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Chapter 6
Civic Networks and Political Behavior:

Turks in Amsterdam and Berlin

Immigrant organizations play a central role in the political behavior of immi-

grants in host societies. Local organizations often serve as a bridge between local "

authorities and immigrant constituencies, providing authorities with access to

the immigrant communities and representing collective interests qf immigrants. .- |
The organizing process of immigrants is therefore of particular importance to =

understanding the political behavior and political positions of immigrant com-
munities.

Meindert Fennema and Jean Tillie (1999, 2001 Fennema 2004; Tillie Z%gé}) 5
have suggested that immigrant groups with 2 relatively high number o; eth 1(3 E
organizations, which are well connected through a .den.se network, can be € ;r B
acterized as more civic than those with fewer organizations ?.Iﬁ:d fewer networks. . |
Networks among immigrant organizations are critical to a civic community, prt- -

marily because they create channels for corr}mumcation. This process 'of com-
munity building is based on an accumulation of trust among crgamzanonsé b
achieved through the communication channets am} an exchange of norms an . 1
values (Fennema and Tillie 2001). Fennema and Tillie also assumed. that scfcza i

trust among ethnic communities is carried over into a sense of trust in local po-
{itica! institutions, but only if immigrant community leaders in the ethnic elite .

are adequately integrated in the local political system.

The basic idea here is that the greater the number of intercon_nected organi- - i
sations an immigrant group has, the more this group can be considered civic. A b
subsequent question is whether, withiln more Civic immigrant groulps, Im%‘mr H
grants will also prove to be more politicaily active On the individual level. ren- -}
nema and Tillie’s study of immigrant groups il Amsterdam seemed to suggest

this relationship: of all the city’s immigrant groups, Turks have established the
densest and most extended network of organizations &‘{ld. have proved the most
politically active group of immigrants (Fennema and Tillie 1999, 2001).

This chapter takes on these ideas by looking at the influence of the host state - |
on the immigrant organizing process, and seeks t0 lc'aam how immigrant organ- . &
izing affects the political behavior of individual immigrants. The focus here 18 c;ln :
Turkish organizations in Amsterdam and Bertin from 1970 to 2000. This was the .
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period during which a Turkish organizational structure first emerged in both
cities and simultaneously developed, albeit in different ways. In the early 1980s,
the Netherlands implemented a multicultural regime that was meaot to integrate
the growing immigrant population: newcomers could obtain Dutch citizenship
with relative ease and ethnic minorities’ right to maintain their cultural identities
was recognized. By contrast, Germany's approach could be characterized as one
of exclusion: by making naturalization difficult, immigrants and their descen-
dants were denied access to the political community and, in general, little appre-
ciation was shown for cultural diversity (Koopmans and Statham 2000). Afier
2000, the political environment for the Turkish communities in both cities
changed significantly. Amsterdam witnessed a multicultural backlash, as did the
rest of the Netherlands. In Berlin, muiticultural practices slowly became institu-
sonalized in local integration policies (Vermeulen and Stotijn 2007). This
analysis will also examine the relationship between degrees of group civicness
and the political behavior of individual Turkish immigrants in Amsterdam and
in Berlin.

We first analyze the impact of different policies and institutionat environ-
ments on the Turkish organizing process in Amsterdam and in Berlin. We find
that Turks in Amsterdam have established a relatively high number of organiza-
tions compared with those in Berlin. Amsterdam’s Turks have also established a
more civic associational community: the network structure of Turkish organiza-
tions in Amsterdam is characterized by numerous horizonial ties, as measured
by interlocking directorates among board members. By contrast, Berlin’s organi-
sational structure is more ideologically polarized and hierarchical: few powerful
organizations are included and extreme ideological organizations are excluded.
Tn other words, different host state environments have produced divergent Turk-
ish organizational landscapes.

We then examine whether differences in organizational networks affect po-
litical participation and political influence, demonstrating how Turkish organi-
zafions in Amsterdam have had more opportunities to influence policy making
and how they seem to be better incorporated in the local political system. One
example is that many Amsterdam politicians of Turkish descent have been active
board members in at least one of the many local Turkish organizations.

Our research also shows that, at the individual level, membership in Turkish
organizations has a positive influence on the degree of political participation by
individual Turks in their host societies. This is true in both cities. Turks who are
active in Turkish organizations are more likely to respond proactively to political
issues at the national level.? However, in contrast to our expectations going into
this project, and those of the literature, we did not find a necessary relationship
between the degree of group civicness and individual political activity. Although
Amsterdam has a more civic Turkish community than Berlin does, based on the
number and ties of Turkish organizations, Turks in Amsterdam prove less polit-
icafly active on an individual basis. [t seems that a higher degree of group inclu-
sion in Amsterdam relieves the city’s Turkish organizations from a duty to mo-

bilize their ethnic constituency. Turks’ inclusion came not as the result of ethnic
mobilization, but as a by-product of Dutch institutions and policies. Indeed, per-
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haps because their organizations and leaders are more incorporated in the polit-
ical system than their counterparts in Berlin, Amsterdam’s Turkish immigrants
have had fewer incentives as individuals to become politically active.

Turkish immigrants in Berlin have had, perhaps, more reasons to be politi-
cally active. They, along with their organizations, have had to face a greater
struggle to become politically incorporated than their counterparts in Amster-
dam. Because Berlin's Turkish organizations do not have access to the local po-
litical system, there is greater demand for a politically active community that will
work to provide them with additional tools for access, We show that more Turks
in Berlin are members of Turkish organizations than Turks in Amsterdam, and
that it is the hierarchical network of organizations in Berlin that seems to en-
hance ethnic mobilization.

Still, it is worth noting that Amsterdam’s Turks seemed more inclined to
trust the political system than those in Berlin, which is also what Fennema and
Tillie's research would anticipate. Qur research endeavors to provide an answer
for these different patterns of political participation and political frust by point-
ing to the relatively high degree of Turkish organizations that are incorporated
in Amsterdam’s political system. In Berlin, Turkish organizations contend with
being more detached from ‘the policy makers in their host state, a distance that

enables them to act with greater independence and autonomy, but also a distance

that encourages Berlin’s Turks and their organizations to be more distrustful to-
ward their city politicians. This analysis evokes Rahsaan Maxwell’s findings
(chapter 5, this volume) from his study of ethnic Caribbean political organiza-
tions in Britain and France: the inclusion or the exclusion of immigrant organi-
zations in the political system plays a large role in motivating their strategies.
Seeking to understand the political behaviox of immigrants at the local level, this
comparative study demonstrates the utility of measuring an immigrant group’s
civicness, both in terms of the number of organizations that belong to its net-
work and its structure.

THE EMERGENCE OF TURKISH CIVIC
COMMUNITY IN AMSTERDAM AND BERLIN

Similar reasons propelied Turkish migration to both Amsterdam and Berlin.
Economic motives were the most important ever since the start of Turkish im-
migration during the eatly 1960s, when Turks began arriving in Western Europe,
predominantly as guest workers. Later on, political motives for migration would
gain importance, especially after Turkey’s military coup in 1980, though eco-
nomic factors continued to dominate. The influx of guest workers officially came
to a halt in 1973 during Western Europe’s economic recession, when the Dutch

government, much like the German, imposed an immigration ban targeting all - =

guest worker countries. FHowever, guest workers who were already in the Nether-
lands and Germany were entitled to bring, or send for, their families, and many
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of the Turkish workers did. Family unification transformed the Turks into a siz-
able migrant population in Western Europe and modified the group’s demo-
graphic composition as more and more Turkish women and children began to
arrive in the 1970s and early 1980s.

The arrival of Turks to Berlin began relatively late compared to the rest of
Germany. This is an advantage in out comparison, because Turkish migration
to Berlin occurred during the same period as Turkish immigrants began arriv-
ing in Amsterdam: between 1964 and 1968. In terms of numbers, Amster-
dam’s Turkish population was sigaificantly smaller than Berlin's for the entire
period of the study. The percentage of women among Berlin’s Turkish popu-
Jation was high. Throughout the 1970s, 28 percent of guest workers in all of
Germany were women, but in Berlin more than 40 percent were. This was a
direct result of the favorable economic structure (Schwarz 1992, 123). Until
the end of the decade, relatively more Turkish women were present in Berlin
than in Amsterdam, though the distinction is not as great as that between
Berlin and other German cities. As the process of family reunification an-
folded, the percentage of women among Amsterdam’s Turkish population
also increased, creating greater similarities between the demographic compo-
sitions in both cities. In fact, by the end of the 1990s, the numbers were nearly
even (Vermeulen 2006).

Because individuals from urban areas are assumed to have higher educa-
tional and occupational skills than those from rural areas, we need to know from
which regions in Turkey the immigrants came. A lack of reliable data makes it
difficult to provide a precise comparison between the Turkish populations in the
Netherlands and in Germany, but it is generally assumed that Germany re-
cruited Turkish immigrants with higher educational backgrounds and occupa-
tional skills than the Netherlands did (Bécker and Thrénhardt 2003, 37). Re-
search in Berlin during the early 1970s showed that 15 percent of Turkish
immigrants had been employed in the civil service sector before their departure,
primarily as schoolteachers. In addition, a relatively high percentage of Turkish
students were found studying at one of Berlin's numerous universities and an
above-average percentage of Turkish immigrants had more than nine years of
schooling. By the 1980s, the percentage of low-skilled workers would increase
considerably with the arrival of immigrants from rural Turkey coming to join
their families (Gitmez and Wilpert 1987, 90-92). Once again, this influx created
more points of parity between Turkish communities in Amsterdam and in
Berlin. Overall, size was the only major difference; otherwise, the Turkish popu-
lations in Amsterdam and Berlin between 1970 and 2000 were not notably dif-
ferent (Vermeuten 2006).

Turkish Ideological Movements in Western Europe

Founded between the late 1960s and early 1970s, the frst Turkish immigrant o1-
ganizations in Western Europe were mostly leftist and rightist political workers
organizations. Their focus was overwhelmingly on their homeland and on each
other. A wide array of political and religious movements jockeyed for power in

e
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Western Europe’s ever-growing Turkish communities. The left-right political po-
{arization was imported from Turkey, a country that suffered serious political
upheaval during this period. The major polarities were the radical left versus the
radical right, Turkish versus Kurdish, Sunnis versus Alevis, and religious versus

secular. The Turkish state founded and supported pro-state organizations, and . -

opposition movements established groups of their own (@istergaard-Nielsen
2003, 63-66). Such ideological rivalries had a dramatic impact on the establish-
ment of new Turkish organizations in Western Europe. No group could afford to
stay behind. The number of new Turkish organizations hence exploded. Both
Germany and the Netherlands witnessed the development of left wing and right
wing political movements, Islamic movements {some of which even banned in
Turkey), as well as Islamic organizations that were supported by the Turkish
government,

Then, as now, Islam was the greatest and strongest common denominator
across Tarkish immigrant organizations in Western Europe (Doomernik 1995,
Vermeulen 2006). Most Turkish immigrants are affiliated with one of the main
Islamic Sunni denominations: the Diyanet movement, the oppositional Milli
Goriis movement, and the more spiritually guided Siileymancilar movement,
Both socially and politically, these religious groups have organized separately be-
cause they each support different political parties in Turkey. The Diyanet move-
ment, naming itself after Turkey's Presidency for Religious Affairs, was estab-
lished by advocates of a state-controlled, fairly moderate, yet nationalistic form
of Islam. The Milli Gorils movement proved one of the most important opposi-
tional forces against the influence of the Diyanet throughout the 1980s and
1990s. The Siileymancilar movement shuns being linked to Turkish politics and
rejects state control over the Islamic faith (Dstergaard-Nielsen 2003). Islamic de-
nominations sought to improve their standing in Amsterdam’s and Berlin’s Turk-
ish communities by establishing as many organizations as possible. This resulted
in the registration of many small Islamic prayer sites among different Turkish
neighborhoods throughout the 1980s. Fach site was affiliated with a particular
Islamic denomination.

Turkish oppositional leftist groups have historically comprised both radical
and more liberal secular groups. The radical side includes numerous communist
splinter groups, some of which were related to the Turkish Communist Party
(TKP) and some that were influenced by other forms of communism. The right
wing organizations can be further classified into moderate and radical wings,
most of them directly related to Islamic movements of having their own religious
purpose. The moderate groups are categorized as Hiir-Tiizk organizations and
the extreme right wing organizations are better known as Cirey Wolves organi-
zations. The Grey Wolves movement strongly opposes organizations that are of
a Turkish leftist vein or come from Kurdish background.

The Kurdish-Turkish conflict has had a long history in Turkey, and ever
since its increased level of violence in the 1980s has been a major factor in the or-
ganizing process of Turkish and Kurdish immigrants in Western Europe. One of
the main demands of Kurdish organizations is the recognition of the Kurdish
people as an independent nation. Apart from this clear political agenda, Kurdish
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organizations are also engaged in celebrating Kurdish cultural events and study- '
ing the Kurdish language.

Two Opportunity Structures: Policies in Amsterdam
and Berlin

Many immigration studies argue that the behavior of immigrants in a host soci-
ety is shaped not only by the characteristics of the group and its immigration his-
tory, but also, and to a large extent, by the opportunities the host society offers.
For instance, the local labor market’s structure may be more significant in carv-
ing out work opportunities for newcomers in destination cities than an individ-
wal’s skills or previous professional experience {Waldinger 1996; Morawska 1996;
Lucassen 2002).

In a similar fashion, scholars have stressed the fact that host states often act
as a catalyst for ethnic mobilization and that they provide opportunities and con-
straints for immigrants’ ability to organize themselves. State policies may unin-
tentionally stimulate ethnic mobilization by triggering a resurgence of ethnic
markers or by assigning a status to immigrant groups (Qizak 1983). To a large ex-
tent, the state defines who the legitimate actors within the field of organizations
are, and therefore has the power 10 provide legitimacy to certain immigrant
groups or specific immigrant organizations (Kasinitz 1992).

A number of these studies have drawn on recent social movement literature,
which stresses the importance of political opportunities for levels of social
protest. Because the factors selevant to social protest vary across issues and con-
stituencies, it is important to distinguish those elements of the political environ-
ment most relevant for immigrant mobilization. When it comes to collective im-
migrant action, the literature identifies citizenship regimes and integration
policies as the main factors at play in political opportunity structures (Koopmans
and Statham 2000; Koopmans et al. 2005; Odmalm 2005}, 1t is useful to con-
ceptualize the different citizenship regimes and integration approaches in a two-
dimensional space (Koopmans and Statham 2000). The first dimension concerns
the degree to which full and equal citizenship is accessible to individual mi-
grants. The second deals with granting immigrants rights as a recognized cul-
tural group. Although there are reasons to expect that organizational dynamics
would differ from other collective behavior, researchers tend to employ similar
models of explanation to both processes (Meyer and Minkoff 2004; Fennema
and Tillie 2004).

Turkish organizers arriving in Amsterdam and in Berlin encountered dis-

 tinct political opportunity structures, despite the fact that they are jn neighboring

countries. First, these différences might be attributed to different national citizen-
ship regimes. The Netherlands’ citizenship regime for Turks was characterized
as relatively open and tolerant. For example, Dutch citizenship and attaining
dual nationality were easily accessible. By contrast, the German regime, at least
until 2000, tended to be closed to Turkish newcomers. The acquisition of Ger-
man citizenship through naturalization was relatively difficult and uncommon
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for Turks and, compared with Amsterdam, Berlin demonstrated less cultural and
religious tolerance (Koopmans and Statham 2000; Koopmans et al. 2005).

Amsterdam  The Dutch citizenship regime, especially in terms of group rights,
cannot be understood without referring to the traditional Dutch system of pillar-
ization {verzuiling). Originally developed to cope with the country’s traditional
religious minorities, pillarization was hased on the idea that each social or cul-
tural group should provide its own organizational services, such as hospitals,
schools, newspapers, broadcasting networks, trade unions, and voluntary associ-
ations. Cooperation existed, though primarily at the jevel of Dutch society’s po-
titical elites (Lijphart 1968). Traces of the pillarization system can still be found
in Dutch immigration policy at almost every level. It has been observed that
Muslims, in particular, use legal structures that originated in the heyday of pil-
larization, and it is because of this specific structure that very few Islamic claims
have been categoricaily denied by Dutch authorities (Rath et al. 2001). This ten-
dency away from a routinely dismissive policy is illustrated, for example, by the
fact that every religion in the Nethetlands is entitled to establish its own school
with full financing by the national government (Duyvené de Wit and Koopmans
2001).

In line with the system of pillarization, the Dutch government of the early
1980s introduced a multicultural policy designed to integrate the growing iromi-
grant population. It officially classified the main imroigrant groups 4s minotity
target groups whose socioeconomic positions needed improvement. The minor-
ity policy had two principal objectives for immigrant groups. First, their social
and economic conditions were to be improved through the enactment of active
public interventions in the labor market and the education system, thus ensuring
equal access for all groups. Second, the Netherlands was to become a tolerant,
multicultural society in which every immigrant culture would be accepted, re-
spected, and vatued (Lucassen and Penninx 1994, 148).

Rooted in the idea of the welfare state, the first objective became the focal
point of Dutch minority policy and, consequently, was visibly manifested in ac-
tual practice. The second objective proved equally evident in attitudes toward im-
migrant organizations in the Netherlands and, in particular, Amsterdam. Such
an outlook fostered the sense that immigrants could integrate into Dutch society
yet retain their cultural identity. Politicians have long argued that group-specific
services would be needed to accomplish the establishment of a tolerant multi-
cultural society. The basic idea was that organizations run by immigrants them-
selves would provide enough opportunities to “maintain and develop their own
ethnic immigrant culture and identity” (Lucassen and Penninx 1994, 148).

Amsterdam authorities complied with this new national poticy development
and, in 1981, introduced 2 multicultural policy for immigrant groups. This
meant, among many other things, that from 1981 onward, different minority tar-
get groups (including Turks) would become eligible for direct operational subsi-
dies for establishing and developing their own organizations. The city counci

envisaged three primary tasks for such organizations: to promote and preserve

cultural identities, to emancipate their constituencies, and to tepresent commu-
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nity interests. In principle, political and religious organizations were not entitled
to subsidy funding. Nevertheless, Amsterdam authorities insisted that all seg-
ments of guest worker communities be included, so as not o isolate certain
groups or associations. The authorities explicitly called on religious organiza-
tions to found additional sociocultural organizations for the city to be able to
suppott these groups financially (Vermeulen 2006).

By 1985, in a further atternpt at political incorporation into Dutch society,
resident aliens had been granted the right to vote at the municipal level (Tillie
2000). The sarse yeat, Amsterdam’s city government decided to establish several
minority advisory councils to guide local authorities on new integration policies,
in addition to evaluating existing ones. The council for the Turkish community
represented a broad range of Turkish organizations, including the left wing, the
right wing, and the religious. The advisory council worked to enhance the struc-
tural collaborations among Turkish groups that were previously engaged in viru-
lent struggles over funding, constituencies, and influence, yet were now obliged
10 collaborate on many issues (Vermeulen 2006).

Tn the 1990s, Dutch integration policy entered a new phase. Both politicians
and the public had been disappointed by the previous ten years’ worth of results
in multicultural policy. Social and economic deprivation among immigrants
seemed to have only increased, despite the fact that sO much money and policy
making had been directed to changing the situation. Politicians argued that the
higher unemployment rates among immigrants deserved more attention, and
that emancipation and cultural expression merited less. The most salient point of
the new integration policy, therefore, was not to focus on cultural diversity, but
rather to emphasize the participation of immigrants in the educational system
and the labor market, Government prograims became less multicultural and
more integrative (Thrinhardt 2000, 172). In Amsterdam during this period, the
focus of the policy also shifted away from cultural diversity and toward social
and economic integration.

Berlin  Berlin began formulating its integration policy in the early 1970s as the
city experienced an overall increase in its number of Turkish guest workers and
immigrants through famnily reunion and asylum seeking. The early policy at-
tempted to address contemporary social problems among the immigrant groups,
including segregation, racial violence, unemployment, and housing challenges
(Schwarz 1992, 125-26). This policy of the 1970s—one of cautious integra-
tion——became to be seen as totally inadequate as the political significance of im-
migration and integration issues increased, leading to political crises over these
issues (Schwarz 2001, 129-30).

The Christian Democrats (CDU) won the 1981 local elections, proposing
highly restrictive and occasionally even xenophobic measures for the growing
immigrant population in Berlin (Hunger and “Thrinhardt 2001, 109). After the
election, a new policy was introduced that was supposed t0 prevent further
growth of the immigrant population while, at the same time, furthering integra-
tion of those immigrants already tiving in Betlin. The slogan used to sum up the
policy program was “integration Or departure” (Schwarz 2001, 131), which had

e
e
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_advery different resonance than Amsterdam’s “integration while retaining ethnic
identity.”

Berlin's motto well illustrates the two sides of integration policy during the
1980s. On the one hand, there was an emphasis on restrictive measures meant to
ensure that the number of immigrants in the city decreased. On the other, focus
fell on a more integrative regime meant to incorporate newcomers into the host
society, thus taking care not to leave them behind. The policy’s restrictive side
was formulated and subsequently implemented by several conservative CDU
senators, of whom Heinrich Lummer {1981 to 1986) is the most renowned
(Gesemann 2001, 16). The policy’s integration side was to be implemented by
the Auslinderbeaufiragte, a new bureaucratic institution established in 1981 by
a coalition of the CDU and the liberal Free Demeocratic Party (FDP).

Barbara John, a moderate CDU politician, founded the Ausldnderbeauf-
tragte, held her position for more than twenty years, and was undoubtedly the
principal actor in the field of integration in Berlin throughout the 1980s and
1990s. Several similarities could be drawn between John's stance and Amster-
dam’s policies. Very different from German nationat policy, the Ausldnderbeauf-
tragte emphasized naturalization, around which it launched a successful 1981
campaign that focused particularly on second- and third-generation Turks, To
this day, naturalization rates in Berlin are much higher than those in other Ger-
man states (Bocker and Thrianhardt 2003, 123). A second component was clear-
cut support for immigrant organizations. The support may not have been as
straightforward or structural as in Amsterdam, but proved critical to the devel-
opment of Turkish organizations in Berlin.

A comparison of the subsidy policy for immigrant organizations in Berlin
and in Amsterdam reveals differences reflecting the extent to which the two op-
portunity structures varied. In Amsterdam, the subsidy for Turkish and other im-
migrant organizations was integrated into the city’s minority policy. The munic-
ipal government explicitly stated in reports that Turkish organizations would be
helpful to the emancipation of the Turkish population and should therefore re-
ceive state money. In Berlin, the integrational aspects of the Auslénderbeauf-
tragte and its accompanying support for Turkish organizations were not com-
pletely structured into local immigration policies. Ausldnderbeauftragte policy
was limited by both the exclusion approach at the federal level and restrictive
?ﬂée;asures created by the conservative wing of the local CDU {Gesemann 2001,

Subsidy policy for Turkish organizations was therefore less straightforward
in Berlin than in Amsterdam. For example, many organizations receiving finan-
cial support within the framework of self-help groups were not actually founded
by Turks, but rather were created for Turkish people, which often had German
board members. The Auslinderbeauftragte did, however, manage to fund several
ethnic Turkish organizations. This was less a political decision than a practical
strategy 0 sustain the position of the Ausldnderbeauftragte within the local po-
litical field. Funding organizations would improve relationships with immigrant
communities, which, in turn, would ensure the political legitimacy of the Aus-
tanderbeauftragte over a longer period. Turkish organizations in Berlin were thus
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not so much supported for the sake of their activities as they were for pragmatic
reasons. According to Barbara John, too many Turkish organizations in the city
would jeopardize the Turkish population’s integration (Schwarz 2001).

The third difference between the two subsidy policies is that Amsterdam’s
was often operational or foundational and, in general, continued over a long pe-
riod.? In Berlin, subsidies were normally devoted to individual projects and op-
erational or general financial support for Turkish organizations proved rare.

To complete the comparison between the two policies, it is worth examining
the position of Turkish religious organizations in Berlin. The political environ-
ment for these organizations has very much been influenced by the ambiguous
status of Islam in Germany. Because Islam is not recognized as an official reli-
gion in Germany, it has been very difficult for Turkish religious organizations to
participate in the local political system. In contrast to their counterparts in Am-
sterdam, where Islamic organizations have received subsidies and participated
on advisory councils, Berlin's Turkish Islamic organizations are basically ig-
nored or not recognized as partners by local authorities. Neither do they receive
financial support or have official contact with politicians. The financial support
given to religious Turkish organizations in Amsterdam would be unthinkable in
the context of Berlin or, for that matter, throughout greater Germany {Gese-
mann and Kapphan 2001, 412--13; Jonker 2005).

Hypothesizing the Effects  ‘What distinet outcomes can be expected for the num-
pers of Turkish organizations and the networks between them, two central ele-
ments of a civic immigrant community? The political opportunity model pre-
dicts that mobilization, which includes the founding of organizations, is iikely to
occur when changes in the external political climate make collective action more
conducive to success. Changes within mainstream political institutions work
to facilitate certain groups, demands, and forms of action and to constrain oth-
ers. Such a transformation will affect people’s expectations regarding the suc-
cess or failure of their collective behavior and, ultimately, their collective action
(McAdam 1982; Tarrow 1998). One of the main differences between the two
cities is that Amsterdam’s citizenship regime was extended to include specific
group rights for immigrants. This multicultural policy acknowledged Turks as an
official minority entitled to particular rights as an immigrant group. Turkish or-
ganizations were seen as a product of the ethnic community, thereby receiving
state funding and being given an official role within the local political system as
a way to emancipate and integrate the Turkish community into Dutch society.
Amsterdam authorities, moreover, attempted to target the entire Turkish com-
munity, which included both Islamic movements and more conservative ones.
Some attempts to reach out to the community were also visible in Berlin, yet
Turks received no special policy status, nor were the city’s Turkish organizations
seen as an important product of the group’s collective identity. Instead, local
politicians focused on using such organizations as 2 way to access the Turkish
population.

The existing literature on opportunity structures would suggest that as re-
sources become more available, organizations are not only better able, but also
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more inclined, to express their ideological distinctiveness and look for formal
collaboration with similar organizations (Knoke 1990, 79). If the opportunity
structure is less open, organizations will be more hesitant to express their ideol-
ogy and remain, at least at the formal level, independent or isolated.. Wg would
thus expect, after 1980, more Turkish organizations to begin appearing in Ams-
terdam than in Berlin. In terms of the number of Turkish interfocks in the city,
we would expect more overlapping Turkish board memberships in Amsterdam
than in Bertin.

There are further reasons to expect that the hospitable opportunity structure
in Amsterdam would encourage the number of Turkish interlocks. The Dutch
political system of pillarization has always stimulated interlocking directqrates
among the political elite and civil society (Lijphart 1968). In other words, in the
Dutch context, it makes sense to establish a formal elite network through which
immigrant groups adapt to the Dutch political system. Amsterdam policy is also
conducive to having a more direct influence on Turkish interlocks. The forma-
tion of immigrant advisory councils has essentially forced Turkish organizations
to establish formal contacts and to collaborate with one another, which, in turn,
may have encouraged the array of Turkish interorganizational relationships thgt
exist in Amsterdam. In addition, providing state subsidy for immigrant organi-
zations in itself can influence the emergence of interlocks. Subsidized organiza-
tions attract other organizations seeking collaborations that can help increase
their resources. This results in more interlocks and, simultaneously, a centralized
network (Tillie and Fennema 1998, 234).

DATA AND RESEARCH ON INTERLOCKING
DIRECTORATES

Following in the footsteps of Fennema and Tillie (Fennema and Tillie 1999, 200;
Fennema 2004; Tillie 2004), this study gathered information on immigrant orga-
nizations from the archives of the Chamber of Commerce in Amsterdam (Kamer
van Koophandel Amsterdam) and the Registration of Associations in Ber.lin
(Veremnsregister Berlin Amtsgericht Charlottenburg). These archives hold data in-
dicating the year an immigrant organization was founded and dissolved, as well
as other details such as the organization’s mission statement. The Amsterdam
archives also provided personal information about board members and founder;
including their names and dates and places of birth. In Berlin, only the nationali-
ties of board members and founders are specified. Board member data are used to
determine an organization’s ethnic composition and to assess whether it is an au-
thentic immigrant organization. An immigrant organization is defined as a for-
mal, officially registered nonprofit organization of which at least half the board
members are first- or second-generation descendants of a single immigrant group.
Every formal nonprofit ozganization founded by members of a single Immigrant
group is included in the database, regardless of the organization’s mission state-
ment ot the ethnic composition of its members (Fennema 2004).
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Data from the chamber of commerce and the registration of associations
provide interesting research possibilities for analyzing Turkish interorganiza-
tional relationships. Key to this analysis is the overlapping board membership
that occurs when a person affiliated with one Turkish organization simultane-
ously sits on the board of another organization, thereby creating a link between
the two. These links allow for a network of formal relations among Turkish or-

" ganizations in both cities to be mapped and analyzed, and help to demonstrate

how these relations evolve over time. By gathering the names of ail Turkish
board members in Amsterdam and in Berlin, spanning the period from 1960
through 2000, this study surveys overlapping board memberships at different
points in time, Research on overlapping board membership, also referred to as in-
terlocking directorates, is a method often used to study interorganizational rela-
tionships and elite networks (Mizruchi 1996; Fennema and Tillie 2001; Fen-
nema 2004). This type of analysis, however, has not been used extensively to
study inferorganizational relationships among immigrant organizations over
time.

We also use longitudinal analysis to identify the nature of Turkish interor-
ganizational relationships. Longitudinal interlocking directorates occur when a
person is active on the board of more than one voluntary organization for more
than one year. The person need not necessarily be simultaneously active in more
than one organization, but can instead be active in different organizations se-
quentially over certain periods (for example, five, ten, or thirty years). Because
networks among Turkish organizations tend to be volatile, longitudinal network
analyses help provide a subtler understanding. Further, these analyses reveal
links between organizations that are otherwise often difficult to detect (Ver-
meulen 2006).4

'This study also draws on survey data to examine the political behavior of in-
dividual Turkish immigrants. For the Amsterdam statistics, we rely on an annual
municipal survey, Burgermonitor, in which citizens from all major ethnic groups
ate questioned about issues related to social and political participation. The 2001
survey produced a total of 2,171 Dutch interviewees and 167 Turkish inter-
viewees (Bosveld et al. 2003). We rely on the Netherlands’ official definition for
classifying members of an ethnic group, which includes those who were born in
a foreign country or whose parents were born in that country,

In Germany, there are considerable limitations to existing surveys. Few, for
example, use mother-tongue interviewers, and samples of so-called immigrants,
usually exclude those who hold German nationality (Berger, Galonska, and
Koopmans 2004). To overcome these problems, this study conducted its own sur-
vey, which was carried out in collaboration with the Center for Studies on
Turkey (Zentrum fiir Tiirkeistudien) in November 2001 and January 2002. The
objective was to gain information on the degree of political participation at the

_individual level by Berlin's Turks.

The study opted to employ a sampling technique based on a sampling frame
of Turkish names. This was facilitated by the fact that immigrant households can
be identified by first names and family names. To first locate names, a CD-ROM
database query of telephone registers was accessed.S This was particularly ad-
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vantageous because it produced an unbiased sample based on names alone,
rather than on legal status or subjective affiliations.® The interviews were con-
ducted over the telephone by bilingual interviewers who used a standardized
bilingual questionnaire for each migrant group. A quota plan was used to prevent
problems related to gender (for example, women might dispense with a tele-
phone directory entry for fear of being barassed) and age (for example, older mi-
grants tended to exit Germany without deregistering at the registry office). Fol-
lowing this method thus, 306 Germans and 317 Turks were interviewed (Berger,
Galonska, and Koopmans 2004; Berger forthcoming).

THE NUMBER OF TURKISH
ORGANIZATIONS

Figure 6.1 displays the organizational activity of Turkish immigrants in Amstez-
dam and in Betlin between 1970 and 2000. The number of Turkish organizations
is shown per 1,000 Turks in both cities. We see how, in the 1970s, relatively few
organizations existed in either Berlin or Amsterdam. Nevertheless, it is evident
that this decade marks the beginning of the Turkish organizing process in both
cities. After 1974, Amsterdam and Berlin experienced an increase in their num-
ber of Turkish organizations. Until 1980, patterns in both cities look almost
identical, mainly due to the associational activities of similar ideological move-
ments. After 1980, howevet, there is rapid change in the relative number of Turk-
ish organizations in each city: Turks in Amsterdam display more associational
activities than Turks in Berlin. In 1985, there are two-and-a-half times more
Tarkish organizations in Amsterdam than in Berlin, and by 1995, the statistic
quadruples. The implementation of multicultural policy clearly augmented
Turkish associational activities in Amsterdam, as would be anticipated by the
opportunity structure model. The largest increase in the number of Turkish or-
ganizations per 1,000 Turks came at the beginning of the 1980s, in parallel
emergence to the Dutch minoxity policy and the introduction of organizational
or administrative subsidies for Turkish organizations in Amsterdam. The second
half of the 1980s does not show such impressive growth, though around 1985,
two important policy measures were taken: granting local voting rights to immi-
grants and the establishment of a Turkish advisory council.

Despite the less hospitable situation in Beslin, especially as compared to
Amsterdam, we do see some opportunity structure effects in Berlin. The Aus-
lainderbeauftragte’s establishment appears to have affected the city’s number of
Turkish organizations: Berlin's statistics steadily increase throughout the first
half of the 1980s, producing in 1986 almost one Turkish organization for every
1,000 Turks.

In figure 6.2, we see, in both Amsterdam and Berlin, that the number of new
Turkish organizations greatly increased by the end of the 1970s. The pattern of
founding rates in both cities is almost identical to that of the 1980s: similar peak
years can be seen in 1982 to 1983 and 1986, and similar drops in 1984 and 1988,

FIGURE 6.1 Ethnic Organizations per 1,000 Turks in Berlin and Amsterdam
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This parity may be attributed to a comparabie sequence of successive political
and religious Turkish movements. Such a pattern indicates the strong influence
of transnational political influences from Turkey on the Turkish organizing
process in both cities during this decade. In other words, the Turkish organizing
process patterns in Amsterdam and Berlin do not differ so much. Turks in Ams-
terdarn, however, used opportunities to establish and maintain a relatively
greater number of organizations.

These results argue against the idea that state intervention crowds out immi-
grant associational activities. Much as Irene Bloemraad (2005) revealed for
Toronto, the Amsterdam case iflustrates how a government support of immi-
grant organizations can play an important role in building organizational capac-
ity among immigrant communities. However, the influence of the host state is
not neutral. It influences the organizational capacity not only of an immigrant
group, but also of a certain constituency within the group. Vermeulen (2007) shows
how, in Amsterdam, religious and conservative Turkish organizations hold a sig-
nificant position, whereas left wing secular organizations hold the equivalent
position in Berlin. This distinction may be explained by the fact that Amster-
dam extended an equal opportunity to organize to the whole Turkish ideological
spectrum, and even the most powerful transnational movements (Islamic and
right wing) were able to exploit the opportunity. In Beslin, strong ideological
movements tended to be hindered in their organizational activities, and politi-
cians relied on contact with left wing Turkish organizations to gain access to the
Turkish community. As a result, these left wing organizations became more in-
fluential than those representing other ideologies. This resulf seems to corre-
spond with the conclusion that the Dutch political institutional environment, at
least in comparison to the German, has produced a form of immigrant mobi-
lization highly focused on religious identities (Duyvené de Wit and Koopmans
2005). There is also some indication that Amsterdam’s funding policy has been
especially supportive of Tutkish social-cultural associations operating at the
neighborhood level, the occurrence of which are in fact more numerous in Am-
sterdam than in Berlin (Vermeulen 2006).

INTERNAL NETWORK TURKISH
ORGANIZATIONS

Until 1980, there were few formal contacts among the Turkish organizations in
Amsterdam and in Bexlin. The Turkish networks in both cities during the 1980s
could be characterized by high degrees of isolation and polarization. Violent
competition between left wing and extreme right wing organizations dominated
the strategies of all Turkish organizational leaders, whose main goal was to es-
tablish organizational structures for their own political or religious movement.
Most leaders concerned themselves with only one organization and no formal
networks emerged (Vermeulen 2006).

During the 1980s, both cities saw a change as many interorganizational re-
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lationships began to form. Surprisingly, this decade’s development in the two
cities is fairty similar, even despite their completely different opportunity struc-
tures. Both cities demonstrated a relatively large left wing network and a separate
Tglarnic network whereby different Islamic denominations actively collaborate,
Religious leaders in both cities simultaneously held positions in other types of Is-
lamic _organizations to support the establishment of a greater Turkish religious
organizational structure. The Islamic network in both cities connected the more
liberal Diyanet organizations with the more fundamentaist and controversial Is-
lamic organizations such as the Grey Wolves Mosque ULU Camii in Amster-
dam and the Milli Goris Mevlana Mosque in Berlin. Yet, in both cities, collab-
oration between local Islamic leaders came to an end in the second half of the
1980s. By then, the Turkish religious organizational structure was firmly estab-
lished and, due to increasing competition, old religious dividing lines reappeared
(Vermeulen 2006).

By the 1990s, however, behavior among tocal Turkish organizers in Amster-
dam and in Berlin became very different, primarily as the result of the cities’ dif-
ferent opportunity structures. In Amsterdam, there was more collaboration be-
tween left wing and religious and conservative groups. One of the main goals of
the Amsterdam policy was to encourage internal cooperation among Turkish or-
gamzations. Although Amsterdam authorities were apprehensive to include the
entire span of the Turkish political and religious spectrum in their programs
they did so. Moreover, they provided subsidies for all groups (including more ex.
treme organizations that were commonly banned in Berlin) and established ad-
visory councils welcoming almost all movements.

Figure 6.3 shows the main interlocks of the extended and inclusive networks
of Turkish organizations in Amsterdam during the 1990s. The network consists
of 113 Turkish organizations and 255 interlocking directorates, which means
that 65 percent of the existing Turkish organizations from this period are ac-
counted for in this one network. Displayed here are two paths that lead from the
Grey Wolves organizations to the left wing organizations, indicating a high de-
gree of convergence among Turkish organizations in Amsterdam during this pe-
riod. Three nonpolitical foundations operating at the city district level provide
the connection from left to right: Stichting Turks Volkshuis Osdorp, Stichting
Turks Platform Bos & Lommer en de Baarsjes, and Stichting Turkse Algemene
Belangengroep Amsterdam-Noord.

Turkish organizational leaders from the various movements came to meet in
more neutral organizations and created a communication network that inctuded
all the parties from their community. It took nearly a decade for city policy and
the activities of Turkish leaders to become visible within the structure of Arns-
terdam’s Turkish interlocks. During the 1990s, Turkish leaders across the various
movements collaborated on the boards of neutral, nonaligned Turkish organiza-
tions, which operated at the city district level. Together, they engaged in welfare
programs for youth and the protection of Turkish interests within a particular
neighborhood. These organizations have also profited the most from the struc-
tural state funding programs of Amsterdam’s city council (and city districts). Be-
cause the more extreme Turkish organizations were incorporated in integration




vy
o
(o)
(o)
r—
4
—_—
ey
E
E
=
-
bich
o
£
=T,
B
pot]
=
=2
3
&
S
£o
Q
=
B
s
—~
&
<
E
=0
g
2
<
o
£
a
&
e
i
o
=
§
~
Py
=
5
s
a
&
<
|
o0
O
=
5
0
[ah)
=

Amsterdamse Sportclub ‘“Turkiyem' (Grey Wolves)

|

Turks Nederlandse Vriendschapsvereniging

Musluman Gencler Teskilati Welzijns Belangen

Stichting Hillal

(Grey Wolves)

(Milli Gériis)

|

Kayseri Sosyal Dayanisma ve Kultur Dernegi
Stichting Turkse Islamitisch Sociaal Cultureel

Stichting Turks Volkshuis Osdorp

Stichting Turks Platform Bos & Lommer en de Baarsjes
Amsterdam Gencler Birligi (AGB)

Centrum Amsterdam-Noord

(Diyanet)
Stichting Turkse Algemene Belangengroep Amsterdam-Noord

(Diyanet)

Hollanda Diyanet Vakfl Fatih Amsterdam

/

Hollanda Turkiyeli Isciler Birligi (HTIB)

Stichting Revolutionaire Comite Koerdistan (RCK)

(lefr wing)

(Kurdish)

Vereniging van uit Turkije Afkomstige Vrouwen in Amsterdam (ACTK)

(left wing)

Stichting Turkse Jongeren Turk Halkevi/Turks Volkshuis

Source: Vermeulen (2006), reprinted with permission from Amsterdam Umversxty Press

Civic Networks and Political Behavior 177

programs and advisory councils, it became acceptable for others to collaborate
with them as well. Kuzdish leaders established interlocks with left wing leaders;
left wing leaders established links with the Islamic leaders of the Diyanet; and
the Diyanet leaders were in close contact with more conservative religious

_ groups such as Milli Géris and Grey Wolves mosques.

The Turkish interlocks in Berlin during the 1990s paint a completely differ-
ent picture from those of Amsterdam. Here, authorities were hardly inclined to
include all aspects of the Turkish community. Rather, the city’s Turkish organi-
zational process was controlled by two new Turkish umbrella organizations, the
Turkischer Bund Berlin-Brandenburg (TBB) and the more conservative Tiirki-
sche Gemeinde zu Berlin (TGB). The TBB’s left wing leaders came mostly from
the left wing student organization Berlin Tiirk Bilim ve Teknoloji Merkezi
(BTBTM), which was Berlin's most influential Turkish left wing organization in
the 1980s. The TBB established strong relationships with numerous other leftist
Turkish groups, and the leaders of the TGB commonly emerged from religious
Diyanet organizations and made ties with the more conservative groups. The
TBB is characterized as a classic top-down intellectual interest organization,
whereas the TGB is a typical grass roots organization, otiginally founded by
local Turkish businessmen. The TGB tends to appeal to a larger group of Turk-
ish people than the TBB (Yurdakul 2006). This study’s survey shows that 82 per-
cent of Turks in Berlin are familiar with the TGB, and that just 53 percent are
with the TBB. Moreover, Turks in Berlin have greater actual contact with the
TGB (calculated at 19 percent) than with the TBB (8 percent). The most
renowned Turkish organization among Berlin’s Turks, however, is the soccer
club Tarkiyemspor (91 percent). Overall, Turks in Berlin show a rather low level
of confidence in Turkish organizations: only 18 percent say they trust the TGB
to do a good job in representing their interest and only 13 percent, the TBB (Berger
forthcoming).

Figure 6.4 displays the main interlocks in Berlin during the 1990s and ilius-
trates how the TBB and the TGB came to dominate this City’s interorganiza-
tional relationships. The complete network consists of forty-four organizations
(22 percent of all existing Turkish organizations during decade) and is produced
by fifty-seven interlocks. In addition, there are four other smalier networks, not
displayed in figure 6.3: two Milli Géris groups (by now separated from the
Diyanet organizations), one Kurdish component, and one Grey Wolves net-
work. The more extreme movements in Berlin such as the Grey Wolves, Kurds,
and the Milli Gériis are isolated as separate entities.

The major network of Turkish interorganizational relationships reveals sev-
eral interesting elements. First is the central position of the TDU (Tdrkisch-
Deutsche Unternehmervereinigung in Berlin-Brandenburg), an organization

for Turkish entrepreneurs that played a vital role in combining the secalar left

wing Turkish umbrella organization TBB with the conservative and religious
organizations of the conservative umbrella organization TGB. The link
between the TBB and the TGB was created by two Turkish leaders: Hisnii
Ozkanli, a TGB and TDU founder, and Bahattin Kaya, a TDU founder, THBRB
board member from 1996 until 1999, and founder and president of the Vereini-
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gung Tiirkischer Reiseagenturen Berlin (BETUSAB), an organization for Turk-
ish travel agencies. ‘

It is worth noting that the link between the extremes within the community
was not due to Berlin'’s opportunity structure, but rather came from the Turkish
community itself. Not a state-sponsored association, the TDU is an organization
of Berlin’s remarkably more successful Turkish immigrants. However, the fact
that the TBB and the TGB came to play such a central role in this network did

~indeed come as a direct result of Berlin's opportunity structure, The Ausldnder-
beauftragte provided financial support to both umbrella organizations in an en-
deavor to gain a better foothold in the Turkish commumnity.

The emergence of two new Turkish umbrella organizations could easily
have resulted in potarizing left wing and religious sides. However, this did not
happen, thanks to collaboration by the leaders of both blocks in founding the
TDU, a Turkish association for entrepreneus. This organization provided Berlin’s
Turkish elite a means to become connected and subsequently establish a com-
munication network. Nevertheless, several important movements and organiza-
tions were not incorporated in this large network, which did lead to other forms
of polarization in Berlin's Turkish community of the 1990s. Milli Goriis, the
Grey Wolves, and a pumber of Kurds established their own networks of inter-
Tocks that were completely separate from all other Turkish organizations. During
this decade, the number of Turkish organizations that established no interlocks
also increased. Polarization within the network is also apparent at the individual
level. More so than other ethnic groups, Turks in Berlin are considered very well
aware of their community’s most prominent organizations. Still, a high level of
digtrust toward these organizations exists, significantly more than is observed
among Berlin's other ethnic groups (Berger forthcoming).

" This overview of the number of Turkish organizations and their networks in
Amsterdam and in Berlin proves consistent with the belief that different oppor-
tunity structures influence their communities. In Amsterdam, Turks have rela-
tively more organizations and are well connected through a dense netwotk of
interlocks. In other words, they have created a more Civic and less polarized or-
ganizational network than their counterparts in Berlin. It is important to note
that Amsterdam’s opportunity structure has had its greatest effect on precisely
the two elements of the Turkisk organizing process we are examining—the
number of organizations and the number of internal networks. The political op-
portunity structure’s effect is less apparent, however, on other elements, for ex-
ample, types of organizations and founding rates (Vermeulen 2006).
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political behavior of individual Turks. Here we deal vyi:nh the poi'ztu_:al we1ght pf
Turkish organizations. Are Turkish organizations politically more mf_iuennal in
Amsterdam, seeing as they are greater in number, better copxaepted_ with one an-
other, and have received more opportunities to participate in City life? At the 1o-
dividual level, do Turks in Berlin behave differently than Turks Amgterglam,
and to what extent can we attribute possible variation to different organgﬁonal
structures? Does the Turkish community in Amsterdam, being characterized as

more civic, facilitate participation in local politics more than in Berlin?

Political Presence of Turkish Organizations

Most studies on irnmigrant organizations that deal specifically with Turks (as
well as with immigrants in general) in Germany an§ the Netherlands ascribe a
low political relevance to Turkish organizations (Rijkschroeff and Duyvendak
2004; Weiss and Thranhardt 2005; Schrover and Vermeulen _2905; Pfaff and Gill
2006). Steven Pfaff and Anthony Gill (2006) said ti}at Muslims have yet to be-
come an organized force in HBuropean politics, despite the fact that there are so
many salient political issues pertaining to them. Turkish organizations 10 Ams-
terdam and in Berlin are, first and foremost, providers of rei.igmus, cultural, and
social services. Only subsequently does interest representation become relevant
(Vermeulen 2006). Other studies on civic participation among Turks 1;1'66}*-
many come to similar conclusions. One study (Cyrus 2005) found that refigion is
most important for Turkish organizations (29 percent),_fgi}owed by sports (28
percent), cultural activities (17 percent), educational activities (14 percent), and
representation of professional interest (11 percex}t).. Interest representation only
accounts for 5.6 percent of Germany’s Turkish civic participation. o
Explanations given for a lack of potitical influence by Turkish organizations
are varied. They include the decentralized orgamzanqnal structure of Tgrkzsh
Islamic immigrants, which provides ample opportunity for a small faction to
undermine broad-based immigrant collective action (Pfaff and Gill 2006), pre-
occupation with homeland politics (Dstergaard-Nielsen 2003), and other associ-
ational priorities (Rijkschroeff and Duyvendak 2004; Vermeulen 2006). Among
Turkish organizations in Amsterdam and in Bexlin, there seems to be a strong
tendency toward narrow interest articulation on a }ocai'level. On the nanor}ai
level, political relevance of these Turkish organizations 15 cven. lower. Most in-
teraction between host state authorities and Turkish -organizations relates to
practical issues such as finding accommodations or securng a permit to conduct
activities, especially those pertaining to religious organizations (Van Heelsum
2004; Maussen 2006). . .
Turldsh organizations in Amsterdam have always complained about their
lack of influence on the process of policy maling (Verrpeuleﬁ 2.005). fl‘he main
opportunity proved to be in the Turkish advisory council, e;stabi}sbed in 2986 to
advise Amsterdam authorities on policy topics related to immigrants and inte-
gration. The official status of this advisory council wprked to enhance the so-
ciopolitical Jegitimacy of appointed Turkish organizations. Research on the de-

velopment of Amsterdam minorty policy during the 1990s indicates that when

Civic Networks and Political Behavior 181

it came to the formulation of minority policy, the advisory council played a smalt
role, in fact much greater than that of any individual Turkish organization
(Berveling 1994, 279). However, the council’s political influence, relevance, and
performance were often questioned in policy teports by local authorities, as well
as by Turkish organizations. In 2003, Amsterdam authorities abolished the
council, arguably without ever having been able to prove its political significance.

The atmosphere in which Turkish organization in Berlin could influence
Jocal politics was indeed less favorable than that of Amsterdam. Even the main
official institution involving Turkish organizations, the Auslinderbeauftragter,
did not formulate integration policy. Until 2003, there were no immigrant advi-
sory councils in Berlin, and the city’s senate did not issue its first official integra-
tion policy report until 2006. Local potiticians would occasionally hear out Turk-
ish organizers regarding their opinions on certain topics, though, in general,
there were few opportunities for Turkish organizations in Berdin to influence the
policy-making process. Islamic organizations, in particular, had few opportuni-
ties to come into contact with local authorities in Berlin (Vermeulen 2006).

Nevertheless, there were other ways to influence policy makers and to make
contact with political parties. For instance, the individual linkages were made be-
tween Turkish organizations and local politicians. Both cities have had a number
of active local Turkisk politicians, many of whom once served as board mem-
bers for one or mote local Turkish organizations. It proved doubly advantageous
for political parties to incorporate Turkish representatives with ethnic civic expe-
rience: they were familiar with local political issues, and, more important, they
brought potential voters into the party who would eventually become the rank
and file of the organizations. Maria Berger and her colleagues (2001) found that
Jocal immigrant politicians in the Netherlands gained their primary civic experi-
ence while sitting on the boards of secular interest organizations. At the same
time, a significant fraction (nearly one-fifth) had been active on the boards of Is-
lamic organizations. The great majority of the immigrant politicians said that
they were frequently contacted by immigrant organizations to request that their
interests or their constituency be represented. This indicates that organizations
rely on personal linkages to augment their political weight. Laure Michon and
Floris Vermeulen (2007) found that 70 percent of Amsterdam’s Turkish city
councilors and almost 60 percent of the Turkish city district councilors were
board members of a local Turkish organization (for the period 1990 to 2006).
This clearly illustrates the central position that local Turkish organizations have
in recruiting local immigrant Turkish politicians.

This same mechanism seems to work in Bezlin, with the important caveat
that fewer Turkish politicians were recruited in Berlin than in Amsterdam. Of
notable significance seems to be the personal linkages between the TBB as an
umbrella organization with Berlin’s Social Democratic Party (SPD). The TBB’s
former director is chair of the SPD working group that specializes in immigrant
issues and presents reports to the party’s authorities and is martied to an SPD
member on the Berlin senate. The TBB's treasurer is a member of the SPD in the
women’s cominission (Yurdakul 2006).

Table 6.1 illustrates the number of local Turkish politicians in both cities, in-
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TABLE 6.1 Number of Turkish Representatives

Amsterdam Berlin
2002 City Council 4 (8.9%) —
2002 City Districts 16 (5.0%) —
2002 share Turks in population 5.0% —
2006 City Council 3(6.6%) 6 (4.0%)
2006 City Districts 22 (6.8%) e
2006 share Tutks in popuiation 5.2% +/~ 5.5%

Source: Authors’ compilation from Michon and Tillie (2003).
Note: Percentage of total in brackets.

dicating possible access points of influence for Turkish organizations. It shows
that Tarks in Amsterdam have a better position in the local political system than
their counterparts in Berlin. The percentage of Turkish people yvhq seTve as rep-
resentatives in the city council (as well as in city district councils) is higher than
the percentage of those Turkish civilians who comprise Amsterdam’s popula-
tion, a sign of overrepresentation. For example, in 2006 almost 7 percent of
members of the city council and city district councils were Turkish, whereas just
over 5 percent of the city population was Turkish. In Berlin, Turks are politically
under-represented: 4 percent of representatives in the Berlin senate are of Turk-
ish background; whereas the Turkish community constitutes about 5.5 percent of
the ¢ity population. o

The discrepancy between the proportion of Turkish politicians in the two
cities is easily explained by the fact that many more Turks have the right to vote in
Amsterdam, thanks to the Netherlands’ 1985 provision of local voting rights fqr
immigrants. Political parties in Amsterdam have more to gaip in terms of possi-
ble voters if they have a Turkish representative on their candidacy list, especially
given that Turks have shown much higher turn-out rates over tl:}e fast four local
elections than other immigrant groups (Van Heelsum and Tilie 2006). Hansje
Galesloot (2004) found Amsterdam’s situation as particularly interesting, when
compared to other Dutch cities, because of the unusually high number of femaie
immigrant politicians, almost 40 percent between 2002 and 2006. Ip adc;htmn, at
both the city district and the city levels, Amsterdam has had several immigrant al-

dermen, many of whom have been active on the board of immigrant associations.

The number of local Turkish politicians, which is high in Amsterdam and
increasingly so in Berlin, would suggest the possibility that Turkish organiza-
tions have the opportunity to augment their political weight. Yet numbers

notwithstanding, immigrant politicians usually have a very difficult position

within political parties and many fail to become successful politicians (Berger et -

al. 2001; Michon and Vermeulen 2007). Amsterdam’s imymigrant aldermen have;,
so far, proven to be more an exception to the rule; furthermore, none of them is
of Turkish origin. Berlin demonstrates the same scenario. Despite strong links
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between the TBB and the SPI), the influence of the former over the latter’s inte-
gration policies seems rather limited (Yurdakul 2006).

Overall, until now the political weight of Turkish organizations has been rel-
atively low. Some umbrella groups, such as Betlin's TBB and TGB, are more vis-
ible than others and have more contacts with local politicians, but even these do
not seem to have a clear political influence. Nonetheless, the degree of inclusion
of Turkish organizations into the local political system is much higher in Ams-
terdam than in Berlin. Amsterdam has had a Turkish advisory council for almost
twenty years, as well as witnessed the election of many more focal Turkish politi-
clans, a large majority of whom once served as members of a local Turkish or-
ganization.

Individual Political Participation

What is the degree of political participation of Turks in Amsterdam and Berlin?
Table 6.2 presents scores on political participation for Turks in both cities, as well
as for the nonimmigrant German and Dutch populations. The results show that
62 percent of Germans had undertaken at least one political activity within the
last vear, but only 29 percent of the Dutch had done so.

Furthermore, and perhaps surprisingly, Berlin's Turks are also more politi-
cally active than those in Amsterdam. One could perhaps expect Turks in Ams-
terdam to be more politically active than those in Berlin. There are more Turkish
organizations in Amsterdam, and research shows that membership in Turkish
organizations enhances the degree of political participation among individual
Turks in both cities (Tillie 2004; Berger forthcoming). Yet table 6.2 suggests the
opposite is true. Among Turks in Berlin, 45 percent took up one or more politi-
cal activity during the last year, whereas only 14 percent did so in Amsterdam. In
line with a higher level of political activity, the expressed intention to vote at the
next election also proved much higher in Berlin (83 percent) than in Amsterdam.
The Dutch proved to be far less inclined to vote, and Turks in Amsterdam
demonstrated even lower interest: only 30 percent said they would vote at the
next focal election, which was precisely the percentage of Turks who showed up
at the 2002 local elections (see table 6.3).

What explains these counterintuitive findings? More Turkish organizations
may not always mean more active members. Interviews and survey data from the
larger project on which this chapter draws gave the impression that, in Berlin,
more Turks are members of a Turkish organization (Berger forthcoming; Berger
and Koopmans 2004). Table 6.2 shows how, in general, Turks have a similar de-
gree of associational membership in nonethnic organizations in Amsterdam and
in Berlin: 41 percent in Berlin and 45 percent in Amsterdam are members of a
nonethnic organization. However, the number of Turks who are members of
ethnic organizations is significantly higher in Berlin. The incentive is probably
iower in Amsterdam, where Turkish organizations and leaders are more incor-
porated in the political system than their counterparts in Berlin. This means that
there is less demand for a politically active community to provide ethnic organi-
zations with additional tools for access.
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TABLE 6.2 Political Behavior and Association Membership
Bertin Amsterdam

Germans Turks Dutch Turks

Political participation (1) 62 45 29 14
Political trust (2) 59 25 59 42
Intention to vote 86 83 66 30
Membership association (3) 62 43 62 45
Membership ethnic organization (3) — 23 — 11
N 306 317 2171 167

Source: Berger {forthcoming); Bosveld et al. (2002); Tillie (2004); Amsterdam Bureau of
Research and Statistics {20053).

Notes: (1) Percentage of respondents who participated in at least one political activity
within the last twelve months. In Amsterdam, the following question was posed: “Have
you, alone or together with someone else, engaged in any activity that concerns public life
in your neighborhood or city? Could you please indicate whether you have engaged in any
of the following activities listed (for example, contact with politicians, a demonstration)?”
In Betlin, the following question was posed: “Have you, within the last twelve months, en-
gaged in any activity that concerns public Life in Berlin or Germany? Could you please in-

dicate whether you have engaged in any of the following activities listed (for example, .

contact with politicians, a demonstration)?”

(2) Percentage of respondents who disagreed with at least one of the following state-
ments: “Political parties are only interested in my vote, not in my opinion;” “Beslin/Am-
sterdam civil servarits are only interested in rules and forms;” “Representatives do not
care about people like me.”

(3) Amsterdam membership data on Dutch: Raat (2005); data on Turks: Tillie (2004).
In Amsterdam, the following question was posed: “Are you active in any of these organi-
zations or are you associated with them (for exaraple, a sports association, cultural asso-
ciation, or a national or ethnic organization)?” In Berlin, the following question was
posed: “Could you please indicate if you are a member of any organization on this list
and whether it could be considered an ethnic organization (for example, a sports associa-
tion, cultural association, political organization)?”

TABLE 6.3 Turnout Rates of Turkish Voters at Local Elections

Amsterdam

1994 67
1998 39
2002 30
2006 44

Source: Michon and Tillie (2003); Van Heelsum and Tillie (20086).
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In addition, it should be noted that more organizations and greater m-
terorganizational linkages do not necessarily yield a better functioning net-
work. The Bezlin network of Turkish organizations may function more effec-
tively as a mobilizing network than Amsterdam’s. It is not hard to imagine
how much more effective Berlin’s hierarchical network of Turkish organiza-
tions—depicted as a star-shaped diagram revealing three main organizations
in the middle—is for mobilizing people than the inclusive, albeit more ex-
tended, network found in Amsterdam. Furthermore, Amsterdam’s network

- seems to be strongly influenced by a city policy that is particularly inclined to

support small and localized Turkish interest organizations, which connect
teaders of different ideological backgrounds. In contrast, Berlin's organiza-
tional network originated from within the Turkish community, independent
of city authorities, while leaders from the main umbrella organizations to-
gether established an organization for successful Turkish businessmen. This
likely led to Berlin’s having a stronger and more effective mobilizing network
than Amsterdam.

Another important factor possibly at stake is the relationship between the
ethnic elite and the rest of the community. This study suggests that the dis-
tance between the organization’s elite (the organizers who constitute the net-
work) and its members can be influenced by state policies. The cases of Ams-
terdam and Berlin produce the conclusion that a higher number of state
policies, as manifested in subsidies, could increase the sense of detachment
between board members and their constituency. O, as one of the presidents of
a large Turkish organization said during an interview when asked for his opin-
ion regarding the lack of state subsidy for his organization: “Da wir keine fi-
nanzielle Unterstiitzung bekommen sind wir unabhingiger [Because we
do not receive financial support we are more independent]” (Berger forth-
coming).

Table 6.2 indicates, furthermore, that Turks in Berlin are participating al-
most as much as nonimmigrant Germans when it comes to political activities, in-
tention to vote, and associational membership. However, Turks show only half
as much trust in the German political system as Germans do. Considering the
policies of Germany and, in particular, Berlin, this distrust is not very remark-
able. In compatison, in Amsterdam, where there has been greater outreach to
immigrants and minorities, Turks express much greater political trust.

CONCLUSION: POLICIES, CIVIC
NETWORKS, AND POLITICAL BEHAVIOR

We have looked into the possible relationships between a host state’s political op-
portunity structure and an immigrant group's organizational structure, and be-
tween the immigrant group’s organizational structure, along with the political
weight of its organizations, and the ievel of political activity among its individu-
als. We anticipated findings in which a stimulating host state environment would
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sition, because their link with the ethnic constituency is in many ways their most
powerful political asset.

NOTES

1. Here we focus on the period before 2000, but in the conclusion we return briefly to
the striking policy developments early in the twenty-first century.
This also holds after controliing for sociceconomic background variabies {for Ams-
terdam, see Tiilie 2004; for Berlin, see Berger forthcoming).
Only in the second half of the 1990s was more emphasis placed on subsidies for in-
dividual projects in Amsterdam. _
One of the disadvantages of focusing on longitudinal interlocking directorates is
that it can produce interlocks between organizations that are mainly coincidental,
If, for instance, an individual sits on the board of a certain Berlin Turkish organi-
zation between 1976 and 1981 and then serves as a board member of another
Berlin Turkish organization between 1989 and 1991, the longitudinal network
analysis will display 2 longitudinal interlocking directorate between these two or-
ganizations for the 1980s. It is, however, possibie that this individual hgs had a
complete change in ideology between 1981 and 1989. In such & case, the interlock
in question could not be considered a genuine ideological interorganizational rela-

tionship. Nevertheless, the individual does carry into the second organization the -

skills and knowledge gained in the previous organization. The interlock is thus not
totally without meaning.

Among non-German households, 90 percent have telephones, the equivalent to the
percentage possessed by German households. i
Such controls were set to minimize potential biases in favor of migrants who might
be more integrated linguistically and, often as a result, culturally and politically.
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