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Abstract

This article examines the symbolic order of thatiehships between various social groups in
disadvantaged neighborhoods and shows that etgnisitthe main reference point of
derogatory designations or “negative classificagghUsing two districts in German cities as
examples, the semantic patterns of mutual negatiassifications among autochthonous
individuals and their Turkish neighbors are reconsted. Upwardly mobile individuals of

Turkish origin are the most frequent targets ofmiatization. This fact is explained by the
existence of a deep symbolic dimension of soceduality that conceives of ethnicity in
terms of kinship relations. The socially inclusiveexclusive effects of negative interethnic
classifications and the related classification ggles depend on three factors: on the
internal, i.e. gradual or categorical logic of thdassification patterns; on the form and
process of conflict resolution; and on the socahiexts in which negative classifications are
used. While the disintegrating effects of negatiglassifications are curbed by

institutionalized norms in local politics and ecomc life, there only exist informal

performative norms of interaction in the life-warlahd here these classifications can more

easily lead to social exclusion und ethnic separati

The social structure of modern societies represamtsrder of objective inequalities among
social classes, professions, ethnic groups andekes. Differences in social structure always

give rise to interpretations and evaluations tr@taonly shape the social exchanges among



various groups even in their most minor everydggyihteractions, but that also determine the
“daily class struggle” (Bourdieu, 1990: 134). Séa#&ucture can thus be said to form a
symbolic order that is based on mutual classificetiamong different social groups — that is,
on categorizing labels and evaluations. Symbolides that are produced in the daily
interaction among different social groups granogeation and show disrespect in various
ways. The corresponding classifications influenbe groups’ opportunities to acquire
material and cultural assets and have a direct éimpat only on the objective structure of
social inequalities, but also on the respectiveugsd potential to integrate. “Negative”

(meaning pejorative or discriminatory) classifioats are especially relevant to integration,
since classifications can exclude certain socialigs from participating in society.

In an ethnographic research project conducted wo tdisadvantaged urban
neighborhoods between 2002 and 200Be studied the exclusionary and, at times,
integrative effects of negative classificationswdoer, before we present the main goals and
central results of this research project, we wdiklel to systematically examine the concepts

of social classification and of classification sfgies.

Social classifications

Social classifications and their positive or negatievaluations are universal human
phenomena. As scholars from different disciplin@esehshown, they structure the social
environment and provide a foundation for guiding thctions of people and groups.
Furthermore, classifications are orientation systdhmt allow individuals and groups to
define their place in society (see, in particulzouglas, 1973; Tajfel, 1981; Bowker and Star,
2002). In sociology, the concept of classificatisrinextricably linked to the name Durkheim
and his thesis of a “social constitution of theegatries” (Durkheim and Mauss, 1963;
Durkheim, 1976). Taking “primitive classificationh totemic societies as an example,
Durkheim endeavored to show that such fundameptatepts as space and time, force and
causality, as well as the rules of logical assammateflect the inner structure and operation of

! The project was titled “Negative Klassifikationeiateologien der Ungleichwertigkeit in den symbdtisn
Ordnungen gegenwartiger Sozialgruppen” (Negativassifications: Ideologies of Inequality in the Syt
Orders of Current Social Groups). It was affiliatedh both the Institut fir Sozialforschung in Fkéurt am
Main and the research association “Desintegratimzgsse — Starkung von Integrationspotentialenreine
modernen Gesellschaft,” which was funded by theeFadMinistry of Education and Research. The redear
team included Ina Walter in addition to the twohaus.



their respective societies and are even causalgrdeed by them. Durkheim derives entire
cosmologies from social order — that is, from th&rphological and organizational properties
of the societies he studied. According to Durkhetine, complex divisions of these societies
into tribes, phratries and clans on the one hamdnaarriage classes on the other determines
the categories to which natural phenomena are ressigs well as their relations to one
another (as is well known, the key mechanism ligkmature and society is the system of
totems, which assigns particular trees, animals @léstial bodies to the tribes, phratries,
clans and marriage classes).

Durkheim’s great accomplishment was to identifysslfication as an important aspect
of culture and to incorporate it as a theoreti@aoept into sociological analysis. Durkheim
also emphasized the collective nature of the cakegdhat form the basis of social and
cosmic orders and that control the perceptionsaaias groups. In doing so, Durkheim
demonstrated that social categorizations are “ctlle representations” (Durkheim, 1976:
435 ff.) — ideas that do not emerge from the mestttkes of the individual but which lie deep
within social structures and precede individualutift. This implies that classification
systems are as variegated as all historical forirsooiety and that they vary according to
historical, social and cultural contexts. In thiense, each and every society is “an
individuality itself, which has its own personalygiognomy and its idiosyncrasies” (ibid.:
444).

That being said, the specific formulation and detion of these fundamental insights in
Durkheim’s work has been criticized by many. Iniidd to raising serious empirical, logical
and methodological objections to the notion of reati parallelism between social structures
and classification systems, scholars have rejdotg#theim’s basic evolutionary assumption
that all later classification systems have theigioal form in totemic society. Further, the
causal interpretation of the connection betweendiganization of society and the ideas
prevalent in it has proved untenable (Lukes, 1985 ff.). Nonetheless, it can be a very
productive undertaking to study the connection Derkn postulated between symbolic
classification and social structure (cf. Needha@§9t xxxvi; Allen, 1994: 62 f.). With an eye
toward the classifications that predominate in eénirrsymbolic orders of social inequality,
one must emphasize that Durkheim’s theory is tadqgorimarily to structural aspects: to the
inner structure of classification and knowledgetays and to their relationship with the

properties of social structures.



Classification struggles

The strengths of Durkheim’s structural theory resulgrave flaws from the perspective of a
theory of action. Durkheim lacks a set of conceptnstruments to accommodate a basic
feature of social classifications, namely, the fhett they are generated and perpetuated by
concrete practices of social action. Worsley (19%@)tly criticizes the mechanical view of
societies and collective knowledge structures inkDeim’s late work on the sociology of
religion (1976/1912), in which, as Worsley pointgt,csocial action plays a negligible role.
This criticism, which excludes Durkheim’s descrptiof collective rituals (Joas, 1987: 282
ff.), is particularly applicable to the essay oasdification that Durkheim co-authored with
Mauss (Durkheim and Mauss, 1963/1903). Naturalbsgification patterns are not generated
anew with each single action but already form dsi®. They guide it as long as they do not
become problematic themselves. But this does renigdn the fact that classification systems
are crystallizations of past classificatiacts

In response to Durkheim’s extensive blindnessdiioa theory, one must first object
that classifications, rather than being mere stpienomena, are an objectification of a
process known as “classifying” (cf. Ellen, 1979:).2FFurther, it must be pointed out that
within individual societies there exists a variefyclassification systems that may come into
conflict with each other. One reason Durkheim aakkd this point is that his studies
focused principally on the social makeup of theegaties used by societies to grasp their
natural environment. Here one encounters a one-sidedifttasi®n process: plants, animals
and stars are not able to protest against thegrasent to the order of things or engage in the
act of categorizing themselves. By contrast, d@&ssions of thesocial environment are
embedded in a two-way process (Starr, 1992: 157 They touch upon the identities of
individuals and groups, who can in turn confrorg tiassifiers with their self-image and
challenge the legitimacy of the “foreign” image foggiimposed on them. As Starr (ibid.)
emphasizes, this is particularly true of modern denatic societies.

By focusing on a structural homology between dga@d categorical world disclosure
(Welterschliel3ung Durkheim also loses sight of the content of gbheial classifications that
he uses as models for cosmologies and basic casgurhuman thought. When separated
from content, however, the “social” aspect of dfesstion systems is “a label on an empty
jar” (Worsley, 1956: 53). The cognitive identificat of groups, to which positive or negative
evaluations subsequently become attached, is aselssification that is often fought over.



But Durkheim attaches as little importance to #ssto the diverse meanings that individual
classifications can take on in social use. The# mst only performs a denotative descriptive
function, but is also characterized by manifold matations and by various links to different
semantic fields. For instance, the person who aa#lfare recipients “social parasites” not
only places them in the category of individuals whake illegitimate demands on the welfare
state. He also triggers associations with the dessble parasites from the animal kingdom
and methods of dealing with them. These differevels of meaning typically manifest
themselves in symbolic struggles between diffesextal groups.

It was above all Bourdieu (1984; 1990) who shgttlion the evaluative, relational and
conflictual properties of social classificationsh€Ee properties are extremely important in
modern societies since they do not, at least incppie, grant social recognition or show
contempt according to the asymmetrical patternsinbkerited group privilege. In such
societies, hierarchies of economic and culturaltahfhat are based on the availability of both
material resources and utilizable knowledge are emtirely self-perpetuating. Rather, the
value of status positions must be constantly resti@ggd. This is the source of evaluative
social struggles in which the symbolic capital o€ial recognition is the prize. The resulting
“hierarchy of values granted to individuals andup®’ (Bourdieu, 1990: 135) creates the
symbolic order of a society which is organized gltime lines of “the logic of difference, of a
differential variation” (ibid.: 133; see also NetkE991: 231 ff.).

Against this backdrop, Bourdieu regards clasdificaconflicts as “symbolic struggles
for the power to produce and to impose a visiorthef legitimate world” (1990: 134; cf.
Bourdieu, 1984: 479). What distinguishes symbobwer from the other forms of power that
are based on physical, economic and social capithk fact that the enforcement of a world-
view depends on recognition by others (Bourdieu981947). Bourdieu largely views
recognition of a world-view and the correspondingial demarcations as tacit approval of
the conditions of an established order — an ortlat seeks to camouflage its arbitrary
foundations in the aura of the natural. Howevemyf8eu’'s concept of symbolic power only
assumes a specific meaning when he sufficientlyhasiges the dependence of symbolic
power on recognition by others and thereby givemsoas for the relative autonomy of
symbolic capital in relation to other forms (cf.f8engel, 1993: 103 ff.).

In consequence, the symbolic sphere is never seod particularly prone to struggles
among social groups. According to Bourdieu, theasslficatory systems” that groups
struggle to enforce or overturn on a daily bases“awvertly or covertly aimed at satisfying the

interests of a group” (1984: 477). Even if opposiognulations can be found in Bourdieu’s
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work, this theory would suggest that the criterfautility can be understood as being
ultimately definitive for “collective representatis.” In symbolic struggles, however,
normative reasons for action can also be relevacalse they articulate the moral concepts,
lifestyles and collective identities of social gpsu The question of whether empirical
classification struggles represent an instrumeatal rational pursuit of group interests or
whether they are norm-oriented recognition strugglannot be settled in advance with a
selection of this or that action theory. This iswBourdieu’s set of analytic tools needs to be
expanded if one wants to understand classificatamggles that follow a “moral grammar”
(Honneth, 1996). Such struggles emerge from expeg® of disrespect and, from the
viewpoint of the individuals involved, justify ad#imate claim to social recognition (ibid.:
160 ff.). On the other hand, this does not meah gbeial struggles which emerge from the
experience of disrespect always promote emancyp@t@cesses or are positive per se. They
can, after all, take on a violent form of problessalution (Sutterlity, 2002).

Independent of this issue, though, we must idgniihere social classifications are
primarily generated in modern societies and in varahas classification struggles are fought.
Institutions, in particular, are constantly — thbugften invisibly — involved in classifying the
phenomena in their fields of activity. Douglas (&€98has impressively shown the
performative effects of the institutional “work ofassifying.” With the rise of institutions in
the early 19th century, “new kinds of people spoataisly came forward in hordes to accept
the labels and to live accordingly” (ibid.: 100)aSsifications created by institutions also play
an important role in life-world Lebenswe)t exchanges between different social groups.
Classifications are not only reinterpreted heret Ibecome part of struggles over social
recognition. They are also used in political dimition conflicts. Distinctions between work
and non-work (Conrad et al., 2000), between hapged and non-handicapped persons
(Powell, 2003), and between the needy or non-ned@idens of the welfare state (Neckel,
1996) are paradigmatic examples of the ways therisal evolution of institutionally created
categorizations is transferred to life-world diss®u

Yet institutions are just one social arena whene avitnesses the production of
classifications that then spread to the whole dafiesp and contribute to creating social
inequalities. The “power of classification” (Neckél003) also manifests itself in media
constructs of reality and in political interpretatts, producing symbols of public recognition
or stigmatization. A prime example of this in Genyas the regularly recurring debate on the

so-called “social welfare cushion,” the “do-nothsfigand the “lazy unemployed” (Uske,



1995; Oschmiansky, 2003), in which political stepés and the media practice of scandalizing
victims join in a dubious alliance.

Below the institutional, media and political leselrecognition and disrespect are
primarily negotiated in the local interaction amasagial groups. Here the use of graphic
labels gives concrete form to the symbolic ordesafial space. Examples of this include the
characterizations of opposing groups as “verminldsérs,” “bankruptcy artists” and
“corporate crooks.” The range of interpretationfeid by both the media and the world of
politics perpetuates such classifications withatirely explaining their emergence, form or
receptiveness. Official descriptions, media messaged institutional classifications are
constantly interpreted in very specific ways in tinemediate interaction among social
players. They become a resource for local clasgifin struggles that in part follow a
semantics and conflictual logic all their own. Weuld now like to turn our attention to these
classification processes in neighboring social spac

In what follows, we will present the key results aur research project “Negative
Classifications.” We will proceed in three stepsst we will briefly explain the goals and
empirical basis of our study, which we carried auttwo socially disadvantaged city
neighborhood$.In the second and most extensive section, weexdimine the predominant
semantic patterns of negative classification, paldrly those drawing on ethnic attributes.
Based on these classifications we will analyzeitlea of ethnic “kinship” as one of their
major but widely hidden sources. Finally, in thedrsection, we will discuss the integrative

consequences of negative classifications and tagetkeclassification struggles.

2 The term “disadvantaged” refers to the fact tiet populations of the two city neighborhoods do mae
access to the average opportunities of other esjdents. As we will show later, these neighborisobdve
higher unemployment rates and a larger number dfaregerecipients than other districts in the twties; in
Germany, neighborhoods of this type tend to be bitkd by migrants. The study was conducted in
disadvantaged neighborhoods because social ini@grathich was its focus, is a much more pressisge here
than in other areas. We are not suggesting thataid ethnically homogeneous districts are neciissaore
integrated. Rather, “integration” is frequently s@s a problem in disadvantaged areas by botletligéents and
by political decision makers. Indeed, privileged drighly mobile people are not dependent on samatacts
and integration at the neighborhood level. For abcidisadvantaged population groups, however, the
neighborhood is the most important arena of intégmaand acquisition of social capital (Keupp, 1989 f.).
This was the most important reason we examine@bpciisadvantaged neighborhoods. The two conaetas
were chosen because they differ largely in termthefsize of the migrant population and becausg éxibit
opposing modes of interethnic conflict regulation.



The “Negative Classifications” research project

The research project focused on the semantics @oidl s1ses of derogatory designations or
“negative classifications” by different social gpsuwho encounter one another as neighbors
in socially disadvantaged urban neighborhoodsuisyed three objectives:

First of all, we aimed to reconstruct thguctural patterns of negative classifications
For this purpose, we studied the material contémuaently dominant forms of derogatory
labels. The goal was to understand the stigmatiz@gantics that shape the interaction
among neighboring groups. “Who classifies whom andvhat manner?™— this was our
central question. We wanted to find out whetherantrnegative classifications are based on
attributes of vertical inequality (occupation, ino®, education) or attributes of horizontal
inequality (especially ethnicity). In other wordge identified the negative classifications that
determine the symbolic order of social inequalitydisadvantaged city neighborhoods. One
of our focuses was the inner logic that individatdssification patterns follow. Are they
“only” disparaging, or do they also serve to synidaily exclude the classified persons from
full-fledged membership in local society?

The second level of analysis dealt with thanner in which classification struggles are
fought—that is, negative classification as a process. Weied how pejorative designations
become part of the interaction among various pduagroups and examined which
contextual conditions are responsible for the d#ffie types of classification struggles. Of
special interest was whether these struggles uofodthly or are hidden from view.

The third level of our study was devoted to tdomsequences for integratienthat is,
the impact that negative classifications and th#gndant classification struggles have on the

opportunities for integration among the affectedividuals and social groups.

Empirical basis

The study has an ethnographic orientation, andnigghodological approach is based on
grounded theoryGlaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987; Stemg<orbin, 1990). We
examined two urban neighborhoods and, as it tumgdwe observed similar classification

patterns yet entirely different types of classificatistrugglesin both.



The first neighborhood is located in Barrea,city in Germany’s Ruhr regioBarren-
Ost, the specific area under study, is a traditionatkimg-class neighborhood with roughly
13,000 inhabitants, and it faces structural prolkleégpical of the Ruhr region since the
decline in coal mining. In May 2004, it had an upéoyment rate of 16.9 percent, with 9.9
percent of the resident population on welfare. As$ time, non-German nationals made up
10.6 percent of the population, which was onlylgligabove the average for the entire city.
Barren-Ost is perceived as a neighborhood wher&igtumigrants have an exceptionally
strong influence. The main reason for this peroeptwhich cannot be inferred directly from
the statistical data, is that there are a largenb®r of mosques than in other city districts and
Turks own businesses at prominent locations.

The second area under stutherstads is situated in the large city of Raisfurth in the
south of Germany and is also a former working-clasighborhood. Its 19,000 inhabitants
include a high percentage of socially disadvantagyedips. In June 2004, the jobless rate in
Iderstadt was 13.8 percent, which was high foréggon, and in the month before there were
also a large number of welfare recipients, comma@ti 11.8 percent. The district has a very
heterogeneous ethnic makeup: in May 2004, non-Gema#ionals represented 42.7 percent
of the population. In terms of the objective figsiréhis substantially higher percentage of
migrants is lderstadt’'s largest difference to Bau@st. Iderstadt is the subject of two
overlapping descriptions: on the one hand, botideass and non-residents often portray it as
a colorful “multicultural” neighborhood or, with gouch of social romanticism, as the
“Raisfurther Bronx.” At the same time, it is gerlgrébelieved to be a hotbed of social
problems, an area whose social equilibrium is jedipad by the high percentage of socially

disadvantaged groups and the ethnically heterogsneapulation.

Barren-Ost  (City of Barren) | Iderstadt (City of Rairth)
Inhabitants 13,474 (124,815) 19,375 (325,202)
Unemployed 16.9 % (12.4 %) 13.8 % (8.3 %)
Welfare recipients 9.9 % (5.6 %) 11.8% (6.1 %)
Non-German nationals| 10.6 % (9.8 %) 42.7 % (20.2 %)

Sources: Statistical Offices of the cities of Barend Raisfurth. All data are referring to May 2004ly the
unemployment rates of Iderstadt and the city obRiatih are taken from June 2004.

¥ We have changed the names of places and propes msed in this essay to preserve anonymity.



In terms of ethnic affiliation, we primarily condeated on the autochthonous and Turkish
populations’ It was not only pragmatic research reasons thdivated us to focus on the
group of Turkish migrants: in both areas, Turkisignants were very frequently stigmatized
and in both, they constitute by far the largestigravith a non-German nationality. As of May
2004, 47 percent of all non-Germans in Barren-Qstewl urkish nationals, and in lderstadt
the figure was 44 percent.

The data pool has been acquired by “theoreticalptag” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967)
and can be described as follows: As in traditidieddl research, from September 2002 to May
2004 we continually observed “natural” situationsnhich members of various social groups
communicated directly with one another or spokéectively about others — such as meetings
held by a district initiative in Iderstadt and bibdrives in Barren-Ost organized by a mosque
association. In addition, during the period fromtéber 2002 to August 2004 we conducted
forty-five individual interviews and six group disssions, the latter involving unemployed
persons, church congregation members, and spadtsnagrants’ associations. We had two
criteria for selecting interviewees: first, we chomdividuals who had taken part in the
situations directly observed by us, that is, indxdls who were involved in classification
processes and were able to provide additional nmétion and perspectives. Second, since it
was important for us to achieve variance across I¢hvels of vertical and horizontal
inequality, we talked to individuals from differergocial classes (from middleclass
businesspeople to welfare recipients) and of differethnic affiliations, ages, and sex.
Finally, we supplemented this data by collecting amalyzing written documents such as
articles and “letters to the editor” in local newpprs. All these materials have been analyzed
using the interpretive procedures grounded theoryand its three-phase coding paradigm
(Strauss and Corbin, 1990).

* The terms “autochthonous” and “Turkish” are sai$essments by the persons under study. “Autochtisno
individuals are those who define themselves as @esmThey sometimes include people with non-German
ancestry — in Barren-Ost, for instance, the langaig of locals known by the Polish names of theiefathers
who came to the coal mines of the Ruhr region cemtury ago. “Turkish” also relates to a person’-se
definition, which is not always identical with natiality. German nationals of Turkish descent ugudéfine
themselves as Turks and as members of a Turkishmeomity. This is also true of the second and third
generation of Turkish migrants. It is to a largéeex the outcome of the persistent ethnic clasgifo practices
among the autochthonous population.
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The semantics of negative classifications

The predominant patterns of negative classificationboth areas can be divided into two
types. This distinction — namely, betwegnadual and categorical classifications (Neckel and
Sutterlity, 2005; see also Berger, 1989) — is ewsdefor understanding the integrative
consequences of the observed classificatory pattern

Gradual classificationgvaluate persons and groups in terms of quangtalifferences.
Perceived characteristics are judged on the bdsmparative standards and positioned
along a continuous scale. The traits and particatearacteristics of people are compared
using a common measure of more or less, highevveer, better or worse. Classifications of
the gradual type are primarily associated with &eguattributes such as income, education
and professional status, and these attributes ast aften seen not only as changeable but
also as negotiable in terms of social value. Whatucial in this process is that the classifier
and the classified are assumed to share the egdlaharacteristic.

Categorical classificationspn the other handare qualitative judgments of otherness.
Such evaluations of perceived attributes do natlt@s a ranking on a continuum but rather
in a juxtaposition of mutually exclusive categoriBarticular characteristics are seen as equal
or unequal, similar or different, and as qualifyimgividuals as insiders or outsiders.
Classifications of this type are primarily rooten ascribed attributes such as ethnicity,
religion or sex. They are for the most part vieveedunchangeable and non-negotiable in
terms of social value. Categorical classificatiappear as pairs of opposites: black or white,
man or woman. No common ground is required betvierclassifier and the classified, and
for this reason they lend themselves particularlgllwo processes in which social
communities interpret the inequality and differenc#f other groups as a sign of their
inferiority.

The central role of ethnicity

A finding of overwhelming evidence was that negatidlassifications based on ethnicity
predominate in the two neighborhoods. In both Bafst and Iderstadt, ethnic affiliation

constitutes what Hughes (1971) calls an individiathaster status.” Mutual perceptions are
determined by whether an individual is German an-@@rman (including Turkish). Other

characteristics appear to be secondary or subdedina
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An individual's ethnicity acts as a kind of filtdor other classifications: how certain
characteristics are evaluated depends on ethnicatadh. Nonetheless, many aspects of
vertical inequality play an important role in etbmiassifications. In other words, attributes of
vertical inequality are evaluated negatively onligen they are linked to particular ethnic
groups. This can occur, for example, when econdiyisaccessful Turkish migrants are the
victims of stigmatization, or when criticism is Eed at the allegedly “demanding” attitudes
of unemployed Turks and Turkish welfare recipiemibp are seen as exploiting every last
benefit of the welfare state.

It is worth noting here that in both neighborhooalse also encounters negative
classifications based solely on vertical inequaditiFor instance, the residents of Barren-Ost
are familiar with the figure of &Sesselpupserpr “armchair fart.” This stereotypical
description of an office worker hails from the r@grhood’s mining days, when hard
physical labor was a source of social respectglalitd white-collar professions did not enjoy
the best reputation. Negative classifications adsidress welfare recipients and the
unemployed, which was entirely expected.

Nonetheless, although ethnic classifications asvagrget specific groups in the
neighborhood, classifications involving sociallgaivantaged groups mostly remain abstract
and vague. For example, citing reports in the mederman residents repeatedly stated their
belief that some welfare recipients received bésefilegally, but corresponding
classifications were very rarely linked to concrpéesons or groups from neighboring social
space— migrants being the only exception. Generally, thees widespread recognition in
both areas that precarious social situations toalay primarily the result of economic

developments.

Interethnic classifications of the gradual type

“A Turkish-style Protestant work ethic”

In Barren-Ost and Iderstadt, autochthonous indadsluepeatedly spoke of the hard-working
and self-sacrificing lifestyle of the Turkish poptibn, in which family discipline and
frugality were key values. In other words, Germassribed to this group a “Turkish-style
Protestant work ethic*to use, and slightly modify, a phrase by Wohlrab+§4998).

The autochthonous groups view this work ethic &mditional yet disappearing part of

their own history, one that is still present in therkish business community, giving it an
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undeserved competitive edge. According to thisdoguccessful Turkish business proprietors
and building owners are backward yet dangerous etitogs. Attributes such as work ethic,
discipline, frugality and a willingness to deferets own needs are not generally judged
negatively. These classifications are not categbrévaluations since they can apply to
German individuals and businesspeople too. Theglwevgradations of shared traits, and any
negative assessment arises from the fact that tinkish people are seen as having “an
excess” of the described work ethic.

Among the Turkish population, one finds a courderpgo classifications that assign
them a “Protestant work ethic.” On a cognitive levde Turkish businesspeople view
themselves in the same way that they are deschlyetheir German neighbors, but they
regard their work ethic in a positive light. Funthmre, they use this standard to disparage the
lifestyle and mentality of their German neighbased the “dissocial German” classification

discussed below).

“An expansionist desire to take over”

In both areas under study, there are widespreadtimegclassifications that depict Turkish
migrants — especially businesspeople and active mosque a#isosia— as making
“expansionist claims to power”: “They want to tageer everywhere” is one way this was
expressed by autochthonous individuals.

With such classifications, the German residentsonty criticize the “takeover” of what
they view as their traditional terrain. They alszwse successful Turkish businesspeople and
migrant associations of being driven by a desirexpand and seize space. They frequently
project the actions of individual Turkish migramisto the entire Turkish populatigrars pro
toto. Although the Turks’ “desire to take over” is evalled negatively, the Germans do in fact
admire their business acumen and entrepreneuwslataking. Once again, criticism is leveled
at an excess here we have gradations of a non-exclusive atgidaven so, the semantics of
the “expansionist desire to takeover” can shifinfrthe gradual to the categorical, which

happens, for instance, when these semantics lemdl&ar-cut delineation as friend or enemy.

Sheer “mass” or “number”

A third gradual classification pattern criticizdsetnumber of migrants in the neighborhood,

particularly the number of “Turks.” “There are tomany Turks” can often be heard from
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autochthonous individuals in both areas studiedssifications like this have evidently little
to do with the objective size of the Turkish popaa. This pattern is an example of a gradual
classification, one that focuses on more or less gradual numerical relationship.

At times, this classification pattern cropped ughaut additional semantic definition; at
others, explanations were added: autochthonousithdils said that they felt “like foreigners
in their own neighborhood” or that the high pereg@ of migrants was harming the
neighborhood’s reputation. They also claimed that migrants’ presence was causing real-
estate prices to fall. In this classification pattewhich portrays the Turkish population as
“too large,” quantity can change to quality andbassume a categorical characteramely,
at that point when the Turkish residents are judggedbe an undesirable element whose

numbers should be reduced by political measures.

Interethnic classifications of the categorical type

“The dissocial German”

Among residents of Turkish origin in both Barrent@gad Iderstadt, there exists a cluster of
negative classifications that portray parts of @erman population as “dissocial” in various
ways, or that criticize “German mentality” geneyadls “dissocial”. Such classifications are
based on a categorically different lifestyle ancriéi® an inferior or even debased mentality to
the “Germans.” Three versions of this classificaattern can be identified:

The first is primarily used by upwardly mobile Karand Turkish businesspeople who
explain the precarious economic situation of mamyn@n residents as resulting from their
constant visits to bars, their consumer-orientistyle, as well as their sexual mores, which
tear families apart and ultimately lead to finahaiain. The German lower classes are
portrayed as dull, uneducated, unkempt and prongldmholism. They are thus placed in
direct proximity to the “asocial.” Here, the dissddraits assigned to them are linked to the
idea ofslovenlinesand alack of discipline

A second version of dissocial classification fasi®n the German population’s poor
work ethic, laziness and unwillingness to do withtuxury. This is the counterpart to the
“Turkish-style Protestant work ethic” mentioned @boThe dissociality that is ascribed to the
German population centers on the belief that Gesnaaesoftandspoiled

The third version portrays the German populatisncald and accuses it of having a

possessive, individualist mentality. This classifion is primarily focused on the family: for
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example, it is claimed that German parents areiggoand assume no responsibility for their
children, that they prefer to sit their kids down front of the TV’ and leave them to their
own devices. Adolescents in German families, sayTilwrks, make no scruple of asking their
parents for large allowances, and Germans do et ¢are of older family members but
abandon them to the Social Services Departmenthib case, dissociality is related to

inconsiderateness in the family

“Rational parasitism”

The next classification pattern brings us back lie tways the autochthonous residents
describe particular groups in the Turkish populatib comprises classifications that converge
in what Zilian and Moser (1989) describe as “ragigmarasitism.” When people are classified
as “parasites,” they are symbolically excluded froeapectable society. The parasite is the
antithesis to the upright individual who only laglaim to what he is entitled to. Hence, this is
a categorical classification, of which there are patterns:

The first, briefly mentioned above, was encourteareboth areas under study and is
based on the Turkish residents’ interaction wittatvmtochthonous individuals several times
referred to as the “German” or “our” welfare systemhich — so runs the argument — the
Turkish residents are particularly clever at taktlyantage of.

The second pattern of parasite semantics was fonlyd in Barren-Ost. It involves
politically active migrant groups, particularly thecal mosque associations and the Barren
Foreigners’ Advisory Board, which, among other gsnwanted to have a say in awarding
funds from Soziale Stadt Nordrhein-Westfalen, dridisrevitalization program that inclues
the area of Barren-Ost. The suggestions from theigiwers’ Advisory Board and the mosque
associations, once they were made public, becaméatiget of harsh criticism. Opponents
argued that the Turkish population had previoublgvan no interest in the district, and only
now, when there was “something to be had,” did Theks dare to make “impudent
demands.” During these conflicts, explicit mentislas made of “parasites” on several
occasions. This pattern of “rational parasite” sifasation is lacking in Iderstadt because
there are no comparable efforts by Turkish groopsatticipate in local processes (please see
the related section below).
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“Shady dealings”

A third classification pattern of the categoricgpé targets businesspeople and property
owners of Turkish origin whom the German resideatsuse of making money by illegal
means. Since it is based on a categorical distinchietween legitimate and illegitimate
competitors, the *“shady dealings” classificatiormsi to symbolically exclude these
individuals from economic competition.

In Iderstadt, for example, there were widespredirts to criminalize Turkish
businesses by a local initiative and its supporigh® sometimes suggestively and sometimes
quite openly linked noise, dirt and crime to migearparticularly to the Turkish population.
Activists in this initiative called Turkish busiress “meeting places for thieves and fences”
and accused Turkish family-run businesses of illggaocketing funds from public business
development programs that the activists regarddueasy closed to German businesspeople.
Aside from this initiative, one repeatedly heait& t&# dubious Turkish businesses or “money
laundering.” Similar categorizations can be obsgramong the autochthonous population in
Barren-Ost, where, in contrast to Iderstadt, lggalips portrayed not only Turkish businesses

but Turkish property owners and landlords as cratsin

The “unclean”

Classifications that distinguish between the “cfeamd the “unclean” play an important role
in both city neighborhoods. These classificatiopmmlsolically ostracize anyone perceived as
“unclean” from the arena of possible social contaicice they evoke the idea that the “clean”
will be sullied by any such contact. This is therefa categorical classification pattern.

This pattern appears in two entirely differentnfigrin the autochthonous and Turkish
populations. German residents stigmatize Turkishviduals as being “dirty” in a literal
sense, claiming they lack sufficient hygiene. Ti@geals a perception of Turkish inferiority
originating in the idea of a less advanced cultérgarticularly dehumanizing ideology of
inferiority was revealed by the owner of an Idedstphoto shop, who described a nearby
Turkish bakery as disorderly and dirty—as a platen the “four-legged rats” that can be
seen on the neighborhood streets at night nesbi®dl. This man let on that there was such
thing as “two-legged” rats for him too.

Turkish individuals—or to be more precise, the keurinfluenced by Islam—

characterize the German population as “impure” maal or sexual sense because of their
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alleged promiscuity. This sexual licentiousneseyad as “unnatural” from a strict Moslem
viewpoint, arouses feelings of disgust and is saersupporting the idea that the sexual
morality defined by Islam is superior to that oé thloslems’ German neighbors. This goes

hand in hand with the idea of a morally inferiorr@an population.

“Kinship” as a deep symbolic dimension of social iequality

It is striking that, of the classification patterdsscussed so far, a large number targets
upwardly mobile Turks, successful Turkish businesgte and, in Barren-Ost, migrant
organizations that are active in local politics t(€duty and Walter, 2005). They are thus
directed at a social type that Huttermann (200®cdees as “foreigners on the advance.”
This applies to the following four classificatioratperns: “Turkish-style Protestant work
ethic”; “expansionist desire to take over”; “shadigalings”; and “rational parasitism” in the
sense of a strategic participation in district psses, oriented toward personal gain or the
gain of one’s own group.

In these cases, the individuals who are stigmatizied themselves at a specific
interface between vertical and horizontal ineqiesit They combine economic success or
political influence with the attribute of their Tkash origin. Members of an ethnic group that
was once associated with the idea of a subaltezstguorker are now occupying higher-level
positions. This reshuffles old status hierarchibs: autochthonous population does not want
to be overtaken by its Turkish neighbors, nor ddesvant to accept that its lead is
diminishing. The partial shift in the old constéilte of “outsider” and “established group”
(Elias and Scotson, 1965) fuels the tendency toedepe upwardly mobile Turks.

To a certain degree, the frequent negative claasidns targeting upwardly mobile
Turks can be explained using figuration socioladpe established group wants to safeguard
its position from former outsiders. However, a disgsremains that cannot be answered with
figuration sociology alone: why is it the upward loiidy of Turkish migrants, in particular,
that is viewed as such a virulent problem? Aftér Blirkish businesspeople have important
attributes other than their “newcomer” status. Tacd is not accommodated by the figuration
sociologists Elias and Scotson, who argue thatestablished group wants to defend its
privileges from and insist on its superiority ovlee outsiders — a group that, it is important to
keep in mind, doesot differ from the outsiders in ethnic terms.

In Barren-Ost and Iderstadt, the idea of ethnfdiatfon as a form of kinship plays a

crucial role in the stigmatization of the econorticauccessful and politically active groups
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in the Turkish population. To be more precise, eltisonous individuals are driven by the
essentialist idea that they are “related” to theim ethnic group and “not related” to the
Turkish population. We call this deep symbolic dimension of social inequalityis “deep”
insofar as the groups are not aware that they peragterethnic inequality relations through
the lens of kinship. It occurs behind their bad&s,it were, and is not knowledge they have
conscious access to.

We were made aware of this dimension of sociajuiaéty by two blood drives initiated
by the congregation of a Turkish mosque in Barrsh-&hd conducted by the German Red
Cross. The drives ended in an affront to the mostuegregation: a Red Cross doctor
informed the mosque that the blood from the firste@lwas “poured down the drain.” As can
be imagined, this brought an abrupt end to theedriAn analysis of this complicated incident
revealed a number of reasons for the rejectioTafKish blood,” as it was referred to several
times (for full details see Sutterltty, 2006). Weul like to discuss these briefly here.

The rejection of the blood was based on fearsrttehbers of the mosque congregation
wanted to enter into a symbolic “kinship” with thatochthonous population, acquiring full
membership in the local society through an exchaiddood. On the one hand, these fears
were rooted in the idea of a biological blood relaship among the members of the
autochthonous group, and on the other, in the tdatan acceptance of “Turkish blood”
would encourage reciprocal exchange relations hetwaoth groups. The blood transfer
would have strengthened the idea that Turks andn@es are responsible for each other
regardless of ethnic affiliation. The exchange leevequals was foiled so that the solidarity
shown quasi-relatives would be reserved for thecthonous group.

This quasi-family system of morality, based onitlesa of reciprocity between relatives,
is the driving force behind negative classificatioof the upwardly mobile parts of the
Turkish population. This was made apparent, formgda, by a statement we heard at a
meeting in Barren-Ost that addressed the demantie dforeigners’ Advisory Board and the
mosque associations in connection with the abowvetioreed district revitalization program.
A German woman living in Barren-Ost said: “They wanor German money!” Her statement
conveys the implicit conviction that the money muemain inour family; we are not
responsible fotheirs

The extremely effective “kinship” model of ethrigi grounded in a “belief in blood
relationship” (Weber, 1978: 393), provokes indiatki to fight any ethnically neutral
distribution of material goods. According to theilo of this model, solidarity must first be

reserved for a person’s own ethnic group, whicboisceived as an alliance of relatives and
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associated with “primordial sentiments” of affil@t (Geertz, 1963). Equal participation by

migrants does not fit into this particularistic foie. Because of such ideas, the upwardly
mobile section of the Turkish population raises gpecific problem of interethnic exchange,

which guides the search for behavioral featuredhwaof criticism and produces the negative

classifications of upwardly mobile Turks descrilzabve. The deep symbolic structure of the
kinship model is one of the most importgenerative principlesf these classifications.

Integrative and disintegrative consequences of netjge classifications

To evaluate the exclusionary impact of negativessifecations, one must first distinguish
betweensymbolicandsocial exclusion. Whereas classifications are by debnitsituated on
the symbolic level, that is, on the level of intefation and evaluation, social exclusion takes
place on the level of action and consequence. Tfaemrs determine whether negative
classifications can have an exclusionary effecthensocial level: their formal structure, that
is, their categorical or gradual nature; the waysvhich classification struggles are fought;
and the functionally differentiated sub-area ofistycon which they are mainly based.

Social exclusion and the formal structure of negate classifications

It stands to reason that categorical classificatiare especially well suited to excluding the
targeted persons and groups from social particpasince they inherently follow an
exclusionary logic. Our study largely confirmedsthi

Gradual classificationgend not to exclude. For example, the attributiba 6Turkish-
style Protestant ethic” does not prevent Turkislgramts from buying buildings or running
businessesCategorical classificationshowever, clearly tend to have socially exclusignar
effects. An example of the “dissocial German” diisation was provided by the Turkish
owner of an electronics wholesale business in tddts who in principle refuses to hire
German employees since he believes that they leelknécessary work ethic: according to
him, they are only concerned with vacations andtwammediate payment for overtime.
Incidents described by a Turkish landlord in Bar@st show that the “shady dealings”
classification also has an exclusionary impacthigrexperience, German apartment-seekers

do not want to have a “criminal” or “underhandedirf as a landlord. Because of these
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ascribed traits, Turkish property owners in Bar@st-have a difficult time attracting tenants
from the German majority. These incriminating cifasations clearly preclude interethnic

integration and foster tendencies of separation.

The effects of different types of classification stiggles

Barren-Ost and Iderstadt present us with two cetitrg examples of interethnic
classification struggles. In both city districtdjet population engages in classification
struggles in very different ways.

In Barren-Ost there is laigh degree of responsivendsstween the autochthonous and
the Turkish populations. The Turkish migrants pretentheir interests quite vehemently,
fighting for political and material participation local society. The actions of the Foreigners’
Advisory Board and the Turkish Islamic associati@me in many ways characteristic of
struggles that have the normative claim to a pasitecognition of cultural and religious
differences. These groups fight for social recagnitof their lifestyle — even its Islamic
orientation — in response to related experiencedisfespect. On the other hand, the
autochthonous population and its decision-maketBe@meighborhood are prompted to define
their own positions on the Turkish population’s cems and demands. For this reason, it is
not surprising that in Barren-Ost the Turkish andoehthonous populations engage in
classification struggles in a relatively open mani&ey are quite direct when making their
negative classifications of opposing groups. Irs tbase, “public transcripts” (Scott 1990)
predominate.

A conflict-mediated mode of integratiawould seem predestined for this constellation.
According to Simmel, conflict is itself a “form @fociation” {/ergesellschaftugoecause it
produces “interaction” between the parties to aflmin(Simmel, 1971: 70 ff.; see also
Dubiel, 1995). According to this view, conflictsrc@romote permanent exchange relations
between these parties. The various conflicts indda©st that unfolded publicly between the
mosque associations and the Foreigners’ Advisorardoon the one hand and the
autochthonous population and its decision-makertherother reveal the integrative force of
classification struggles. Above all, these examplesw three things:

First, the opponents remain relevant to each offteey cannot afford to be indifferent
as long as they are involved in a conflict. Secanath conflicts offer the opportunity of at
least a partial correction of negative classifimagi. And third, the mediating influence of

universalistic norms can only come into play andigate the consequences of interethnic
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classifications if there is a conflict between éthgroups. Only then does the less powerful
group, in particular, have the opportunity to makkective use of inclusive norms that stand
above ethnic boundaries, including norms associaitdequal opportunity.

The constellation in Iderstadt is more complex, dne certainly observeslaw degree
of responsiveness the relationship between the autochthonousTamlish populations. In
this neighborhood there were no migrant groups @rant representatives to respond to
concrete examples of stigmatization. As a consexpjethere was no noticeable reaction
among migrants to the above-mentioned attacks byldbrstadt initiative. Such behavior
would have been inconceivable in Barren-Ost. Evenlarge group of Turkish migrants in
Iderstadt does not seek to promote its interesth wistrict authorities, and it hardly
participates in local political processes at alheTmosque congregations have withdrawn
from the public arena and are not fighting for ig@tion of their lifestyle. In this district,
classification struggles are being fought at aasicse, and conflict-avoidance strategies shape
the process. “Hidden transcripts” (Scott, 1990) dpreinate in Iderstadt — negative
classifications between the ethnic groups are magsimmunicated internally within each
group.

At a cursory glance, one might be tempted to sleestadt as an example of a very
modern mode of integration, one that HauRermannSaekel (2004: 10 ff.) describe as the
“integrative mode of urban indifference.” In thisode, integration is solely performed by
individuals whose interaction is confined to speaibles: these groups encounter one another
as customers and sales clerks in shops, as pamnestsool, and so on. A requirement for this
mode of integration is a respect for foreignnes$wrd is less of an emphasis on the
recognition of concrete difference, that is, onreognition of particular cultural orientations
and lifestyles. This respect for foreignness dodeed exist in individual cases in Iderstadt. It
is reflected in the area’s image as a colorfulerart, multicultural neighborhood. But there
are a large number of negative classificationsath lthe Turkish and German populations in
Iderstadt that are not at all compatible with anghsrespect for foreignness. Since reciprocal
classifications remain “hidden transcripts” in Iskedt, there is no conflict-mediated
correction of negative classifications. As a reswiitthe derogatory images, any social
interaction beyond what is absolutely necessaliynised to a person’s own ethnic group. The
negative classifications undermine the tolerana raspect for foreignness essential for the
“integrative mode of urban indifference.”

The contrasts between Barren-Ost and Iderstadpngarily related to quantitative

relations between different ethnic groups. Becaddbe number of non-German residents in
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Iderstadt — persons with foreign nationalities makenearly half the population — there is
hardly any necessity for migrants to become invblwéth the autochthonous population any
meaningful way. This is especially true of the Tisihkkpopulation, which represents about a
quarter of all neighborhood residents. It is albteao rely on an ethnic infrastructure with

traits of “institutional completeness” (Breton, ¥96 The situation is entirely different in

Barren-Ost, where non-Germans represent only ab@uydercent of the resident population,
and Turkish nationals about 5 percent. Here Turkisigrants are dependent on the
cooperation of the autochthonous population if thegnt to have their needs met and

concerns heard.

Integration and exclusion in different sub-areas okociety

As HauRRermann and Siebel (2004) argue, integrg@tiooesses are embedded in specific sub-
areas of functionally differentiated modern soeigtiAs a consequence, “integration takes
place only partially in the form of economic, pwiél, cultural, or social integration and there
is not necessarily a link between the differentehisions” (ibid.: 12 f.). In this last section,
we would like to apply this idea to three spec#id-areas of society: economic life, local
politics, and life-worlds.

In economic lifethe exclusionary impact of negative classificagie- even those of the
categorical type — is limited because markets pensystems possessing their own laws. In
this area, mechanisms such as supply and demaretafjgncarry more weight than an
individual’'s ethnicity. If a Turkish baker sellsedper rolls, the autochthonous population will
tend to purchase them despite their prejudicesuber of statements in the collected data
prove this. Even the owner of an Iderstadt butchsiop who expressed regret at the growing
number of buildings owned by Turks in the distnonetheless conceded in an interview that
he too would sell his building to a Turk if the Kunade him a better offer than a German. In
economic life, the institutionalized rules of ecamo rationality impose specific limits on the
effects ofsymbolicexclusion, and they counter processesamfial “closure” (Weber, 1978:
43 ff., 339 ff.; Parkin, 1974).

In thepolitical sphere there also exist institutionalized rules thatilithe exclusionary
effects of negative classifications. They include horms of fairness, equality and justice.
Institutionalized democratic values prevent the gmalization of migrants who become
active in local politics within the bounds of thdegal rights. The district revitalization

program in Barren-Ost that we have mentioned sévengs is just one example of this.
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Although the opinion prevailed among the autochtlusnpopulation and its leaders that the
Foreigners’ Advisory Board represented “rationaragsdes” who “did not deserve” to
participate, the chairman of the Advisory Board wasetheless made a consulting member
of the program’s steering committee (though witheating rights). That meant non-German
residents did participate, if in a restricted w&keptical statements by autochthonous
decision-makers mainly show one thing: an instiglized committee such as the
Foreigners’ Advisory Board, together with the patigdn groups it represents, cannot be fully
excluded without violating democratic norms.

In life-worlds on the other hand, the exclusionary logic of gatieal classifications can
assert itself quite strongly since this area kna¥msost no functional constraints, and there
are no normative obligations to interethnic exclergghavior in life-worlds is at best guided
by the performative rules of direct interaction,iethare of an informal nature. For this
reason, violation of these rules causes hardly samctions that can be anticipated. If, for
example, one person perceives another as “uncleargieates obstacles to social contact that
are difficult to overcome and whose effects runh@woked in the sphere of daily life. It is only
in private life that negative classifications areedtly expressed in separation and exclusion.
Autochthonous individuals know all too well thatstillegitimate and mostly inopportune to
prevent migrants and their descendants from exegcpolitical rights and from participating
in economic wealth. But this awareness does natgseeily lead to an acceptance of migrants
and their lifestyles in the private sphere. A Tatksocial education worker and artist living in
Iderstadt expresses this point quite nicely whesdys: “That’s the way it is with people — |
mean with Germans — who have contact with migramty have positions of power and sit
behind a desk somewhere: when their working dagoise, it's done, and now they're in
‘Germany.” When they start working again, they'ack in the real world. They have to deal

with a lot of migrants at work, but in their priedives they're German.”

Translated from the German by Adam Blauhut
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