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Abbreviations List
BAMF – Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge (Federal Office for Migration and
Refugees)
Basic Law – German Constitution (Grundgesetz)
BMI – Bundesministerium des Innern (Federal Ministry of the Interior)
CDU – Christian Democratic Union
CSU – Christian Social Union
ECJ – European Court of Justice
FDP – Free Democrats
FeMiPol - Integration of Female Immigrants in Labor Market and Society. Policy
Assessment and Policy Recommendations
GDR – German Democratic Republic
Greens – The Green Party
2005 Immigration Law – Gesetz zur Steuerung und Begrenzung der Zuwanderung und zur
Regelung des Aufenthalts und der Integration von Unionsbürgern und Ausländern
(Zuwanderungsgesetz)
IP Study - Integration Development of Integration Course Participants (Integration Panel) |
Integrationsverlauf von Integrationskursteilnehmenden (Das Integrationspanel)
The Left – The Left Party (Die Linke)
MIPEX – Migration and Integration Policy Index
Ordinance – 2007 Integration Ordinance (Integrationsverordnung)
Radical Feminist – the shorthand form for radical feminist social constructivism theory
Rambøll Report – Federal Ministry of the Interior Evaluation of the nation-wide Integration
Courses, Executive Summary. Evaluation Report from Rambøll Management, 2007.
Residence Act – Gesetz über den Aufenthalt, die Erwerbstätigkeit und die Integration von
Ausländern im Bundesgebiet (Aufenthaltsgesetz). This is Article 1 of the Immigration Law.
SPD – Social Democrats
‘State’ – In the Administrative Chapter only I refer to the second level of government in
political administration as ‘state’ (as in federal, state, and municipal, or local)0
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I. Introduction
In July 2014 the European Court of Justice (ECJ) released a press statement regarding its final
judgment on a case involving a Turkish spouse (Naime Dogan v. Germany, 2013) stating that
Germany’s refusal to issue her a visa on the basis of lacking sufficient German language skills was not
compatible with a clause in the 1973 Association Agreement between the European Economic
Community and Turkey (ECJ, 2014). This ‘standstill clause’, which prohibited the introduction of new
restrictions on freedom of movement for Turkish citizens in the EU, took precedence over Germany’s
decision to introduce a language requirement in 2007 when issuing a visa or residency permit for
family reunification (ECJ, 2014). The Court cited the language requirement as going “beyond what is
necessary in order to obtain the objective pursued” (EU Business, 2014; Fairless, 2014; MPG, n.d.).
The outcome of this case produced a vocal response within Germany, and political debates focused on
linguistic proficiency in relation to one’s access into the country (EU Business, 2014; Fairless, 2014;
MPG, n.d.). While conservative parties (CDU, CSU) expressed regret about the ECJ’s ruling, the
Green Party (Greens) and the Left party expressed approval, echoing a Migration and Integration
Policy Index’s (MIPEX) sentiments that the law had a negative effect on integration and the ability for
families to reunite (EU Business, 2014; Huddleston et al., 2015).
While attitudes about language and integration remain divided, political leaders unanimously agree on
one thing – that language is the key to integration (BAMF, 2007; EU Business, 2014). While laws and
procedures have been updated to reflect this consensus, the debate on language and integration
continues strong, and evaluation of state-run integration courses 1 has brought the entire field of
integration policy (Integrationspolitik) into the spotlight, and has become a centerpiece of migration
policy reform over the last decade (Aksakal and Schmidt-Verkerk, 2014; Bendel, 2014).
It is no wonder then, that in April 2016 German Chancellor Angela Merkel stated it was time for a
new integration law which would focus exclusively on integration programs for asylum seekers (BBC
Europe, 2016; Entwurf eines Integrationsgesetzes, forthcoming). Though this has been in response to
the Syrian crisis and the refugees who were admitted for asylum in 2014 and 2015 in the EU, it has
also brought the focus back to Germany’s relationship with its long-term migrant residents
(Hoffmann, and Samuk, 2016; Ostrand, 2015). As Chancellor Merkel noted in her press conference in
Mesburg, “We will have a German law on integration – this is the first time in post-war Germany that
this has happened. It is an important, qualitative step” (Knight, 2016; Oltermann, 2016).

I will use the term integration courses throughout. This refers to both the language course and the orientation
course that follows completion of the language section.
1

4

Though this law focuses exclusively on the aspect of integration, Germany’s first real legislative
attempt at addressing integration can be found in the Residence Act of the 2005 Immigration Law
(Detsch, 2009). 2 As an article from Deutsche Welle noted in 2005, “drawing lessons from the past,
lawmakers also instilled in the regulation measures meant to improve integration in the face of
widespread beliefs that a large number […]have not adjusted socially to their adopted country” (DW,
2005). In light of this, a third foundational pillar was formed alongside humanitarian principles and
economic concerns (Detsch, 2009; DPA, 2001; DW, 2005).
How have these integration courses factored into the overall debate on immigration in Germany? What
do policymakers mean by integration and how can we distinguish between the many definitions that
are invoked? How important is language as a key to integration and most importantly, how have the
integration courses been implemented, evaluated and improved since the 2005 Immigration Law? In
addition, how do integration courses serve particular migrant groups, such as a Turkish female
participant? Where state policy may prescribe a uniform approach, do some migrant participants
benefit more than others? To understand this, abstractness surrounding conceptions of integration
should be broken down and analyzed through participant experiences as well as an understanding of
how administrators and policymakers use and conceptualize integration courses as a way to address
other non-integration concerns and state initiatives.
Many migration policy scholars focus on the legal residency status of a migrant in order to address
how access to citizenship affects migrants’ lives in various ways, either as an illustration of one’s
degree of political participation and identity in a changing society, or how a nation-state defines itself
vis-à-vis outsider groups (Andersen, 2006; Brubaker, 1992; Koopmans et al., 2005; Marin, 1998;
Yurdakul, 2006). Studies analyzing the effectiveness of integration policy have proliferated in the last
decade in Germany and at the EU level, as well as within other EU member states with sizeable longterm migrant populations (Koopmans et al., 2005; Marin, 1998; Pollack et al., 2016; Rambøll
Management, 2007; Schuller et al., 2011a). Germany’s welfare state structure (corporatist), its
population size (82 million), and unique history with its Turkish population, lends itself as an ideal
European case study both structurally and culturally. For these reasons Germany is a robust
benchmark for how other countries could pursue their own policy goals.

The full title is Gesetz zur Steuerung und Begrenzung der Zuwanderung und zur Regelung des Aufenthalts und
der Integration von Unionsbürgern und Ausländern, often referred to in German simply as “Das
Zuwanderungsgesetz”. This is not to be confused with the Residence Act (Aufenthaltsgesetz), which appears as
Article 1 in this 2005 Immigration Law (Zuwanderungesetz). The Residence Act portion established the
regulatory framework for integration course policy. The 2000 Nationality Act did also mention integration
courses for Spätaussiedler (repatriated ethnic Germans) but due to their separation in census statistics from
the migrant population the 2005 law is a better historical marker for this discussion.
2
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The German state’s relationship with its Turkish residents make them an interesting group for study in
this field. Brought over on guest-worker visas between the 1960s and 1970s, many stayed and brought
their families over instead of returning to Turkey, as was assumed at the time by both the Turkish and
German governments (Fairless, 2014; Ireland, 2004; Mueller, 2006). Legally they were allowed to
stay, but were nevertheless considered as an afterthought in German family, economic, and social
welfare policies, something political leaders now freely admit in discussions on immigration policy
during the seventies and eighties (Mueller, 2006; Schöneberg, 1993; Stevenson and Schanze, 2009).
Today, there are approximately 1.5 million Turkish citizens residing in Germany (Statistisches
Bundesamt, 2015). Almost 3 million German citizens claim a Turkish background, pointing to the
second and third generation presence in Germany (Statistik-BBB, 2013). Despite the low numbers in
relation to total population size, the Turkish have a high profile when it comes to discussions on
immigration and integration. No other migrant group in Germany has been as studied, feared, or
managed as the Turkish population (Mueller, 2006; Schaefer, 2005). Cited as both the ‘problem’ for
German policymakers’ wider integration efforts and ‘model’ migrant citizen group, positive and
negative cases are often presented within the national discourse and to other EU member states as an
example for how to successfully or ineffectively reform a state’s immigration and minority policy
(Arikan and Ham, 2009; DW, 2005; Elger et al., 2009; Hemmerich, 2009; Hoßmann and Karsch,
2011; Rambøll Management, 2007; Schuller, 2011; Walter, 2009).
One central tenant of these arguments suggests that if migrants spoke better German it would more
readily facilitate integration into the mainstream German society (Leitkultur), and these so-called
parallel societies (Parallelgesellschaften) would weaken or disappear (Hoßmann and Karsch, 2011;
Schaefer, 2005). One layer beneath this, however, rests a tacit assumption that those most responsible
for integrating themselves are Turkish women, i.e. the wives and mothers who arrived to Germany on
family reunification visas in the sixties and seventies, as they also hold the key to their family’s longterm integration success (Epstein, 1988; Kontos et al., 2013; Mueller, 2006).
Not only are female migrants a principle target of state integration policy (BMI, 2005), Turkish and
Russian women on family reunification visas make up the largest participant group enrolled in
integration courses (Schuller et al., 2011a). Due to increased media scrutiny and ethnic conceptions of
citizenship however, Turkish women face a different set of challenges from the outset than their
Russian piers, making the Turkish female course participant the most suitable for a case study on
analyzing the effectiveness of policy implementation and reform.3

Though repatriated ethnic Germans from Russia and Eastern Europe (Aussiedler and Spätaussiedler) actually
make up the largest immigrant group in Germany, ethnic conceptions of German citizenship have led to less
attention placed on them during public debate than the Turkish (Oezcan, 2004; Statistisches Bundesamt, 2015).
3
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Though the Turkish are frequently studied in order to better understand long-term policy effects on
permanent residents in Germany, women as a distinct group within migrant communities appear to be
one of the most understudied groups in this field of research overall. Female migrants face particular
challenges and obstacles when transitioning to a new life abroad which their male counterparts may
not face (Epstein, 1988; Kontos et al., 2013, 2006; Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). There is not a onesize-fits-all approach to integration. A noticeable dearth in literature on female migrants’ experiences
in Europe makes this an ideal focus for this analysis. Considering that state policy has targeted women
from the outset and women are still viewed in society as the backbone of family and a child’s
upbringing, it is one that demands to be addressed (BMI, 2005).
My research essentially asks the following: how have the development, implementation, and
evaluation of the integration courses affected Turkish female course participants since the passage of
the 2005 Immigration Law? Specifically, I seek to understand how the components of (i) sociopolitical
discourse, (ii) legislative change, (iii) administrative implementation, and (iv) policy evaluation have
(or have not) been effective in providing Turkish female participants with adequate avenues for
integration. In the process of unfolding this I seek to also illuminate how interactions between political
administrative levels and various sectors of society have contributed to reform of this policy.
This can best be researched in the context of existing literature and evaluation studies on immigrant
integration and policy analysis in Germany, and through surveys which take on a more qualitative
case-study approach allows us to examine more closely the relationship between state and course
participant. Regulatory frameworks that affect migrants, of which integration courses are but one
aspect, will naturally produce different results for different groups. Where success for men may be
defined as entry into and placement within the labor market, it is essential to analyze policymakers
conceptions of integration for women, especially where family reunification is the number one reason
for enrollment in an integration course (Schuller et al., 2011a). While integration courses have been
designed with the intent to promote social inclusion, policies may inadvertently exclude or ignore
other important aspects for women (Epstein, 1988; Kontos et al., 2013).
An official study from the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (BAMF) 4 titled Integration
Development of Integration Course Participants (Integration Panel) analyzed the effectiveness and
sustainability of integration courses between 2007 and 2011 in order to directly address some of these
questions.5 I will use this report and its supporting working papers as the foundation for my analysis

The Federal Office for Migration and Refugees will be referred to as “BAMF”, the more common German
abbreviation for this federal office (Bundesamt für Flüchtlinge und Migration). See Abbreviations table.
5 Integrationsverlauf von Integrationskursteilnehmenden (Das Integrationspanel). In accordance with the 2005
Immigration Law (Zuwanderungsgesetz), this research panel falls directly under the Federal Office’s evaluation
and impact monitoring duties and legal responsibilities. This report will be referred to as “IP study”.
4
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on implementation and internal evaluation of integration course policy for Turkish women. The EUwide research project FeMiPol 6 will serve as the foundation for my external evaluation in order to
illustrate how female migrant course participants face a particularly unique cross-section of
challenges. Additional non-state evaluative studies and surveys will also be included to offer a
balanced and necessary critique on the results presented in the Integration Panel study (IP Study).
Methodologically, this analysis will be qualitative in scope, mapping out the development of a policy
across time. Quantitative components will include data from surveys and reports as support for any
claims and findings. The main qualitative material I use is excerpts from biographical narrative
interview with five Turkish women who were interviewed by BAMF as part of the IP study. Narrative
interview excerpts from the FeMiPol project and insight from non-state evaluations and surveys will
be used to support or refute the IP Study’s claims that integration courses are successful for female
Turkish participants.
The methodological structure of analysis will focus on the four phases within the policy-making cycle.
I categorize the four components listed above within the four specific phases of the policymaking
process in Germany, as discussed by Volker Schneider and Frank Janning (2006) in Policy Analysis:
Actors, Discourse and Networks in Public Policy.7 The Problem-Definition phase and Agenda Setting
phase, for example, will be used structurally to illustrate how sociopolitical discourse developed and
subsequent legislation in 2005 was formed. I will also address various conceptions of integration and
examine how this term can be conceived of within the theoretical framework of social constructivism
as well as the underlying critique from the radical feminist social constructivist lens.
It is not the aim of this research to ascertain macro trends of integration for female migrants across
Europe, nor is it within the scope of this analysis to include all official German state migration and
integration initiatives. The contribution of this research is to illustrate how attention on one group may
illuminate facets of policy formation typically overlooked. In detailing the progression of this policy
throughout the stages of the policymaking process can we also see that a field as comprehensive as
this one demands careful attention on one aspect in order to offer a new dimension to a rather saturated
field of study.

Integration of Female Immigrants in Labor Market and Society. Policy Assessment and Policy
Recommendations (FeMiPol). This project explored and analyzed the impact of “integration policies on the
position of migrant women within EU countries as a basis for the development of recommendations for
appropriate integration policies” per the 6th Framework Programme of the European Commission of research. I
focus on FeMiPol’s German case study and supporting working papers for my own analysis.
7 Politikfeldanalyse: Akteure, Diskurse und Netzwerke in der öffentlichen Politik.
6
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II. Theory and Methodology
Social Constructivism
The core tenant of social constructivism asserts that knowledge is constructed from the social
structures and norms within a cultural system or society (Andrews, 2012; Detel, 2015; Hobson, 2000;
Hua Liu and Matthews, 2005; Risse, 2004; Slaughter, 2011; Tavory and Timmermans, 2009). As the
name suggests, social constructivism predominantly concerns itself with the construction of the social
world (Detel, 2015). It is within this environment where our identity originates, defining (i.e.
“constituting”) who we are (Andrews, 2012; Risse, 2004). This identity is embedded in various social
communities, and though on first glance interactions may appear to be governed by “nature and
natural laws that could not be changed”, social constructivists observe this as a socially constructed
space which is “alterable by humans” (Andrews, 2012; Detel, 2015; Risse, 2004). Through the process
of socialization an objective reality in society is mediated, thereby producing meaning, which is
internalized by individuals involved (Andrews, 2012; Berger and Luckmann, 1991).
Due to this highly adaptive and intrapersonal process of knowledge construction, society is “viewed as
existing both as a subjective and objective reality” (Andrews, 2012; Berger and Luckmann, 1991;
Burr, 2003). Social constructivists do accept that there is an objective reality, but concerns itself with
the relationality between world and mind, between the subjective and objective vis-à-vis social
interactions, rather than a realist approach which argues for an objective reality independent of the
observer in a way that can be known and in such a way that it is experienced by “everyone in precisely
the same way” (Andrews, 2012; Burr, 2003; Campbell, 1998; Hua Liu and Matthews, 2005). In the
relativist sense, “reality is socially defined but this reality refers to the subjective experience of
[everyday] life, how the world is understood rather than to the objective reality of the natural world”
(Andrews, 2012; Berger and Luckmann, 1991). Coherence is built through the intersections of these
subjective and objective worlds (Andrews, 2012).
Because there are “multiple interpretations” of reality, this approach may lead one to the conclusion
that nothing can be known for certain, as multiple realities would not allow for one to claim a truth
that supersedes another (Andrews, 2012). The circular nature of this approach is at times problematic
for the theory. It has been accused of being anti-realist by social constructivists and realist theorists
alike (Andrews, 2012). Nevertheless, what is important here is how individuals are viewed as social
agents, making decisions and relating with one another within the context of the social institutions and
structures they inhabit (Risse, 2004).
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These collectively shared systems of meaning define culture in a broader sense (Risse, 2004). Daily
practices that create, reproduce, and change cultural norms are what develop social identities of actors
and accounts for their interest (Risse, 2004; Wendt, 1999). A nation-state’s identity typically stems
from its interaction with others in the international political sphere as well as interaction with its own
population. In this way, the canon of social constructivism contributes to international relations by
viewing state interactions in social rather than the material terms (Detel, 2015). International relations
becomes a socially constructed space with established norms and values everyone abides by (Detel,
2015). As Wendt (1999) notes of states and power interests, constructivists challenge “materialist”
explanations by inquiring into the “discursive conditions which make them work” (Detel, 2015;
Wendt, 1999). Relationships in this space “endow material entities with meaning and purpose” (Detel,
2015; Finnemore, 1996).
It is changing norms as dictated by “socially prescribed channels of ‘appropriate’ behavior” which
guide a state’s policy interest forward (Hobson, 2000). Though realists argue a norm is in and of itself
an intervening variable, determined by certain power actors’ interests over time, social constructivists
see norms as autonomous from the state and instead “fundamentally shape the interests and identities”
of those actors (Hobson, 2000). Social constructivists focus on identifying normative processes which
may influence and thereby define national interests (Hobson, 2000).
As this is closely linked to national identity, discourse is the focus of enquiry (Risse, 2004). There is
heavy emphasis on communicative practices as well as the way in which language is used to construct
these discursive realities (Andrews, 2012; Risse, 2004). As language provides the means to structure
our experience of the world, the space of conversation provides the “most important means of
maintaining, modifying and reconstructing subjective reality” (Andrews, 2012; Berger and Luckmann,
1991). Though national identity is ‘imagined’, through discourse people feel as if they are part of a
community, often perceived without some primary source of identification (Andersen, 2006; Risse,
2004).
In a pluralist democracy, public opinion and political discussion may greatly inform this normative
collective change. The public sphere represents the “lowest common denominator” of all those living
in a social ecosystem, with cultural groups generally based around the culture of the majority (Supper,
1999). A common political culture may also exist, based on one’s inalienable rights and the
democratic rule of law (Supper, 1999). In the private and municipal sectors however, a variety of
different cultures and languages may exist (Supper, 1999). The interaction of all spheres in the
democratic discourse enables the population to clarify “which traditions they want to perpetuate and
which they want to discontinue, how they want to deal with their history, with one another, with
nature, and so on” (Gutmann, 1994; Supper, 1999).
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Language and Construction of Norms
The role of language in the construction of reality is most eloquently discussed by Lev Vygotsky, a
Russian philosopher of social constructivism. As Hua Liu and Matthews (2005) note in their
discussion of Vygotsky, “to study language is to study a meaning system as a consequence of
historical development” (Hua Liu and Matthews, 2005). It is tied not only to the “improvement in the
individual’s potential, but the historical expression and growth of the human culture from which Man
springs” (Bruner, 2004). Language is as much a linguistic tool used to reproduce individual thoughts
and feelings as it is a product of specific collective histories and cultures (Hua Liu and Matthews,
2005). In this sense, Vygotsky sees the individual’s internal locus of consciousness as formed and
developed by the external sociocultural milieu, with internalization processes generating perceptions
of orientation and insight (Hua Liu and Matthews, 2005).
The ability to meaningfully perceive one’s surrounding social environment through language brings us
back to the aspect of discourse. Discourse in this context is the dual nature between a word’s meaning
and the language in use (Hua Liu and Matthews, 2005). Historical and cultural “establishment of
human speech” systems as well as “the speaker’s situation-specific, subjective verbal (re)action” arise
within the frame of one’s discursive environment (Hua Liu and Matthews, 2005). This dual fluid
nature of language allows us to understand both the individual subjective and external social – as
Vygotsky sees it objective – reality simultaneously. Resulting from this is the individual
“appropriation of history and culture” as well as the “standing above history and culture as a
consequence of human intellectual development (Hua Liu and Matthews, 2005). Vygotsky’s
awareness of the “living holistic feature of human as social beings with our social lives” provides
insight into the philosophical weight of language’s place in culture and society (Hua Liu and
Matthews, 2005).

Radical Feminist Contribution
Coming back to the issue of relativism, I add a radical feminist social constructivist (“radical
feminist”) critique as way to address the issue of objectivity that relativists so often struggle with. This
theoretical vignette allows us to address the relationship between reality and knowledge, maintaining
that the way in which “we assemble our experiential world can be explored” (von Glasersfeld, 1981).
All knowledge is up for debate, and it exists in a space which may be constantly questioned,
challenged, and interpreted in various ways depending upon where the knowledge is situated within
the whole (von Glasersfeld, 1981). The radical feminist contribution rests in the notion that “only
partial perspective promises objective vision” (Haraway, 1988). It is impossible to be all genders,
races, nationalities, and classes simultaneously but through the heterogeneous “gendered social space”
one finds objectivity, offering “partial, locatable critical knowledges sustaining the possibility of webs
of connections called solidarity in politics” (Haraway, 1988).
11

Situated or partial knowledges do not necessarily reproduce new knowledge. The contribution of
partial knowledge is to push up against the “existing subject-object boundaries” in order that new
patterns may emerge alongside old pre-existing structures (Haraway, 1988). Even knowledge created
within the dominant system – itself nothing more than a “discursive construct” – is found and
conceptualized from the perspective of those with partial knowledges (Haraway, 1988; Prins, 1995).
As knowledge is always located somewhere specific, it is inherently “split and contradictory” (Prins,
1995).
Epstein (1988) observes that women’s perspectives are indeed partial, but as research endeavors have
historically been “only limited to men” this has “given rise to partial knowledge of worlds of politics,
economy, and religion.” Research focusing on gender has attempted to “rectify the exclusion or
misrepresentation of women as subjects” (Epstein, 1988). Radical social constructivism coupled with
the feminist critique makes it clear that the ‘other’ who represents such dominant situated knowledges
in society is male. As Hirschauer and Mol (1995) point out, “are the sexes not a good subject for those
who want to try to articulate alliances and frictions between a variety of practices without framing
their questions in terms of how science and society influence on another?”
Objectivity in therefore grounded in the partially-focused vantage point of the female in society (Prins,
1995). In a post-modern Europe with highly fluid and complex identity borders, “hyphenated
identities” become new frontiers of vision for those interested in such critical subjectivity as
Sandoval’s “oppositional consciousness” alludes to (Prins, 1995; Risse, 2004; Sandoval, 1991). As
Prins (1995) notes of Donna Haraway’s desire to focus on knowledge perspectives “from below”, it is
not its objectivity per se that matters but rather its “less unitary form” of subjectivity which offers an
opportunity to “reinvent” the nature of “dominant hierarchical theories of race and gender differences”
(Haraway, 1988; Prins, 1995).
The radical feminist perspective helps to more precisely position the critique on integration policy as it
portrays state identity as inherently gendered and institutionalized towards heterosexual masculine
norms, which indirectly excludes, represses, or marginalizes anyone who may not fit into this
conception (Andersen, 2006; Epstein, 1988; Finnemore, 1996; Haraway, 1988; Hirschauer and Mol,
1995; Hobson, 2000; Kontos et al., 2013; Prins, 1995). Institutional masculine norms have been
socially constructed over time, embodied in such notions as “paternal protection, aggression, and
militarism” (Hobson, 2000). This is what feminists more broadly refer to as the “patriarchy of the
welfare state” (Hirschauer and Mol, 1995; Hobson, 2000).
Feminist scholars do note that this singular focus on the oppressive patriarchy is not an aspect that can
be wholly understood or responsible for the suppression or misrepresentation of women, even if
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patterns do exist (Hirschauer and Mol, 1995). It is in particular the aspect of the ‘male gaze’, a gaze
which “mythically inscribes all the marked bodies” that feminists set their attention on (Haraway,
1988; Prins, 1995). Ascribing this concept of the male gaze to the abstract masculine allows for a
previously “unmarked category [that] claim[s] the power to see and not be seen, to represent while
escaping representation” to be found and identified (Haraway, 1988).
The imagined ‘we’ is, institutionally speaking, male, based in male traditions and norms, and a space
where masculine ideals are “valorized” and states conform to a gendered logic and structure
(Haraway, 1988; Hirschauer and Mol, 1995; Hobson, 2000) . What appears to be neutral, feminists
argue, is in fact told mainly through the perspective of men and deeply rooted in male-biased
institutional arrangements which historically either ignored or disadvantaged women (Haraway, 1988;
Hirschauer and Mol, 1995). Consider, for example, that laws are interpreted by those who possess
power and that this has historically meant only men. It is only in recent history that women have
entered leadership positions with enough power to change the laws so that a woman’s reality or point
of view is favored or adequately considered.
Alternative Theories
When considering alternative theories to social constructivism, grounded theory may be viable when
discussing how dominant norms are represented in policy. This is however, too broad in scope.
Grounded theory does appear in the theoretical structure of social constructivism but in the case of
racism, for example, social constructivism better serves us in understanding how the perspective of a
Turkish woman’s experience may differ from that of a German policymaker’s. Social constructivism
would also point out that the ethnically constructed conception of citizenship in Germany, for
example, is what has led to the development of institutional norms that have disproportionality
affected Turkish women more than say, Russian women taking the same course.
Taking an integration course becomes a ‘norm’ rooted deeply in ethnic conceptions of citizenship, but
grounded theory is not enough in the case as this particular norm (taking an integration course)
because it also touches on the political sphere and state legal and administrative structures. There is
room for grounded theory within social constructivism but the latter allows us to subsume all possible
constructed norms of a society under one over-arching theory, thus framing and supporting the overall
analysis more fully.
The feminist contribution focuses more heavily on the gendered aspect of policy. Though feminism
employs a wide variety of strategies, it typically uses elements of constructivism that are “in a weak
form” on its own (Hirschauer and Mol, 1995). This does allow for partial discussions on racism and
discrimination within the larger context but it is my focus on gender as a normative benchmark for
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qualitative analysis that gives this theoretical critique value within the larger theoretical frame. While
a feminist critique will be used in order to bring in the necessary normative anchor for our
understanding of female migrants and integration course policy, it would be counterproductive to
bring in a theory which is not supported by other forms of social constructivism. Real life practicalities
often make radical feminist theory less applicable if it is not linked with a more neutral theory to
structure it. Let the feminist critique serve then as a supporting theory than a substitute.

Methodology
The Policymaking Cycle
Schneider and Janning (2006) see formation of public policy as a “decision-making and production
process.” This conception of public policy is construed as a “fulfillment of systemic imperatives and
functional reproduction of requirements” and is viewed in a similar way to an information processing
system (Informationsverarbeitung), wherein the political system receives certain “inputs” from its
surrounding environment, resulting in internal structures which produce specific programs and
procedures for solving these external problems (“outputs”) (Schneider and Janning, 2006). From a
purely structural point of view, this is the essence of a policy. From the information processing
perspective, this conversion process between input and output breaks the process into segments, the
policy cycle arranged into corresponding phases (Schneider and Janning, 2006).

As the graph above illustrates, there are five distinct phases within one policymaking cycle, though a
Termination (Terminierung) phase may also be introduced if the policy is relatively unsuccessful (for
this section see Schneider and Janning, 2006). The cycle starts at the Problem-Definition phase
(Schneider and Janning, 2006). In a democracy, sociopolitical issues would be broached in public
discourse in such a way that it becomes a matter of high concern for officials and policymakers. The
priorities of the state may shift in order to focus on this specific problem to be defined and ultimately
solved. This develops into new political goals addressed in the “Agenda Setting” phase.
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As the problem starts to reach federal-level discussions it provides enough impetus to move into the
third phase, “Policy Formulation”, wherein legislative goals are set, developed and evaluated, and a
law is drafted to satisfy political consensus along with practical policy concerns. After a law is
enacted, the policy moves into the fourth phase, “Implementation”, where, in Germany’s case,
regulations are implemented by the state-level administration (Land) and its municipal (local) districts.
A policy enters the Evaluation” phase when policymakers decide to refine programs and address any
outstanding issues of the initial policy for improvement. It is after this phase that a policy will either
re-enter the cycle with a new problem to be defined and solved or the policy will be terminated. Given
that the integration courses continue to be provided, this policy has not entered the Termination phase,
but rather been re-introduced within Germany’s policymaking cycle to incorporate the necessary
regulatory reform into the programs.
These phases serve as a marker which will heuristically structure the discussion in a way that allows
each aspect to be fully analyzed before moving on with the next phase. I analyze sociopolitical
discourse within the Problem-Definition phase and the Agenda Setting phase. The legal component is
addressed in relation to Policy Formulation. Administrative analysis falls under the Implementation
phase, and the Evaluation phase will be divided between an internal evaluation component, i.e. how
the German state’s own administration (BAMF) evaluates their integration courses, and an external
evaluation chapter which addresses both outstanding issues with the integration courses and feedback
from non-BAMF sources regarding German integration policy overall. The purely theoretical and
analytical division of these phases into five (or six) distinct categories is in reality however, rarely
found in such strict form (Schneider and Janning, 2006).
Policymaking Actors in Germany
In order to understand the complex administrative structure involved in Germany’s implementation of
integration course policy, we must first understand how its welfare system is embedded in the
functioning of the state. According to Esping-Andersen (1990), Germany’s welfare-state regime
follows that of the “historical corporatist-statist legacy” which was developed as a way to “cater to the
new ‘post-industrial’ class structure.” In this corporatist model rights have been “attached to class and
status”, with a “state edifice […] perfectly ready to displace the market as provider of welfare”
(Esping-Andersen, 1990). Corporatist regimes were shaped by the Church, meaning that the
“preservation of traditional family-hood” was also a key strategic objective in the design process
(Esping-Andersen, 1990). Social insurance schemes have historically excluded non-working wives in
order to encourage motherhood instead (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Social services like daycare, for
example, have been “conspicuously underdeveloped”, and the “principle of ‘subsidiarity’ serves to
emphasize that the state will only interfere when the family’s capacity to service its members is
exhausted” (Esping-Andersen, 1990).
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Germany’s federalist structure lends itself to a particular participation profile for actors involved in
policy formation. In Schneider and Janning’s (2006) model we observe that non-state actors are
present in each stage of the policymaking cycle, formally organized and coordinated, assisting with
services that are not provided for directly by the state, and providing feedback and input specific to
their interests (Schneider and Janning, 2006). Drawing from Schneider and Janning’s diagram (see
below) it is clear that external groups (Verbände), political parties (Parteien), the parliament
(Parlament), the executive (Regierung), and the political administration (Verwaltung) all have an
influence on policy formation at one point or another in the cycle (Schneider and Janning, 2006).
Actor participation in the corporatist state structure means that associations and non-governmental
organizations (Verbände) are deeply involved in the Problem-Definition phase. Welfare organizations
would fall under both the associations (Verbände) and administration (Verwaltung) grouping as they
both provide services (implementation) and participate on behalf of its members in the political
process.

This is important to consider as this means many actors play a role in the social construction of
integration ‘norms’. It must be stated therefore, that the government is not alone in its construction of
what constitutes successful integration and is even in fact pulled by the counterweight of public
opinion vis-à-vis the associations (Verbände) and interest groups who constantly challenge and
question state conceptions when it does not line up with the reality of its members. Yet, as the analysis
will also show, despite involvement of non-state actors, it is clear that that government and internal
political coalitions have much more discretion over resulting legislation than the associations. This
makes sense, but regardless, the involvement of various actors still indicates that the federal
government holds the strongest position amongst them for forming, defining, and changing the
concept of integration in relation to policy initiatives.

16

Defining Integration
Sociological Conception
A sociological conception of integration is the empirical starting point for my analysis. I use a
definition of integration outlined by Kontos, Morokvasic-Müller, and Anthias (2013) in Paradoxes of
Integration which states that:
Overall, in sociological analysis, integration refers to the process by which individuals
become members of society and their multilevel and multiform participation within it;
integration is a process relating to different forms of participation: in the neighborhood, at
work, school, family, etc. Such a concept of social integration, therefore, conceives integration
as a social process relating to all members of society. (emphasis added)
This definition makes explicit the importance of social processes and interactions in society for
integration to occur. In order to address the nation-state’s role in integration, I also draw from
Supper’s (1999) conception in Minorities and Identity in a Multicultural Society:8
Integration means that both groups can retain their culture without accruing any
socioeconomic disadvantages and without being refused access to the other culture. In the
ideal case, integration means not only the juxtaposition of two cultures, but rather, at a
minimum for migrants, the ‘double option of access to culture’ (Nauck et al 1997). This
means they have the freedom to choose between both cultures and can decide on both or they
can decide on a mixture between the two. (emphasis added) 9
At the heart of the debate on language and national identity lies a reluctance on the part of German
political elite to clarify its desire for an assimilationist versus multicultural model for integration
policy. In assimilation an immigrant would be expected to take on the culture of the receiving country
completely, whereas multiculturalism espouses a view that allows for the possibility of other cultures
and perspectives to exists side-by-side, without an obligation to accept the mass cultural norms
(Schneider and Silverman, 2010; Supper, 1999). Learning the national language has only been
explicitly referred to in political conceptions of integration. It could be argued however, that the
sociological conception implicitly assumes the status of language as a necessary prerequisite for the
ability to participate in society in the various forms mentioned. Successful integration is linked with
many spheres of societal interaction. Language would logically cover all these spheres.

8
9

Minderheiten und Identität in einer multikulturellen Gesellschaft.
Author’s own translation. For original text please see page 60 of Supper (1999). See Bibliography.

17

Political Conception
Language acquisition (and usage) is directly connected to the political conception of integration and
successful avenues forward. When I refer to the political conception of integration I am referring to
the nation-state’s definition of integration. Essentially I mean how do the political elite who make the
laws define integration? As Kontos, Morokvasic-Müller and Anthias (2013) observe:
In contemporary societies, the integration of migrants has been conceived primarily in terms
of boundaries of the nation state. [T]he nation-state perspective in relation to those targeted
by integration discourses and practice extends its ambit to the governmentality of racialized
minority populations, some of whom are not migrant at all (being settled populations).
(emphasis added)
This helps guide our understanding of why the female Turkish migrant is often included in state
integration course policy objectives, despite that fact that many are not newcomers to Germany.
Stevenson and Schanze (2009) point out that from the beginning, policymakers have intended to
establish a framework for integration which could provide “detailed and deliverable measures for
integration of migrants both ‘old’ and ‘new’” (Stevenson and Schanze, 2009).
The ministry responsible for immigration and migration policy in Germany is the Federal Ministry of
Interior (BMI).10 Their official position on integration (BMI, 2014) reads:
The aim of integration should not be merely to organize the co-existence of people from
different cultures. A society cannot endure internal separatism based on cultural divisions.
Speaking the same language is a basic requirement for maintaining societal cohesion. At
the same time, immigrants must have the chance to take part in all aspects of social, political
and economic life, on equal terms and as their individual conditions and willingness allow,
thereby gaining a realistic hope of becoming a member of German society. (emphasis added)
BMI’s guiding principles can be cited as follows (BMI, 2014):
The Federal Government’s integration policy is based on the principle of offering more
support for integration efforts while making requirements stricter. Immigrants are required
to learn German, through their own efforts and with state help, and to know and respect the
basic values of our society. And German society is called on to recognize and remove

The Federal Ministry of Interior, or Bundesministerium des Innen will be referred to as “BMI” throughout, as
this is more consistent with the German usage. Please see Abbreviations table.
10
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existing barriers in order to give immigrants equal treatment and equal access to all
important areas of society, politics and the economy.
In addition to BMI’s official definition on integration, the political administrative office responsible
for implementing the courses, the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees, or BAMF, developed
their own definition, which they have used in their evaluations of the integration courses. It is
important to consider how BAMF defines integration, and it is perhaps the most relevant
methodologically, as they directly steer conceptions of what it means to be successfully integrated
through course curriculum. BAMF focuses on four specific dimensions of integration as outlined by
Esser (1980). It follows (Esser, 1980; Schuller, 2011; Schuller et al., 2011b) 11:
•

Cultural integration – improving of language skills and the acquisition of attitudes and
cultural patterns of the host society;

•

Structural integration – school or vocational integration;

•

Social integration – friendships and networks with the German population; and

•

Emotional integration – attachment to Germany or intentions to return to country of origin.

Though the BAMF conception (as supported by Esser) is more sociological in approach, it is
important to include both the BAMF and the BMI definitions together in order to illustrate how
conceptions within the political administration may vary depending on their placement within the
policymaking cycle as well as within the federal organizational state structure, as indicators of
measurement will also vary. Both definitions are important for the overall political conception of
integration. One clearly focuses on the security aspect, while the other takes a more social and
interpersonal approach. Both are not only legitimate to the understanding of political conceptions of
integration but are used interchangeably depending on if a political debate is focused on security
versus culture, for example.
Summary
The two main conceptions of integration I use can be summarized as follows:
The sociological conception of integration focuses on the process by which individuals become
members of society and relates to different forms of (social) participation. Members identify
themselves vis-à-vis specific (cultural) groups, with member’s integration success contingent on
education and pathways of access.

11

For a full list of indicators for each conception of integration in this list see Appendix.
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The political conception of integration is conceived of primarily in relation to a nation-state’s
(cultural) boundaries. In the case of the German Federation, this principle is one of give and take, or
reciprocity. In exchange for (structural) state support and equal treatment under the law, a migrant is
expected to (i) learn the national language (ii) follow the laws of the country and (iii) respect cultural
norms.
Integration may appear to be a constantly moving target, but in dividing the concept between a
sociological one and a political one anchored in language acquisition, can the mystery of what
integration means to Germany begin to be unraveled. Though other ideas and conceptions are
frequently discussed in public debate, they are usually rather vague. For those who invoke such loose
conceptions they are also seldom defined (Stevenson and Schanze, 2009).
Outline of Chapters
I will be using the typical policymaking cycle in Germany as the structure for chapter outlines. The
chapters will focus on four specific components that are relevant to this policy formation since its
inception in 2005: (i) sociopolitical discourse (ii) the legal component (iii) administrative
implementation (iv) and the course evaluation component. The evaluative component is broken into
two chapters, an internal evaluation which outlines the IP study results from BAMF, and an external
evaluation which includes the FeMiPol feedback and additional non-state critiques.
Throughout my analysis I draw most of the attention onto how policy affects women. In other words,
what does the sociopolitical discourse reveal about societal attitudes towards women, especially
migrant women, and where can we see evidence of this norm or attitude in the integration course?
What does the 2005 Immigration Law say about family reunification, for example, and what might
this mean for the female participants who are enrolled? How have female participants been included in
the evaluation process? What major reforms have been made since 2005 that have directly affected
this group, both positive and negative? It is the intent of my research to use the overall structure of the
policy-making cycle to outline how these four specific components assist Turkish female participants
in learning the language and feeling comfortable in Germany.

III. Sociopolitical Discourse
History
Germany’s relationship with its Turkish population can perhaps best be summed up by one rather
succinct observation from a Turkish man reflecting on his experience in Germany, “We simply forgot
to return” (Arikan and Ham, 2009). As Schneider and Silverman (2010) note, “acceptance has not
come readily” to Germany’s guest workers and the topic of Turkish immigrants as outsiders as proved
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an “exceedingly volatile topic” in sociopolitical discussions over the years (Mueller, 2006; Schneider
and Silverman, 2010).
Lacking a strong colonial history like its neighbors France or Great Britain, Germany’s conception of
the immigrant has been understood within the German concept of citizen which is based on ethnic
descent (jus sanguinis) rather than location of birth (jus soli) (Brubaker, 1992). This ethno-cultural
perception, while not rooted in any legal category, emphasizes a person’s ethnic ties in a way that
“binds the individual more close[ly] to the destiny of the state” (Brubaker, 1992).
As a result, when guest workers (Gastarbeiter) were brought over through bilateral agreements from
Turkey to Germany between 1955 and 1973 in response to labor shortages, the idea that these workers
would eventually obtain German citizenship, let alone stay longer than a few years or so, was not even
considered (Brubaker, 1992; Mueller, 2006; Stevenson and Schanze, 2009). While the largest group
of guest workers in East Germany were from Vietnam, West Germany’s Recruitment Agreement for
Labor brought over roughly 2.6 million Turkish male laborers from 1961 to 1973 (Mueller, 2006;
Stevenson and Schanze, 2009). A ban on foreign workers was enacted in 1973 in an attempt to stem
this increasing flow of immigrants (Brubaker, 1992; Stevenson and Schanze, 2009). Despite this ban,
immigration populations steadily rose throughout the 1970s and 1980s, and by the end of 1980 the
percentage of foreigners in Germany was over 7% (Hoßmann and Karsch, 2011).
This increase can be attributed directly to family reunification. During this time over fifty percent of
Turkish immigrants entered Germany via family reunification channels, compared to only 30% who
arrived as guest workers (Mueller, 2006). Unprepared for the large number of Turkish women
entering Germany in order to reunite with their husbands, the government remained relatively silent on
implementing measures that may have brought these newcomers into the fold of German society much
sooner (Mueller, 2006). Despite the fact that by 1980 seventeen percent of children were born to
foreign parents, assimilation was assumed, rather than forced, through state or federal integration
policy (Hoßmann and Karsch, 2011). As a result, the 1980s has been referred to as the “lost decade of
integration”, and even though state and municipal initiatives were present at the local level the impetus
for legislatively change in this policy area was absent (Brubaker, 1992; Ireland, 2004; Mueller, 2006).
German reunification in 1989 and 1990 created massive internal structural and social upheavals, and
as a result, the sociopolitical discourse took on a distinctly more anxious yet hopeful tone. The debate
revolved around two major issues throughout this decade. The first addressed the need to bridge the
economic and social divides between Germany’s east and west halves, and the second recognized the
need to address the non-indigenous minority populations who had been present since the 1950s in way
that could accommodate this transition into the new millennium both structurally and socially
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(Stevenson and Schanze, 2009). Shifting attitudes on belonging in the newly unified state lead to
difficult questions on identity. The main question, “What does it mean to be German at the beginning
of the 21st century”, lead policymakers and the German public towards reflecting on another more
pressing question, namely, “In this era of massive internal change and highly diverse population, how
can social inclusion be achieved?” (Stevenson and Schanze, 2009) These questions were closely
linked to debates on liberalizing German citizenship (Stevenson and Schanze, 2009).
These were certainly not simple and straightforward questions to answer. It is under the backdrop of
these major economic and social concerns that the focus on immigrant integration becoming a major
topic of discussion throughout the 1990s and early 2000s. Despite Turkish presence in Germany since
at least the 1960s and 1970s, these new conceptions of statehood and what it meant to be German
brought the Turkish community under the magnifying glass and citizenship laws were opened up for
scrutiny. The sociopolitical discourse took a markedly liberal left turn, and conceptions in national
identity moved away from “cultural monism” and instead developed into one that granted group rights
through various channels of access, such as citizenship acquisition (Koopmans et al., 2005). Since the
1990s sociopolitical conflict has arisen within the context of German as the “national language” and
actors have invoked language strategically at various stages, connecting this to the fundamental
question of how to define this new national identity (Koopmans et al., 2005; Stevenson and Schanze,
2009).

Political Party Positions
German political parties have stayed relatively consistent over time in their views on integration,
though all have increasingly liberalized their position since at least the early 2000s (Detsch, 2009;
Mueller, 2006). Since the mid-1970s political discourse has been on the one hand inclusionary,
stressing the economic and cultural contribution of immigrants with a focus on tolerance and diversity,
while counter-discourse often highlights the dangers of “excessive cultural heterogeneity” and the
economic or social costs of letting immigrants into the country, with this view increasingly linked in
recent years to discussions on Islamic fundamentalism (Brubaker, 1992; Zick et al., 2011). Policies on
integration have usually been discussed in the context of security policy, arguing for a restriction
while also encouraging voluntary return migration (Brubaker, 1992).
With the change in 1998 from Helmut Kohl’s Christian Democratic (CDU) conservative lead
government to a Social Democrat (SPD) and Green Party coalition (Red/Green Coalition), Chancellor
Gerhard Schröder (SPD) opened up the debate for immigration reform (Detsch, 2009; Stevenson and
Schanze, 2009). The SPD saw an opportunity to facilitate immigration through recruitment of highly
qualified skilled workers and introduced a Green-card initiative in 2000 as a result (Detsch, 2009;
Mueller, 2006). The Free Democrats (FDP) also supported this focus on the labor market and sought
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to adapt any immigration legislation as a way to accommodate economic and business objectives
(Detsch, 2009). The CDU and their Bavarian sister party, the Christian Social Union (CSU), have
from the beginning supported more restrictive immigration policy and focused heavily on the security
aspect over social or cultural integration concerns (Detsch, 2009). The Greens have always tended to
favor more liberal immigration policies and were the first to couple this with specific integration
proposals, while also articulating the ways in which existing policies “reflect traces of racism”
(Mueller, 2006). The Left Party (Die Linke), the most liberal of the group, has traditionally been
against any security measures, citing the sanctions against those who do not participate in an
integration course as “populist”, arguing that current measures have not been nearly progressive
enough (Dağdelen, 2016).
These opposing political positions played out most strongly in the heated debates between 2000 and
2002 in which Germany’s cultural identity was increasingly challenged (Stevenson and Schanze,
2009). With the passage of the 2000 Nationality Act, a partial jus soli (citizen by birth) qualification
for citizenship was granted to children of foreign parents born in Germany after January 1, 2000, while
also giving adult immigrants citizenship status after eight years of residence instead of the previous
fifteen (Koopmans et al., 2005; Mueller, 2006; Stevenson and Schanze, 2009). This was also given on
the stipulation that adult immigrants prove “adequate knowledge of German” and “declare their
allegiance to the German constitution” (Stevenson and Schanze, 2009). This was openly criticized by
the Greens and the Left, while the CDU welcomed this as necessary for restricting immigration into
Germany, and additionally attributed the rising unemployment rates to the increased migration flows
(Stevenson and Schanze, 2009).
As one expert at the German Marshall Fund (GMF) notes, “The new law took into account the
empirical fact, which has previously been assiduously ignored, that more than 30 million people have
come to Germany since the 1950s” (Detsch, 2009). Though the 2001 terrorist attacks in the United
States and the 2004 terrorist attacks in Madrid, Spain did provide a strategic opportunity for the
conservatives to bolster their argument for future security measures in the 2005 law, the integration
chapter marks a clear turning point in Germany’s official stance on immigration and indirectly, its
national identity, as it exhibited an increasing acceptance of itself as a ‘country of immigration’, a
view which had been denied or challenged for years (Hoßmann and Karsch, 2011; SVR, 2011).
Formal acknowledgement came in the form of proactive yet bold statements in a report on immigrant
integration in 2001 led by Rita Süssmuth, who stated in the opening of her report that “Germany needs
immigrants” and that integration must be part of the larger political strategy in the coming decade
(Mueller, 2006; Stevenson and Schanze, 2009; Süssmuth, 2001). In lieu of this recognition, the report
suggested the need “for urgent reform in the education and training policy areas” in order to “improve
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the education and linguistic standing of migrant populations” (Mueller, 2006). This political debate
continued to play out well into the mid-2000s. In 2005, the Immigration Law was enacted, providing a
new legal mandate for integration courses to be developed and implemented for “new and long-term
migrants alike” (Mueller, 2006). This bill was seen by many as a formal conclusion to the high-profile
debates on immigration from the early 2000s (Mueller, 2006; Stevenson and Schanze, 2009).

Ongoing Debate
Criticism has nevertheless remained strong. There have been complaints about how much the state has
earmarked for the integration courses, with one article citing how “failed immigration” has already
cost the state 16 billion Euro per year (Elger et al., 2009). These complaints tend to be coupled with
particular ‘problem groups’ who are seen as refusing to integrate, suggesting that immigrants must
“want to integrate themselves” in order for the programs to be a success (Detsch, 2009; Elger et al.,
2009; Hemmerich, 2009; “Immigration in Germany: Young Turks Increasingly Favor Integration and
Religion,” 2012; Mueller, 2006). These accusations have predominantly focused on the Turkish
community, with German news media suggesting that “immigrants from Turkey [...] are very poorly
integrated” (Elger et al., 2009).
Lack of integration has typically been articulated as a lack of German language skills, as one expert’s
opinion illustrates: “The problem is that many don’t know the language perfectly. One cannot get a
handle on a culture and education with only 30 percent of the vocabulary” (Hemmerich, 2009). In
connection with long-term migrants, an often held public view is that “even after decades of living in
Germany” immigrants, in particular the Turkish, are not integrated, i.e. they cannot speak German
well enough to interact with society (Elger et al., 2009). While positive aspects of the Turkish network
have generally not been covered in the media, it has been used however to reinforce claims that the
Turkish “cannot and do not want to become ‘integrated’ into German institutions” (Mueller, 2006).
As Mueller (2006) notes, “there is a media obsession with the Turkish family, depicted negatively
with its ‘traditional’, ‘repressive’, and ‘collective’ aspects which cannot be reconciled with the
individualism associated with the fragmented German nuclear family” (Mueller, 2006). Family and
marriage norms within the Turkish community receive extensive media scrutiny in Germany, and
often face a negative stigma that other migrant groups do not seem to face (Mueller, 2006). Reversely,
however, Turkish immigrants are not necessarily impressed by German individualism. As a comment
from one Turkish man illustrates, “Germans just deport their kids as soon as they are 18, so that they
can live their lives – and eventually, when the mother is eighty, the son deports the mother to a nursing
home. That’s just ridiculous” (Schneider and Silverman, 2010).
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Many German ideas of the Turkish family have centered around the aspect of forced marriage. Islam
is often the culprit behind such divergent cultural norms for marriage and family (Detsch, 2009; Elger
et al., 2009; Kontos et al., 2013; Schneider and Silverman, 2010) Revisions in family reunification
permits have focused on the legal age of spouses and the German Ministry of Family noted in 2004
that “a disproportionate rate of Turkish women in Germany suffer from domestic violence”, with 9%
stating that “they had been forced into marriage” (Detsch, 2009; Elger et al., 2009; Hemmerich, 2009).
The reality, however, is that many Turks in Germany are part of a “well-functioning” extended
network which includes not only family but ethnic neighborhoods, community based groups, self-help
organizations, and the mosque (Mueller, 2006).
The role of family is important to consider as it shows how “intersubjective and intuitional recognition
interact and [are] articulated” (Epstein, 1988). With family considered the “primary domain of
women”, discussions of women’s benefit to society are still largely defined in terms of the (nuclear)
family, and normative conceptions of this family space as serving all societal needs – sexual,
economic, reproductive, and educational (Epstein, 1988). This has crystallized in the discourse on
immigration through the focus on the Turkish family as in dire need of integration, in particular the
Turkish mother. This has most often articulated through debates on forced marriage or the threat of
Islam, as these cultural norms and standards are seen as inferior (Gutmann, 1994).
The status of family is also evidenced in the citizenship laws. Conceptions of citizenship are
historically rooted in terms that assume the family as care provider (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Kontos et
al., 2013). State policy reflects a gendered division of labor that places the “women’s sphere” in the
private and family realm, and the men’s sphere in the public space (Kontos et al., 2013). Drawing
from this, can we see how discourse on the Turkish family may become stereotyped or
misrepresented. What is tacitly inferred is that the state is better suited for determining what a migrant
woman should learn in order to provide for the family, and in this way substitutes the husband’s role
to accommodate the traditional idea of the nuclear family (Epstein, 1988). Consider within this context
how these women have been the predominant target group for integration policy since the beginning
and legislation has focused on defining who is obligated to attend a course (Kontos et al., 2013).

IV. Legislative Reform
The 2005 Immigration Law
Through the 2005 Immigration Law and its Article 1 Residence Act, the administration and structure
of the integration courses was established. Chapter 3 of the Residence Act established the statemandated language and integration courses (Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005). Article 43 (3) established the
Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (BAMF) in charge of coordinating and implementing the
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integration courses (Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005). Article 43 also outlined the basic structure of the
integration courses as providing an avenue in which the state may “successfully teach foreigners the
language, legal system, and culture in Germany” (Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005). Article 43(1) states that
these courses are “supported and required” by law (Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005).
In addition to the establishment of the language and integration courses, Article 44 and 44a detail the
guidelines for those who are obligated (verpflichtet) to participate in an integration course versus those
who have the right (berechtigt) (Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005). Article 44a(1) notes that a foreigner is
obligated to participate in the integration course where, at the time of issuing a residence permit, he or
she does not appear to have sufficient command of the German language (44a(1)b), he receives
benefits outlined in the Second Code Book of the Social Law (Sozialgesetzbuch) (44a(2)), or he is in
special need of integration and the foreign office authorities have obliged him to take an integration
course (44a(2)) (Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005). This aspect has remained relatively (and purposely) vague
and as will be discussed in the External Evaluation chapter, this has had both a positive and negative
consequence for Turkish women taking a course.
In addition to its administrative duties BAMF is legally required under Article 75(4) to conduct
academic research and evaluations of migration and integration policy, including measuring the
effectiveness of the integration course offerings for target groups (BAMF, 2007). As a result, in 2005,
pursuant to section 21 of the Ordinance on Integration Courses (Integrationsverordnung)12, an
evaluation committee was set up in order to evaluate and develop the structure and content of the
integration courses, including the curriculum, teaching materials, test content, and quality monitoring
procedures (Schuller et al., 2011b).

EU Guidelines and Directives
The 2005 Immigration Law not only sought to fulfill internal German political demands but
Germany’s legal obligation to EU Directives. With the ratification of the Amsterdam Treaty in 1999, a
pillar of political commitment for integration was added to the EU’s guiding principles on migration
policy (BMI, 2005). Council Directive 2003/86/EC of 22 September 2003 on the right to family
reunification specified the conditions for issuing, refusing or revoking family reunification permits and
Germany was legally required to implement this directive into their national laws by October 3, 2005
(BMI, 2005; Council Directive 2003/86/EC, 2003). Article 7(2) states, for example, that Member
States may introduce an optional clause to “require that third-country nationals comply with
‘integration measures’” (Commission, 2011a). Also mentioned are state integration courses, and the
Directive notes that the legal inclusion of courses into a national law must be in compliance with the

Integrationskursverordnung vom 13. Dezember 2004 (BGBl. I S. 3370), die durch Artikel 5 der Verordnung
vom 31. Juli 2016 (BGBl. I S. 1950) geändert worden ist.
12
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principle of proportionality and be assessed on “the basis of the accessibility of course or test, how
they are designed and/or organized (test materials, fees, venue, etc.), and whether such measures or
their impact service purposes other than integration (e.g. high fees excluding low-income families)”
(Commission, 2011a). In regards to long-term migrant residents Article 5(2) of Directive 2003/86/EC
notes that “Member States may ask the third-country nationals to comply with integration conditions,
in accordance with national law” (Commission, 2011a).
The European Commission’s 2005 Common Framework for the Integration of Third-Country
Nationals has also attempted to support and guide this process, hoping to steer core ideas and
assumptions about integration within each member state’s legislative debate (EU Actions to Make
Integration Work; EWSI). Adopted in 1999 under the Tampere Program, the Common Basic
Principles served as a guideline for national legislation and future integration course policy
development (Home Affairs, 2016). The EU asserts that through this “network of national contact
points on integration” information may be exchanged in a way that keeps national policy “coherent
with EU initiatives” (Home Affairs, 2016). Though it is not empirically provable how much influence
these principles have had in national level political or legislative discussions, it is clear that German
integration policy does mirror many aspects of this framework program, albeit in broad rather than
specific terms.
Solidified in a 1963 European Economic Community’s Association Agreement with Turkey, EU
member states are “still free to choose whether to admit Turkish workers and their family members”,
however, for those who have resided in the country for a certain period of time, “their legal
entitlement … becomes progressively stronger” (BMI, 2005). As Schöneberg (1993) notes, “the
longer someone lives [in Germany] and the more frequently his residence title will be extended, the
more difficult it becomes to weigh the reasons against [issuing] another extension” (Schöneberg,
1993). Legal scholars agree that a foreigner who has received a residency permit for more than 15
years has the material fundamental right to become the practical equivalent of a German citizen
(Schöneberg, 1993).

Family Reunification
As the majority of Turkish female course participants hold a family reunification residency status,
more than any other participant group, it is important to analyze this part of the Immigration Law
more closely. In general, specific legal obligations for integration courses affect women differently
than men and are a main target group for policymakers’ integration goals (BAMF, 2007; BMI, 2005).
It is important to note that the decision to include language testing as part of citizenship and
immigration has been a project for the Federal Ministry of Interior (BMI), not BAMF directly, and it is
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for this reason that such language laws are usually embedded within national security rhetoric. As
Stevenson and Schanze (2009) note, the “question of language proficiency may seem marginal” but
“its potential as an instrument of social control brought it back to prominence in the negotiations”
(Stevenson and Schanze, 2009). The instrumentalization of women’s rights within this context results
on the one hand increased restrictions by a state which claims its integration policy emancipates
women from oppressive norms, yet on the other is used by women’s organizations to defend against
the deteriorating social situation of migrant women, arguing for the complete “eradication of the
dependent residence permit for immigrating spouses” (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). Some feminist
groups have attacked the language courses as being simply another form of legal control over
women’s movements and position in society (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). Where citizenship and
immigration laws have been liberalized in some meaningful way, the connection between language
proficiency and someone’s legal status is seen as restrictive in approach. In this sense, integration
courses serve both an inclusionary and exclusionary role at once.
New provisions included in the Residence Act to improve protection “with regard to such genderspecific persecution, which chiefly affect girls and women” relates for example, only to one’s refugee
status and not female migrants in the family reunification category (BMI, 2005). This legal distinction
makes a difference in how someone’s application is processed and does guide management decisions.
Debates on this legal issue however have remained “strongly gendered and racialized … with negative
stereotypes regarding minority cultures and religions” typically portraying women as “traditional and
submissive”, an image which feminist scholars argue is only perpetuated by male-dominated policy
and institutions (Epstein, 1988; Kontos et al., 2013).
Germany’s ambiguous position between multiculturalism and assimilation also affects the legal
landscape of integration course participation. Minority rights understood in the context of a more
segregationist model would not guarantee certain basic citizenship rights, whereas an assimilationist
model would, though carrot-and-stick measures may be offered in exchange for one’s loyalty
(Koopmans et al., 2005; Supper, 1999). The attempt to define integration is mirrored in legislative
provisions on who must enroll in a course. It is clearly defined in regards to social services, but the
alternative requirement, “those in need of integration”, allows for a substantial grey area on what
exactly constitutes sufficient German and by extension, perpetuates a lack of clarity on what
integration should look (and sound) like (Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005).
Such ambiguity, while perfectly acceptable at the interpersonal level, results in laws that continue to
disregard specific complications Turkish women may face. This quasi-multicultural mentality not only
makes a woman’s status in Germany less secure, it seriously calls into question the rationale behind
not offering full citizenship because of an assumption about a person’s desire to return to Turkey. If
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someone lives in a country for 30 years and must now take an integration course to prove their
allegiance, something that points to a decidedly assimilationist trajectory, but it is coupled with return
migration rhetoric, it leads one to ask if such equivocations do not create a kind of mild anxiety on the
part of those subjected to such whimsical ideas of what it means to be integrated or to be German?
Changing family reunification provisions reflect a vacillating national identity that is stuck in a time
capsule, but subject to change as the definition of ‘other’ changes along with it. As MIPEX notes,
Germany’s model, though it has improved over the years, shows a more “restrictive” or “controloriented approach” with regards to migrant rights and legal status in comparison to other European
countries with a high migrant population (Huddleston et al., 2015; Kontos et al., 2013). It is not
language acquisition per se but rather the use of language as a form of state control, implemented in a
systematic way through the integration courses, which “intersects with a wide range of regulations and
laws” that are embedded in immigration policies (Kontos et al., 2013). Language acquisition is an
indispensable tool for economic and social inclusion but legally speaking, without access to certain
basic citizenship rights, it is not sufficient enough for long-term integration goals for work (Kontos et
al., 2013).
Legal status has also meant access to certain social benefits. As women’s organizations point out, a
migrant woman’s dependency on the legal status of her husband’s might force her to “remain in a
relationship despite experience of violent situations, so as not to jeopardize” her own legal situation
(Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). In essence, a husband may use this legal status against the woman. As
one interviewee from the FeMiPol study notes, “‘Husbands are well aware of the legal dependency of
their wives’ residence permits on the maintenance of their marriage. They may well understand tis
better than their wives [and] … is often used as a means of pressure and power in the partnership’”
(Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). Women’s organizations have argued for an entirely autonomous legal
status for the spouses as a solution (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). Germany’s explicit familialist labor
market model only further divides the realm of work and family, as this is “predicated on normative
notions of reciprocity and mutually recognized duties and responsibilities” (Kontos et al., 2013).

V. Administration and Implementation
Turning now to the administrative component of the integration courses, let us analyze how the
implementation of integration policy is coordinated at the federal, state (Land) 13, and municipal levels
of government. Overall, Germany can be characterized by a highly complex political and
administrative structure which exhibits the following three distinct traits: (i) vertical allocation of

In this chapter ‘state’ specifically refers to the level of government that is referred to as Land in German. I
therefore distinguish between the separate levels of government as ‘federal’, ‘state’, and ‘municipal’ (or local).
13
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competencies (ii) autonomy in legislative power between the federal, state, and municipal levels, and
(iii) a horizontal distribution of competencies across the various government ministries (Bendel,
2014). Civil society organizations, in particular welfare state organizations, are also heavily involved
in implementation and coordination at all levels of governance and fill an important gap in providing
state services for immigrant populations (Bendel, 2014; Kontos et al., 2006).14

The Federal Level
As already noted, the Residence Act established the structure for a coordinated integration policy,
however, due to Germany’s administrative and welfare state structure, the implementation
remains highly fragmented and is carried out by all levels of government both horizontally and
vertically (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). BMI is responsible for the formation of integration policy and
required to “systematize […] and enhance the integration program of the Federal Republic” while
BAMF is tasked with not only the organization of the integration courses on a federal level but with
implementing the programs and negotiating with the 16 German states (Bundesländer) (BAMF, 2016;
Bendel, 2014; BMI, 2005; Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006).
Due to this highly decentralized governmental arrangement, power over implementation is divided
vertically, between the federal, state, and municipal levels (Haschke, 1997). The principle of
subsidiarity serves an important function in the federal guidelines as it allows each level, especially
the state and local, to retain a certain amount of autonomy in administering the integration courses
(Haschke, 1997). This principle obliges the federal office to assist the states and their municipal
district authorities, but demarcates particular borders where the federal state may not intervene in state
level affairs (Bendel, 2014; Haschke, 1997). This is laid out clearly in the German Constitution, or
Basic Law (Grundgesetz) (Bendel, 2014).
Competencies that exclusively fall under federal jurisdiction include matters relating to freedom of
movement, passports, immigration and nationality (citizenship), and extradition (Bendel, 2014). Other
areas may be exclusively reserved for states to legislate (Bendel, 2014). In this case the BAMF
regional (state) offices have a more direct role in the administration, though the federal level still
maintains control over the curriculum and course content. As Bendel (2014) notes, this “complex
allocation of competencies and at times unclear assessment of legislative jurisdiction” makes it
challenging for deconstructing responsibility for specific administrative tasks.
The BAMF Federal Office oversees 22 branch offices and four external sites, employs approximately
2,000 staff, and is headquartered in Nuremberg. Its website lists at least fifteen competency areas in
monitoring and implementation (BAMF, 2016). Thematic areas for integration policy include
14

For a detailed overview on the state implementation structure, see Appendix.
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integration course implementation (language and orientation), nationwide integration program
monitoring and support, living in Germany permanently, advisory services for adult migrants, project
support for vendors, naturalization testing, and migration data for research purposes (BAMF, 2016).
With the advent of a more centralized and cohesive integration program, the federal government took
more direct steps to “develop a more profound and robust engagement with the key issues […]
launching a new integration agenda and developing a national framework for promoting integration”
(Stevenson and Schanze, 2009). This was the first time in its history that the federal level had taken a
more concrete role in structuring and guiding integration policy (Kontos et al., 2006). One must also
take into account how it is only within the last decade that this policy field has been given so much
attention at the federal level and seen as its competencies in migration policy overall (Bendel, 2014).
Over the past decade this Federal Office has become the central locus of administrative power when
collaborating nationwide between all levels of government and especially in correspondence with the
states and their offices (BAMF, 2016).
Another important federal administrative position is the Federal Commissioner for Migration and
Refugees which is part of the Federal Chancellery Office (Staatsministerin für Integration im
Bundeskanzleramt). This Office is tasked with coordinating communication and information on
integration (Bendel, 2014). The Commissioner is legally required to “be involved in the process as
early as possible … and to supply the federal government with suggestions and comments” (Bendel,
2014; Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005). Through the Federal Commissioner the federal, state, and municipal
government – along with their civil society and welfare organization partners – organize
recommendations and discussions on improving integration policy nationwide (Bendel, 2014). The
annual Federal Conference of Integration Commissioners, for example, is hosted by the Federal
Commissioner’s Office and brings all the state and local level integration commissioners together to
evaluate and discuss their recommendations for future integration policy (Bendel, 2014).

The State (Land) and Municipal (Local) Levels
The rights of the state are set forth in the Basic Law and in individual state constitutions, which
guarantee control of organization and administration of a state’s affairs, and of its local communities
in certain competency areas (Haschke, 1997). This decision-making power is highly autonomous from
the federal level and is an important aspect of the decentralized structure of German administration
(Haschke, 1997). Thus, the federal level is responsible for the formal structure and content of the
integration courses, while the state and local level, per Article 50 of the Basic Law, cooperate on
administering the integration courses and implementing specifics of course offerings (Bendel, 2014;
Haschke, 1997).
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The regional offices of BAMF coordinate integration courses locally (BAMF, 2016). There is at least
one regional office in every state and they are directly responsible for “authorizing course providers
and attendees” in accordance with the Residence Act (BAMF, 2016; Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005).
Additionally, they monitor the implementation of courses and process all participant applications
(BAMF, 2016). The BAMF Home Office in Nuremburg creates guidelines and develops the
curriculum for the teaching staff (BAMF, 2016). The national curriculum is mandatory and includes
such goals as “encourage[ing] understanding of German state system”, “develop[ing] positive
evaluation of the German state”, and “enabl[ing] participation in the life of the society (action
competence)” (Stevenson and Schanze, 2009).
Even though federal administration maintains control over research, planning and funding, and setting
of legal requirements for access to social services, it is state and local governments who “implement
some 80% of all state and federal policies” (Haschke, 1997; Ireland, 2004). As the municipalities are
directly integrated into the administrative structures of the state the relationship between local and
state administration is very close, with the basis for this also established in the Basic Law (Haschke,
1997). Article 28(2) of the Basic Law also guarantees the local districts autonomy by giving them the
“right to manage all their own affairs on their own responsibility within the limits set by the law”
(Haschke, 1997). This is also true for implementing EU regulations and municipal authorities must
therefore deal with several layers of this vertical state structure, including not only the federal and
regional state level but where applicable, EU authority as well (Haschke, 1997).
The Local Level – Berlin as a Model
Berlin is an interesting case when analyzing how the state and municipal levels interact with federal
administration. The legal basis for Berlin’s responsibility in implementing integration policy is stated
in the Berlin Constitution and in the Act on General Responsibilities which regulates the Senate’s
competence in the districts (Commissioner for Integration and Migration of the Senate of Berlin,
2006). It assigns responsibility for the (No. 14 XIV) “integration of ethnic minorities and
immigrations” to central administration” (Commissioner for Integration and Migration of the Senate
of Berlin, 2006). Certain aspects of integration policy such as health care or welfare services are still
left to the district’s competencies (Commissioner for Integration and Migration of the Senate of
Berlin, 2006). The Berlin Education Act also gave the city-state the legal basis for steering
“integration through education” and set a target of stronger inclusion for parents of ethnic minorities
alongside educational goals for immigrant children (Commissioner for Integration and Migration of
the Senate of Berlin, 2006).
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Due to Berlin’s unique history as a “politically artificial and highly subsidized island in the middle of
a Communist sea”, it’s relationship with the federal government has always been a bit cozier – though
more financially dependent – than other states in Germany (Ireland, 2004). The early 1990s saw a
Senate who, together with municipal and federal governance, stressed the functional approach to
integration rather than the cultural differences of its population (Ireland, 2004). Today, Berlin
simultaneously stresses the need to learn German – an attribute of Germany’s larger self-help
philosophy on integration – with its commitment to maintain its image as a cosmopolitan hub for
immigrants and German citizens alike, celebrating diversity by constantly framing immigration as a
net gain and enhancing this profile internationally by suggesting its “welcome culture” is something to
be replicated and admired rather than as something negative (Commissioner for Integration and
Migration of the Senate of Berlin, 2006; Ireland, 2004).
The Senate has also recognized the federal level’s responsibility for implementing integration policy
and notes the value of coordinating effectively with BAMF when conceptualization and implementing
federal programs at the state and district levels, noting the coordinating between “Berlin and the
federal structures is indispensable” (Commissioner for Integration and Migration of the Senate of
Berlin, 2006). Consistency in coordinating today’s integration courses between the federal and state
levels is assisted by the Berlin Senate’s Commissioner for Integration and Migration (Der Beauftragte
des Senats von Berlin für Integration und Migration) (Commissioner for Integration and Migration of
the Senate of Berlin, 2006). The Commissioner serves a vital role in managing this complex process
(Ireland, 2004). Among its many responsibilities the Commissioner promotes cross-departmental
integration projects, realization of these projects, planning of state and municipal integration policy,
and coordination of measures for integration of immigrants with other departments (Commissioner for
Integration and Migration of the Senate of Berlin, 2006).
The exchange of information horizontally between municipalities and across departments vertically is
crucial for effective administration and implementation, and is communicated through organizations
such as the Deutscher Städtetag, Deutsche Landkreistag, and Deutscher Gemeindebund, creating a
synchronization of “integration measures at national and state level” (Commissioner for Integration
and Migration of the Senate of Berlin, 2006).
Welfare Service Providers
Germany’s welfare state structure relies heavily on non-profit and private sector organizations and
businesses to provide services directly to citizens (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Prior to reunificationWest
Berlin, for example, “left the task of integration of immigrant workers and their families to big
nonprofit associations”, most notably AWO (Arbeiterwohlfahrt Organization) and Diakonisches Werk
(Ireland, 2004). The federal state’s philosophy has always been to provide “start-up costs” only and
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this is no less true for integration course policy (BAMF, 2007; Ireland, 2004). It is argued that
extensive funding for self-help groups allows for “freer cultural expression”, and is seen as more
effective for developing a flexible and responsive system (Ireland, 2004).
In providing only start-up costs, however, many organizations cannot provide the adequate amount of
resources for its programs to cover basic operating costs or training of staff (Ireland, 2004). This
decentralized self-help approach has developed into institutional structures wherein “nonprofit work
was supplemented not supplanted”, and rather than reducing the centrality of city-state involvement,
administrative oversight of such non-profit services has actually increased dependency overall
(Ireland, 2004) This has resulted in the formation of highly politicized associations who are dependent
on subsidies to maintain the ability to provide services to migrants (Ireland, 2004). It is important to
take this structural arrangement into account when observing how course participants receive services
at the local level through specific vendors and welfare service providers.

Structure of the Integration Courses
The integration courses comprise a total of 660 lessons units, each unit one hour in length, with the
language portion accounting for 600 hours and the orientation section accounting for 60 units (BAMF,
2016). The orientation course is 60 units and is completed after the language course. It focuses on the
thematic areas of (i) politics in democracy, (ii) history and responsibility, and (iii) people and society
(BAMF, 2016; Integrationskursverordnung, 2004). BAMF’s Evaluation Commission develops
concepts for the general language course (Allgemein Integrationskurs) as well as the special courses,
establishing structures and course content (BAMF, 2016). The BAMF website lists topics covered in
the general language course such as work and career, media and media use, housing, bringing up and
raising children, leisure time, and shopping, stating that “you will also learn to write letters and emails in German, complete forms, make telephone calls and apply for jobs” (BAMF, 2016).
These topics vary depending on if someone is enrolled in a special course or not (BAMF, 2016).
Special courses and programs provide additional language training and can be anywhere between 900
and 1200 hours total (BAMF, 2016). The Youth Course (Jugendkurs), Women’s Course (Frauenkurs),
and Parent’s Course (Elternkurs) all offer an additional 300 hours of instruction and combined with
the orientation portion offer a total of 960 lessons (BAMF, 2016). An additional special course for
those with low literacy (Alphabetierungskurs) offers an additional 300 hours for those who have
already completed the initial 900 and would like to take more (BAMF, 2016), making 1,245 hours the
maximum amount of units offered. Two tests are given at the end of a course, a language test and a
“Living in Germany” test, both of which may be repeated free of charge if someone does not pass on
the first try (BAMF, 2016). Neither of these tests are mandatory in order to complete the program
(BAMF, 2016).
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As of July 1, 2016 courses cost EUR 1.95 per lesson hour (Integrationskursverordnung, 2004).15
Courses initially costed EUR 1.00 in 2005 but increased to EUR 1.20 between July 1, 2012 and
December 31, 2015. From January 1, 2016 to June 30, 2016 lessons cost EUR 1.55 per hour
(Integrationskursverordnung, 2004). Thus, the total cost for one individual who takes the minimum
(660 hours) as of July 2016 would be EUR 1,287.00. For the women’s courses, for example, that total
would be EUR 1,872.00 (960 hours). For those who would decide to take the additional hours offered
through the low literacy course (Alphabetierungskurs) the cost is EUR 2,457.00 (1,260 hours). In
practice, however, over three quarters receive an exemption from BAMF (Schuller et al., 2011a). Most
receive unemployment benefits (Arbeitslosengeld II) or social assistance (Sozialhilfe) which also
exempts them from these costs, but exemptions may also be granted if someone finds it “particularly
hard to pay” due to a financial or personal situation (BAMF, 2016). Those on a family reunification
visas typically do not pay for the costs of an integration course but it is worth noting the real costs of
these courses as the federal budget must earmark a certain amount each year for vendors and service
providers (Schuller et al., 2011a).

VI. Internal Evaluation
Pursuant to Article 75(4) of the Residence Act, research on integration courses was established in
2006 through an Integration Panel (Schuller et al., 2011b). This longitudinal study researched the
effects of the integration courses through both qualitative and quantitative analysis. The results were
published in a research report in 2011 titled Results of a longitudinal study on the effectiveness and
sustainability of the integration courses16, and compiled data indicating that the medium and longterm effects of integration were successful but also noted that there were areas were “integration
processes of participants in integration courses” could be further developed in the future to optimize a
learner’s needs (Schuller et al., 2011b).
Over 9,000 people were surveyed, with a sample group surveyed at the beginning of the course, the
end of the course, and one year after the course end (Schuller et al., 2011b). A sample of people who
had never taken an integration course were surveyed as a control group (Schuller et al., 2011b).
Teachers and administrators from BAMF offices were also surveyed (Schuller et al., 2011b).
Sustainability measurements were set by surveying an additional 1,500 people at the end of the course
and one year later in 2007/2008 (Schuller et al., 2011b). Questions indicating sustainable retention of
the language looked at a participant’s level of contact with Germans, language proficiency at the end
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For table on financial costs of an integration course see Appendix.
Ergebnisse einer Längsschnittstudie zur Wirksamkeit und Nachhaltigkeit von Integrationskursen.
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of the course, emotional attachment to Germany, and labor market participation one year after the
course end (Schuller et al., 2011b).17
Case studies were also included. Working Paper 37 details the findings from ten qualitative interviews
in early 2010 with five Turkish and five Russian female participants who completed the general
integration courses (Schuller, 2011) 18. Five Turkish women were interviewed between the ages of 23
and 52 years and all had entered Germany between 1994 and 2006 on a family reunification visa
(Schuller, 2011). The majority of the women held an unlimited residency status (Schuller, 2011). All
except one had children (Schuller, 2011).

Cultural Integration
Overall, approximately 75% of course participants stated that they could manage their German
language better after the course (Schuller et al., 2011b). At the beginning of the course, a working
paper noted that the “low level of school completion is exhibited above all from Turkish course
participants and here especially women” (Rother, 2008). The study concluded that participants who
had arrived for the purposes of family reunion seemed to benefit the most in terms of language
development, with 37.6% improving their German through the language course (Schuller et al.,
2011a). Note, however, that this means 62.4% feel they did not improve their German language skills;
forty-two percent said they saw their skills deteriorate and stated they had forgotten what they had
learned a year after course end (Schuller et al., 2011b).
Despite this, many recognize the need to learn German as an important first step. As one Turkish
woman noted in her interview19, “I would recommended first you master the language, but afterwards
you must learn about the culture of Germany (…), so that you can better integrate, if one knows the
culture, knows who calls the shots, then one can integrate himself well, can decently find one’s way”
(Schuller, 2011)20. Another woman explains her ability to speak with people in confidence now, “I can
now completely [speak] with someone, even in every little detail”, while yet another woman observed,
“I can at the very least go grocery shopping. The most important for me is the grocery shopping. […]
But I [still] cannot go to a German doctor and report about my problems” (Schuller, 2011). Two
women noted that they were more self-confident as a result of improving their German and
appreciated their ability to know their own rights (Schuller, 2011).

Details on indicators may be found in the Appendix.
The exact time frame was between early February and March 2010; For detailed results see working papers
19, 23, 37, and 52. See Appendix for summary of these findings.
19 Working Paper 37 (Der Einfluss des Integrationskurses auf die Integration russisch- und türkischstämmiger
Integrationskursteilnehmerinnen) includes all experts from the five Turkish women interviewed for the
Integration Panel (IP) study.
20 All excerpts are this author’s own translations from German into English.
17
18
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Those who achieved the greatest increase in language level between the beginning and the end of the
course were those who were younger, already lived a while in Germany, showed a higher education
level, had more contact with Germans, and had less contact with those from their respective countries
of origin (Rother, 2009). Overall, new migrants showed a greater improvement in their German
knowledge than long-term migrants, but this is also tied to the fact that long-term migrants are much
older than new migrants as a group (Schuller et al., 2011a). Ten percent of Turkish former course
participants stated that they spoke German at home after the course (Lochner et al., 2013). Around
65% of women indicated that they used their native language at home, which is also more than men,
who stated that they used both German and their native language at home more (Lochner et al., 2013).
The majority of those from Turkey stated after the course that they read German news and magazines
more often (51.5%) or as often as before (39.7%) (Lochner et al., 2013). In regards to media usage,
women typically answered that they preferred to read books in German, while men more frequently
cited Internet usage in German (Lochner et al., 2013).

Structural Integration
Women reported working on average 4 years in Germany, while men cited 5 years on average
(Schuller et al., 2011a). A significant number of men gained employment full-time, with 9.5%
employed full-time at the beginning of the course, and 33.9% employed one year after the course
(Schuller et al., 2011a). However, compare this with 42.5% of male participants citing
“unemployment”, the highest number for occupational status one year out, a +1.3% increase from the
beginning of the course (41.2%) (Lochner et al., 2013; Schuller et al., 2011a). Women’s employment
also increased for part-time work, with 6.9% employed part-time at the beginning of the course, and
19.1% in a part-time position one year later (Schuller et al., 2011a). The majority of women (42.5%)
however, were involved with domestic work, childcare, or taking care of another person one year after
the course end, a significant increase from the beginning of the course (24.3%) (Lochner et al., 2013;
Schuller et al., 2011a). After childcare and domestic work, “unemployment” was cited as the most
frequent occupation for women one year later (23.2%) (Schuller et al., 2011a).
Of those surveyed, 33% of Turkish participants had become employed one year after the course
(Schuller et al., 2011a). As one woman noticed, she learned a lot in the area of employment and work
and through the integration course she learned a lot about the German mentality and culture, “In daily
life you have seen something, but not understood why that is so, but after the course you have come to
roughly understood why something happens” (Schuller, 2011). Many wished to use the skills learned
in the course in order to find a job afterwards (Schuller, 2011). As one participant noted, “In every
area I would like to want to see myself in a good position, for example if I could have a little bit better
German, then I would have naturally received a better position, for example I want to work as a
cashier” (Schuller, 2011). One woman, however lamented that her boss suggested she improve her
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German for work, but was still in the same position afterwards, “My boss said I was indeed good at
my job, but you could increase your [abilities] in the language department some more […]. I had just
said a short while ago that my language had improved a little bit, but I continued to work in the same
position” (Schuller, 2011).

Social Integration
The majority of Turkish participants cited “learning to master my life in Germany” (77.8%) as the
main reason for attending an integration course, followed by “improving my German language skills”
(61.2%) (Schuller et al., 2011a). The motivation to improve German was also seen as a way to assist
their children in school, and as one woman observed, “I must be integrated enough so that my children
can be raised for this country as better people” (Schuller, 2011). Another participant notes, “I have at
the moment no expectations of my life. My only expectation at the moment is my child, that my child
can complete job training, that is everything … my expectations are unimportant; what’s important is
my child” (Schuller, 2011).
Participants from Turkey had the lowest expectations for the course overall, in contrast to those from
Poland who had the highest expectations (Schuller et al., 2011a). Participants who arrived after 2005
(Neuwanderer) had significantly higher expectations than those who had arrived prior to 2004
(Altzuwanderer) (Schuller et al., 2011a). Women participants overall cited “education and raising
children in Germany” (Erziehung und Bildung) as the most interesting subject area in terms of course
content, with men showing the most interest in “constitutional rights and civic duties” (Schuller et al.,
2011a). Women participants in general felt more satisfied with the integration course overall than men,
both in the beginning of the course and afterwards (Schuller et al., 2011a).
The duration of stay in Germany also influenced the interest in subject material; those who had lived
longer in Germany cited “democratic structure of the German state”, “religious diversity”, and
“political participation and membership” as the most interesting to them (Schuller et al., 2011a).
Notably, however, those who had lived longer in Germany (Altzuwanderer) preferred a shorter
orientation session and a shortening of the theme areas (Schuller et al., 2011a). The IP study notes this
is likely due to prior knowledge related to living long-term in the country. In speaking about the
orientation course, for example, one Turkish woman commented, “[it] did not help me much further,
because I had already simultaneously experienced [this] from my neighborhood, from my relatives, so
I already knew these ways from when I arrived, therefore I learned nothing new [in this course]”
(Schuller, 2011).
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Overall, course participants did have more interaction with Germans afterwards (Schuller et al.,
2011b). In general, those who said they had more German friends also reported less frequent personal
experiences of discrimination, and the study suggests that this is a positive effect of the course
regarding the “feeling of welcome-ness” (Lochner et al., 2013). Nevertheless, the qualitative
interviews reveal that three of the five Turkish women experienced discrimination in a way that they
felt their integration process was hindered (Schuller, 2011). One respondent noted, “We have managed
it [employment], but years later one notices, that our children and the people of our nationality, if they
want to have success or they want to visit whichever successful school, we always have along the way
a point at which we cannot go further” (Schuller, 2011). One Turkish woman in particular noted that
within the integration course setting due to the discrimination from the integration course teacher
against Turkish students she did not pass the test at the end of the course (Schuller, 2011).
Turkish respondents reported social conflict with the Germans in their environment as the
predominant barrier for them. As one woman notes, “So, I understand, I do, but I cannot [make] such
contact, because I have for example acquaintances in the neighborhood, but they do not approach us,
they place always – [they] always put a barrier up between themselves and foreigners, and so from our
side we cannot all at once push through this barrier, so we hold back too, but otherwise we would
gladly like to have contact” (Schuller, 2011). Another described her situation in Germany as very
lonely, and stated that after taking the integration course she sometimes spoke more with the women
in the store but otherwise still stayed at home most of the time (Schuller, 2011). A third woman said
that she is often handled in a prejudice way in social surroundings and feels her child’s chances of
success in school have also been jeopardized through this unequal treatment (Schuller, 2011).

Emotional Integration
Overall, 56% of participants stated after the course that they felt more attached to Germany, and one
year after the course end this increased to seventy percent (Schuller et al., 2011b). Of those who stated
their intention was to acquire German citizenship, the most cited reason for seeking citizenship status
was to obtain a permanent right of residence in Germany, followed by legal equality with Germans,
with the third reason being at the request of one’s family or parents (Schuller et al., 2011a). Those who
stated the desire not to acquire German citizenship said the decision to retain their current nationality
was in order to be able to return back at some point (Schuller et al., 2011a).
Of the former course participants surveyed, 88% of Turkish students said they wanted to stay in
Germany, while 6% stated a desire to return or had not decided (Lochner et al., 2013). Women are
naturalized citizens less frequently in comparison to men overall and as the study notes, “in general
there exists a somewhat greater uncertainty in regard to decisions on naturalization” for female
participants (Lochner et al., 2013). In terms of “feeling German”, most of the Turkish women in the
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qualitative interviews felt at home in Germany (Schuller, 2011). One stated that when asked, she states
she is German, not Turkish, while another noted that she enjoyed the feeling of no longer being a
foreigner (Schuller, 2011). Another noted that though many others always seem to have a longing for
Turkey and the idea that it is better there, she feels safe in Germany and feels as if she is in her own
country (Schuller, 2011).

VII. External Evaluation
Recommendations for Improving the Integration Courses
Guidelines for improvement to the integration courses were established in the National Integration
Plan in (2007) and served as part of the basis for the Ordinance on Integration Courses in December of
2007 (Schuller et al., 2011b). Recommendations were laid out in a 2006/2007 evaluation study
published by Rambøll Management (“Rambøll Report”) on behalf of the Federal Ministry of Interior
(Rambøll Management, 2007). Of the seven recommendations in the Rambøll Report only two have
been concretely revised and updated. One has definitely not been implemented, and three appear to not
have been implemented but due to the administrative complexity these recommendations may not be
feasible to implement in a matter of a few years. Below is an overview of the Rambøll
recommendations with my analysis included, followed by suggestions for improvement on
outstanding issues that may especially affect Turkish female migrants.
Field Improvements One, Two, and Three
Field improvement one suggested a mandatory final exam for participants, as currently no reliable data
exists on passage and completion rates (Rambøll Management, 2007). This has still not been
implemented but there continues to be a debate amongst policymakers on the decision to introduce this
measure in full. The pro of this would of course be that reliable data exists to more quantitatively
determine success rates for the integration courses, insofar as student pass/fail rates determine success.
The downside of this however, is a further demand on a migrant participant to oblige by laws and
regulations which may be more arbitrary in nature and not necessarily helpful for practical integration
needs. The mandatory exam would also help to clear the vagueness of the clause in the Residence Act
which states someone who lacks sufficient language skills should take a course. Exam results would
be a more robust measurement for ‘sufficient’ than a civil servant’s interpretation of a migrant’s
language skills. Notably, this may also reinforce the underlying norm that one’s access to a residency
permit are contingent on an applicant’s language skills.
Field improvement two suggested adding more hours to the integration courses, i.e, the language
portion, especially for those who may be in special need of additional hours, notably youth, women,
and those who struggle with low literacy levels (Rambøll Management, 2007). This suggestion was
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added into the Ordinance and 300 additional hours for courses for youth, women, and parents, and 300
more on top of this for those in the low-literacy course (Integrationskursverordnung, 2004).
Relatedly, the Rambøll Report suggested adding more hours to the orientation course portion (field
improvement three), from an initial 30 units to 45 instead (Rambøll Management, 2007). This has
since increased from 45 units to 60 (Integrationskursverordnung, 2004). The newly drafted Integration
Law (2016) may further increase this from 60 to 100 hours of orientation lessons (Entwurf eines
Integrationsgesetzes, forthcoming).
Field Improvements Four, Five, Six, and Seven
Field improvement four suggested making it easier to access the integration courses nationwide and to
set better framework conditions for those who are obligated (verpflichtet) to attend the integration
course (Rambøll Management, 2007). It is unclear if the first half has been fully implemented but
improvements have been made. There has still not been an in-depth clarification on this obligation
aspect in the Ordinance, maintaining the same rather vague definition as before outlined in Article 44a
in the Residence Act (Aufenthaltsgesetz, 2005, Integrationskursverordnung, 2004). This will be
discussed in detail below.
Recommendation five called for “interlocking the course with other components essential for the
integration process” such as promoting more labor market integration or cooperating more closely
with migration advisory services (Rambøll Management, 2007). Field improvement six, the need to
establish an online solution for course providers, has been established in the sense that a database
exists on the BAMF website for someone to find providers in their neighborhood. It is unclear
statistically how many students actually use the BAMF website portal to find course providers in their
area, though as the IP study noted, 44% of Turkish participants had received their recommendation for
a course provider directly from the Foreign Office (Ausländerbehörder Amt) (Schuller et al., 2011a).
Another 41% stated that they had selected a specific vendor because it was near their home, but it is
again unclear whether this was discovered online or via word-of-mouth (Schuller et al., 2011a).
The seventh field improvement, a revision of the financing system for the integration courses, has also
been established in the Ordinance (Integrationskursverordnung, 2004; Rambøll Management, 2007).
The Rambøll Report mentioned that the “current” system (2006/2007) required “complex
administrative procedures” for billing and resulted in an “incentive to employ teachers at a low salary
and to offer courses with a high number of participants” (Rambøll Management, 2007). In this respect,
there seems to be a clear marketization trend for integration course offerings but is nevertheless part of
the ongoing discussions on integration courses and there are attempts to improve this aspect further.
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Improving Cultural Indicators
The Role of Teachers
One aspect that is often overlooked or at the very least understudied is the role of the teachers. As a
2011 Eurobarometer survey indicates, the general public seems to rarely consider this aspect, instead
focusing on the parent’s job to educate their children, at times stereotyping the immigrant mother as
incompetent with assisting their children due solely to language barriers and their own ‘failure’ to
integrate, usually portrayed as a lack of motivation (Commission, 2011b; Huddleston and Dag
Tjaden, 2012). Migrants, however, understand the value of employing teachers who have a certain
level of intercultural awareness for long-term integration success. As one Turkish woman noted in the
IP study, “One could offer courses at the school in which both German and Turkish parents would do
something together with their children … [to] see that the parents show mutual respect for and
understand each other […]” (Commission, 2011b).
Discrimination and Reciprocation
This importance of the teacher in someone’s integration success, at least during the course, also
illustrates the ongoing barrier to entry some may face in their efforts to learn German, notably, in their
experience with discrimination. As noted earlier, discrimination and a felt-sense of not being able to
cross the boundary when communicating with Germans, and reversely Germans feeling reluctant to
engage with their Turkish and migrant neighbors, does contribute to one’s ability to retain the
language and pursue more long-term avenues for integration. Consider again one women’s
observation that “we always have a position along the way at which we cannot go further” and the
ongoing demands, whether real or perceived, to break through cultural and social barriers in order to
access certain services or opportunities (Schuller, 2011).
In this respect, quantifiable measures of success such as a B1 language certificate can only get a
person so far. One must always be given additional opportunities to access. Increased language
knowledge merely strengthens one’s confidence in pursuing this. It is also important to consider how
severe perceived discrimination can hamper a person’s ability to succeed. Perception shapes reality
and is powerful enough to change someone’s course of action. A persistent felt-sense of discrimination
can greatly contribute to self-imposed limitations; if I anticipate that I may be prohibited or blocked
from an opportunity, why even bother in the first place?
Such subconscious attitudes are formed not just through one-time interpersonal interactions or one bad
experience with an instructor but through systematic and long-term exposure to the collective
sociocultural ethos. National media and the tone of political debates have a massive part to play in the
forming of these norm and one’s (learned) place in the social web of exchange. While it is true that
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having German friends may help combat negative ideas about German culture and break stereotypes,
it is worth noting that almost every Turkish participant in the IP study cited discrimination as a major
issue while only one Russian participant did. It begs the question how much one is just ‘perceiving
something’ and how much the policymakers may instead be in denial about this issue. Real or
perceived, if this many feel discriminated against and state it is a barrier to integration for them, it is a
point worth exploring in future research when considering what integration success actually means to
a participant.
Perhaps the most important point that is highlighted by migrants when discussing integration is the
need for reciprocation. The woman who mentions that “exchange of opinions, exchange of culture, in
every area integration means an exchange” illustrates this point well (Schuller, 2011). Consistent
claims that “we [Germans] want to integrate them [Turkish] but they don’t want to” only serve to
reinforce cultural and social barriers, and makes one’s personal motivation to interact with the
Leitkultur low, regardless of language skills (Commission, 2011b). Seeing the migrant as a net benefit
rather than a drain is a frequent tactic of those who argue against the increased securitization of
migration policy (Kontos et al., 2013). In a Eurobarometer survey, for example, migrants in Germany
responded that they saw migrants as bringing a sense of hospitality to German culture as well as how
to enjoy life, how to be relaxed, how to be tolerant, and promoting overall attitudes of happiness and
well-being (Commission, 2011b). Additionally, at the very least, it might be more beneficial to
reinforce women’s positive contribution for their families instead of solely focusing on visa quotas or
the 9% who have been subject to forced marriages (Elger et al., 2009; EUFRA, 2014).

Structural Issues
The Obligation versus the Right
The continued vagueness in defining who is required (Verpflichtung) to take an integration course
versus one who has the right (Berechtigung) can be evaluated as an ongoing issue for BAMF and
course participants. But this issue is not as straightforward as it may seem. There are both pros and
cons of compulsory attendance for an integration course. Turkish women themselves note the value of
having an obligation to attend where certain families in the community may object to the woman
attending a course. As one woman notes from the IP study, “this obligation gives these people the
opportunity to visit these courses […] because actually with our mentality there are always men who
have something against it, but then there are cases in which their wives want to participate […]”
(Schuller, 2011). Another Turkish woman reflects that, “especially with our mentality it is good (…)
there are men, Turkish men, who do not let their own woman go, but concerning the language, these
women need it (…).” (Schuller, 2011). The IP study also indicates that the obligation aspect does not
appear to negatively affect one’s motivation and desire to attend (Schuller et al., 2011a). Some women
43

were not even sure if the course was required for them or not, indicating that they are happy to attend
if possible, and the assumption about a requirement does not demotivate someone’s desire to learn
German (Schuller, 2011).
On the other hand, the issue of obliging a woman to attend an integration course falls within the scope
of policymakers using forced marriage as an excuses to initiate policies that might be considered
restrictive in nature. Essentially, this has been used strategically for political or ideological reasons.
Similar to the forced marriage argument, it can be used by political leaders to justify and enforce their
laws. Critics and pro-feminist groups suggest this is nothing more than a state’s attempt to maintain
continued restrictive watch over its migrant population, interfering in the lives of immigrant women
(Epstein, 1988; Hobson, 2000). In the FeMiPol project an administrator noted for example, that the
desire to raise the age of immigrating spouses, although argued to fight against forced marriage and
defend women’s rights, has also functioned as a way to restrict immigration overall (Kontos and
Sacaliuc, 2006). This is directly tied to the additional requirement to show basic proficiency in the
German language in order to receive benefits and extend a family reunification visa to Germany
(Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). The biggest issue with the obligation component, feminists argue, is that
it exhibits on the one hand a claim of “support and challenge” (fördern und fodern) to assist women in
integration, while on the other it adopts an attitude that society’s “capacity” to integrate foreigners is
limited, thereby legitimizing efforts to limit immigration (Kontos et al., 2006).
As the FeMiPol research shows, the Foreign Office is often directly responsible for assessing a
migrant’s language proficiency and this process is not transparent for the migrant. As one
administrator from the Foreign Office reveals, “‘Concrete criteria have not been fixed. Key is rather
the impression made during conversation … this opens great latitude, and decisions may be arbitrary
… There are no reliable standards … set up with the cooperation of experts and about which one can
inform the applicants” (Kontos et al., 2006). Without a more concise definition of who is obliged to
take a course it remains up to the discretion of bureaucratic officials who may or may not understand
what to look for when assessing someone’s language proficiency. Furthermore, that the fate of one’s
residency status may hinge upon an officer’s assessment of a woman’s German language skills shows
the highly ambiguous position between language as a tool for women’s empowerment and as a tool for
more restrictive migration and security policy. Since the final exam for the integration courses is still
not mandatory, it remains up to the discretion of the Foreign Office and other officials to make a call
concerning a woman’s livelihood in Germany, as well as her family’s wellbeing. This assessment
would be better left to the teaching staff and integration instructors who possess the experience and
competency to judge something as subjective as ‘sufficient German’.
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Marketization Trend
Another issue that has been brought up in external evaluations of the integration courses has been the
notion that, with increased attention on integration courses as the solution for ‘failed’ integration,
more financing opportunities from BAMF and the EU have created a marketization trend in which
economic concerns are starting to outweigh the focus on course quality and instructor salaries. The
Rambøll Report noted that the cost of one course has increased every year and now stands at 2.05
EUR per hour (Integrationskursverordnung, 2004; Rambøll Management, 2007). Meanwhile,
teachers’ salaries have decreased to an average of approximately 2 EUR per hour (Rambøll
Management, 2007). The majority of course providers, i.e. the schools and institutions who implement
the federal integration courses, have declared that “carrying out the courses has not resulted in a loss
of money” for their business (Rambøll Management, 2007).
As Kontos and Sacaliuc (2006) highlight in their discussions with organization who work directly with
migrant women taking an integration course, the trend of marketization may also give rise to “the risk
of deterioration of integration and social conditions for female migrants” noting that the economic
interest of course providers in the integration course market may lead to “serious risks for the quality
of the services offered” (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). The International Organization for Migration
(IOM) adds that, “many have discovered that one can make money with this because the international
institutions who offer financing are very generous … and then one sets up a counseling center.
However, they are frequently not serious. For us it is important to know whether a specific counseling
center is a serious enterprise and if we will be able to work with them effectively” (Kontos and
Sacaliuc, 2006).
When profit incentives become the guiding light for course providers rather their a desire to provide
top-quality services to women, youth, or other groups in their neighborhood, quality suffers. Many
women’s rights organizations have also raised concerns with how this creates yet another barrier to
effective integration (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). Kontos and Sacaliuc (2006) suggest that this trend
has been taking place within a larger trend towards the “privatization of the welfare state” in Germany.
The emergence of a “lucrative new market” for integration courses is important to consider as this will
influence not only the services an organization may choose to provide but ultimately the quality of
services in the future. Obtaining funds will become more difficult as competing for these funds
becomes more central in one’s ability to offer services. The larger centers will start to compete for
these funds, increasing competition and possibly threatening smaller providers who could offer more
niche services for female participants (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006).
Moreover, as the federally regulated cost rises every year, instructors’ salaries will continue to
decrease or stagnant and this will ultimately affect the quality of courses long-term. Organizations
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may not be able to provide for the needs of highly qualified, well-paid, and therefore motivated,
instructors. Providers may also become less focused on the local level they operate in, also
contributing to lower quality of services (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006). The “spirit that underlies the
policy” may become threatened over time if this marketization trend continues at a pace which does
not allow smaller boutique providers to effectively and comfortably compete in this new “lucrative”
market of immigrant integration programs (Kontos and Sacaliuc, 2006).

Social Barriers
In regards to social integration perhaps the most important point to make here is that Germany’s
consistently ambiguous status as a country of immigration has contributed to a pervasive sense of
doubt and apprehension in interactions at the individual level. A study in 2011 from the Expert
Council on German Foundation on Integration and Migration, SVR (Sachverständigenrat deutscher
Stiftungen), concluded in their findings that Germany’s integration policy remained “cautiously
optimistic” but that the largest obstacle remained its ambiguity in policy (2011). It called for “the
public and political debate to more strongly acknowledge the new migration realities” noting that
Germany’s long-standing denial of immigration is “not only empirically false, but downright
counterproductive if the objectives of economic growth and a socially responsible and long-term
reorganization of the welfare state are to be achieved” (SVR, 2011).
In particular, the SVR noted the importance of family reunification and that any attempts to restrict
this would, as the EU case with Mrs. Dogan in 2007 showed, only exacerbate the persistent
“widespread illusion” that family reunification could even be managed to begin with (SVR, 2011).
Instead of “grudgingly” acknowledging family reunion as a major aspect of migration to Germany, the
study suggests that Germany should embrace its role, actively monitoring, evaluating, and reforming
any preventative integration measures currently present in federal policy objectives (SVR, 2011). This
lack of cohesiveness sends mixed signal within the administration and over time can trickle down to
the municipal level where individuals interact and collaborate.
Consider again that on the other side of these political statements are remarks from Germans,
portrayed as soundbites in the news, that the Turkish do not “want to integrate” (Elger et al., 2009).
There is also a widespread perception amongst Germans that “migrants tend to live very private lives
and this makes it difficult to get to know them” (Commission, 2011b). If this perception within the
larger sociocultural space remains as such, it is difficult to change individual attitudes and opinions.
These norms are of course socially constructed over long periods of time and are not solely formed by
the state and its PR and communications apparatus within one policy cycle. In a pluralist democracy
such as Germany, many voices and views contribute to the debate, which in turn either lends itself to a
liberalization and relaxing of this norm, or a reluctance on both sides to open up.
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Sociopolitical discourse aside, remember that integration course curriculum is controlled by the state.
These courses are monitored by a branch of government whose official policy is to restrict migration
and make family reunification channels a less attractive pathway into Germany. Where the official
state rhetoric continues to frame integration in terms of “support and challenge” in exchange for
assimilationist integration efforts on the part of its migrants, it is clear that the biggest long-term
challenge to social integration is not necessarily the language but rather the attitudes, perceptions, and
social conceptions of what it means to be German and what the value of a migrant is to German
society beyond one’s labor market value. In this sense perhaps, it requires one’s ability to see beyond
what a female migrant can provide society beyond her child-rearing duties and responsibilities.

Emotional Attachment to Germany
The Importance of Family Reunification
Despite administrators focus on integration for women with family reunification visas, the legal
conditions for family reunification have become more restrictive since the passage of the 2005
Immigration Law and have been a barrier to family reunion in Germany (SVR, 2010, 2011). Also in
comparison to other countries in Europe, Germany is one of the most restrictive in terms of legal
conditions imposed for family reunification and considered the most demanding (Huddleston and Dag
Tjaden, 2012). Consider that in the German sample of the Immigrant Citizens Survey, the biggest
problem cited for reuniting with family was obtaining documents (50%) followed by meeting the
requirements overall (32%) (Huddleston and Dag Tjaden, 2012). As contrast, those in Spanish and
Portuguese cities reported the fewest bureaucratic obstacles to family reunification, while France was
reported as the most restrictive overall (Huddleston and Dag Tjaden, 2012).
The importance of family reunification for a migrant’s long-term success in Germany cannot be stated
enough. Women have a higher rate of unemployment or inactivity in the labor market compared to
men, and the difficulty of emotional separation from family may only intensify this sense of isolation.
The 2012 Immigrant Citizens Survey noted for example, that family reunion “helps immigrants
improve family life [and a] sense of belonging” and is helpful with other integration measures
(Huddleston and Dag Tjaden, 2012). Nearly all enjoyed “a much easier family life” and many felt
more settled in the country after reuniting with family (Huddleston and Dag Tjaden, 2012). In the
German case, “over half also saw how living with their family helped them get more involved in their
local community in some way, such as in schools, associations or political activities” (Huddleston and
Dag Tjaden, 2012). In the Berlin sample, around 70% even credited certain labor market opportunities
to reuniting with their family, much higher than other countries surveyed, where around only 30%
attributed job success to family (Huddleston and Dag Tjaden, 2012).
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Political Participation
Aside from the emotional fulfillment that family reunion brings, long-term access to political
participation is also an important indicator for integration success both during the course and overall.
This was not included in the IP study though other studies have focused more exclusively on this issue
(Koopmans et al., 2005; Müssig and Worbs, 2012; Yurdakul, 2006). As one Turkish respondent noted
in the 2011 Eurobarometer Survey on integration, “Those who have been residents for many years but
have not taken local nationality feel that being able to vote is an important part of integration in the
country they are living and working. We are supposed to master the German language, to work and
pay taxes, but not to vote. I would like to be able to decide whether a right-wing party should come
into power or a left-wing one” (Commission, 2011b).
This highlights how rights granted to citizens do have an emotional value for long-term migrant
residents. For emotional integration to factor into long-term success access to voting, citizenship, and
political rights must be provided in tandem with language and integration efforts. The motivation and
attitude towards the integration courses, especially for those who are have been living in Germany
already some time, is dependent on how useful it is perceived in regards to long-term benefits. The
more one’s emotional attachment to Germany grows, and especially as one improves their language
competency in German, the more someone will naturally want to also vote and acquire citizenship. As
this desire grows, it will become an increasingly necessary factor in someone’s desire to engage
actively in an integration course or not. This sense of security is highly important for offering better
educational and employment opportunities and should not be overlooked (Commission, 2011b).

VIII. Conclusion
By framing the discussion around Schneider and Janning’s policymaking cycle, the five distinct policy
phases can serve as a structure for analyzing how the sociopolitical discourse, legislative change,
administrative implementation, and evaluation of integration courses has affected Turkish female
migrant participants and the effectiveness of integration policy overall for this group. Rooted in social
constructivist theory and its acknowledgement of the importance of language, especially the space of
conversation and discourse, the underlying assumption has been that certain norms and attitudes
developed within Germany have arisen within specific and unique historical and cultural contexts,
shaping the policy outcomes and political debates on immigrant integration over the last decade.
Radical feminist contribution has offered a normative anchor that views the state’s historic priority as
a space of institutional masculine norms. When analyzing how women have been targeted and affected
by integration course policy, this theory has also assisted in bringing about a situated knowledge that
offers a different perspective and whose vantage point shows that objectivity can be questioned, and
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that policy formation and political discourse do affect certain groups differently than others. Though in
real terms the world is not so black and white, it has served as an adequate foundation to allow for the
exploration of understanding the Turkish female participant’s experience with integration in Germany.
Through analyzing official BAMF studies on integration course effectiveness and including their
indicators for success in conceptualizing integration a foundation has been laid which, balanced with
an external evaluation perspective grounded in the FeMiPol project’s findings on female migrant
experiences in Germany, it is clear that while many reforms have been made since the 2005
Immigration Law which benefit this group, there have also been obstacles along the way that have
hampered their progress and experience in Germany. Positively, the state’s focus on women with
family reunification visas means that more funding, services, and adequate programs will be provided
in order to assist with practical needs and interests. Interviews and study results which highlight the
discrimination and specific challenges for Turkish women is a step in the right direction in order to
overcome long-term systemic and structural barriers of entry into society.
EU laws that address women’s precarious place in the fabric of society improve Germany’s own
ability to provide legal avenues for taking an integration course, and the obligatory aspect is perceived
by many Turkish women as an important tool for accessing these courses, especially where negative
perceptions from male members in the community prevent a person from attending. Overall, the
women reported enjoying the integration courses and do feel it benefits them long-term.
Administratively, the structure of implementation allows for direct access to local providers and
vendors who fit the needs and time constraints of the women taking them. More lesson hours and the
addition of special courses for women, parents, and low-literacy students since the 2007 Ordinance is
a major positive step forward in this respect. Even though many women do enjoy a general integration
course, taking into account the needs of mothers with small children and structuring content for
specific learner’s needs helps ease one into the lifelong process and assist in the daunting task of
integrating themselves into German culture.
Despite all of these improvements, there are many obstacles that remain. The sociopolitical discourse
continues to be rather discriminatory towards the Turkish community, and the inclusion of Turkish
women into the discussion typically only focuses on issues such as forced marriage and domestic
abuse, with Turkish women themselves relatively absent in the debate, especially those on family
reunification visas. The underlying conception of what a mother’s role is in society and for her family
are deeply rooted in conceptions of family in the German consciousness. Ethnic conceptions of
citizenship keep a Turkish woman in the category of ‘other’ not only culturally but legally as well.
Targeting these women for integration courses is coupled with rhetoric which would prefer to ignore
or downplay the role of family reunification in Germany’s history. Yet, as long as the political
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position on this remains ambiguous it will continue to translate into integration course policy that
defines someone’s requirement for integration based either on ethnic terms or very vague legal ones
which are not uniform in approach and are decided arbitrarily by administrative officials.
There has also not been a big enough focus on the role of instructors and how these important first
impression factor into a woman’s experience of integration in Germany. Even though many of these
women are not newcomers, one’s motivation will naturally decrease over time if at every turn they
experience (or even perceive) discrimination and obstacles for opportunities they may wish to take.
This idea of the perpetual migrant is rooted in ethnic terms and supported by legal distinctions and
barriers which do affect one’s integration success long-term. On an interpersonal level these barriers
result in a hesitancy to communicate more openly on both sides.
Finally, the trend towards marketization of the integration courses will be a factor in quality of
services moving forward, and though course providers are all too happy to take BAMF’s funding, for
the women who are obligated to enroll, it is not necessarily for their benefit and if instructor salaries
stagnant over time, this will also negatively affect the quality of the integration courses. BAMF must
be mindful moving forward that as the financial costs and the number of hours increase the pressure to
prove integration success does not outpace the need to offer quality course content. Considering
successful integration is already a relatively elusive measurement to define and capture, it may unduly
burden those who implement integration programs. Instructor compensation should also appropriately
reflect this increased demand.
At a minimum, creating the awareness of a historically non-traditional view within society allows us
to see how effective these courses really are. After this, the next question then becomes, in analyzing
how the integration courses have been conceptualized and sculpted at each stage of the policymaking
cycle, where do certain suggestions get lost in the shuffle? Where specifically do the suggestions from
feminist and Turkish scholars for more liberal and open policies on integration courses and family
reunification get sidelined while certain conservative or security-focused policy goals remain?
Consider the recent sociopolitical event such as the Syrian refugee crisis. As attempts to define and pin
down the definition of integration remain caught between underlying assumptions on a particular
group’s capacity to integrate and political strategic use of cultural norms, the social pressure may
intensify for some more than others. This can already be evidenced in the increased demands placed
on Syrian and Iraqi refugees who arrived in 2014 and 2015 seeking asylum. In this way, migration and
refugee inflows start to serve as a kind of external pressure on the German state which, through
increased focus and attention on the integration courses, allows the state to reassert its claim that “This
is German. This is Germany”, thereby tacitly inferring that “This (person) is not”. It is a clever and
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effective way to reassert what it means to be German in a time of increasing uncertainty within the
EU. As this trickles down to national level polices and politics, it will be very interesting to see how
the integration courses are used in political and public debate as a tool for clarifying state objectives
and – vis-à-vis its relations with the minority immigrant population – its claims on German identity.
Where the onus of responsibility is still on the immigrant to join the dominant society, and reciprocity
is not a priority, certain groups like the Turkish may yet again receive increased focus on their legal
status and language competencies, especially when the debate involves national security and the threat
of Islam. Though results do indicate that these women place high priority on their children’s success
and see integration courses as a way to assist themselves and their families in a positive direction,
viewing the Turkish mother as a threat to German cultural values undermines any progress made, and
real benefits for a woman are not just in helping her with her children and practical daily needs, but in
understanding more fully her desire to join the labor market and have a balanced peaceful life.
As noted in the opening of this essay, the language proficiency requirement for family reunification
was almost immediately challenged by Naim Dogan in 2006 and eventually overturned by the
European Court of Justice in 2014. Mrs. Dogan is an important example of how there is real power in
the Turkish female voice, not least because it brings to light a different way of discussing integration
and accounts for a view that is typically dismissed, spoken for, or minimized at present. Other spheres
of influence also have the potential to create real change of course, and policy is not the only way that
conceptions and norms evolve.
In the end, family reunification is simply a legal status, hardly the window of insight needed for
understanding a group as diverse as the Turkish in Germany. Real empowerment comes when
someone uses their voice in a way that makes it clear they do not need an identity handed to them but
rather, are organized and prepared to participate on their own terms. Collective power begins with
being able to take business elsewhere should one’s demands not be fully or adequately met within the
current system. It is a move that speaks the same language as a state whose bottom line is law and
order and a course provider whose bottom line is profit. In a world where there seems to be incessant
attention on one’s ability to master a language, and so much value is placed on what is said instead of
what is done – or the intention behind it – it is prudent to remember the old adage that actions in fact,
still speak louder than words.
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Appendix
1. Administrative
All graphs and charts are the author’s own interpretation based on private interviews and meetings
with VHS staff (non-quotable) in Berlin (Wedding) (2015-2016).
Table 1.1 – Financial Cost of an Integration Course

As of July 1, 2016 the Integration Course (language portion) costs EUR 1.95 per unit. 1 Unit equals 1
lesson hour. This table represents the maximum theoretical financial costs for a course participant. The
majority of participants however (over 75%) are completely covered (befreit) by BAMF through
Social Code II (Sozialgesetzbuch II), or other some other combination of welfare service subsidies and
exemptions (Job Center, for example).
Table 1.2 –Implementation Structure of the Integration Courses
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Key
PM = Program Manager
IT = Integration Teacher
IC = Integration Course
I have broken down the administrative structure into 4 levels. Level 1 includes the federal and state
(Land) level. The Federal Ministry of Interior (BMI) is the executive office that oversees the Federal
Office for Migration and Refugees (BAMF), whose Home Office (Main) is in Nuremberg, Germany.
BAMF regional offices are present nationwide in all 16 federal states (Bundesländer). Together they
set the curriculum, process participant applications, and provide funding for the education centers
(vendors). In this way they monitor implementation. The Integration Panel is part of the evaluation
structure and conducts research on the integration courses.
Level 2 details a break-down of internal (i.e. local level) institutional structure of implementing an
integration course. Note that curriculum and teacher qualifications (structural) are set by BAMF
(Home Office and Regional). At Level 3 Institution A’s internal administration (Volkshochschule
Verwaltung) oversees the integration course department, and managers (PM) in this department work
directly with the integration course teachers (IT). Though course participants (Level 4) interact
directly with this administration, applications, funding, and legal status (obligation vs. right) to take a
course are managed directly by BAMF (Regional and Home Office). BAMF’s correspondence with
the Foreign Office (Ausländerbehörde Amt) and Job Center, for example, assist in determining a
participant’s claims to a course.
Table 1.3 – Volkshochschule Internal Administrative Structure
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Author’s own interpretation based on the VHS Wedding Catalogue (2016), Berlin, Germany. As
already noted, the course structure is legally set by BAMF (Main). The Volkshochschule offers a
comprehensive integration course program and, depending on the site (12 schools total in Berlin based
on Bezirk), offers special courses (women, parents, youth, or alphabet/low literacy courses) as well as
a children’s daycare (Kinderbetreuung). The majority of those surveyed for the IP study however,
stated they preferred to take a general integration course (Schuller et al., 2011b).

2. Integration Panel (IP) Study Summary of Results
2.1 – Indicators
As noted in the methodology chapter, the IP study conceptualizes integration through analyzing four
specific components – cultural, structural, social, and emotional (Schuller et al., 2011b; Esser, 1980).
Indicators include:

•

Cultural – improvement of German language proficiency over time, sustainability of retaining the
information learned in the course through a questions on media usage, and the usage of German
with family and friends;

•

Structural – conceptualized in terms of education level, employment, usage of advisory services,
and contact with employment agencies;

•

Social – the level of contact with Germans and membership in clubs and organizations;

•

Emotional – measured by connection to Germany versus the country of origin. This was surveyed
through questions on intentions to return back permanently, intentions to attain German
citizenship, and happiness with present life situation.

2.2 – Summary of Additional IP Study Findings

•

In the participant group 63% of those surveyed were women (Schuller et al., 2011b).

•

The average age of the female participants is 35 years and younger than the male participants
(Schuller et al., 2011b).

•

Sixty-one percent of female participants arrived to Germany for the purpose of family
reunification (Schuller et al., 2011a, 2011b).

•

The Turkish made up the largest group of 2007 course graduates, with 20.2%, followed by
Russians (9.2%) and Ukrainians (4.7%) (Rother, 2008).

•

Family reunification was the overall third most oft-cited reason for migration to Germany (28.4%)
with asylum (32.8%) and work (31.8%) as the two biggest reasons for relocating.

60

•

Of those who stated family reunification as purpose in Germany, the Turkish made up the largest
group in this category with 24% (Rother, 2008).

•

Those from Turkey have on average been living in Germany the longest, and hold a residency
permit for anywhere between five to 10 years (Rother, 2008).

•

Seventy-five percent of those who attended were exempt completely from the costs of the
integration course, with 69% of women exempted from the costs, and 85% men (Schuller, 2011).

•

The Turkish were the second largest group surveyed, at 16.7%, with Russians accounting for
17.5% of participants surveyed. Note however, that in the overview of integration course
participation for 2007 and 2010, Turkish were the largest group by nationality, at 24.3% in 2007
and 13.6% in 2010; Russians accounted for 6% and 3.5% respectively (Overall the number of
those enrolled in an integration course went down from approximately 114,000 participants to
112,000 in 2010) (Schuller et al., 2011b).

•

Russian is the most frequent language spoken (29%), followed by Turkish (14%), Arabic (5%)
and Polish (5%) (Schuller et al., 2011b). Consider that Russian is spoken not only in Russia but in
Ukraine and the former Soviet countries as well.

•

The majority of recommendations to take an integration course for Turkish participants came from
the Foreign Office (Ausländerbehörde Amt) (Schuller, 2011).

•

Of those women who dropped out of the course early, 25% left due to the birth of a child
(Schuller, 2011).

•

Those in the 30-35 age range spoke German the most often at home (Schuller et al., 2011b). In
addition, the longer the length of stay granted, the more often German was given as the language
spoken at home (Schuller et al., 2011b). Former course participants who had not lived as long in
Germany spoke German within the family much more (Lochner et al., 2013).

•

The majority of course instructors are female (80%) and almost two-thirds were born in Germany,
with Russia, Poland, and Turkey following as countries of origin for instructors (Schuller et al.,
2011a).
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