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Abstract

This thesis examines the residential histories of Munich's Turkish population and evaluates
the application of a biographical approach to the explanation of residential mobility. The
analysis focuses on three different, but complementary, levels of analysis. The first
examines the changing aggregate patterns of residential location and migration of Munich's
Turkish population in the 1980s and 1990s. Secondly, the analysis turns from the cross-
sectional to the longitudinal and examines the residential histories of a cohort of 72
respondents. Thirdly, and moving further from the aggregate to the individual, the study
explains residential histories by incorporating people's experiences, and evaluates the
usefulness of a biographical explanation of residential mobility, based within a theoretical
framework connecting identity and action.

The research adopts a 'mixed methods' approach combining qualitative and
quantitative methods to address the three levels of analysis effectively. Analysis of
population and housing data from the census examines aggregate patterns of location and
migration for Munich's Turks. The results of a questionnaire survey outline movement
through space and through the housing market for one particular cohort. Finally, in-depth
biographical interviews examine people's residential histories in more detail by
incorporating their experiences, focusing both on primary immigrants and their children
joining them in Germany later (secondary immigrants). The in-depth part of the study also
provides the opportunity of outlining and evaluating a biographical approach to urban
residential mobility.

The research shows that, for both primary and secondary immigrants, residence has
a significance that makes housing a crucial issue, important for feeling at home in Germany.
Finding adequate places to live, however, has always been difficult for Munich's Turks as a
result of their inferior position in the housing market. As a consequence, this population has
undergone a marked sequence of movement through housing sectors, that has also resulted
in processes of deconcentration and selective suburbanisation. These spatial patterns have
not been the result of choice by the people concerned but are determined significantly by
the structure and mechanisms of the housing market in Munich. At the level of migration
theory, the research demonstrates that action (movement) and non-action (non-movement)
are significantly located in people's biographies. Thereby, it is also shown that placing a
biographical approach within a theoretical framework connecting action, narrative and
identity is one way of addressing the demands of overcoming the structure/agency dualism,
and contextualising migration and non-migration more fully. N
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Chapter 1: Introduction

‘We know very little about the housing histories of foreign families in Germany’.
(Giinther Glebe at a seminar in Brussels, 15 November 1995)

1.1 Introduction

Immigrant minorities and their children from the countries around the Mediterranean have
become a familiar sight in most countries of north-western Europe. Recruited originally to
fill labour shortages during the long period of post-war economic growth, such people
have now become an integral part of these societies, constituting a significant percentage
of the population, particularly in the larger cities. Governments in the receiving countries
have dealt with these ‘guestworkers’, ‘foreigners’ or ‘immigrants’ (the terminology often
revealing the prevailing attitude) in various ways at various levels, from attempts at
integration or demands for assimilation, to selective exclusion. In most countries,
particularly in the Federal Republic of Germany, the attitude towards these ‘foreigners’
has been characterised by a high degree of ambivalence. On the one hand, economic
necessity for them has always been acknowledged by most observers. On the other hand,
their integration into German society has usually been seen as impossible and undesirable,
the strength of these feelings depending on the particular ‘group’ under consideration, and

their ranking in the ethnic hierarchy.

Behind these migrant ‘groups’ there are individuals who have passed through
varying social, economic and legal frameworks, operating at different levels, through time.
These individuals have their unique biographies, identities, fears and expectations. In
short, there exists a variety of people and experiences, and a wide variation in the way

these similar ‘structural forces’ have been dealt with by different individuals.

While the number of studies examining various aspects of the lives of ‘non-
Germans’ is undoubtedly impressive, investigating very different problems at different
levels of analysis, research in geography concerning the situation of these ‘groups’ in
urban areas has been surprisingly limited and has become very sparse in recent years,

usually concentrating on the 1970s and 1980s and stopping around the time of German



reunification (see Chapter 2). Most researchers (e.g. O’Loughlin and Glebe 1984a;
O’Loughlin 1988) have relied on aggregate analyses based on official data, often focusing
on aspects that have been singled out as matters of concern by policy makers - such as the
likelihood of ghettoisation. These studies, usually taking a cross-sectional rather than a
longitudinal approach, have provided some valuable insights into the position of
immigrants and their offspring in German cities, and yet geographical research in this area
is characterised by significant ‘absences’ and ‘silences’. In particular, and reflecting
official discourses, these ‘groups’ have often been treated as undifferentiated wholes, and
the individual has thereby been overlooked. As the statement by Giinther Glebe suggests,
there are still significant gaps in our understanding of residential issues affecting these

minority groups.

The concern of this thesis is with these neglected dimensions of experience,
individuality and subjectivity in a longitudinal context. This is not to deny the usefulness
of aggregate approaches, which form an important part of the present thesis; instead the
intention here is to supplement these approaches at a ‘lower’ (and, at the same time,
deeper) level of analysis. The aim is thereby to contribute to a deeper understanding of the
processes at work to shape residential histories. However, while the focus is on the
individual, it is also on society and social forces. In Giddens’ terms, it is about both
‘structure’ and ‘agency’ (Giddens 1979; 1984), and their significance in the sphere of

residence.

The research is based in Munich, Germany, and focuses on one particular
immigrant ‘group’ - the Turkish population. It examines their residential histories from an
explicitly biographical perspective, as well as analysing aspects such as segregation,
location, movement through space and movement through the housing market from an

aggregate perspective, and in relation to the structure of the city’s housing market.

In some ways, Munich represents ‘the German city’, while in other ways, it is
significantly different through its historical evolution and its current place in the national
division of labour, as well as its particular political structure. The research therefore
examines both ‘the general’ (a minority group in a large German city, located within the

political, social and economic structure of the Federal Republic) and ‘the unique’ (the



particular local social, economic and political forces as well as unique individuals within

this general group of Turkish immigrants and their children) (Johnston 1991a).

Munich was chosen as the location of the research for a number of reasons.
Firstly, the city has so far been largely excluded from the impressive number of studies |
researching immigrant minorities in German cities. This is surprising for a city that has one
of the largest shares of non-Germans among its population (over 21%). Munich therefore
clearly merits examination. Secondly, within a very severe housing shortage in most of
Germany, Munich is known as the city with the tightest housing market, reflecting its
attraction as a centre of economic buoyancy and cultural variety, as well as its high quality
of life. The situation of stigmatised immigrants in an extremely tight housing market is

particularly interesting,

My own background and interest have also influenced where I did my research
and also what and who I wanted to research. From various visits to the city, as well as a
short residential stay there in 1988, I had become more familiar with Munich than with
most other German cities. This familiarity led to a certain degree of curiosity, and the
desire to examine its structure, understand its spatial form and examine its social,

economic and political life.

I was brought up in a small town in southern Germany, where I lived until I was
20 in a typical working-class district, characterised by post-war Mietskasernen (rental
barracks) and company housing. The house opposite belonged to a large building
company, housing mainly Gastarbeiter (guestworkers) from Italy, Yugoslavia and
Turkey. Being around these immigrants has been a feature throughout my life. From my
early memories, I always had Turkish friends, and I think it is here that the roots of my
interest in the situation of these people in Germany have to be looked for. An interest,
that twenty years later was to turn into shame, anger and frustration when, almost fifty
years after the end of the ‘Third Reich’, people of Turkish origin died in their homes in
arson attacks in Mélln and Solingen. These events shook me as they shook most people in
Germany, since they showed that behind every discourse, behind every action, behind
every policy, there are always individuals affected by it. In this case, it was the Geng
family who were almost completely wiped out through the arson attack by Neo-Nazis in

Solingen, but one felt that it could have been almost any other Turkish family in almost



any other German city. I thereby felt that, despite the dearth of academic studies in the
subject-area in the 1990s, residence as an issue was possibly more significant than ever for
people of Turkish origin. Moreover, I started to think about the question of whether the
meaning of residence changes over time, how residence is integrated in other aspects of

people’s lives and why and how decisions concerning ‘the home’ are reached.

1.2 An outline of the research

The broad objective of the thesis is to examine and explain the residential histories of
Munich’s Turkish population, set within a framework that focuses on both ‘structure’ and
‘agency’, on the aggregate and on individuals. The two broad ‘groups’ that will be
examined here are first generation immigrants on the one hand (henceforth called ‘primary
immigrants’), and their children who came to Germany in order to join their parents
(henceforth called ‘secondary immigrants’), on the other. For reasons explained in chapter

4, ‘second-generation’ children born in Germany have been excluded from the study.

Integrated into this broad objective is an examination of the usefulness of an
explicitly biographical approach to non-routine action, in this case migration/non-
migration (Halfacree and Boyle 1993). This takes the form of applying and evaluating a
theory based on the concept of ‘narrative identities’ for the explanation of action. This
second objective has been stimulated to a significant extent by a recent debate in
population geography on the atheoretical (and sometimes reductionist) nature of the
subject-area, and has contributed to the particular theoretical and methodological

direction of the study.

In order to arrive at a more comprehensive explanation of the constitution of
residential histories, the thesis examines the issue from three complementary perspectives,

applying different research methods and using different data sources.

Since residential processes take place in the housing market, a detailed
examination of the (spatial) structure of the Munich housing market forms the backdrop
to the entire study, and provides the context for the aggregate analysis of patterns of
location and migration. Based on census and Fortschreibungs (continuous registration)

data, this aggregate analysis examines the changing locational distribution, as well as



aspects of the residential migration, of Munich’s Turkish population. These patterns are

examined in relation to the characteristics of the housing market.

Secondly, and moving from the aggregate to the individual, individual residential
histories will be examined and analysed. These are derived from a larger-scale
questionnaire survey, which makes it possible to examine movement through the housing
market at the level of the individual, as well as linking this to movement through space,

thereby bridging the gap between aggregate patterns and individual processes.

Thirdly, residential histories are investigated from the point of view of individuals,
examining their experiences of, and reasons for, movement through the housing market
and the way in which residence is integrated in, and impinges on, other aspects of their
lives. This provides the opportunity for the people concerned to ‘tell their stories’, and
creates the possibility of examining how ‘structural forces’ impinge on individual lives and
how individuals exercise their agency within ‘structures and mechanisms’ operating at

different levels.

Translating a theoretical framework that focuses on ‘structure’ and ‘agency’ into
empirical research clearly necessitates this range of perspectives in order to arrive at a
more comprehensive picture of the constitution of ‘housing careers’. A mixed methods
approach, as applied here, is the most promising way to achieve this aim. These objectives
are therefore matched by, and operationalised through, three different research methods:
the analysis of official statistics; a questionnaire survey, and in-depth biographical
interviews, which also provide the opportunity to assess the usefulness of the concept of

‘narrative identities’ to migration research.

The study thereby makes a number of original contributions to existing work on
immigrants in (German) cities. These contributions relate to the substantive subject area,

as well as to theory and method.

In the subject'area, it examines various aspects of the developing spatial situation
of (Turkish) immigrants and their offspring in Munich, and thereby adds to the large body
of work based on aggregate data in other German cities. In particular, it adds to the range
of findings focusing on location, migration and segregation in other urban areas, and

examines these issues for the case of Munich. It supplements existing cross-sectional



approaches by a longitudinal perspective, based on the findings of a questionnaire-survey.
In doing so, it systematically examines movement by one particular cohort through the
housing market, as well as linking this to movement through space. Finally, it examines,
from an explicitly biographical perspective, movement through the housing market from
the subjects’ point of view, concentrating on issues such as the changing significance and
meaning of residence over time, experiences in the search for housing, and the relation
between housing and return. In contrast to existing studies, this part of the analysis of
residence is thereby firmly placed within the totality of the respondents’ lives, and is

examined for both primary and secondary immigrants.

On a theoretical level, the study contributes to the theory of migration by
evaluating the usefulness and applicability of a biographical explanation of migration, that
could also inform research in other areas. Additionally, it assesses the significance of a
particular theory of action, in which action is connected with identity, for studies in

population geography.

With respect to method, it supplements the large number of studies applying
(mainly aggregate) single methods through the application of a ‘mixed-method approach’,
presenting a more holistic explanation of the residential histories of one particular
immigrant group in a specific German city. The way these methods combine in practice
and in the final thesis will provide important information to future studies in the subject

area.

1.3 The structure of the thesis

There exists a very wide-ranging academic literature on the situation of immigrant
minorities in Germany in general, as well as their position in urban areas in particular,
mainly focusing on the three aspects of migration, location and segregation. As outlined
earlier, this literature is in general more concerned with the aggregate than the individual.
A review of these studies, and of literature examining political frameworks affecting
immigrants at various levels, is the focus of chapter 2. This makes clear the academic
context in which this study is set, the material it builds on and the gaps it attempts to fill.

Chapter 3 outlines the social-theoretical framework of the study, focusing in particular on



theories of ‘agency’, ‘action’ and ‘identity’. Making these conceptualisations explicit is
crucial, for not only have they been used to inform the analysis of the research material,
but they have been fundamental in structuring the entire research process, not least the

research methodology.

Chapter 4 introduces the methods used, focusing on the nature of official data
sources, the design and execution of the questionnaire survey, as well as the various
stages of the in-depth interviews. Furthermore, the chapter makes explicit how the
research results were analysed, and how the different methods relate to each other in a

‘mixed methods’ approach.

Chapters 2 to 4 form the first major part of the thesis, providing the Frameworks

for the empirical analysis that follows.

Turning from ‘theory’ and ‘method’ to research findings, chapter 5 introduces the
most significant aspect of the structural framework, formed by the Munich housing
market. The chapter is organised in two parts. The first examines housing policies and
housing developments since World War II. The second presents the spatial structure of
the housing market based on the 1987 census, and introduces a number of current issues

related to housing.

Having outlined the housing context in chapter 5, chapter 6 introduces Munich’s
Turkish population and turns to an examination of location, segregation and migration at
different levels. The chapter is again organised in two main parts. The first examines these
three issues based on official data, in the context of the housing market introduced in
chapter 5. The second part then presents the results of 72 questionnaires, and highlights
issues related to movement through the housing market. Subsequently, this is linked to

movement through space.

Chapters 5 and 6 form the second main part of the thesis, providing an analysis of
the Context in the form of the Munich housing market, as well as examining Patferns and

Processes at the aggregate and cohort level.

Taking the level of investigation further from the aggregate to the individual,
chapters 7 to 11 are based on the results of 36 in-depth, biographical interviews. In

chapters 7 and 9, the focus shifts temporarily away from housing, and a longitudinal



perspective on the lives of the ‘primary’ (chapter 7) and ‘secondary’ (chapter 9)
immigrants is sought. Respondents’ experiences since coming to Germany are examined,

drawing on part of the theoretical framework introduced in chapter 3.

In chapter 8 (for primary immigrants) and 10 (for secondary immigrants), the role
and significance of residence is then evaluated, integrating it into a perspective that
focuses on the totality of the respondents’ lives presented earlier. Issues such as
experiences in the search for housing are highlighted, and movement through the housing

market is explained. However, movement through space is left on one side in the chapter.

In chapter 11, the focus turns further to the individual through the detailed
examination of two residential histories, integrating the material presented in the earlier
chapters and returning also to movement through space. Moreover, various aspects of
residential histories are explained by the concept of ‘narrative identities’ introduced in

chapter 3.

Chapters 7 to 11, drawing on material gathered through in-depth interviews, form
the third major part of the thesis, examining the Experiences of individuals and cohorts in

various spheres of life, and the significance of residential issues.

In chapter 12, the different aspects of the research are brought together and the
conclusions summarised. The theoretical framework and concepts, and their usefulness
for this type of study are critically assessed, and the broader implications of the study at
the levels of theory, method, contribution to geography and policy, are highlighted.

Finally, avenues for further research generated by this study are suggested.



In this first part, the ‘frameworks’ for the empirical part of the study, as well as for the
chapters based on the findings generated by the empirical research, are outlined. This part
consists of three chapters discussing separate aspects of the framework: a review of
existing studies; social theory, and research methodology. While these aspects are
discussed separately, they are clearly inter-related in the wider structure of the research
and the thesis: the substantive focus (residential histories) is to a significant extent the
result of the existing state of knowledge in the subject area dealing with residential
aspects of immigrants in German cities. This focus, in conjunction with the state of
theoretical discussion in population geography, has then led to a particular theoretical
framework. This, in turn, called for particular research methods for the major focus of the

thesis.

In chapter 2, a review of the academic framework in which this study is set is
therefore provided. It is shown that while the findings from existing (mainly aggregate)
studies are impressive, a focus on the individual and an in-depth approach are missing
from the subject-area. If recent suggestions and criticisms are taken seriously, such an
approach should not be couched in traditional conceptualisations of ‘behaviour’, but
needs to be accommodated into a biographical explanation of non-routine action. As a
result, chapter 3 outlines the social-theoretical framework adopted here, and discusses
theories of agency and action. Such an approach calls for particular research methods
which are outlined in chapter 4, where the variety of methods used is discussed - a variety
that reflects the different levels of analysis in this study. While this part as a whole
outlines ‘frameworks’ separately, however, this should not distract from the fact that
these have also been developed and readjusted in a constant dialogue with the later

empirical part of the research and the empirical findings.



Chapter 2

Immigration to Germany - Immigrants in German Cities: A

Review of the Literature

2.1 Introduction

According to Casties and Miller (1993), the Federal Republic of Germany has received
more than 20 million immigrants in the post-war period. These immigrants have arrived in
a number of different ‘waves’ (Peach 1992), ranging from the return-movement of ‘ethnic
Germans’ (a problematic term, see below Section 2.3) displaced by Russian and Polish
annexation of former German territory (Herdegen 1989), to large-scale refugee
movements in the 1980s and 1990s (Bihr and K6hli 1993). In-between these two waves,
what are probably the two most significant kinds of immigration have taken place: the
recruitment of migrant labourers from the countries around the Mediterranean basin in the
1950s, 1960s and 1970s, and the subsequent immigration of their family members,

primarily in the 1970s and early 1980s (but continuing to the present).

Immigrants who arrived in Germany as part of these ‘second and third waves’ are
the subject of this chapter and, indeed, this study. In section 2.2, the most significant
aspects of labour migration and family reunification will be reviewed. This is followed in
section 2.3 by an analysis of the legal framework these migrants have entered into and,
currently, live in. In the second main part of the chapter, intra-urban processes of change
amongst this population will be examined, focusing on the three (inter-connected) issues
of location (section 2.4.2), segregation (section 2.4.3) and residential migration (section
2.4.3). The chapter concludes by arguing that while the situation of these immigrants in
urban areas is a well-developed field of enquiry, it is also characterised by gaps resulting
from the reliance on aggregate-type approaches. It is these gaps that this study aims to

fill.
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2.2 Labour migration and family reunification: the case of Germany

Compared to other European countries, labour migration to West Germany started
relatively late as a result of the immigration of refugees from East Germany and the
former eastern territories lost to Poland and the Soviet Union (Spaich 1981), as well as a
later start of post-war recovery (Castles ef a/ 1984). By the mid-1950s, however, these
labour reserves started to dry up, necessitating the ‘importation’ of labour from
economically less-developed countries around the Mediterranean (Castles and Kosack
1973). Labour was an essential factor in maintaining post-war economic growth (King
1993), and the state initiated a highly organised system of labour recruitment (Dohse
1981a) that selectively tapped, in Marxist terms, the latent surplus population of various
Mediterranean countries (Kastoryano 1991). Different periods of recruitment,
corresponding with concentrations on particular countries, have had important
geographical implications at two levels: at the regional scale, there has been a distinctive
‘geography of arrival’, reflected in a south to north dispersal of immigrants (Giese 1978;
Blotevogel ef al 1993), leading to the numerical dominance of different immigrant groups
in different cities, often exacerbated further by chain migration (Kolodny 1982).
However, this pattern became less clear-cut as time went by through processes such as
random employer preferences and differential rates of population growth and decline
(O’Loughlin 1985; Jones 1990). At the local level, later immigrants often found
themselves in a more difficult situation in the housing market, which is also a reflection of
their increasing physical and cultural distinctiveness and the resulting stigmatisation and

discrimination (Castles 1992).

Workers were recruited either by the Federal Employment Office or directly by
the individual firms, with recruitment being geared exclusively towards the needs of
industry (Amin 1974)!. The important economic contribution of immigrants for the
receiving countries, and their lasting impact to the present day through fulfilling a number
of different functions in the labour market, have been pointed out by various authors

(King 1993; Mehrlander 1994).

These migrants usually entered the labour market at the very bottom, replacing

(rather than displacing) ‘native’ workers and facilitating their upward mobility (Dohse

! See chapter 7 for a more detailed description of the recruitment process.
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1981a) or, in Hoffmann-Novotny’s (1973) terms, ‘underlayering’ the labour market®.
Thereby, they were concentrated primarily in manufacturing and building, where they
were segregated in manual, unskilled tasks (Castles and Kosack 1973). This
concentration in certain sectors and jobs undoubtedly created the perception in many
‘natives’ that immigrants from these countries were underqualified and incapable of
performing more demanding tasks. In other words, they were also constructed from the
beginning as the ‘lowest of the low’ (Walraff 1985), this itself contributing to their on-
going social, cultural, political and economic marginalisation. According to Tichy (1990),
this was achieved through a fragmentation of the labour market, in which the ‘secondary
market’ became increasingly defined by ethnicity. This fragmentation has subsequently
been characterised by a high degree of persistence. Thus, while an increasing number
have now moved into ‘services’, the socio-economic status of immigrant workers has
remained virtually the same: the majority are unskilled, working in insecure conditions in
declining industries (Castles et al 1984, Marshall 1988). Even with a small number of
immigrants now making the step into self-employment (Sen 1994), or moving into the
professions, unemployment has increasingly become an issue for the immigrant
population in times of recession (Winkler 1993), generally being highest for the Turkish
population (Esser 1985). The reasons behind these developments are straightforward:
willingness by employers to lay off ‘foreigners’ first, indicating their role as an ‘economic
buffer’ (Dohse 1981b); their concentration in declining industries (Kasarda ef al 1992);
and within these industries, their concentration in the least-skilled jobs (Korte 1985), as
well as preferential treatment of Germans and EU-citizens on the job market (Schmalz-
Jacobsen et al 1993). Low socio-economic status, low upward social mobility and high
unemployment thus all contribute to weak bargaining positions in areas such as the

housing market.

The long stay of these ‘guestworkers’ was clearly not planned and these later
developments not anticipated. On the contrary, at the start of the guestworker system, the
creation of a temporary, rotating labour force was envisaged which, by making it subject
to discriminatory laws and practices (Layton-Henry 1990) such as a restriction of work
permits and the tying of residence permits to work permits, could be disposed of at will in

times of economic stagnation (Sen 1993). This temporary nature of labour migration was,

2 He goes on to argue that the same process occurred slightly later on in the housing market.
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at the beginning, very much to the taste of all three parties involved: the sending
countries, the recruitment countries, as well as the migrants themselves (Engelmann
1991). This situation changed, however, as both employers and migrants realised that
temporary stay and rotation were non-options (Castles et al 1984). The immigrants
realised that savings were not as high as anticipated, and that employment opportunities
in the home countries were poor (Power 1984; Collinson 1993b). From the employers’
point of view, rotation would have been costly, since investments had been made in the
training of the ‘guestworkers’. While a large number of Gastarbeiter did indeed return to
their native countries during periods of recession, many stayed in Germany, increasingly
bringing their families to the country, this itself reducing the likelihood of return (Wilpert
1987).

Changes in the familial compositions of these ‘guestworker’ groups then usually
led to different residential needs. The early accommodation for the (predominantly male
and single) workforce was provided by the employers. With the prospect of a longer stay
in Germany, however, often coupled with the reunification of the family (or parts of it),
the desire and necessity (see Section 2.3) by the immigrants to improve their residential
situation, resulted in their increasing movement into the private-rented housing market
(see Section 2.5.2). Moreover, immigrants’ children had increasingly to be catered for in
schools and kindergartens. In brief, and using Max Frisch’s (1967) overused phrase, the
authorities realised (certainly later than Frisch did), through this ‘demographic

normalisation’ of the immigrant population, that:
«... we asked for workers, and human beings came”. (p. 67)

It became clear that these immigrants were not simply a disposable workforce

(Uzun 1993), but a population that consisted of individuals who:

«_.. brought with them their own identities, rooted in their [personal and collective] biographies™.,

so that:

“Many of the problems that have emerged are a direct result of the blind and arrogant disregard of
[these] individual identities”. (Pazarkaya 1989, p. 249)

These developments started to impose costs on the German state through the
necessity to provide social infrastructure for the immigrants, as well as leading to conflict
situations with the ‘native’ population in areas such as the housing market. It is here that

the reasons for the recruitment ban of 1973 have to be looked for, rather than directly in
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the crisis provoked by the oil-shock and the subsequent recession of 1973-5 (White 1986;
Collinson 1993a).

While the second Anwerbestopp® (the complete ban of all recruitment) was
initiated in 1973 in order to reduce the number of ‘foreigners’ in the country, this strategy
backfired to a large extent. Although the number of foreign workers did indeed decline
after 1973 (Castles ef al 1984), this was largely offset by increasing immigration of family
members made possible by the Act for Family Reunification of 1974 (Sen 1993)*
eventually leading to an increase of the ‘foreign’ population by the late 1970s. Additional
attempts by the German government to induce return migration, such as the abolition of
the payment of child allowances to immigrants’ children still living abroad in 1975, had

the same impact and led to still more immigration of family members (Hermann 1992).

Figure 2.1: Foreigners in Official Employment,
1968-1992
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These developments led to an unfavourable dependency ratio and a decline of the
share of ‘foreigners’ in employment (see Figure 2.1), caused by the immigration of
dependants who were, between 1974 and 1979, not permitted to work for three years
after arrival (Rithzel 1991) and, in the longer run (resulting form the youthfulness of the
population), through high fertility levels among immigrants (Tribalat 1987), a feature also

3 A first recruitment stop was initiated in 1966/7 as a result of the first mini-recession of the post-war
years, resulting in considerable return-migration of ‘guestworkers’ (Huber and Unger 1982). It was after
this recession that mass-recruitment became more and more significant.

# This act allowed the immigration of spouses and children up to 18 years of age.
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observed in other European countries such as France (Sporton 1990)°. According to
Kastoryano (1991), increasing family reunification, and the resulting shift from

Gastarbeitern to immigrants, meant that:
“... the problem of immigration became increasingly that of integration™. (p. 53)

This integration, however, has been severely hampered by the insistence of

politicians that Germany is not a country of immigration (see Section 2.3).

This perverse reasoning is illustrated by education policies targeted at immigrants’
children, that have been explicitly aimed at ‘temporary integration’ (Mehrlinder 1984), a
factor that, according to Baker and Lenhardt (1988), has in the end worked
advantageously for immigrants’ children, since it avoided segregated classes or schools
(which, however, does not mean that segregation in schools due to residential
distributions does not exist, see Glebe 1990). It seems, however, that this ‘advantage’ has
not been translated into equal chances for ‘the second generation’ in the labour market.
Instead they are often either excluded from the economy, or find it difficult to get access
to jobs relevant to their qualifications (Mehrlinder 1985; 1986a; Winkler 1993),
confirming earlier fears that there exists the danger of creating an ‘underclass’ (Castles

1980).

Figure 2.2: The Development of Germany's Turkish Population,

1961-1995
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> Immigrant fertility rates have been declining for some years, but the number of immigrants and their
otfspring in the reproductive age groups still ensures a stronger growth compared to the German
population.
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Not only did the immigrant population change over time with respect to aspects of sex or
generation, but the relative importance of different nationalities changed, too. From a
predominantly Italian population in the mid 1960s, 30% of Germany’s ‘foreign’
population is now comprised of people of Turkish origin (see Figure 2.2). A large number
of people from the earlier recruitment countries such as Italy (a member of the EU) have

returned to their home countries.

This shift towards a predominantly Turkish immigrant population has had
important implications for attitudes towards immigrants in general, since it is the Turks
who, as a result of their higher visibility, are usually considered the most ‘different’ and
‘alien’ and rank lowest in the ethnic hierarchy of established groups, resulting in
stereotyping and a high degree of social distance (Wagner et al 1989) also observed in
other countries (Hagendoorn and Hraba 1989). As Wilpert (1983) argues, this has meant
that:

“... the foreigner problem has in the mind of many Germans become a Turkish problem”. (p.138).

For the Turkish population in particular, subject to much racism and
discrimination in all spheres of life through an ‘orientalisation’ (Said 1985) of their culture
and a resulting ‘objectification’ of people, this has often led to ‘identity-conflicts’ (Uzun
1993), manifesting themselves in particular (but not exclusively) for the ‘second
generation’, who often live between two societies - too far removed from their parents’
value systems, yet excluded from the majority society (Winkler 1993). Effectively, they
are foreigners in their own country (Seidel-Pielen 1993). For all generations, these
developments have the potential of making the planning of the future insecure (see
Chapter 9), but there are signs that Turkish immigrants and their offspring have reached
the ‘end of their patience’, reflected in much more active demanding of their rights
(Leggewie 1993b) but, also, in increasing religious fundamentalism (Thoma-Venske

1988).

Despite the reluctance of German politicians to acknowledge the Federal
Republic’s status as an immigration country, the country’s ‘foreign’ population has
undoubtedly made the step from ‘guestworkers’ to ‘immigrants and settlers’, which is
reflected in a number of features. In addition to the increasing number of immigrant
children born in Germany, the average length of stay for ‘foreigners’ has increased
constantly, so that at the end of 1991, more than 70% of the immigrant population had

lived in Germany for 10 years or more (Senogak 1993). Moreover, reports have indicated
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that immigrants exhibit an increasing ‘Germanisation’ of life-styles manifested in
consumption patterns such as the purchase of flats or houses (Sen and Goldberg 1994;
Sen 1994), often coupled with a decreasing desire to return (Der Spiegel 32/1990). As
Winkler (1993) demonstrates, immigrants, while still retaining a favourable age structure
compared to the ‘native’ population, also show an increasing convergence of their
reproductive, household and family patterns with the German population. While not
automatically working towards ‘emancipation’ for the women concerned, this is also
mirrored in increasing divorce rates among the immigrant population, often triggered
through women’s active role in migration (Rosen 1986), their participation in paid work
and a resulting change in self-perception, coupled with less pressure to conform to the
ideal of a stable marriage (Morokvasi¢ 1984, 1988; see also Chapter 7). This increasingly
leads to smaller immigrant households and a new set of social and economic problems,
manifested for example in difficulties in finding acceptable housing, that need to be
addressed by policy makers, as does the increasing number of immigrant pensioners
(Tichy 1990; Demirkan 1993). As a result of these developments and indicators, Castles
(1986) therefore argues that:

“The guestworker systems of Western Europe are dead. ... The guestworkers are no longer with
us; either they have gone or they have been transmogrified into settlers and marginalised into
ethnic minorities”. (p. 775)

This is reflected in a study by the Centre for Turkish Studies which showed that,
in 1992, 83% of Turkish immigrants and their children wanted to stay in Germany forever
(Sen 1993). This reality has not been acknowledged fully by the German authorities. The
failure to face up to reality, however, has contributed significantly towards immigrants’

inferior position in society.

2.3 Creating deviant ‘others’: exclusion, nationhood and policy frameworks

In the previous section, I briefly touched upon some of the policies affecting ‘foreigners’
over the last 30 years or so. These policies, and their rootedness in a particular definition
of German nationhood (see below), have had important implications at two levels: firstly,
on a ‘practical’ level, they have excluded immigrants from certain areas of life and have
thereby circumscribed their opportunities to participate in society, and to shape this
society actively in turn; secondly, even in areas where de jure equality has been achieved,

the definition of German nationhood, forming a ‘public narrative’, has continued to
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maintain the existence of ‘non-German others’, thereby legitimating discrimination
through creating a hierarchy of inhabitants, consisting broadly of various forms of
‘citizens’ and ‘denizens’ (Hammar 1989). This section will briefly review the most
important implications of these features, concentrating on the question of citizenship and

exclusion,

The German nation is first and foremost defined by descent, as laid down in the
Reichs- und Staatsangehorigkeitsrecht based on the jus sanguinis (or the principle of
blood), dating back to 1913 (Schmalz-Jacobsen et al 1993). Thereby, people with at
least one German parent have an aufomatic right to German citizenship. Of current
significance, and very important for the establishment of an ‘ethnic hierarchy’ (or an ‘eth-
class-society, as Tichy 1990 calls it), is the mandatory right to German citizenship of
people of German descent, either resident in or expelled from German territory as of 31
December 1937. On this basis, even people whose grandparents were expelled from
these territories, but who themselves have no connection to Germany whatsoever other
than descent, have an automatic right to become Germans through the jus sanguinis.
When moving to Germany as Aussiedler, they receive immediate access to citizenship; the
possibility to retain their former citizenship; financial assistance; as well as getting
preferential treatment in areas such as the allocation of social housing (Sprink and

Hellmann 1989).

The second way to acquire German citizenship is through naturalisation, but this
has always been seen as the exception rather than the rule (Hailbronner 1989).
‘Foreigners’ residing in Germany for a given period of time that varies for people
currently between 16 and 21 (8 years) and the rest (15 years), have the right to claim
German citizenship if they fulfil a number of criteria, such as not drawing social or income
benefits, relinquishing their former citizenship and having sufficient residential space
(Hammar 1989; Brubaker 1989a). While there have been considerable improvements in
the statutory right of long-term residents with the formulation of a new Alien’s Law in
1991 and some progress in access to citizenship (Auslanderbeirat Miinchen 1991), the
fundamental weakness of this law is that it remains a Fremdenabwehrrecht (a law for the

rejection and exclusion of immigrants), rather than being geared towards encouraging

§ The best discussion of the evolution of the definition of German nationhood is provided by Hailbronner
(1989),
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integration and naturalisation (Hirsch 1991). This law is ultimately based on the premise
that the German nation is not a political unit, but a cultural, linguistic and ethnic one
(Engelmann 1991). The state thus consistently ignores a changing reality, or a de facto

immigration situation.

This point is fundamental, since Germany undoubtedly has always been a country
of immigration (Bade 1992), which means that immigration as a concept has an ethnic
connotation: those that are different and undesired should remain outside the nation and,
by implication, the political process, whereas those that are German by descent are in
some way ‘better’ and are included immediately. Rathzel (1991) concludes that since
access to the German nation is therefore regulated primarily by biology, naturalisation

laws are inherently racist, since they reduce:
“... foreigners to bodies with the wrong blood”. (Frankenberg 1993, p. 49)

Moreover, this sense of inferiority is sustained directly through the strict
naturalisation policies (and easy access to citizenship for those with ‘the right blood’), so
that ceteris paribus, the ethnic hierarchy is maintained even for those long-term residents
who naturalise, making it difficult for them to identify themselves as Germans (Schmalz-
Jacobsen et al 1993), and to identify fully with the country (Mehrlinder 1986b, see
Chapters 7 and 9).

Through this differential treatment of various immigrant groups the state

contributes fundamentally to:

“... causing and maintaining inequality by the racialising of immigrant groups (Meulcnbelt 1988,
p. 45),

so that:

“The aliens’ vulnerability is directly linked to their exclusion from the political process”. (Carens
1989, p. 36)

Clearly, this position by no means romanticises access to citizenship and its
problem-solving nature: racism, discrimination and ethnic hierarchies are features of all
societies (Miles 1993). However, by creating different classes of immigrants’ (and
ultimately, different classes of citizens), making them subject to different laws (such as

the Alien’s Law for non-German residents) and violating the ‘moral obligation’ of

T This is not to imply that Aussiedler are equal to Germans (Herdegen 1989), but that they rank higher in
the immigrant hierarchy than other groups.
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automatically fully including those who have lived and worked in the country for
significant periods of time (Brubaker 1989b, 1990), the state legitimises discrimination

against these groups in all spheres of life.

This also means that while there is no doubt that the rights of long-term residents
in Germany have dramatically improved over the years, so that in many spheres (such as
access to social housing) they are now de jure virtually equal with German citizens, both
Brubaker (1989b) and Hailbronner (1989) are mistaken when they argue that these
improvements have made it unnecessary to apply for German citizenship. Rather, we
should ask ourselves whether it is not precisely the differential treatment of various
immigrant groups, and its contribution to establishing an ethnic hierarchy that makes
these minorities wary of becoming members of a state that is still first and foremost
defined by descent, and wary of identifying fully with it (see Chapter 9). In other words,
we shouldn’t underestimate the symbolic significance of access to citizenship (Réthzel
1991), and its de facto consequences for the excluded. These factors probably explain
low naturalisation rates better than the absence of any necessity to naturalise through the

general improvement of rights:

“Only if citizenship is offered on reasonable terms will we know that those who do not pursue it
do not do so of their own accord” (Carens 1989, p. 48; emphasis added).

While it is undoubtedly true that the former labour migrants and their children
now have significant de jure rights similar (or often equal) to German citizens, two things
should be borne in mind: firstly, that there are still significant differences between citizens
and denizens in a number of areas, including housing, for example through the
requirement to have a certain amount of residential space (which is higher than what is
considered the minimum standard for Germans) in order to obtain and keep a residence
permit, or to facilitate family reunification (Budzinski 1988; Ausldnderbeirat Miinchen
1991). Secondly, the construction of hierarchies of immigrants through the definition of
German nationhood and access to citizenship contribute to the continuing disadvantage of
these ‘others’ by legitimising discrimination in all spheres (Carens 1989), even in areas
where de jure equality does exist (Anti-Rassistisches Telefon 1994; 1995). Some

examples of this will be discussed in the empirical chapters.

\

8 Leggewie (1993a) therefore argues that the state, through its contribution to the creation of an ethnic
hierarchy, has to share the responsibility for all attacks on ‘foreigners’,
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2.3.1 Conclusion

Immigrants from Mediterranean countries and their offspring have always occupied a low
position in the hierarchy of people living in Germany. This low position is manifested in a
number of areas: economic, legal and social and ‘symbolic’. This hierarchy has in recent
years become further stratified by the creation of an EU-citizenship (Gebauer et al 1993),
but has its roots in the definition of German nationhood based first and foremost on
descent and the jus sanguinis. It is in the light of these frameworks that the position of

these immigrants and their offspring in urban areas needs to be examined and understood.

2.4 Immigrants in urban areas: location, segregation and migration

2.4.1 Introduction

In addition to the social, legal, and economic status of immigrants in Germany, it is
undoubtedly the nature of the housing market (which is itself not independent of these
three factors) that exerts the strongest influence on overall patterns of the location,
segregation and migration of immigrants and their offspring in German cities. Since the
Munich housing market will be discussed extensively in chapter 5, and since this is similar
(albeit tighter) to the situation in other cities, housing will not be discussed separately in
this section. Rather, mention of the housing market will be integrated into the discussion
of the three main issues of location, segregation and migration. Considering these three
issues in isolation is somewhat arbitrary because in practice they are clearly inter-related.
Nevertheless, for increased clarity and given the large amount of literature (both general

and specifically related to Germany), they will here be considered as separate topics.

2.4.2 Location: space and the housing market

“In the room of the hostel where I lived, it smelled of a mixture of burned otl, onions, wet clothes,
and sweat. ... In the middle of the room stood a table, covered with a table cloth patterned with
flowers, that always seemed somehow dirty. ... There, we had breakfast before we went to work,
and our tea in the evening”. (Oren 1988, p. 151)

Experiences like this have probably been shared by the majority of primary
‘guestworker’ immigrants to Germany, since recruitment of migrant labourers was tied to
the provision of accommodation by employers (White 1993). In a tight housing market,

this was usually provided in the form of hostels. Different nationalities showed slightly

21



varying representations in these Wohnheimen (Rist 1978), which were either built directly
by the employers and administered by them, or financially supported by the firms, but
administered ‘privately’ (Clark 1977). From a spatial point of view, the location of these
hostels led to a very distinct ‘geography of arrival’ of labour immigrants in German cities,
with two locations featuring most prominently: central locations either in, or directly at
the edge of, the city centre; and industrial districts, in particular locations directly adjacent
to the large firms. The length of stay in these hostels varied greatly for different
individuals and was usually followed by a move into the private-rented market. This move
was often necessary in order to facilitate the reunification of the family, with adequate
housing being a legal requirement for this process (Glebe and Waldorf 1987, see Section
2.3). These changes in the composition of the ‘foreign’ population found their expression
in a significant shift in the distribution of immigrants in the housing market, so that by the
end of the 1970s, more than 80% of immigrants had moved into the free market
(Heckmann 1985), and within it, almost exclusively into the private-rented sector which

has traditionally been the most important submarket in Germany (Gans 1984).

Access to the private market, however, proved to be difficult, with four factors
placing particular constraints on non-Germans’ choice of housing (Helmert 1982;
Schoneberg 1982):

- economic factors, resulting both" from the low socio-economic status of immigrants
discussed in section 2.2 and their original unwillingness to spend much money on housing
through the desire to save for return and/or invest in the home country (Castles and
Kosack 1973; Rist 1978). This was reflected in surveys that demonstrated immigrants’
desire to live in inexpensive dwellings (as well as living close to the workplace) (Borris

1973).

- legal factors, manifested in an often insecure residence status and the constant threat of
being expelled (see Section 2.3), reducing their willingness to commit themselves to
investment in housing. Moreover, their status also precluded them from getting access to

social (public) housing;

- discrimination by the host society, reflected primarily in the refusal of private (and
public, where applicable) landlords to let to Gastarbeitern (Laumann 1984), reflecting a

number of the processes described in section 2.3.
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- demographic factors, with the often large family sizes of immigrants making it difficult

to find reasonably-priced dwellings in a tight housing market.

In order to account for the housing situation of immigrant minorities, researchers
have often applied a neo-Weberian perspective based on the work of Rex and Moore
(1967) and Rex and Tomlinson (1979), focusing on the nature of the housing market and
the existence of housing classes, usually defined by price, quality, tenure and accessibility
(O’Loughlin 1988). The distribution of immigrants over these subsectors is then
explained by their position in terms of class (defined by disposable income), status (their
weak bargaining position as a result of discrimination) and party (their ability or

otherwise to realise their rights) (O’Loughlin 1987b), so that:

“... both immigrant characteristics and the social and economic structure of the host societ[y] have
to be studied in a dialectical fashion”. (O’Loughlin 1987a, p. 13-14).

In addition to these factors explaining the (original) distribution in the housing
market, spatial distribution was also the result of limited knowledge of the local area.
Immigrants, as a result of their short length of stay in Germany, operated within limited
awareness spaces and limited knowledge of the operation of the housing market, also
reported in Austria (Leitner and Wohischligl 1980). Informal sources, mainly in the form
of personal contacts, have therefore always been most important in the search for a new
residence (Leitner 1983a, see also Chapter 6). Since these contacts were themselves
clustered in the 1970s, this often led to movement into areas characterised by significant

immigrant presences (Gans 1990).

Clearly, most of these factors relegated migrant workers and their families into a
particular segment of the free housing market (Gans 1979; Jones 1983b). ‘Foreigners’
competed with Germans of similar socio-economic status for the limited supply of cheap
accommodation. The result was that the two locations mentioned above - the city centre
and industrial districts - remained significant for the immigrant population so that

O’Loughlin (1980) could claim that:

.. the spatial distribution of foreigners in German cities displays two consistencies -
concentration near the city centre and near industrial areas”. (p. 259)

It is these two areas that have been characterised by the least desirable housing
and low socio-economic status (Gans 1984; Glebe and Waldorf 1987), in addition to
having been most familiar to immigrants through the location of the Wohnheime there.

Moreover, immigrants were often given access to company rental housing close to the
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firms (Esser 1985). Consequently, the importance of these areas as locations of
immigrants was confirmed for Stuttgart (Borris ef al 1977), Hanover (Sprengel 1978),
Bremen, Frankfurt and Disseldorf (O’Loughlin 1980), Nuremberg (Jones 1983a), Berlin
(Holzner 1982), Ludwigshafen (Gans 1984) and Augsburg (Ruille 1984). As O’Loughlin
and Glebe (1981) demonstrated, quality of dwellings and proximity to industry provided
the strongest explanatory factors for the city-wide location of immigrants. Consequently,
the continuing importance of central and industrial districts after moving out of the
Wohnheime was emphasised by O’Loughlin (1980) when he demonstrated that the
location of foreigners at the end of the 1970s was ‘basically the same’ (p. 263) as in the
early 1960s.

However, at this point it is important to reflect on O’Loughlin’s (1980)
observations that certain higher-status central areas were characterised by an absence of
immigrants, indicating that it is housing rather than location as such that is crucial in

influencing the location of immigrants in German cities.

From a qualitative point of view, the residential situation of immigrants in the
1970s gave rise to concern, and was significantly worse than that applying to Germans. It
was shown that immigrants were in a worse situation with respect to amenities and the
size of dwellings as well as their condition (Arin ef al 1987)°. In Frankfurt in 1974, 42%
of immigrants lived in private flats that had no use of toilets within the dwelling (Rist
1978); these flats were often concentrated in urban areas that subsequently underwent
rehabilitation (Friedrichs and Alpheis 1991). Additionally, overcrowding was identified as
a serious problem in Berlin (Arin et al/ 1987) and Augsburg (Reimann and Reimann
1987). The social, psychological and health-related consequences of these conditions
have been discussed extensively by Arin ef al (1987), although it has to be pointed out
that the majority of immigrants seemed to be satisfied with their housing situation (Ipsen
1981). This was probably a reflection of the realistic perception of the tight housing
market and means that the inevitable was accepted (see Chapter 8). In general,
immigrants have always paid higher rents for similar or worse flats or houses than

Germans (Zieris 1977; Huttman 1991a). As Ipsen (1981) argued, this was a direct result

of a:

? However, contrary to public belief, Turks were not found in poorer housing than other groups
(O’Loughlin et al 1987).
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“Surplus in demand ... and an increase in rents in some market-segments” (p. 259),

which enabled German landlords to extract higher rents from immigrants because of their
difficulties in finding housing, and the corresponding possibility for the majority of
Germans to avoid these dwellings (O’Loughlin and Glebe 1981). These ‘opportunities’
for German landlords resulted also from the fact that immigrants have always been under-
represented in the owner-occupied sector as a consequence of their income and status.
Moreover, as a result of their weak ‘party-position’ and a lack of knowledge of their
rights, applying for a Sozialwohnung (council flat) was difficult for immigrants in the
1970s. However, even in the mid-1970s there were significant differences between
different cities in the proportions of immigrants in social housing, ranging from only 1%

in Berlin, to 7.3% in Stuttgart (White, P. 1984).

Studies in the 1980s indicated that the main locations for immigrant families
remained the city centre, especially areas with housing built between 1870 and 1940, as
well as industrial districts (Glebe 1990; Friedrichs and Alpheis 1991). However, at the
beginning of the 1980s, there were indications that immigrants and their families were
increasingly starting to locate in suburban areas characterised by a large share of social
housing, as Gans (1990) observed in Kiel, and Bender (1991) in Mannheim. This
development was sometimes the result of their displacement from areas of urban renewal
(Huttman 1991b). As Jones (1990) argues, however, the allocation practices were highly
selective. The reasons behind these practices were the rising costs of the construction of
social housing in the late 1960s, 1970s and early 1980s and the consequent increases in
rents for Sozialwohnungen constructed during this time which made it difficult to let them
to ‘native’ Germans who had more choice than ‘foreigners’. However, it is also possible
that immigrants and their families increasingly moved into private-rented dwellings in
these (peripheral) high-rise districts as a result of an increased willingness to pay higher
rents and a consequent shift of household expenditure towards rent (O’Loughlin 1987b).
With respect to social housing, immigrants and their families were thus allocated to areas
that were overwhelmingly rejected by German households (O’Loughlin ef a/ 1987; Gans
1987), but were excluded from the cheaper segments of the public sector in areas
constructed during the 1950s and 1960s (Arin 1991). This is possibly also a result of the
inflexibility of this sector (White, P. 1984), with sitting tenants unlikely to move out.

Unfortunately, no studies have been conducted in the 1990s, so that the last

reliable evidence on the location of immigrants and their offspring dates from the mid to
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late-1980s. The evidence seems to suggest that both industrial districts and inner-city
areas remain the main locations of non-Germans (Friedrichs and Alpheis 1991), with
some evidence of the increasing significance of public-housing districts located at the
edges of cities (Bender 1991). As Arin ef al (1987) have pointed out, stigmatisation and
marginalisation of immigrants in the housing market will probably continue for some time
to come if the social and political frameworks remain unchanged. This is not to deny the
inroads some groups now make into the owner-occupied sector (Tichy 1990), which
points to the importance of the individual and the limits of aggregate analyses (Blauw
1991). Also left open is the question of what individual paths through space and the
housing market look like. These questions will later form the main foci of this study, but
for the time being the emphasis will remain on ‘groups’ rather than individuals, and on the

question of the extent of ethnic residential segregation.

2.4.3 Residential segregation

At its most basic, residential segregation is the spatial separation or spatial unevenness of
different population groups within any given area (Saltman 1991). While residential
segregation has been a long-standing concern and area of enquiry in social geography, the
purpose of its analysis has always reached beyond the mere calculation of various indices.
Rather, the degree and extent of residential segregation has, following the arguments of
Robert Park (1926), been regarded as a realistic and reliable indication of the assimilation
or otherwise of minority (usually immigrant) groups in any given society. Expressed
differently, physical distance is seen as an indicator of social distance (Peach 1975). This
aspect of residential segregation reduces the role of ‘space’ to that of a container, merely
reflecting the wider relations in society. However, it has been argued that residential
segregation (and segregationism as a strategy, see Smith 1989), itself perpetuates
inequalities and reduces the chances of segregated minority members to participate fully
in society, for example through the differential allocation of goods and services in space.

As Peach and Smith (1981) summarise these various aspects:

“Enforced segregation precludes large-scale primary groups mixing even if it is desired, and
inhibits structural assimilation. Social and spatial exclusion are often synonymous, and both result
from discrimination, institutionalised racism and an inherently disadvantaged position in the
housing market”. (p. 11) ‘
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While residential segregation is, by definition, manifested in space and the housing
market, explanations for it are not limited to this particular sphere and are found mainly in

the wider structure of society:

“... urban residential segregation ... is only one arena, although a very important one, in which
native-immigrant conflicts are played out”. (O’Loughlin 1987a, p. 13)

As a result, a number of different explanations for the segregation of immigrant
minorities have emerged over the years, which can be broadly grouped into socio-
economic, inter-group, social-psychological and institutional (Saltman 1991). However,
accepting these factors as discrete would simplify the explanations of residential
segregation in a choice versus constraint dichotomy, a view that has met increasing
resistance in the academic literature (Brown 1981; Sarre 1986, O’Loughlin 1987a). As
Saltman (1991) points out, these factors or explanations are clearly interdependent, and
no single one can usually account fully for residential segregation. For example, in-group
orientations (the social-psychological component) may result from inter-group relations
based on discrimination and consequent marginalisation in the economic sphere.
Consequently, questions such as that asked by Kesteloot (1987) as to whether
segregation is an economic or an ethnic (social-psychological) phenomenon are
misleading and obscure a more complex reality. But as Peach (1975) argues, it is often
very difficult to determine from patterns what the relative strength of each factor is, so
that it is often only possible to demonstrate the net-effect of the operation of ‘self-
ascriptive’ and ‘proscriptive’ forces (Peach 1975, p. 8). Qualitative research methods are
one way to shed some light on these questions, which will be explored in chapters 8 and
10. At this point it is also important to point out that, in order for these different factors
(if operating) to translate into strong residential segregation, the structure and operation
of the housing market have to be conducive. In general, this means that in a tight housing

market, segregation is likely to be lower (O’Loughlin 1987b).

The examination of the extent of residential segregation traditionally relies on a
number of different indices, of which the Index of Dissimilarity (ID) and Index of
Segregation (IS) (Duncan and Duncan 1955), as well as the P* index (Lieberson 1981)
measuring isolation, have proved most popular. The exact meaning of these indices is
discussed in Peach (1996), while some of the technical and methodological problems
associated with ID and IS are examined by Woods (1976) and Peach (1981). In addition

to these indices, some researchers have used percentage figures as surrogates for
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segregation, in particular when smaller areas have been considered (for example Holzner
1982).

High degrees of residential segregation of immigrant groups are, not surprisingly
in the light of the arguments outlined at the beginning of this section, usually seen as an
inherently negative thing. This has often resulted in the danger of trying to solve what is
essentially a phenomenon with aspatial causes with spatial (e.g. dispersion) measures
(Holzner 1982). In Germany, this has been driven by the fear of the emergence of US-
style ghettos (Huttman 1991a; Peach 1992). This fear has been reflected in three policy
initiatives which, in addition to the policies aimed at reducing the total number of
immigrants discussed earlier, have been explicitly spatial. The first is an upper limit of the
percentage of non-Germans in public housing, usually fixed at twenty percent in any one
house. The second have been extensive schemes of urban rehabilitation, often in areas

with a high concentration of non-Germans, because as Peach (1992) argues:
“... urban renewal means immigrant removal”. (p. 119)

The third initiative was an attempted ban on migration of non-Germans to certain
areas (such as Berlin-Kreuzberg and Berlin-Wedding) and cities (such as Frankfurt) with
levels of immigrants of 12 percent or more, in the late 1970s. This was (with the
exception of Kreuzberg) short-lived and not applied in practice, and was later declared
unconstitutional. Nevertheless, it reflects the general attitude in Germany towards
immigrant concentrations. According to the empirical evidence, is this fear of foreigner

ghettos justified?

Studies of the residential segregation of immigrant minorities in German cities
usually display a high degree of consistency in their findings, with minor variations
between different cities resulting from the structure of the ‘locality’ (O’Loughlin and

Glebe 1984a). This points to the operation of similar factors in similar contexts.

At the scale of the Stadtteil (ward), levels of residential segregation for immigrant
minorities are usually fairly low, in particular when compared to US and Canadian cities,
typically falling into the range between 20 and 40 for the ID (O’Loughlin and Glebe
1984a; Bender 1991). Segregation from the German population is therefore generally low
or moderate, providing evidence that ghettos (here simply defined as very high
concentrations of immigrants) don’t seem to exist in German cities. Moreover, as these

studies show, there are generally no major differences in the segregation of the individual
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original ‘guestworker’ groups from the German population (O’Loughlin and Glebe
1984a), so that:

“The picture with respect to the relationship between spatial segregation and social distance is
blurred”. (Peach 1987, p. 46)

While the level of Greek segregation from all groups is usually highest (see also
Peach et al 1975) and is attributed to a stronger in-group orientation among this
population (de Riz 1979, Meier-Braun 1982), very little evidence seems to exist of a
consistent pattern of avoidance amongst the different low-status nationalities. This has led
O’Loughlin and Glebe (1984a) to argue that all low-status immigrant groups face the
same constraints in the housing market, with each group being affected by the same
problems in finding adequate housing. Moreover, these problems are also encountered by

a large part of the native working-class:

“If segregation was based on [differential] discrimination, we would expect some national
differences in the treatment of foreigners by the native population. A more likely interpretation is
that the national groups are segregated equally from each other and from the German population
because they occupy the same societal role. Differences in income and integration between the
immigrant groups are not large. They compete with each other and with low-income Germans for
the same limited stock of affordable low-rent housing”. (O’Loughlin and Glebe 1984a, p. 277).

Or as Kreibich and Petri (1982) have argued, the German housing market is
separated into different submarkets, defined by price, status and accessibility. In the tight
submarket of moderately-priced rented housing, access and spatial sorting is then
determined by socio-economic status and discrimination. While disposable income
determines the range of accessible submarkets, discrimination, contacts and knowledge
then lead to some degree of sorting between, and within, these areas (Glebe 1984). This
means that socio-economic status, while contributing to segregation, will always be a
fairly poor predictor of actual patterns of residential segregation (Peach 1987, 1992). As
Rist (1978) has argued it would therefore:

“.. be a significant accomplishment to reduce ... ethnic segregation just to the level of socio-
economic segregation”. (p. 150)

Nevertheless, in contrast to US and Canadian cities, overall levels of segregation

at the ward level are low, and are likely to remain low, because:

- wards, or in some cases even blocks, are rarely ever homogeneous in German cities and
are usually characterised by a mix of rental and owner-occupied housing, often resulting
from deliberate land-use policies by municipal authorities (see also Chapter 5). There

therefore exists less spatial disparity in housing and socio-economic status between
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wards, and even smaller areas such as voting districts, in German cities (Friedrichs 1982;

O’Loughlin 1983).

- high degrees of residential segregation cannot occur in very tight housing markets and in
urban societies that are basically immobile (Arend 1991, see also Section 2.5.4). Thereby,
‘choice’ (either to cluster or to avoid) is severely limited by the structure of the housing

market.

- this is related to a third point, so that pronounced spatial sorting and segregation can
only occur with a strong rise in the number of accessible dwellings in a particular
submarket, in a process of filtering. In the submarkets of lower and middle-priced rented
(social) housing, however, such an increase is not occurring in contemporary Germany

(see Chapter 5).
As Glebe (1984) has hypothesised, therefore:

“One could say that conditions on the housing markets in German cities have prevented the
development of ghettos™. (p. 110).

Consequently, a number of commentators have argued that, since the housing
context and the structure of European cities is so different from cities in North America,
ideas and concepts developed in relation to the US have little explanatory value in the
European context (White, P. 1984; O’Loughlin 1987b).

Not only are segregation levels much lower than in American cities, they have also
been shown to either decrease, or at least remain constant, in most German cities, so that
the empirically-unsupported arguments of some commentators (e.g. Nebe 1988), pointing
to increased concentration and ghettoisation, have been refuted. Unfortunately, all these
studies again only examine the situation in the 1970s and 1980s. However, constant or
falling levels of segregation were confirmed by Gans (1979) for Mannheim, Kaiser (1981)
for Stuttgart, Helmert (1982) for Frankfurt, Gans (1984) for Ludwigshafen, Glebe and
Waldorf (1987) for Diisseldorf, as well as Friedrichs and Alpheis (1991) for Hamburg.
Only Gans (1990) has uncovered some evidence for a slight increase in segregation in
Kiel between 1980 and 1987 for all groups except Turks, who displayed constant levels.
This again points to the validity of Holzner’s (1982) argument that Turkish ghettos are a
myth. In general, however, it should be noted that any change observed in different cities
is fairly small, and that stagnation rather than significant decline or reinforcement are

probably the correct terms to describe segregation processes over time (Glebe 1984), so
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that the speed of change in German cities is indeed ‘glacial’ (O’Loughlin 1987b).
Unfortunately, no attempts have so far been made to examine the degree of segregation
of immigrants in relation to certain marginalised subgroups of the population as Van

Amersfoort (1990) has done for Amsterdam.

All these studies have operated at an aggregate level of analysis, taking the
individual nationalities as whole groups. However, as Glebe (1990) has indicated, this
conceals interesting variations and might fail to uncover important problems. By
concentrating on the segregation of the second ‘guestworker’ generation in Disseldorf,
Glebe demonstrates that the IDs for the age group under 15 are significantly higher than
for each individual nationality as a group (Glebe 1984). This could be an indication of a
double discrimination: discrimination both as a result of nationality and of family status
(see Chapter 8), and consequent difficulties in finding accommodation. It is here that
residential segregation has the potential of being most significant, since Glebe (1990) also
shows that levels of segregation in primary schools, the first main agency of socialisation
in Germany after the kindergarten, have increased in the 1980s, potentially producing an

ethnic ‘underclass’ (Hopf 1983)".

Smaller levels of disaggregation, namely the block, blockside or the individual
apartment house, are the second major area in which studies of residential segregation
have yielded very similar and consistent findings in German cities, generally arguing that it
is at the level of the blockside or the apartment building that significant concentrations of

immigrants and their families are to be found:

“... at the borough, ward or tract level, very high concentrations do not exist, but .. at a very
detailed scale, high concentrations can be pinpointed”. (Peach 1987, p. 37)

As O’Loughlin (1980) has pointed out, this small-scale segregation is important
because it measures visual and personal contacts between groups. This point should not
be overstated, since interaction with neighbours is rarely the most important form of
contact for the majority of people. Furthermore, it could be argued that segregation at

larger scales is more significant since it potentially leads to segregated service provision.

In general, it has been shown that IDs at the block scale are usually at least twice
as high as the values for wards (O’Loughlin and Glebe 1984a), often yielding indices in

the 80s or even 90s. In their comparative study of Duisburg and Diisseldorf, these authors

1% See also the study by Dicleman et al (1992) on the problems of school segregation in the Netherlands.
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show that segregation at the level of blocks is consistently high for most groups. Isolation
(measured with the help of the P* index) is still low for the majority of nationalities
except for Turks in Duisburg, whose level of segregation, however, isn’t significantly
higher than that of other groups. Through their comparative approach, they are able to
demonstrate the importance of locality for segregation: since levels of segregation are
consistently higher (though by no means high) for Duisburg than for Diisseldorf, they
argue that Dusseldorf is a more integrated city, which they relate to the city’s mixed

economic structure.

On a more detailed level, the same authors examined foreigner segregation within

a single ward (Diisseldorf-Oberbilk) and arrived at the conclusion that:

“On a typical blockside, apartment houses are either occupied predominantly by Germans, totally
by a particular foreigner nationality, or divided between two or three foreigner groups”.
(O’Loughlin and Glebe 1984a, p. 281)

More significantly the study indicated that the segregation of immigrant children
at the level of the blockside or block is again significantly higher than for the nationalities
as groups, and that their isolation is significantly higher. Importantly, levels of segregation

for this subgroup increased between 1976 and 1981.

However, while these indices yield consistently higher values at smaller scales, this
has to be put into perspective. A number of studies have shown that ‘all immigrants’
blocks or even houses are extremely rare. Holzner (1982) was able to demonstrate that in
Berlin-Kreuzberg, even before the start of the urban renewal programme, non-Germans
formed the majority of residents in only three blocks, while a further 7 blocks with 40 to
50% of immigrants as residents could be pinpointed. As Hoffmeyer-Zlotnik (quoted in
Peach 1992) shows for the same district, the highest concentration of immigrants in any
one block thereby never exceeded 61%. Jones (1990) arrived at similar conclusions for
the case of Nuremberg, when he shows that only very occasionally do immigrants and
their families form the majority in single blocks. Finally, a study by Bender (1991) for the
ward of Mannheim-Jungbusch, often labelled as a typical immigrant ghetto, arrives at
similar findings by showing that less than 10% of non-Germans lived in ‘immigrant-only’

houses (including single-family houses).

While the levels of concentration at the scale of the house, block or blockside

should therefore not be exaggerated (Gans 1979), segregation of non-Germans at these
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smaller scales is undoubtedly significantly higher than at the scale of the ward. As

O’Loughlin (1987a) therefore argues, we are:

“... faced with the prospect of identifying the causal factor(s) which produce(s) near-totally
segregated homes but moderate desegregation at the ward and neighbourhood scales. Since wards
are clusters of houses, the characteristics of individual houses need to be examined to determine
why certain houses contain foreigners and others do not”. (p. 22)

One important factor could be the desire by non-Germans to live close to their
fellow countrymen/-women or other immigrants. However, as surveys have consistently
shown, immigrants clearly prefer living in houses occupied by the native population
(Esser 1982; Schuleri-Hartje 1982)!! rather than with fellow immigrants only. This does
not mean that the ‘ethnic factor’ is completely unimportant given the importance of
personal contacts outlined above, it only rejects the assumption of the desire for

‘voluntary’ segregation (see Chapters 8 and 10).

The overwhelming consensus in the literature is that explanations for these
patterns have to be looked for primarily in the operation of the housing market (Helmert
1982; Leitner 1983b; Nebe 1988). Once again, the existence of small-scale segregation
and concentration with low levels of segregation at the ward scale is, according to
O’Loughlin (1987a), itself an indicator of the importance of housing as opposed to
location as such. As Glebe (1984) argues:

“The existing segregation and isolation should therefore be regarded predominantly as a situation
caused by the socio-economic framework and the mechanisms of the housing market”, (p. 103),

so that ‘segregation-contours’ are caused by the existence of different housing

submarkets.

Clearly it is not simply the structure of the housing market that is important, but
also the practices related to it. If we accept the findings that the desire for in-group
orientation is generally weak, the material reviewed here seems to point firmly to the
relevance of discrimination and its consequences, such as the use of social networks, in
the search for residence (O’Loughlin 1980). This will be examined further in chapters 6, 8

and 10 in a temporal framework.

1! This contrasts with a study by Clark (1992) in the US who found that people from all different ethnic
backgrounds prefer a residential environment in which their own group is in the majority. Moreover, as
Glebe (1986) has shown, purposeful grouping is more important for high-status immigrants such as the
Japanese in Diisseldorf,
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2.4.4 Residential mobility

2.4.4.1 Introduction

Residential mobility forms a crucial part of the subject matter of this thesis on two levels.
Firstly, on a substantive level, it forms an important part of residential histories. Secondly,
on a more theoretical level, the study will in chapter 11 evaluate a theory of migration
based on the concept of narrative identities. Given this importance of migration, this
section will take a broader view than the previous two and will review not only studies of
intra-urban migration of immigrants in German cities, but will take a closer look on other

important findings concerning residential mobility.

The patterns and processes of location and segregation examined so far are
sustained or changed by four factors: levels of fertility, levels of mortality, migration to
and from the city, as well as the intra-urban migration of different groups. At small spatial
scales, such as the ward, the significance of fertility and mortality can be assumed to be
negligible, so that it is migration that accounts for most of the stability and change in
intra-urban patterns (Woods 1980). Moreover, as White (1980) has argued, intra-urban
mobility thereby forms the most important component of the variable ‘migration’, as

shown for example by Béahr and Gans (1985) for Ludwigshafen.

Not only do these residential moves within the city change or reproduce existing

patterns, however, they are also always a reflection of them:

“Patterns of residential mobility both create and reflect the social structure of residential areas.
The movement of households can maintain and change the ecological patterns of the urban
mosaic”. (Short 1978, p. 429)

It is important, however, to take into account not only the way in which the
ecological structure thereby shapes and influences actual flows of migration, but to be
aware that the perception of the operation of the housing market and of this ecological

structure itself influences migration decisions (Horton and Reynolds 1971). As Ley

(1977) has argued:'

“In contcmporary urbanism a place may commonly have a multiple reality: its meaning may
change with the intent of the subject, and a plurality of subjects may simultaneously hold a
different meaning for the same place ...”. (p. 507)

The significance of these different perceptions will be shown in chapter 8.
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Apart from the moves forced upon people through various factors (Clark and
Onaka 1983)!2, a number of theories have been developed to account for residential
mobility. Two broad schools, according to Short (1978), tackle residential mobility both
‘implicitly’ and ‘explicitly’ and operate at different levels of analysis, mainly taking either
the structure of the city, the factors shaping it, and the operation of the housing market,

or the individual/household, as their starting points.

2.4.4.2 Structural/ecological approaches

Structural and ecological approaches start from a range of different perspectives,
sometimes drawing on classical models of urban growth and the development of the city.
Whatever the precise starting point, these theories can be regarded as treating residential
mobility ‘implicitly’ (Short 1978), not referring directly to the constitution of the mobility

process at the level of the individual.

Theories starting from the ecological structure built on Burgess’s (1926) model of
the growth of the city, assume that intra-urban mobility takes place as the result of
various stages of ‘invasion and succession’ in urban neighbourhoods (Gober 1990).
Newcomers to the city, often of immigrant origin, usually start their ‘housing careers’
(Kendig 1984) in the central areas of the city in a process of ‘invasion’, thereby
succeeding (displacing) the previous resident population. Over time and as their economic
and familial status change, they move outwards from the centre of the city, with the city
expanding constantly at the edges. ‘Their’ areas are being ‘invaded’ by newcomers,
causing them to move out, in a process of continuing invasion and succession. The model
clearly has its limitations, assuming a free housing market and an expansion of the city at
the edges, as well as relatively few constraints to social and spatial mobility, and is

therefore unlikely to be applicable in many contexts.

A similar approach is built on Hoyt’s (1939) sectoral model of urban growth and
form. According to Short (1978), Hoyt suggested that the expansion of land use in cities
occurs because of the obsolescence of existing housing and a desire of high-status
households to buy new dwellings in order to maintain their status. Housing filters down

the social hierarchy (Gober 1992), with opportunities for intra-urban relocations for less

12 Clark and Onaka (1983) also provide a further, rather artificial, breakdown of ‘voluntary’ moves.
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well-off members of society developing in areas abandoned by the rich. In turn, this
movement then creates new vacancies lower down the ‘housing hierarchy’, so that while
housing filters downwards in ‘housing chains’, people move upwards in the housing
hierarchy. As with the Burgess-model, this assumes stable cultural preferences as well as
a necessary supply of financial resources and dwellings for people to realise their housing

wishes.

While the application of these two models for the explanation of residential
mobility in the European (and particularly the German) context has been criticised in the
literature (White, P. 1984; O’Loughlin 1987b) they have nevertheless informed some of
the studies that will be reviewed below and, moreover, have contributed to inform

housing policy in Germany (see Chapter 5).

In general, however, ecological models are conceptualised in more complex ways,
taking into account the operations of various ‘actors’ in an institutional or political
economy framework, adjusting to the local context and the constraints in operation. In
both these frameworks, and most explicitly in the political economy approach, residential
mobility is related to the deeper underlying political and economic structures of society
(Cadwallader 1992), and the various actors or ‘urban managers’ involved in the
production and allocation of housing (Saunders 1986). Examples of explanations of intra-
urban migration from a political-economy perspective are Marxist interpretations of
suburbanisation and gentrification, processes necessary in order to maximise profits
through housing consumption (Castells 1977). In this perspective, behaviour is primarily
conditioned by the ‘structural context’, with the focus resting on its nature and
constitution, and the actions of people only being given secondary importance. While the
Marxist approach is more concerned with the underlying drive for capital accumulation,
institutional approaches focus on the way in which urban managers (such as those
responsible for the allocation of social housing, or the granting of mortgages) operate

within this framework (Knox 1987).

Rather than concentrating directly on the individual and their decision-making
processes, ecological/structural approaches take aggregate patterns as their starting point
and infer individual behaviour, and the reasons for this behaviour, from it. This contrasts

with the second major school, which can be termed ‘behavioural’.
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2.4.4.3 Behavioural approaches

The second major school, working at a different level of analysis, is constituted by
behaviouralist approaches usually based around, or starting from, the concept of the “life-
cycle’. This conceptualisation is not entirely incompatible with the approaches reviewed
so far, and the two are often used together, one concentrating on the ‘objective’

environment, with the other focusing on behaviour and the ‘behavioural environment’,

Although behavioural approaches are not limited to explanations around the life-
cycle as major causal stimuli in triggering a residential move, it is appropriate to start here
at what is still seen as the most important factor in explaining residential mobility, often
taking the status of a normative concept (White and Jackson 1995). Following Rossi
(1955), behavioural approaches based around the life-cycle assume that the function of a
change in residence is to derive a higher ‘place-utility’ (Wolpert 1966) from a new place
of residence, with these changing demands on residence caused by, or immediately linked

to, different phases in the life-cycle (Short 1978). As Rossi (1955) argued:

“... the major function of mobility is the process by which families adjust their housing to the
needs generated by the shifts in family composition that accompany life-cycle changes™. (p. 4)

Changes in the life-cycle then provide both the stimulus to move and, in addition,
determine the destination of movement, reflecting and sustaining a particular structure of

the city.

This conceptualisation of migration focuses mainly on the demand-side of the
equation, and has less value for those in public housing (usually a less flexible sector) and
housing markets characterised by strict rent controls, or those in marginal positions in the
housing market caused by income, racial and other forms of discrimination. As Short
(1978) argued, the model of the life-cycle is most appropriate for middle-income families
operating in the private, and relatively unconstrained, housing market. As early as the end
of the 1960s, Brown and Longbrake (1969) suggested that the concept of the life-cycle
should not be used in isolation of ‘variables’ such as class, ethnicity, income and
occupation, pointing to the danger of forcing the explanation of mobility into a limited

number of normative concepts.

More recently, the concept of the life-cycle itself has come under increasing
criticism as fewer people now display the typical patterns of passing through similar set

stages in their lives (Stapleton 1980). One response to these criticisms has been the
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development of the concept of the ‘life-course’ (Hohn 1987; Kendig 1990; Warnes
1992), taking into account changing patterns of household composition, as well as the
connection of residence, familial situation and other factors such as occupation.
McCarthy (1976), recognising the importance of ‘constraints’, has argued that changing
housing needs must be accompanied by an increase in income to enable relocation (cf.
Kendig 1984; Gober 1992). Coupe and Morgan (1981) argue that the structure and
operation of the housing market play an important role for different groups (Dieleman
1992), as do various other factors external to the household, as well as the decisions of

policy-makers (Clark and Moore 1982; Everaers and Clark 1984).

While more subtle explanations of residential mobility, taking into account a larger
set of variables, have emerged over the years, the assumption implicit in the original life-
cycle approach has remained: that residential mobility (or non-mobility) is triggered by a
relatively sudden stimulus, followed by the response of ‘movement’ or, under constrained
conditions, deferred movement (Brown and Moore 1970; Moore 1972). Brown and
Moore therefore developed a two-stage-model of residential mobility, consisting firstly of
the decision to move, and secondly the decision where to relocate and the start of the
‘search behaviour’ (Silk 1971). The argument is that once a certain ‘threshold reference
point’ (Wolpert 1965) has been reached for the present residence, typically caused by an
incompatibility between residential space and household circumstances and the resulting
emergence of ‘residential stress’ (Clark 1981), individuals or households will start to look
elsewhere in order to reduce this ‘stress’ caused by the current dwelling (Wolpert 1966;
White and Woods 1980). Most intra-urban moves are related to the internal nature of the
residence (Simmons 1968; Clark et al 1984), with the environment and the surroundings |
being of secondary importance (White, P. 1984). As a result of this greater satisfaction
with the environment and a limited awareness space, most moves are likely to be short
and are therefore true ‘partial displacement moves’ (Roseman 1971), indicating a high

degree of ‘place dependence’ (Stokols and Shumaker 1982).

In recent years, there have been increasing doubts about the behavioural
conceptualisation of mobility, triggered for example by questions such as the existence of
non-movers (Gober 1992) and immobile strategies (Kearns and Smith 1994), compulsory
immobility (Kreibich and Petri 1982) and cumulative inertia (Clark and Huff 1977), or
longer periods of stay when a move seems ‘appropriate’ (Van Kempen et al 1990). In

short, there have been doubts as to whether these phenomena need to be explained as
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‘deviating’ from a norm (movement), an assumption that often seems to be held implicitly
or explicitly. However, in recent years some writers have started to question the way
mobility is approached. Kearns and Smith (1994), for example, feel that existing mobility
theories are mainly built on studies of ‘mainstream’ society, ignoring more marginal
groups. And Halfacree and Boyle (1992) have questioned the behavioural
conceptualisation of mobility altogether and have asked whether migration is not much
more than mere behaviour, and is fundamentally integrated in people’s biographies, so
that both mobility and non-mobility are parts of, and are located in, these biographies.
These two authors have argued that the complexity of residential mobility processes has
been neglected so far, since the aim of existing behavioural approaches at the level of the
individual has been their accommodation into macro approaches, and the creation of
general models. Moreover, there has been a concentration on mobility at the expense of
non-mobility. In order fully to understand residential (non)-mobility, the entire research
problem needs to be tackled differently, recognising the interplay of ‘structure and
agency’ (Giddens 1984) in continuous time for the formation of biographies, as well as
asking different questions when researching mobility (and non-mobility). This
methodological and, by implication epistemological, point seems to have been recognised

much earlier, when Clark and Onaka (1983) argued that:

“These considerations suggest that the simple question, ‘Why did you move?’, does not adequately
reflect the complexities of relocation behaviour”. (Clark and Onaka 1983, p. 56).

In this research, the study of residential histories will therefore build on these
recent suggestions which will be discussed further in chapter 3, and will take an explicitly
biographical approach, assessing a new research avenue and supplementing behavioural
approaches in general, and aggregate studies in the case of immigrant mobility in German

cities, in particular. These studies are the subject of the next section.

2.4.4.4 Residential mobility of immigrant minorities in German cities

Existing studies of the residential mobility of immigrants and their offspring in
German cities have relied exclusively on aggregate methods of analysis, mainly by relating
the spatial patterns of movement to patterns of segregation, or other indicators of
differentiation, within the city. This is then in some cases connected - either implicitly or
explicitly - to an institutional approach, focusing in particular on the operation of the

housing market and the institutions involved in its production and regulation (see section
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2.4.42). From these patterns, explanations for relocation have then been derived.
However, as Pooley and Whyte (1991) suggest, researchers should never rely exclusively

on:

[13

.. impersonal, dehumanised approach[es] in which flows replace people and the motives for
migration are assumed rather than proven...”. (p. 4)

While these aggregate studies are clearly policy-relevant and while their
predominance is probably driven by the German fear of ghetto-development discussed

earlier, the subject-area so far clearly lacks an in-depth study focusing on individuals.

A number of general observations concerning the residential mobility of
immigrants and their offspring have emerged from these extensive studies, but it has to be
pointed out that these are all based on observations from the 1970s and early to mid-
1980s. Firstly, mobility rates for immigrants and their offspring are usually significantly
higher than for the ‘native’ population (O’Loughlin 1980; Bihr and Gans 1985; Miodek
1986), in an urban system that exhibits (on a European level) fairly high mobility rates
(White 1985a). These differential rates for Germans and non-Germans have been
explained by the fact that immigrants are only able to improve their housing situation
‘step by step’, while being under-represented in the two most immobile sectors - social
housing and owner-occupation. While general mobility levels have been shown to decline
rather than increase in recent years (White 1985a), it is not clear whether this has also
been the case for immigrants and their offspring, despite Glebe’s (1990) observation that
mobility levels seem to be falling for families with children. The development of levels of

residential mobility will be examined further in chapter 6.

Secondly, immigrants from the recruitment countries generally move shorter
distances and are more likely to move within the same neighbourhood (O’Loughlin
1988), and are often forced to accept the first dwelling offered there, being virtually left
with ‘no choice’ (Kreibich 1982; Kreibich and Petri 1982). This, it has been argued,
results from their limited opportunities in the housing market due to the existence of
various, relatively impermeable ‘mobility barriers’ defined for example by cost and
discrimination (Kreibich and Petri 1982). Moreover, they tend to rely on informal
contacts which also tend to be local. While Gans (1987) argues that these local contacts
are more important for Turks than for other nationalities, this view is not supported in
other studies (e.g. O’Loughlin and Glebe 1984b).
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Evidence for the existence of mobility barriers is further provided by Gans (1987)
who demonstrates the significance of a distinct mobility sector for low-status immigrants
in Kiel in the 1970s. He shows that immigrants are only able to leave a particular mobility
sector in significant numbers through allocation to social housing by the authorities,
thereby confirming findings from other European countries about the significance of the
social sector for the residential (spatial) diversification of ‘foreigners’ (Winchester 1985;
Van Amersfoort 1992; Kornalijnslijper and Shadid 1987). However, in a later study
(Gans 1990) focusing on the 1980s, an increasing breakdown of these mobility sectors,
and a greater congruence between German and non-German flows, is shown. This points
to an increased accessibility of different sectors for minority groups. In a study of
Stuttgart in 1977, O’Loughlin (1980) finds no evidence of different migration sectors for
Germans and immigrant minorities, but rather shows the general importance of moves
between wards of similar socio-economic status for all groups. This, he argues, is an
indication of the existence of similar mobility barriers for low-status Germans and
immigrant minorities, who try to improve their housing situation in similar submarkets.
This contrasts with a study focusing on the city of Ludwigshafen/Rhein (Gans 1984),
where it is shown that immigrants in the 1970s move in slightly distinctive mobility fields
which, moreover, became more segregated from the Germans’ between 1970 and 1978.
However, within these sectors, non-Germans were increasingly able to move into areas of
better housing quality. Slightly more circumscribed mobility sectors for ‘foreigners’ have
also been observed for Diisseldorf and Duisburg (O’Loughlin 1984b), but no ‘significant’
segregation of mobility sectors was observed in these two cities. Moreover, processes of
‘invasion and succession’ were rejected (Glebe and Waldorf 1987; O’Loughlin 1988),
since migration flows between areas basically reflected the size of the population already
resident there (for both Germans and non-Germans), leading to a high degree of temporal

stability reflected also in stable segregation scores.

All these studies clearly stress the significance of the housing markets, housing
submarkets and mobility barriers for relocation processes in German cities (O’Loughlin
and Glebe 1984b), and reject voluntary segregation. However, most of them lack a
systematic analysis of the connection between housing subsectors and relocation
processes (e.g. Gans 1984; 1987). As a result, O’Loughlin (1988) defined housing
subsectors along the lines of quality and size for the city of Diisseldorf. Grouping these

variables into five clusters on the level of blocks, he finds that a complete explanatory
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relationship between housing and migration does not exist, so that immigrants don’t
necessarily always move into or within the worst categories of housing. He argues that,
while stressing the importance of housing, other factors such as discrimination and -
consequent informal contacts, as well as changing aspirations, provide a fuller explanation
than housing alone, an argument that is consistent with the findings of a micro-level study
of three wards in Diisseldorf (Glebe and Waldorf 1987). These authors therefore again
suggest that it is the mechanisms of the housing market, rather than its structure, that are
of crucial importance, with these mechanisms incorporating quality, size, ownership,
location and accessibility. This needs to be analysed in conjunction with the changing
characteristics and aspirations of non-Germans themselves, such as the changing

allocation of disposable income (see Chapters 8, 10 and 11).

The pattern that seems to emerge from the literature is that most moves in
German cities, for both Germans and foreigners, originate and end in similar housing
categories (Glebe and Waldorf 1987). For immigrants, the existence of stronger mobility
barriers limits their choice of housing, making informal contacts more important. Even
when they move between housing sectors, which seems to have increasingly been the case
in the 1980s with more upward-movement due to a longer stay in Germany (Glebe and
Waldorf 1987), they are more likely to stay in a certain area because of the importance of
informal contacts (O’Loughlin 1988; Glebe 1990). Despite a number of general
conclusions, there also exists some degree of variation with regard to the main findings in
the literature, so that the extent of differential flows and the existence of mobility barriers
for Germans and non-Germans seems to vary between cities and cannot be explained fully
by aggregate data and methods alone. The findings reported here also seem to suggest
that, while certain general processes operate, the structure of the ‘locality’ always works
as an important mediating factor (O’Loughlin and Glebe 1984b). Despite the focus on
residential mobility here, it should also not be forgotten that the majority of households

are, in a tight housing market, immobile most of the time (Kreibich and Petri 1982).

2.5 Conclusion

The situation of immigrants and their offspring in German cities is an extremely well-
developed field of enquiry, in which a great deal of understanding has been achieved.

Most of the studies reviewed in this section have been conducted on an aggregate level in
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a cross-sectional framework, usually drawing on official data sources. As Glebe and

Waldorf (1987) argue, however:

“Aggregate analysis offers insight only into the more general aspects of the migration process and
their relations with the physical and social aspects of the neighbourhoods™. (p. 155)

The way processes operate at the level of the individual or household, and the
way these processes operate over time, are as yet little examined. It would, for example,
be interesting to know whether non-Germans use different contacts over time in the
search for a new residence or to know exactly how ‘residence’ is related to ‘return’, or
why residential aspirations change over time. In short, it would be instructive to link an
analysis of residential issues more closely to the issues and processes examined in sections

2.2 and 2.3. As early as 1984, Glebe and O’Loughlin (1984b) therefore argued that:

“A focus on ... individual household[s] and [their] behaviour in housing submarkets is a more
useful approach than ecological methods in an analysis of mobility between ... German urban
neighbourhoods”. (p. 20),

whereas O’Loughlin (1987a) called for the application of:

“Methodologies such as the examination of life-histories, diaries, detailed questionnaires...”,

because he believed it was time for:

“... researchers to leave the high ground of aggregate data analysis and descend to the social world
of immigrant communities”. (p. 26)

These suggestions, as well as some of the criticisms directed at behaviouralism,
are taken seriously in this study, and the results of an in-depth approach, that aims to
answer some of the questions left open so far, are reported in part 3. I thereby draw on
particular theories of agency and action. It is this theoretical framework that is discussed

in the next chapter.
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Chapter 3

Agency, Action, Narrative and Identity

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, I argued that a focus on individuals within a longitudinal
framework is missing from studies of the situation of immigrant minorities in German
cities. Additionally, a number of criticisms directed at existing studies of residential
mobility, in particular the predominance of behavioural approaches, have been touched
upon. This study addresses some of these criticisms and suggestions, and in part 3
approaches the subject area of residential mobility from an explicitly biographical
perspective, taking the individual as the starting point of analysis. This clearly calls for an
explicit consideration and conceptualisation of two related concepts central to this study:

‘agency’ and ‘action’, These are concepts which, according to Giddens (1984):

“... are to do with the nature of human action and the acting itself; with how interaction should be
conceptualised and its relation to institutions”. (p. xvi)

This chapter addresses these demands and makes clear what I mean by terms and
concepts that will feature mainly in chapters 7 to 11. In section 3.2, I briefly review the
main criticisms directed against the behavioural tradition in mobility research, which have
triggered suggestions for an individual-based, biographical approach. In section 3.3, the
concept of ‘agency’ and its constitution is outlined, and a first look at action provided.
Section 3.4 then further conceptualises ‘action’ as an expression of identities and outlines
the concepts of ‘narrative identity’, ‘ontological narratives’ and ‘habitus’, thereby also

making the connections between ‘structure’ and ‘agency’ more explicit.
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3.2 Behaviouralism and its critics

As has been mentioned in the previous chapter, it appears that there are still gaps in our
understanding of residential mobility as a result of an adherence to the behaviouralist
tradition (Halfacree and Boyle 1993). This concern about the limitations of existing
approaches to intra-urban migration reflects a more general, on-going debate in
population geography. This debate has highlighted the dangers of the subject area being
left behind by recent advances in social theory, and thereby continuing to approach the
subject matter in often reductionist ways, both at the level of theory and method (Findlay
and Graham 1991; Findlay 1992; Graham 1995 a,b; White and Jackson 1995).

Calling for a reconceptualisation of residential migration and its closer connection
to recent developments in social theory, Halfacree and Boyle (1992, 1993) argue that
there are three major problems with existing approaches to the subject area which,
according to them, are wedded too closely (either explicitly or implicitly) to the
behaviouralist paradigm outlined in Chapter 2. In particular, they put forward the

criticisms that (p. 335):

- priority is usually given to the movement of people between two points, with this spatial
action being the main focus of study. Action is thereby primarily seen as observable,

physical behaviour;

- the locus of explanation is looked for in the level of stress at the instance immediately
prior to the move. Since people thereby react directly to a stimulus, action is in fact

reduced to behaviour (Werlen 1993);

- migration represents a discrete action which seeks the definite goal of a less stressful

environment.

However, it has increasingly been argued that these main concerns of existing
appr_oaches, while having led to some very useful insights, have hindered a fuller
understanding of residential migration and its situatedness in agents’ biographies, formed
in social contexts (White and Jackson 1995). This reflects some of the criticisms of
behaviouralist paradigms brought forward by other authors such as Bourdieu (1977), who

argues that:
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“It is necessary to abandon all theories which implicitly or explicitly treat [action] as a mechanical
reaction, directly determined by the antecedent conditions...” (p. 73),

because as others have argued, even when the focus is on the individual:

“... behavioural location principles ... merely supplement traditional theory, mopping up minor
individual anomalies and retaining a passive conception of men and women”. (Jackson and Smith
1984, p. 48. Emphasis added)

According to Halfacree and Boyle (1993), it is therefore necessary to move away
from these theories that regard migration as an isolated event in time and which portray
individuals as reacting to external stimuli, thus concentrating on physically-observable
action only. They argue that we need an approach that allows for active authorship, and
the multi-faceted, longitudinal and biographical constitution of action (cf. Hughes 1990).
This, however, calls for a different (theoretical and methodological) approach to the study
of residential migration, one that focuses on both ‘events’ and ‘non-events’ (White and
Jackson 1995), and their constitution in continuous time, or in other words, their location
in biographies. This means moving away to some extent from the search for simple
generalisations, which has been the prime goal of most existing approaches, including

behaviouralist studies:

“... behaviouralism is now seen to have involved an attempt to retrieve positivism from its
structuralist and humanist critics by modifying the assumptions of the modcls without jettisoning
an ultimate belief in the value of secking out empirical regularities as the basis for law-like
generalisations”. (White and Jackson 1995, p. 117) '

In the light of these doubts with regard to existing approaches to mobility, there
appears to be a genuine case for a biographical approach to action (migration/non-
migration) in order to contribute further to our understanding of these processes, and
thereby supplement the (undoubtedly impressive) findings gained through behavioural,
ecological and structural approaches'. Thereby, I would see the approach suggested here

less as a full-blooded criticism of behaviouralism and more as an extension to it

Mtis important to stress that I believe that all these approaches will remain important, because there are
difficulties of generalisation from a biographical approach (Molho 1986). Biographical research should
therefore be seen as supplementing more conventional studies, and furthering the insight into action
(migration/non-migration).

21t could be argucd that Halfacree and Boyle’s (1993) criticisms of behaviouralism are over-harsh at
stages and ignore the variety of ‘behavioural’ approaches (see for example Golledge and Timmermans
1990). Nevertheless, as Clark (1981) and Golledge and Stimson (1987) show, much research at the level
of the individual in behavioural geography has had the aim of arriving at aggregate models.
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In order to do this, it is necessary first to outline how action is to be understood,
and how ‘human agency’ is conceptualised. Discussing ‘agency’ and ‘action’ separately is
undoubtedly slightly artificial, and there exists some overlap between the different
sections. Nevertheless, progressing from an outline of ‘agency’ to ‘action’ leads to greater
clarity and, moreover, reflects the sequence in which the different concepts are used in the
empirical chapters. Thereby, ‘agency’ forms the key-concept in chapters 7 to 10, whereas
the particular theory of ‘action’ (connecting ‘narrative’ and ‘identity’), while forming part
of the focus in these chapters, plays a greater role in chapter 11 when it is examined at the

level of the individual.

3.3 Agency and action

In contrast to the view of the individual in much of existing migration research, which
often leaves agency unexplained and touches upon the individual implicitly rather than
explicitly, Giddens (1984) sees human agents as complex and, ultimately, much more
powerful than reacting in a fairly mechanical way in a stimulus-response framework.
According to Giddens, human agents are characterised by three fundamental features:
firstly, they constantly reflexively monitor the ‘flow of their activities’ and the context
(social and physical) in which they move, and expect others to do the same (Jessop 1996).
Human agents thereby acquire ‘stocks of knowledge’ (Schutz 1972) which crucially
influence the nature and shape of action (see below). These stocks of knowledge are
formed in the ‘flow of duration’, or in continuous time and the on-going nature of

individual experiences, and are therefore fundamentally biographical in nature.

Secondly, through the capacity to monitor and evaluate the ‘structural
(institutional) context’ and contexts of interaction, agents are always knowledgeable
about and, through the constitution of their stocks of knowledge, are always purposeful in
what they do. This is what Giddens (1984) calls the rationalisation of action so that, based

on their stocks of knowledge, agents can provide reasons for their activities:

“To be a human agent is to be a purposive agent, who both has reasons for his or her activities and
is able, if asked, to elaborate discursively upon these reasons”. (Giddens 1984, p. 6)
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These features rule out a mechanical reaction to an external stimulus resulting in a
pre-defined response, since no action (this referring especially to non-routine action) is
made whilst the rest of an agent’s life is placed in complete suspension. The biographical
stocks of knowledge, giving authorship and agency (defined as the capacity and capability
to act and to make a difference through purposeful action) to the individual, thereby mean
that action will always take place to a large extent as a result of the content of these

‘stocks of knowledge’, and the evaluation of the setting of action through biography.

Thirdly, through these two features, and through the resulting possibility to
‘always act otherwise’ and thereby ‘make a difference’, Giddens also regards human

agents as being inherently powerful, and equates agency with power.

Undoubtedly, Giddens works with a very strong notion of agency, one that has
increasingly been taken up by other authors such as Werlen (1993), who demands for the

‘acting subject’ to return to centre stage, because:

“Only subjects can act, but there is no such thing as purely individual action. Human action is
always an expression of socio-cultural, psychological and material factors in terms of the
conditions and consequences of action”, (p.6, emphasis added)

While both Werlen and Giddens make a strong argument for focusing on human
agents, there are clear limits to agency, as the quotation by Werlen suggests. Rather than
being unconstrained, agency is located firmly in the boundedness of social settings,
formed by the acknowledged and unacknowledged conditions of past actions - or
‘structures’ - forming sets of rules and resources. This boundedness places limits on
agency without ever fully dissolving it, and thereby circumscribes in particular the
capacity to translate agency into action in an unconstrained way in different contexts,
making ‘place’ and ‘time’ crucial in examining agency and action. Ultimately, the power
and possibility of agents is therefore always contingent, so that in empirical research it is
more important to ask how realistic it would have been to ‘have acted otherwise’ rather
than ask whether it would have been possible at all to have done so. This means retaining
‘agency’ as a concept while analysing action in relation to its (anticipated) consequences,
and in relation to the rest of agents’ lives. This forms one of the key arguments in chapters
7 to 10.
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Moreover, while there are clear external, societal constraints on the realisation of
agency in social contexts through ‘structural’ constraints, there are also a number of
constraints that operate at a ‘lower’, psychological level, and that often seem to be
overlooked in sociological theories. These ‘constraints’ could be conceptualised as being
more ‘internal’ than ‘external’ (although they acquire significance only in particular
contexts), and it is instructive to look briefly at psychological theories of the self and of

self-actualisation that focus on these constraints, needs and resources.

While a complete sense of self is, according to Giddens (1991), never achieved
since the self is always something that becomes, various psychological needs involving
belongingness, love and esteem, nevertheless must be fulfilled to varying degrees for
different individuals, in order for them to experience a strong sense of agency through the
potential for self-actualisation (Maslow 1954). The fulfilment of these needs, however, is
dependent on the presence and accessibility of a number of resources. ‘Constraint’ in this
respect is primarily defined as the absence of these resources. In chapters 7 and 8, I
demonstrate how Turkish primary immigrants in Munich experienced a virtual dissolution
of their sense of agency after migration to Germany through the absence of a number of
resources (such as the family) in an unfamiliar ‘structural’ context, and how the need for
self-actualisation and the development of a strong sense of agency in turn triggered the
need for these resources to be present, and led to (extremely constrained and limited)
action. Moreover, I also show how these immigrants utilised auxiliary resources in order
to compensate for the absence of vital ‘standard’ resources such as the family. In some
respects, the fulfilment of these basic needs - which undoubtedly have varying significance

for different agents - is a necessary condition for developing a strong sense of agency.

So far, human agents have been characterised as being both knowledgeable and
purposeful, while being constrained by various psychological needs and structural
(institutional) features - what has been called the ‘boundedness’ of agency. In a first step
towards developing a theory of action, it is instructive to look briefly at the work of
Alfred Schutz, his concept of the stocks of knowledge, and his conceptualisation of the

action situation.

As already seen, by passing through social contexts and constantly monitoring

these contexts and their actions in it reflexively, human agents develop, according to
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Schutz (1972), unique ‘stocks of knowledge’, formed in continuous time and the flow of
duration and, according to Halfacree and Boyle (1993), located in biographies. Any

action” situation is thereby evaluated directly through these stocks of knowledge.

Action therefore takes place directly as a result of the totality of the content of
these stocks of knowledge and their evaluation and significance in the present context.
The focus on ‘totality’ is of crucial significance here, and should warn us against only
uncovering those parts of the stocks of knowledge that appear directly relevant to action.
Rather, it becomes essential to uncover the relationship of the separate parts of the
‘stocks of knowledge’ to each other, and their relationship to the present and anticipated

future context (Thompson 1991). These points are elaborated further in the next section.

Human agents thus constantly monitor their conduct and the context in which they
operate, assembling ‘stocks of knowledge’ from which action arises. As a result of the
constitution of these ‘stocks of knowledge’ in the flow of duration, the causes behind
actions, in particular non-routine actions such as mobility, have to be looked for in
people’s biographies. ‘Causes’, however, take different forms and are located at different
levels, and it is instructive to take on board Schutz’s (1972) outline of two levels of

‘motives’ behind every action.

Schutz (1972) argues that there are always two sets of motives behind action
(again seen in the widest sense) or, more precisely, an act: ‘in-order-to-motives’ (or
‘reasons’, in Giddens’ 1984 terms) on the one hand, and ‘because-motives’ on the other,
These two motives are interdependent, but are not normally thought about in the same
way by the subjective agent, with the ‘in-order-to-motive’ forming the immediate reason
for an action (for example migration in order to reduce ‘residential stress’), and the
‘because-motive’ provided by the stocks of knowledge formed in the flow of duration,
and located in biographies. These ‘because-motives’ determine, mediate and influence the
ultimate form of the ‘in-order-to-motive’ and, more importantly, determine its emergence

in the first place. Or as Giddens (1984) put it:

3 *Action’ should here be seen in a very wide sense and shouldn’t be limited to physically-observable acts
alone. Rather, the focus should be on both ‘events’ and ‘non-events’ located in the flow of duration, and
thereby also include ‘mental action’.
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“For the most part [because] motives supply overall plans or programmes - ‘projects’, in Schutz’s
term - within which a range of conduct is enacted”. (p. 6)

If we therefore rely solely on uncovering the ‘in-order-to-motive’ by asking simple
‘why’ questions (see section 2.4.4.3), we run two risks: the first is the danger of only
uncovering and explaining physically-observable behaviour, building on and sustaining a
narrow conceptualisation of ‘action’. Or in other words, we clearly are in danger of
prioritising ‘events’ (e.g. migration) over ‘non-events’ (e.g. non-migration) (White and
Jackson 1995). Secondly, we are unable to fully understand and uncover the contextual
(referring to societal context) and biographical circumstances under which decisions are
made and under which action is accordingly taken. If, for example, people in virtually
identical circumstances (e.g. with respect to income, family size, quality and size of
current dwelling) act differently when they would be expected to behave similarly, it is
essential to uncover the ‘because-motives’ (that always also contain a component
orientated towards the future) that have triggered or prevented an ‘in-order-to-motive’
from occurring as such in the first place. Or, as Halfacree and Boyle (1993) argue, we
have to enquire ‘around the subject’ in order to be able to explain action fully. This is
crucial since, as Schutz (1972) argues, by asking simple ‘why’ questions, we will always
only uncover ‘in-order-to-motives’ since, from the subject’s point of view, it is always an
‘in-order-to-motive’ that directs action, since the range of alternatives is already limited
(though not always acknowledged by the subject) by the biographically-rooted ‘because-

motives’. For Werlen (1993) this means that:

“... all possible alternatives depend on the (biographically) determined situation of the agent, [and]
on the particular form the agent’s stock of knowledge takes at the point in time the project is
conceived”. (p. 128)

‘Enquiring around the subject’ in order to understand action is not only crucial in
order to uncover the ‘because-motives’ behind action. While I have argued earlier that
human agents are both knowledgeable and purposeful and know a great deal about what
they do through the reflexive monitoring of context and conduct, this doesn’t mean that
agents are always able to give a discursive account of the reasons behind their conduct, or
that they always actively think about particular lines of action. Rather, in the flow of daily
life, many things agents ‘do’ (again in a very wide sense), are carried out through that part
of the biographically-rooted ‘stocks of knowledge’ that Giddens (1984) and Harré (1979)

call ‘practical consciousness’ and that Sayer (1992) calls ‘practical knowledge’.
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According to Giddens (1979), this form of consciousness can be seen as tacit knowledge
that is skilfully applied by agents in the ‘enactment of conduct’ (Giddens 1979, p. 57).
However, agents are not normally able to formulate this kind of knowledge discursively.
This is contrasted with ‘discursive consciousness’, which is that part of knowledge which
agents actively think about and which they are always able to express verbally, including

the conditions of their own actions.

Thus, our ‘practical consciousness’ tells us how ‘to get on’ on a day-to-day basis,
and should also be seen as part of the realm in which information about society, context
and our position in it are assimilated and action taken accordingly. This depends on our
particular biographies and the precise form of this part of our consciousness, forming an
element of our ‘stocks of knowledge’. In other words, many of the ‘because-motives’
behind action are likely to be located at the level of practical consciousness. However, the
boundary between ‘practical’ and ‘discursive’ consciousness is by no means rigid or
completely impermeable (Giddens 1984). While human agents are not normally able to
give a discursive account of the ‘because-motives’ for their conduct, practical
consciousness can nevertheless be raised to the level of discourse (Halfacree and Boyle
1992, 1993). An explanation of action can then be obtained that goes beyond a reduction
to ‘in-order-to-motives’. In order to achieve this, it is necessary to approach the research
problem with in-depth, qualitative methods, and widen the examination of ‘reasons’ or
‘causes’ by enquiring ‘around the subject’. Moreover, the formation of ‘stocks of
knowledge’ in the flow of duration suggests that a biographical research method is most
suitable, uncovering this constitution in continuous time, rather than concentrating only

on the immediate action situation in a cross-sectional framework.

So far, a particular ‘internal’ conceptualisation of agency and human agents has
been provided. Moreover, 1 have started to outline elements of a theory of action,
drawing on different sources. The main points have thereby been that human agents are
knowledgeable about (although not necessarily at the level of discourse), and purposeful
in, what they do, through the reflexive monitoring of context and conduct and the unique
constitution of ‘stocks of knowledge’. Action is fundamentally related to biographies,
formed in continuous time or ‘the flow of duration’. The wider structural and societal

context, as well as agents’ stocks of knowledge (formed in different contexts) and various
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psychological needs (which, however, are also strongly related to context), place limits on
the capacity to act, or the capacity to translate agency into action. What is missing,
however, is a more formal theory of action, one that can be operationalised in empirical
research, as well as identifying the relationship between ‘structure’ and ‘agency’ more

strongly.

3.4 Action, narrative identity and habitus

“While being black has been the powerful social attribution in my life, it is only
one of a number of governing narratives or presiding fictions by which I am
constantly reconfiguring myself in the world. Gender is another, along with
ecology, pacifism, my peculiar brand of colloquial English, and Roxbury,
Massachusetts.” (Williams 1991, p. 256; emphasis added).

In recent years, there have been increasing calls in population geography to ‘meet the
post-modern challenge’ (Dear 1988) and acknowledge diversity and situatedness and their
relevance for population matters (Graham 1995a, b). These calls parallel and reflect
transformations in geography and the social sciences at large that have started to review
and alter their concepts and theories in the light of a ‘changing world’ (Johnston 1991b).
In particular, the concepts of ‘identity’ and ‘identity politics’ have risen to increasing
prominence. This has been both a reflection of, and an attempt to explain, large-scale
political and social transformations, in the period of ‘postmodernity’ or ‘high modernity’
(Giddens 1991). From the totalising ‘grand’ claims of ‘modern’ social theory, outlining
theories of the universal agent, these identity theories have begun to address and
emphasise difference, variation and situatedness. It is thereby no surprise that these
theories have arisen primarily as a result of the realisation of the marginalisation of certain
groups in white, male, heterosexual social-scientific discourses: women, racialised others,
gays and lesbians. But these theories based on identity (e.g. Cohen 1985; Spivak 1987,
Tourraine 1988; Calhoun 1991; 1994; White 1992; Zaretsky 1994) have not just tried to
account for the self-perception and agency of these groups and others, they have also
fundamentally altered the way ‘action’ has been perceived and conceptualised in general.
From ‘roles’, ‘rational interests’, ‘norms’ and ‘behaviour’, these new theories of agency

and action have assumed subjective agents to act as a result of the ways in which they see
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themselves in society, or put differently, as a result of their particular identities.
Fundamentally, and in the words of Somers and Gibson (1994), this means that ‘I act
because of who I am’, rather than as the result of learned, mechanistic, universalistic
behaviour. In other words people’s actions are both expressions and results of their
identities. People with similar life-experiences (based on colour, gender, generation and so
on) have been assumed to act in similar ways, their actions being an expression of their
common experiences shaping their identities. As Somers (1994) argues, however, this
risks the danger of the unquestioned and unmediated prioritisation of certain experiences
(such as gender) at the expense of others, thereby only providing a very partial
explanation of action. Or in other words, there has been the danger of assuming that a
single category of experience overdetermines any number of other cross-cutting
differences (hooks 1984). These identities themselves have also often been assumed to be
inherently stable, ignoring their constitution and significance in social contexts, and their
shifting nature through context and in time (or their relationality). While being a social
constructionist response to essentialist ideas themselves, prioritising certain experiences

means almost essentialising these (Probyn 1990):

“The more we considered context, the more we realised that while the general constructs of race,
class and gender are essential, they are not rigidly deterministic”. (Personal Narratives Group
1989, p. 19)

It is this unquestioned and unmediated prioritisation of certain attributes, so
dominant in migration research, that the quotation from Williams at the beginning of this

section addresses, and that the concept of ‘narrative identity’ aims to address and rectify.

Narrative has traditionally been associated with history and the humanities rather
than with the social sciences (White, H. 1984). The reason for this has been the
assumption that narrativity is a form of representation rather than referring to causality
and explanation - that narrative is a means of representing and synthesising experiences in
the social world. As the quotation by Williams suggests, and as has recently been argued
by an increasing number of social scientists, there is a much more substantive side to
narrativity: namely, that social life is itself storied, that human agents construct stories out
of the variety of their experiences and that these narratives are then fundamental in

guiding action (Personal Narratives Group 1989; Radhakrishnan 1992; Manies 1993).
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These authors claim that the totality of these stories or narratives (the two terms pointing

to their subjective, biographical and on-going nature) make up people’s identities, so that:
“... identity only exists in the form of identity narratives”. (Martin 1995, p. 15)

Experience, encompassing direct (first-hand), as well as second-hand experience
and various other sorts of information, is thereby constituted in and through narratives,
through a range of on-going story-lines that are always also linked to the future, thereby
making the self and identity something that always also becomes (Giddens 1991; Nehamas
1985). As Rutherford (1990) argues:

“Identity marks the conjuncture of our past with the social, cultural and economic relations we live
within” (p. 19),

so that identity is:

“... contingent, a provisional full stop in the play of differences and the narrative(s) of our own
lives”. (ibid., p. 24, emphasis added)

It is these narratives which then mediate and guide action in certain ways and not

others.

According to Somers and Gibson (1994), the most important dimension of this
‘new narrativity’ for a theory of action is provided by ontological narratives (cf. Somers
1992). It is through ontological narratives, ‘possessed’ by individuals, formed in social
contexts (referring to both the ‘interaction order’ and the ‘institutional order’, see
Goffiman 1983) and located in biographies, that subjective agents make sense of their
lives, and of the world and the context they live and operate in. Or as Somers and Gibson

(1994) put it:

“Ontological narratives are used to define who we are; this in turn is a precondition for knowing
what to do. This ‘doing’ will in turn produce new narratives and hence new actions; the
relationship between narrative and ontology is processual and mutually constitutive”. (p. 61)

Action is then mediated fundamentally by the totality of these ontological
narratives which, according to Somers (1994), can be constructed around any number of
features, from the nation state, to the family, to the experience of racism, and which
acquire different relative significance in different contexts. The totality of ontological
narratives then forms particular narrative identities in different social settings.
Fundamentally, when we research a particular action or path of action (again seen in a

very wide sense), it is not enough to simply ask a limited number of ‘why’ questions, but
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the totality of these ontological narratives and their inter-connectedness has to be
uncovered. While not all of these narratives will be of equal importance to the action

process, all contribute to the precise and detailed form it eventually takes.

The similarities to Schutz’s (1972) ‘because-motives’ and to the issue of practical
consciousness discussed earlier are immediately apparent here, since it is the constitution
of narrative identities that plays a great role in shaping or mediating action®, with these
identities not necessarily actively thought about by the individual. Thinking about
identities formed in continuous time (as opposed to ‘stocks of knowledge’), and
conceptualising these identities as consisting of various identity narratives has, I believe, a
number of advantages. Firstly, it provides a concept that can be put into practice much
more easily than the rather obscure concept of the ‘stocks of knowledge’, although many
of these narratives clearly have to be accessed through enquiring ‘around the subject’ and
have to be raised to discourse from the level of practical consciousness. Secondly, the
inter-connectedness of various ontological narratives can be teased out more easily and
clearly in different action situations, thereby explaining why agents act differently under
similar circumstances as a result of the different (detailed) biographical configuration of
their narrative identities. Thirdly, seeing identity as consisting of narratives means that the
social context acquires primary significance, not in a rigidly deterministic way, but
through its influence on the formation and reshaping of narratives, while itself always
being evaluated through existing narrative identities (see below). Fourthly, the concepts of
ontological narratives and narrative identities thereby seem to allow more room for their
changing nature and significance over time, whereas the ‘stocks of knowledge’ appear to

be rather fixed.

According to Somers and Gibson (1994), action is therefore mediated to a large
extent by our narrative identities, which are fundamentally biographical in nature. These
actions then produce new narratives and transform existing ones in an on-going process.

According to Somers and Gibson (1994):

“... it is through narrativity that we come to know, understand and make sense of the social world,
and it is through [ontological] narratives that we constitute our social identities” (p. 59),

41 don’t want to imply here that identity is independent of action, or that identity precedes action and is
stable. Rather, the relationship between identity and action should be seen as dialectical.
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so that, as a result:

“People act or do not act in part according to how they understand their place in any given number
of narratives”, (p. 61)

It is this focus on the totality of ontological narratives that is so important for a
theory of action that attempts to fully understand processes such as (non) mobility. This is
so for two reasons: firstly, it should warn us against forcing explanations for action into a
(pre-determined), limited and unmediated set of factors (such as the life-cycle). Secondly,
it thereby explains variations in actions between people in similar circumstances, in similar
‘taxonomic groups’ (Sayer 1992). Fundamentally, this means that we can’t expect a
priori that all people (or even the majority of them) interpret the ‘context’ in exactly the
same way and act accordingly. Rather, it is the constitution of agents’ narrative identities
that needs to be uncovered, thereby reducing the risk of the ‘ecological fallacy’ (Robinson

1950), and calling for an attention to ‘empirical detail’ (Graham 1995a).

However, while this framework for the explanation and analysis of action appears
to be attractive at the level of the individual, social science research is usually interested in
at least some degree of generalisation. So far, I have approached the question of the
location, construction and significance of ontological narratives primarily from the point
of view of the individual, thereby reflecting Arendt’s (1958) argument that plurality and
difference are basic to the human condition. In doing this, I have only touched upon two
considerations: firstly, the way these narratives are shaped in contexts, and the way in
which they are therefore fundamentally social; secondly, the similarity of ‘dominant’ or
‘presiding’ ontological narratives - and consequently the similarity (though not
congruence) of narrative identities - for people in similar social positions, whatever the

basis for this similarity is, and resulting similarities in their paths of action.

While human agents selectively draw on ontological narratives in a given action-
situation, it would be wrong to assume that the construction of these story-lines are
entirely the result of agents’ free will. Rather, as I have touched upon earlier in this
section and in the previous section, they are the result of ‘experiences’ in a very wide
sense, referring both to the level of the “interaction order’ and the ‘institutional order’
(Goffman 1983). The shape of these experiences is clearly dependent to a large extent on
social position, or in Giddens’ (1984) words, narrative identities are always also a

fundamental expression of what is generally called the ‘structural context’. In accordance
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with Giddens (1984), it is instructive to conceive of these ‘structures’ as more than mere
constraints, but to regard them as both ‘rules’ and ‘resources’, and thereby see them as
both enabling and constraining. While ontological narratives and their importance are to a
significant extent dependent on social position, material factors, various facets of social,
economic and political status and so on, and can thereby be seen as constraining, another
aspect of narrative identity is what could be called more appropriately ‘enabling
narratives’. For example, through their socialisation, agents also draw on narratives based
around the family or social skills, which are fundamental for orientation and structure in
their lives. Moreover, through experience, narratives that constrain choice (e.g. based on
experiences in the private housing market), at the same time enable agents to ‘get on’ in
this field and avoid further discrimination there, for example by orientating their
residential search to the public sector in future. This will be discussed further in the
empirical chapters. Narrative identities are therefore complex biograbhically-rooted
configurations of various ‘enabling’ and ‘constraining’ ontological narratives, formed in
institutional contexts, personal relationships and processes of interaction. However, this
formation of narrative through social position does not take place in a rigidly
deterministic way, but is itself narratively mediated, with the significance of the individual
‘story-lines’ depending on their location in the totality of all ontological narratives,
formed in time and located in biographies. This, thereby, precludes to some extent the
assumption of categorical stability of action, both between members of the same

‘taxonomic groups’, and for individual agents through time.

Nevertheless, the inherently social nature of ontological narratives and narrative
identities ensures that people in similar social categories (acquiring significance through
their relation to particular social positions and its consequences), are likely to have similar

experiences in similar contexts. As Somers and Gibson (1994) argue:

“Although we argue that social action is intelligible only through the construction, enactment and
appropriation of narratives, this does not mean that agents are free to fabricate narratives at will;
rather, they must ‘choose” from a repertoire of available representations and stories. Which kinds
of narratives will socially predominate is contested politically and will depend in large part on the
distribution of power”. (p. 73)

As a result, their dominant narratives are likely to be similar, resulting in similar

paths of action. However, while they are similar, these paths (or the ‘motives’ behind
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them) are unlikely to be identical as a result of the mediation of dominant narratives

through the unique constitution of narrative identities. Or as Martin (1995) puts is:
“[Narrative] identity implies both uniqueness and sameness”. (p. 6)

While ontological narratives are therefore ‘possessed” by individuals, there is room
for generalisation in the application of the concept, so that the proposed epistemology is
also nomothetic®. Or as Taylor (1992 a, b) argues, while there is no simple sameness
unmarked by difference, all distinctions are also dependent on some background of
common recognition. It is here that Bourdieu’s (1977, 1984, 1990a) concept of the

‘habitus’ comes into play.

If ontological narratives are fundamentally social in their constitution then, as an
example, institutions such as the housing market will be narratively-mediated in similar
ways for members of particular groups, as a result of their similar treatment there. In the
present study such treatment is ultimately a reflection of power differentials in a society
manifested for example, as has been argued in section 2.3, in the construction of a
particular ‘public narrative’ around German nationhood, legitimising discrimination. This
means that people in these groups are likely to have had similar experiences in this
particular field, leading to similar but not identical (dominant) narratives related to it. As

Brint (1992) argues, this means that:

“... the experience of common conditions of life ... makes people with shared attributes a
meaningful feature of the social structure”. (p. 79)

Or in Bourdieu’s (1977) terms, these common experiences mean that people in
similar positions are likely to share a similar ‘habitus’, referring to similar dispositions to
act. Bourdieu developed the concept of the habitus precisely to achieve the objective of
avoiding extreme determinism or ‘mechanistic behaviour’ and thereby take individual
agency and authorship seriously (see section 4.2), while still being sensitive to the

boundedness of agency and the significance of context.

Thus, in accordance with Giddens (1984), Bourdieu also argues for a

conceptualisation of human agents that allows them some ‘degree of freedom’ in their

5 As White and Jackson (1995) argue, we should nevertheless not look for generalisations just for the sake
of it, but should accept limits to these generalisations and be prepared to sacrifice, if necessary, some of
the (political) applicability of population geography.
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actions, and sees them as being both ‘knowledgeable’ and ‘purposeful’, rather than merely

reacting to external stimuli:

“It follows that the actions cannot be directly deduced either from the objective conditions, defined
as the ... stimuli which may appear to have triggered them, or from the conditions which produced
the durable principle of their production”. (Bourdieu 1977, p. 78)

Or, from a narrative-identity perspective, external ‘objective’ conditions are
themselves always narratively-mediated as a result of previous experiences and their

evaluation through narrative identities. In Bourdieu’s terms:

“In fact, it is their present and past positions in the social structure that biological individuals
carry with them, at all times and in all places, in the forms of dispositions which are so many
marks of social position ...”. (ibid., p. 82)

Being not only concerned with action, but with the question of social
reproduction, Bourdieu clearly believes that the habitus, while ultimately being a
‘property’ of individuals and structuring their particular actions, also explains actions of
groups of people occupying similar social positions, both past and present. This means
that:

“Though it is impossible for all members of the same class (or even two of them) to have had the
same experiences, in the same order, it is certain that each member of the same class [group] is

more likely than any member of another class to have been confronted with the situations most
frequent for the member of that class™. (Bourdieu 1990, p. 53)

While I do believe that the habitus - referring to similar dominant ontological
narratives and similar narrative identities, and therefore to similar dispositions to act -
provides a suitable concept when referring to actions of ‘groups’, I would resist some of
Bourdieu’s (inconsistent) terminology and thereby only accept a slightly reworked
conceptualisation of the habitus. In particular, I would agree with Alexander (1995) who
argues that the habitus, formulated as a concept to overcome the structure/agency or
individual/determinism dualisms, in places still retains a strong mechanistic notion, and
that Bourdieu himself sometimes seems to contradict himself and seems to move away
from his original aim of allowing for individual authorship. In particular, I would resist his
notion of the habitus as merely representing the ‘internalisation of externality’ resulting in
particular ‘dispositions to act’, rather than seeing the interpretation of this externality as
being narratively-mediated through biographically-constituted narrative identities. A slight
redefinition of the habitus - seeing it as referring to similar dominant ontological

narratives significantly engendered by social position, but still allowing for authorship
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through the unique combination of these narratives - seems to come close to what
Bourdieu himself has had in mind: to provide a concept that can account for variation
within uniformity (cf. Alexander 1995). Linking the habitus to dominant ontological
narratives, rather than to dispositions to act directly (with action following from and being
constituted through the precise constitution of narrative identities) would therefore
provide more scope for individual authorship. Thereby, it is possible to account for certain
general patterns (such as immigrants’ movement through the housing market), while still
being able to accept difference and variation as a fundamental ontological condition, and
to research and explain these variations between different agents. In his later writings,
Bourdieu seems to have made this goal more explicit, and he seems to acknowledge

individuals’ ‘degrees of freedom’ much more strongly:

“In fact, the singular habitus of members of the same [group] are united in a relationship of
homology, that is, of diversity within homogeneity, reflecting the diversity within homogeneity
characteristic of their social conditions of production”, (Bourdieu 1990, p. 60, emphasis added)

3.5 Conclusion

This thesis is, to a large extent, concerned with the actions of individuals in social
contexts. Providing a conceptualisation of the individual agent has therefore been one
concern of this chapter. Drawing on the work of Giddens, human agents have been
described as being both knowledgeable about and purposeful in what they do, resisting a
mechanistic, rigidly deterministic view of the agent. Throughout, however, agency has
been seen as being firmly located in what is generally termed ‘structure’. Consequently,
the particular view of action developed in the second part of the chapter has tried to
connect ‘structure and agency’ in meaningful ways through the introduction of the two
concepts of narrative identities and ontological narratives. While the focus has thereby
been on the individual, outlining the unique biographical constitution of narrative
identities and their connection to action, it has also been shown that there is room for
generalisation of actions of people in particular groups, defined by social position. This
has been illustrated by the work of Bourdieu and his concept of the ‘habitus’. What has
been provided thereby is a flexible concept of action, that is applied and examined in detail

for its contribution primarily in chapter 11, where the focus is on the individual. This
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framework, and the conceptualisation of the biographical constitution of action in

particular, call for specific research methods that are examined in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4

The Research Methodology: A Mixed Methods Approach

4.1 Introduction: The research strategy

Every theoretical framework, being built on and reflecting a particular epistemology,
demands certain research methods in order to form a coherent research methodology
(Bulmer 1984): a dialectical process of theory, method and empirical enquiry. As Harvey
(1990) argues:

“Methodology, in grounding enquiry in empirical instances, thus makes explicit the
presuppositions that inform the knowledge that is generated by the enquiry”. (Harvey 1990, p. 1)

Given the arguments developed in chapter 3 concerning the narrative constitution
of identity and its connection to agency and action, it is necessary to move from
‘residential migration’ to ‘residential history’ and thereby give equal weight to observable
(physical) action and mental action, events and non-events. As a result, the most suitable
method to address the theoretical demands here, is the biographical or life-history
approach (Bertaux 1981; Halfacree and Boyle 1993) operationalised through in-depth,

semi-structured interviews.

In order to account for residential histories more fully than has previously been the
case (Roseman 1971; Pryor 1979; Forrest and Murie 1987, 1991), two other methods
have been applied which supplement the in-depth part of the research, which forms the
mainspring of the study. The first of these complementary methods is the analysis of the
changing locational distribution and residential migration of Turkish inhmigrants and their
offspring, and of immigrants and their children more generally. This is connected to an
analysis of the spatial structure of the housing market. The second is a larger-scale
questionnaire survey, designed to compile a larger number of individual residential
histories. Taken together, these methods allow us to move from the aggregate to the

individual, and from the cross-sectional to the longitudinal.

These two methods go some way towards accounting for residential histories, but
they can’t provide a full explanation as such. While the aggregate approach can primarily
explain spatial patterns related to the structure of the city, the questionnaire survey can’t

properly reflect the way in which action is constituted, nor can it uncover the (changing)
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significance of residence. Consequently the in-depth approach forms the main part of the

study.

The selection of these three methods reflects a belief that each of them possesses
different epistemological capabilities and covers different ontological territory (Karpati
1981). No method on its own could provide the insight that a combination of them does
(Berg 1989; Dex 1991). If attention is paid to the differential explanatory capacities of the
different methods, these ‘intensive’ and ‘extensive’ research methods (Harré 1979) can

maximise explanation through their different roles (Walby 1991; Sayer 1992).

This chapter outlines the use of these methods. In section 4.2, I briefly explain the
nature of the official data used. In section 4.3, the various stages of the questionnaire
survey are discussed. Finally, in section 4.4 the in-depth stage of the research processes
are examined, concentrating on the nature of biographical research, the design of the
interview schedule, the problems of negotiating access, the interview process, and the

analysis of the interview material.

4.2 The use of official data sources

Official data were used for three main purposes: to analyse the (spatial) structure of the
housing market; to examine the distribution of Turks and other foreigners over the city;
and to investigate the intra-urban migration patterns of immigrants and Germans. These

general aims had to be adapted to the availability and limitations of official statistics.

All the data were obtained through the Statistical Office of the City of Munich,
and were made available on the basis of the ward (Stadtbezirk) scale. While a further
disaggregation on the basis of the Stadibezirksteil (100 in total), or Stadtbezirksviertel
(276 in total) would have been possible for some (though not all) variables, the ward (36
in total) was seen as the preferable spatial unit here for two reasons: firstly, smaller-scale
data have to be extracted by a statistician at the Statistical Office at very high costs;
secondly, the Stadtbezirk is the level for which data on spatial movement were collected
in the later questionnaire-survey (see Section 4.3). For reasons of comparability, it was
therefore preferable to keep the spatial units constant (cf. Glebe and Waldorf 1987).
However, a change in administrative boundaries and a resulting reduction in the number
of wards from 36 to 24 in 1991 means that the analyses of locational distribution and

residential migration will only be presented up to 1990 and 1991 respectively. While it
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would have been possible to re-calculate all available data on the basis of the
amalgamated 24 wards, I decided that this was not desirable for two main reasons: firstly,
it would have reduced the meaningfulness of the results due to the larger size of the units;
secondly, and maybe more importantly, the original 36 wards still represent very much the
‘natural areas’ in the city. As in other German cities, they are:

(13

.. equated with a community in everyday use and planning, [so that] the name of the ward
conjures the image of a certain type of housing, age, class, social environment and financial
investment... . [This] allows for ... confidence in the validity of research results ...” (O’Loughlin
and Glebe 1984b, p. 8)

I therefore decided that limiting the analysis to the years leading up to 1990 was
the preferable option. It has to be pointed out, however, that the 36 wards are very
uneven in various aspects of size! and are by no means intemélly homogeneous. Thus, the
number of dwellings varies between just over 2000 for the smallest, to just over 45000 for

the largest Stadtbezirk’, whereas the population sizes range between 5000 and 100000.

The analysis of the housing market is based on the 1987 Gebdude- und
Wohnungszihlung. For the city of Munich, this is the most recent year for which accurate
data on the housing market are available and, while Fortschreibungs (continuous
registration) data exist for some aspects, these are incomplete and not as precise as the

census data.

Additional data on the housing market were obtained from publications by the
Referat fiir Stadiplanung und Bauordnung (planning department). These data, however,
refer to different variables published for the city of Munich as a whole (rather than wards)

such as developments in the public housing sector, and are available at irregular intervals.

Analysis of the locational distributions and mobility patterns was based exclusively
on Fortschreibungs-data collected in and made available through the MIDAS
(Mikrodemographisches Analysesystem) system of the Statistical Office. Every inhabitant
of a German city is required to register all changes in residence with the authorities
(O’Loughlin 1980). These ‘registration cards’ form the basis of the MIDAS system.
Population data are therefore updated continuously and published on a yearly basis at the
end of each year. While these data have been recognised as being generally fairly accurate
(Findlay 1986) they, too, suffer from a number of limitations. Firstly, groups are labelled

‘externally’ (White 1993c¢): for example, Kurds are incorporated into the general category

! See also Manhardt (1977) on the general difficulty of defining sub-units in German cities.
2 Results of the 1987 Gebdude- und Wohnungszahlung (Census of buildings and dwellings).
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of ‘Turks’, a label most of them would probably resist. Secondly, no allowance is made
for immigrants or their offspring holding two citizenships. Inevitably, they are
incorporated into the German population. Thirdly, statistics are not broken down by age
or sex. Fourthly, under-enumeration is likely as the result of the presence of illegal
immigrants (White 1993c). Fifthly, this under-enumeration also exists as the result of the
non-registration of moves (Statistisches Amt der Stadt Miinchen 1987). A sixth
shortcoming is that no distinction is made between multiple and single moves within any
one year. Nevertheless, Fortschreibungs-data are still the most accurate official data
source, and can therefore provide valuable information on certain general processes. In
addition to these limitations, that exist for most official data sources, there are limitations
that are peculiar to the city of Munich and that pose restrictions on what could be
presented and analysed in this study. It has to be pointed out here that, while data
collection in German cities is universal, the way in which these data are handled and
published varies between different cities and is to some extent a result of the decisions

made by individual municipal authorities.

The first of these shortcomings is the nature of movement-data between wards.
While these data are available from 1975 onwards in the form of 36x36 mobility matrices
(including intra-ward movement), they are limited to the two groups of “all foreigners’
and ‘Germans’, As a result, the heterogeneous group of ‘all foreigners’ has to be used as
a surrogate for movement of Turks between wards. At the end of 1994, Turks formed

approximately 17% of the city’s total foreign population (see Section 6.2).

While data exist for Turkish intra-urban movement into, out of and within wards,
these data are only available from 1985 onwards. However, in contrast to the data on the
end of year group-size of different nationalities in the 36 wards, which are available for
every year between 1980 and 1990, mobility data are published (for 36 wards) up to
1991.

There are therefore clear limitations to what can be analysed and presented as a
result of the limited availability of statistical data. Nevertheless, analysing these official
data provides valuable insights in its own right as well as important contextual information
for the examination of individual residential histories based on the interviews, and the

cohort patterns derived from the questionnaire survey.
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4.3 The questionnaire survey
4.3.1 Introduction

The second research method used was a larger-scale questionnaire survey, that had the
purpose of successively moving from the aggregate to the individual, from residential
mobility to residential history. The key purpose of the questionnaires was thereby
descriptive or fact-finding rather than analytical (Ackroyd and Hughes 1983), with the
main aim being the collection of individual residential histories. The questionnaires were
therefore not designed to be used inferentially or to show causal relationships between
one variable and another (Oppenheim 1992). Rather, the goal was to point to the
association of certain variables. However, the questionnaires had, at the start, the
additional purpose of exploring a number of issues I wanted to pursue in the interviews.

As a result, the different sections were designed for slightly different purposes.

4.3.2 The design of the questionnaire

The questionnaires (see Appendix 1) were designed in order to fulfil two objectives. The
first of these was substantive and was the collection of individual residential histories. The
second objective was to ensure ease of completion, since it was expected that the majority
of the questionnaires would be completed by the respondents themselves. As a result, the
questionnaire was translated into Turkish in order not to exclude respondents who had
little German. Generally recommended features such as clarity of design, proper
explanations for each section, an introductory letter, as well as a stamped and addressed
return-envelope were thereby expected to lead to a higher response rate (Moser and
Kalton 1971; Nachmias and Nachmias 1981).

As recommended in the literature (e.g. May 1991, Bourque and Fiedler 1995), the
questionnaire started with a cover letter introducing myself and explaining the purpose of

the study, followed by instructions for the completion of the individual sections.

The first part consisted of two sections. Following the advice of standard texts
(Sheskin 1985, Nachmias and Nachmias 1981, May 1993, Fink 1995), the first (part 1)
enquired into the personal details of the respondents, consisting of a number of “attribute’
questions in order to be able to make statements about the sample, and relate the

residential histories to these characteristics. The variables collected can thereby be

67



grouped into three broad categories: demographic variables such as age, sex and marital
status; ethnic self-identification and employment status. Further variables (such as income)
could have been collected, but I felt that more detailed and sensitive enquiries would
reduce the response rate. In order to facilitate ease of completion, the questions were
mainly closed or required only a single word as an answer and, if possible, tried to avoid
skip patterns. A further set of ‘attribute questions’ concerning only immigrants, rather
than their children born in Germany, necessitated the splitting-up of part 1. The aim of
section la was again to enquire into certain ‘objective’ characteristics connected directly
with migration to Germany, enquiring into the date of migration, family reunification (or
its absence), as well as the ‘reason’ behind migration. Part 1 and 1a, together with part 3,
were piloted (in English and in slightly altered form) with nine respondents of immigrant
background in Sheffield in order to check whether they made sense and were easy to fill
in,

Part 2 of the questionnaire was designed to uncover the respondents’ attitudes
towards a number of issues by providing attitudinal statements and asking them to rate
their degree of agreement and disagreement on a Likert scale. The aim of this section was
primarily to inform some of the issues that would later be covered in the interviews. Four
main topics were covered in the attitudinal statements, each one of them represented by a
different set of questions: first, the respondents were asked whether they regarded
Germany as their Heimat (home); the second set of questions enquired into satisfaction
with their current place of residence, the relative importance of ‘the flat as such’ versus its
location, and the likelihood of a residential move in the near future. The third set of
questions asked the respondents about their views of the housing market in Munich, while
the fourth set enquired into their in-group orientation (determined by their general and
current desire to live close to other people of Turkish origin). Thereby, I tried to convert
important themes that constantly emerged in the literature (such as in-group orientations)

into short and un-ambiguous statements representing aspects of a particular issue.

While the aim of the section was to inform the interviews and possibly supplement
the interview material, it was later discarded and played no major role in the design of the
interview schedule, as well as not featuring in the final report in the way intended for a
number of reasons. Most of the questionnaires were collected only once the interviews
had started, so that this section became redundant for the design of the interview

schedule. Secondly, this part of the questionnaire was often filled in only partially, so that
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the number of complete responses was small. Moreover, since many of the later
questionnaires were filled in by me in the form of structured interviews, time was often an
issue and many of the respondents were in a hurry. As a result, concentrating on the main

priorities represented by sections 1 and 3 often became necessary.

One of the problems was that, as a result of the specificity of the section (relating
to Turkish life in Germany), I didn’t have the opportunity to pilot the statements before
using them, since the questionnaires had to be printed in Sheffield before I left for
Munich. Piloting it beforehand might have given me an indication of some of the problems
I encountered later, although the early difficulties in finding respondents to fill in the
questionnaires (see below) would have been the same. Since a very incomplete and partial
picture therefore emerged from the responses, it was decided not to include the results of
this section as ‘attitudes’ (through a systematic analysis) in the final report. Rather, those
questions that were filled in by most respondents will be treated as ‘tendencies’ when

referred to in the thesis.

Following Wallman (1984), part 3 comprised a ‘residential history chart’ that had
the purpose of enquiring into the sequence of residences the respondents had lived in
since coming to Germany, by asking behavioural, retrospective questions about the most
important aspects of movement and residence. This was undoubtedly the key section of
the questionnaire since it would form the connection between the aggregate analysis and
the interviews, and provided a novel approach that had not been conducted with

immigrant minorities in a German city.

Five main areas were covered in this section. The first sub-section had the aim of
covering movement through space by enquiring into the different wards in which the
respondents had lived. In order to ensure anonymity, I pointed out that the name of the
Stadltbezirk would be sufficient. This was also in line with the unit at which aggregate data
are available. Secondly, the respondents were asked to specify the tenure status of each
residence, so that their movement through the housing market would be covered. Thirdly,
I asked them to indicate how they found the flat or house. The fourth part was designed
to cover the time spent in a residence by asking for the year they had moved out of a
particular dwelling. Asking for the date of out-movement rather than in-movement may
seem slightly unusual, but I felt that this connected better to the final sub-section in which

the respondents were asked why they had moved out of the dwelling. In general, as the
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pilot study had indicated before, this section worked well and recall didn’t seem to be a

major problem (see discussion in section 4.4).

4.3.3 Selecting the respondents, administering the questionnaires

The original target of the survey had been to achieve the return of between 80 and 100
usable questionnaires, using a variety of outlets for their distribution. Using these different
outlets I hoped to make sure to sample some respondents from each of the four groups I
wanted to interview later (see Section 4.4.). In a research timetable I was determined to
stick to as closely as possible, I envisaged completing the questionnaire survey in four
months, before starting the interviews. However, as indicated above, a number of
difficulties prevented this and thereby led to changes in the administration and use of the

questionnaires.

Since no sampling frame or list of the total Turkish population in Munich existed,
a non-probability sampling technique was applied (Nachmias and Nachmias 1981). In
order to ensure a mixture of respondents and avoid a strong bias, the questionnaires were
to be distributed through various outlets such as employers, Turkish associations and
institutions, as well as other organisations dealing with Turkish immigrants and their

offspring.

Additionally, it was decided to undertake a postal survey to individuals (both
males and females identified through the telephone directory) from different areas within
Munich. However, as a result of a response rate of below 10%, this was discarded,
indicating that the use of organisations was more important. Even here co-operation was
difficult to secure, and none of the 15 employers I contacted co-operated. An additional
problem clearly was that my approach was too passive, relying on other people’s help too
much. After a disappointing response after three months, it became clear that a more
active approach was necessary and that the role of the questionnaire would be changed to
a ‘recording schedule’ (Moser and Kalton 1971), which would be filled in by me in the
presence of the respondents. Fortunately at this point, I had become better known to
various people through involvement in different organisations (see Section 4.4.1). It is
important to emphasise here that I was keen to avoid overlap between the respondents I
used for the survey, and the ones I later wanted to use for the interviews and to keep the

two samples separate. This was important so as not to overload gatekeepers (and
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respondents) with two different requests, so that in some cases different gatekeepers
within one organisation were used for the questionnaire survey and interviews, while in
other cases organisations were used solely for one of these two methods. However, some
overlap occurred®, but this is not a problem since the questionnaires and interviews are

analysed separately (see also Chapter 6).

After these early difficulties, access to a number of organisations at certain times
(usually once a week) was negotiated, and questionnaires were filled in with the
respondents after I had been introduced to them by the ‘gatekeepers’. This meant,
however, that the ‘recording schedule’ sometimes had to be completed in a shorter period
of time, since often respondents were in a hurry. It was therefore important to concentrate
on the essential sections, so that effectively, short structured interviews were conducted
with the respondents (May 1993). This changed format had the additional advantage of
getting further information from respondents, for example by comments on some
questions, such as the reason for a move. This changed strategy was used primarily in

eight organisations*:

* Arbeiterwohlfahrt (Workers® Welfare Association) Tiirkdanis in Milbertshofen;
* Arbeiterwohlfahrt Tiirkdanis Stadtmitte (City Centre);

* Arbeitskreis fiir Ausldnderfragen (Association for Problems Concerning Foreigners),
Haidhausen;

« Initiativgruppe fir Auslinderfragen (Association for Questions concerning
Foreigners);

* Volkshochschule (Adult Education Centre) Miinchen;

* Auslandischer Elternverein (Association of Foreign Parents);
* Familienverein (Association of Families) Neuperlach;

* Tiirkischer Alevitenbund (Association of Alevis).

The new strategy led to a much higher response rate of close to 100%, but was
not without problems, and the nature of the two strategies together meant that around
one third of all questionnaires were excluded from the final analysis: the first reason was
that a number of questionnaires, especially those administered by respondents themselves,

were filled in incompletely or incorrectly. This ranged from not filling in a number of

3 There were three interview respondents I know of who also filled in a questionnaire, but the actual
number may be slightly higher.

* Both the number of organisations used and the geographical spread of respondents is greater for the
questionnaire sample than for the sample of interview-respondents. This is another reason why the
interviewees were not included in the analysis in chapter 6.
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individual data in section 1 to only partially completing section 3. The second was that a
number of respondents had only relatively recently come to Germany, and had thereby
only just started their own ‘residential history’ by moving in with their current partner. As
such, they had not experienced movement through the housing market®. This group was
therefore excluded from the final analysis, which was based on one particular cohort,
formed by primary immigrants and their partners who arrived in Munich between 1964
and 1978 (see Section 6.5). In total, 72 out of 115 returned questionnaires were used. As
de Vaus (1986) has observed, the final analysis is therefore, at least to some extent,

always driven by the nature of the data collected.

4.3.4 Analysing the survey

Once the unusable questionnaires had been eliminated and the final cohort had been

decided upon, the analysis proceeded in two main stages.

First, in order to link the data on residential histories to the factual material
collected in sections 1 and 1a, the questionnaires were coded and the results fed into a
data-base that was subsequently analysed using SPSS. Thereby, it became possible to
arrive at a number of general observations, such as the connection between date of
immigration and number of residential moves, on a descriptive level. This part is also
important in order to point to the particularities of the sample used, and to the limitations

of generalising from it.

The second stage of the analysis had to deal with the detailed information
contained in 72 individual residential histories. Since the aim was to treat the sample
population as one cohort, the individual residential histories were fed into an Excel
spreadsheet using codes for the variables collected: location of a residence (ward), tenure
status, source used in finding the flat, and reason for moving out. The spreadsheet was
constructed on a case by year basis, ranging from 1965 to 1995, thereby coyering 31
years and 72 cases. Once the spreadsheet had been put together, the analysis of the data
proceeded manually: each variable could thereby be analysed in both its temporal and its
sequential order, while at the same time allowing the analysis of more than one variable at
any one time, For example, it was possible to examine the significance of different housing

subsectors in time and in connection to the number of a move, while subsequently

5 This problem is discussed in Leliévre and Bonvalet (1994).
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movement through space was linked to movement through the housing market and to

time.

4.4 The intensive stage: doing biographical research

4.4.1 Selecting the respondents

While the Turkish population has so far been treated in a fairly aggregate way either as
the ‘total population’ or as one particular cohort, the selection of interview respondents
was based on the desire to talk to respondents with different ‘objective characteristics’.
This was based on the assumption that this would lead to different experiences in similar
contexts and, therefore, different ‘reasons’ behind particular residential histories. This
selection was, in Glaser and Strauss’s (1967) terms, made in order to obtain different
‘slices of data’ (p. 65). Four ‘groups’ emerged from the literature as being particularly

‘meaningful’, referring here to their different positions and problems in German society:
- ‘first generation’ immigrants (or ‘primary immigrants’);

- the ‘second generation’ or ‘secondary immigrants’: in this study, this refers to those
children of primary immigrants and their partners who were born in Turkey. Members of
this group thereby spent a large part of their youth in Germany, passed through (part of)
the German educational system as well as living in an ‘established’ household for a certain
period of time and thereby being able to draw on their parents’ expertise and experiences.
Since the focus in this study is on independent residential histories, the condition for this
group was that the respondents should have lived independently of their parents for some
years. As a result, all the actual respondents were secondary immigrants, none was born in

Germany, and all had lived independently for at least eight years;

- single women;

- Turkish immigrants married to German partners.®

Clearly, there is some overlap between the different groups. The aim was thereby
to interview at least five individuals or households from each of the groups, an aim that

was achieved for two of the groups. It was not possible for the ‘mixed-marriage’ one

6 Additionally, I interviewed three social workers in order to check how common, from their experience,
issues raised in the interviews are and to examine their experiences about changes in the lives of Turkish
immigrants and their children since the 1960s.
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(three respondents) and for secondary immigrants, where I was only able to conduct four
interviews. Out of the remaining 23 interviews, 23 were conducted with primary
immigrants (or couples), 6 with single women. In total, 36 individuals or couples were
interviewed (see Table 4.1). After the interviews had been analysed, I decided to integrate
the findings for single women and the mixed marriage group into the groups of primary or
secondary immigrants respectively, since the similarities of observations and processes
didn’t merit their separate discussion. Where differences have emerged for these groups,

they are pointed out in the discussion.

Table 4.1: The composition of the interview sample.

respondents interviewed
27 10 33
Sk* 3 7
3 - 3
zle 6 - 6

*repeat interviews with four couples; **repeat interview with one couple

From the start the aim had again been to recruit the respondents from a wide
variety of sources in order to avoid a strong bias. Given the problems encountered during
the questionnaire survey, it was clear that the respondents had to be recruited primarily‘
through organisations, with the hope of some subsequent snowballing (Bernard 1988,
Cassell 1988). As outlined earlier, recruiting respondents through organisations was not
easy itself, so that it took approximately four months to make myself known, get people’s

trust and arrange the first interviews.

In order to make contacts with potential respondents, it was necessary to establish
a certain trust with various ‘gatekeepers’ (Whyte 1955; Fontana and Frey 1994).
Consequently, I offered to work for a number of institutions in order to give people a
chance to get to know me. I thereby worked in four organisations in various functions: as
a co-organiser of social events, as a tutor for Turkish children with problems at school
and as organiser and teacher of various English language evening classes for Turks. While
all these activities eventually led to my getting access to respondents, they had the
additional benefit of providing me with a better insight into Turkish life in Munich. As a
result, all the people I interviewed had either seen me before, or had heard about me
through other people (where access was achieved through ‘snowballing’), and knew that I

was interested in, and willing to contribute to, Turkish life in Munich. Thereby, it was
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easier to establish a relationship based on trust with the respondents’. For the interviews,

the respondents were drawn from the following six sources:

* Ausliandischer Elternverein (8 interviews®);

* Familienverein Neuperlach (8 interviews),

* Arbeitskreis fiir Auslinderfragen Haidhausen (5 interviews),
* Arbeiterwohlfahrt Tiirkdanis Milbertshofen (4 interviews),

* Initiativgruppe fiir Ausldnderfragen (6 interviews),

* Snowballing starting from these organisations (5 interviews).

Given the aim of targeting individuals from the four groups mentioned above, the
sampling process was clearly ‘selective’ and ‘focused’, while the detailed recruitment of
respondents was then to some extent ‘opportunistic’, and depended on respondents’ co-
operation and access (Burgess 1984; Plummer 1983). Once co-operation had been
assured and access had been achieved, semi-structured, biographical interviews were

conducted with the respondents.

4.4.2 Biographical approaches: potential and problems

While geography has seen an increasing interest in the use of qualitative methods based on
verstehen or interpretative, empathic understanding (Jackson and Smith 1984; Hughes
1990), geographers have been reluctant to apply biographical or life-history approaches.
This stands in clear contrast to other social science disciplines, where the approach has
risen to increasing prominence (Denzin 1989; Personal Narratives Group 1989). Given
both the substantive (residential histories) and the theoretical (the connection of action
and identity) foci of this study, the approach in the in-depth part of this study clearly
called for biographical‘ interviews. The different (but inter-related) emphases of these two
research themes also represent the two main usages of biographical research in general
(Kohli 1981a): the reconstruction of events located in the past on the one hand (Plummer
1983; Thomas and Znaniecki 1918-20), and the argument that many actions are related to

people’s entire biographies on the other:

“Many actions are not simply caused by the situation, but by earlier biographical experiences that
co-determine every subsequent action”. (Fuchs 1984, p. 148)

7 According to Fuchs (1984), trust is particularly important in biographical research since it deals with
very personal issues and problems.
¥ These figures exclude repeat interviews.
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According to Kohli (1981b), life histories or biographies provide a unique insight
into people’s experiences and the structuring of their lives, since they examine these lives,
or segments of them, as lived and reported by the individuals in question, thereby ‘giving
them a voice’ (Keegan 1988; McDowell 1992). Given that continuous longitudinal studies
are very difficult to do in practice, they also provide one of the few historical accounts
that allow for human subjectivity and agency, albeit located in the past (Heinemeier and
Robert 1984; Brose 1984). Human agents are given the chance to talk about their lives as
they experienced them, resting on the assumption that lives are, to a large extent, the
result of unique, individual paths and patterns of action (Ley 1984; Lamnek 1989). There
therefore exists, as Lamnek (1989) argues, at least some assumption in the biographical
method of ‘voluntarism’ and ‘authorship’ (see Chapter 3) in the form of unique ‘life-
courses’ in the biographical method. Thus, in this study, not only is the goal of
biographical research fo collect individual residential histories, but to account for the
unique processes, decisions, and experiences that have led to these particular patterns
(Walby 1991). However, while individual authorship is an assumption in studies of ‘life
histories’ (Lamnek 1989), few researchers would be content to see biographies purely as
individual creations (Hawkins 1984, see Chapter 3). With respect to the biographical
method this means here that it is assumed that biographies are also always reflections of
the social, political, economic and cultural context. This has two main implications (Dex
1991): the first is the possibility of accessing (past) contexts through individual
experiences (the domain of oral history). The second is to assess the way in which these
contexts have been experienced and interpreted by, and have thereby impinged on,
individuals, typically of a particular (taxonomic) group. It is the second of these aims that
is more important in the present study through the question of how different individuals’
residential histories have evolved by people’s passing through similar contexts (Fuchs

1984). As Scepanzki (1981) argues:

“In autobiographies we have at the same time descriptions of real social, political or economic
situations and descriptions, in every layer of information, of how these situations were perceived,
evaluated, how they influenced thinking and action, etc.”. (p. 232),

While this first reason is primarily empirical, examining the constitution of
residential histories and the individual and social factors shaping them, the second reason
for doing biographical research in this study is primarily theoretical and is related also to
present actions. Based on the arguments in the previous chapter, the assumption is

thereby that many actions are fundamentally biographical in nature (Dex 1991). They are
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the result of the unique, individual paths through history and context, thereby forming
unique biographies, narratives and identities which crucially influence action (Ley 1984).
While given less attention in the established literature on the biographical method, I would
consider this second role of biographical approaches to be at least as important as the first
(Denzin 1989). Consequently, actions are not only located in, but shaped by, biographies
which are also always related to the future. This obviously means that, at the level of the
individual, many actions can only be explained fully through biographical enquiry and the
uncovering of ‘because-motives’ (see Chapter 3). This necessitates the supplementing of
cross-sectional approaches, that can go some way towards an explanation but are
insufficient in themselves. It also calls for an approach that incorporates the processual
nature of experience and action, and that sees lives as evolving, as a series of related

processes (Mayer 1990). Or as Fuchs (1984) argues:

“Many attitudes are only comprehensible through a consideration of the entire, individual context,
that can be accessed most successfully through the life-history narrative”. (p. 148)

A number of arguments developed here and in the previous chapter thereby make
a biographical approach not only desirable, but necessary (Becker 1971): the first is the
substantive interest in residential histories; the second is the way in which biographies
allow access to both the individual and the context through the experience and structuring
of life histories and the argument that every action (especially those that are non-routine)

is located in people’s entire biographies, being more than just the product of the situation.

However, biographical approaches are far from being unproblematic, the problems
revolving mainly around the issues of ‘truth’, ‘authenticity’ and ‘reliability’. The most
fundamental question as to the feasibility of biographical research, and the relevance of
the information gained, concerns the relationship between past and present (Portelli 1981,

Pile 1993). As Gagnon (1981) puts it succinctly:
“ ... all history is inevitably the present projected on the past”. (p. 52)

This is recognised by all those advocating the use of biographical approaches, and
it is generally acknowledged that experiences and actions in the past are continuously
reinterpreted through the present in order to give meaning to the present through the past,
and to the past through the present (Bertaux-Wiame 1981, Thompson 1988).

Consequently, lives will never be told in the way in which they were lived (Plummer 1983;

? Becker (1971) argues in fact that he sees no substitute for biographical research if processes in time are
really to be accounted for.
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Personal Narratives Group 1989). This does not mean that this is intentionally done by the
individual, but is a feature of life that seems almost inevitable (Findlay and Li 1995).
Additionally, some degree of post hoc rationalisation usually occurs. As a result, we can
never be entirely sure to have found the “valid representation’ (Ley 1984) of a biography
and, as Coleman (1991) argues, there can never be such a thing as a final account of a
person’s life. But, as Bohnsack (1991) points out, letting the individual talk about and

describe the past is still the closest we can actually get to this past ‘as it was’.

However, there are also ways in which to tackle the problem of interpretation to
some extent, and to uncover (subjective) ‘historical truths’, rather than mere ‘situational
truths’ (Kohli 1981a). As Kohli (1981b) argues, ‘telling’ biographies has two main
functions for the subject: one is referential, and consists of the (temporal) description of
events. The other is evaluative, consisting of referring those events to the present and, by
implication, the present to the past. But even if the evaluative function is assumed to be
fairly important, all scholars advocating the use of biographical approaches argue that we
can assume that there is some specifiable relation (‘truth’ from the subject’s point of view)
between the narrative reconstruction and the life (actions, events) to which it refers (Kohli
1981b; Heinemeier and Robert 1984). This, however, depends to some extent on the way
in which biographical research is done. One strategy is the triangulation of data through
supplementing biographical approaches with other research methods as advocated by

Walby (1991) and Denzin (1978), and as applied in this study. The other is related to the

interview-process itself.

After initial contacts with the respondents had been made, times and places for the
interviews were arranged. In general, I attempted to arrange the interviews in people’s
homes, since I assumed that the home provides a ‘point of reference’ for the respondents
(Cook and Crang 1995), and that they would be more relaxed and talkative there
(Burgess 1984). In addition to providing an insight into the way in which they lived, this
also worked towards reducing the power-differential further since the respondents also
acted as hosts to me in their homes. With the exceptions of four interviews, all others
were conducted in people’s homes and it was generally desired or even demanded by the

respondents that they should be interviewed there.
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Before the start of the interview, I assured the respondents about the
confidentiality of the material, that they would remain anonymous in the final thesis and
asked them whether they agreed to be tape-recorded. In general, it was surprising how
little concern people had about issues such as confidentiality, but this may have been a
result of the fact that most of them knew about my involvement in the ‘Turkish

community’,

While I also outlined the broad aims of the study, however, I mentioned only
briefly that the focus was on ‘residence’. This, I felt, was important since I didn’t want to
reduce the explanation of residential histories to simple ‘in-order-to’ motives (see Chapter
3), which would emerge as a result of a limited interview design (Miles and Crush 1993).
Rather, I told the respondents that I wanted them to fell me about their lives, and that I
was interested in all aspects of them. I explained that I had a few topics I wanted to cover,
but that in general I would like to see the interview as a conversation where they could

ask questions, too, rather than an inquisition.

In order to achieve the main aims of biographical research outlined above, it is
necessary to apply an interview-format that allows the individual to tell what they see as
his or her life in the way it was lived (with all the distortions mentioned already), and
thereby highlight those factors that were crucial in shaping this life in their own words and
sequence. In the established literature, this form of an interview is normally called
‘narrative’ (Bohnsack 1991). However, in order to be able to start the interview, keep it
flowing, and cover a number of topics that are thought to be important, some intervention
by the interviewer in the form of broad topics or specific questions, as well as probing
what was said, is usually necessary. Thereby, the interview will have at least some kind of
structure to it, that also ensures comparability to others. The underlying rationale of the
interview technique adopted in this study was a combination of these considerations, and I

would therefore describe the biographical interviews as ‘semi-structured narrative’'’.

In order to ensure some structure to the interviews, an interview schedule, based
on ideas gained from both academic and non-academic literature was developed before I
went to Munich, and was constantly adjusted as a result of ‘experience’ (see below).

While the intention was to conduct the interviews as narratives, I nevertheless felt it to be

' From my reading of the literature, there seems to exist an infinite number of terms to describe the same
form of interview and, moreover, the same terms are often used by different authors to describe different
forms of interviews.
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important to formulate a number of detailed questions if one of the requirements,
narrative competence on the part of the respondents (possibly, though not necessarily,
linked to linguistic skills), was not given (Lamnek 1989; May 1993). This proved to be
invaluable in a very limited number of cases, its value being confirmed in two of the four
pilot interviews. In general, however, the interview schedule worked more as an aide
mémoire, that was designed to remind me of the topics I wanted to cover. While the
emphasis was thereby still on the ‘respondent as narrator’, the aide mémoire was
necessary for two other reasons: firstly, the interviewee may simply forget to talk about
an important issue (Lamnek 1989); secondly, the significance of various factors and issues
that are thought to be important for the target population needed to be ‘tested’ for
individuals and households. A number of topics were thereby covered, some of them
evolving as a result of the pilot and subsequent interviews, making the aide mémoire

something that was continually modified (see Appendix 2 for detailed issues):

* Personal data;

* Life before migration, migration to Germany and the experiences following it;
* Residential issues, residential histories and work histories;

* Relationship to Turkey and Germany;

* Friends, orientations, cultural practices;

* Political status, attitudes towards politics, questions of discrimination;

* Future plans and orientations.

These topics had to be explored additionally from a temporal perspective. Even
though specific research questions were formulated, they had to be adapted to the
interviewees, since each separate interview was unique and different'!. However, I made
sure that all the topics were covered in the interviews, ideally raised by the interviewees
themselves in the way in which they were of relevance, and in their own words, allowing

apparently tangential matters to be introduced if they felt them to be relevant.

The interview was usually started by asking the respondents a few simple ‘when’,
‘where’ and ‘why’ questions about their migration to Germany. Since this reflected a
significant biographical break or ‘epiphany’ (Denzin 1989) in their lives, people were
usually happy to talk about it. Moreover, it is an experience that distinguished the
respondents from me and is a fairly direct start to an interview with which I indicated

once again to them how unique, different and valuable their experiences and lives were for

' I would therefore argue that there can never be a ‘routinisation” of qualitative research.
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my research, thereby giving them the status of experts (Girtler 1974; McCracken 1983).
In most cases, the interviews then developed in a surprisingly natural way, supporting the
argument by Barton and Lazarsfeld (1979) that people are often happy to talk about their
lives. While it would have been easiest for me to progress in a fairly linear, chronological
way, this was only ‘achieved’ in a very limited number of interviews and constant
references between different times and different topics were made, indicating how
different areas of their lives stand in relation to each other (Hawkins 1984). This is exactly
one of the strengths of this type of interview: to provide the respondent with the
opportunity to work out and explain causality in their own terms and in the way this was
experienced, rather than being guided into reductionist answers by simple ‘why’ questions
(Hakim 1987). Or as Lamnek (1989) puts it:

“The narrative interview demands the respondents to reconstruct past events and their inter-
connectedness, in order to explain past situations to the interviewer. ... Thereby, it becomes
necessary to explain things in great detail, with the fact that the interviewer knows nothing about
the respondents’ lives forcing him or her to provide more and more information”. (p. 72),

There are, nevertheless, some problems with the nature of these ‘explanations’

that will be discussed further below.

It was surprising how easily the respondents thereby recalled past events,
sometimes in great detail, even remembering particular times of the day for events 20
years in the past. The accuracy of this information was often confirmed when I

interviewed a couple or a family, and people corrected each other along the lines of:
‘No, it wasn’t on the 14th of November 1972, it was the 15th’.

I believe that this excellent recall is to a large extent due to the fact that all
respondents experienced a biographical break (migration), with the date of migration
providing a constant point of reference'?. Moreover, I had the impression that most
people were used to talking about their lives since migration, and that this was an
important topic with friends or family. Thereby, not only were the respondents used to
‘telling a story’ in general which, according to Bohnsack (1991) is a feature that is
characteristic for most human beings, but they had some experience in talking about their

lives in Germany.

Since the majority of interviewees therefore started to talk fairly freely about their

lives, I tried to interrupt as little as possible and only occasionally tried to connect what

12 This, however, scemed to be more significant for primary than for secondary immigrants.
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they had just said to other issues, especially after longer pauses developed. At this first
stage, my role was limited to directing people to talk about certain areas. However, the
open and un-chronological way in which the stories were told demanded a constant
alertness to what had already been said and the way in which it was said, as well as to
connections that were and were not made. While it is often assumed that people talk
about their lives in a fairly linear way, as evolving fairly naturally, I was surprised how
much the respondents referred to situations in which they were at the cross-roads and the

way in which they criticised themselves for having done certain things and not others.

After this “first round’ during which I asked mainly clarifying questions in the form
of ‘So you did this and that’, or ‘Did I understand you correctly when you said that....”,
began to take a slightly more active role by asking questions that sought to shed further
light on the constitution of events and processes. A number of ‘probing’ strategies were
thereby applied: firstly, to ask people to elaborate on certain things and make clearer the
connections between them; secondly, to repeat questions in their own words in the hope
of achie\)ing a more detailed elaboration by them, or to repeat them in my own words and
thereby trigger a reaction (rejection/elaboration/confirmation); thirdly, to ask them why
they did certain things and not others when the story appeared to me to be too linear and
simple, and when I suspected that order was being imposed with the benefit of hindsight;
fourthly, to introduce other issues from the aide mémoire and to forge their connections

(if any) to what had already been mentioned (Fuchs 1984).

All these strategies had an additional purpose: namely, to try to overcome some of
the inherently 