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1. Introductory Remark 
 

 

This report is based primarily on official statistical data provided by German authorities provide on 
immigrant groups in general and for immigrants from Turkey in particular. Data was mostly 
collected from official sources – namely, the micro-census. The German system of categorising 
immigrant minorities is currently undergoing important shifts, such as by introducing the new  
label, ‘immigration background’ (Migrationshintergrund), in addition to ‘foreigner’ and ‘German 
citizen’. This means that data is often not comparable anymore over time. Moreover, and more 
importantly, official German statistics do not include the category ‘ethnicity’. Actually, German 
Law prohibits collecting data along ethnic categories for reasons of Datenschutz (data protection 
or rather protecting citizens from data abuse). Thus, the framework of the EDUMIGROM research 
proposal often (or rather in general) did not fit the German situation. ‘Ethnicity’ as used in Eastern 
or South Eastern Europe is not a viable category for analysis, at least not when analysis makes use 
of official records such as a census/micro-census, population registers, statistical yearbooks, and so 
on.  
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2. Mapping Immigrant Minorities in Post-war Germany 
 

 

2.1. Gates of Entry for Immigrant Groups 
Germany has a long tradition and history of immigration (and emigration) and minority group 
habitation, due in large part to the country’s central geographic and political position in Europe as 
well as to its rapid economic growth since the start of industrialisation in the region. The current 
German nation-state is composed of almost 19 % ‘minority population’ , which refers to persons 
who have an  immigrant background or origin outside the country – that is, persons who reside as 
foreigners in Germany, who were born outside the German state, or whose parents match these 
categories. Some members of this population with immigrant background hold German citizenship, 
some are eligible for naturalisation, but have not yet done so, and some are not yet eligible for 
naturalisation.  

Due to limitations, this report focuses on Germany since the end of the Second World War and 
maps out gates of entries that helped to create Germany’s current minority population. The focus 
is thus be on immigrant minorities since 1945, not on indigenous, or autochthonous (settled 
minorities), i.e. Sinti, Sorbs, Frisians, and German Jews who survived the Holocaust in Germany. 

For post-World War II Germany, there are particular group-related features that shaped and 
continue to shape the country’s ethnic fabric. Hence, it makes sense to outline in brief these 
specific preconditions for the most dominant immigrant and minority groups in Germany. 
Basically, nine distinctive groups can be singled out: 

 

1. Post-war expellees of German or ethnic German origin 

2. Guestworkers (Gastarbeiter) from Southern Europe and Turkey 

3. Labour immigrants from (then-)socialist countries to the former German Democratic 
Republic (GDR) 

4. Ethnic German immigrants from Central and Eastern Europe 

5. Immigrants who came via family unification and/or marriage  

6. Asylum seekers and refugees 

7. Contingency refugees (Kontingentflüchtlinge) 

8. New East-West immigrants since 1989/1990 

9. New immigrants (investors) according to the 2005 Immigration Act 
(Zuwanderungsgesetz)1 

 

In political debates and research, the second group has attracted the main attention. This is due to 
the group’s size (as the largest minority group), its relatively low socio-economic status, the fact 
that this group predominantly has been and continues to be seen as Germany’s ‘Others’. The 

                                                

1 For an abridged list, see Rainer Ohliger and Antje Scheildkler 2008, p. 1. 
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emphasis of this paper will be on these labour immigrants, and in particular on those who came 
from Turkey and make up the largest coherent minority group in contemporary Germany.2 

 

Post-war Expellees of German or Ethnic German Origin 

Between 1945 and 1949, post-war expellees or forced migrants to Germany from its historical 
eastern territories and from Central and Eastern European countries (Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Poland, Yugoslavia to post-war Germany) numbered around 12 million.  However, they were not 
labelled as ‘immigrants’. While the group faced typical challenges of integration (housing, work, 
social inclusion, xenophobia, etc.), these issue were not coined in terms of immigration and 
integration as the groups was seen as co-ethnic. Nevertheless, one could argue that the group 
formed its own sub-groups, lobbies, and institutions along lines of origin as an effect of the 
trauma of forced migration and uprootedness. Structural analogies to later groups of immigrants 
can easily be made – for instance, specialisation in the production and service sectors or the 
replication of economic structures from areas of origin, namely the re-creation of businesses. This 
group formed a vibrant network of co-ethnic organisations, like the Federation of Expellees and 
so-called Landsmanschaften. Initially, these organisations rallied around questions of social 
inclusion and political representation and even formed their own political party. Their political 
aims shifted from revising the Yalta system to voicing interest the Federal Republic of Germany. 
Even nowadays, they continue to exist as mass organisations with several million members. 
However, their agendas have shifted more and more to questions of cultural representation and 
historical recognition. Neither questions of social and political inclusion nor foreign relations with 
Eastern European states figure prominently on their agendas. These organisations became mostly 
political and cultural players, not actors in the area of business and economy. This is partly due to 
the fact that the (West) German state subsidised the group economically and thus helped their 
integration. 

 

‘Guestworkers’ from Southern Europe and Turkey 

Germany recruited roughly 19 million3  

 

“mostly unskilled labourers from Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Turkey, Morocco, and Tunisia 
between 1955 and 1973). This labour recruitment was organised through bi-lateral treaties. 
The so-called guestworkers, their children and grandchildren as well as family members 
who came via family unification (in particular after 1973 until today) make up the bulk of 
Germany’s post-war foreigners (and immigrants), i.e. around one-quarter of people with 
‘migrant background’.”4  

 

With regard to the ethnic fabric of the country, guestworkers comprise the most relevant 
(minority) group in terms of size, public discourses, and media attention. However, this 
development was not foreseen when the recruitment started in the mid-1950s or was ended in the 

                                                
2 However, in terms of size, the population of ethnic German immigrants from the former Soviet Union is almost as 

large as the population with Turkish background. 
3 This is the total number of entries, not permanent immigrants 
4 See Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, p. 3.. 
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early 1970s. Guestworkers came as (unskilled) labourers. Initially, they were even not allowed to 
settle permanently or run their own businesses. The guestworker system was intended to bring in 
labourers only on a temporary basis (‘rotation principle’). As the idea of rotation did not succeed, 
immigrants settled, started families, and created economic and social networks as well as 
distinctive social and ethnic groups. However, in terms of ethnicity and cohesion along ethnic 
lines, former labour immigrants and their children display important intra-group differences. These 
differences pertain to the (relative) size of respective (sub-)groups, the importance of ethnicity for 
group cohesion, and not least, the social and economic status members enjoy. Namely, the 
following differences are most important: 

 

- Questions of citizenship: those former guestworkers who came from countries now 
belonging to the EU managed to have a (more) equal status than those who came from 
non-EU countries (freedom of movement, access to the labour market, long-term residence, 
family unification). 

- Educational and economic achievement differences. In particular labour immigrants, from 
Italy and Turkey show much lower performances, which is partly due to the fact that 
unskilled and uneducated (or even illiterate) workers were recruited, as well as to internal 
dynamics within the communities. An illustrative example is the Spanish community. Early 
on, they managed to establish parent associations, thus building a social and political 
structure for advocating their interest in the German school system.; One of the effects has 
been that: 

- Ethnicity was and continuous to be a very fluid category for the different groups of 
labour immigrants. It might be illustrated with the change of status the Italian and Turkish 
groups underwent. Initially, Italians used to be the prototypical immigrants (‘Others’) 
associated with negative, sometimes even racist stereotypes. These stereotypes partly faded 
over time. 

 

Labour Immigrants from Socialist Countries to the Former GDR 

Though the East German state was dismantled in 1990, there are certain legacies which still shape 
social reality in unified Germany. One such legacy is the presence of Vietnamese immigrants. Until 
1989, “East Germany also recruited labour immigrants from socialist countries (Algeria, Cuba, 
Hungary, Mozambique, Poland, Vietnam) though [in] much lower numbers than West Germany.”5 
In 1990, the percentage of these foreigners in East Germany stood at roughly 1 % of the total 
population of 15,000,000 inhabitants. These contract workers were mostly repatriated to their 
countries of origin with unification and the collapse of the East German state economy. However, 
a considerable number of Vietnamese (ca. 30,000-40,000) stayed, despite the fact of having lost 
their jobs in industry. Members of this group ended up in the informal economy, remained 
unemployed, found new jobs, or started careers as small shopkeepers. 

 

Ethnic German immigrants (Aussiedler) from Central and Eastern Europe 

Ethnic German immigrants from Poland, Romania, and the former Soviet Union and its successor 
states are a group which is considerably under-researched with regard to (social) inclusion into 
German society. Though they make up 4 to 4.5 million persons in Germany, precise analysis of their 

                                                
5 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, p. 4. 
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social and economic status is complicated. This is because they are immediately naturalised upon 
immigration and as a result, they effectively disappear as a coherent group from statistics. Thus, 
they can only be tracked in certain sample surveys.  

The bulk of ethnic German immigrants is made up of Russian-Germans who arrived after 1989-
1990. Many of them came with their Russian spouses, so that this form of ethnically-privileged 
immigration also opened a gate for Russian immigrants without ethnic German roots. Aussiedler 
from Russia “contributed to the establishment of a Russian speaking community in Germany”6 
with regard to an ethnic economy and Russian language media. However, as a fairly recent 
immigrant group, which often strives for rapid assimilation, ethnic German immigrants are not as 
visible or prevalent in public discourses as are (former) labour immigrants and their children. 

 

Immigration via family unification and/or marriage 

In their country report on immigrant integration, Ohliger and Scheidler write that: 

 

“Germany allows family unification of immigrants and their relatives to a certain degree, 
i.e. when immigrants try to unite with parents, children or spouses. Given the large pool of 
immigrants that had come to West Germany by 1973 when systematic immigration and 
labour recruitment was stopped, family unification developed into the prime gate of long-
term entry for immigrants (i.e. for those who did not come on an ethnic ticket like as 
ethnic German immigrants). The numbers for family unification (of third country nationals) 
stood between 40,000 and 60,000 people per year since 2001 (2001: 63,078, 2006: 39,585, 
based on number of visa issued without children below age 18). In 2006, 25 % (10,208) of 
brides and bridegrooms came from Turkey, 14 % from Serbia-Montenegro and Bosnia and 
Herzegovina (5,559) and 10 % (4,205) from the Russian Federation and Ukraine. Since 
summer 2008 immigration via family unification was made more complicated by 
introducing language tests for spouses who immigrate from third countries.”7 

 

Asylum Seekers and Refugees 

According to Ohliger and Scheidler: 

 

“Germany was a prime destination for asylum seekers and refugees from the mid 1980s to 
the mid 1990s. In particular the fall of the Iron Curtain and the wars in former Yugoslavia 
made the number of asylum seekers and refugees go up. As an effect of this rapid increase 
and the corresponding public and political pressure the liberal German asylum law granted 
in the German Constitution was changed in 1993. Hence claiming asylum was made much 
more difficult by listing certain sending countries as safe countries and introducing the 
third safe country principle, i.e. denying asylum if an asylum seeker has passed a safe 
country before entering Germany. All neighbouring countries were declared safe third 
countries. Whereas the number of asylum seekers stood at 438,000 applications for asylum 

                                                
6 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, p. 4. 
7 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, p. 5. 
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in 1992, it fell as low as 30,000 in 2007. Moreover, most refugees from the Balkans were 
repatriated after the wars were over.”8 

 

 

Contingency refugees (‘Kontingentflüchtlinge’): ‘Russian Jews’ and Vietnamese ‘Boat People’ 

Again, Ohliger and Scheidler write: 

 

“Germany provides the legal opportunity of taking in so called contingency refugees 
(Kontingentflüchtlinge). This gate of entry can be opened by political will when in cases of 
humanitarian aid immigration is made possible for specific (ethnic) groups or countries of 
origin. In the recent past this rule was applied to Vietnamese boat people in the 1970s and 
to Russian Jews since 1991. As an effect ca. 230,000 Russian Jews (or rather Russian Jews 
and quite often Russian family members) immigrated from the Soviet Union and its 
successor states to Germany between 1991 and 2004. In 2004 immigration for Russian 
Jews was made more difficult by introducing mandatory language tests of German and 
creating certain administrative and economic hurdles.”9  

 

The language tests brought the numbers of immigrants down. 

 

New East-West Immigrants since 1990 

According to Ohliger and Scheidler write: 

 

“The fall of the Iron Curtain opened up new (actually rather old) migratory spaces. Germany 
and Austria in particular became countries of destination for new east-west immigration. 
This was true for new systems of contract labour and (old) forms of irregular or 
undocumented migration.”10  

 

In particular, seasonal labour from Central and Eastern European countries was allowed 
temporarily on the German market by way of bilateral treaties. Moreover, entrepreneurs from new 
EU member states offer their services on the German market. As a consequence, the number of 
especially Polish companies targeting the German market has considerably increased. Though these 
companies are (mostly) registered in Poland, they offer their services (especially in the area of 
construction and agriculture) on the German market.  

Since 2000, there were on average 300,000 Polish workers on short term contracts (up to three 
months) employed in agriculture and 20,000 in the construction sector. This development builds a 
new, before unknown part of Germany’s immigration regime. However, EU Eastern enlargement – 
and thus, freedom of movement and settlement – did not lead to massive immigration (for 

                                                
8 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, pp. 5-6. 
9 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, p. 6. 
10 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, p. 6. 
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instance from Poland), as Germany temporarily closed its labour market for citizens of new 
member states until 2012.  

 

New Immigrants (Investors) According to the 2005 Immigration Act (Zuwanderungsgesetz) 

According to Ohlinger and Scheidler: 

 

“The new German Immigration which came into being in 2005 opened a (fairly narrow) 
gate for self-employed immigrants and highly-qualified employees. New immigrants who 
invest at least one million Euros or create ten new jobs gain a German temporary residence 
permit which can be made permanent after three years. However, their business plan needs 
official approval by German authorities before immigration is made possible.”11  

 

Moreover, highly-skilled employees can be recruited supposed they earn more than 84,000 Euros 
per year. Since the introduction of the new law, the number of these immigrants stood between 
900 and 1,300 people. 

 

Table 1: Typology of Immigrant Groups: Residence Status and Citizenship 

Immigrant or Minority Group Temporary/Permanent 
Immigration 

Citizenship 

1. Post-war expellees of German or 
ethnic German origin 

Permanent Citizenship 

2. Guestworkers from Southern 
Europe and Turkey 

Temporary/permanent Partial citizenship (upon naturalisation 
after several years of residence) 

3. Labour immigrants from socialist 
countries to the former GDR 

Temporary (permanent) Partial citizenship (upon naturalisation 
after several years of residence) 

4. Ethnic German immigrants from 
Central and Eastern Europe 

Permanent Citizenship 

5. Immigrant who came via family 
unification and/or marriage  

Permanent Partly citizenship (upon naturalisation after 
several years of residence) 

6. Asylum Seekers and Refugees Temporary No citizenship 

7. Contingency refugees 
(Kontingentflüchtlinge) 

Permanent Partial citizenship (upon naturalisation 
after several years of residence) 

8. new East-West immigrants since 
2004 

Temporary No citizenship 

9. New Immigrants (Investors) 
According to the 2005 Immigration 
Act (Zuwanderungsgesetz) 

Semi-permanent No citizenship 

 

                                                
11 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, p. 6 
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2.2 Current Position of Immigrant Minorities in German Society: Some 
Background Figures 
Germany’s immigrant population ranges between 7.3 (foreigners) and 15.3 million people (with 
immigrant background) depending on the statistical approach and definition. The two largest 
groups are former ‘guestworkers’ (and their children) and ethnic German immigrants from Central 
and Eastern Europe, in particular from the former Soviet Union. Within the guestworker 
population, the five main groups (Turks, Italians, Spaniards, Greeks and Serbo-Croats) currently 
make up around 3.2 million persons (Turks: 1,738,000, Italians: 534,000, Spaniards: 106,000, 
Greeks: 304,000 and Serbs and Croats without Bosnian citizens: 544,000, based on citizenship).12 
In addition, there are at least 700,000 former Turkish citizens who hold German citizenship and 
around 100,000 from other sending countries. Thus, the group of Turkish origin is the largest 
immigrant group in Germany. However, since 1988, three million ethnic German immigrants 
(Aussiedler) have come to the country, of whom 2.2 million came from the Soviet Union or its 
successor states. Thus, they form an immigrant group that is almost as big as the population of 
Turkish origin. If one includes the ethnic-Russian spouses of these immigrants, then the number of 
Russian-speaking immigrants in Germany even outnumbers the Turkish group. However, as stated 
previously, the majority of Russian-speaking immigrants are hard to trace in the statistics, as 
Aussiedler usually become German citizens upon immigration. This privilege of automatic 
naturalisation is unique to ethnic German immigrants and does not apply to other groups. On the 
labour market this privilege provides them with full rights whereas other immigrants often face 
restrictions, such as waiting period for a work permit, limited work permits, or complete barring 
from the labour market (in the case of asylum seekers). 

Furthermore, a new immigration system has emerged between post-communist countries and 
Germany. Since 1990, a growing number of citizens from these so-called transition countries – 
from former Yugoslavia and the former Soviet Union; since 2005, increasingly from Romania and 
Bulgaria and in particular from Poland – have come to Germany. Precise statistics about these 
groups are, however, almost impossible to generate. This is due to the heterogeneity of the groups 
and, for some, their temporary status of residence or undocumented legal status. Immigration from 
former Yugoslavia – namely, from Bosnia and Herzegovina – basically had to do with the wars 
there in the mid 1990s. Most came as refugees under the provisions of the Geneva Convention and 
thus were mostly repatriated to their country of origin. A small number (45,000), however, 
remained in Germany as ‘tolerated’ refugees, as they could not be repatriated for humanitarian 
reasons. In addition to the more than two million ethnic German immigrants from the former 
Soviet Union, a little more than 200,000 Russian Jews have immigrated to Germany since 1990. 
This was made possible in 1990-1991 when a special gate of entry was opened for this ethnic 
group. The last East German government introduced a regulation allowing Russian-Jewish 
immigration to East Germany. Following unification in October 1990, this law was extended to the 
united country. Like ethnic German immigrants, they are usually highly assimilated to Russian 
language and culture. They are visible as an ethno-religious (Jews) and linguistic group (Russian 
speakers). They often integrate into the social and religious structures of German Jews. Thus, they 
enjoy a competitive advantage for social integration. 

 

                                                
12 Ohliger and Scheidler, p. 9. For percentages, see Table 2 in Section 3.1 of this report. 
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Ohliger and Scheidler write: 

 

“Poland has become an important sending country for Germany and is a special case with 
regard to the emergence of an ethnic group that is not particularly visible. Currently, 
326,000 Polish citizens are legally registered in Germany. However, the number of Polish 
speakers is much higher, as more than 1.4 million ethnic Germans emigrated from Poland 
to Germany from 1950 to 1992, predominantly in the 1980s. Most of them are bilingual, 
though not all. More importantly is that the turn-over of migrants between Poland and 
Germany is much higher than the stock of Polish citizens indicates. Within the time span of 
1999 to 2004 alone, 620,000 persons from Poland came to Germany, but 483,000 persons 
also left Germany for Poland. This clearly indicates the high level of migratory interrelations 
between the two countries.”13 

 

They  continue:  

 

“The Polish-German migratory regime is shaped by two distinctive features. Firstly, Polish 
citizens figure prominently within Germany’s informal economic sector. Domestic services, 
care work, agriculture, and construction are prime targets for undocumented workers in 
Germany, employing an estimated one million people throughout the country. Polish 
citizens are an essential part of this informal economy as individual entrepreneurs, as long 
as the German labour market is not fully open to Polish citizens. It will only become open 
in 2012. Secondly, Polish companies have access to German (and EU) markets since Poland 
became a full EU member in 2004. This has encouraged many Polish entrepreneurs, in 
particular in the construction sector, to cater for the German market.”14 

 

 

2.3 Definitions and Methodologies15  
Statistical Dilemmas 

Statistical evidence about the social and economic situation of immigrants and the terminology 
used in public discourses is problematic. Ohliger and Scheidler  write: 

 

“Until very recently, official statistics in Germany followed the classification of ‘German 
citizen vs. non-German citizen’. Thus, the discourse about and statistical labelling of 
immigrants has been dominated by the discourse about foreigners (Ausländer) for a long 
time. This fact skewed the picture of immigration in Germany immensely in a twofold way. 
It included people into the category of foreigners (and thus immigrants) who actually were 
born in Germany (‘second-’ and even ‘third-generation of immigrants’ born and socialized 
in Germany but without German citizenship). However, it also excluded millions of persons 
from the stock of immigrants who came as ethnic German immigrants (Aussiedler) from 

                                                
13 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008,p. 10 
14 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, pp. 10-11. 
15 See introductory remarks for ethnicity as official category. 
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Central and Eastern Europe since 1950. This group enjoyed the privilege of immediate 
naturalisation upon immigration. As a consequence it disappeared from German statistics 
on foreigners. Thus, the paradox situation occurred that a certain segment of native born 
population was included into the category of foreigners and another segment of foreign 
born population was excluded from the landscape of immigration. 

 

“Only within the last three to four years this situation has been controversially discussed. 
As an effect a new, more encompassing term emerged, Personen mit Migrationshintergrund 
(‘persons with migrant background’ or ‘persons of immigrant origin’). This category 
originated from debates within civil society and the press and was picked up and 
operationalised by statisticians. Namely it was included into Germany’s 2005 micro-census 
(an annual 1 % statistical sample) for the first time. The newly created category includes 
immigrated foreigners (zugewanderte Ausländer), foreigners born in Germany (in 
Deutschland geborene Ausländer), naturalised foreigners (eingebürgerte Ausländer), and 
ethnic German immigrants (Aussiedler and Spätaussiedler). 

 

“As an effect of the 2005 statistical redefinition the relevant group under consideration for 
questions of immigration and integration roughly doubled from 7.3 million foreigners to 
15.3 million people of immigrant origin, now also including naturalised persons and so 
called ‘second generation immigrants’. The statistical bias and the statistical redefinition 
are a severe and important limitation under which most social scientific research on 
immigrant incorporation in Germany needs to be read.”16 

 

 

2.4 The Socio-economics of Germany’s Ethnic Fabric 
Germany’s ethnic fabric is an unintended by-product of having become a country of immigration. 
The permanent presence of immigrants was not foreseen when mass immigration into post-war 
Germany started in the mid-1950s. ‘Guestworkers’ were recruited as cheap temporary labour, 
usually to do manual work in (West) Germany’s industry. Their qualification was low. Often labour 
immigrants came from rural backgrounds into urban industrial environments. With the unintended 
permanent establishment of immigrant communities, questions of minority existence emerged, not 
least along questions of social integration, schooling, language and more recently religion. 

The emergence of immigrant communities was inherently linked to continuous immigration and 
related emerging social processes, the dynamics of which changed over time. Immigrants founded 
families so that second (and third) generations with ‘immigrant background’ originated. Economic 
opportunities for unqualified immigrants decreased considerably in the German industrial sector 
over time. Both of these structural changes had an effect on the size and the profile of immigrant 
communities. With the advent of a second generation that went through German institutions of 
(higher) education, the social fabric of immigrant groups became more like the absorbing society, 
though still on a different level. The change over generations could be labelled a cohort effect. It 
contributed to the increasing participation of the immigrant population. However, on the labour 
market, this change coincided or even intersected with a time or period effect in German industry. 
Low-skilled industrial jobs were lost via rationalisation and outsourcing. As a consequence one 

                                                
16 Ohliger and Scheidler 2008, pp. 8-9 
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could observe two parallel trends: unemployment as well as self-employment rates among 
foreigners in Germany have increased since the late 1980s. Unemployment among foreigners went 
up from 5 % in 1980 to over almost 11 % in 1990, 16.5 % in 2000, and currently, to 19 %. 
Unemployment rates of foreigners diverged from those of Germans and are today twice as high. 
Self-employment also increased, though not as steeply. In 1970, only 2 % of Germany’s foreign 
population was self-employed. The rate went up to 4 % in 1980 (86,000 persons) to 6.5 % in 
(138,000) and currently stands at 9.6 % (286,000).  

However, the total number of employed foreigners dropped as a consequence of higher 
unemployment, naturalisation, and lower immigration. The over-representation in lower services is 
negatively mirrored in the under-representation in higher/qualified services (doctors, lawyers, 
accountants, finances), in particular with regard to self-employment and ethnic businesses. (See 
Section 3.6 of this report: Data on ‘Turkish’ Population in Germany in comparison with Non-
Immigrants and Immigrants.)  
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3. (Statistical) Data on Immigrant Groups  
 

 

3.1 ‘Ethnicity’, Citizenship, and Migrant Background 
As already outlined ethnicity (in the sense of marking ethno-cultural belonging to a group) is not 
known as an official category in German statistics. Statistics operate with the categories 
citizenship, country of origin, or country of birth and ‘immigrant background’. The latter is a 
mixture of citizenship and birth or ones parents birth outside Germany. The only exception to this 
rule is the classification of ethnic German immigrants from Eastern Europe and post-Soviet 
successor states. Their status as Aussiedler depends on successfully proving German ethnicity when 
applying for immigration to Germany. Yet, once in the country, this marker is not kept up anymore. 
Thus, hard statistical evidence for Germany’s immigrant and minority population cannot be 
provided along the category of ethnicity, but only along the categories of citizenship, place of 
birth, and ‘immigrant background’. However, ethnicity is a social marker in everyday life where 
categories such as Turkish, Kurdish, Russian, Polish, and so forth are widely used and applied 
beyond the category of citizenship, although no statistical evidence beyond estimates are 
available. As a consequence, the tables in this report can only provide data along the categories of 
citizenship and immigrant background. How ‘citizenship’ or ‘immigrant background’ translate into 
ethnicity is up to discussion and controversial among researchers. The equation is all but linear.  

The fifteen largest immigrant groups by citizenship are given in Table 2. However, if one looks at 
‘migrant background’ the picture changes considerably. The total number rises from 7.3 million to 
15.3 million. For the group under special consideration in this paper, immigrants from Turkey, the 
rise is less pronounced. The number of Turkish citizens in Germany stands at 1.7 million people, the 
number of persons with Turkish migrant background at roughly 2.4 million (see Table 3).  
 

Table 2: Population with Migrant Background in Germany (as of 2005) 
Population with migrant background in Germany: Percentage of total population 

1. Total Population 82,465.300 100 
2. Population Without Migration Background 67,132.400 81.4 
2. Population With Migration Background (including 

foreigners) 
15,332.900 18.6 

3. Population with Turkish Background 2,397,400 2.9 

Source: Micro-census 2005 

 
3.2 Age and Sex Structure 
The age and sex structure of the population of non-immigrants, foreigners, and persons with 
migrant background differs considerably. In general, the foreign and immigrant population is 
younger than the non-immigrant population. Age cohorts between 25 and 55 years are the largest 
among foreigners and persons with migrant background. Older cohorts are underrepresented, while 
younger cohorts overrepresented. Moreover, foreigners and persons of immigrant background on 
average have relatively more children. However, the statistical number of foreign children born in 
Germany drastically declined since 2000. This is due to Germany’s citizenship law, which was 
reformed in 1999-2000. An element of jus sanguinis was built into it – that is, children born to 
(long-term) legal foreign residents get German citizenship, so that they do not figure in the 
foreigner statistics anymore.  
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3.3 Religion 
Religious (or confessional) affiliation is usually not available for immigrant groups or along criteria 
such as ethnicity or citizenship. Even aggregated data for the total population is notoriously vague 
when it comes to membership in religious denominations beyond the Catholic and Protestant 
churches, the two main denominations in Germany. Population registers provide only four 
categories: Protestant, Catholic, Other, and ‘no religious affiliation’. Data on minority religions or 
denominations such us Orthodox or Muslim stem from private sources (churches, synagogues, 
mosque associations), research, or estimates. Immigrant communities belong to various religions 
and denominations. Labour immigrants (guestworkers) came from predominantly Catholic 
countries (Italy, Portugal, Spain), Orthodox countries (Greece) Muslim countries (Turkey) and 
countries with several religions and confessions such as former Yugoslavia (Orthodox, Catholic, 
Muslim). Since 1990, Germany also experienced immigration of Jews from the former Soviet 
Union. Ethnic German immigrants are mostly Protestant or Catholic Christians, however, they often 
live in inter-confessional (Orthodox) marriages, in particular those from the former Soviet Union. 
For those immigrants from former communist countries (except for Poland), there is also a strong 
likelihood that religious affiliation does not ‘matter’ or that people are not members of any 
denomination. Germany’s Muslim population is overwhelmingly of immigrant origin – mainly from 
Turkey and to a smaller degree from Arabic countries, Iran, and Bosnia and Herzegovina. However, 
Muslim is not a very sophisticated category as these Muslims of immigrant origin follow various 
denominations such as Shiite, Sunni or Alevite. Moreover, a considerable number of immigrants 
from Turkey are explicitly secular, namely those who came as political refugees or asylum seekers. 
Thus, data on religion can only be provided for the total population in German, not for ethnic or 
immigrant groups:  

 

Table 3: Religious Affiliation of Population in Germany 

Religion/Denomination Members Percentage 
Roman-Catholic 25,684,890 31.20 
Protestant  25,385,618 30.84 
Muslim 3,300,000 4.00 
Orthodox 936,000 1.1 
Buddhist 245,000 0.30 
Jews 200,000 0.24 
Others 1,369,691 1.66 
Non-Believers/no data 25,685,000 30.60 

Source: Religionswissenschaftliche Medien- und Informationsdienst (REMID), 2005/2006 

 

3.4 Language 
Language is not a general criterion in official statistics at the national level. However, some federal 
states (Länder) of Germany do use a category that denotes ‘language of non-German descent’ in 
their school systems (nicht-deutsche Herkunftssprache). However, this data is eclectic. Moreover, it 
is not available for specific immigrant groups or for ethnic groups in general. Existing language 
data  are not sufficient for calculating numbers of ethnic or immigrant groups, as ethnicity and 
citizenship status are not inherently revealed. 
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3.5 Regional Distribution of Foreigners/Immigrant Populations in Germany 
Foreigners and immigrants are unevenly spread throughout Germany. There are several general 
characteristics with regard to regional distribution: 

 

East-West divide 

As an effect of German division and its political and ideological underpinnings, the two states 
developed two very different labour and immigration regimes until 1989-1990. West Germany 
actively recruited immigrant labour from the 1950s to the early 1970s, had open gates for ethnic 
German immigrants, and attracted asylum seekers as well as immigrants from EU countries when 
freedom of movement was introduced. In contrast, the East German state kept is borders fairly – 
not to say strictly – closed. Minor exceptions were made for immigrant labour from other 
communist countries such as Poland, Hungary, Cuba, Vietnam, and Mozambique. However, the 
total number of foreigners never stood higher than 1 %, whereas it ranged between 7-10 % in 
West Germany. These historical circumstances continue to shape the demographic situation in 
united Germany as can be seen in Table 4 (see also the Appendix). The number of foreigners in the 
East German federal states ranges between 1.9 and 2.8 % of the total population. In the West, 
these figures stand between 5.3 and 14.2 %. 

 

Table 4: Foreign Population in East and West German Federal States (in 1,000s) 

Federal States Total population Foreign population Percentage 
West Germany 69,070 6,935 10.0 
East Germany 13,244 320 2.4 
Germany 82,314 7,255 8.8 
Source: Statistical Yearbook, 2006 

 

If one looks at the number of people with migrant background the general picture remains the 
same, though the total numbers go up decisively. On average, the East German federal states (see 
Appendix) have a little less than 5 % of population with migrant background and on average 2.4 
%. This number ranges between 12.6 and 26.8 % in the West (on average, 10 %). 

 

Table 5: Population with Migrant Background in East and West German Federal States (in 
1,000s) 

Federal State Total population Population with migrant Background percentage 
West Germany 69,078 14,701 21.3 
East Germany 13,387 632 4.7 
Germany 82,465 15,333 18.6 
Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

Urban-Rural division 

As an effect of the economic rationale behind immigrant recruitment within the guestworker 
system, labour immigrants usually moved to cities in which industry dominated. Thus, urban areas 
and cities like the Ruhr, the Rhine-Main area, Munich, Stuttgart, and Hamburg attracted 
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comparatively more labour immigrants (and consequently immigrants who came via family 
unification). However, this pattern is not true for all immigrant groups. Asylum seekers and ethnic 
German immigrants were evenly distributed throughout the country according to a statistical-
political system. The federal government passed laws according to which quotas were set for every 
Land. This was meant to evenly share the financial burdens related to this immigration among the 
regions and cities.  

For a detailed picture of the regional distribution, see maps from the micro-census:17 

 

1. Share of Persons with Migrant Background at Total Population (city and county level), 
2005  

 (=Abb. 3: Anteil der Personen mit Migrationshintergrund an der Bevölkerung im Jahr 2005 
in den kreisfreien Städten und Landkreisen) 

 

2. Share of Foreigners at Total Population (city and county level) 

(=Abb. 4: Anteil der Ausländerinnen und Ausländer an der Bevölkerung im Jahr 2005 in den 
kreisfreien Städten und Landkreisen) 

 

Inner Urban Division 

Another pattern of residential segregation holds true for most (West) German cities and Berlin:  
the division between immigrant agglomeration in the inner cities and a much lesser concentration 
in suburban areas or the external districts of German cities. This is mostly due to the German 
housing markets. Inner cities used to have older and thus cheaper housing, which was more 
affordable for economically weaker immigrants. However, the social stratification of inner cites 
differs from city to city: some inner cities have been gentrified and upward mobile immigrants 
have been part of this process. Some urban immigrant communities show relatively low social and 
residential mobility, others more. Moreover, there are differences among immigrant groups in this 
respect.  

 

 

3.6 Data on ‘Turkish’ Population in Germany (in Comparison with Non-
Immigrants and Immigrants) 
Though entrepreneurs of Turkish origin make up the largest group in total numbers (65,500, of 
whom 19,500 hold German citizenship) the self-employment rate of this group only stands at 2.7 
% (1990: 2.6 %). Self-employment rates among Greek and Italian citizens are much higher 
(Greeks: 15.5%, total number: 26.000; Italians: 13.1%, total number: 46,000). In comparison, there 
are 21,000 self-employed from former Yugoslavia). 

The following data is provided for immigrants of Turkish origin in Germany (mit türkischem 
Migrationshintergrund) in comparison with non-immigrants and other persons with migrant 
background. The data stems from the 2005 micro-census. Thus, Turkish does not have an ethnic 
connotation, but one related to citizenship and country of origin or birth. The group encompasses 

                                                
17 At the time of writing these resources could not be downloaded and imported of inclusion in this report.. 
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foreigners holding Turkish citizenship and residing in Germany, naturalised former Turkish citizens 
and children of the first two groups who at least have one parent of Turkish origin. This group is 
naturally larger than the group of Turkish citizens in Germany, encompassing almost 2.4 million 
people. The following table provides data for this group along certain social and economic 
characteristics (demography, education, professional training, household structure, income, labour 
market participation). However, data cannot be provided for all characteristics mentioned in the 
research framework. This is due partly to the fact that the micro-census does not ask for this data, 
and partly to the fact that this data has not yet been processed in the large-scale analysis that is 
ongoing (at the time of writing) with this data set. The data is shown in comparison with the 
population without migrant background and the total population with migrant background to 
locate the Turkish example within wider German society. Tables in this report provide the data in 
absolute and relative numbers (percentages) for men and women. Thus far, data has not yet been 
processed and published for age specific groups. Thus, all rates are crude rates. They would change 
when calculated as age specific rates since age structure of the various populations under 
consideration vary as shown above. The immigrant population in Germany is younger than the 
non-immigrant population. This has an important effect when, for instance, schooling or labour 
market participation are discussed. The size of the relative population is larger for immigrants in 
both cases. Moreover, most rates are provided in relation to the total respective population, i.e. the 
total population without migrant background, the total population with migrant background, and 
the total population of Turkish background. In some cases such as professional training these rates 
should rather be based on the total number of persons with professional education. This data, 
however, is not yet available for all three groups. Thus, the crude rates only allow general 
conclusions about the socio-economic structures of immigrant and non-immigrant populations 
and the ways in which way they differ. 

 

Demographic Characteristics: Key findings 

Germany’s immigrant/Turkish population differs demographically from the non-immigrant 
population, and not only in size and age structure. The gender balance is also different: immigrant 
men slightly outnumber women. This is reversed for the non-immigrant population. Marriage and 
family patters also differ. However, the difference among Turkish immigrants and the other two 
groups is bigger than the difference between non-immigrants and immigrants in general. The 
(adult) population of Turkish origin is more likely than not to be married, which is partly a 
statistical fact due to the younger age structure. Turkish families are comparatively more stable 
(low rate of divorce). Intermarriage is not unlikely for non-immigrants and non-Turkish 
immigrants: every fifth marriage within these two groups is inter-ethnic (with a partner of a 
different ‘ethnic’ group). Marriages outside the population of Turkish origin are far less likely. Only 
every 20th marriage is outside the community, for women it is only every 40th marriage. 
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Table 6a: Demographic Characteristics (absolute numbers in 1,000s) 
 Population without 

migrant background 
Population with migrant 

background 
Population with 

Turkish background 
Total Population 67,132 15,332 2,397 
Men 32,543 7,795 1,258 
Women 34,589 7,537 1,139 
Married  32,091 7,143 1,358 
Men 16,041 3,578 702 
Women 16,050 3,565 656 
Married, spouse  of non-migrant 
background (‘German’) 

29,648 1,384 61 

Men 14,824 675 45 
Women 14,824 708 15 
Single 25,357 7,013 923 
Men 13,785 3,833 517 
Women 11,572 3,179 406 
Divorced 4,114 677 78 
Men 1,718 294 34 
Women 2,396 383 44 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

Table 6b: Demographic Characteristics (percentages) 
 Population without 

migrant background 
Population with migrant 

background 
Population with Turkish 

background 
Total Population 100 100 100 
Men* 48.5 50.8 52.5 
Women* 51.5 49.2 47.5 
Married * 47.8 46.6 56.7 
Men* 49.3 45.9 55.8 
Women* 46.4 47.3 57.7 
Married, spouse with non-
migrant background 
(‘German’)** 

92.4 19.4 4.5 

Men** 92.4 18.9 6.5 
Women** 92.4 19.9 2.4 
Single* 37.8 45.7 38.5 
Men* 43.0 49.2 41.1 
Women* 36.1 42.2 35.7 
Divorced** 12.8 9.5 5.6 
Men** 10.7 8.2 4.8 
Women** 14.9 10.7 6.7 

* in relation to total population 

** in relation to married population 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

Household Characteristics: Key findings 

Demographic and family structures find their counterpart in household structures. More stable 
family patterns among the Turkish population are paralleled by larger households. Almost 95 % of 
this group live in family households, whereas only 5 % live as singles. Among non-immigrants, 
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nearly 20 % live as singles. Immigrants in general fall in between these two extremes (11.3 % 
single households). The biggest contrast in this respect can be found between non-immigrant and 
Turkish women. Whereas every 5th non-immigrant woman lives as a single, this only holds true for 
every 27th woman of Turkish origin. 

 

Table 7a: Household Structures of Population (single and family households) (in 1,000s) 

 Population without 
migrant background 

Population with migrant 
background 

Population with Turkish 
background 

Total Population 67,132 15,332 2,397 
Men 32,543 7,795 1,258 
Women 34,589 7,537 1,139 
    
Single Household 12,540 1,725 127 
Men 5,452 961 85 
Women 7,088 763 41 
Family Household 
(Mehrpersonenhaushalte) 

53,839 13,543 2,262 

Men 26,845 6,790 1,167 
Women 26,994 6,744 1,095 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

Table 7b: Household Structures of Population (Single and family households) 
 Population without 

migrant background 
Population with migrant 

background 
Population with Turkish 

background 
Total Population 
(in 1000) 

67,132 15,332 2,397 

Men 32,543 7,795 1,258 
Women 34,589 7,537 1,139 
    
Single Household* 18.7 11.3 5.3 
Men 16.8 12.8 6.8 
Women 20.5 10.1 3.7 
Family Household* 
(Mehrpersonenhaushalte) 

80.2 88.3 94.4 

Men 82.5 87.1 92.8 
Women 78.0 89.5 96.1 

* The missing percentage (to 100) live in institutions such as elderly homes, camps, student dormitories, etc. 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

Educational Characteristics: Key findings18 

Education is the area in which differences between the non-immigrant population and the 
immigrant population in general and the immigrant population of Turkish origin are most striking. 
The differences start with the fact that there is a considerable gap with regard to ending school 
with a final certificate. Whereas more than 80 % of the total non-immigrant population, (which 
includes school-age children younger to prospective graduates, left school with a degree, this is 
only true for 62 % of the population with immigrant background and for only 52 % of the Turkish 

                                                
18 See also the EDUMIGROM Background Report on Education for Germany. 
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group. These figures are mirrored in failure rates (based on the population beyond schooling age 
that failed in graduating successfully from school). Whereas only 1.5 % of non-immigrants fail 
school in this respect, it holds true for 15 % of the total immigrant population and for 23 % of the 
Turkish population. These failure rates correlate negatively with rates for graduating from the 
highest track of the layered German school system (Abitur = qualifying for university studies). The 
likelihood for students of Turkish origin to reach Abitur is only one-third of the other two groups 
who perform equally in this respect (5.1 to 15.2). 

 

Table 8a: Educational Characteristics (in 1,000s) 
 Population without 

migrant background 
Population with 

migrant background 
Population with Turkish 

background 
Total Population 67,132 15,332 2,397 
Men 32,543 7,795 1,258 
Women 34,589 7,537 1,139 
    
With school degree 55,553 9,615 1,235 
Men 26,681 4,963 704 
Women 28,872 4,652 531 
In school 10,579 4,245 611 
Men 5,394 2,183 318 
Women 5,184 2,061 292 
Without school degree; persons 
above school  age 

1,000 2,296 550 

Men 468 1472 235 
Women 531 824 315 
With low-level degree 
(Hauptschule); persons above 
school age 

25,111 4451 826 

Men 11,739 2,406 472 
Women 13,371 2,004 353 
With high-level degree 
(Gymnasium) qualifying for 
academic training; persons above 
school age 

10,041 2,332 122 

Men 5,376 1,162 76 
Women 4,664 1,170 46 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

 

Table 8b: Educational Characteristics 
 Population without 

migrant background 
Population with 

migrant background 
Population with Turkish 

background 
Total Population (in 1,000) 67132 15,332 2,397 
Men 32543 7,795 1,258 
Women 34589 7,537 1,139 
    
With school degree 82.8 62.7 51.5 
Men 82.0 63.7 56.0 
Women 83.5 61.8 46.6 
In school 15.8 27.7 25.5 
Men 16.6 28.0 25.3 
Women 15.0 27.3 25.7 
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Without school degree; persons 
above school  age 

1.5 15.0 22.9 

Men 1.4 18.9 18.7 
Women 1.5 10.9 27.6 
With low-level degree 
(Hauptschule); persons above 
school age 

37.4 29.0 34.5 
 

Men 36.1 30.9 37,6 
Women 38.7 26.6 31.1 
With high-level degree 
(Gymnasium) qualifying for 
academic training; persons above 
school age 

15.0 15.2 5.1 

Men 16.5 14.9 6.0 
Women 13.5 15.5 4.1 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

The weaker educational performance of immigrants with regard to schooling, in particular the 
significantly higher school abandonment rates, translates into a weaker performance with regard 
to professional training (and labour market participation). Whereas 65 % of the (total) non-
immigrant population received vocational or academic training, this is only true for 39 % of all 
immigrant population and 22 % of the Turkish population. The lower performance in the area of 
professional education is highly gendered throughout the groups. In general, women enjoyed less 
formal education in the past. However, this is changing for younger generations. Academic training 
for immigrants is far less likely than for non-immigrants. With regard to academically trained 
individuals, the population of Turkish origin has a small share (1.5 % of the total population of 
Turkish origin).  

 

Table 9a: Professional Training (Vocational and Academic Training), (in 1,000a) 
 Population without 

migrant background 
Population with 

migrant background 
Population with Turkish 

background 
Total Population 67,132 15,332 2,397 
Men 32,543 7,795 1,258 
Women 34,589 7,537 1,139 
    
With professional education 
(vocational and academic) 

43,388 5,919 523 

Men 22,624 3,259 349 
Women 20,764 2,659 174 
With academic training 
(university)  

4261 890 36 

Men 2,453 464 24 
Women 1,808 426 11 
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Table 9b: Professional Training (Vocational and Academic Training)* 
 Population without 

migrant background 
Population with 

migrant background 
Population with Turkish 

background 
Total population with professional 
education (in 1,000) 

67,132 15,332 2,397 

Men 32,543 7,795 1,258 
Women 34,589 7,537 1,139 
    
With professional education 
(vocational and academic) 

64.6 38.6 21.8 

Men 69.5 41.8 27.8 
Women 60.0 35,3 15.3 

With academic training 
(university)  

6.4 5.8 1.5 

Men 7.5 5.8 2.0 
Women 2.6 5.7 1.0 

* Rates are based on the total population. Thus, they turn out comparatively low. A more exact analysis should present 
rates in comparison to the total population with professional education, and thus exclude children and youth who 
have not yet gone through any professional education. As the data is not yet available for persons with immigrant 
background, the standardisation is based on total population, so that comparisons can be made.  

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

Economic Characteristics: Key Findings 

Economic and labour market performance vary widely among the three groups. Though extreme 
poverty (income below 500 Euros per month) is rare among all three groups, there are significant 
differences with regard to higher income groups, in particular for the population of Turkish origin. 
The majority of this group (80 %) remains in lower-middle class positions (38 %) or middle class 
positions (39 %). Upper-middle class or higher-income positions are still rarely achieved. Whereas 
one forth of non-immigrants belongs to this group, it is only 14 % of the Turkish population. Given 
the significantly lower educational profile of the latter group, one could however also argue that it 
is at least 14 %. In terms of income differences are not as significant as in terms of education.  

 

 

Table 10a: Household Income (in 1,000s) 
 Population without 

migrant background 
Population with 

migrant background 
Population with Turkish 

background 
Number of households 32,796 5,729 857 
    
Below " 500 922 257 29 
From " 500-1500 11,258 2291 323 
From " 1500-2600 10,273 1,874 336 
From " 2600-4500 6,453 844 110 
More than " 4500 1,898 170 9 
No data 1,988 290 49 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 
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Table 10b: Household Income 

 Population without 
Migration Background 

Population with 
Migration Background 

Population with Turkish 
Background 

Number of households 
(in 1,000) 

32,796 5,729 857 

    
Below " 500 2.8 4.5 3.4 
From " 500-1500 34.3 40.0 37.7 
From " 1500-2600 31.3 32.7 39.2 
From " 2600-4500 19.7 14.7 12.9 
More than " 4500 5.8 3.0 1.1 
No data 6.1 5.1 5.7 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

Table 11: Employment, Unemployment, Self-Employment (in 1000) 
 Population without 

Migration Background 
Population with 

Migration Background 
Population with Turkish 

Background 
1. Total Population 67,132 15,332 2,397 
2. Total Workforce (employed, 
unemployed) 

33,775 7,373 1,127 

    
3. Employed 30,513 6,053 871 
4. Employment rate 
 (2 x 100 divided by 1) 

50.3 48.1 47.0 

5. Unemployed 3,263 1,320 256 
6. Unemployment rate  
(5 x 100 divided by 2) 

9.6 17.9 22.7 

7. Self-employed 3497 582 65 
8. Self-employment rate  
(7 x 100 divided by 1) 

5.2 3.8 2.7 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 

 

There are striking differences between non-immigrants and immigrants with regard to labour 
market participation. This is particularly true for unemployment and self-employment rates. Labour 
market participation for all three groups tends to be similar (around 50 %), although non-
immigrants figure slightly higher. This is surprising, since non-immigrants’ age structure is higher 
and thus the share of retired persons is bigger. In contrast, self-employment is more likely for non-
immigrants than for immigrants. Unemployment rates show vast differences between immigrants 
and non-immigrants. In 2005, 9.6 % of the non-immigrants did not have paid employment, but 
were looking for one. In comparison 17.9 % of the immigrants in general and almost 23 % of the 
Turkish immigrants were unemployed. These findings might have to do not only with the lower 
educational profile outlined above, but also with structural imbalances in terms of social 
stratification. Immigrants have a far higher likelihood to join the labour market as (unqualified or 
qualified) blue collar workers instead of white collar. Nearly 50 % of Turkish immigrants are 
workers. This is also true for almost 40 % of all immigrants, but less than one-fourth of non-
immigrants. In an economy that has more and more developed to services and more and highly 
skilled jobs, this means a competitive disadvantage for immigrants on the German labour market. 
Thus, unemployment has important structural reasons that cannot easily be mitigated. There is a 
profound mismatch between the structural qualification of the immigrant labour force and the 
demands of the labour market. 
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Table 12: Number of Workers among Workforce (in 1,000) 
 Population without 

immigrant background 
Population with 

immigrant background 
Population with Turkish 

Background 
Total Workforce (employed, 
unemployed) 

33,775 7,373 1,127 

Workers    
Total 7891 2878 557 
Rate of Workers 23.4 39.0 49.4 

Source: Micro-census, 2005 
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4. Minority Rights and Representation 
 

 

4.1 Legal, Institutional and Political Aspects 
The last ten years were also characterised by important debates resulting in political changes and 
new legal stipulations with regard to immigrant incorporation. However, the new legal provisions 
did not only pertain to new immigrants and regulating gates of entry, but also to integration 
policies and measures for older groups of immigrants such as labour immigrants who 
(predominantly) came in the 1960s and 1970s. 

In particular, four major legal changes took place. First, the admission and immigration of ethnic 
German immigrants was made more difficult between 1990 and 1998 by way of introducing new 
application procedures, immigration quotas, limiting this immigration to the successor states of 
the Soviet Union as sending countries and by introducing language tests for new ethnic German 
immigrants. These changes pertain(ed) exclusively to third country nationals.  

Second, Germany’s liberal asylum law guaranteed in its Constitution (“Those politically persecuted 
enjoy the right of asylum”) was changed in 1992-1993. Immigration as asylum seeking had 
become one of the top gates of entry in the late-1980s and early-1990s for third country 
nationals. The 1993 changes resulted in a new and restrictive system with important effects. 
Namely, all countries bordering Germany were declared third ‘safe countries’ and asylum seekers 
having passed a safe country before entering German territory are denied the right to claim asylum 
in Germany. Instead, they are sent back to the safe country through which they passed. Thus, 
coming to Germany as an asylum-seeker remains only possible by way of entering the country via 
a strictly controlled airport. 

Third, Germany changed its citizenship law in 1999-2000. As of January 1, 2000, an element of jus 
soli was introduced and the naturalisation of foreigners having resided in Germany for more than 
eight years became much easier. So, children of (legally residing) foreigners automatically obtain 
German citizenship upon birth. They even enjoy dual citizenship up to age 23. Between the ages of 
18 and 23, however, they need to decide for one of their two passports. Though these changes 
were a major step, the number of foreigners in Germany still remains comparatively high. This is 
due to several reasons. For one, EU citizens usually do not see a string incentive for naturalisation; 
former labour immigrants from Italy, Greece, Spain, and Portugal are now EU citizens who enjoy 
full rights in Germany. As well, for first generation immigrants from non-EU countries, 
naturalisation is often linked to emotional and psychological hurdles, as it entails giving up a 
previous passport (and thus, citizenship). Dual citizenship is not available for this group despite the 
new regulations. Most recent steps (September 2008) made the acquisition of citizenship again 
more complicated by introducing a citizenship test. Applicants need to answer questions on 
culture, history, and politics. Those who fail the test, however, can repeat it.  

Fourth, Germany passed an Immigration Act after a long and controversial political debate. It 
became law on January 1, 2005 and had far reaching implications for Germany's immigration and 
integration policy. With this law, the political class officially recognized that Germany had become 
a country of immigration in the past few decades. This very fact was actually disputed before 
despite socio-demographic facts that pointed to the opposite. The Immigration Act introduced the 
following changes: 
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- residence statuses for foreigners living in Germany were simplified; 

- the possibility for setting annual immigration quotas was established (currently it is set 
at zero); 

- labour market access for foreign university students graduating from German universities 
was made easier; 

- a special gate of entry for foreign investors and highly skilled immigrants was created; 

- the Federal Office for Migration and Refugees (Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge, 
orBAMF) was established in Nuremberg; and 

- mandatory counselling (Migrationserstberatung or Migration Preliminary Advisory 
Service) and mandatory language and integration courses were implemented were 
implemented for new immigrants; they are run under the auspices of the BAMF. 

 

In particular, the Immigration Act had and continues to have far reaching echo effects in the realm 
of integrating immigrants. Some of the new provisions actually point into the direction of 
centralizing Germany’s integration policy, namely the counselling and the integration courses. 

These political and legal changes went far beyond what the country had known before when 
immigration and integration policies were a kind of taboo. However, the major shifts took place 
within the realm of state politics and legal provisions. What has remained rather underdeveloped is 
the political organisation and mobilisation of immigrant groups and lobbies themselves. The most 
important political representation in the sense of parliamentary representation happens within the 
framework of established mainstream parties. Immigrant status itself has not yet materialized into 
a common marker for political mobilisation or party formation. All parties except for the right wing 
parties have representatives of immigrant origin in German parliaments, including the national 
Bundestag. Among these representatives Members of Parliament (MPs) of Turkish origin are the 
most numerous group with members in local, regional and the national parliaments. Though they 
are part of main stream parties they are publicly seen as spokesperson of immigration and 
integration policy, not yet of full political beings of German society. Cultural or even territorial 
right for immigrants, analogous to what is discussed and partly implemented in Central and 
Eastern Europe, are not on the agenda of Germany’s immigrant minorities. This was clearly visible 
in Spring 2008, when the Turkish Prime Minister asked for Turkish language schools and 
universities upon a visit in Germany. This suggestion was rejected by most official representatives 
of the Turkish community in Germany.  

The national state, most Länder and many cities in Germany established special offices dealing 
with questions of integration. From the late-1970s and-early-1980s on many so called 
Commissioners for Foreigners’ Affairs were appointed. Though usually outside the regular 
administration (i.e. not apart of a ministry or having its own ministry, but limited it to a 
‘commissioner’), these Commissioners and their offices became crucial for negotiating, developing, 
and implementing integration policies. Moreover, the Commissioners’ offices on the local and city 
level developed into service institutions were immigrants also could turn to for (legal/social) advice 
or complain about discrimination. In many cities, these offices also have (small) budgets to support 
immigrant NGOs or projects supporting integration work on behalf of civil society. However, it is 
not a nation-wide and coherent policy. Often the success of the Commissioners’ work depends on 
the willingness of the regular administration and the political class to listen to them. However, in 
2005 this structure was challenged for the first time, when the Federal State (Land) of Northrhine-
Westphalia established a Ministry for Integration, a unique step in German politics. 
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Immigrant communities organised themselves in associations almost right from the beginning 
when post-war immigration started. However, detailed statistical information is lacking as the 
organisations are not registered as immigrant organisations. They usually follow German law and 
set up a registered association (eingetragener Verein) which does not require information about 
ethnic belonging or citizenship. Such ‘immigration organisations’ number in the thousands and are 
spread throughout German society. They include cultural organisations, soccer clubs, parent and 
school associations, private kindergartens and schools, economic, entrepreneur associations as well 
as larger pressure groups that advocate immigrant interests on the national level. Nationwide 
organisations are, however. still scarce and rather young. The highest degree of organisations in 
this respect can be seen among Turkish immigrants where a national organisation of organisations 
was established in 1995 (Türkische Gemeinde).  

A special case are Muslim communities. When establishing mosques they usually create an 
eingetragener Verein that serves as legal and administrative basis for their religious activities. 
These associations, however, often also have cultural and social purposes. Many of the ca. 2,500 
mosques in Germany operate within such a legal framework. Another important fact is that many 
immigrants are members in associations without any specific immigrant, ethnic or ethno-religious 
connotations, i.e. associations of Germany’s majority society. However, the number of members 
with immigrant background in these associations is not statistically available/unknown. A fairly 
new development is the development towards stronger cooperation between immigrant NGOs and 
state actors. A prime example was the roundtable leading to the National Integration Plan (2007). 
It included immigrant representatives from the major communities and major NGOs. 

The high level of organisation in the realm of civil society does not yet have its equivalent in the 
area of political parties. Established political parties only discovered immigrants as their 
constituency fairly recently which was an effect of the very low number of naturalised immigrants 
until the early 1990s. Thus, this group was not considered to be a target group for membership in 
political parties. Moreover, most immigrants were not eligible to be elected without having a 
German passport. This only changed within the 1990s when naturalisation increased among 
immigrants. As a consequence, the first MP of (Turkish) immigrant origin (except for the older 
group of expellees and refugees) was only elected into the Bundestag in 1994 (Cem Özdemir). The 
German Bundestag currently has got 11 eleven members with immigrant background, five of them 
Muslims, no Aussiedler, i.e. the percentage stands only at 1.8. This low representation of immigrant 
MPs is representative for most regional parliaments (Länder) and city councils. Political 
mobilisation of immigrant MPs was initially often associated with issues around foreigners, 
immigration, integration, racism etc. The first MPs usually became spokespeople for these issues, 
thus being stuck in a certain political ghetto. Though the range of topics is currently widening, 
there is still a certain assumption (and ascription from outside) that these politicians are dealing 
with immigrant affairs, and not (for instance)  budgetary questions, international relations, or 
research policy. Within the last ten years, the number of MPs in the various parliaments and 
councils increased, so that they enjoy visibility and even start to build networks. The first 
organisation of immigrant MPs was established in 2004 when a group of Turkish MPs founded the 
Netzwerk türkeistämmiger Mandatsträger (Network of MPs of Turkish origin). This step was 
supported by two German foundation (Körber-Stiftung, Stiftung Mitarbeit). 

Completely unknown is successful political mobilisation of immigrant groups along ethnic lines 
leading to the formation of immigrant parties following and propagating ethnic politics. The only 
(failed) issue stems from the mid 1990s when a handful of ethnic German immigrants from Russia 
tried to form a party. So far, it is not conceivable that, for instance, the Turkish community would 
found a Union of Turks in Germany running for elections. However, what happened in established 
parties is the formation of special platforms of immigrant politicians such as the German-Turkish 
Union within Germany’s conservative party (CDU). 
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An anti-discrimination law was passed in Germany in August 2006 following an EU directive. 
However, this law is not targeted at immigrants only. It bans discrimination on the basis of race, 
ethnic origin, gender, religion, belief, physical disability, age, and sexual identity. Moreover, it is 
not a set of legal provisions allowing positive discrimination for discriminated groups. 

 

 

4.2 Issues of Ethnicity in the Context of the German Welfare State 
Ethnicity is not an issue in Germany with regards to the welfare state or the welfare system. 
Neither is citizenship. Benefits from the social and welfare state depend on participation in the 
labour market provided the immigrant has got a residence permit and is legally employed. 
Exclusion from welfare benefits on the basis of ethnicity, citizenship or immigrant status is illegal. 
However, this does not exclude practical discrimination on the labour market by employers which 
might lead to a weaker position with regard to claiming welfare benefits (i.e. by not getting a 
higher paid position that qualifies for better social and welfare benefits).  

Though legal discrimination of immigrants in the welfare system is not an issue, the likelihood to 
be dependent on welfare money or social is more pronounced among immigrants, in particular 
those of Turkish origin. This is, however, an effect of the weaker economic performance and the 
structural inaptitude to the labour market (see above). As a consequence, the exposure to poverty 
and/or (economic) marginalization is higher. Given that neither ethnicity nor citizenship are 
categories built into the welfare system, there are no official provisions to make up with 
inequalities along ethnic lines.  

 

 

4.3 Inter-ethnic Relations and Conflicts in the Light of Public Discourses and 
Policy-making 
Inter-ethnic (or rather inter-group) relations among German majority society and its immigrants 
are as colourful and nuanced as the patchwork of this society itself. These relations vary widely 
depending on the target group, area, social class of the respective immigrant group, educational 
level, socio-economics of majority society itself as well as regional and political factors. In general, 
discourses have shifted towards recognizing that Germany has become a country of immigration 
and needs to make efforts to integrate its immigrant population. This can for instance be seen on 
the level of official integration plans and concepts. The German national state, many Federal 
States (Land) as well as many cities drafted mostly normative concepts and agendas 
(Integrationspläne) to increase the inclusion of immigrants into German society. The focus of these 
discourses is particularly on language acquisition and labour market participation. The shift in 
discourse was mirrored in political and legal reforms. Or more precisely: discourses and 
political/legal discourse were interdependent. A major step was the creation of the Federal Office 
for Migration and Refugees (BAMF) in 2005 in particular with regard to language acquisition. The 
BAMF offers mandatory language courses for new immigrants and also includes those who have 
already been in the country for a longer time. As a matter of fact, more than half of the 
participants in these courses are immigrants who have not recently arrived. The flip side of 
focusing on language, schooling and to a lesser degree on the labour market is that more general 
questions of participation and integration such as culture, recognition of differences or questions 
of socio-cultural cohesion of German society have become secondary. 
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An important shift took place in the aftermath of September 11, 2001. Islam has become an 
important category ever since. As a consequence immigrants from Arabic countries or from Turkey 
are increasingly classified as ‘Muslims’ in public discourses, not least in the area of controversies 
about highly symbolic issues such as tolerating the veil for public servants, building new mosques, 
regulating arranged or forced marriages and dealing with honour killings within Muslim 
communities. In general, German society has not yet found a coherent answer for dealing with 
these issues, though certain first (and vague) steps are being taken. One such step is a roundtable 
with Muslim community spokespeople (Deutsche Islamkonferenz) established by the German 
Ministry of Interior in 2006. Policy outcomes, however, are scarce. Conflicts and anxieties 
surrounding the presence of Muslim immigrants in German society thus often end up in courts. The 
highly charged issues (such as the veil) even made it up to the Supreme Court. These political 
debates find their equivalent in media hype and a fairly agitated public atmosphere intensively 
focusing on ‘Muslim issues’. 
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5. Immigrant Integration and Political Representation 
 

 

Inter-ethnic relation is not a buzzword in German society, but integration of immigrants is. Given 
the specific situation in Germany after the end of World War II ethnicity and namely race were not 
appropriate political, social or statistical categories anymore. Immigrant groups were not 
registered along ethnic categories, but on the basis of citizenship which does not mirror ethnic 
cleavages. For instance, Serbs, Croats, Bosnians, and other immigrants from former Yugoslavia 
were put together under the label of ‘Yugoslavs’. Kurdish, Turkish, Alevite or other immigrant 
groups from Turkey were categorised as Turkish citizens. Yet, ethnic groups and ethnicity of course 
played and continue to play a role for immigrant groups. This is in particular true when it comes to 
private immigrant organisations such as soccer clubs, cultural associations, and so on. These 
organisations very often follow ethnic lines. However, as private associations they are not 
statistically registered as ethnic organisations.  

Integration and integration policies, however, are mostly seen as a mix of socio-economic, political 
and ethno-cultural changes of immigrants towards the receiving German society (and increasingly 
of a changing majority society as well). From an analytical point of view, integration has several 
dimensions (social, structural, cultural, identification/identity). Inter-ethnic relations crucially 
intersect with processes of integration into German society. This might shortly be illustrated in the 
case of the guestworker population that was recruited from the mid-1950 to the early 1970s and 
makes up the bulk of Germany’s immigrant minorities. Initially interethnic (or better inter-group) 
relations were not conceived important at all. The assumption was that the guestworker system 
was temporary. Immigrant workers were expected to go back to their sending countries after a 
short term (six month or one year) labour contract. Although quite many guestworkers conformed 
to this system, a considerable number stayed longer, not least because German industry asked for 
it. Thus, permanent immigrant groups came into being, immigrants founded families, settled in 
‘ethnic neighbourhoods’, formed their ethnic and cultural associations, learned the German 
language and became an imminent part of German society. The establishment of permanent 
immigrant communities was followed by socio-economic diversification of immigrant groups. 
Basically it went from predominantly unskilled industrial labour to more skilled jobs, a tendency to 
upward mobility (or petty-embourgoisement), partly also towards various forms of self-
employment (ethnic economy), but also to large scale unemployment with de-industrialisation and 
the rise of a service based economy. Thus, most (old) immigrant groups still have a distinctively 
different socio-economic structure than the average German society. However, its current 
structure is also very different from the initial phase of labour recruitment.  

Incorporation of immigrants into German society, however, remained slow for a long time. Official 
policies followed the normative assumptions that Germany is not a country of immigration. As an 
effect, there was no coherent or at least a reluctant integration policy until the 1990s. Policies and 
discourses towards immigrant groups followed the paradigm of ‘Ausländer’. This paradigm did not 
allow for becoming German easily or developing into an consolidated ethnic group within the 
German nation-state. Although efforts were made to shift towards multiculturalism from the 
1980s onwards, full recognition of immigrant and ethnic groups did not become the hegemonic 
strand in German politics. Moreover, multiculturalism has been discarded with the recent shift 
towards integration. Integration policies became prevalent with changing naturalisation policies in 
the early 1990s when the Foreigner law was changed. It introduced easier regulations for 
naturalisations in terms of being able to claim it and setting clear preconditions. Another 
milestone was the change of the German citizenship law in 2000 and passing an Immigrant Act in 
2005. Officially these policies are ethnically blind. However, in practice and on the level of 
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discourses and social marginalization, it is a truism that the Turkish (or since 9/11) the ‘Turkish-
Muslim’ communities are prime targets of integration policies. As an effect one can see ethnicity 
evolving into a political resource. It is obvious when looking at lobby groups. Turkish immigrants 
founded an umbrella organisation (Türkische Gemeinde in Deutschland) in 1995. This organisation, 
as the name indicates, represents Turkish interests. Thus, one can argue that ethnicity and ethnic 
belonging play an increasingly important role despite the fact that statistics keep a blind eye on it. 
Questions of power sharing between established German society and immigrant groups is at the 
horizon, though not yet openly and controversially discussed. Initial efforts to create special 
representative political bodies (Ausländerbeiräte, Integrationsbeiträte) did not have large effects 
on power sharing as these bodies were advisory boards without real political power.  
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6. The State of the Art in Research on Inter-ethnic Relations and 
Minorities19 
 

 

Research about inter-ethnic relations in Germany usually figures as research on questions of 
immigration, integration and citizenship. Interethnic questions and topics are rather framed in 
concepts of intercultural education, racism, and xenophobia. By now there is a vast national and 
international body of research ion these questions. The research started as early as the 1970s; 
however, it increased significantly from the late-1990s, when political debates about immigration 
and integration became more dynamic. Initially, research in Germany happened predominantly 
under the label of Ausländerforschung (literally research on foreigners). This strand of research 
often had a strong political and normative underpinning, arguing for solidarity with oppressed 
immigrant minorities or portraying the immigrant groups as victims per se. Thus, its analytical 
added-value was rather limited. A shift toward more analytical concepts and questions happened 
from the late 1980s on when systematic sociological, political, economic and to a lesser degree 
cultural studies on immigration, integration and citizenship emerged. Three protagonists 
establishing this kind of research in Germany were Klaus J. Bade (University of Osnabrück), 
Hartmut Esser (University of Mannheim) and Friedrich Heckmann (University of Bamberg). Two of 
them (Bade/Heckmann) established research centres on immigration and integration in Germany: 
Europäisches Forum für Migrationsstudien (EFMS) and Institut für Migrationsforschung und 
interkulturelle Studien (IMIS). However, institutionalisation of migration research remained and 
continuous to be weak. Most research is carried out by individual researchers at universities or 
other research institutions, not at special research centres focusing on questions of migration. A 
recent exception is a newly established Max-Planck Institute in Göttingen with a focus on the 
study of religious and ethnic diversity. However, this institute will have a global focus on the 
issues. Research on immigration and integration in Germany has become an international or rather 
Euro-Atlantic endeavour. Comparative studies (be they European or transatlantic) have been en 
vogue since the 1990s (Münz et al.). There are several topics which have become prime paths for 
research. Among them are studies on citizenship (and legal inclusion), studies on immigration and 
education (including intercultural education), studies on economic immigrant incorporation 
Studies on political participation are increasingly emerging as an effect of a growing constituency 
with ‘migrant background’. Studies on the history of emigration and immigration have a 
comparatively long tradition. Surprisingly, the historian Klaus Bade has become one of main 
political consultants for questions of immigration and integration. An older strand of research is 
linked to the question of Germany as multicultural society. However, with the decline of 
multiculturalism as political project, this kind of research has decreased, so that it will be excluded 
from this overview (Leggewie).  

Questions of citizenship were discussed in a threefold way. First, the renaissance of citizenship 
studies by way of applying T.H. Marshall's (historical) citizenship model to immigrants in post-war 
Europe included Germany as object of study. Research by scholars such as Thomas Faist, Tomas 
Hamar, Yasemin Soysal or Christian Joppke analyzed the acquisition of civic, political and social 
rights by immigrants within the European nation-states. Secondly, research controversies about 
the interrelation of ethnicity and citizenship emerged in the 1990s. Protagonists were Rogers 
Brubaker, Patrick Weil and Dieter Gosewinkel. The controversy focused on the question of how 

                                                
19 Complete citations and  relevant publications by authors mentioned here can be found in the References section of 

this report. 
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exclusive or inclusive German citizenship (historically) was, how ethnic and racial categories 
limited it over time and if historical ethnification and racialisation of German citizenship led to 
exclusion of post-war (labour) immigrants. The most recent focus on German citizenship emerged 
as an effect of changes in the citizenship law at the end of the 1990s. This recent research is not 
only academic, but of vital political interest. As an effect, government agencies such as the 
Federal, Office for Migration and Refugees is also involved in it.  

For the state of the art with regard to (intercultural) education see the section in Frauke Miera’s 
paper.  

Research on economic questions of immigrant incorporation is generally quantitative and mostly 
carried out by Germany's large economic research institutes such as the Deutsche Institut für 
Wirtschaftsforschung (DIW) in Berlin, the Institut für Wirtschaftsforschung e. V. (ifo) in Munich, 
the Institut für Weltwirtschaft (IfW) in Kiel, the Institut für Wirtschaftsforschung in Halle (IWH) or 
the Halle Rheinisch-Westfälisches Institut für Wirtschaftsforschung (RWI), Essen. Moreover, 
Germany's Federal Agency for Labour in Nuremberg also runs its own research institute (Institut 
für Arbeitsmarkt- und Berufsforschung/IAB) that includes research on economic immigrant 
incorporation into its agenda. However, questions of inter-ethnic relations are of almost no 
importance within this strand of research. Economic research excludes ethnicity as analytical 
category, although citizenship and ‘migrant background’ are of importance. 

It is worth mentioning, however, that the DIW in Berlin runs the leading longitudinal sample 
survey on immigrant and their social and economic performance in German society (German 
Socio-Economic Panel). 

Research on political participation in the sense of voting behaviour is a rather young research 
topic. The leading studies in this area come from Andreas Wüst at Mannheim University. Another 
research strand with a somewhat longer tradition is the analysis of the political institutions and 
how they react towards immigration. (Thränhardt, Oberndörfer). Moreover, two political 
foundations (i.e. research institutes close to political parties), the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung and the 
Böll Stiftung, have continuously been involved in questions and research on immigration, 
integration (and more recently diversity). Research on immigration history was in particularly 
started by the two historians, Klaus Bade (University of Osnabrück) and Dirk Hoerder (University of 
Bremen), who have trained a new generation of historians dealing with the issue. 

 

 



 34

References  
 

 

Literature 

D'Amato, Gianni. 2001. Vom Ausländer zum Bürger. Der Streit um die politische Integration von 
Einwanderern in Deutschland, Frankreich und der Schweiz, Münster: LIT Verlag. 

Bade, Klaus J. 1993. Deutsche im Ausland- Fremde in Deutschland. Migration in Geschichte und 
Gegenwart, München: Beck. 

Bade, Klaus J. 1992. Migration in Geschichte und Gegenwart, München: Beck. 

Bade, Klaus J. (ed.). 1996. Migration, Ethnizität, Konflikt, Osnabrück: Universitätsverlag Rasch. 

Bade, Klaus J., and Münz, Rainer (eds.). 2000. Migrationsreport 2000: Fakten - Analysen- 
Perspektiven, Frankfurt/New York: Campus.  

Bade, Klaus. J., Emmer, Pieter C. . Lucassen. Leo, and Oltmer, Jochen (eds). 2007. Enzyklopädie 
Migration in Europa vom 17. Jahrhundert bis zur Gegenwart, Paderborn: Ferdinand 
Schöningh. 

Bade, Klaus J., and Münz, Rainer (eds.). 2002. Migrationsreport 2002: Fakten - Analysen - 
Perspektiven, Frankfurt a.M./New York: Campus. 

Bade, Klaus J.; Bommes, Michael, and Münz, Rainer (eds). 2004. Migrationsreport 2004. Fakten - 
Analysen - Perspektiven, Frankfurt a.M./New York: Campus. 

Bade, Klaus J., and Weiner, Myron. 1997. Migration Past - Migration Future. Germany and the 
United States. Providence/RI: Berghahn. 

Bade, Klaus J., and Troen, Ilian (eds.). 1994. Returning Home. Immigration and Absorption into Their 
Homelands of Germans and Jews from the Former Soviet Union, Beer Sheva: Hubert H. 
Humphrey Institute of the Ben-Gurion-University of the Negev. 

Bielefeld, Uli (ed.). 1991. Das Eigene und das Fremde. Neuer Rassismus in der Alten Welt, Hamburg: 
Hamburger Edition. 

Bommes, Michael, and Schiffauer, Werner (eds.). 2006. Migrationsreport 2006. Fakten - Analysen – 
Perspektiven, Frankfurt: New York: Campus. 

Bommes, Michael, and Halfmann, Jost (eds). 2003. Migration in nationalen Wohlfahrtsstaaten. 
Theoretische und vergleichende Untersuchungen, Osnabrück: Universitätsverlag Rasch. 

Bommes, Michael. 1999. Migration und nationaler Wohlfahrtsstaat. Ein 
differenzierungstheoretischer Entwurf, Opladen/Wiesbaden: Westdeutscher Verlag. 

Brubaker, Rogers. 1992. Citizenship and Nationhood in France and Germany. Cambridge/MA-
London: Haravrd University Press. 

Basch, Linda; Glick Schiller, Nina and Szanton Blanc, Cristina. 2000. Nations Unbound. 
Transnational Projects, Postcolonial Predicaments, and Deterritorialized Nation-States, 
Amsterdam: OPA. 

Dietz, Barabara, and Hilkes, Peter. 1994. Integriert oder isoliert? Zur Situation rußlanddeutscher 
Aussiedler in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, München: Olzog. 

Dietz, Barabara, and Hilkes, Peter. 1993. Rußlanddeutsche. Unbekannte im Osten. Geschichte, 



 35

Situation, Zukunftsperspektiven, München: Olzog. 

Esser, Hartmut. 1979. Arbeitsmigration und Integration: Sozialwissenschaftliche Grundlagen, 
Königstein/Ts. 

Esser, Hartmut (ed.). 1983. Die fremden Mitbürger: Möglichkeiten und Grenzen der Integration von 
Ausländern, Düsseldorf: Patmos. 

Fassmann, Heinz, and Münz, Rainer (eds). 1994. European Migration in the Late Twentieth Century. 
Historical Patterns, Actual Trends, and Social Implications, Aldershot, Edward Elgar.  

Geddes, Andrew. 2003. The Politics of Migration and Immigration in Europe, London: Sage.  

Gosewinkel, Dieter. 2001. Einbürgern und Ausschließen. Die Nationalisierung der 
Staatsangehörigkeit vom Deutschen Bund bis zur Bundesrepublik Deutschland, Göttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 

Guiraudon, Virginie, and Joppke, Christian. 2002. Controlling a New Migration World, New York: 
Routledge Chapman & Hall. 

Hailbronner, Kai; Martin, David A. and Motomura, Hiroshi (eds.). 1998. Immigration Controls. The 
Search for Workable Policies in Germany and the United States, Providence/RI: Berghahn. 

Heckmann, Friedrich. 1981. Die Bundesrepublik, ein Einwanderungsland? Zur Soziologie der 
Gastarbeiterbevölkerung als Einwandererminorität, Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta. 

Heckmann, Friedrich, and Schnapper, Dominique (eds). 2003. The Integration of Immigrants in 
European Societies. National Differences and Trends of Convergence. Stuttgart: Lucius & 
Lucius. 

Heckmann, Friedrich, and Bosswick, Wolfgnag (eds). 1995. Migration Policies. A Comparative 
Perspective, Stuttgart: Enke. 

Hammar, Tomas, and Brochmann, Grete (eds.). 1997. International Migration, Immobility and 
Development: Multidisciplinary Perspectives, Oxford: Berg. 

Hammar, Tomas. 1990. Democracy and the Nation State. Aliens, Denizens and Citizens in a World of 
International Migration, Avebury: Aldershot. 

Han, Petrus. 2000. Soziologie der Migration. Erklärungsmodelle, Fakten, Politische Konsequenzen, 
Perspektiven, Stuttgart: utb. 

Hoerder, Dirk. 2002. Cultures in Contact: World Migrations in the Second Millennium, Durham/NC: 
Duke University Press. 

Herbert, Ulrich. 2001. Geschichte der Ausländerpolitik in Deutschland. Saisonarbeiter, 
Zwangsarbeiter, Gastarbeiter, Flüchtlinge, München: C. H. Beck Verlag. 

Hoffmann-Nowotny, Hans-Joachim. 1973. Soziologie des Fremdarbeiterproblems. Eine theoretische 
und empirische Analyse am Beispiel der Schweiz, Stuttgart: Ferdinand Enke. 

Joppke, Christian. 1998. Challenge to the Nation-State. Immigration in Western Europe and the 
United States, Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. 

Joppke, Christian. 2005 Selecting by Origin: Ethnic Migration in the Liberal State. Cambridge/Mass.: 
Harvard Univ. Press. 

Joppke, Christian. 1999. Immigration and the Nation-State. The United States, Germany, and Great 
Britain, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Joppke, Christian, and Morawska, Ewa. 2003: Toward Assimilation and Citizenship. Immigrants in 



 36

Liberal Nation-States: Immigrants in Liberal Nation-states, Palgrave: Houndmills 
Basingstoke. 

Leggewie, Claus. 1990. Multi Kulti: Spielregeln für die Vielvölkerrepublik, Berlin: Rotbuch. 

Meier-Braun, Karl-Heinz. 2002. Deutschland, Einwanderungsland, Frankfurt/M.: suhrkamp. 

Münz, Rainer; Seifert Wolfgang, and Ulrich, Ralf: Zuwanderung nach Deutschland. Strukturen, 
Wirkungen, Perspektiven, Frankfurt/Main: Campus. 

Mintzel, Alf. 1997. Multikulturelle Gesellschaft in Europa und Nordamerika. Konzepte, Streitfragen, 
Analysen und Befunde, Passau: Rothe.  

Oberndörfer, Dieter. 1996. Assimilation, Multikulturalismus oder kultureller Pluralismus - zum 
Gegensatz zwischen kollektiver Nationalkultur und kultureller Freiheit der Republik, 
Osnabrück. Universitätsverlag Rasch. 

Ohliger, Rainer and Antje Scheildkler. 2008: Country Report for Germany. Prepared within the INTI 
Project: One-Stop Shop: A New Answer for Immigrant Integration (JLS/2006/INTI/148), at: 
http://www.oss.inti.acidi.gov.pt/index.php?option=com_docman&task=cat_view&gid=65&I
temid=57&lang=en 

Pallaske, Christian. 2002. Migrationen aus Polen in die Bundesrepublik Deutschland in den 1980er 
und 1990er Jahren. Migrationsverläufe und Eingliederungsprozesse in sozialgeschichtlicher 
Perspektive, Münster: Waxmann. 

Pries, Ludger. 2001. Internationale Migration, Bielefeld: transcript. 

Pries, Ludger (ed.). 2001. Transnationale Migration, Baden-Baden: Nomos. 

Soysal, Yasemin. 1994: Limits of Citizenship. Migrants and Postnational Membership in Europe, 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Thränhardt, Dietrich, and Hunger, Uwe (ed.). 2003. : Migration im Spannungsfeld von 
Globalisierung und Nationalstaat, Wiesbaden: Leviathan. Sonderheft. 

Thränhardt, Dietrich (ed.). 1998. Einwanderung und Einbürgerung in Deutschland, Münster: LIT 
Verlag. 

Thränhardt, Dietrich (ed.). 1992.: Europe - A New Immigration Continent: Policies and Politics in 
Comparative Perspective, Münster: LIT Verlag. 

Treibel, Annette. 2003. Migration in modernen Gesellschaft. Soziale Folgen von Einwanderung, 
Gastarbeit und Flucht, Weinheim/München: Juventa-Verlag. 

Weil, Patrick, and Hansen, Randall. 1999. Nationalité et Citoyenneté en Europe, Paris: La 
Découverte. 

Weiner, Myron (ed.). 1997. Migration and Refugees. Politics and Policies in the United States and 
Germany. Providence/RI/Berghahn. 

Wüst, Andreas M. 2002. Wie wählen Neubürger? Politische Einstellungen und Wahlverhalten 
eingebürgerter Personen in Deutschland, Opladen: Leske + Budrich. 

 

 

 



 37

Internet Resources (Statistical Data) 

 

http://www.destatis.de (Federal Statistical Office, also including the micro-census) 

http://ww.bamf.de (Federal Office for Migration and Refugees). 

http://www.bmi.bund.de (Federal Ministry of the Interior) 

http://www.integrationsbeauftragte.de (Federal Commissioner for Integration, Migration and 
Refugees) 
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Appendix 
 

 

Table A: Foreign Population (Ausländer) in Germany (as of December 31, 2006) 
Foreign Population in Germany: 

15 largest groups by citizenship in 1,000s* 
Percentage of total 

population 
1. Turkey 1,738 2.1 
2. Italy 534 0.6 
3. Poland 361 0.4 
4. Serbia and Montenegro 316 0.4 
b5. Greece 303 0.4 
6. Croatia 227 0.4 
7. Russian Federation 187 0.2 
8. Austria 175 0.2 
9. Bosnia and Herzegovina 157 0.2 
10. Ukraine 129 0.2 
11. Netherlands 123 0.2 
12. Portugal 115 0.1 
13. Spain 106 0.1 
14. France 104 0.1 
15. United States 99 0.1 
Others 2,639 3.1 
Total Number of Foreigners 7,320 8.8 

* outlined: Non-EU countries 

Source: Federal Statistical Office, 2006 

 

 

Table B: Foreign Population by Federal States (in 1,000s) 

Federal State Total Population Foreign Population Percentage 
Baden-Württemberg 10738 1271 11.8 
Bavaria 12493 1179 9.4 
Berlin 3404 473 13.9 
Brandenburg 2,548 66 2.6 
Bremen 664 84 12.7 
Hamburg 1754 248 14.2 
Hesse 6075 685 11.3 
Mecklenb.-Vorp 1694 39 2.3 
Lower Saxony 7983 531 6.6 
Northrhine-Westph. 18029 1914 10.6 
Rhineland-Palatinate 4,053 313 7.7 
Saarland 1043 86 8.3 
Saxony 4249 121 2.8 
Saxony-Anhalt 2442 47 1.9 
Sleswig-Holstein 2834 151 5.3 
Thuringia 2311 47 2.0 
Germany 82314 7255 8.8 
Source: Statistical Yearbook, 2006 

 



 39

 

Table C: Population with Migrant Background by Federal States (in 1,000) 

Federal State Total Population. Population with migrant background Percentage 
Baden-Württemberg 10,728 2690 25.1 
Bavaria 12,456 2,358 18.9 
Berlin 3,390 795 23.5 
Bremen 663 165 24.9 
Hamburg 1,739 466 26.8 
Hesse 6,092 1430 23.5 
Lower Saxony 8,000 1,279 16.0 
Northrhine-Westph. 18,066 4,260 23.6 
Rhineland-Palatinate 4,060 709 17.5 
Saarland 1,055 194 18.4 
Sleswig-Holstein 2,829 355 12.6 
East German federal states 13,387 632 4.7 
    
Germany 82,465 15,333 18.6 
Source: Micro-census, 2005 
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