, there were aboy;
9 million prisoners of war (POWs), who returned to Germany from the
end of the war to the 1950s. According to Bade, deportations, flight and
displacement during (and as a result of) the national socialist dictatorship
affected altogether about 44 million people.
About 69 million people lived in the Federal Republic of Germany
(FRG) and the German Democratic Republic (GDR) around 1950,
Two-thirds of the total population had thus personally experienced flight,
expulsion and forced displacement — as victims, perpetrators, spectators
or fellow travellers. In addition, some of those who had fled from the
Nazi regime to foreign countries returned to Germany. They had been
persecuted for being Jews, political opponents, for their sexual orienta-
tion or as intellectuals. This was the complex mixture of those who had
experienced forced migration. The other part of the population was
confronted with issues of refugees and arrival by direct experiences in their
living environment, at work or by the assignment of a part of their living
space to refugee families by the authorities. One’s own return as arrival
and the participation in the arrival of others were mostly executed in 2
nfm-agitated and pragmatic way. The — often traumatic — experiences ?f
flight and expulsion were seldom or never touched upon. Most people did
Dot want to reopen their own and other peoples’ wounds. Further, no 00¢
could be sure if the person he or she was talking to had not been part of,
or a sympathizer with, the enemy party during the war. ;
This is how a culture of silence and the ‘inability to mourn’ (Mitschetlich
and Mitscherlich 1967) developed  and this holds for the Holocaust 28 y
;l{slll}:sceof the Nazi regipie as well as for the experienctfs of ﬂfhtbilllﬂ
thepHolomem of those hvpgm Gf:rmany. Meanwhile, the first bOOKS ?imes
of the N:;“St appeared in the mid-1950s; public debates about thi'fm i
S regime began slowly and it took more than a generd lht -
s and (auto) biographers to present the experience of flig

/

——
g
See: bltp.//wwwpdwb.de/deuSO-OO.htm.
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¢ in their scientific studies and bio i ;
glic.“‘ These can be used to understan%irizl:ilzlpgzgﬁ?s g
o todays’ refugees. This is also‘ true for .the pragmatic yet amb;;’;’:i
impulse to SUpPress and forget, becapse life has to go on’, Thjs can be
helpful for the short-term arrival, but in the long Tun we also have to stage
in this case: he or she who does not learn from history is doomed to repeat
it. Dialogues between rfefugees from the past and present can - if arranged
ina careful and professional manner - function as a catharsis and facilitate
the arrival in a country, of one’s fellow human beings and at oneself

Just after the migration movements caused by the Nazi regime and the
second World War had somewhat stopped, the so-called guest-worker
migration started in the 1950s, which had drawn about 14 million migrant
workers into the FRG until the ban on recruitment of foreign workers
in 1973. About 3 million of them stayed permanently and brought their
families over later. The GDR also massively used — not the least due to the
severe labour shortage caused by the westward migration up to the building
of the wall in 1961 — ‘guest workers’ applying a rotational principle (obliga-
tion to return to the country of origin, no right to bring their families over)
and employing them in underprivileged jobs (immediate production area,
toughest working conditions, up to three-quarters of them working shifts
(Bade and Oltmer 2004, pp.92 f.). Later on the GDR used forced labour
in their prisons to procure foreign currency (Wunschik 2014). About 7.2
million people without German citizenship lived in Germany in 2014 and
16.4 million had either migrated themselves or had at least one parent who
came from another country.!s

The then prime minister of North Rhine Westphalia, Heinz Kiihn,
wrote a memorandum on behalf of chancellor Helmut Schmidt “Status
and.further development of the integration of foreign workers and their
family into the FRG’ in the 1970s and found that Germany was a de facto
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citlinger (1956): concerning the flight and expulsion .
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Pona:y-wefe.able to integrate the refugees in a trouble-free, painless and arL doriprbined
e t CIr arrival in the West they were confronted with widespread comcmpmS b il
: l;ncmnon of the character “R” they were insulted as Pollacks. Nom’?’pedin vk
Fluchtrlc, Bee horrible experiences like abuses and rapes’ (hllplsgf;(;efgst;);asiflle resting
Bic ‘Veme‘b“ﬂg_Deutscher_aus_Mittel-_und_OstcumPa- i began 0

(auto).p; ! : isplacement
o8raphical testimonies and novels about ﬂlghlé"r l::l fg}‘}%& Jantzen and Niehuss

appe, )
) a)f Irflamly since the 2000s see for example Crott and Cre e

15 ¢ 0Nz (2005); Orback (2015); Thimm (2012); Ustorf (2008). Migmdonshiﬂlﬂgm
nd_| .h(:]: http://ww .bpb.de/wissen/NY 3SWU.0.0.Bev"/’oF6lkcru1}1‘gﬁrg:;dBc‘ oelkerungMik
gy https://www,destatis de/DE/ZahlenFakien/Gesellscht

i jakov and Wulf
in Germany see Poliakov and
Ision of Germans after the Second



160 Refugees, civil society and the state
- miprati untry. However, it took another two decadeg yy:
1121]!}:;?;]32;; :;)d thl;ymajority of the populaFipn shared this poin;";tfﬂVithe
?Mehrlimder and Schultzg 2001). The coahtlop.agreex‘nent between t;“e'
SPD and the Green Party 1n 1998, the Law on Citizenship of 200q and the
Law on Immigration of 2005 marked a fgndamental change in Germay
politics at the federal level (SVR 2014). This CONSENsus was not called jpy,
question by any of the larger estabhsped parties c?urm'g the ‘refugee crisis’
In this respect, Germany has witnessed a historically unique turna.
round since the beginning of the twenty-first century. This is true for th,
fundamental changes concerning the legal and institutional framework
as well as for the change of the country’s self-perception in the eyes of
the people living there. Even in 2010, chancellor Merkel answered the
question, whether Germany was an immigration country or not, in the
old-fashioned way saying: ‘In fact, it was an immigration country only
between the 1950s and 1973.’16 But the chancellor even gained the respect
of left-wing intellectuals like Etienne Balibar who used to be one of her
harshest critics: ‘Who (like me) had massively disapproved of the manner
in which Merkel imposed her austerity policies on Europe and who had
strongly criticised the humiliation and expropriation of Greece, must
today acknowledge how invaluable her behaviour was during the refugee
crisis.’!” Yet, Merkel’s former statement, that Germany had ‘in fact’ only
been an immigration country between the 1950s and 1973, highlights
how complicated and contradictory the interpretations of reality and
self-perceptions can be of even one single person — and in this case evena
leading European politician.

During the second half of the twentieth century the slogan ‘Germany
is not an immigration country’ was probably the worst injustice levelled
against the millions of ‘guest workers’ and their families in the name
of German politics and also in the name of the majority population.
For those who had immigrated to Germany during this period, only the
assimilationist way of arrival was offered: ‘Either you become a good
German or you go back to your country of origin.” Arrival was seen a3 a
one-way obligation of the migrants. Neither language courses nor integr-
tion programmes were offered largely. The society of arrival did not ¢

/
O_J'l“_o§f;;1;{$;/rlm.[’t:ﬂndeskanzlerin.de/ContenmmnivmyAmhivxznptergiew/gg;g/; lifz(r);
and will not become ope dSi :{so the statement: ‘Germany is no classic 1.1mn!gr.alt;I o it

osi its historical, geographic and social conditions’ in th 0
Roston Paper by CDU and CSU of 2 July 2001: https//www.faz.net/aktuell/politik/cd:
ulsch{aud-kem-klassisches-einwanderun yl d-122 % Sy

' Die Zeit, 41, 8 October 2015, see: herm. 11 ey /Etienne,
see also for example Financial Tie, se;,‘, ltp.//www.zelt.de/atftOren/B tler; e Yoar
Merkel and Gustay Seib in o Sz’z‘;fl’ 'Deceml?er 2015, p. 7: FT Person 0

leutschen Zeitung, 2/3 January 2016, p. 15.

ibar/indes:
Balibar I
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. :ons on its side.!8 This one-sided assimilation: :
any bl g:g(gll: socialization and integration of tlﬁ:a ngl;flgmm = i
also sha? Lacking sufficient support from their parent hants o
worker$ - -~ d at school and during thej Sy .otjten had
ck twice as hard & ring their apprenticeship in org

o ::Zch results similar to tpose who had acquired the dominant cultu:r
:1)1 4 language in their famipez A lack of success in the educationg] an;
economic system was perceived as a result .of t,hexr own and their parents’
shortcomings but not of the receiving society’s understanding of arriva],
In addition, if they were successful they came under massive pressure to
Jegitimize their achievements when cgnfromed with stupid questions such
as: how comes it that your German is that good? Where were you born?
How did you manage to overcome the obstacle of a university education?

The constant pressure to explain and legitimize themselves has led some
successful second-generation migrants to proclaim a post-migrant era.!®
This is more than problematic. Even if the self-description as a country
of immigration can thus be ex post adjusted to the decade-old reality
of migration, we definitely do not live in a post-migrant period because
neither the migratory process in the spatial sense of the word, nor the
self-assurance of people with a migratory history living in Germany, can
by any means be viewed as complete. A higher-than-average number of
people who (or whose parents) have a migratory history became active in
the refugee movement of 2015. They saw — consciously or unconsciously
- the support for the arrival of refugees as a means to (re)organize their
own arrival in Germany. They are well qualified — not only due to their
possible lingual or cultural competences — to support the arriving refugees,
drawing on their own experiences with the difficulties of arrival. Doing
this they can presumably identify better with Germany - a country they
have already been enriching for more than half a century concerning food,
music, literature, sports and many other social spheres.

The refugees’ arrival offers a special opportunity for - and challenge to -
the emigrants arriving in Germany as ‘Spitaussiedler’ (persons havm‘g ]wgd
I Eastern European countries for generations and considered as ‘ethnic

B .

18
WOrkcf;CHI from an instrumentalist perspective,
origin se:' gllztg principles focusing on their physical a

B oo Oltmer et al, (2012); Rass (2010). igrantisch: ‘The
Preﬁxsue i hs,tli’s3//V""?VW~P1'OJ'ekte.hu-berlin.de/dtf/j‘1lf‘i“‘“Weuts"‘hlan-d-posmu‘glt?(\rxlluls)c‘g;m‘ses
laking e, 4€S 0Ot signify the end of migration but marks gl negoziagh]ighls all the
5 ortcop ace after the phase of migration itself” (Foroutan 2015). The quomfler the (physical
Datia) Mings of the concept; social negation processes ahvtys take plaoecisses of migration
P Migration, during the process of arrival; and physical-spatial pro | migrate (0 OF
Tom Gappe " ¥4 and will take place in the future: more than 2 milion Pl o empic
basis, any every year, The post-migrant concept does 1ot havea

5 * the ‘guest
i ioation had been to ‘select’ the 'gu
e their countries of

bilities already in
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Germans’) after the Second World War. Some of the ancestors of th
‘ethnic Germans’ had emigrated from Germany as early as the middlee8§
the eighteenth century following the invitation by the German-borp Tsari;?
Catherine I1; they lived in several states of the former Eastern bloc, mana
were displaced during the Second World War by Stalin to Siberia; jn differ.
ent waves they came to (West) Germany soon after the Second Worlq War
or especially after the collapse of the Soviet Union.2” “Two and a half .
lion people migrated to Germany as “ethnic Germans” between 1990 anq
2011[. . ] 3.2 million immigrated Germans (including spouses and childrey
who had entered Germany at the same time) declared in the Micro Cengyg
of 2011 to have come because of possessing the status of “ethnic Germang”
(Aussiedler- oder Spétaussiedlerstatus). Thus, 71 per cent of the 4.5 million
“ethnic Germans” who had come to Germany since 1950 were still in
Germany.?! According to a study sponsored by the Schader foundation
the ‘ethnic Germans’ had been stigmatized as Germans or Nazis in their
countries of origin. Later on, they were typed as Russians in Germany:

This verbal expression of exclusion was especially taken up by the young
generation as a characteristic of their own identity and self-demarcation and
still results in massive problems concerning their integration. This kind of
exclusion in their host country, which is at the same time brought upon them
from outside as well as self-chosen and which mainly affects young male ‘ethnic
Germans', is closely linked to the time of their arrival in Germany around the
mid-1990s. The ‘ethnic Germans’ had knowledge of the German culture and
language and found good opportunities on the labour market of the Federal
Republic; their structural integration was quick and successful. Yet, there wer¢
only few people amongst the later (‘ethnic Germans’) emigrant groups who had
any command of the German language, and their cultural socialization Was
completely Russian or rather Soviet. The deteriorating situation on the German
!abour market and the reduction of funds, e.g. for language courses made the
integration into the host country much more difficult. For these people, their
history of migration is often a history of social decline.?2

The ‘ethnic Germans’ who had been interviewed summed up ther
experience of integration in three ways: getting along (earning their living,

‘/

® Ona defmilion of the terms ‘Aussiedler’ and ‘Spitaussiedler’ (ethnic G”f’“",’;é";ﬂi/
gfuil;}:.dial‘c-emxgrams) see: hitp://www.bpb.de/gesellschaft/migration/dossier-migration o
S iedler; h}:jtps:/{d&Wlklpedia.org/wiki/Aussiedler_und_Spéitaussiedler. There is II‘I:
%‘“;fe kot pedia entry and both terms do not have exact English equivalents, S.M.
h:lp.{/www.bpb.de/WISSen/XRVWHC. ungim
.1“,“1“(:};:8'”WWW‘S(:h?del"“muﬂ8-de/themen/vielfalt-und-integrationlfolﬂ-lS/Z“""*mi:’icd]c :
neidls lhce";l'auU\éaﬂ{keVzuwyauderer-auf—dem-land-forschung-inlegration-_von]—aund_imesm
ore detailed article; hltps://www.schader-stiftung.de/themen/vnelfa l'-:;-laeﬂ dlich

tion/fokus/. ; . f ion-
iy zuwanderung-im-laendlichen-raum/artikel/migration-und-integration-
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ble to cope with the' day.-to-day demands), kee
| of the receiving society in certain areas of life)
the lev¢ ble to identify th
Jocals are no longer able to ICCHLy them as strangers). Overall, the ‘ethyjq
Germans’ experienced their amv.al as great pressure to assimilate, [n spite
of the fact that they had been socialized in a totally different socia] context
that many of them had no sufficient command of the German languag.;
and that they had appropflated substantially different norms of behaviour,
the ‘ethnic Germans’ (being §tatus-Germans, who did not have to ‘earn’
their citizenship like those migrants coming from other contexts) felt an
extremely high pressure of expectations to assimilate quickly and without
any problems.

The arrival of the ‘ethnic Germans’ mainly took the form of a forced
assimilation. German citizenship with all civic and social rights linked to
it had been conceded to them from the beginning, because they came as
ethnic Germans and followed a traditional ius-sanguinis way of thought.
They were accordingly expected to adapt to ‘the German identity’ and
‘the German culture’ in the sense of a one-way adaptation to the (alleged)
majority society — especially those ‘ethnic Germans’ who were not able or
willing to fulfil the expectations of assimilation due to the deteriorating
situation on the labour market, insufficient language skills or problems
in dealing with, for example, the public authorities, accepted the external
ascription as ‘non-Germans’ or ‘Russo-Germans' and developed it in.to
a self-description rejecting assimilation. Due to their precarious matenal
circumstances they, more frequently than other social groups, view the
arriving refugees as potential competitors for jobs and social benefits.

Itis not surprising, therefore, that — according to a representative survey
conducted in late 2015/early 2016 — ‘ethnic Germans (together with
immigrants from Turkey) underline the need for immediate integration
courses (not for themselves, but for the refugees of 2015) ,m"Ch mo;e
frequently than other groups. The same is true for their opinion that the
Surrent number of asylum seekers was a threat to prosperity i Germétt; ’(;
fTr}:;e I8 a certain irony in these statements, as these EFO%SS;?';;? ik
Since ‘:/hﬂ'fare b.e nefits on a much larger scale than th‘ilrl; bicause of this,
their 5 lf;}r arrival. In spite of this, or rather, espec:) iy open and publi
negotiu Jective experience must be taken serlo‘usl)l-1 n‘:ﬂi’)g o lead to an
arrivmatlfon of everyone’s rights and everyones bt?C[J g

Th 0 all groups in this country and in this soctety: e living

€ subject of arrival is thus still relevant for thOSC"‘;1 selves (or their
¢rmany for a longer period of time and who them
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ancestors) had ax@o:.a:o& Em.E and &%_wooam.i but have SUppresseq
the memory of it for a long time: the mo,nooa .::mn.mim and refugees of
the Second World War, the ‘guest workers’, ?o:..or_ﬁnms and the ‘ethpie
Germans’. It is also true for those who had lived in either ﬁ.:o FRG or the
GDR until reunification. Have the West OQBN.E Rw:w arrived at the cog-
nitive framings of the world, the normative orientations conveyed during
socialization and the present perspectives of their lives of the people in the
new federal states (that formerly built the GDR)? In addition, do thoge
people who have been socialized in the former GDR feel that they haye
arrived in Germany in the sense that they have been accepted as equals? Or
have they often been faced with immense pressure to adapt and to function
according to the standards of the West German ‘dominant society’?
The subject of arrival, as we can see, does not only affect today’s
refugees. It is a subject for all people living in Germany. By making the
experiences, fears, problems, frustrated expectations and the mutual behay-
joural expectations the normative orientations and mental maps, which are
linked to arrival, the subject of personal dialogue and public discourse,
this complex and sometimes painful process of social integration and
socialization can be successful. This is important not only for Germany but
for the EU member countries in general. The beginning of the European
unification and integration process after the Second World War opened up
the possibility for the participating states and societies to arrive in Europe;
75 years of military conflicts, from 1870 to 1945, had made the countries
and different groups of people realize that the future of Europe could only
be shaped by peaceful cooperation. They wanted to pursue their common
aims such as maintaining freedom, the rule of law and individual as well as
social security while acknowledging the cultural and institutional diversity
of Europe. The reintroduction of border controls by some EU member
states in 2015 highlighted how self-evident and quasi-natural these unify-
ing standards and the underlying view of the world are for the people in
the EU.
Neither the citizens, the companies nor the politicians wanted such
a n.o.ma.o:om of the old country borders for themselves. The European
unification s firmly rooted in the minds of the peoples and institutions -
Mwmm__.mm_m@ when their wm:._.na_.oma. are concerned. However, neither Q.s_
5 Smuwmﬁ%_o__:_sma have sufficiently arrived in Europe on a normative
S i mmé rs&g other parts of the European integration mnoommw
refugees by the %o as the common responsibility for the protection ©
e ommon European Asylum System. Just as the Europea®

ad been born : A rs
and could only rméoﬁ of the painful experience of two World W2

; been pursued i i lly shaped
by 4 ; ) pursued in practice and successfully
Y discursive conflict management, the European responsibility for the
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. ugees can only increase whe; :
_aoa%om MMQHMMHM._KE& discourse. In this mnwmmw %Mo%%m a@? real-life
owémnmwaé_ _ presupposes dispute, discursive agreement %os mzamm =
as any al 58838&08. about the contents and the vmom_m. coguitive
s and about differing interests. EUoniaf
8= was the European debate o:.n:n no?mno. movement that formed 5

Sitical dispute about the normative foundations of the European idea
mc cha fundamental discussion on the common grounds of the EU rmm
. occurred from 2009 to 2014 in .:6 oo.Bmﬁ of the Greek debt crisis and
: nommmz« m.m_.‘.amz. The temporary ‘solution’ of these conflicts by shifting
ihe R%oam_g_@ of coﬁﬂ controls to Turkey and a general reduction of
access to refugee protection were above all the result of the nationalist dis-
courses and politics of many European governments and of the (renewed)
rise of right-wing populist movements and parties. But we have already
shown (in Chapter 4), that ‘solutions’ of ‘refugee crises’ like the ones
attempted on the Canaries, in Ceuta and Melilla or on Lampedusa and the
underlying European agreements to close the borders and shift the respon-
sibilities to others do not provide sustainable solutions in accordance with
the normative self-commitments of the EU.

The policy of St Florian or of NIMBY (not in my backyard) of external-

izing problems and conflicts might have a transitional tranquilizing effect
on politicians and parts of civil society. From a sociological point of view,
astrategy would be more sustainable that keeps up the pressure to agree on
the EU countries. The resulting (necessary) conflict could lead to a deepen-
ing of the cohabitation in Europe and of arrival of the people and govern-
ments in Europe. This conflict would not guarantee an extended arrival
in Europe — an increasing dissolution or a higher degree of fragmentation
of the EU would be possible. Any deepening of the social relations inside
the EU can only be achieved by strengthening the normative and cognitive
foundations of the union.
%wﬁmﬁoﬁ. ﬁ.ro famous QQ.B.ME woomo—omw% Georg Simmel Msm. aﬂaw
Ao a.Eos a_m.vﬁa. and o.opnz.; are positive for ,E_B.ms 1€ umwww mﬂm
moaaﬁam.ﬂ him, dispute is an important form of ‘coming Momwza i
dhinieg, MW_. it does not only (and sometimes not in the masmmc i
Glns. cﬁ_wo but also integrating effects (Simmel 1999 [ . i
Were fung )argued in a similar vein, i e ,Mm__a that social
Conflits rmﬂaﬁm_. for all entangled social relationships o
Ralf ad a stimulating, stabilizing and thus even post

; . re
Vigorg ahrendorf defended the necessity of social conflicts even M0

u . . : i ted social
Spaswam According to him, every kind of domination generate

S librium
OcCietie emely unstable equ
of Power 5 s were always based on an extremely ¢ attendant

nd interest groups and thus conflict was a permanen
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social intertwining (Dahrendorf: 1961). Dahrendorf takes g his
starting point that power is uneql‘lally filstnbuted not only on the leve] o
society as a whole but also on the individual level: people can be Very pow.
erful in certain social positions (for exam_ple as head pf department of an
enterprise), but comparatively powerless in other social p_ositions (such ag
being a resident of a very busy road). That is why, according to him, soci|
conflicts do not only arise between property or income classes but every.
where where aspects of human livelihood opportunities are concerned,
Taking these basic sociological insights seriously, arrival in Europe
means not to be satisfied with the regulative basis of a common European
protection for refugees that has been established so far. The latter can only
work and become effective when its normative and cognitive foundations
are strengthened. Yet, this will not be possible without the real-life chal-
lenges of refugee movements and corresponding conflicts and disputes
over their common European treatment. Those who want to cope with
the refugees’ challenge in Europe by keeping them away and using non-
European countries for protecting their borders will not be able to achieve
any substantial improvement of the CEAS. The latter means strengthening
its normative and cognitive pillars. Entirely in line with Ralf Dahrendorf,
the CEAS should support a system of open borders and of effective
refugee protection:

of any

I had already acquired three passports full of visa and other stamps at that
time. At times, it was annoying to obtain them, but I never fell in with the choir
of those who demanded the abolition of all borders. Borders create a welcome
element of structure and certainty. It is necessary to make them porous, open
for all who want to cross them to see the other side. A world without borders 15
a desert; a world with closed borders is a prison; freedom thrives in world of
open borders. (Dahrendorf 2002, p. 15)

After the EU had been a ‘world without borders’ for a little while it
autumn 2015, it has again become somewhat of a ‘world with close
borders’ since the spring of 2016. It will depend on the civic societies’ an
politicians’ strength to make the EU a ‘world of open borders’. This woul
mean that Europe would arrive at itself — in the sense of the validated
QULOP can norms of refugee protection. Societies in a transnational an
Fr(;eslo;orldl can only be liveable and sustainable when they are 0P e:.

Europea;; rule Of law. and civil as well as social security bel_ng theTg;:se
European hroIS¢S, imply open, caring and solidary societies
Pean ideas claim to make a difference to other models of society =

it the‘ Chinese, where freedom comes off badly, or the USA, where s0¢!

security and the welf; an
: ! are state are i en borders
solidary societies g7 less emphasized. As op

: n
part of the European project, the seriousness &
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i of its refugee protection and the CEAS are the linchpin of the

Lajmies idea. In sum, arrival in the broad sense of the word is not only
g Special importance for some groups of society but is in fact crucial for
o il groups. In this sense, the refugee movement posed a challenge, but
ws e ovide i chancé- It can further thg arrival of all groups of people
o the member countries of the EU and in Europe. Nevertheless, how is

arrival linked to social integration and participation?

63 ARRIVAL AS A CHANCE TO PARTICIPATE FOR
ALL

A concept of arrival remains incomplete if it is not explicitly tied to the
ideas and debates on social integration, social cohesion and on economic,
political, cultural and social participation. What do arrivals expect from
society and what does society expect from them? The German debate
on integration (like that in many other countries) oscillates between the
extremes of a liberal multiculturalism and a strict policy of assimilation
to the majority population. We have recently heard the call - mainly in
connection with the post-migrant position cited above - to do without
any concept of integration. These three concepts shall be presented and
discussed below before introducing a multidimensional and expanded
mode] that incorporates arrival in the sense in which it is used here.
According to the concept of adaption and assimilation,2* integration
can be deemed successful when social cohesion s established by the immi-
grants’ subordination to and integration into the existing dominant struc-
ture and culture. This position, also called monistic assimilation, had been
dominant in Germany for centuries. Today, some politicians but no longer
any relevant number of social scientists espouse this concept. A ra(!tcal
;lﬁiglat;‘]’f is the position linked to radical debates on ml'ﬂmitcﬁrhdsi:é
i thisc s for erasing any .concept. and no.non of mte:gratlgn.anempt i
" model, any reflection on integration representsht e e
" o;t Create a relationship of dominance b?tweenhf ;St; ipaiis
integra%r ed and tl}e supposed whole of society into Wii¢ fy e
ed. After discussing these two extremes, the option © s

con 1
Pt of arrival and participation will be presented.

\ /

b1 i ino and mOre
or Icsg]?e English word “assimilation’ has a multifaceted and b‘:oad. "-llc C:?:,g as used in
the er;t:als the German term ‘Integration’. The German term }.\S-Slml?j ide;niﬁca\ional
Uapigjg, 11 debate on migration, means the socio-cultural, linguistic and social system of
the oy OF the immigrants o the - deemed as homogenous - culture 8 ¢ text below:
Inant society of arrival. Please mind these differences when reading (e &
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Table 6.1  Types of social integration of migrants according to Eggey

Inclusion into host society / hogt context

Yes No
Inclusion into society of Yes mu.ltil')le .inclusion segmentation
origin/ethnical context No  assimilation marginality
—_—

Source:  Own elaboration based on Esser 1999, p. 21, 2001; p. 19, 2009, p.362.

The concept of assimilation is still important when it comes to debates
in civil society, in politics and in science. Concerning science, this can be
illustrated by the proposal of social integration of migrants and ethnic
minorities as proposed by Hartmut Esser. Esser’s point of departure is the
idea that people can either be included in their society of origin (or ethnic
community) or into their host society (or their host community). Taking
into account these two criteria, we arrive at four possible kinds of integra-
tion (see Table 6.1). The first possibility of integration is the multiple
inclusion or multiple integration.?> Here the migrants are integrated into
the host context as well as into the ethnic and cultural references of the
country of origin. A second possibility is segmentation; it occurs when the
migrants are included into their ethnic context but not into the host con-
text. Assimilation, as a third possibility, means the inclusion into the host
context and the abandonment of the ties to the migrants’ ethnical context.
The fourth kind of inclusion, which is called marginality, means that there
is an inclusion neither into the host context, nor into the context of origin.
Like Esser, many migration scholars of the second half of the twentieth
century argued that assimilation was the only way to arrive at a successful
and lasting integration, Segmentation, meaning the non-inclusion and
keeping up the ethnic ties of origin, could not be a stable and desirefi
solution for neither the host context nor the immigrants. Of course, this
was also true for marginality, the non-inclusion in neither the host nor the
context of origin. Esser’s appraisal of multiple inclusion was also very criti-
cal: ‘At the logical level, multiple integration is a possibility, but in reality !
1S most unlikely. It demands a scope of learning activities and possibilities
(tg;)’o’ﬂf)smeople are not able to shoulder. This is even truer for the «'Wte; *Lg;
fitted f, hgr ants. This type of multicultural social integration is 8 i
or the children of diplomats. And it is in fact empirically very I
(Esser 1999, pp. 21 f).
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: ical attitude towards multiple inteprat; g 4o

por jssf)elzzleiialcase. Angela Merkel alsg declargdatil:r;):trcl)(l!)e]rnczl(;llsm i
‘not ;’i]kum’ (multiculturalism) had reached a dead eng 2 This rcs(:r;l-m
Cl::fnl:;eming the rpodel of .multiple integration is linked to the ordinary vig
of how integration ansl ms:lpmgn normally take place, The general public
Jebate as well as the S(.:le‘ntlflc .d1§coyrse were for a long time dominated by
2 stage model of monistic asszmzlqtzon. Ronald Taft had, in 1953, already
proposed this model, which dominated t‘he debates in many immigration
countries such as the USA and Australia. According to this model, the
assimilation took the form of an ‘absorption’ of the migrants into the
existing society in the sense of giving up the culture of the society of origin
and the adoption of the culture of the society of arrival (Taft 1953, p.4s;
see also Heckmann 2010, p. 2).

This monistic assimilation can be compared to climbing a flight of
stairs. Taft (1957, pp.142 ff.) distinguished between seven steps of the
process of adjustment as assimilation. First, cultural learning in the host
society takes place with a view to the language and the central elements
of the culture. Second, a positive attitude develops towards the members
and norms of the host society. This is followed by a third step where the
migrant develops negative attitudes towards the members and norms of
the society of origin and, fourth, the approval or accommodation to the
perceived role expectations of the host society. The fifth step consists in the
migrant’s perception that the host society socially accepts him or her. This
leads to identification with the host society on the sixth step and finally
to the acceptance and perceived conformity to the dominant values and
torms. The implicit assumptions of this model are obvious: integration is
2 dfre"ted process that has only one direction; integration is the migrants’
°blfgaﬁ0n, itis they who have to adapt to the prevailing norms of the l3ost
lslqcxety; Fhe phases of the assimilationist integration are seen as stages in a

erarchical sequence, ;
siv?ius concept of monistic assimilation is (in different forms) still per\srz;

1l Societies and scientific publications. Taft had already strqssed'(19 :
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part of the classic model of the different stages of integration, Culturatioy
(in the sense of the acquisition of knowledge, .abllmes and aboy
language of the society of arrival), placement (1n the sense of positioning
in the system of employment an'd the granting of _rights), interactio
(shaping a net of social relationsh{ps and getting socially accepted in the
society of arrival) and identification (the cultqral-normative distancing
from the society of origin and turning to the society of arrival), when they
are perceived as a sequence.?’ A monistic concept of assimilation leads
to an understanding of arrival where only the arriving immigrant ha to
adapt to the people already living there, while these do not have to make
any changes.

An alternative model to monistic assimilation is that of multicultural.
ism or even the plea for abandoning any kind of integration concept.
Multiculturalism emerged as criticism and alternative to assimilation in
the 1970s and played an important role in politics and science until the
199052 Multiculturalism is a concept of integration and socialization
that assumes that diverse groups, which are culturally different, can
permanently coexist in a given social context. While some countries are
strongly influenced by Catholicism (Poland, Spain), or Protestantism (the
Netherlands, Sweden), others are said to be pluri-religious (Germany,
Japan, the USA). But multiculturalism can also relate to other fields of
social cohabitation: gender norms, the dominant language and forms of
self-government on the local level (for instance, Mexican communities have
the right to decide not to follow the dominant pattern of political decision
making and follow indigenous traditions instead).

The normative concept of multiculturalism is directed against the claim
to power by the dominant cultural concepts, which require all inhabit-
ants of the country — and especially the new arrivals — to adapt to them.
Following a subsidiary logic, the state and common value concepts are 0
have a minimized impact on the areas of life. The latter shall be shaped as
autonomously as possible. Social integration is mainly organized by an
in the different cultural groups. Overall system integration is manage

emaS i

%7 See: Esser (1999 pp. 241, (2001, p, ; irical studics
: > +)s , pp. 16 £), (2009, pp. 358 £.); a lot of empirical %
f}ﬂﬁ!y(,’:,‘j model, for example Heckmann (1997); Ohligert(,123007); the ‘monitorings of mwdg.::g
of asimuf: ationsmonitorings) for the municipal level also reflect this monistic understan
2 Tap (;‘;’;})Worbs 2010, p. 4. S
bias to the mop: pP. 46 1) describes the ‘pluralistic assimilation model’ thus: ‘The om;wr o
groups can form . the “pluralistic”. According to this viewpoint, two or more beri
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ataining mutual respect and ugiversally recognized tolerance, Ty,
foundation of multiculturalism is the assumption tha eyy e
enous societies belong to the realm of political-ideolo ,Uri
s (for example dl}ring the process of nation building) bmgl ::e
«ldom found in social reality. Thus, the idea of a social melting pot
(,widespread m t_hfa USA agd ofher 1mrmgrat19n countries), in which alf
cultural peculiarities of the 1mm.1grar.1t groups dissolve over time and form
a new culture, does not match with dla}Spora groups, Chinatowns or ethnic
segregation. The adhe_rents of _multlcult.urahsm criticize the mode] of
assimilationist integration as being functionalist, because it presupposes
that societies were outwardly closed and inwardly differentiated functional
systems integrated by common value systems and a common culture.?
According to the model of monistic assimilation, successful assimilation
presupposed (in the eyes of the critics) that the social system into which
everyone was to be integrated was indeed a substantially stable, closed and
homogenous functional system. Only then were steps of gradual adapta-
tion as indicators of integration thinkable. Only if the society of arrival
was actually perceived as a unified and functionally differentiated social
system, based on normative integration by common values, could it be
justified to interpret the development of a ‘negative attitude towards the
society of origin’ — and thus towards a part of one’s own self — as a step
towards integration.

Multiculturalism juxtaposes the acceptance of diversity to this negation
of the society of origin, which forms the third of seven steps towards
afjaptation in Taft’s model of monistic assimilation. In fact, there are huge
differences between the constructs of borders of affiliations, for example
n F{ance, Great Britain, the Netherlands and Germany. While the (still
dominant) self-concept of French society is oriented towards the concept
t"}l'.ehgmqgenous {e.publicanism, ethnic-national diversity plays a key ;Orl: “)111_
i mflllfll;h clleﬁmtlon of social integration. In Fhe Nether}l}andi.ré(ii er:of i
i tc.:u tufal self-concept was partially revised after the ;n oo

T ttical filmmaker Theo van Gogh by an Is.]amm fanatic i

0, the acceptance of a multicultural reality seems to have
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part of the social self-description since the beginning of the new century

(Pries 2013c). i ik
Some social groups and scientists, as proponents of a radicalized Version

of multiculturalism, have been pleading for abandoning all normative ryfeg
since 2010. For them, this also includes to forego all empirica] analyseg
of the contents and dynamics of integration, for example the category
‘People with migrant background’ used in the micro census. The initiative
of ‘Democracy not Integration’, founded in 2010 against the backdrop of
the Sarrazin-debate in Germany,®! is in following such post-colonial anq
constructivist criticisms of integration. A corresponding call wasg signed
by about 3,800 persons, mainly people dealing with questions of migratiog
and integration in practice, politics or science. Amongst them were also
about 70 professors. The initiative holds that the concept of integration s
superfluous and pleads for its abolition:

We are a country of immigration. This means, if we want to discuss the condj-
tions of this society and the way in which we live together, then we have to stop
talking about integration. Integration presumes that those who work in this
country, have children here, and grow old and eventually die here, must adopta
particular code of conduct before they are allowed to belon g. But democracy is
not a country club. Democracy means that everyone has the right to determine
for themselves and with others how they want to live together. The talk of
integration is an enemy of democracy [. . J If integration means anything, it is
that we are all in this together!3

The signatories’ intentions are understandable if we take into account
the background of the violent debate on the scientifically untenable,
populist and racist categorizations in Sarrazin’s theses (Hess et al. 2009
Foroutan 2010; Bade 2013). Seemingly neutral, seemingly biological or
‘purely natural’ categories are mobilized in many societies to impose
certain definitions and interpretations of social reality. These ‘polici;s
of naming’ can be specifically developed to discriminate against certain
groups of people and to marginalize them. This is an ancient social
practice. Certain features (red hair) and practices (healing using herl?S)
Were consciously constructed into the focus of society by certain social
groups in the Middle Ages, in order to be able to burn certain groups of

e ————

1 In 2010 the 1 : ) iched @
s ght-wing politician and f i azin publish
by nd former banker Thilo Sar P
d:r‘:xigtrl:egj Dt;:l{“h-[a"d schafft sich ab (Germany destroys itself) and argued that dl;l‘e:;
uslim gou;‘s irnking, higher fetility rates of immigrants and increasing immigration :;e_
The book wasgffe [hfe ;:]ore of “ethnic Germang’ would turn to be a minority_ in the '::ry i
Germany, Of the most frequently sold in the second half of the twentieth cent
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as witches. Colonialism deprived - with the approval and blegs;
b menchristian churches — people of a certain coloyr of their rights i
of the nem a commodity. National Socialism took up the categories ¢ anfi
made tsexu al’, ‘Communist’ or ‘Gypsy’ and attached coloyy symbols ewd
fH?“,‘(;] as well as social norms to them in order to exterminate hy %
Juqdlc (Pries 201 4a). man
be}ggivever, if we call for the general abolitioq of any notion of integration
pased on the afore{nentloneq crl,tlclsm of po!wles of naming, or if we only
speak ofa ‘post—mlgrant.soclety , we are led into a defid end. If we want to
prove that people are socially excludec.l because of their (supposed) country
of origin or their ancestors (d?termmed for example by their name, the
colour of their eyes or skin, their supposed religion), we cannot be against
surveying their history of migration. The official French statisticians are
not allowed to collect data on it and in Germany only data on citizenship,
but not on the actual history of migration, was collected until 2005.
Systematic discrimination against migrants will not be abolished by not
measuring it. On the contrary: appropriate categorizations and concepts
are necessary in order to analyse the social cohesion levels of a society
as well as to uncover exclusions and discriminations based on migration-
related factors. Social discriminations will not be reduced or undone by
speaking of a ‘post-migratory society’ in the face of an annual 2 million
immigrations and emigrations to and from Germany. A differentiated
model of integration, which includes the diverse aspects of arrival, should
look different,

Arrival and integration require an open debate and a basic consensus on
(1) the common norms; (2) the treatment of diversity; and (3) the maxi-
um promotion of opportunities for all people to participate in social life.
g:);%rnmg the first, the legal provisions and the principle of the flomfl:l
exammlaterlal rule of law establish a clear frailmework.‘These xglpc g.n .
tutiOnp % the separation of powers and that their foundation are ¢ ef i
emoc; :%Slc and, human rights.3? The content of ,thxs cox};len§us :)n e
fepeateg]lc ;’q’er 3 must be adapted to the changing 'socxl C'Irl‘;l:ive oy
tivg andy.h h.ls can be; achieved by civic dgbates, pOhtfcal" ef%‘ses il
tion i the Jurxs§11ct10n’s work. The basic order, which de 'm A
and fram::vmany’ 18 — and this is the nature o_f all normat'“:,:sn‘naturally

orks - evaluated and interpreted differently. If it
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lived’ by all people (as all people do naturally breathe), such a bagje order
would not have to be formulated and defended. The nature of al| normg
is that people deviate from them (leading to sanctions when the normg
are effective) and that they are — although designed for being stable i the
medium term — subject to change in the long run.

Concerning Germany’s free democratic order, there are a ot of opinjong
and practices that differ in detail. Some groups demand more direct
democracy, such as in Switzerland. Others want to treat private property
from the point of view of equality of chances and put more taxes on it.
All major deviations from the formal legal framework are punished by
police and justice and sanctioned by penalties if necessary. Most devia-
tions (above all the minor ones) are not formally registered and punished
but punished socially at most. This is true for many forms of domestic
violence or tax evasion. Yet there are attitudes towards this basic order
and systematic efforts that a militant democracy must systematically
reject or even combat.?S That is true, for example, for any attempt to limit
the existing basic order to Christian—Western basic values. It is true that
Germany experienced a Christian-Western tradition and history that all
people living in the country should be familiar with. But in the course of
the twentieth century the country has become more diverse concerning
cultural and religious orientations (above all by Muslims and non-religious
people), which makes the demand for a commitment to Christian—Western
basic values an exclusive one. We also have to reject an attitude that puts
its own religious values and orientations above the free democratic order.
Certain sections of the Islamic population do not accept the separation
of religion and state and even put the authority of religion above that of
the state. This also applies to right-wing extremist conceptions and aspira-
tions, which aim at replacing the free democratic order by an order that
is based on authoritarian-racial and national-racist ideas and excludes
certain social groups based on their religion, ethnical ascription or political
orientation.

The critiques and opponents of a militant democracy outlined above
lead directly to the second aspect of arrival and integration, the treatmeén!
of diversity. Here, too, a sustainable strategy of arrival and integration
must steer between the Scylla of not recognizing and blotting out diversity
and the Charybdis of an inconsequential arbitrariness of diversity: 10°
concept of a militant democracy is directed against this kind of arbitrarl-
ness that calls for recognition of and tolerance towards those forces Who%®

/
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Concerning the concept of militant democracy see: https://de.wikipedia.
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e actions are clearly outside this bas;

'hmku;ishag(,jwhen possible. This applies to Islami:t‘;rsd::e;nd \'Vho s
to abo’ etrators of violence. The trial against tp, - nght'Y"Pg
extremist PETP 15t the National Socialig

und (NSU) shows most clearly how crimina) 3
Undergro tobicta s Energy to abolish
the basic order erroneously has 3Een treated as an acceptable diversity of
opinions for more than a decade.” :

The debates and the jurisdiction on wearing headscarves, SWimming
instruction for girls at school, or the circumcision of boys (SVR 2016) have
shown how difficult it is to differentiate between an acceptable diversity of
\alues and practices on the one hand and intolerable violations of human
and basic rights on the other hand. You cannot escape from the necessary
debates and the permanent redefinition of borders by propagating an
inconsequential arbitrariness of diversity or even the end of differences
and designations. This is more or less the case with the above-mentioned
initiative ‘Democracy not integration’ or the concept of the ‘post-migrant
society’. The socially appropriate naming of socially relevant diversity
must be a point of contention on open societies, which are oriented
towards arrival and participation. The detection of group-related discrimi-
nation, the recognition of certain social groups with their particular needs
and requirements, the facilitation of arrival and equal participation are not
possible if we are not able to name diversities. It is often these social groups
themselves who claim to have a different ethnic, religious or national origin
in their struggle for recognition. This was true for the ‘ethnic Germans’ in
Germany, the Harki in France or the Gurkhas in Great Britain.”” Canada
tr_ad}tionally follows a policy of recognition and promotion of diversity,
aiming at strengthening social cohesion. When Canada drew up certain
Programmes for the advancement of the descendants of the indigenous
People, the number of those identifying with these ethnic groups rose sig-
:(l)f;cantly}% Thus, the identification and acceptance of diversity is always a

plex process of group-oriented internal and external ascriptions.
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Contrary to Canada, France had mo.n a long a.S..o been aoBE.ﬁna bya
vac_mn»n-mmwmgawu concept of society, ir.ono. issues of Qon or relj.
gious allegiances had been cmsnna from public life (and official Statistics)
and confined to the anoaa. private mmrﬁ.‘n It was ru.n&w Possible, for
example, to analyse systematic discrimination against immigrants frop,
the Maghreb region by using the official statistics, because generating dat,
on features like ‘migration history’ or ‘migrant background’ would haye
been contrary to the egalitarian orown?vnjn_u_n. The same is true for
the religious affiliation, which had not been a_mocmw.ma for a long time. It js
mainly the right-wing populist Front National, which has established (not
religious affiliation in general, but) Islam as a new a_wm_bm&wrwum feature in
public discourse since the 1990s (Altglas 2010). Despite all republican tra-
ditions of paying no attention to differences of belief, religion or ethnicity
in the public sphere, it is exactly these differences that have become more
and more important for the political debates over the last two decades
(Wihtol de Wenden et al. 2013).

The White-Anglo-Saxon-Protestant (WASP) category served to identify
a group of people in the USA defined by colour, belief and region of origin
and which had had privileged access to socially sought-after positions
for a long time. A distinction between ‘allochthon’ (the others/strangers)
and ‘autochthon’ (the natives) (which is rather problematic when used in
political discourse) has gained ground in the Netherlands after decades
of a dominant multicultural understanding of integration (Doomernik
2013). Great Britain has extended the number of personal attributes and
introduced internal differentiations (colour, languages spoken, country of
origin, ethnic and national self-attribution, religion; Green and Skeldon
2013) for the official censuses for the last 25 years. In Germany, the new
characteristic ‘person with (or without) migration background’ — first
used in the Micro Census of 2005 — has had massive repercussions on the
public, political and scientific debates on migration (Pries 2013c). On the
one hand, it was thus possible to analyse the educational outcomes and the
employment situation of migrants and their descendants in more detail,
while, on the other hand, millions of people were suddenly pushed into a
new category of ‘being different’, a category mainly perceived as deficient
or problematic.®

Generally speaking: the social construct of diversity and the policies of
naming linked to it can produce stigmatization and marginalization but
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