
UvA-DARE is a service provided by the library of the University of Amsterdam (https://dare.uva.nl)

UvA-DARE (Digital Academic Repository)

Educational mobility of second-generation Turks in cross-national perspective

Schnell, P.

Publication date
2012

Link to publication

Citation for published version (APA):
Schnell, P. (2012). Educational mobility of second-generation Turks in cross-national
perspective. [Thesis, fully internal, Universiteit van Amsterdam].

General rights
It is not permitted to download or to forward/distribute the text or part of it without the consent of the author(s)
and/or copyright holder(s), other than for strictly personal, individual use, unless the work is under an open
content license (like Creative Commons).

Disclaimer/Complaints regulations
If you believe that digital publication of certain material infringes any of your rights or (privacy) interests, please
let the Library know, stating your reasons. In case of a legitimate complaint, the Library will make the material
inaccessible and/or remove it from the website. Please Ask the Library: https://uba.uva.nl/en/contact, or a letter
to: Library of the University of Amsterdam, Secretariat, Singel 425, 1012 WP Amsterdam, The Netherlands. You
will be contacted as soon as possible.

Download date:24 May 2023

https://dare.uva.nl/personal/pure/en/publications/educational-mobility-of-secondgeneration-turks-in-crossnational-perspective(742bea9a-510b-47eb-8d3c-f1c7def56538).html


23 
 

2. WHERE DO THEY COME FROM? THE WORLDS OF TURKISH 

FAMILIES  
 

 

2.1 Introduction 

The story of the Turkish second generation begins with their parents` journeys to Europe. 

Their mothers and fathers left Turkey for various reasons, from different provinces, through 

different channels, and over a wide time span. They arrived in different European countries 

where they faced a wide variety of differing circumstances as they settled in neighbourhoods, 

entered the labour market, started families, and their lives began to take shape. This chapter 

asks to what extent the opportunities available to first-generation Turks varied depending on 

their ‘sending states’ and their receiving cities and countries, and to what extent this led to 

diverse starting positions for the second generation? It provides a comparative overview of 

the main immigration periods from Turkey into the three receiving countries, Austria, France 

and Sweden. The first part of this chapter assesses the causes of migration pressure in the 

sending state, Turkey, and briefly describes the main periods of migration to Austria, France 

and Sweden. The second part turns to the situation of Turkish fathers and mothers in the five 

cities in the three countries being compared. Under a number of selected headings, 

communalities and differences are explored in the conditions the parents’ generation faced 

upon arrival. This chapter lays the foundations for what follows by providing detailed insights 

into the families-of-origin of the Turkish second generation.  
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2.2 Periods of Turkish immigration to Austria, France and Sweden 

 

The economic boom in Austria, France and Sweden: 1950-1964 

From the late 1940s, all three countries experienced economic growth and development as 

their national economies recovered from the Second World War. As elsewhere in Western 

Europe, Austria, France and Sweden soon faced labour shortages in specific industrial sectors, 

with demand for workers outstripping supply. In Austria and France, shortages of manpower 

were most acute in sectors such as construction, textiles and cleaning, while Sweden 

experienced an export boom. As a result, unemployment rates fell in the mid-1950s, and the 

recruitment of unskilled labour became central to the economies of the three countries.  

Similar to other European states, such as Germany and the Netherlands, all three 

countries started to attract foreign workers to support their national economies. The Swedish 

government co-operated with trade unions and employers to recruit foreign workers, primarily 

from Finland, as early as the 1950s. Soon afterwards, the first bilateral agreements were 

reached with non-Nordic countries, namely Italy and Greece (Kjeldstadli 2007). At the same 

time, France explicitly recognized immigration in order to secure and re-establish economic 

recovery (Ogden 1995, 2001). The French authorities started to organize the inflow of foreign 

workers mainly from the south of Europe (Spain and Italy). However, immigration from these 

countries proceeded more slowly than expected, and France gave citizens of their ex-colonies, 

Tunisia and Algeria, unrestricted entry after their independence (Seifert 1997) 7. The first 

phase of foreign labour recruitment in Austria started later than in France and Sweden: in 

1961, the Austrian authorities, trade unions and other social partners signed the first 

agreement to recruit a maximum of 47,000 foreign workers (Kraler and Sohler 2005; Volf and 

Bauböck 2001; Wimmer 1986b). That number was not reached, however, until bilateral 

agreements with the sending states were signed at the end of the 1960s (Bauböck and 

Perchinig 2006; Matuschek 1985; Parnreiter 1994).  

During this period, labourers from Turkey were relatively few in number compared to 

the inflow from southern Europe. The small-sized inflow of Turkish migrants who entered 

Austria, France and Sweden between the mid-1950s and the mid-1960s was organized 

directly by employers and industrialists whose contacts recruited workers on behalf of their 

companies, primarily in the west of Turkey (Abadan-Unat 1976, 1995; Karakasoglu 2007). 

For example, a construction company in Austria initiated the recruitment of Turkish workers 

via its own networks from the province of Adapazari in western Turkey. Out of a small town 

                                                           
7 Entry for citizens of former French colonies was restricted again in 1969.  
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of just 3,000 inhabitants, around 1,000 workers were recruited for a factory near Vienna in 

1964 (Muradoglu and Ongan 2004). Similar stories are reported from France and Sweden. 

Companies in the Paris region recruited workers from the Turkish textile industry through 

networks in the western parts of Turkey (Kastoryano 1990), while Swedish employers from 

the Stockholm area organized migrant labour via tourist passports, from Kulu, a small city in 

the Konya region in the early 1960s (Bayram, Nyquist, Thorburn and Bilgel 2009; Lundström 

1991).  

 
Recruitment agreements with Turkey: 1964-1974 

Turkish immigration to Austria, France and Sweden remained relatively unimportant in 

quantitative terms before 1964. This pattern changed when all three countries reached nearly 

full employment, which triggered large-scale recruitment of foreign workers from Turkey. 

The main period of Turkish immigration to Austria, France and Sweden started with the 

signing of the bilateral recruitment agreement with Turkey in 1964, three years after Germany 

signed the first such agreement in Europe. France signed one year later, in 1965 (Bloch 2007; 

Fassmann and Münz 1996). The Swedish national labour organization founded recruitment 

agencies in Italy, Greece and Serbia in the mid-1960s, before signing a bilateral agreement 

with Turkey in 1967 (Westin 2006). All three agreements were based on the so-called 

‘rotation principle’ which defined the nature of labour migration as temporary. After a 

(defined) number of years, Turkish workers were supposed to return to their country of origin 

and be replaced by new manpower8. During this period, the Turkish state explicitly favoured a 

rotation system so that unskilled and/or rural Turkish migrants would return from Europe with 

newly acquired skills, self-confidence, and some savings, and would contribute to the 

economic and social development of the country thereafter.  

But why was Turkey becoming a major sending country? The causes of migration 

pressure in Turkey were numerous. At a time when western European countries were facing 

rapid economic growth, Turkey was confronted with a growing population and the Turkish 

authorities encouraged the emigration of workers to Europe in order to ease pressure on the 

national labour market (Hecker 2006). However, as extensively shown by Akgündüz (2008: 

55ff), the disparities between population and economic growth, unemployment and poverty, 

were not great enough to explain the ‘push factors’ for migratory movements from Turkey. 

He lists two additional important factors that interacted with the above mentioned 

demographic and socio-economic factors: ‘First, the Republic of Turkey’s own 

                                                           
8 The terminology used in these agreements – guest workers or foreign workers – also signalled the basic 
premise that they would only stay temporarily (Fassmann 2009: 28).  



26 
 

Westernization policy, perception of and new type linkages with the West and the subsequent 

impact of these on urban-modernized youngsters, in particular. Second, the role of previous 

migrations; that is, the impact of German (-speaking) refugee academics to Turkey and the 

migration of high-level professionals and students from Turkey to the West’ (Akgündüz 2008: 

82-83).  

While Austria and France attracted only a few hundred Turkish workers in the first 

years after signing the bilateral agreements, the numbers of Turkish arrivals topped 10,000 

per year at the peak of the recruitment phase at the beginning of the 1970s9. In Sweden, the 

inflow of Turkish workers was very modest compared to the number of other foreign 

labourers, from Greece, Italy and Serbia. In fact, the recruitment agreement between Sweden 

and Turkey did not change the migration process (Sund 2004). While Austria and France 

received most Turkish workers through the regulated outward system organized by the 

Turkish employment service (IIBK), labour migration to Sweden continued as a self-

organized process, as in the pre-agreement years (Lundberg and Svanberg 1991; Lundström 

1991).  

By the beginning of the 1970s, Turkish workers formed the largest group of foreigners 

in Austria (Wimmer 1986a). They made up around 8% of the total foreign population. By 

contrast, the majority of guest workers in France still came from North Africa and the south 

of Europe (Wihtol de Wenden 1994), while immigrants in Sweden originated primarily from 

Finland as well as from the recruitment countries of Italy, Greece and Serbia (Westin 2006). 

The Turkish inflow to Europe during this period was predominantly male. Female migration 

from Turkey increased for the first time in the early 1970s, when many women started to 

register to leave the country with their husbands (Akgündüz 2008: 111).  

 

Increasing outflows from rural areas in the late 1960s  

The majority of the Turkish population coming to the west before 1965 originated in the most 

developed and modern urban areas of western Turkey, and did not come from the bottom of 

the socio-economic hierarchy. They were comparatively highly skilled and rarely unemployed 

before leaving the country (Akgündüz 2008). That Turks from urbanized regions in the 

western parts were more open to migration and left the country for western Europe in higher 

numbers before 1965, may be explained by the fact that they were ‘better off’ before 

                                                           
9 Compared to Austria, the increase of Turkish inflows was slightly delayed in France. After signing the bilateral 
agreement in 1965, the inflow of Turkish workers to France did not grow substantially. Some Turkish workers 
found their way to France via Germany during this period. As a consequence of the low total inflow of Turkish 
workers to France, state authorities stopped demanding labour from Turkey until 1969 (Irtis-Dabbagh 2003; 
Kastoryano 1986). After resuming the contract, immigration from Turkey increased rapidly from 1970 onwards.  
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migrating, and this reduced the risks and costs associated with the migration process. In order 

to counterbalance the outflows of urbanites and skilled workers, and to improve rural 

development in Turkey, the authorities restricted emigration of skilled workers and 

established a quota for rural areas from 1966 onwards. Around 30% of the workers sent to the 

West after 1966 were recruited in rural regions of Turkey.  

At the same time, the willingness of Turkish citizens to leave their home country 

increased. Turkey was facing rapid population growth, and jobs in the west became more 

attractive because of the wage and social security systems there. A second important factor in 

the increasing willingness to leave Turkey was that earlier emigrants reported back in positive 

terms and appeared to have fared well. They presented ‘wealth’ during home visits and 

became role models for family and kin members, friends and former neighbours. Finally, the 

financial and psychological costs of the migration process were reduced at the end of the 

1960s. Most workers who left Turkey in the late 1960s already had social contacts and 

networks in the destination states. These social networks determined the selection, location 

and composition of Turkish workers in the three receiving countries (Akgündüz 2008; 

Karakasoglu 2007; Wilpert 1992). In this sense, social networks paved the way for chain 

migration, especially from rural areas after 1965.10  

 
The recruitment stop and family reunification: 1974-1985 

The recruitment period found its peak in 1973 when rising oil prices dampened the economic 

boom throughout Europe. The fight for jobs became harder, and trade unions responded in the 

first instance by protecting indigenous workers. As a consequence of the crisis and the 

ensuing economic depression, the demand for unskilled labour declined, which led to a halt in 

the recruitment of foreign workers (including those from Turkey) in many European 

countries. Austria banned the recruitment of new workers in 1973, followed by France and 

Sweden in 1974. This also implied that many Turkish workers already residing in France, 

Sweden and Austria had to return to Turkey since their work permits were not renewed. 

Official data on return migration to Turkey after 1974 is almost non-existent, but, as a rule of 

thumb, one in three Turkish labourers returned from the West to Turkey in the period after 

recruitment ended (Akgündüz 2008). In line with these figures, the foreign workforce in 

Austria, Sweden and France markedly decreased after 1974. In Austria, the recruitment ban 

                                                           
10 It further explains why some regions within Turkey had higher rates of out migration compared to others and 
serves as an explanation for the frequently observed clusters of Turkish villagers in specific areas and 
neighbourhoods in the receiving countries. Many studies on Turkish immigrants in Western European countries 
have documented common regional areas from the homeland among Turks in Western Europe (Wilpert 1992), 
such as for example the aforementioned ‘Kulu community’ based in the Stockholm area (Lundström 1991). 
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was accompanied by a re-entry barrier for foreign workers and restrictions on tourist visas, 

which made it more difficult for labour migrants to return once they had left the country (Volf 

and Bauböck 2001)11.  

The halt to the recruitment of Turkish workers and the restrictions in some European 

countries changed the character of Turkish immigration to the three countries. Although 

labour immigration stopped, family members could still join established Turkish immigrants 

who decided to stay in the receiving countries. This led to growing family reunification and a 

rapid increase in the number of Turkish family members in many western European countries 

in the years after 1974. Permanent settlement began. In Austria and France, the stocks of 

Turkish male immigrants declined rapidly between 1973 and 1981, while the number of 

Turkish women increased (Bauböck 1986; de Tapia 2009). The increase in family 

reunification was particularly pronounced in France, where the arrival of the first waves of 

guest workers coincided with the end of the labour recruitment programmes (de Tapia 2007).  

While family reunification was of major importance for Turkish citizens in Austria 

and France in the second half of the 1970s, the equivalent numbers remained small for 

Sweden. But in the same period, Sweden received two waves of Turkish refugees. The first 

wave arrived in the mid-1970s. An orthodox Christian minority (also known as Syriani and 

Assyrians) in Turkey (and Lebanon) fled their homeland and sought asylum in Sweden on 

grounds of religious persecution after the first military coup in 1971 (Westin 2003). Around 

1980, the ‘Kurdish crisis’ boosted Turkish immigration to Sweden. Turkish Kurds, fleeing 

from repression and persecution in the south-eastern parts of Turkey and the urban areas 

around Istanbul and Ankara, found their way to Sweden in high numbers as political refugees 

(Ahmad 2003; Turan 1984). Austria and France were not on the list of major destination 

countries for these Turkish refugees as a result of their restricted entry policies around 1980 

which were a consequence of the ending of recruitment (see section above).  

One fact emerges very clearly from this preview: while Austria and France attracted 

primarily Turkish workers and their families between the mid-1960s and mid-1980s, the 

number of Turkish ‘guest workers’ in Sweden remained comparably small. In addition, unlike 

France and Austria, Sweden received significant numbers of Turkish refugees at the end of 

the 1970s and beginning of the 1980s.  

                                                           
11 Consequently, the foreign born workforce in Austrian was reduced by approximately 40% between 1973 and 
1975 (Kraler and Sohler 2005).  
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Table 5: Stocks of Turkish citizens in Austria, France and Sweden in 1973, 1982, 1990 and 
2006 

Year Austria France Sweden 

       
   in absolute numbers  

1973 a 16,423 50,200 5,601 

1982   62,367 121,212 20,342 

1990   104,13 168,000 25,475 

2006  113,068 223,637 35,853 

   in % of the total population* 

1973 a 0.2 0.1 0.1 

1982   0.8 0.2 0.2 

1990   1.4 0.3 0.3 

2006  1.4 0.4 0.4 

   in % of the foreign-born population* 

1973 a 7.8 1.3 1.4 

1982   20.2 3.0 5.0 

1990   24.0 4.0 5.3 

2006  14.1 6.4 7.5 
Sources:  
Austria= Statistics Austria (1971-1990 based on census data, 2006 based on population register).  
France= INSEE (1973-1990 based on census data, 2006=census annual survey).  
Sweden: Statistics Sweden (register data). 
Notes:  
a= Numbers for Austria from 1971; Numbers for Sweden from 1975 
*= own calculations, based on total numbers from sources cited above.  
 

Table 5 supplements these findings with a quantitative perspective. It shows stock 

statistics for Turks living in Austria, France and Sweden, as well as the share they represented 

of the total and foreign population at four selected points in time12. The first three reported 

years show the distribution within the time span of the main immigration periods outlined so 

far, while the last row shows the latest available statistics. In absolute terms, France attracted 

by far the largest number of Turks among the three compared countries until 1990, followed 

by Austria and Sweden. However, the ranking changes when we consider the share of Turks 

among immigrants in the three countries: in Austria, Turks represented the biggest immigrant 

                                                           
12 The selection of the presented time points is based on the availability of comparable census data. France 
carried out the lowest number of census surveys and therefore served as a point of reference. As a result of 
methodological differences, such as the definition of the “immigrant population” (e.g. by nationality or place of 
birth), census data are not strictly comparable across countries (see Fassmann 2009; Kraler and Reichel 2010 for 
detailed discussions). Nevertheless, they provide national trends in the growth and size of the Turkish population 
within each country. 
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community from the mid-1970s until the late-1990s, while in France and Sweden they 

constituted only around 4% to 5% of the total immigrant population over the same period.  

In 2006, 35,800 and 113,000 Turkish citizens were registered as living in Sweden and 

Austria respectively, while the last French census counted 223,600 Turkish citizens residing 

in France. We have to bear in mind, however, that these figures do not include those who hold 

the citizenship of their receiving country. Especially in Austria, the number of naturalized 

citizens among Turkish immigrants has risen constantly since the late 1980s. Moreover, 

children born in these countries are also excluded from these statistics (except if they hold 

Turkish citizenship).  

For children and youth of Turkish origin, there are no official (census-based) statistics 

available in the three countries. According to estimates presented by Goldscheider and 

colleagues from 1998, nearly 26,000 children of Turkish-born parents were growing up in 

Sweden that year (Goldscheider, Bernhardt and Goldscheider 2008: 227; see Westin 2003 for 

similar numbers). In France, results from the most recent nationwide survey (Family History 

Survey, 1999) counted a total of 119,495 children of Turkish parents, of whom 86.6% 

(103.483) were born there. (Kirszbaum, Brinbaum and Simon 2009: 9). The first language of 

parents, former citizenship, or place of birth, is missing in the latest Austrian census data from 

2001, making it difficult to estimate the size of the Turkish second generation who were born 

as Austrian citizens and are, at the same time, children of Turkish immigrants (Herzog-

Punzenberger 2003b: 1126). In 2010, Statistics Austria published official population statistics 

differentiated by ‘migration background’ (both parents born abroad, child born in Austria). 

According to their estimates, 99,100 people have a Turkish migration background (Statistik 

Österreich 2010).  

 

2.3 Policy responses by the three receiving countries 

This section describes how the receiving countries responded to immigration waves by 

implementing policies designed to regulate immigration and control the living conditions of 

all migrants after the recruitment halt of 1973. These policies framed the conditions under 

which the Turkish parental generation lived in the three compared countries. In some cases, 

they imposed barriers, such as strict residence-permit regulations, while in other cases they 

opened up opportunities such as complete access to welfare benefits. These policies not alone 

shaped the living situations of Turkish fathers and mothers, but they also defined the context 

and political climate in which the second generation grew up and entered the education 

system.  
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2.3.1 Austria  

As described at the beginning of this chapter, the Austrian authorities designed their foreign 

labour recruitment system using the principle of rotation and return. Following this principle, 

integration was not part of the design since permanent settlement of migrants was never 

envisaged. After ending the recruitment of foreign workers in 1973, a ban on foreign 

labourers came into effect and new laws to restrict immigration were implemented. From 

1975 onwards, migration to Austria and the employment of foreign workers was regulated 

(and restricted) by the foreign employment law and the law governing alien nationals. The 

framework design of these laws, regulating the entry, residence and employment of foreign 

nationals, remained in place until 1990. Up to this date, immigration policy was purely 

conceived as labour market policy and continued to rest on the assumption of the temporary 

nature of the presence of guest workers (Perchinig and König 2003). Unemployment, minor 

criminal offences or deviant behaviour could lead to the termination of a residence permit and 

expulsion (Kraler and Sohler 2005: 9), leading to a high degree of insecurity among foreign 

nationals, including Turkish workers and their families. The integration of foreign workers 

and their family members was hardly on the agenda until the mid-1990s.  

By 1990, a major shift had begun towards immigration control as part of migration 

policy. With the collapse of Yugoslavia, a new influx of refugees and immigrants reached 

Austria. Austrian politicians responded by implementing restrictive migration and 

immigration laws. Additional levels of control were added to the laws in order to restrict 

entry, while long-term migrants, such as former Turkish guest workers and their families, still 

often found themselves in precarious (legal) situations. Even if these reforms were designed 

to restrict new immigration, the new residence permit regulations also had an impact on long-

term resident families who did not hold long-term residence permits. Additionally, the laws of 

1992/1993 introduced annual immigration quotas, including a maximum number of people 

allowed to enter for family reunification, which was set at a low level and led to stagnation in 

the inflow of family members (Jawhari 2000; Münz, Zuser and Kytir 2003).  

By 1997, however, the integration of long-term foreign residents, such as Turkish 

families, had taken its place on the political agenda. The so-called ‘integration packet’ 

introduced for the first time a stepped residence stabilization process for long-term foreign 

residents. This included protection from expulsion for third-country nationals (including 

Turkish citizens) who had been living in Austria for more than five years. The integration 

packet was complemented by easier retention of work permits for immigrants. Since 2002, a 

number of laws governing the legal framework for migration have been reformed and 
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supplemented by further control instruments, such as the obligation to attend German 

language courses for those who arrived after 1998 (Kraler 2011; Kraler and Sohler 2005:10-

11; Nowotny 2007; Vogel 2007). 

 

2.3.2 France 

Similarly to Austria, France recruited guest workers in Turkey on the basis of the rotation 

principle, which did not conceive of foreigners as future French citizens. Nor did the French 

authorities implement any programs to improve the situation of foreign workers in France 

before 1974. With the oil crisis in 1973/74, a new state secretariat for immigration was 

established to suspend further recruitment of foreign workers (Aden 2004). With the 

beginning of the family reunification trend, and the rapidly increasing influx of family 

members from Turkey and the south of Europe, new questions about immigration and 

integration appeared on the French political agenda. On the one hand, foreign workers 

themselves demanded equal treatment in the workplace and in society. As a result, the first 

foreign workers’ representatives were appointed in firms, followed by union representatives 

for foreign workers in 1975. One year later, the links between immigrants and their home 

countries were officially recognized by transferring the responsibility for teaching the 

languages and cultures of those countries in French schools to teachers from the countries 

themselves (Wihtol de Wenden 1994: 70; 2011). On the other hand, the French state also tried 

to regulate increasing family reunification and further ban new recruitment. Permanent 

residence was hampered by new policies which linked residence and employment: now, once 

foreign guest workers, such as Turks, lost their jobs, their residence permits would not be 

renewed.  

In 1977, following the lead of West Germany, France offered a return payment for 

guest workers willing to leave. As in Germany, the overwhelming majority of former guest 

workers refused the offer (Lebon 1979, cited from Ogden 1995). The trend towards new 

restrictions continued with the Bonnet Law in 1980, which introduced further tightening of 

entry requirements and periods of residence for foreigners. Those restrictive state policies 

were suspended from 1981 until 1986 when, under the Socialist Party, equal treatment of 

foreigners and French nationals was re-emphasized. New laws reaffirmed the right to family 

reunification and freedom of association for foreigners13. In the mid-1980s, the link between 

employment and residence was abolished and a ten-year residence card was established which 

fostered access to middle-class professions for some former guest workers (Wihtol de 

                                                           
13 In addition, the expulsion of illegal immigrants was stopped.  
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Wenden 1994:73). Around 1990, a new High Council of Immigration and a Muslim 

representative structure were installed. And finally, in the same year, the French state started 

to promote local integration of immigrants living in neglected neighbourhoods. In the 

following years, much of the public debate shifted towards the organizational structure of 

Islam in France and the legality of religious symbols (first and foremost Islamic headscarves) 

in public domains. This debate resulted in 2004 in new legislation banning all religious 

symbols from public schools as a manifestation of the separation of church and state 

(Silberman and Fournier 2007; Wihtol de Wenden 2011). 

 

2.3.3 Sweden  

Compared to France and Austria, the Swedish authorities started to discuss the consequences 

of immigration – for Sweden but also for immigrants themselves – quite early. As a result, 

Sweden began to implement an immigration policy at the start of the 1970s. Since the 

Swedish government co-operated closely with trade unions, they agreed that wage 

differentials should be prohibited, and that guest workers should enjoy the same rights as 

Swedes. The Swedish state ensured social security entitlements to all foreign-born workers 

from the beginning. This was a major difference from most other western European countries 

who recruited foreign labour, such Austria and France. In fact, Sweden had already turned 

away from the classical guest worker and rotation system before stopping foreign labour 

recruitment in 1974. Swedish immigration policy was based on the idea that all inhabitants 

living in Sweden, and not only Swedish citizens, were covered by the welfare system. 

Moreover, the Swedish government treated guest workers as future citizens. By 1973, a right 

to Swedish language courses for immigrants had been established. Language courses could be 

taken during the working day and were offered and paid for by employers. Two years later 

(1975), and shortly after the end of recruitment, Sweden published its Immigration and 

Minority Policy. It consisted of three pillars (Hammar 2004): firstly, ‘equality of social rights 

and equal opportunities’ in line with the traditional idea of the Swedish welfare state. 

Secondly, ‘freedom of choice’ which translated into special treatment policies and 

programmes, such as language training for mothers, further education classes, and courses for 

immigrant children in the mother language in pre- and primary school. The last of the three 

pillars was named ‘partnership’ and previewed what was expected to become active 

participation by immigrants at all levels of governance in Swedish society (Harzig 2004; 

Westin 2003). In order to improve the ‘partnership’ pillar, voting rights for immigrants were 

introduced in 1976. This model of immigration and minority policy, with its three main 
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pillars, constituted the basis of Swedish immigration policy for almost three decades. Over 

time, it was slightly modified by three reforms: after the influx of refugees at the beginning of 

the 1980s, the Swedish parliament decided that refugees should settle in different cities across 

Sweden (‘the whole country strategy’). By 2001, dual citizenship for immigrants was allowed 

by the Swedish state (Bernitz and Bernitz Lokranz 2006). Then, in 2003, a new law was 

passed outlawing discrimination of any kind, including unfair treatment in terms of ethnicity 

or religion (Benito 2005).  

 Taken together, the implementation of State policies in the three receiving countries 

indicates some remarkable differences between Sweden on the one hand, and Austria and 

France on the other. Austria and France recruited immigrants on the basis of the rotation 

principle, treating them as non-permanent (or guest) workers who were certainly not seen as 

future citizens. Having ended the recruitment of labourers from Turkey in 1973, Austria 

followed a rather strict political approach to reducing immigration, while the (legal) situation 

for former guest workers such as Turkish immigrants remained precarious until the mid-

1990s. Residence permits were linked to employment status for a long time, while specific 

programmes to improve the rights and living conditions of immigrants in Austria were 

virtually non-existent. In the French context, integration arrangements for foreign-born 

immigrants and their families were implemented from the early-1980s on, but re-assessed 

later (Wihtol de Wenden 2011). By contrast, Sweden granted immigrants political and social 

welfare rights from almost the start of organized recruitment. It treated foreign immigrants as 

future citizens and specific programmes to improve their quality of life were put in place from 

the start of the 1970s.  

 

2.4 Turkish immigrants in five urban destinations 

So far, the focus of this chapter has been on Turkish immigration at national level. But in all 

three countries, migrants from Turkey settled primarily in cities. In Sweden, more than 85% 

currently reside in the ten biggest industrial cities in the country, while more than half the 

entire Turkish population resides in the Greater Stockholm metropolitan area (Westin 2003: 

993). In France, Turkish immigrants settled in the capital and in the Alsace-Lorraine and 

Rhone-Alpes regions and became highly concentrated in urban settings (Irtis-Dabbagh 2003), 

such as Paris and Strasbourg. In Austria, the majority of Turkish immigrants reside in the 

capital city, Vienna, followed by cities in the Vorarlberg and Upper Austria regions 

(Gümüsoglu, Batur, Kalayci and Baraz 2009). That is why the TIES study was conducted in 

the main receiving cities instead of in countries (Crul, Schneider and Lelie 2012a). This 
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section briefly describes the main immigration trends into the five cities under consideration: 

Stockholm, Paris, Strasbourg, Linz and Vienna. Here I will draw on information from the 

TIES survey, since representative comparable data from secondary sources at a local level is 

not available for the five cities14.  

 As is to be expected, the general patterns of Turkish immigration to cities do not differ 

much from the overall trend outlined up to now. The majority of Turkish fathers migrated 

between 1965 and 1974, while from the mid-1970s onwards Turkish female migration to the 

receiving cities increased in the period of family reunification (see Table 6). The years of 

immigration to the five cities are in line with the periods when the main reasons to leave 

Turkey were most compelling: around eight out of ten Turkish fathers left their home country 

in order to work in Vienna, Linz, Strasbourg or Paris between 1965 and 1975 (see appendix B 

for detailed tables). By contrast, in the case of Stockholm, only one father in three came for 

reasons of work. Thus, the number of fathers coming to Stockholm during the recruitment 

period (1965-1973) for work reasons was only half the number coming to the selected 

receiving cities in France and Austria. Around 20% of the fathers residing in the Stockholm 

metropolitan area today came as asylum seekers, predominantly in the late-1970s and early-

1980s. The overwhelming majority of Turkish mothers who migrated to the five receiving 

cities came for family reasons, mainly family reunification or marriage.  

 

Table 6: Years of immigration, parental generation, by city (%) 

                          

 Austria   France  Sweden  

 Vienna Linz   Paris Strasbourg   Stockholm 

  Father Mother  Father Mother    Father Mother  Father Mother    Father Mother  
<1970 15.9 11.9 20.0 11.8  19.5 11.1 20.7 7.8  24.7 9.4 
1970-1974 24.9 20.0 31.5 21.5  58.6 25.9 38.1 39.4  25.6 32.7 
1975-1979 26.5 26.5 23.6 34.0  10.9 35.2 27.0 37.5  30.7 39.0 
1980-1985 24.9 30.8 12.7 18.1  8.6 24.1 12.7 10.6  14.4 15.7 
> 1985 7.9 10.8 12.1 14.6  2.3 3.7 1.6 4.8  4.7 3.1 
N 189 185 165 144  63 54 128 104   215 223 
Source: TIES 2007–2008, own calculations. 
Column percentages total 100% in cities. 

  
     

 
  

                                                           
14 Using the TIES data for this purpose does not come without its limitations. The information on the parental 
generation presented here is based on the interviews conducted with their children and is not gathered directly 
from their parents. Some of the respondents did not know or refused to answer biographical questions about their 
parents. Thus, the analysis presented here is not always based on the whole sample. 
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Figure 2: Region of origin of the parental generation, by city  

 

Source: TIES survey 2007–2008, own illustration.  
Notes: Regions of origin in Turkey (from left to right; up to down): Marmara, Black Sea; Aegaen, Central 
Anatolia, East Anatolia; Mediterranean and Southeast Anatolia.  
 

Figure 2 displays the regions of origin of Turkish parents living in the five cities under 

comparison. The shading in the maps indicates the main regions-of-origin for both cities taken 

together15, while the triangles show the absolute numbers for each city in the country. For 

example, in the Austrian case, between 30% and 45% of all Turkish fathers and mothers 

originate in Central Anatolia. Turning to city differences between Linz and Vienna, we find 

that slightly more Turks from Central Anatolia found their way to Vienna as compared to 

Linz. More generally, the great majority of fathers and mothers in all three receiving countries 

originate in Central Anatolia. But the maps also show clear differences between the three 
                                                           
15 In the Swedish case, the calculation is based on Stockholm only.  

[Total N] 
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compared countries and cities: while Austria and France attracted Turkish immigrants from 

almost all over Turkey, three main sending areas can be found for Sweden – Marmara, 

Central Anatolia and South-East Anatolia. Once we turn to differences between cities within 

countries, significant variations can be seen between Paris and Strasbourg in France, while 

they remain small between the Austrian cities. Turkish parents living in Strasbourg originate 

more often from Central Anatolia and the Black Sea region, while Turks living in the Paris 

region today came more often from the western regions, such as Marmara and the Aegean.  

Parents originating from the western parts of Turkey (Marmara and the Aegean 

region) most often came from smaller cities or towns, while the overwhelming majority from 

the middle and eastern parts of Turkey grew up in small towns of villages (Lessard-Phillips 

and Ross 2012). Within the broad classification of regions-of-origin, some provinces were 

already more developed and modernized than others. Table 7 shows the provinces-of-origin 

of the parental generation classified according to their degree of development during the years 

1965-1973. The development index was calculated by the Turkish State Institute of Statistics 

for each province in Turkey, and considered a wide range of indicators, such as the proportion 

of the population that was urban, the literacy rate, the number of university and high school 

graduates, income tax paid per capita, average number of workers per workplace, and the 

proportions of agrarian workers and industrial labourers in the total workforce. The 

distribution of the index ranges from 19 for the province of Adiyaman, to a maximum of 288 

for Istanbul (Index scores taken from Akgündüz 2008: 219).  

Table 7: Provinces of origin by degree of development, parental generation, by city (%)16 

  Vienna Linz Paris  Strasbourg Stockholm 

 father mother father mother father mother father mother father mother 
Highly 
developed 
provinces 19.9 15.7 47.9 39.6 28.9 26.6 17.2 18.2 18.9 20.8 

Moderately 
developed 
provinces 25.9 24.2 21.9 26.2 29.4 32.6 22.4 25.0 5.6 5.6 
Minimally 
developed 
provinces 54.2 60.1 30.1 34.2 41.7 40.8 60.4 56.8 75.5 73.6 

           

N  236 223 169 149 235 218 232 222 233 231 
Source: TIES survey 2007–2008, own calculations. 

                                                           
16 For simplicity, the development index of the province of origin has been summarized as high (288- 101), 
moderate (100-60) and minimal (59-19). 
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The results in Table 7 indicate clear city differences: two-thirds of parents migrated 

from low or medium-developed provinces to Vienna. The proportion is different in Linz, with 

almost every second father living in a more highly developed area, such as Istanbul, Izmir or 

Ankara, before leaving. In other words, while Figure 2 indicated no clear differences in terms 

of regions-of-origin among the Turkish first generation in Linz and Vienna, variations appear 

in these regions when it comes to the degree of development of the provinces. Similar 

dissimilarities exist in France between the two survey cities: the majority of the Turkish 

community in Strasbourg originates from low to medium developed provinces in their home 

country, while in Paris at least one out of three was living in a more highly developed 

province. The latter finding is in line with the results indicated in Figure 2, since a great 

number of Turkish parents came from the western regions of Turkey, considered to be ‘higher 

developed’ provinces. In the case of Turkish parents who migrated to Stockholm one sees a 

clear polarization: around seven out of ten parents came from less-developed provinces which 

are mainly concentrated in Central Anatolia, while around 20% originate in more highly 

developed areas. The majority of parents from highly developed provinces originated in 

provinces in southeast Anatolia or Marmara and migrated to Stockholm at the end of the 

1970s as asylum-seekers.  

Finally, the different regions-of-origin, migration reasons and migration periods are 

reflected in the ethnic and religious composition of Turkish fathers and mothers living in the 

five destinations today17. As shown in Table 8, the great majority of the Turkish parents in the 

two French and Austrian cities belong to the Islamic majority group Sunnites and do not 

classify themselves as a specific ethnic group. The slightly higher share of Kurds in Linz may 

be explained by the greater number of fathers and mothers who came from bigger 

metropolitan areas. Although the main region of origin for Kurds was (and is) South-east 

Anatolia, Kurdish communities are also found in cities such as Istanbul and Ankara.  

Turning to the ethnic and religious composition of the Turkish community in 

Stockholm, a greater level of diversity is evident, shaped by the different migration periods 

and reasons. The high share of parents originating from South-east Anatolia, who came 

around 1980 for asylum reasons, belong frequently to the Suryoye and Kurdish minority 

groups from Turkey. The higher share of Suryoye minority members is also reflected in the 

breakdown of religious denominations, with more than 20% Christians. The second biggest 

                                                           
17 The information was gathered by asking their children about the language and the religion in which they were 
raised by their parents.  
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group of Turkish immigrants in Stockholm are parents who came for reasons of work from 

the regions of Central Anatolia and who are predominantly Sunnites18. 

Table 8: Ethnic and religious composition of parental generation, by city (%) 

Austria  France  Sweden  

  Vienna  Linz  Paris  Strasbourg Stockholm  

Ethnic Composition 
Turks  
(not differentiated) 94.7 86.0 94.7 97.1 63.4 
Kurds 3.7 12.0 3.6 2.9 13.5 
Suryoyes 1.2 1.5 0.4 0.0 14.3 
Armenians 0.4 0.5 1.3 0.0 0.8 
N 246 200 230 226 231 

Religious Composition 
Without religion 4.0 15.4 24.6 17.2 34.6 
Christian 2.0 2.5 2.1 0.4 23.7 
Sunnites 85.6 59.9 53.7 70.0 38.6 
Alevi 4.4 16.7 5.7 4.8 

2.9* 
Other (Shia etc) 4.0 5.5 13.9 7.6 
N 252 206 244 250 241 

Source: TIES survey 2007–2008, own calculations. *= No further differentiation between subgroups possible.  

  

The overall trends presented so far show two clear results: firstly, the periods of 

immigration and reasons for migrating are in line with the overall picture that was painted in 

the first part of this chapter. The main push factors for the parental generation towards the 

cities of Austria and France were work reasons for men and family reasons for women. 

Secondly, the differences between the communities in the cities under discussion here may be 

explained by three factors: the recruitment channels, the demands of local industry, and the 

period in which the recruitment took place. The textile and clothing industries in Paris and the 

Ile-de France region directly recruited Turkish guest workers primarily from urban regions in 

the western provinces of Turkey (Kastoryano 1986), which resulted in a higher share of 

Turkish immigrants from more developed Turkish provinces moving to live in the Paris area. 

By contrast, the main industrial sectors in the Alsace region around Strasbourg consisted of 

construction, steel and wood manufacturers (Levallois 1992). These industries recruited 

primarily unskilled workers from the (often less developed) countryside through the official 
                                                           
18 A number of second generation Turks reported that they were raised without any religion. Those numbers 
usually reflect processes of secularization in the receiving countries and are therefore not discussed in this 
section.  
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channels of the Turkish employment service in the early-1970s. A similar trend can be seen in 

Vienna, where the construction and metal industries recruited Turkish workers from Central 

Anatolia and the Black Sea region (Wimmer 1986a). By contrast, the metal and steel industry 

in Linz was booming from the beginning of the 1960s onwards, which led to a growing 

demand for foreign cheap labour (Stadtler 1990), including Turkish workers. As shown 

above, over 20% of the fathers arrived in Linz before 1970. During that time, the Turkish 

employment service was recruiting its workers in the western parts of Turkey, which explains 

the high share of Turkish parents originating from more developed provinces, such as the 

Marmara region. Finally, in Stockholm, the great majority of the Turkish community is 

composed of parents who migrated for working reasons from Central Anatolia, a region with 

primarily less-developed provinces. But compared to the Austrian and French cities, 

Stockholm also received a sizeable proportion of Turkish asylum seekers who fled from the 

more developed areas in the west and south-east of Turkey. This is a distinctive feature of 

Turkish immigration that does not feature as strongly in the other four cities of comparison.  

This section has described the migration histories of Turkish fathers and mothers. It 

has primarily examined why, when, and from where, these parents migrated to the West. The 

different migration periods, reasons, and regions-of-origin are accompanied by varying sets of 

resources that might lead to dissimilar starting situations for the children within and across 

receiving countries and cities. But as argued above, the starting positions of the Turkish 

second generation is shaped not only by the migration histories of their parents but also by the 

varying circumstances their parents faced upon arrival in the receiving countries and cities. 

The next section looks into these conditions in greater detail.  

 

2.5 Comparing the relative position of the parental generations across five cities 

 

This final section turns to the comparison of conditions encountered by the Turkish parental 

generation across the five cities under consideration. The aim is to describe the circumstances 

in which the second-generation parents found themselves in each city after migrating. In 

doing so, the focus in this section is on five main aspects: educational attainment, labour 

market participation, language ability, family structure, and residential concentration. What 

opportunities and barriers did the first generation face after migrating to the cities? Were 

those conditions shaped by their migration history and/or the policies of the receiving 

countries and cities? Did the parental generations vary from city to city in terms of the 

resources they had available? 
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Educational attainment  

The most important factor in explaining the social mobility of the second generation is family 

background (Kasinitz et al. 2008; Perlmann 1988; Vermeulen 2000), particularly the level of 

education of the parents. Beginning with the educational attainment of the parental 

generation, Figure 3 shows that a large share of Turkish parents in all five cities has either no 

education or primary-level education only (the first two bars for each city). As one might 

expect, most of the fathers and mothers with a low education level migrated for working 

reasons at an early age and had often not completed lower-secondary school before they left 

Turkey. Figure 3 also shows the two highest categories at the end of the educational spectrum, 

post-secondary and tertiary education. The proportion of high-achievers in the parental 

generation varies clearly across cities. Two out of ten Turkish fathers and mothers in 

Stockholm are highly educated. Although some fathers and mothers in Vienna, Linz and Paris 

have high education levels, Turks in Stockholm clearly outperform their counterparts. The 

group with the lowest education level is in Strasbourg.  

 

Figure 3: Lowest and highest education level of the parental generation, by city (%) 

 

Source: TIES survey 2007–2008, own calculations.  

 

What might explain these variations in the education level of the parents’ generation 

across cities? Two factors turn out to be of importance: first, parents who came from more 
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developed (and often urban) areas in Turkey possessed higher qualifications before migrating. 

This is especially the case for Turkish fathers in Linz, the parental generation in Paris, and 

parents who came to Stockholm for asylum.  

Second, some Turkish fathers and mothers attended further education programmes in 

the host cities. Figure 4 displays the percentage share of the first generation who achieved 

their highest education level in the cities of Austria, France and Sweden. In Stockholm, 

around 30% gained their highest education level in the host city. The share of parents who 

attended further education programmes in the Austrian cities is only half that of Stockholm, 

while it is below 5% for parents in the French cities. Hence, a substantial part of the cross-city 

variation in the education levels of the Turkish parental generation can be accounted for by 

varying participation rates and additional training across cities and countries. Sweden has a 

long tradition of devoting large resources to adult educational and labour market programmes 

(Hill 1990, Norlin 2003), and the high proportion of Swedish diploma-holders among Turkish 

fathers and mothers reflects the efficiency of the ‘freedom of choice’ pillar of the integration 

policy programme implemented in the mid-1970s, which included special education 

programmes aimed at additional qualifications.  

Figure 4: Achievement of highest diploma in receiving country, parental generation, by city 
(%) 

 
Source: TIES survey 2007–2008, own calculations.  
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Labour market participation 

As described earlier in this chapter, most of the fathers migrated to one of the five cities under 

comparison for working reasons. As we might expect, the great majority of the fathers worked 

in the local labour market while their children were growing-up. The participation rate for 

fathers was around 80% to 90% across all five cities. Most of the Turkish families were 

single-earner households where mothers frequently stayed at home. The overall labour market 

participation rate for mothers was around 35%. One exception can be seen in Sweden where 

over 60% of mothers were employed when their children were aged 15. That comparably high 

participation rate among mothers is in line with the generally high employment rate among 

females in Sweden.  

Previous studies have indicated that the Turkish first generation is often concentrated 

in certain occupations and industries. Especially in Austria and France, where Turks were 

recruited for specific industrial sectors, they are usually blue-collar workers.  

Figure 5: Percentage distribution of job status in quartiles of the ISEI index, parental 
generation, by city (%) 

 

Source: TIES survey 2007–2008, own calculations 

 

To gain insights into the labour market position of the parental generation, the 

standardized International Socio-Economic Index on Occupational Status (ISEI) is used to 

describe the socio-economic status of occupations across countries (Ganzeboom and Treiman 
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1996). The ISEI scores for Turkish fathers and mothers in the five cities when their children 

were 15 years old are displayed in Figure 5.  

The first quartile (black bar) summarizes the lowest quarter of the ISEI index which 

consists primarily of unskilled labourers. At the other end of the scale, the white bar 

represents the highest quarter on the index. The percentage share of each within the parental 

generation is also shown. The position of the Turkish parental generation in the occupational 

hierarchy shows three major trends: Turkish fathers and mothers in the Austrian cities, as well 

as in Paris, are primarily working in unskilled and blue-collar jobs (black and dark grey bar). 

Secondly, in Strasbourg, the percentage of parents working in jobs of very low prestige is the 

highest across all five cities. Almost every second father, and around 70% of the mothers on 

the labour market, is employed in low-prestige jobs. At the same time, around a quarter of the 

Turkish fathers are employed in jobs with very prestigious occupations. Thirdly, the strongest 

polarization can be found in Stockholm, where almost half of the parents work in low and 

medium-prestige jobs, while a substantial proportion of fathers and mothers have entered the 

upper part of the labour market, third and fourth quartiles taken together.  

 

Language ability 

In addition to the educational and occupational backgrounds of the parents, a third important 

factor, and one regularly highlighted, is familiarity with the language of the host country. 

Turning to this issue, we have to be cautious in interpreting the results because they are 

reported by the parents’ children. Nevertheless, one clear trend emerges when considering the 

outcomes for this issue: the ability of the Turkish parents’ generation to speak the national 

language varies widely across cities. 
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Figure 6: Language ability in national language, parental generation, by city (%)  

 

Source: TIES survey 2007–2008, own calculations 

 

Turks in the French cities face the greatest disadvantages. One father out of three, and 

more than every second mother, does not speak French well or even reasonably well. 

Interestingly, Turkish fathers and mothers in Stockholm seem to have a good knowledge of 

Swedish, since the rate of non-Swedish speakers is below 8% (both parents taken together). 

As stated earlier in this chapter, a substantial part of the Swedish integration policy of the 

early-1970s focused on improving the language skills of immigrants. Language courses were 

offered during the working day and often paid for by employers. The Turkish first generation 

in Stockholm seems to have benefited from these programmes as they show remarkable 

Swedish-language skills. By contrast, the Turkish first generation in the cities of Austria show 

mixed results in terms of German language skills. On average, one in five of the parents, 

fathers and mothers, speaks little or no German.  
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Family structure is a highly relevant factor here since schooling decisions, strategies and 
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the greater the responsibility for the parents and the greater the financial means needed for 

schooling. Table 9 shows that the Turkish parents in the five compared cities have formed 

quite similar types of households and families. Overall, clear communalities are found within 

the parental generation across cities with respect to living in married-couple families. On 

average, 90% of the Turkish fathers and mothers are married and live in two-parent 

households. A second similarity can be observed when considering the family size. The 

average Turkish family has three or four children. However, when zooming into the Turkish 

communities in the cities, internal variations in family size are found, as indicated by the 

standard deviations in the mean number of children. The internal variety is especially high 

among the Turkish first generation in Strasbourg and Stockholm, in which around 15% have 

six or more children.  

Table 9: Family structure, parental generation, by city (%) 

Austria  France  Sweden  

  Vienna  Linz  Paris  Strasbourg Stockholm  

Two parent household 
(%) 93.2 93.0 95.2 92.4 87.7 
Mixed parentage (%)1 4.0 12.6 8.0 7.8  -  
Nr of children (%) 
1 4.0 1.5 6.5 4.9 0.0 
2 16.0 28.4 28.2 7.1 11.0 
3 30.1 40.2 37.5 32.5 22.1 
4 24.9 18.6 19.0 25.4 35.7 
5 17.3 6.9 6.0 15.5 15.1 
6 and more 7.7 4.4 2.8 14.7 16.1 
Mean Nr of children (standard deviation) 

3.6 3.1 3.0 4.0 4.2 
(1.4) (1.1) (1.3) (1.8) (1.6) 

Relatives are living in the same city 
(%) 

91.9 86.6 41.7 80.6 94.4 
Source: TIES survey 2007–2008, own calculations. Note: 1= Only one parent originates from Turkey.  
 

Finally, when considering kin networks as an indication of the wider family structure, 

the great majority of the Turkish fathers and mothers have relatives living in the same city. As 

discussed earlier in this chapter, social networks determined the selection, location and 

composition of Turkish workers in the receiving countries, and the findings presented here 

denote patterns of chain migration through kin ties among the Turkish parental generation in 
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all five destination cities. The only significant exception is found in the Turkish community in 

Paris, where fewer than 50% of Turkish families have relatives in the same city.  

 

Residential concentrations 

A final dimension to portraying the conditions of fathers and mothers across the five cities is 

residential concentration. Where immigrants settle is influenced by a number of factors, such 

as their financial resources, their networks in the city and its neighbourhoods, their ability to 

speak the national language, and discrimination in housing markets, including in the form of 

specific housing policies. Residential concentration is of particular importance since it puts 

children at an immediate advantage or disadvantage, especially in terms of local schools.  

In general, residential segregation of immigrants is comparably low in the Austrian 

cities, medium in Paris and Strasbourg, while Stockholm is often to be found in the upper 

quarter of reported segregation indices (compare Koopmans 2010; Musterd 2005). Turning to 

the geographical patterns of residence for the Turkish communities in the five cities, Turks in 

Stockholm are quite concentrated in larger housing estates along the main highways 

stretching south-west and north-west from the city centre. They are most numerous in 

Rinkeby and Fittja, followed by the districts of Tensta and Botkyrka (Murdie and Borgegard 

1998). Compared to other immigrant groups in Stockholm, Turks are more likely to reside in 

own-group densities (Andersson 2007) although these are often dispersed over many estates.  

The majority of the Turkish parents in the Viennese TIES survey settled in the 

working class districts of Favoriten, Brigittenau, Meidling and Simmering. In all four main 

districts, immigrants made up (and still make) a substantial part of the local population. On 

average over the last 25 years, Turkish citizens have accounted for 15% to 20% of the 

population in these districts19. The picture is more mixed once we turn to the residential 

patterns of the Turkish parents in Linz. The industrial areas of St. Peter, Franckviertel and 

Hafenviertel, as well as the area around Wankmüllerhofviertel, were the main districts of 

settlement. All four areas can be characterized as lower-class districts with higher rates of 

unemployment and higher proportions of blue-collar workers. However, a noticeable share of 

Turkish parents also settled in the medium and less-segregated neighbourhoods of 

Altstadtviertel and Kaplanhofviertel.  

Mixed results are also found for the Turkish first generation in the French cities. The 

majority of Turkish families in Strasbourg settled in the northern outskirts, districts such as 

Bischheim, Hoenheim and Schiltigheim. All three neighbourhoods are lower-class areas with 

                                                           
19 The numbers reported here were made available to me by the city of Vienna.  
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rates of unemployment above average for the city and a substantial share of blue-collar 

workers. Moreover, all three areas host a substantial part of the immigrant population in 

Strasbourg. At the same time, around a quarter settled in the better off inner city districts of 

Strasbourg. When finally turning to France’s capital city, Paris, the Turkish parental 

generation settled primarily in four départements: the three outlying areas of Hauts-de-Seine, 

Val de Marne and Seine Saint Denis, and in some neighbourhoods (arrondissements) of the 

inner city as well. Paris is the city with the strongest polarization in terms of settlement of the 

Turkish first generation. The suburb, Seine Saint Denis, in which a great majority of the 

Turkish families settled, can be described as an area with a high share of immigrants, a 

relatively high unemployment rate, and a population with a low socio-economic profile. At 

the same time, part of the Parisian Turkish community also started to settle in the inner city 

neighbourhood of L’Entrepot, which, generally speaking, can be characterized as a better off 

neighbourhood.  

 

2.6 Conclusion 

This chapter has discussed the main periods of Turkish immigration to the three receiving 

countries examined in this book: Austria, France and Sweden. Turkish immigration into the 

five cities and three countries shows a number of important communalities legitimising the 

basic comparison of children of Turkish immigrants across the cities and countries 

investigated in this study. The great majority of Turkish fathers and mothers in all five 

receiving cities migrated for working and family reasons while having only low levels of 

education upon arrival. First-generation Turks are also predominantly found in the lower 

strata of the local labour markets in the receiving cities. Finally, they show great similarities 

in household composition, family size, and residential concentration across the five cities.  

In these general communalities, a number of differences have been highlighted in this 

chapter which should be kept in mind for further analysis. Table 10 summarizes these 

differences in terms of the relative position of the parents’ generation in each city, along with 

the main factors that affect that position. The left column lists the main factors, while the 

degree of advantage or disadvantage is indicated as + (advantaged), m (mixed) and – 

(disadvantaged).  
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Table 10: Summary of the relative position of the first-generation Turks, by city 

            

 Austria  France  Sweden  

  Vienna  Linz  Paris  Strasbourg Stockholm  

Parental education  -   m  m  -  +  

Parental employment  m  m  m  - m 
Class heterogeneity   -  -  +  -   + 

Parental language ability  m  m -  -  + 

Family structure  m m m m m 
Residential concentration  -  - m  -  - 

      
Note: m=mixed, +=advantaged, - =disadvantaged 

The fathers and mothers who migrated from Turkey to the Austrian cities, Vienna and 

Linz, show a rather mixed picture in terms of their relative position. While the majority came 

with low educational credentials from less-developed regions, some attended further 

education and possess more than medium levels of education. Most of the fathers and mothers 

find themselves in the lower part of the labour market hierarchy, and some lack familiarity 

with the German language.  

Turks in Strasbourg face the most disadvantaged position across all cities. Their 

education level is overwhelmingly low; they are in low-prestige jobs; they are struggling with 

the French language, and they live primarily in low-class neighbourhoods. By contrast, 

parents of the Turkish second generation in Paris originate, in equal share, from highly 

developed as well as relatively undeveloped provinces of Turkey. The overall standard of 

education is low, with every second parent having reached just primary school level. Despite 

this, their labour market participation is quite diverse: around 25% are employed as unskilled 

workers in very low-prestige jobs. At the same time, the same proportion (25%) has made it 

to the top quarter of the Parisian labour market.  

Finally, Turkish immigrants residing in Stockholm show a high degree of 

heterogeneity within their group. On the one hand, the largest group in the Turkish first 

generation has low to medium education and faces barriers in the local labour market since 

they are primarily concentrated at the bottom end of the market hierarchy. On the other hand, 

there is a small group of fathers and mothers with a relatively high educational level and high 

employment rates, in the upper part of the labour market hierarchy. Most of them have good 

Swedish language skills. In addition, having both the father and the mother participating in 

the labour force means more substantial financial resources for these families.  

Although there are a number of differences within the general communalities, Table 

10 indicates that the relative position of the Turkish communities can be described as low to 
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medium in all five cities. One conclusion emerges from the results presented in this chapter: 

the children of Turkish immigrants have grown up with limited opportunities across the 

compared countries and cities, and those opportunities are shaped by the position of their 

parents in the larger social and economic structure of each city. One of the most important 

questions that then arise from this chapter is to what extent the chances, outcomes, and (more 

generally) the degree of social mobility of the second generation are affected by these poor 

circumstances across countries and cities? What are the chances of the Turkish second 

generation from lower-class families in the various cities being able to beat the odds against 

stagnation or even downward mobility? In the following chapters I will move from the world 

of the Turkish fathers and mothers to the heart of this book: the educational position and the 

degree of educational mobility of the second generation itself. The next chapter serves as a 

first step in this direction by providing a first glimpse at the educational outcomes of the 

second generation.  




