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Introduction

0.1 Media and cultural diversity in Germany: research aim and questions

Germany is a country of migration and continues to be so, increasingly becoming a society of
diverse ethnic and cultural identities. In institutional politics, or in the media, this reality is,
however, often represented in a fragmented, sometimes belated, or even contradictory

manner.

This dissertation looks at ways the cultural politics of difference, nation, identity, and
citizenship are embedded and articulated in the media. It does so by using the example of a set
of programs — a radio station and a media event - by German public service broadcasters
specifically dedicated to multicultural life in the country. The thesis identifies and examines
core notions of “difference” and the ways these are figured in media discourses about
multiculturalism, focusing on concepts such as integration, tolerance, multiculturalism, and
cosmopolitanism. It looks at how the vectors of power and knowledge have intersected in

these concepts, and how these have moved and developed over time.

“Securing an independent basic provision with education, information, guidance and
entertainment”,! is how the German legislation on the media defines the remit of the public
service broadcasters. Established after the end of the Second World War, the German public
service media were explicitly endowed with the task of contributing to the formation of
individual and public opinion, and in this way also of a functioning democratic polity.
However, seven decades after their establishment, it is worthwhile looking at how the German
public service media cope with a social situation that is quite different from that in the
aftermath of the Second World War, when they were founded in the course of the

denazification of the country. How do the public service media shape society’s ideas in times

of growing cultural diversity within the society? How do they go about creating “public value”

! The remit of the public service media is regulated by the German State Treaty on Broadcasting Services and
Telecommunication Media. The Treaty among the 16 German federal Ldnder concretizes the provision of the
German Constitutional Law that guarantees freedom of opinion and freedom of the press as a fundamental right.
Staatsvertrag fiir Rundfunk und Telemedien (Rundfunkstaatsvertrag — RStV),
https://recht.nrw.de/Imi/owa/br_bes_text?anw_nr=2&gld nr=2&ugl nr=2251&bes_id=12784&aufgehoben=N&
menu=1&sg=0, accessed 17/08/2018



https://recht.nrw.de/lmi/owa/br_bes_text?anw_nr=2&gld_nr=2&ugl_nr=2251&bes_id=12784&aufgehoben=N&menu=1&sg=0
https://recht.nrw.de/lmi/owa/br_bes_text?anw_nr=2&gld_nr=2&ugl_nr=2251&bes_id=12784&aufgehoben=N&menu=1&sg=0

in the context of political controversies over cultural diversity and immigration? What type of
“information, education and entertainment” do they offer and what are the processes through

which they obtain social significance?

Today, over one fifth of the inhabitants of Germany have a so-called migration background,
defined either as having immigrated themselves or being children of at least one parent who
has immigrated into the country. In some urban areas, almost half of the inhabitants have a
migration biography, with Frankfurt being the first city in Germany whose ethnic German
population made up less than half of the number of its inhabitants in 2017.2 How do the media
portray this transformation of the German society? How do they articulate difference? How do
they define identity? How do they foster inclusion or exclusion? What do the stations or
programs do when they address certain audience segments? What do they do when they report
on the majority and the minorities in the country? Who in a media text is “us,” and who is

“them”? These are some of the questions that serve as guiding points for analysis.

When the media deal with questions of difference, culture, or belonging, they also create
effects on inclusions into and exclusions from the social body and construct imaginaries
concerning the terms of citizenship. So, in a multicultural context, their role can become
crucial in articulating and co-creating cultural politics of difference. Seeing pictures on the TV
screen, hearing words from the radio, or reading a text on the Internet shapes the way we see
the physical and social reality around us. Even if media consumption is a complex interaction
between production and reception, allowing encoding and decoding of media texts and
including the possibility of resistance and subversive readings, the process is not wholly
arbitrary. Although multiple interpretations are possible, there are, according to Stuart Hall
([1973] 2007), representational strategies which privilege certain interpretations (“preferred
readings”). This is especially relevant in texts concerning ethnic belonging, where there is a
series of strategies at work — stereotypes, binary oppositions, erasures, essentializing, and
others — that all lead the audience towards a certain reading that upholds the existing power

structures (Askew 2002: 5).

2 Premiere in Frankfurt : Mehr als die Hilfte mit auslindischen Wurzeln, 26.06.2017, Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung

http://www.faz.net/aktuell/rhein-main/frank furt-erstmals-ueber-50-prozent-mit-auslaendischen-wurzeln-
15078140.html, accessed 17/08/2018



http://www.faz.net/aktuell/rhein-main/frankfurt-erstmals-ueber-50-prozent-mit-auslaendischen-wurzeln-15078140.html
http://www.faz.net/aktuell/rhein-main/frankfurt-erstmals-ueber-50-prozent-mit-auslaendischen-wurzeln-15078140.html

In this thesis, the analysis of “preferred readings” will specifically focus on WDR Funkhaus
Europa, a radio station established in 1999 by the biggest public service broadcaster in
Germany, the Westdeutscher Rundfunk (WDR). The WDR is the largest of the nine regional
member broadcasters of the ARD (Arbeitsgemeinschaft der offentlich-rechtlichen
Rundfunkanstalten der Bundesrepublik Deutschland), the German Association of Public
Service Broadcasters, and, following the BBC, the second largest public service broadcaster in
Europe. Next to its digital channels and online formats, the WDR broadcasts one television
and six radio stations linearly, among them an information station, a station targeting young
audiences, and a classical culture station. Funkhaus Europa (which in 2017 changed its name
to Cosmo) is the smallest of the WDR radio stations. Defined as special-interest radio, it offers
a German language program from 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. and continues with programs in six
languages of migrant communities in the evening, and further languages during the weekends.
In its German-language program, it offers a mix of topics and music that differ from the media
or pop-chart mainstream, catering instead to a young, urban audience with an emphasis on
multiculturality and cultural mixing. Established with the explicit purpose of depicting the
cultural diversity in the society, after two decades of broadcasting, the station remains the only
public service offer in Germany with this specific political task. Its area of broadcasting
encompasses the most populous German Land of North-Rhine Westphalia, as well as the city

areas of Bremen and Berlin.

Funkhaus Europa was born when former information programs for guest workers were unified
into one station. Various German public service radio stations had been broadcasting
information programs starting from the 1960s, with the purpose of facilitating the integration
of guest workers arriving in Germany at the time — similar to today’s media offerings directed
at the newly arriving refugees. At the end of the 1990s, WDR Funkhaus Europa was
established as a full-time radio station with the main part of the program in German, and with
additional shows in the languages of the largest migrant communities, which were now all
transferred to this station. Its proclaimed aim was to be an “integration radio station,” and a
“contribution of the public broadcasters to the dialogue of cultures”.? Its explicit task was to
address the then around four million people with a migration background living in North-
Rhine Westphalia,* recognized as an audience segment to whose specific media needs the
public service media had hitherto not catered to. At the time of establishment, three main goals

for Funkhaus Europa were named: being the integration radio, the European radio station, and

3 WDR Funkhaus Europa. Europdische Vielfalt: 24 Stunden téiglich, WDR, Cologne, 2000, 2
4 http://www.statistikportal.de/Statistik-Portal/, accessed 17/05/2016



the world music broadcaster for North-Rhine Westphalia,® with the goal of “showing cultural

diversity as a chance and a lived normality of the migration society.”®

In the course of the next decade and a half, “the spirit” of the station turned from integration
towards depicting multicultural social realities and celebrating cultural diversity through music
and diverse protagonists, and further to representing the “cosmopolitan feeling” of the cultural
mix and hybrid identities that characterize the new German cultural diversity. Today, three
factors are named which define the station against the other five WDR radio stations: an
intense relationship with cultural diversity, linguistic diversity, and a specific music color. The
focus of the German-speaking station has, however, moved away from targeting people of
foreign origins as their audience, to one that addresses a larger portion of the German

audience, an audience interested in diversity.

One of the main questions of the thesis is how these changes can be interpreted. This thesis
argues that even if these station policy changes might at first sight seem small adjustments,

they have led to quite fundamental shifts.

The changes have concerned the “handicraft of radio-making,” including a stronger formatting
of the shows, new modalities of music selection, a stronger emphasis on Internet and social
media content production, and others. But, these tangible changes — affecting the relationship
of the radio makers towards multilingualism, the changing program scheme, the choice of
terminology to refer to cultural and ethnic diversity in Germany on the air, and many others —
also reflect ideological transformations of the station, and, as I argue, of the larger discourse

concerning the cultural politics of difference.

On the one hand, such adjustments in media production are consequences of an interplay of
factors that influence media work in general, such as financing, dependence on audience
ratings, or changes in modalities of media consumption, technological developments, and
others. However, there are also factors at play that are unique to this radio station, so that, due
to its position within the landscape of German public service radio as the only one of its kind,
the developments of its policies can be interpreted as an articulation with public policies

concerning notions of “difference” and “diversity” in Germany in general.

5 WDR Funkhaus Europa. Europdische Vielfalt: 24 Stunden tdglich, WDR, Cologne, 2000, 5
® http://www.wdr.de/unternehmen/programmprofil/integration/integrationsbeauftragter.jsp



0.2 Research approach, methodology, and overview of the thesis

As already noted, the main question of this thesis is how notions of “difference” and
“diversity” have been constructed and reconstructed in contemporary media discourses in
Germany, with specific focus on the radio station WDR Funkhaus Europa, which was
established with the aim of reflecting the cultural diversity in the country. In order to address
the complexity of this question, I grounded my interest in the media within theoretical
frameworks of “power and knowledge” and “identity and subjectivity.” I regard the
contemporary debates in the social sciences and humanities over the concepts of “identity”
and “culture” as inseparable (Ahmed 2000; Brah 1996, 2000; Balibar 2004; Gilroy 2004;
Laclau 1990, 2007; Stam and Shohat 1994, 2003, 2012). Cultural studies theorists (Avtar Brah
1996, 2000 and Stuart Hall 1992, 1996, among others), argue that concepts of “culture” and
“identity” signify a historically variable nexus of social meanings. That is to say that “culture”
and “identity” are discursive articulations. According to this view, the fields of “culture” and
“identity” are not separate from economic, social, and political issues but, on the contrary, are
constructed through social, economic, and political relations (BoZzi¢-Vrbanci¢ 2008). Issues
related to “media” are central to them both. By asking what role the “media” play in
representing cultural diversity in Germany, I am considering “media” not just as a reflection of
social issues, but also as a form of social action, as a mechanism that contributes to the

formation of identity.

Whereas most of the German-language literature on media and cultural diversity concentrates
on analyses of causes and effects of media discourse as a tool of integration (for example,
through analyses of reception, analyses of media content, etc.), this thesis methodologically
takes a problem-oriented approach. It examines the media programs in an interdisciplinary
way within the theoretical framework broadly influenced by discourse theory. The notion of

discourse is understood in a Foucauldian way, in that

it refers to groups of statements which structure the way a thing is thought, and
the way we act on the basis of that thinking. In other words, discourse is a
particular knowledge about the world which shapes how the world is understood

and how things are done in it. (Rose 2007: 142)

Discourses are always articulated through a diversity of forms, which means that the
meanings of any discursive media text “depend not only on that one text [...] but also on the

meanings carried by other images and texts” (Rose 2007: 142). Analytically inspired by this



approach, and through an analysis of the radio station documents and interviews with the
makers of Funkhaus Europa, in this thesis I highlight the interplay of different discourses in
radio station changes which correlate with the changes in the politics of cultural difference in
Germany. In discussing the multicultural nature of Funkhaus Europa, I point to the ways in
which certain media, even though designed to display a positive approach to multiculturalism,
expose various acts of inclusion and exclusion, as well as contradictions that accompany the
negotiations of what constitutes culture, nation, citizenship, identity, or difference in

Germany.

According to Foucault, discourses, as specialized forms of knowledge, are powerful and
productive; they make subjects and subject positions. As Stuart Hall (1999) notes, there is
nothing meaningful outside of discourse, and there are always many different discourses and
discursive formations which compete through a struggle with each other. The dominance of
particular discourses is always related to the intersection of power/knowledge, and to claims to
truth. In line with this approach, I see media discourses as powerful sites where public policies
are articulated, and subject-citizens and claims to truth are created. In that context, it is the aim
of this thesis to unlock the regimes of truth that construct the examined media texts and
documents. I do so by unpacking some of the core concepts of the media discourses on
“difference” ( among them multiculturalism, integration, tolerance, and cosmopolitanism) and
locating the points where they crack and rupture, thus pointing to the very intersections of
power and knowledge and the shifting historical conditions that provide “a contingent
horizon” for their construction (Torfing 2005: 8). In other words, these media are analyzed as
technologies of power (governmentality),” as sites where discourses of the German society,

nation, and citizenship refract and articulate.

My research was ethnographic. Here it is important to say that my own positions, first as radio
editor on the team of WDR Funkhaus Europa and then as Commissioner for the integration
and intercultural diversity of WDR, affected my research position and approach. I was
involved, or rather immersed on an everyday basis, in what Sara Ahmed (2006, 2007, 2012)
calls “diversity work.” I was at the same time an “insider” and an “outsider,” a situation that
sometimes made my position very challenging — I had to critically reflect on the media in

whose making I was involved.

" For Foucault governmentality “has the population as its target, political economy as its major form of
knowledge, and apparatuses of security as its esential technical instruments” (2009: 108).



Susan Wright argues that when we do ethnographic research on public policy issues, including
media policy, our “field and site are clearly no longer coterminous. Rather than studying up, or
down for that matter, [we] can select sites from which to follow a flow of events as they move

up and down, back and forth, across this field” (2006: 22), or to put it in Susan Reinhold’s

words, we need to “study through™:

First, by following the interacting flow of events through different sites
(including localities), the media, national and international fora, one can
describe in ethnographic detail how something came about. Second, deeper than
the descriptive level, a study of a policy process acts as a window onto changing

forms of governance and regimes of power (Wright 2006: 22).

Following this “studying through” approach, in the first phase of research I collected data
related to diversity issues (mission statements, policies, speeches, articles, leaflets, official
publications, descriptions of different programs and initiatives, brand descriptions, and others).
I also conducted many participant observation sessions at various meetings and training
events, as well as participating in working groups, especially those where brand
transformations or the elaboration of the target audience of the radio station were discussed, in
the years 2010-2011. In the second phase, I conducted interviews with Funkhaus Europa radio
makers, in order to collect data on the ways people respond to different discourses on diversity
and difference. I interviewed six media makers involved with Funkhaus Europa in 2012, at the
time the station was going through fundamental changes in its structure and program policy.
The interviewees were three freelance authors and reporters, two editors, and the former head
of the radio station. Interviews were semi-structured and were designed to invite the
interviewees to reflect on their own experience in media program-making. In the third phase, I
focused on diversity projects on a wider national scale (such as the Tolerance Week of the
Association of the German Public Service Broadcasters in which I participated in 2014), in
order to analyze their articulation with programs offered by Funkhaus Europa. My main task
in all of these phases was to question “naturalised” assumptions, which often frame programs
related to cultural difference, to focus on what Ahmed (2006: 24) calls ““a set of practices,
techniques and technologies™ that shape “diversity world.” That means that my “studying
through” ethnography was related to what the anthropologist George Marcus calls “multi-sited
ethnography” (Marcus 1995, 2005).



In the formal mode, multi-sited ethnography emerges from the objective
following of a known conventional process, or an unconventional process —
following a commodity chain/productive process, migration networks, or
following a plot/narrative, a metaphor, or circulation of an idea. (Marcus 2005:

12)

Multi-sited ethnography in my research is not related to different geographical
locations but to different sites which emerged through my “’studying through”-
approach while following diversity issues”. Even though at the beginning of my
research I specifically focused on diversity issues as they are represented by Funkhaus
Europa, “studying through” ethnography, or “multi-sited ethnography” moved my
research to different sites, for example, to the analysis of EU policies and their
articulation with German policies, or to the analysis of their intersections in the
“Tolerance Week”. “Tolerance Week” is just one in a series of topical weeks, staged
on a yearly basis by the German Association of public service broadcasters (ARD).
The weeks involve a focus on various aspects of the chosen topic, presented through
films, reportage, interviews, and many other formats in the public service channels. In
the framework of the event dedicated to tolerance in November 2014, I worked as
coordinator of radio content for WDR, which gave me insight into the workings of the
event and an overview of the produced content, as well as allowing me to participate
in numerous discussions in lieu of its preparation. In short, it involved “the
connections, parallels and constructs of a variety of seemingly incommensurate sites

[...] practices and histories” (Ahmed et al. 2006: 23).

I am aware that the way I connect and analyse these incommensurate sites is inscribed by my
theoretical approach. Hence, the chapters that follow do not reflect either the media policy of
the WDR, or an official policy on diversity of Funkhaus Europa’s, but explore instead the

discursive space through which these policies operate and are constructed.

0.2.1 Outline of the thesis

The thesis is structured in four parts. In Part I, I offer the theoretical framework that influenced
my approach. Chapter 1 elaboates on the key concepts of nation, difference and diversity,

while Chapter 2 offers an overview of literature concerning societies characterized by cultural



diversity, including the contestations around terms such as multiculturalism, or the trajectory
of integration, tolerance or diversity as terms central in the public and institutional discussion

on migration. Chapter 3 looks specifically at the role of media in multiculturalism.

In Part II, I offer the historical background of cultural diversity in Germany and Europe, as
well as an overview of the German language literature on media and integration (Chapter 4).
In Part III, I focus my analysis on the radio station Funkhaus Europa (Chapter 5, Chapter 6
and Chapter 7). Part IV places considerations on radio station policy into a larger context,
analyzing a media thematic week dedicated to the topic of tolerance, organized by the German

public service broadcasters in 2014 (Chapter 8). The thesis concludes with Chapter 9.

Chapter 1 considers theoretical approaches to the notions of nation, nation-state, and
questions of citizenship in Europe, showing how crucially all of these are shaped by migration,
by contact with the Other, and in ways of responding to and “managing” difference within the
territorial borders of the “nation-state.” It outlines the key concepts of culture, power, nation,
and identity that influenced my analysis, relying strongly on Laclau and Mouffe’s concept of
articulation, as well as linking Foucault’s notions of governmentality and technologies of

government to the operation of the media discourse.

Chapter 2 then elaborates on an array of approaches to difference, diversity, multiculturalism,
and race, concentrating on authors of the Anglo-Saxon area, situated in the fields of
postcolonial studies, cultural studies, and critical migration and diaspora studies. The authors
uncover the manifold contestations over these issues of identity, as well as identifying some of
the core “nodal points” (Laclau and Mouffe, [1985] 2014) of these discourses, among them the
terms multiculturalism, integration, and cosmopolitanism. Here, I draw parallels to the

discussion in Germany, that I also see as articulating around these points.

Chapter 3 explores the role of the media in constructing difference. In particular, it considers
those theorists who offer ways in which these constructions can be challenged and radically
subverted in media texts and practices, to reverse the positions of the dominant and the

subaltern in multicultural situations.

Chapter 4 more specifically considers issues of cultural diversity and migration in Germany
and Europe. It starts with a historical overview of immigration into Germany and the discourse
on migration, before continuing to look at the key concepts of these issues made visible in

various discourses. In particular, it notes their development and shifts through time, showing
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how political approaches to the multicultural situation, including ways of managing contact
with and the presence of difference within the nation state in Germany, have been articulated
through the media and political discourses. Of particular interest here is the centrality of
integration that has crystalized as the practice of choice seeking to stabilize identities in the
face of migration flows and the growing cultural diversity in the country. Finally, the chapter
looks specifically at the role of media in Germany’s multiculturalism and the literature on this
topic in the German speaking area, where it detects the same centrality of integration. In a
large number of texts on the subject, integration is seen as a goal that can be concretely

facilitated by media texts and practices.

In Part 111, I focus my analysis on the radio station Funkhaus Europa. I start with an analysis of
station policies in Chapter 5, as articulated in the changes in the station’s brand and self-
definition. I show how the paradigm change in the station’s policy, from a station dedicated to
integration, then a station celebrating diversity to a station that wants to address young
cosmopolitans with hybrid identities, articulates the changes in the cultural politics of

difference in Germany and Europe in general.

Chapter 6 looks at how such a discursive shift affects the people producing the content of the
radio station in question, and in particular how this shift affects their feelings about their work
and about their own social position in a society characterized by migration and diversity. It

does so through an analysis of six interviews with the makers of the radio.

Chapter 7 concentrates on the ideal-type audience of the station, as developed in the
elaboration of the station’s marketing personas. One of the arguments that runs through all
three chapters of Part III is that the paradigm shift from being a station dedicated to
multiculturalism to being a station addressing a “cosmopolitan” audience brings a strong
strand of depoliticization with it, especially because it relegates the contact with difference

from the public to the intimate sphere.

In Part IV, Chapter 8 places considerations on media policies concerning cultural diversity
into a larger context, analyzing a media thematic week dedicated to the topic of tolerance,
organized by the German public service broadcasters in 2014. It looks at the operation of
tolerance in media texts, which is here also seen as having mainly depoliticizing effects,
constructing subjects and fixing their identities as being in need of toleration. Tolerance, seen

as a way of securing pluralism, is here shown to operate in a profoundly ideological way in
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order to preserve the social relations that define the norm and those citizens who are seen as

deviant from the norm.

The closing chapter (conclusion) summarizes all these findings and attempts to point out

areas that offer questions for further research.
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Part 1

Chapter 1

Nation, difference, and diversity: key concepts

Questions of difference and community within the space of the nation-state are one of the
central sites of contestation in today’s Europe — a perfunctory look at media coverage on
immigration, at election campaigns of political parties, and at the rhetoric of the populist right

are a clear testimony to that.

Europe has in the last decades witnessed the emergence of new forms of identity and
belonging, particularly in the context of the advancing project of European integration after
the end of the Cold War, as well as that of growing globalization that includes the rising
mobility of people, goods, and financial flows. These new forms are characterized by a
continued reshuffling of definitions of political membership, of sovereignty, of center and
peripheries, of populations and diasporas, and with these, of the terms of inclusion and
exclusion. Material globalization has indeed contributed to a growing integration of
communication and information, tourism, financial flows, and mobility. On the other hand,
and in contrast to predictions expressed in liberal political programs, this has not led to an
abandonment of national borders and ethnic divides. Unless they are “global nomads,”
members of the economic elites, or exchange students, migrants have in general not
experienced more fluid opportunities for membership in — still mostly nationally defined —

communities.

In short, a cultural disintegration of the nation-state has not taken place, and contemporary
realities show a rather different picture, including the emergence of nationalism and populism
after the fall of communism in Eastern Europe, and increasingly also in Western Europe. The
continuing global inequalities and other existential risks furthering migration flows as well as
the social and political exclusions of non-nationals and non-residents in Western countries of
immigration are contradicting such programs as for example the “European cosmopolitanism”
evoked by Jiirgen Habermas (2006, 2007) and by Ulrich Beck, who detects a process of

cosmopolitanization of a Europe that retains the national differences going on, a “nationally
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rooted cosmopolitanism” (2007: 16). In short, global developments have not dissolved the
political nation but have instead gone hand in hand with its continuing redefinition, including
questions on how rules of membership are set, how citizenship is constituted and embodied,

and how it can be redefined to lead to a more democratic civil participation.

The continuing political and discursive contestations around migration remain a central field
where these developments are represented: What constitutes the nation and how is national
culture to be defined? Who belongs to it and who does not or cannot belong? Who are we
talking about when we say “we”? Is this “we” defined as a national, cultural, institutional
community? All these questions have been contested and re-contested throughout Europe in
recent decades, with nation-states facing continuous evolutions of their ethnic and cultural
make-up. From the movements of economic migration to the Western European states of the
1960s, continuing all the way to the period of the heightened influx of refugees starting in
2015-16, the constructions and reconstructions of the national and cultural “us” and “them”
have been a major field of negotiations in the European public. This thesis analyzes how these
negotiations are articulated in the media discourse. In this chapter, it offers the outline of the

key concepts that influenced my analysis.

1.1 The concepts of culture, power, nation, and identity

Following Michel Foucault, the contestations around nation, identity, belonging, and
migration are seen in this thesis as central fields where processes of classification,
normalization, and problematization take place. According to Foucault, in modern society,
power is exercised simultaneously along two lines: on the one hand based on the public right,
that is on the right of sovereignty and its organization through legislation or discourse, “and,
on the other hand, by a closely linked grid of disciplinary coercions whose purpose is in fact to
assure the cohesion of this same social body” (Foucault 1980: 106). It is at the point in which
modern capitalism was constituted in the eighteenth century that Foucault locates the
emergence of this new “régime of power [...] exercise[d] within the social body, rather than

from above it” (1980: 39).

This biopower or bio-politics, the “politics of life” that emerged in Foucault’s thought in the
1977-78 lectures, stresses the productive character of power as life-administering. No longer

reduced to the sovereign’s “right of death,” it refers to procedures and relations that monitor
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and regulate features such as birth rate, illness, fertility, marriage rate, education, mortality
rate, and others. This whole realm of life thus becomes the site where political power operates
over a population. In this way, bio-politics adds another dimension to the disciplining of the
individual body, to its monitoring and optimizing: that of the social regulation or management
of the body of the population, which becomes the subject on whom political sovereignty is

exercised. Its rise coincides with the birth of liberalism, which

differs from reason of state in that it starts from the assumption that human
behavior should be governed, not solely in the interests of strengthening the
state, but in the interests of society understood as a realm external to the state.

(Rose 2006: 84)

It is a novel dimension that conceptualizes “humans as forming a kind of natural collectivity
of living beings” (2006: 84). This population with its own characteristics has “to be
understood by means of specific knowledges and to be governed through techniques that are
attuned to these emergent understandings” (2006: 84). For example, the development of
public health, hygiene, and epidemic control shows how authorities came to see the

population as having a dynamic, a reality of its own, and it is from this moment on, that

those who inhabited a territory were no longer understood merely as judicial
subjects who must obey the laws issued by a sovereign authority nor as isolated
individuals whose conduct was to be shaped and disciplined, but as existing
within a dense field of relations between people and people, people and things,

people and events. (Rose 2006: 87)

The new issues that the governmental practice started to deal with, such as health, hygiene,

birthrate, life expectancy, race, and others, in turn raised new political and economic issues.

Crucial in Foucault’s thought on governmentality is the nature of the mechanisms of
disciplinary coercion. They are not products of operations of a sovereign or a dominant group;
rather, they have their own discourse which engenders “apparatuses of knowledge (savoir) and
a multiplicity of new domains of understanding. They are extraordinarily inventive
participants in the order of these knowledge-producing apparatuses” (Foucault 1980: 106).
The discourses of discipline proliferate, they invade and colonize the area of law, but the code
they define is not that of law but that of normalization. This explains “the global functioning

of what I would call a society of normalization” (Foucault 1980: 107).
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Practices of dividing and classifying populations, where individual diversity is categorized
into unified groups, such as for example the sane or the mad, are the modes of operation of
bio-power. They function through disciplinary discourses of normalization, offering a picture
of normality against which “truth” can be judged, or problematization, which in turn defines

the norm against the concept of the deviant.

Following this argument, I see the struggles over immigration, cultural identity, and difference
as central objects of management in today’s public policies on national and European levels.
These constructions circle around questions of what constitutes national or European identity
and cultural norms, and set the boundaries separating the national and cultural “we” from the
“Other,” with immigration often being “the site of struggle over definitions of class, race and
nation” (Fortier 2000: 20). In the national realm, I see the normalizing judgement as enabling
the classification of persons as belonging or not belonging to a nation and a culture and
enforcing processes of normalization in the drive to harmonize difference. The discourse on
cultural difference, on the other hand, is an example where practices of problematization and
normalization operate in the production of “truth.” Within the European nation-states, the
categories of norm and deviance have acquired new meanings, denoting the positions of
majority and minority, as well as the requirements this “truth” poses on the individuals and

their bodies, both when pertaining to the majority and to positions that deviate from the norm.

For Foucault, the start of bio-politics as an organizational principle is also part of a larger new
“economy of power,” a set of mechanisms that make the effects of power circulate through
the entire social body. This relational character of power rejects the notions of power through
ideology or repression. Foucault’s investigations into the history of penal right, psychiatric
power, and the control of infantile sexuality, uncover that rather than repression, constraint, or
a force pushing onto the individual, mechanisms of power happen in a capillary form, and
power reaching “into the very grain of individuals, touches their bodies and inserts itself into
their actions and attitudes, their discourses, learning processes and everyday lives” (Foucault

1980: 39).

Foucault analyzes this “how of power” within two poles: the formal delimitation of power on
the one hand and the “effects of truth that this power produces and transmits, and which in
their turn reproduce this power” (Foucault 1980: 92-93) on the other hand. Seeing power as
the producer of effects or régimes of truth implies that the individual is not the passive

receiver on whom power is exercised but is in fact in part constituted as individual through its
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operation: he or she is in fact one of the results of power. In Foucault’s words, the individual
is “an effect of power, and at the same time, or precisely to the extent to which it is that effect,
it is the element of its articulation. The individual which power has constituted is at the same
time its vehicle” (1980: 98). “Bio-politics” implies this transformation of disciplinary power
into bio-power, which functions in two directions: as regulator of social life starting from the
individual body and as result, activated from the individual body. Individuals are not
exclusively subjects who exercise power or else objects on whom power is exercised, but
“always also the elements of its articulation. In other words, individuals are the vehicles of

power, not its points of application” (Foucault 1980: 98).

I see the strong discursive production associated with nation and culture as creating a web of
power in Foucauldian terms: it constructs the concept of difference through the practices of
problematization, classification, and normalization that operate in the production of “truth,” of

“common knowledge.”

For example, practices of categorization and classifying can be detected at the core of politics
of race or ethnic difference. The discourse of difference increasingly permeates a great part of
contemporary public rhetoric on immigration and particularly on Islam in Western Europe,
normalizing in its course the perception of Islam as the West’s Other. Sara Ahmed (2000), for
example, traces how practices of normalization and problematization are “making the

common” in the Neighbourhood Watch schemes in Great Britain, where

the good citizen is not given any information about how to tell what or who is
suspicious in the first place. [...] It is the technique of common sense that is
produced [...] [that] not only defines what "we" should take for granted (that is,
what is normalised and already known as "the given"), but it also involves the
normalisation of ways of "sensing" the difference between common and
uncommon. [...] Neighbourhood watch is hence about making the common: it

makes the community. (Ahmed 2000: 29, emphasis in original)

The normalizing judgement can, on the other hand, be detected in the requirements for those
outside of the norm to integrate into it and accept a dominant, “host culture.” One example of
the latter is the political discussion around the concept of “leading culture,” Leitkultur, in the
context of immigration in Germany. The concept of “leading culture” was introduced by the
German political scientist Bassam Tibi in 1998, who defines it as follows: “The values of the

desirable leading culture must stem from the cultural modernity, and they are: democracy,
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laicism, the Enlightenment, human rights and civil society” (Tibi 1998: 154). Since 2000, the
concept has been used in the political debate on immigration. The Christian-democratic
politician Friedrich Merz introduced the term into the discussion on the planned changes of
the immigration law in 2000, formulating the rules for immigration and integration, and
against multiculturalism and parallel societies. Merz demanded that “immigrants who want to
live here permanently must adjust to a grown, liberal German leading culture” (Eitz 2010,
translation from German by the author), a demand that provoked much public controversy at

the time.

After an ensuing period of absence from public discussion, the term again surfaced during the
debates surrounding the so-called refugee crisis of the year 2015-16 in Germany. In 2017,
then interior minister Thomas de Maizi¢re published a text listing ten aspects of Leitkultur,
that “go beyond language, constitution and the respect for human rights,” and are “things that
hold the Germans together, make them what they are and make them different from others”
(de Maiziere 2017). The interior minister starts his list with the words, “We value certain
social habits [...] we say our name. We give our hand in greeting” and adds, “We show our

face. We are not burka” (de Maiziére 2017).

Like many other contributors to the debate around integration, the minister apparently also
starts from the premise that there is cultural distance separating the migrant from the
dominant culture. Found in visible signs such as the burka, not giving one’s hand in greeting,
or maybe not speaking the German language, such cultural distance can be overcome by
adopting common rules of behaviour, such as greeting or showing one’s face in public, and
common values such as respect for the Constitution or for human rights. On the other hand, it
is also some unnamed essence that holds Germans together, something that goes beyond the

visible signs and possibly beyond things that can be learned at all.

While somehow beyond description, culture is still used as a parameter to measure
integration, with cultural factors serving to uphold the differentiation between ethnic groups.

In light of such narratives, Paul Gilroy points out how in this constellation,

culture is conceived along ethnically absolute lines, not as something
intrinsically fluid, changing, unstable, and dynamic, but as a fixed property of
social groups rather than a relational field in which they encounter one another

and live out social, historical relationships. (1993: 24)
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In this way, the “inherent cultural nature” of groups explains their different positions in the
social strata, “if not the impossibility of the insertion of minorities into mainstream national
cultures” (Gilroy 1987: 61, paraphrased in Fortier 2000: 24). Anne-Marie Fortier also attracts
attention to the role ethnicity plays in binding culture and biology. For her, ethnicity becomes

the nodal point that mediates culture and race and allows them

to congeal in pseudo-biological underpinnings. As ‘race’ is culturalized,
‘ethnicity’ is essentialized. What stems from this is the notion of an invisible
ethnicity as well as the idea that ethnic identification is somewhat intrinsic.

(Fortier 2000: 24)

“Nodal point” is a concept derived from the Lacanian notion of points de caption, “privileged
signifiers that fix the meaning of a signifying process” (Bozi¢-Vrbanci¢ 2008: 23). According
to Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe ([1985] 2014), nodal points emerge through
antagonism, and although they create a sense of permanence or fixing, by linking signifiers to
signifieds, by quilting the whole chain, they cannot make meaning entirely stable. However,
often they appear as something fixed, or as the German minster puts it referring to ethnicity,

as something “which makes Germans different from others.”

Inspired by Lacanian psychoanalysis, Slavoj Zizek argues that this identification with
ethnicity, or national identity, or in the example quoted above, with “something that makes
Germans different from others,” cannot be understood just on the level of discourse but must

include the affective dimension.

Starting from the historical developments in post-communist Eastern Europe, in his essay
“Enjoy Your Nation as Yourself!” Zizek (1993) points to the questions emerging from the
flaring up of nationalism and populist policies in Eastern Europe of the 1990s, going against
the grain of the widespread premise in Western Europe that the fall of oppressive regimes
would inevitably lead the populations to embrace Western democratic values, the rule of law,
ethnic tolerance, and a new unity within the diverse European identity. Zizek sees in the
West’s disillusionment with developments, such as the wars in former Yugoslavia and the
flaring up of xenophobia and anti-Semitism in Eastern Europe, a disappointment in its desire
to be admired and find again its lost original experience of “democratic invention.” Instead of
seeing in nationalism only a symptom of ideology, Zizek rethinks national identification in
psychoanalytical terms, pointing to a level beneath the symbolic one. Whereas the notion of

the “imagined community” (Anderson 1983) explains the production of a nation as a process
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of self-ordering along an array of symbolic identification points towards an ideal unit
envisaged amongst a given group of people, for Zizek the explanation of the nation as a

product of discursive practices still leaves out an important, non-discursive level:

A nation exists only as long as its specific enjoyment continues to be
materialized in a set of social practices and transmitted through national myths
that structure those practices. To emphasize in a ‘deconstructionist’ mode that
Nation is not biological or transhistorical fact but a contingent discursive
construction, an overdetermined result of textual practices, is thus misleading:
such an emphasis overlooks the remainder of some real, nondiscursive kernel of
enjoyment which must be present for the Nation qua discursive entity-effect to

achieve its ontological consistency. (1993: 202)

Zizek points to the “shared relationship toward a Thing, toward Enjoyment incarnated” (1993:
201) that underlies values, myths, and social practices woven into the fantasy of the nation.
For Zizek, the Thing is the Lacaninian Real — something that resists symbolization but is
created by the symbolic. The role of fantasy is crucial here, because it is through fantasy that
the world is experienced as a meaningful order, and the way that belonging to a particular
group is constructed involves an element of fantasy. In other words, national identity cannot
be fully symbolized and it is precisely because of that impossibility that members of a
particular group cannot express what it really means to belong to a particular group. Therefore,
they usually refer to “something more,” something that defines them. In short, there is a belief
among the members of a particular group that there is “something more,” some essence within
those features that they define as theirs, something that materializes through their discursive

practices.

Members of a community who partake in a given way of life “believe in their
Thing, where this belief has a reflexive structure proper to the intersubjective
space: “I believe in the (national) Thing” equals "I believe that others (members
of my community) believe in the Thing”. (Zizek 1993: 201-202, emphasis in

original)

This belief shared by the members of a group (nation), that there is a set of characteristics and
practices — traditions, myths, customs — that make the group what it is, leads to enjoyment
(jouissance) resulting from the performance of these practices. Therefore, the national cause

is “nothing but the way subjects of a given ethnic community organize their enjoyment
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through national myths” (Zizek 1993: 202) and a nation exists “only as long as its specific
enjoyment continues to be materialized in a set of social practices and transmitted through

national myths or fantasies that secure these practices” (1993: 202, emphasis in original).

It is therefore not only on the level of differences between social practices that communities
are defined against one another, but on the affective level, on the level of fantasy of their
particular relationship towards the Nation-Thing: “Our Thing” is ours only; our enjoyment
cannot be experienced or learned by non-members. The Thing exists in a paradox of being, on
the one hand, inaccessible to Others and on the other, in constant threat by them, keeping the
members in a state of awareness — even if this threat to “our way of life” is not a social reality,

but played out on the symbolic level.

Here, racism and exclusions are a discursive product of the national fantasy, the fantasy that
on the one hand, makes us believe the Other desires to “steal our enjoyment” and on the other
hand, we assume an excessive, even perverse and secret enjoyment by the Other. In short,
“what really bothers us about the ‘other’ is the peculiar way he organizes his enjoyment,
precisely the surplus, the ‘excess’ that pertains to this way: the smell of ‘their’ food, ‘their’
noisy songs and dances, ‘their’ strange manners, ‘their’ attitude to work” (Zizek 1993: 202-
203), which explains the sense of panic that occurs when social and physical distance towards
the Other diminishes. Our hatred of the Other is a hatred of the Other’s enjoyment, which
“would be the most general formula of the modern racism we are witnessing today: a hatred of

the particular way the Other enjoys” (1993: 203).

The fantasy of the Other’s enjoyment is at the heart of the construction of cultural difference.
It is something that “we” cannot penetrate, and something that in the racist discourse “we” do
not want to have in our proximity, since it is seen as insurmountable and a natural cause of our
rejection. While on the legislative level discrimination of migrants is rejected in European
countries, such as Germany or France today, the discrimination arises from the affective level.
It is formulated as a rejection of “cultural difference,” which becomes a key organizing
principle of what Etienne Balibar (1991) calls “cultural racism.” It becomes the point around
which processes of exclusion happen, and the “way of life” of minorities becomes a “natural”

base for antagonism.

Balibar analyzes the development of new discourses of racism in which the new “racist
community,” with its catalogue of practices of violence, stereotypical representation, and

exclusion of the Other, no longer develops based primarily on a hatred that reflects a pseudo-
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biological concept of race; instead, in the era of decolonization and post-colonialism, Balibar
locates immigration as the site where this discourse arises, with the “insurmountability of
cultural differences” as its dominant theme (Balibar 1991: 20-21). This “differentialist racism”

(133

does not postulate a superiority of certain groups, but “‘only’ the harmfulness of abolishing
frontiers, the incompatibility of life-styles and traditions” (1991: 21). Culture here takes over
the function of nature, in that individual Others are a priori locked into a determined category
where “individuals are the exclusive heirs and bearers of a single culture, segregate
collectivities (the best barrier in this regard still being national frontiers)” (1991: 23). In this

new “racism without races,”

(1)t is granted from the outset that races do not constitute isolable biological units
and that in reality there are no ‘human races’. It may also be admitted that the
behaviour of individuals and their ‘aptitudes’ cannot be explained in terms of
their blood or even their genes, but are the result of their belonging to historical

‘cultures’. (1991: 21)

This belonging is essentialistic and immutable; cultural difference cannot be surmounted.
Balibar illustrates this “differentialist racism” using the example of current Arabophobia,
based on “an image of Islam as a ‘conception of the world’ which is incompatible with

Europeanness and an enterprise of universal ideological domination™ (1991: 24).

The discourse of cultural difference threatening “our way of life”” is becoming mainstreamed
in a number of European contexts at the time of writing, especially in the case of the large
number of immigrant refugees, seen as carriers of cultural habits incompatible with European
(or German) values, such as gender equality or a democratic outlook. In this discourse, racist
reactions become “natural,” transforming the theory of races into “‘a theory of ‘race relations’

within society, which naturalizes not racial belonging but racist conduct” (Balibar 1991: 22).

It is precisely within the framework of “cultural racism” that this thesis looks for the
operations of normalizing and problematizing in the creation of the “Other.” The articulations
of “cultural difference” are analyzed through a set of media broadcasts. The analysis looks
specifically at those programs that are regarded as favorable towards cultural contact, looking
for their responses to the problematizations of difference. Among others, it strongly draws on
the work of Sara Ahmed, who introduces the concept of the “stranger,” and explores the
instrumentalization of the stranger in the production of (Western) self and community. In her

study “Strange Encounters: Embodied Others in Post-Coloniality,” Ahmed explores these
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instrumentalizations through the prism of feminist and postcolonial theory, and introduces the
concept of “stranger fetishism,” where “[t]he alien is not simply the one whom we have failed
to identify (‘unidentified flying objects’), but is the one whom we have already identified in
the event of being named as alien: the alien recuperates all that is beyond the human into the
singularity of a given form” (2000: 2). Investigating various discourses, Ahmed shows how
communities need the “close encounter” with strangers/aliens to be able to construct what is
beyond the community in order to define the community itself. It is through this “fleshing out
the beyond” that the community is given a face and form. “The alien stranger is hence, not
beyond human, but a mechanism for allowing us to face that which we have already

designated as the beyond” (2000: 3, emphasis in original).

Based on her conceptualization of the “stranger” and “stranger fetishism,” Ahmed sees these
spaces as unavoidably situated within the historical negotiations of “nation.” She analyzes the
necessity of the presence of “strangers” within the nation-space, to facilitate “the demarcation
of the national body” (2000: 100). Furthermore, Ahmed points to the multicultural society’s
ability to turn ethnic belonging into a consumption good, imbuing Western consumer culture
with phantasies of “becoming,” a notion that will be analyzed more deeply in the example of a
radio station in Chapter 7, and which involves, according to Ahmed, the construction of
assimilable difference which can be put on or taken off. For Ahmed, “passing” is therefore
crucial in the national phantasy of multiculturalism, while at the same time “acts of
'transgression' implicit in passing do not transcend the systematization of differences into
regularities” (2000, 91). On the contrary, passing can serve as a re-organizing principle of

racial categories, where the disorganisation of identities

can become a mechanism for the re-organizing of social life through an
expansion of the terms of surveillance (how are we to know the other's difference
if we cannot see her?). The economy of desire [...] is itself an apparatus of
knowledge which already fixes others into a certain place. Such an economy of
desire to tell the difference assumes that the difference can be found somewhere

on (or in) the bodies of others (on or underneath their skin). (2000: 91)

The categories of difference found on or in bodies exclude any sort of ambiguity or
transgression of existing categories. Invoking a parallel (Black passing for White, White
passing for White), Ahmed links the processes of stranger-production and stranger fetishism to

historical power assymetries, since the difference between a Black and a White subject passing
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for White is not essential, but rather “a structural difference that demonstrates that passing
involves the re-opening or re-staging of a fractured history of identifications that constitutes
the limits to a given subject's mobility.” To refuse that difference is to refuse to acknowledge
“the constraints which temporarily fix subjects in relations of social antagonism” (2000: 93,

emphasis in original).

1.2 Governmentality and media as spaces of articulation of difference

In this thesis, I look for the ways that subjects are fixed in relations of antagonism — these
include the web of meanings “quilted” around terms such as integration, culture,
multiculturalism, and tolerance. Many of these imaginaries are articulated in the media
discourse, the main field of exploration of this thesis. Van Dijk argues that the media
discourse is one of the most powerful discourses, operating from a position of authority, and
notes that “among many other resources that define the power base of a group or institution,
access to or control over public discourse and communication is an important ‘symbolic’
resource” (Van Dijk 2004: 355, emphasis in original). In Foucauldian terms, this means that
the media discourse can be seen as part of modern-day governmentality, as leading to specific
modes of individualization, through articulating modes of “conduct,” where “conduct of
conducts” represents a simple definition of “governmentality.” In Foucault’s words,
governmentality, understood “in the broad sense of techniques and procedures for directing
human behavior” (Foucault 1997: 83), encompasses an “ensemble formed by the institutions,
procedures, analyses and reflections, the calculations and tactics, that allow the exercise of
this very specific albeit complex form of power” (Foucault 1979: 20, quoted in Rose 2006:

86). In short, governmentality operates to produce a subject.

As has already been stated, Foucault traces the emergence of a novel idea in the mid-
eighteenth century, that of a collectivity of living beings, a population with characteristics not
the same as those of individuals, a collectivity that had to be understood by specific
knowledges and governed according to them (Rose 2006: 84). Since this perspective sees
power as operating in terms of specific rationalizations, an analysis here “seeks to identify
these different styles of thought, their conditions of formation, the principles and knowledges
that they borrow from and generate, the practices that they consist of, how they are carried out,

their contestations and alliances with other arts of governing” (Rose 2006: 87).
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In other words, governmentality leads to specific modes of individualization, including
“becoming a Western-modern subject” (Lorey 2015: 3). While individualization means a
separation, “primarily a matter of constituting oneself by way of imaginary relationships,
constituting one’s ‘own’ inner being,” at the same time “this interiority and self-reference is
not an expression of independence, but rather the crucial element in the pastoral relationship
of obedience” (Lorey 2015: 3). Therefore, practices of governing can be seen as leading
individuals “to produce relations to self that are then perceived, in the best case, as
independent and autonomous” — the “conduct of conducts,” in other words, consists of
“influencing the conduct of others through their individualization” (Lorey 2015: 3). The
individuals are thus placed at the intersection of being guided to a certain conduct and self-

government, between subjugation and self-determination.

At the same time, this intersection is open to counter-conduct, something that becomes an
interesting area of study in terms of the topic of this thesis, the media discourse. This thesis
approaches the media from the framework of a governmentality analysis and sees them as
closely linked to formations of citizenship. This is especially visible in the social position of
the public service media, with a remit “to inform, educate and entertain all audiences.”
“Financed and controlled by the public, for the public,” the public service broadcasters are
even defined as “the cornerstones of democratic societies” by the European Broadcasting

Union (EBU).%

In an analysis inspired by Foucauldian governmentality, David Nolan (2003, 2004, 2006)
looks in particular at the role of the media in contemporary formations of citizenship.
Disarticulating existing citizenship and the practices that shape it from critical-normative
definitions, in his analysis citizenship is seen as a theoretical ideal, performatively embodied
in broadcasting institutions, which enshrine and uphold individuals’ rights as members of civil
society. On the other hand, conditions of civic membership are determined by operations of
“citizens-forming” institutions (Nolan 2006). Nolan rejects the notion of citizenship as an
ideal outside reality; instead he looks at citizenship as embodied in it — as a performative
outcome of the field of government, “since it is this field that determines both the extent to

which particular subjects are included in and/or excluded from the polity” (Nolan 2006: 231).

8 “What is public service media?”, EBU, https://www.ebu.ch/about/public-service-media, accessed
12/November/2018
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In discussing public service media in Australia, Nolan analyzes them as technologies of
government in relation to the questions of citizenship, technologies that “do indeed perform
this role of making available spaces where ideas of collective identity are articulated and
deliberated, and in so doing constitute a ‘technology of citizenship’” (Nolan 2006: 227).
Therefore, the public service broadcasters are on the one hand positioned as a field of practice
(alongside others) and work to performatively define formations of citizenship, and on the
other are situated within and governed by a larger field of socio-political relations (Nolan
2006: 227-228). Therefore, citizenship formations are shaped by interactions between
different authorities and different ways of defining “the public” and “publics” that the media
deploy, with the “importance of such interactions [... being...] that they inform modes of
governmental practice (including media practice) that literally serve to “define” formations of

citizenship” (2006: 227-228).

Instead of looking for a process in which a state moulds its citizenry through the media and
other discourses, a governmentality approach recognizes that citizens exercise governmental
power simultaneously to being subject to it, depending upon the social, cultural, and
economic resources at their disposal. This mode of analysis finally “suggests that practices of
government tend to be informed by (and are themselves governed by reference to)

representations of the political community (or public) itself” (Nolan 2006: 233).

The journalistic understanding of “the publics” is that in

which journalism itself bears the responsibility of both shaping and representing,
that marks it as a liberal technology that plays a key role in a broader apparatus
of government. It must be emphasized, however, that “publics” do not exist
simply as objectively identifiable entities but are discursively produced through

various forms of quantitative and qualitative knowledge. (Nolan 2003: 1372)

In this sense, “journalism exists in a reciprocally constitutive and dependent relationship with
other such agencies” (Nolan 2003: 1372). In conclusion, a governmentality analysis can show
how “the material politics of actually existing citizenship can gain visibility, by focusing on

how various social practices and institutions contribute to formations of citizenship” (Nolan

2006: 240).

I follow this line of analysis in my elaborations of concrete case studies within the media

discourse. I see the media as one of the central spaces of representation in society, in terms of
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their role in (co-)defining the power relations as defined by (cultural) difference within a
multicultural situation. I also see them as participating in the discursive production of various
forms of knowledge and the subjectification of citizens. At the same time, they are also an

area where counter-conducts or alternative modes of individualization can be articulated.

I draw in particular on the work of Ella Shohat and Robert Stam, who concentrate on the role
of media in multiculturalism and pose questions about the ways the media participate in the
construction of cultural identities. Shohat and Stam detect ideological and power structures in
a large array of popular culture texts — from Hollywood genre movies to indigenous cinema,
from television serials to U.S. coverage of the Gulf Wars, from the Brazilian Tropicalia to rap
and hip-hop movements. In their analysis of the overlapping of the beginnings of colonialism,
scientific development, and technical progress, they point to the participation of the media —
in particular photography and film — in the imperial project, showing how the material from
the time “enshrines and naturalizes the hierarchical stratifications inherited from colonialism,
rendering them as inevitable and even ‘progressive’” (Stam and Shohat 2012: 61). In other
words, this film material introduces the normalized view of the “civilizational” project of
European colonialism that continues in the Eurocentric paradigm and justifies the “us vs.
them” problematizations to this day — both in the media discourse itself and the

individualizations and the social positionings articulated through the media discourse.

Two points are central to the Eurocentric paradigm for Shohat and Stam: firstly, it sanitizes
Western history and patronizes the non-West, thinking of itself “in terms of its noblest
achievements — science, progress, humanism — but of the non-West in terms of its
deficiencies, real or imagined" (Shohat and Stam 1994: 3). Secondly, it naturalizes this stance
as “common sense,” rather than a political position. The “ideal portrait” of Eurocentrism
shows it as a diffusionist narrative, assuming that Europe generates ideas that spread around
the world; as evolutionary, with Europe leading the way for others; as embedded in binary
metaphors of center and periphery, order and chaos, self-reflexivity and blindness; as denying
the agency of colonized peoples; as implying an inherent drive towards democracy in the
West but not elsewhere; as having a monopoly on beauty, artistic modernism, self-critical
reflectivity, universal thought, progress (unrelated to the appropriation of wealth from

colonized regions), and so on (Stam and Shohat 2012: 65-67).

Eurocentrism, however, is not a synonym for “European,” so that “(i)t is not Eurocentric to

love Shakespeare or Proust, but it is Eurocentric to wield these cultural figures as ‘proof” of
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an innate European superiority” (2012: 62). The Eurocentric paradigm instead “refers to
western hegemonies rooted in colonialism and imperialism. It refers not to Europe but to a
perspective on the relationship between the West and its Others” (Shohat and Stam 2009).
The nature of the “Europe” at the heart of this paradigm has changed since the colonial period
to include for example (White Anglo-Saxon) North America; therefore, alternative terms such
as “Eurotropism,” “Westernism,” “Western hegemonism,” and “Occidentalism” could be

used as alternatives to Eurocentrism.

Since the power structure described by Shohat and Stam is present as a hidden paradigm not
only in colonial film, but also in a large part of today’s media production that implicitly
positions the Western subject as dominant, in the reverse argument the media can gain a
pivotal role in the decentralizing and dispersing of power, in the rejection of Western and
Eurocentric power structures. The media discourse can become a site where counter-conduct
or alternative individualizations are articulated, a space where it would be possible to exercise
a radical “un-thinking” of Eurocentrism, a deconstruction and destabilization of the “habit of
Eurocentrism,” or those “paradigms which simplify and make Europe a singular source of
culture” (Shohat and Stam 1994: 1). Shohat and Stam point to the crucial question of the
distribution of representational power in the media; however, they see the media as fields of
representation that can open up spaces for resisting the Eurocentric discourse. Media can
construct identity and a sense of belonging to a national community, but just as “the media can
exoticize and otherize cultures, they can also reflect and help catalyze multicultural affiliations

and transnational identifications” (Shohat and Stam 2003: 1)

This thesis analyzes a particular radio station and a media event of German public service
broadcasters and their effects on multicultural citizenship, explicitly looking for ways these
media articulate belonging and citizenship. What kind of individualizations are they in the
context of the German multicultural society? What narratives do they uphold? Do they follow
dominant scripts, or do they offer modes of alternative or counter self-determination? These

are some of the overreaching questions of the thesis.

Whereas a large part of the German-language literature on the topic of media and
multiculturalism sees the mass media as a tool, as a means of carrying the message that will

lead to harmonious co-existence and social cohesion? in the best case, or contribute to social

9 An overview of the German-language literature in the field of media and multiculturalism is offered in Chapter
4.
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disintegration in the worst, this thesis aims to expand the discussion towards a discursive
analysis, that explicitly treats media as technologies of governing in the Foucauldian sense.
The thesis looks at the questions of power implicit in media discourses, at how the audience
and the media makers “manipulate [...] (media) technologies to their own cultural, economic,
and ideological ends” (Askew 2002: 1). It asks specific questions in terms of power workings
within multicultural societies, or a context of majority and minorities, in particular: What kind
of “truth” do media discourses under scrutiny construct? And whose interests does that serve
in the final consequence? How do the media contribute to the processes of problematization
and normalization? How do they work towards “Othering” or towards national and cultural
community building? How do these discourses work within and on the concept of difference,
on subject and object positionings? Who has access to the media discourse as a member of the

audience, as a protagonist or a creator?

I scrutinize two particular media examples. One of them is the radio station WDR Funkhaus
Europa, that will be introduced in more detail later. At this point, it is important to note that it
is at the moment of writing the only public service radio station in Germany dedicated
specifically to cultural diversity in the country (under the new name WDR Cosmo). It
broadcasts word content and music that differ from the daily potpourri of agency news and
reporting of the mainstream media as well as from the choice of chart music, which is
dominated by Anglo-Saxon hits. To this extent, I see it as partially offering alternative modes
of individualization or embodiment of citizenship in multicultural Germany at the turn of the
century. My second example is the thematic week dedicated to tolerance, a media event

organized by the Association of German Public Service Broadcasters in 2014.

I do not see these media examples, or media content in general, as reflecting physical or social
reality in a straight-forward manner. Instead, I analyze both of these examples as articulations
of particular meanings in a particular historical moment in the context of the German
multicultural society. I analyze the negotiations of multicultural living as mediated through
the “snapshot” of media discourse, caught in a certain historical moment in a media broadcast.
I specifically seek for the ways some meanings are included and some excluded from the

discourse, as well as how meanings around cultural diversity are fixed in it.

Here, I follow Laclau and Mouffe, who argue that our perception of reality and its objects is

mediated through discourse. In their vivid comparison,

(the fact that every object is constituted as an object of discourse has nothing to
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do with whether there is a world external to thought, or with the realism/idealism
opposition. An earthquake or the falling of a brick is an event that certainly
exists, in the sense that it occurs here and now, independently of my will. But
whether their specificity as objects is constructed in terms of ‘natural
phenomena’ or ‘expressions of the wrath of God’, depends upon the structuring
of a discursive field. What is denied is not that such objects exist externally to
thought, but the rather different assertion that they could constitute themselves
as objects outside any discursive conditions of emergence. (Laclau and Mouffe

2014: 94)

Important for my analysis is the assertion that the meanings of social phenomena are not
fixed; rather, they are the result of a spectrum of discourses, structuring reality in different

ways, so that

(p)eople’s understanding of these aspects [...] is contingent upon the ongoing
struggle between discourses, with perceptions of society and identity always
open to new representations as meanings are constantly altered and reconfigured

through contact with competing discourses. (Rear 2013: 5)

In particular, I analyze how crucial terms of the cultural politics of difference in Germany —
among them multiculturalism, integration, tolerance — are configured and reconfigured
through competing discourses, as they are articulated in the media. According to Laclau and
Mouffe, articulation is “any practice establishing a relation among elements such that their
identity is modified as a result of the articulatory practice,” while a discourse is “the
structured totality resulting from this articulatory practice” (Laclau andMouffe 2014: 91).
Since this structuring of meanings involves exclusion of alternative meanings, “any discourse
is constituted as an attempt to dominate the field of discursivity, to arrest the flow of

differences, to construct a centre” (Laclau & Mouffe 2014: 98-99).

As was already mentioned, Laclau and Mouffe point to nodal points that organize discourses
around a reference point, the “privileged signifiers that fix the meaning of the signifying
chain” (2014: 99). As Slavoj Zizek (1989) explains, this does not mean that a nodal point is
simply the word that condenses all the meaning of the field it “quilts,” rather, it is “the word
which, as a word, on the level of the signifier itself, unifies a given field, constitutes its
identity” (Zizek 1989: 95-96). In other words, a nodal point possesses no density of meaning,

but is instead an “empty signifier, a pure signifier without the signified” (1989: 97), that only
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acquires meaning in its positioning to other signs, and through articulation. For example,
Torfing (1999) explains the functioning of the word “nation” as the nodal point quilting the
discursive field of “nationalism”: he points out that it is the “aim of a nationalistic movement
to hegemonize the content of the empty signifier of ‘the nation’ by attaching it to a

transcendental signified, able once and for all to arrest the play of meaning” (1999: 202).

In this sense, the media discourse, including the particular station under scrutiny, WDR
Funkhaus Europa, is seen here as organized around nodal points such as multiculturalism and
integration, positioned in articulatory relation to other elements within the discourse. I see
multiculturalism, diversity, and integration in this particular discourse not as condensing some
central meaning of the discourse on difference, but as filled and refilled with different
meanings in an attempt to fix them in a certain way. The relationship of these nodal points to
other elements in the discourse is not one of straightforward causes and effects, and it is also
always contingent. The contingency of articulations always becomes visible in light of newly
arising antagonisms, which then lead to new articulations and discourse rearrangements. |
show this in examples such as the change in how “enriching difference” was articulated in the
picture of the ideal listeners of the radio station Funkhaus Europa. While initially personified
by a young Arab man, over the course of years the picture of the young Arab male became a
point that “quilted” a whole new discourse arising from the events of the Cologne New Year’s
Eve 2015/16 and subsequent media coverage on the cases of sexual violence and predation
perpetrated by refugees from the Middle East.'? It is such rearrangements arising from new
antagonisms that I reveal through a scrutiny of programs dedicated to cultural diversity,
detected in concepts and narratives that media content is built around, as well as in the
changes that have occurred in the past years. In sum, they point to rearrangements in the

regimes of truth relating to multiculturality in a particular social moment.

10 An analysis of the ideal-type audience of Funkhaus Europa is the subject of Chapter 7.
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Chapter 2

Contestations around identity issues - migration, multiculturalism, integration,

assimilation, interculturalism

The antagonisms around “cultural difference” influence the ongoing rearrangements in the
discourse on multicultural living in many European states of migration, mobilizing the
emotions around the contestations of difference, race, and culture. The contingency of any
points of reference in the discourse on difference or multicultural living becomes visible in the
ongoing struggle over words, over terms with which to describe the social situation
characterizing modern European societies characterized by migration and cultural and ethnic
diversity. This can be seen very vividly on the trajectory of some of the key terms in the
debate in recent years, among them most strikingly multiculturalism, but also integration, or
interculturalism, terms that are central to the ways citizens of contemporary Germany

subjectify themselves today.

2.1 Migration and multiculturalism

As has already been stated, over 23 percent, or more than every fifth person living in Germany
has a so-called “migration background”!!. Since this statistical category applies also to people
born in Germany to at least one parent of migrant origins, further cultural and ethnic
diversification of the population in Germany is set to continue even if physical immigration
were to stop completely. So, how does the German “we” constitute itself in light of such social
transformation? How are the citizens of Germany, whose political institutions only recently
officially confirmed the physical reality that Germany was a “country of immigration”!?,

subjectified today in terms of their cultural and national identity? How does the political

' Bundeszentrale fiir politische Bildung: Bevédlkerung mit Migrationshintergrund 1. In absoluten Zahlen, Anteile
an der Gesamtbevolkerung in Prozent, 2017,
https://www.bpb.de/wissen/NY3SWU,0,0,.Bev%F6lkerung_mit_Migrationshintergrund [.html, accessed 18
Nov. 2018

12 Until the late 1990s, the official line of the German institutions was that Germany was not a country of
permanent immigration.
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discourse reconcile its reference point as a nation-state with the changing cultural identities of
a large bulk of its citizens? Finally: what versions of citizenship and what narratives of the

“good life” in Germany as a country of changing identity are articulated through the media?

The last decades have seen a change of paradigm in the official German politics '3, from
denying the facts of immigration, towards efforts to promote integration, and even pride in the
country’s diversity. For example, in 2011, the 50th anniversary of the bilateral contract which
started the arrival of foreign workers in Germany from Turkey was a cause for celebration of
the success of its largest migrant community, otherwise often perceived as a source of
problems and an implied lack of full acculturation. On this occasion however, awards for
“successful integration” were handed over, books about businesspeople, physicians, and artists
of Turkish origin were published, the media celebrated the “good co-existence.” As is often
the case in the rhetoric concerning migration in Western Europe, cultural diversity, when
framed positively, is seen in terms of the potential of economic enrichment or of helping to
solve the looming demographic crisis. However, even when the discourse of “enrichment” is
evoked, ostensibly the nation state remains the “natural” point of departure for celebrating
diversity. This in turn leads to continuing struggles over the concepts of cohesion, integration,
cultural values, and tolerance in the political, public, and media discourse. Therefore,
regardless of the ideological underpinnings of the arguments, the picture of the society
continues to be based on prior normativity and assumptions of major and minor elements

within it (Stam and Shohat 2012: 119).

This becomes all too visible when large-scale events are perceived as a crisis, such as the
influx of hundreds of thousands of refugees from the Middle East into Germany in 2015-16.
Termed a “refugee crisis” in the media, the events reinforced the sense of institutional
inaptness, insecurity, and threat that favored the rise of the xenophobic party Alternative fiir
Deutschland (Alternative for Germany) and the right-wing populist movement Pegida'“.

Whereas the demand to integrate and become part of the society remains a priority in the

13 Chapter 4 will deal in more detail with the historical transformation of policies concerning immigration and
diversity in Germany.

14 Patriotic Europeans against the Islamisation of the Occident (Patriotische Europder gegen die Islamisierung
des Abendlandes), abbreviated Pegida, was established in October 2014, when it staged its first rallies against
further immigration in the German East, accusing the authorities of facilitating immigration and a silent
Islamization of Germany. Pegida has continued to demonstrate around the country on a regular basis, regularly
also provoking counter-demonstrations. Founded as a loose association of right-wing organizations and
individual citizens, it has over and again been accused of colluding with the extreme right.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pegida, accessed 03 Jan. 2019
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political approach to immigration, the continuing conflicts around the conditions for obtaining
— and properly living — German citizenship point to the danger that the “new restrictions and
the symbolic effect of debates about which new citizens are deemed worthy or unwelcome
may counteract the intention of increasing the naturalization rates of immigrants and hinder

their full incorporation into German society” (Schonwélder 2010: 153).

The negotiations around questions of migration and cultural diversity have turned around
several crucial terms; multiculturalism is the most prominent example that shows a larger
European and Western paradigm change in the discourses around migration and the policy
responses to it. It has been used to describe a set of politics regulating diversity, or as a term
used to denote a celebration of the cultural mix in the country, and, in a more recent complete
semantic turn, as the umbrella term describing everything that went wrong with immigration,
in a strong “backlash against multiculturalism” (Fortier 2008; Vertovec 2010; Wessendorf
2010). How are such shifts in public discussion to be analyzed in terms of their operation in
governing difference? I see multiculturalism as a textbook example of a “nodal point,”
defining and unifying the meaning of the field it “quilts” (Zizek 1989). Without density of
meaning in itself, multiculturalism is filled with meaning through articulation, depending on

the context, and on its positioning in relation to other signs.

Let me trace its trajectory: In very broad terms, the concept of multiculturalism points to a
constellation of the loosening ties between the nation-state and a homogeneous national
culture, and a parallelity of various individual cultures (ethnic and other) within the nation-
state. Multiculturalism can thus be seen from two perspectives, both as “a feeble
acknowledgement of the fact that cultures have lost their moorings in definite places and an
attempt to subsume this plurality of cultures within the framework of a national identity”

(Gupta and Ferguson 1992: 7).

The concept of multiculturalism emerged in the context of the social and migration
movements of the mid-twentieth century and was later theoretically approached in post-
colonial theories, against the backdrop of the experience of global migration movements of the
post-colonial era. As such, it has not only analytical but also institutional connotations, and
continues to be emotionally charged on the level of everyday political debate in a large
number of European countries of immigration. Speaking within the British context, Anne-
Marie Fortier refers to this proliferation of discussion when she notes that the “sheer volume

of debates, consultations, analyses, editorials, and images circulating around multiculturalism



34

in the British public sphere since the turn of the millenium makes it impossible not to notice

how unsettled and unsettling, multicultural Britain is” (Fortier 2008: 2).

In the course of the years and with changing political climates, the term multiculturalism has
often been used with manifold, sometimes contradictory meanings, depending on the

historical, political and socio-cultural context and purpose. In Fortier’s words,

(s)truggles over exclusion, discrimination, and recognition of people minoritized
on the basis of race, ethnicity, and to a lesser extent, gender, sexuality, class, or
disability have variously been mobilized in the name of multiculturalism (2008:

1-2)

and its deployment in government strategies and social policies also varies and is always
subject to intense debate. Whereas many countries of immigration have operationalized
multicultural practices in their normative frameworks as well as on the level of everyday life,
and spontaneous forms of multicultural life exist in all of them, the public, media, and
political discourses have seen a steady growth of criticism of the concept, so much so that
some authors even see symptoms of its “slow death” approaching. All in all, when describing
cultural and political dilemmas in heterogeneous societies, even if turning into a problematic
category, Stuart Hall notes that multiculturalism “contain[s] the seeds of a major disruption in
our normal common sense political assumptions” (Hall 2000: 1) and points out that the
multicultural is not a policy decision or a life-style choice, but “an inevitable process of

cultural translation” (2000: 6).

The main thoretical approaches to multiculturalism I refer to in this text identify different
concepts within this broad area as their focus of analytical interest (diaspora, space, identity,
citizenshhip, power politics, etc.), but they all share an intrinsically political character, in that
they all propose alternatives to dominant practices. Most of the analytical approaches referred
to in this dissertation stem from the Anglo-Saxon area, and even if some of the social,
political, and economic indicators differ, I see strong parallels to the German context on the
level of political and public contestations around identity and belonging, as well as their shifts

through time.

One of the most interesting of these is the self-image, or the fantasy, that immigration
societies develop in terms of their changing ethnic makeup and the ensuing cultural identity —

a point of much contestation in the political and media discourse in Germany. Anne-Marie
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Fortier analyzes this on the subject of British multiculturalism in her essay “Pride Politics
and Multicultural Citizenship” (2005). Starting from the analysis of newspaper coverage
during the public outcry and the ensuing debate over the publication of the so-called “Parekh
Report,” Fortier uncovers the dominant cultural and political assumptions underlying the
seemingly liberal public discourse on multiculturalism in Great Britain and discovers in it

patterns of what she brands “multicultural nationalism.”

The claim of the report of the Commission on the Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain (Parekh
2000), published in October 2000, that caused such polemic, was the implication that Britain
as well as the dominant understanding of Britishness rest on — systematic and largely

unspoken — racial connotations. As is stated in the report,

(w)hiteness nowhere features as an explicit condition of being British, but it is
widely understood that Englishness, and therefore by extension Britishness, is
racially coded. [...] Race is deeply entwined with political culture and with the
idea of nation. (2000: 38)

The Parekh report called for the members of the dominant group to “rethink the national
story” and re-evaluate their assumed identities and historical narratives — even if this meant

hazarding the consequence of destabilizing them.

The highly emotionalized public response to the Parekh report was marked by declarations of
pride in British citizenship, and it is in these publicly displayed emotions that Fortier finds the
fantasy of Britain as being a multicultural nation: it encompasses the image of Britain as a
culturally mixed community, but based on clear criteria of belonging and entitlement posed by
the dominant group. The media retort to the Parekh report was a counter-question: “how can
‘we’ be racist if we’ve always been multicultural?”” and the assertion that “we” are proud of
“‘our’ inherent cultural diversity and recognize that it ‘strengthens’ and ‘enriches’ the nation”
(Fortier 2005: 560, emphasis in original). Differing sharply from the rhethoric of “immigration
floods” or the national boat being “full,” this discourse circled around the notion of
enrichment through diversity, claiming the almost coquettish sounding attribute in the

assertion that “Britain is a ‘Mongrel Nation’” (2005: 560).

On the one hand, in the debate ensuing from the publication of the Parekh report, it was
repeatedly claimed that Britain was a multicultural society which had disavowed a

monoculturalist stance and had decoupled diversity from the images of threat or danger,
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turning it into a source of pride. On the other hand, however, the discourse was still based on
the dichotomy between “us” and “others” (even if it was a benevolent “us” facing harmless
“others”). For Fortier, in this new version of national identity, imagined as one “based on a
common hybridity” (2005: 560), Britain is still primarily ethnicized, but re-imagined as a
result of a mixing of cultures, “in a typical melting-pot assimilationist stew where differences

are dissolved and assimilated into a palatable diversity” (2005: 561).

Again, the contingency of such scripts as those of Britain as being proud of being a “Mongrel
Nation” is obvious from a distance of only a few years, with the public discussion turning
around, rejecting further immigration and the often-voiced fear of losing the nation’s cultural
identity. At the same time, the reactions to the Parekh report show how difficult it is to point
to the ethnicization underlying such scripts once they become established as “common sense.”
In times of crisis or perceived crisis, such as during the movement of refugees in 2015-16 or
the Brexit referendum in 2016, the underlying antagonisms come back with full force. Similar
swings can be noted in other countries, for example in Germany, that celebrated migration
from Turkey in 2011 on the highest institutional level, before a situation evolved in which
public opinion circled around new immigration as a cultural and security threat, or the

impossibility of integration of certain ethnic groups, just five years later.

Interestingly, similar contradictions in self-reflection do not disappear from the discourse
when multiculturalism is elevated onto the level of state politics, as examples such as
Australia show. On the one hand, the nation is institutionally defined as a multicultural mix,
on the other, the power to define belonging remains part of the White hegemony, as Ghassan
Hage shows in his study of Australian multiculturalism, White Nation. Fantasies of White
Supremacy in a Multicultural Society (2000). Hage deals with the underlying assumptions at
work in both the nationalist and the multiculturalist discourses, seeing them both as based on
the same power-relations and on the same centrality of the White Anglo-Celtic individual,
who assigns societal positions and entitlements. To denominate this narrative, Hage coins the

term “White multiculturalism,” that operates as

an adaptation of the assimilation fantasy of postwar Australia which allows the
White subjects to retain their governmental position within the nation. It does so
through a process of incorporating Australia's multicultural reality by
constructing it into a reality of tamed ethnicities structured around a primary

White culture. (Hage 2000: 209)
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Hage finds the roots of what he calls the “White Nation fantasy” in a recurring “discourse of
Anglo-decline,” a discourse that “bemoans what it sees as the attack on the core British values
of traditional White Australia, in which the figure of the ordinary 'mainstream' Australian, the
'traditional Aussie battler', is perceived as a victim of a conspiracy to change the very nature of
the country” (2000: 20). This fantasy thus locates the nationalist subject within nationalist
practices, with the nationalist’s meaning being that of a nation-builder, “derived from the task

of having to build his or her ideal homely nation, a national domesticator” (2000: 70).

Hage points to the “fantasy” of a nation, on one level functioning as a yearning for an ideal
state, or even a yearning for a lived past, one before the country was “flooded” by “migrant
waves.” On another level, Hage uses the term fantasy in Lacan’s sense of the ideal image of
the self as a “meaningful” subject, of people inhabiting “fantasy spaces of which they are a

part” (2000: 70).

Hage uses the concept of “White Nation fantasy” in a psychoanalytical sense of idealized
nationalists at the center of an idealized national space to draw attention to the similarity
between two politically opposite projects: White Racism and White Multiculturalism, which
“despite their many differences, [...] [share] a similar fantasy structure. [...] this fantasy
structure is, ultimately, a fantasy of White supremacy” (2000: 232). He makes visible the
shared assumption of the central position of the White national subject in decreeing the desired
ethnic composition of the Australian society in both the racist and the multiculturalist
approaches. The two sides differ considerably on the level of everyday politics by demanding
that ethnic diversity be or not be tolerated. But, central and common to both is the self-
assigned position of the power to tolerate or not to tolerate. Ultimately, “the distinction
between valuing negatively/valuing positively mystifies the deeper division between holding
the power to value (negatively or positively) and not holding it” (2000: 121). In both
discourses, the element of power relations means that “White multiculturalism and White
racism, each in their own way, work at containing the increasingly active role of non-White

Australians in the process of governing Australia” (2000: 19, emphasis in original).

Anne-Marie Fortier in turn reveals racism to lie at the core of the paradox of “multiculturalist
nationalism” that causes the compulsive public displays of pride in the diverse British nation
and where, crucially, pride is not displayed by White but by non-White Britons. Fortier
analyzes the example of the testimony of the Olympic medallist Kelly Holmes. It “makes

sense” for her to display pride in multicultural Britain only due to the fact that she is not
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White, that she is seen in the newspaper photograph as Black, as a racialized subject.
Therefore, while claiming a post-racial color blindness, it is precisely color that gives sense to

her testimony.

Despite her refusal of blackness, Holmes (and others) circulated within an
iconography of Britishness that put skin colour at the forefront of the meaning
of Britishness. The way she and others were taken up by the press was as

racialized subjects (Fortier 2005: 569, emphasis in original),

who in their testimony refused the historical mechanisms that made their skin color the
“other” of the British nation. Minorities continue to be the “others” within the British nation,
but they are asked to relinquish their racial categorization (they should, for example, not be
“angry black men and women”). For Fortier, “(t)alking the talk of national allegiance and
pride makes the ‘other’ one of ‘us’ and the non-white skin colour is rendered irrelevant. Their
deracination makes them available to adopt ‘the nation’ and available for adoption by ‘the

29

nation’” (Fortier 2005: 570, emphasis in original). This makes the demand to deracialize
pardoxical, since it is only as racialized subjects that they are asked this, and it is in the action

of their own deracialization that they continue to be ascribed to their ethnic “otherness.”

Fortier asks what happens to “national culture” when minority cultures are proclaimed an
integral part of the nation or what are the “new economies of exclusion/inclusion and
toleration through different acts of interpellating ‘others’ to be seen to speak out as proud
subjects of multicultural Britain” (Fortier 2005: 562, emphasis in original). Not all
multicultural subjects are deemed as having a legitimate right to speak in the name of the

nation — this belonging to the nation must first be earned:

one must be seen and heard to declare her pride in Britishness in order to achieve
un-marked status. An ‘achievement’ that is endlessly deferred, as the non-white
skin is never fully peeled off, in a continuous process of de/re-racialization. [...]
Ethnicity here is conceived as foreignness and otherness, but it is also seen as
something that one can willingly shed in exchange for legitimate citizenship.

(2005: 574, emphasis in original)

Fortier detects this mechanism as especially at work after the attacks of September 11% in the

USA and the London bombings of July 2005, when all non-White and Moslem Britons were
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requested to publicly proclaim loyalty to British values. It is this possibility of “earning” the

right to belonging that is part of cultural politics which assume

that they can transact their ethnicity, where their ethnicity can be shed or
exchanged for legitimate citizenship. In order to be welcome in the national fold,
they must deracinate themselves, yet they remain, willingly or not, aligned to

their ethnic otherness (2005: 571).

Recognizing in multicultural citizenship also a “process of ascription of differential identitites,
and indeed of differential bodies, to some citizens rather than others within multiculturalist
nationalism” (2005: 570), Fortier identifies the ultimate goal as being not to disturb the
balance in which the White British subject continues to occupy the decision-taking position. In

this sense, the formation of new multicultural subjects involves a

movement between closeness and distance; that is, one which means that the
other is now integral to ‘our’ imagined community, while at the same time, their
otherness, which is necessary to the project of multiculturalist Britain, keeps

them distant and indeterminate. (2005: 572)

A crucial element of “multiculturalist nationalism” is its de-historizing effect, so that in the
debate around the Parekh report, Fortier uncovers a “political rhetoric of citizenship that
assumes sameness between individuals by denying the socio-political significance of
‘difference’ and evacuating histories of domination, racism and resistance” (2005: 572).
Fortier’s analysis uncovers the paradox: The racialized subjects are asked to take off their
racial marking, in order to become entitled to belonging. Belonging in turn means ignoring the
history of power relations that have brought the racial markings salience and assigned the

racialized subjects to the positions of “other” in the first place.

The construction of the image of Britain as a multicultural society, “officially” proud to be a
“Mongrel Nation,” is also about “making the common,” making the nation’s historical
narrative. In the British case, the claim of modern tolerance and inclusiveness is inextricably
linked to a rejection of a historical legacy of imperialism as something which is beyond the

boundaries of today’s understanding of the British nation and Britishness.

The claim of modern openness and tolerance is also a way of eradicating shameful histories.

The “politics of pride” in response to the Parekh report — which in turn detected the creation of
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a racialized British nation in the course of its imperial past as the base for continuing social

inequalities and discrimination,

seek to eradicate shame: pride in ‘our’ history, in ‘our’ country, in ‘our’
passports, is repeatedly rehearsed by way of sanitising the attachment to the
nation under a veneer of guiltless pride, one which knows no shame or guilt.

(Fortier 2005: 565, emphasis in original)

Refusing shame for itself, the public looks for culprits, the ones “in our midst,” who
“are ashamed of us as a nation” — these are to be found predominantly within the
liberal Left. On the other side of the political spectrum, there are also culprits who
“shame us as a nation”: these are in turn not found in the political far right as a whole,
but specifically among individuals, for example, in the British National Party or
among football hooligans. The rejection of both a generally felt shame and of the
accusations of racism in the course of the media debate around the Parekh report was
thus the expression of a “sanitized ‘happy’ multiculturalism” requiring the
“eradication of unwanted unhappy subjects, including those whose anger might be
justified but which can be managed and re-directed away from the nation (the

collective self) and on to individualized selves” (2005: 567).

Also turning to the historical roots of today’s racism, Paul Gilroy searches for them in the
unprocessed legacy of imperial history and poses the question why Empire and racialized
thinking keep defining the essence of postcolonial discourse and public policy in Britain,

where “it is homogeneity rather than diversity that provides the new rule” (Gilroy 2004a: 2).

In After Empire: Melancholia or Convivial Culture? (2004), he concentrates on two key
points: One is the unbroken power of the notion of “race” and the consistency of racism in
postcolonial times. The other is what he terms post-colonial “melancholia,” dead freight
weighing on the collective psychological makeup of former imperial masters, even if hollowed
out by an actually existing “convivial culture,” that “evasive, multicultural future prefigured
everywhere in the ordinary experiences of contact, cooperation and conflict accross the
supposedly impermeable boundaries of race, culture, identity and ethnicity” (Gilroy 2004a:
viil). Exploring in detail the history of imperialism, as well as the intersections of race and
nation in British political culture, Gilroy concludes that, contrary to expectations, the

“historical anomaly” of “race” is
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still somewhere "on hold" and therefore a muted part of the history of our
present, [...] most likely to be recovered or remembered in the name of the same

racial, ethnic and national absolutes and particularities. (2004a: 15-16)

Gilroy rejects any racialized order as being not caused by “race,” but causing this “complex,
unstable product” (2004s: 15-16), which “refers primarily to an impersonal, discursive
arrangement, the brutal result of the raciological ordering of the world, not its cause” (2004a:

42).

Instead of disappearing, race thinking has proliferated, even if it has changed since the end of
the Empire. However, Gilroy points here to the important element of ambivalence surrounding
antagonism based on racial thinking, as well as the role of emotions that allows different

experiences of social positioning in a situation of diversity:

The simpler hatreds forged in more innocent days now coexist with complex,
proteophobic, and ambivalent patterns. This change means that blackness can
sometimes connote prestige rather than the unadorned inferiority of ‘bare life’
on the lowest rungs of humanity's ontological ladder. Under these conditions,
the boundaries between contending groups must repeatedly be made anew and
may only be respected when they have been marked out in warm blood. (2004a:

40)

Gilroy also points to the unstable and shifting nature of these scripts, seeing, for example,
patterns of segregation or of framing crime and terrorism as ensuing from difference, as
having transferred directly from the colonial situation into the urban metropolis. At the same
time, under the banner of “ethical” and “civilizational” force, Britain has incorporated aspects
of American nationalism, militarism, and expansionism, which bring back old colonial
thinking into play, by defining geopolitical conflicts as a battle between homogeneous
civilizations, so that for Gilroy, Guantanamo Bay and Abu Ghraib represent the continuation
of divisions at the core of an imperialist mission. Instead of becoming irrelevant, the issue of
“race” has again gained relevance for great parts of society, especially since the beginning of
the state of emergency caused by the “war on terror,” which has strongly reintroduced

“cultural difference” as the basis for divisions.

Today's civilisationism shamelessly represents the primary lines of antagonism

in global politics as essentially cultural in character. Its figuration of the post-
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Cold War world bears the significant imprint of the grand, nineteenth-century
racial theory that was formed by the terrifying prospect of racial decline and

degeneracy. (2004a: 25)

Gilroy rejects all kinds of pseudo-civilizationism that has become the accepted feature of

liberal discourse in the course of peace-making, peace-enforcing, and state-building missions
around the world in the past decades, and which continues to draw the boundary between the
civilized “us” and those incapable of building a peaceful democratic society based on the rule

of law.

As a counter-strategy, necessary in order to end racialized hierarchies and inequalities, Gilroy
calls for “historical analyses of racial hierarchy that overflow the fading boundaries of national
states” (2004a: 167), analyses that include a categorical rejection of any kind of identity
politics aimed at fixing delimited categories imposed on individuals and groups.
Deconstructing racialized difference means questioning the practice of categorizing migrant
population and connoting it negatively. At the same time, deconstructing “race” is pivotal also
for the liberation of the British of their postcolonial burden — what Gilroy, following social
psychology, terms “melancholia,” a collective condition of never having overcome the loss of
the Empire. It is in this sense of loss and the pathological incapability of getting over the loss,
that Gilroy sees the core of the political and cultural thinking of today’s British society:
instead of processing the past, it seeks refuge in creating an artifical ideal state of

homogeneous identity.

The inability to process the past means that its patterns translate into a contemporary edition of
imperialism. On one level, today’s problems are manipulated by being projected onto
migrants: whereas “strangers” cannot be held responsible for their lives, coming to symbolize
national decline in the era of de-industrialisation, “perhaps it’s just easier to go along with the
traditional script that makes Britain’s perennial, organic crisis primarily intelligible as a matter
of race and nation” (Gilroy 2004b: 2). On another level, the symbolic level, the “infra-human
body of the would-be immigrant” comes to represent the discomforting ambiguities of the

British colonial past. Group identification in today’s Britain converges in

the intrusive presence of the incoming strangers who, trapped inside the local
logic of race, nation and ethnic absolutism not only represent that vanished
empire but persistently refer consciousness to the unacknowledged pain of its

loss and the unsettling shame of its bloody management. (2004b: 3)
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2.2 The “multiculturalism backlash”

Coming back to the German context, I observe the same intensity of affect in the contestations
around belonging. In a similar trajectory to its fate in the British discussion, here the term
multiculturalism has also been pronounced dead and buried as a policy approach, so that even
as a purely descriptive term, it has become at best problematic in usage. Today,
multiculturalism is commonly associated with essentializations of group belongings,

unwillingness to integrate, segregationism, ghettoization and the creation of parallel societies.

The concept of multiculturalism reached its political peak in Germany in the early 1990s, in
the wake of and as a reaction to a series of murderous neo-Nazi attacks on migrants. It
comprised claims of representation and culturally sensitive service provision, “based on a
‘corporatist’ model of ethnic groups” (Vertovec undated). In public policy, this approach has
included (and still includes) public recognition, education issues, provisions within law, legal
exceptions, as well as protection from discrimination, religious accommodations, and a special

emphasis on positive images within the media broadcasters.

Following this era, the concept faced setbacks, leading to public rejections of multicultural
policies and claims of their failure in the early 2000s — for example, both German chancellor
Angela Merkel in 2010 and British Prime Minister David Cameron in 2011 famously claimed
that multiculturalism as a policy had failed. Among the major arguments raised against
multicultural policies have been the supposedly low socio-economic indicators concerning
educational attainment, higher unemployment rates than in the majority population, and

deficits in social mobility measured among the migrants.

A frequent point of criticism is that multiculturalism essentializes, reducing individuals to
membership in certain groups based on race, ethnic origin, or religious affiliation, which in
turn damages the already disadvantaged members further, leading to the charge that “it is
multiculturalism — and not discrimination — that creates separate communities” (Stam and

Shohat 2012: 96). Ulrich Beck offers an exemplary argument when he writes that

the principle of multiculturalism refers exclusively to collective categories of
difference; it is geared, first, to (more or less) homogeneous groups and, second,
locates the latter within the nation-state framework. In this respect,
multiculturalism is antagonistic both to transnationalization and to

individualization. (Beck 2007: 14)
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Stam and Shohat trace a “left-right convergence” between otherwise ideological adversaries
over the denunciation of multiculturalism. Notably, a number of feminist authors criticize the
concept, claiming that respect of diverse cultural values can also mean condoning patriarchy
and frustrating the emancipation of women in the minority groups (see Moller Okin 1999;
Shachar 2001, 2007). Another point of criticism by a number of authors is that
multiculturalism is an inherently Eurocentric, American, or a capitalist project. The argument
ultimately leads to a “split on the left” in a “class or race” discussion, with accusations of

valorizing culture over economic struggle (Stam and Shohat 2012: 93-131).

Slavoj Zizek, for example, argues that multiculturalism is not the opposite of neoliberalism but
rather “the ideal form of ideology of this global capitalism” (Zizek 1997: 44). In
“Multiculturalism, or, The Cultural Logic of Multinational Capitalism,” Zizek sees
multiculturalism as “the attitude which, from a kind of empty global position, treats each local
culture the way the colonizer treats colonized people — as ‘natives’ whose mores are to be
carefully studied and ‘respected’” (1997: 44, emphasis in original). In this view, observing the
Other’s identity as “authentic” and self-enclosed, and maintaining a distance to it, is only
made possible by the privileged positioning of the multiculturalist as universalist. Therefore,
for Zizek, multiculturalism “retains this position as the privileged empty point of universality
from which one is able to appreciate (and depreciate) properly other particular cultures” (1997:
44), so that in this way the multiculturalist respect for the Other's specificity becomes “the
very form of asserting one's own superiority” (1997, 44). Furthermore, Zizek sees
multicultural struggles as effectively upholding the position of capitalism as having no
alternative. It is due to its appearance as the universal world system that is “here to stay”, that
critical energy has turned from imagining its eventual demise to fighting for cultural
differences, which in turn “leave the basic homogeneity of the capitalist world-system intact”

(1997: 46).

In sum, the term has been so emptied of meaning that it can prove divisive in any number of
dichotomies, so that Shohat and Stam’s list of charges against it is only mildly exaggerated

when they sum up that multiculturalism has been

described variously as falsely universalist (the Zizek and Bourideu/Wacquant
charge) or as particularist and anti-French republican ([...] Alain Finkielkraut)
or as simultaneously dogmatic and relativist (the U.S. right wing’s contradictory

charge) or as relativist and patriarchal (a white feminist charge) or as
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dogmatically revolutionary (the right-wing charge) or as neoliberal (Zizek
again) or as divisive of the left (the Todd Gitlin charge) or as divisive of the
nation (the Schlesinger charge) or as pro-American (as many French
intellectuals assume) or anti-American (the U.S. right-wing charge, echoed by

French allies such as Finkielkraut). (Stam and Shohat 2012: 131)

The political rhetoric on immigration in Europe reflects the theoretical fuzziness of the term,
so that “multiculturalism” continues to fall out of favor in public debate. In Germany, the
sociologist Steven Vertovec detects core idioms that accompany this “backlash against
multiculturalism”: that it stifles debate, fosters separateness, refuses common values, denies
problems, fosters segregation between cultures, and leads to the creation of “parallel
societies,” supports reprehensible practices, and even provides a haven for terrorists (Vertovec
2010: 6-10). In Western Europe, where Islam is increasingly presented as incommensurable
with Western democratic values, due to a history of sexism and violence, multiculturalism is
accused of “pandering to Muslims” (Vertovec undated), as well as creating a context for
security concerns due to the growing difference, alienation, and dissatisfaction of immigrant
groups. All this leads to a turn in public and media discourse, which “suggests
multiculturalism has accentuated/preserved difference” and hindered social cohesion and

integration in the name of a ruling “political correctness” (Vertovec undated).

In institutional and public discourse, several responses have been proposed to fill the void, so
that multiculturalism has been replaced by new terms, such as interculturalism and
cosmopolitanism. Ulrich Beck for example proposes cosmopolitanism as a response to what

he terms “global risk society.” For Beck, cosmopolitanism

heightens awareness of the fact that the apparently sharp ethnic boundaries and
territorial bonds are becoming blurred and intermingling at both the national and
the transnational level. As a result, under conditions of radical global insecurity,

all are equal and everyone is different. (2007: 14)

Cosmopolitanism has emerged as an alternative in the discourse on difference on various
levels in the European context, also in the media discourse. In Chapter 5, I embark on an
analysis of what it means when a radio station dedicated to diversity replaces the term
multiculturalism with cosmopolitanism in its brand claim and policy documents. Without
going into an extensive discussion at this point, it can be summed up that the celebrations of

intercultural contact and dialogue, as well as the individualization of the cosmopolitan citizen
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as a mobile, urban, hybrid mix, both contained in the narrative of cosmopolitanism of the
particular radio in question, avoid the contestations around antagonisms to diversity or those
around identity and nation. Instead of locating them as subjects of negotiation in the public

sphere and the official politics, they relegate them to the private sphere of individual citizens.

The ease of mobility of the new urban cosmopolitan is also strongly interlocked with
European integration and is one of its tangible results. The opportunities for openness, for
mobility, the cosmopolitan experience of the new European citizen, have all led to the
optimistic expectation that supranational integration might end antagonisms over difference
within the nation-state. Seeing intercultural diversity within the EU as the added value of the
European project and fostering opportunities of celebrating on the institutional level has,
however, gone hand in hand with the closing-off on the level of the new unity. In this
contradiction new ambiguities arise, including those inherent in the very concept of

cosmopolitanism.

Ulrich Beck, for example, envisions the new cosmopolitan, cooperative, European citizen as
translating between cultures and with multiple memberships — but strongly linked to the
effects of (economic and cultural) globalization. For him, new political superstructures such as
the European Union provide the framework for the development of a new European
citizenship, based on the voluntary redefinition of national sovereignty reflecting the
cosmopolitan spirit of member-states. Beck differentiates between two processes: that of a
spontaneous cosmopolitanization going on at the quotidian level, and a cosmopolitanism as a
political project that needs to be embarked upon by member states in a common political and
philosophical endeavor of self-redefinition. The first is an emerging social reality, a

cosmpolitanization as an unintended side-effect of globalization,

unfolding powerfully and aggressively beneath the surface, involuntary and
unnoticed, behind the facade of existing national spaces, sovereign territories
and customs. [...] affecting work situations, individual careers and bodies, even
though national flags are still waved and national attitudes, identities and forms

of consciousness are even growing stronger. (Beck 2012: 129-130)

Therefore, Beck also envisions transformation towards “cosmopolitan citizens” as a
“spontaneous” process, in the space of individual lives and bodies, even if it stands in
contradiction to the “national flags” still being waved. He envisions a cosmopolitan Europe

that abandons the “either/or logic” of Europeanization or national interests, and does not mean
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simply a dissolution of the nation, but rather its interpretation in light of the ideals that Europe

99 ¢¢

stands for. As an alternative to the “American way,” this “Europan way” “accords priority to
the rule of law, political equality, social justice, cosmopolitan integration and solidarity”
(2007: 264). For Beck, this European cosmopolitanism presupposes a national Europe and
“calls for new concepts of integration and identity that enable and affirm coexistence across
borders, without requiring that distinctiveness and difference be sacrificed on the altar of

supposed (national) equality” (2007: 14).

This view is in stark contrast to the analysis offered by, for example, Etienne Balibar, who
points out that European integration has led to new forms of exclusion. It is not in opposition
to the European political project, but stemming from it where Balibar detects the emergence
of a new “Euuropean apartheid” (Balibar 2004: 43). For Balibar, it is this new political
superstructure that favors the “development of forms of a specifically ‘European’ racism, [...]
[and] generates discriminations on the basis of national origin by radically separating
nationals of member countries from those of nonmember countries” (Balibar 2004: 44). The
institution of “European citizenship,” with its formal aspects of rights and obligations of
European nationals, has been accompanied by an inequality in political rights between
nationals of EU-member states and those who are not EU-nationals, even when they are
included in the economic life of the European countries, denoting “the critical nature of the
contradiction between the opposite movements of inclusion and exclusion” (2004: x). In
short, the process of European integration stumbles on the practical dilemma of simultaneous
economic inclusion and political exclusion of non-members, which in turn leads to the

question of how belonging (political, social, economic) can be articulated beyond the nation.

Balibar thus deconstructs the premise of European supranational identity as the basis for
institutional and political unification — instead, the very attempt of constituting European
political, economic, or military power in the age of globalization is complicit in creating
national and political conflicts or global economic imbalances, all of which produce cases of
violence, insecurity or mass migration, and with it new exclusions at European borders and

within them.

In the context of a “recolonization of immigration” in the recent period (2004: 47), Balibar
points to the quantitative and qualitative importance of immigrant populations residing in
Europe and the metamorphoses they are undergoing in the process of the creation of European

citizenship, from which they are excluded: firstly the transformation of denomination from
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“foreigners” to “aliens,” secondly the move from protection to discrimination based on
European preference, and finally from the discourse of cultural difference to a stigmatization
and creation of a “new racism” (2004: 122). Especially in terms of barring their participation

in class struggle or in the invention of new forms in transnational social relations to foreigners,

[i]t is clear that the ethnicization of human groups and the correlative
representation of unbridgeable “cultural differences” between individuals,
maintained against the logic of the work situation itself by the accumulation of
discriminatory practices, is much more the doing of the societies of the North
that organize the movement of immigrants than that of the immigrants

themselves. (2004: 42)

Specifically, the prescription of the Maastricht Treaty that European citizenship automatically
be awarded to nationals of member states, excluding non-nationals among the migrants, even
when they enjoy residency rights, means that the very construction of the European Union
“generates discriminations on the basis of national origin by radically separating nationals of

member countries from those of nonmember countries” (2004: 44).

This new institutional exclusion calls for a radical redefinition of European citizenship, the
institution of borders, and of political membership. Transnationalizing European citizenship

for Balibar means that

unless jus soli is generalized and extended in the direction of a veritable
citizenship of residence in Europe, the addition of the exclusions proper to each
of the national citizenships united in the European Union will inevitably produce
an explosive effect of apartheid, in flagrant contradiction with the ambition of
constituting a democratic model on the continental and world scale. (2004: 43,

emphasis in original)

Indeed, the development of a European apartheid “[i]n the long or even the short run, [...]
could obstruct or block the construction of a democratic European community” (2004: 121,
emphasis in original) so that consequently new European citizenship ‘“‘can only emerge on the
condition of being more democratic than the traditional constitutions of the ‘national’ states —
or it will be deprived of any legitimacy, any capacity to ‘represent’ the populations and solve

(or mediate) their social conflicts” (2004: viii-ix, emphasis in original).
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2.3 Looking for alternatives — diversity and super-diversity

Recent years have shown that discussions around multicultural lives and migration continue to
be central sites of struggle in the political debate of European countries of migration. Even
before the more recent migration movements from the Middle East, the second decade of the
twenty-first century has seen a steady growth of criticism of multiculturalism and skepticism
as to the very possibility of a functioning multicultural society. At the same time, the debate is
characterized by a vagueness at its center, with the meaning of multiculturalism depending on
the context and purpose of those debating it. New political calls in Germany and Great Britain
have rejected multiculturalism as a concept and reinforced calls for integration and a sense of
common citizenship, going hand in hand with introducing immigration limits or institutional
mechanisms to steer the kind of immigration that is (economically) desired. In practical terms,
this is reflected in the introduction of integration courses and citizenship tests for new
immigrants, a strong emphasis on the importance of language acquisition, as well as in the
organization of integration days and summits, such as chancellor Merkel’s annual Integration
Summit and the Islam conference of the German government, where modalities of common

living are discussed on the highest institutional level. '3

The major turn in public discourses away from multiculturalism has led to diversity and
cohesion as concepts that connote the situation in the desired way. In particular, “diversity”
has enjoyed increasing popularity in a number of contexts, from the entrepreneurial and
business sector, to policy papers and business strategies, as can be seen in German political
and business initiatives such as the “Diversity Charta,” that promotes the management of
diversity as a resource in the world of work, or the campaign “Diversity as a chance” of the

German industrial associations.

The latter shows the general trend of diversity being praised more as an economic or business
asset than as a political term or even less an emancipatory call. In her investigation of the “run
to do diversity” of the institutions of higher education, Sara Ahmed shows that the term has
been so wholeheartedly accepted on the level of institutions precisely due to its ambiguity and
flexibility. Its adoption leads to “the departure of other (perhaps more critical) terms, including

‘equality,” ‘equal opportunities,” and ‘social justice’” (2012: 1). In other words, she shows

15 Both events will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.
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how the adoption of the term “diversity” points to a change in the stance of an institution, but
also how the adoption of certain words can become a substitution for deeds, how words
become alibis for a lack of action. She exposes the non-performativity of terms and statements

(133

when produced in institutional frameworks as “‘the reiterative and citational practice by which
discourse does not produce ‘the effects that it names’” (2012: 117, emphasis in

original). Ahmed not only shows what the term diversity has come to encompass, but also
what its usage obscures, namely Whiteness and racism at the heart of the institutions in
question, such as the academic ones that she investigates, so that for her, the term actually
becomes complicit in the discourse of “overing” racism (2012: 22). By this, she denotes an
attitude which closes off the possibility of the continuing existence of racist discrimination and
where any mention of inequalities is seen as anachronistic complaining. However, it is
precisely due to its relative hollowness that “diversity” can also be “turned around,” filled with
different meanings. In other words, under certain conditions, the term can indeed also turn into

an action-oriented tool for diversity practitioners, as Ahmed shows in some of the examples

investigated.

Cultural diversity, however, represents the status quo of the societies characterized by
continuing migration. Both Great Britain and Germany show that the new social make-up,
especially in industrial or urban centers, an even more visibly in youth and popular cultures,
can no longer be accurately described by existing terms that arise from the division of “us”
(the host society, culture, language) and “them” (foreigners, immigrants, other cultures), seen

as homogenous social groups.

A sociological perspective makes clear that not only have the conditions of globalization
changed the nature of the nation-state, and not only has the social picture been changed by
new generations of migrants’ descendants, but the very modalities of immigration into
countries of Europe have also changed, making old categories of thinking and analysis
obsolete. Vertovec uses the term “super-diversity” to describe a transformation of migration
patterns, whose important trait in the past two decades has been its diversification: “not just in
terms of bringing more ethnicities and countries of origin, but also with respect to a
multiplication of significant variables that affect where, how and with whom people live”
(Vertovec 2007: 7). This existing “comprehensive heterogeneity” (Fenzel 2010: 85) concerns
differences in ethnicity, language, religion, regional identities, cultural values, and practices,

in addition to different social and residence statuses of individuals.
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Firstly, quantitative data show that the classical immigrant groups arising from historical
conditions, such as the immigration to Great Britain from its former colonies or labor
immigration from the countries Germany had bilateral contracts with, such as Turkey, Italy,
and the countries of former Yugoslavia, no longer form the largest sections of migrants in
urban centers. Rather, the number of countries that migrants come from has grown, so, instead
of'a few large communities, a very segmented array of small communities from a large
number of countries is the more accurate picture of today’s ethnic diversity in urban centers

such as London or Frankfurt.

Secondly, sociological data point to a diversification within groups, which is not a new
phenomenon, but has rarely been researched, as the preferred way of dealing with immigrant
communities has been as homogenous ethnic blocks. Over half a century of labor migration
into Germany, for example, has seen a strong diversification within national groups as to the
geographic region of origin on the sub-state level, as well as religion, or minority and
linguistic status in the country of origin. Also, there are factors of diversification concerning
the host country, among them social status, educational attainment, date of arrival, and
citizenship. Migration channels and immigration statuses are also crucial, so that sometimes
“people of differing origins who nevertheless migrated by the same route have more in
common than those who share the same nationality” but have different reasons for migrating
(Fenzel 2010, 86). A third factor is the temporal one, which after decades of migration has led

to new cross-ethnic ties between groups on all levels — from professional to personal ones.

All in all, it becomes obvious that using solely categories such as “foreigner,” “national,” or
“legal” or “illegal alien,” or, for example, the race categories such as those in the British
Census, cannot depict the existing diversity and its true impact on the cultural and social

makeup of a country. Instead,

[s]ocio-cultural axes of differentiation such as country of origin, ethnicity,
language and religion are of course significant in conditioning immigrants’
identities, patterns of interaction and — often through social networks determined
by such axes — their access to jobs, housing, services and more. However,
immigrants’ channels of migration and the myriad legal statuses which arise
from them are often just as, or even more, crucial to: how people group
themselves and where people live, how long they can stay, how much autonomy

they have (versus control by an employer, for instance), whether their families
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can join them, what kind of livelihood they can undertake and maintain, and to
what extent they can make use of public services and resources (including
schools, health, training, benefits and other ‘recourse to public funds’).

(Vertovec 2007: 15)

Immigration statuses bring with them citizenship rights or restrictions of rights, so that they
indeed are a crucial factor within the picture of super-diverse societies. When all these are
taken into account, it becomes clear that any political plan based on the sole criterion of

“nationality” must fall short of the mark in very practical terms.

A large part of discussions on immigration and integration in European societies is based on

the implicit premised division based on cultural/national membership, with the autochthonous
population in one category and the migrants in the other. These categories are based on formal
citizenship or nationality, which in turn places the people with migrant family backgrounds in

an ambiguous position moving between the two categories.

In terms of national belonging, the concept of “allegiance” to the host society is often raised as
a demand made on long-term migrants. Their loyalty to the values of Western democratic
society and cultural norms, their willingness for language acquisition and the acquisition of
social norms, and others, are invoked, for example, in debates on citizenship, especially in the

discourse rejecting dual citizenship.

However, defining the dichotomy of national belonging contradicts the fact that people are
always members of multiple categories: ranging from those pertaining to their family
situations, professional environments, interests and hobbies, and many more. Whereas such
sub-national memberships are not put into question, the possibility of multiple cultural or
even national belonging is often seen as problematic. It is not only in formal citizenship terms
that migrants are required to somehow demonstrate their loyalty to the host country by
rejecting split identities, feelings of belonging to more than one culture, and sometimes even
bilingual children rearing, which in this discourse are all seen as a sign of a lack of

willingness to integrate.

Furthermore, multi-ethnic or multicultural belonging is seen as problematic in the migrant
group, but not when it refers to members of the majority, where it is complimented as a
cosmopolitan attitude and an openness to the world. Whereas transnational practices are

deemed the norm and even desirable in the conditions of global economic, professional, and
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educational exchange, in the lives of migrants they are often seen as an integration deficit
potentially leading to “ghettoization,” even if belonging to a culture other than that of the host

country is played out only on the intimate, affective level.

However, as Vertovec points out, “belonging, loyalty and sense of attachment are not parts of
a zero-sum game based on a single nation-state or society”’ (2007: 20). Especially due to very
concrete technological advances and the lowering costs of telecommunications, homeland
links maintained by migrants have in recent years not diminished but grown to a level
unthinkable only two decades ago. The accessibility of satellite TV-channels from the country
of origin, low-cost international phone calls and air travel, the Internet, low cost transfers for
remittances: all these have led not only to more frequent transnational practices in the lives of
migrants, but “have allowed migrants to maintain, as never before, extensive social, economic

and political ties with places of origin or fellow members of global diasporas” (2007: 7).

The changing habits concerning transnational practices and the quality of these cross-border
connections ‘“need to be considered with regard to changing dynamics of integration, as well”
(Vertovec 2007: 7). Instead of drawing simple formulae, as Vertovc points out, the picture of
the lives of migrants must be considered in its complexity, so that “the 'more transnational' a
person is does not automatically mean the 'less integrated' they are, and the 'less integrated'
does not necessarily prompt or strengthen the 'more transnational' patterns of association”
(2007: 5). Instead, the new transnational ties facilitate the processes of selective integration in
which an immigrant does not identify with one or the other country exclusively but has the
possibility to pick and choose the preferred segments from the country of origin or the country
of habitation. These can include formal aspects such as the choice of citizenship or real estate
ownership, or personal ones, such as the quantity of family contacts and the frequency of visits
to the country of origin, the choice of language spoken in the home, allegiance to a sporting

team, media and news consumption, and many others.

In view of the transforming nature of super-diversity and the growing complexity of the social
lives of migrants, Vertovec launches an appeal for an integration policy that would take into
account new factors that stand out in this differentiated picture. Rather than offering
prefabricated desired outcomes based on notions of allegiance and integration willingness, the
actual situation would be better reflected if multiple category memberships and identities as
well as differences in the immigration experiences were considered. This would mean

recognizing institutionally “(a) ’the new pluralism’ and the inherent multiplicity of identities
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among all members of the public, [and] (b) new modes of social and political networking”

(Vertovec 1999: 3).

One way of fostering participation, inclusion, and social cohesion is to “bring people together”
(Vertovec 2007: 26), a task that can be undertaken by public and voluntary bodies, where

again

it appears that much success in building positive relations can arise with the
recognition that individuals each belong to multiple group identities at different
levels of inclusiveness — that individuals are both members of discrete groups
and members of superordinate, cross-cutting or overlapping social formations.

(2007: 27)

Instead of trying to obliterate boundaries or differences between groups, “individuals should
be made aware of their multiple category memberships under conditions that promote
inclusiveness,” but in conditions that do not include competition and power-differences.
Instead, “multi-category interactions should also be based as far as possible on considerations

of equal status. ‘Contact’ should not place anyone in a subordinate status” (2007: 27).

Vertovec suggests the concept of “networked diversity” as a follow-up to the work of
integration commissioners and others involved, consisting in essentially “bringing people
together to talk to one another and exploit shared interests to reduce the barriers between
them” (Fenzel 2010: 88). In this scheme, the role of public institutions would be not to dictate,
but to promote contacts and interaction, which in turn should develop into sustainable social

networks transcending ethnic boundaries and legal restrictions (2010: 89).

A part of policy discussion in Great Britain and Germany laments precisely a lack of
meaningful or sustained interchange between minority groups and the dominant society, even
if it is not often clear what constitutes “meaningful contacts” or how these can be stimulated
through the institutions. In view of social realities, Vertovec reverses the question and asks
what role “less-than-meaningful” interchanges can play, that is “[m]ight these have some
productive impacts on cohesion as well?”” (2007: 24). The communication habits here are not
reduced to the opposition between the majority and the minorities, but are simply a fact of

urban life, in which fleeting and not “meaningful” interchanges are the norm. So,
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desirable as these might be toward promoting better relations, ‘sustained
encounters’ and ‘deep and meaningful interactions’ are simply not going to
occur among most people in British cities today, whether ethnic majority,
minority or new immigrant. Apart from a few contexts such as work or school,
most urban encounters are fleeting or momentary, although importantly they
might be regular (such as greeting or acknowledging neighbours, and purchasing
goods). Ephemeral interactions comprise the bulk of social relations in libraries,
parks and playgrounds, apartment buildings and housing estates, street markets,
shops and shopping centres, hospitals and health clinics, hair salons and other

commonplace sites. (2007: 28-29)

Since ephemeral encounters build the largest bulk of exchanges in urban public space
(Vertovec, undated), such encounters are also the platform for daily intercultural interaction,

or the already discussed “conviviality,” as observed by Paul Gilroy who refers to “processes of
cohabitation and interaction that have made multiculture an ordinary feature of social life in

Britain’s urban areas and in postcolonial cities elsewhere” (Gilroy 2004a: xi).

As such, even random interactions constitute shared meanings and values, and foster
cooperation for a collective purpose, where “[p]eople accomplish this by learning, negotiating
and reproducing 'overreaching principles for stranger interaction' and basic, albeit unspoken,
modes of civility (especially the exercise of common norms of courtesy and consideration)”
(Vertovec 2007: 6). The functioning of these fleeting relationships in modern urban areas

99 ¢¢

premises some principles for interaction, among them “civil inattention,” “restrained
helpfulness,” and “civility towards diversity” (2007: 30). The latter in particular should be
understood rather as indifference than as benevolence towards diversity, and puts into

perspective the notion of fixed identities and single belongings, introducing instead

a measure of distance from the pivotal term "identity," which has proved to be
such an ambiguous resource in the analysis of race, ethnicity, and politics. The
radical openness that brings conviviality alive makes a nonsense of closed,
fixed, and reified identity and turns attention toward the always-unpredictable

mechanisms of identification. (Gilroy 2004a: xi)

Taking into account the social realities of urban living, including the relativization of single
category memberships, the inadequacy of concepts such as “integration” is revealed, one

which has dominated the public discussion on immigration in many European countries.
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Vertovec introduces instead the notion of “civil-integration,” described as “the acquisition and
routinization of everyday practices for getting-on with others in the inherently fleeting

encounters that comprise city life” (2007: 4).

These practices can be defined as ground rules for functioning in an urban environment; they
include “simple forms of acknowledgement, acts of restricted helpfulness, types of personal
consideration, courtesies, and 'indifference to diversity” (2007: 4). These competences of
civility can be learned formally, “but they are probably best inculcated informally through
daily practice (since many of the principles described above become routinized into non-
conscious acts). The acquisition of these commonplace practices of getting-on with others
amounts to a process that we might call everyday ‘civil-integration™ (2007: 32-33, emphasis

in original).

This type of social cohesion arises spontaneously, born out of the necessities of urban life and
its daily interactions, instead of being prescribed top-down, fostered by instilling rules. Indeed,

cohesion

cannot be manufactured from the top down, or simply stimulated by putting
people into the same places with scripted roles and behaviours. Norms of civility
must be enacted in a wide variety of contexts and public spaces, automatically
as it were, and this comes through wholly through experience and practice.

(2007: 33)

Adding to the existing parameters, the success of well-functioning urban milieus could also be
used as a measure of social cohesion by policy makers and the public. Firstly, they show that a
lack of “deep and meaningful interaction” between communities does not need to mean poor
social cohesion. Vertovec reminds that not only is the urban context known to function
without deep and meaningful interactions, but that “indeed, most people seem to be more than
satisfied with maintaining cordial but distant relations with their neighbours and particularly
with strangers” (2007: 33). Secondly, it means that immigrants might be better integrated than
often assumed, that is, when their integration is not measured solely by the usual parameters of

language mastery, regular jobs, education levels, and such (2007: 4).

Acknowledging the meaning of ephemeral urban encounters as a solid basis for the
functioning of a “super-diverse” social situation, means rejecting claims of “immigrant

enclaves” or “ghettos” often cited as a result of an unwillingness to integrate and even as a by-
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product of multiculturalism. Instead, these encounters not only comprise the bulk of all urban
encounters, but they also evolve on a wide number of axes: not just between minorities and the
majority, but also between minority members, within minority groups, between earlier and
newer immigrants, and so on. As such, it is indispensable that “social scientific theory and
public policy development should consider everyday kinds of constructive social interaction in

a variety of spaces” (2007: 8).

Similarly, Mark Terkessidis (2010) also concentrates on urban life to illustrate the existence of
new networks not based on national models, and leaving behind the notion of a “leading
culture” that excludes a large proportion of the population. He describes the transformation
from the polis to the parapolis (2010: 11): the latter is “used” by a multitude of different
individuals who live in it, even if only temporarily, and who often have transnational ties and
lead parts of their lives in other places. However, whereas the parapolis is a living organism,
the picture of a network of links that cross each other at multiple points (or even isolate
themselves consciously in ghettos), the institutions continue to treat the society as divided into
two groups, with one part of it having to be guided towards dominant standards. Terkessidis
offers a solution in the concept of “inter-culture,” seen as a radical opening and reform of
institutions, “which will have to change, in order to do justice to the increasing diversity. This
transformation has become a task of surviving” (2010: 8, translation from German by the
author). The concept does not put the responsibility on the migrants, but on the entire society
which must transform in order to create a “freedom from barriers,” the possibility for all
citizens to use institutions, and to take part in the social development. In other words, the aim
is not to recognize ethnic groups, but “to create a space of possibilities free of barriers for
individuals who potentially feel they belong to certain groups or are assigned to them” (2010:

119, translation from German by the author).

It is therefore in the space of inter-human contact as a response to pragmatic needs of securing
the existence and spontaneous solutions to the problems of everyday life, especially in the
urban space, that these authors see intercultural life unfolding without the affective pressure of
defining such terms as identity or difference. This is visible in Gilroy’s “convivial culture” as
well as in his recognition of the fulfillment of the multicultural project in its informal
manifestations. Gilroy points to a multiculturalism that is alive and functioning well in the
“cohabitation and interaction” characterizing British and other cities of migration (Gilroy
2004a: xi), showing that, with its ability to constantly redefine modes of everyday life and

popular culture, this “conviviality” has become a planetary phenomenon in which
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racial difference ist not feared. Exposure to it is not ethnic jeopardy but rather
an unremarkable principle of metropolitan life. Race is essentially insignificant,
at least when compared either to the hazards involved in urban survival or to the
desperate pleasures of the postcolonial city: ‘sex and drugs and on the dole’.

(2004a: 105)

It is here, in this cosmopolitan “conviviality,” that Gilroy sees a possibility to build an
alternative model of British identity, and here he finds the site of a new planetary humanism,
one which understanding is distilled from the historical experience of oppression and

suffering.

I detect this conviviality to be an exposure to difference and the celebration of the mixing of
the metropolitan life as the imaginary space in which the radio station WDR Funkhaus Europa
moves. While the reality of unproblematic multicultural living in everyday life is both
something that is experienced by anybody inhabiting cities strongly shaped by migration,

such as those of the German West, and something that can be celebrated for its many cultural
expressions, this observation does not solve the antagonisms surrounding the strong
contestations over identity or belonging on other levels. Whereas civil-integration is a joyful
everyday reality to anybody living in a multicultural society, with its myriad daily
occurrences of inter-cultural contact in spite of insufficient language knowledge or differing

cultural modes, social cohesion is a necessity on many more levels than the everyday.

Indeed, while this existing conviviality blatantly contradicts the contestations over belonging
or identity, | see in the sole concentration on conviviality an attempt to create a “safe space”
were inequalities are blurred out. This however means that it can easily slip into an attitude of
what Sara Ahmed calls “overing racism.” In the analysis of the brand change of WDR
Funkhaus Europa in Chapter 5, I show what effects this can have when practiced within the
media discourse, or in concrete terms, how attempting to capture this “feeling of life” in its
brand Global Sounds Radio, the radio station in question avoids addressing antagonisms

surrounding intercultural living on other levels.
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In Germany, as elsewhere in the European countries of immigration, contemporaneously with
the rejection of multiculturalism, there has been a turn in the public discourse towards social
cohesion and integration. As already mentioned, this has gone hand in hand with enshrining
common citizenship and unity in diversity, guided by common European democratic values,
such as tolerance, gender equality, and freedom of expression, as political and social ideals.
The introduction of integration courses and other institutional measures has been paired with

demands to pledge loyalty to the “host country” and reject cultural particularity.

Elevated into the highest ideal leading to a new, inclusive commonality enriched by diversity,
integration has become a very prominent “technology of citizenship” in the sense used by
Barbara Cruikshank (1999), as representing the power exercised “in the material, learned, and
habitual ways we embody citizenship” (1999: 124), which will be the subject of more detailed
analysis in Chapters 4 and 5.

Integration has emerged most recently as a response to the high immigration rates of refugees,
but it has a long tradition as a central technology of government not only in individual states,
but in the whole European Union. For example, in its conclusions of June 2014, the Council of
the European Union agreed on supporting the member states “with a view to promoting the
integration of third-country nationals” (Council of the European Union 2014: 1). It also
recognized “that diversity is an enriching and permanent feature of European societies” and
calls for a “holistic approach to integration” (2014: 3). In 2004, European governments
discussed common basic principles concerning integration policies, listing eleven principles of
integration, among them principles stating that “integration is a dynamic, two-way process of
mutual accommodation,” that employment is a key part and central to the social participation
of immigrants, and that basic knowledge of the host society’s language is indispensable to
integration (2004). The principles stress the importance of education, access to institutions, as
well as “frequent interaction between immigrants and Member States citizens” as fundamental

mechanisms for integration.

The Council document also states the usefulness of successful integration for the host society,

since

[w]ell managed migration as well as effective and balanced integration policies

contribute towards achieving the goals of the Europe 2020 growth strategy,
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given the demographic shrinking in Member States and the shortages in certain

sectors of the European labour market. (2014: 2)

As a strategy that will contribute to economic growth and alleviate the shortages in the labor
market, immigration and integration are here framed as a biopolitical project, in the
Foucauldian sense. Well-managed immigration is seen as a recipe for curing the demographic
decline of Europe, while at the same time the conflicts around questions of culture and

identity associated with immigration are not mentioned at all.

In Germany, integration has also become a central term in institutional discourse, rising to
become the nodal point that influences all social practices around questions of diversity in the
country: from education, through to policies towards non-nationals, immigration policies, and
others. For example, the government document “National Action Plan for Integration” starts
with the sentence: “The integration of people with a migration background in Germany is a
key task of the federal government” (Die Bundesregierung 2012: 1, translation from German
by the author). The German Office for Migration and Refugees defines integration as a long-
term process of inclusion of all the people who live in the country “legally.” Whereas it offers
equal participation in all social areas to immigrants, it also obliges them to learn the German

language and respect the German Constitution. !¢

However, what connotations, or what kind of knowledge or “truth,” does the concept of
integration actually carry? In what way does it subjectify the citizens? At the core of the
demand for integration is the implied division between the “host” and “visiting” populations,
with the further implication being that these two are incompatible at the outset of contact and
can only be made to cohabit if the effort of integration is undertaken. Even if it is often
stressed that it is two sides that take part in the integration process, it is usually the immigrants
who are explicitly called upon to actively contribute to their own successful introduction into

the society. The dominant picture

is one in which integration is strongly linked to obligations on the part of the
migrants and adjustment to mainstream culture and values. The latter is not

merely related to a wish for uniformity but also seen as a precondition to

16
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improved opportunities — and yet, adjustment is the demand of the time.

(Schonwiélder 2010: 156)

In a Foucauldian sense, I see the demand to integrate as a mechanism of self-disciplining.
When the descendants of migrants, in the second and third generations are also called upon to
integrate, it becomes obvious that at the core of this demand there are no measurable
parameters that are often cited as indicators of successful integration, such as employment
rates, or figures denoting educational success or the housing situation. Instead, integration
refers here to a fuzzy set of “values” that characterize the “host” nation, so that, carried to its
logical conclusion, a demand to integrate posed on second generation migrants is actually a
demand to assimilate. At the same time, this demand contains the implicit impossibility to
really complete this process. As long as the migrant looks different, has a different name, or
ostentatiously practices a different religion from what is understood to be the norm of the host
nation, he or she, even if officially a national, will always be marked as outside of the nation.
For Etienne Balibar, the very demand to integrate is also the proof of continuing structural

inequalities, since

[n]o theoretical discourse on the dignity of all cultures will really compensate
for the fact that, for a ‘Black’ in Britain or a ‘Beur’ in France, the assimilation
demanded of them before they can become ‘integrated’ into the society in which
they already live (and which will always be suspected of being superficial,
imperfect or simulated) is presented as progress, as an emancipation, a

conceding of rights. (1991: 25)

To summarize, calls for integration rest on unequal social positions of the “host” or “majority”
society on the one side, and the immigrant on the other, and postulate an incompatibility that

needs to be surmounted, or even erased.

Here, “cultural difference” takes the discursive position that nature (genes, blood) had in the
framework of “scientific racism,” as observed by Balibar, who identifies the emergence of the
already discussed “neo-racism” within the discourse of immigration, with its catalogue of
practices of violence, stereotypical representation, and exclusion of the Other, based on the
assumption of the insurmountability and harmfulness of cultural difference within the nation

space.
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The problem with cultural difference as the obstacle to cohesion is that at the same time as it
leads to discriminations, the problematization of cultural difference is seen as very different
from race hatred. It is instead seen as the “normal,” even “rational” response to social conflict
— which in turn makes the problematization and management of cultural difference an
effective governmental mode. In the words of Balibar, in the context of capitalist production
of choice, excess, and promised enjoyment (and ultimately the incomplete subject), the
discourse of insurmountable cultural difference is being normalized, mainstreamed. It serves
as an explanation of racist reactions as “natural” so that “the return of the biological theme is
permitted and with it the elaboration of new variants of the biological ‘myth’ within the

framework of a cultural racism” (Balibar 1991: 26, emphasis in original).

2.5 Tolerance

The point where cultural difference becomes salient, the famous “tolerance threshold,” that
becomes the line separating cohesion from difference that cannot be assimilated, thus becomes

the frontier between welcoming and exclusion.

In the German discussion, tolerance is firmly placed in the realm of political bargaining, as a
“rational” response to the dilemma of aversion, with the metaphor of the threshold designating
the liminal space in which rejection, even aversion, is acknowledged. As a way of dealing with
difference, tolerance offers both a way in which to ethically whitewash those who reject
others, and a possibility of finding a way for non-antagonistic coexistence with what is seen as
reified difference — but difference that society cannot get rid of. However, as a way of
responding to the encounter with difference, tolerance is interlocked with the distribution of
social positions within a society, and at the same time, it secures the stability of those social
positions. In other words, tolerance can operate only in a power imbalance, with the dominant
position having the power over those who are objects of toleration, since subaltern subjects

can never be the ones to decide to tolerate or not to tolerate the dominant ones.

In the discussion of the term, which I will elaborate on further in Chapter 8, tolerance is seen
as a viable way of managing diversity, even a rational way of handling one’s own rejection of
or aversion to difference — which in certain conditions is seen a legitimate response to
difference. Jiirgen Habermas (2003), for example, sees toleration as possible only if both

parties involved — the tolerator and the tolerated — base their rejection “on a cognitive conflict
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between beliefs and attitudes that persists for good reasons” (Habermas 2003: 3, emphasis in
original). Rejection can of course also be unreasonable, for example, if somebody rejects
people of a different skin color, which for Habermas is not an ethical judgement and can thus
not be countered with calls for tolerance. In this case, “the appropriate answer is a critique of
prejudices and the combating of discrimination, in other words the fight for equal rights, and

299

not ‘more tolerance’” (2003: 3). Therefore, tolerance is offered as a practice of solving the
insecurities surrounding civic living with irresolvable difference. In countries of immigration,
these ethical insecurities, often conceptualized in terms of religion or cultural diversity, turn
around the question of how and to what extent those pertaining to the majority should tolerate

those that deviate, or at what point they should impose normative rules.

In Germany, the practice historically hails from the realm of religious toleration, and it
continues to be contested in the space where religious and cultural difference intersect with
questions of institutional regulations. Two examples from the German context can illustrate
this: the row over whether public schools should allow teachers to wear the Islamic veil and
the row over whether public schools can display Christian symbols, such as the crucifix on the
wall. In both cases the state was called upon to resolve ethical questions through judiciary
institutions, when the citizens were not able to determine the extent of toleration that was
necessary or institutionally prescribed.!” However, even if in both cases the state was called
upon to impose tolerance as a practice of dealing with difference, they started from two very
different social positions: in the crucifix row, the parents invoked the constitutionally
guaranteed principle of neutrality in education against the wish of the schools to display

Christian symbols as an expression of adherence to the majoritarian Christian affiliation. The

17 The so-called Bavarian crucifix row, which focused on the question of whether the crucifix could hang on the
walls of public schools, was resolved in 1995 when the Constitutional Court ruled that Christian symbols on the
walls violated the prescribed religious neutrality of the German school system. However, regardless of this state
intervention, crosses continue to be displayed on the walls of Bavarian schools and taking them down remains
rare. In the few cases in which parents have demanded that the schools do so, there has ensued fierce public
debate. The judicial row over the headscarf goes back to the case of Fereshta Ludin, a teacher seeking
employment in the state school system of Baden-Wiirttemberg, who refused to take off her headscarf during
classes. The school authorities at the time characterized the veil as a visible symbol of “cultural disintegration.”
In contrast to the Bavarian crucifix row, here it was an (immigrant) minority acting incompatibly with state
neutrality in religious questions. Numerous controversial discussions ensued, among them the discord within the
feminist discourse around whether the Islamic headscarf was a symbol of oppression or if seeing it as such was a
Eurocentric relegation of the Muslim woman to a mere passive object. The case made its way through the
German judiciary and was heard before the Constitutional Court in 2003. The Court relegated the decision in
individual cases to the Lédnder, which are in charge of education under the German federal system. The decision
was revised in 2015 in a ruling that defined the religious neutrality of the state not as a tool of distancing it from
the church, but as an “open and all-encompassing stance that promotes freedom of belief for all religions in the
same measure” (Bundesverfassungsgericht 2015). In this sense, “an overall ban on wearing the Islamic scarf for
teachers in public schools is not compatible with the Constitution” (2015), as the Court ruled.
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second case, and one which led to much more public controversy, was one in which the
majority defended the guaranteed religious neutrality from presumably the invasive

symbolism of a minority, representing religious deviance from the Christian norm.

So, in a sense, both these cases are examples of the failure of rational consideration as a mode
of settling ethical questions in civic living, such as that proposed by Habermas. In both cases it
was ultimately the state that, through its judiciary organs, had to intervene and impose the
practice of tolerating irreconcilable difference, when this was not practiced by the citizens.
But, whereas in the “Christianity row” the debate turned around institutional responses to the
rules of the political community, in the “veil row” it was about dealing with difference which
was not part of “our” culture or tradition. The row over the Islamic veil was crucially also a
debate about the role of Islam in shaping the modern identity of Germany as a country of
immigration, as well as the question of where the “tolerance threshold” for visible religious

practice could be set.

Habermas (2003), however, sees tolerance as a pragmatic response when there is mutual
recognition and mutual acceptance of divergent worldviews, a way of allowing the co-
existence of religions and democracy in a pluralistic environment and opening the way to
“reconciliation between multiculturalism and equality” (2003: 1). He also postulates the
highest form of tolerance, respect for difference, as the mode for coexistence in a multicultural
society. However, as he points out, acceptance is not enough, “toleration — as regards equal
respect for everybody — means the willingness to neutralize the practical impact of a cognitive
dissonance that nevertheless in its own domain demands that we resolve it” (2003, 12,

emphasis in original).

In this way, the “cognitive dissonance” produced by an encounter with difference stays in
place and toleration is the answer for dealing with this in order to continue the “co-existence
of different life forms as equals” which “also requires the integration of citizens — and the
mutual recognition of their sub-cultural memberships — within the framework of a common
political culture” (2003: 10-11). For Habermas, the citizens can maintain their “cultural
idiosyncrasy” if they understand themselves “as citizens of the same political community”
(2003: 10-11). And, in the reciprocal recognition of the rules of behavior, Habermas finds the

solution to the paradox of tolerance:
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Each act of toleration must circumscribe a characteristic of what we must accept
and thus simultaneously draw a line for what cannot be tolerated. There can be

no inclusion without exclusion. (2003: 5)

As long as this line is drawn unilaterally, in an authoritarian manner, toleration remains
stigmatized for arbitrariness. “Only with a universally convincing delineation of the borderline
— which requires that all those involved reciprocally take the perspectives of the others — can

toleration blunt the thorn of intolerance” (2003: 5, emphasis in original).

However, if we look at the position of Islam in Western immigration societies, the problem
with it lies precisely in the imputation that it is inherently incapable of recognizing the rules of
the (democratic) political community. It is discussed as incompatible not only with Western
societies but also with the rules of living in the Western societies as crucially characterized by
diversity. Wendy Brown, who explores tolerance primarily as a technology of government,
also reflects upon the position of Islam in the growing Islamophobia characterizing the public
discussion in the West, and observes firstly that there has been something of a global

renaissance in “tolerance talk” in the last decades,

as multiculturalism became a central problematic of liberal democratic
citizenship; as Third World immigration threatened the ethnicized identities of
Europe, North America, and Australia; [...] and as Islamic religious identity

intensified and expanded into a transnational political force. (Brown 2008: 2)

Crucial for Brown is the constructed opposition between a cosmopolitan West and the
fundamentalist Other, so that tolerance here becomes a demarcating line and at the same time
part of the “civilizational project” of the West. Wendy Brown argues that tolerance is “an
instrument of liberal governance and a discourse of power that legitimizes white Western
supremacy and state violence” (2014: 9-10), exploring in particular how tolerance as a
discourse of power has depoliticizing effects. She points out that even though tolerance has a
different meaning in different contexts, it is mostly associated with “multicultural justice and
civic peace” and has an “impressive range of potential objects, including cultures, races,
ethnicities, sexualities, ideologies, lifestyle and fashion choices, political positions, religions,
and even regimes” (Brown 2008: 3). However, it is always also about objection, aversion,
error, deviation, and falsehood; therefore, for Brown, it cannot give a positive notion of

difference (2008: 67). Instead, Brown sees the operation of tolerating as the opposite of
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incorporating; it is about producing the norm and deviance as a practice of normalization, and

about securing the supremacy and hegemony of Western liberalism.

[ will turn again to the concept of tolerance through the analysis of a media event staged by the
German Association of Public Service Broadcasters in 2014. Suffice it to say at this point that
one of the major questions in the discussions of tolerance in preparation of the event, that I
took part in, was the question of the limits of tolerance: Where does tolerance stop? Where
does it reach the famous “threshold” that cannot be crossed? The conception of tolerance as a
frontier, a corrective offered in good will, can be seen, for example, in the debates surrounding
such seminal events as those on New Year’s Eve 2015/2016 in Cologne'8, involving sexual
harassment of women gathered to celebrate in the center of the city by a large number of
migrant men. The case led to a public debate intertwining a number of discourses: from a
critique of patriarchy, to religious, cultural, and gender contestations, and others, most of them
invoking a “red line” where “tolerance stops.” For example, the German feminist author Alice
Schwarzer offered an exemplary warning in a text on the Cologne events of a decades-long

“naive import of male violence, sexism and antisemitism,” asserting that

these young men are the sad product of a failed, or insufficiently wanted
integration. They are a product of a false tolerance, in which almost everybody
— the people, the media, the churches and the politics — put into question our
democracy, our state of law, our equality. They even let them be stepped upon
in favor of ‘other traditions’, or an ominous ‘freedom of religion’. We have let
parallel worlds arise in their name, instead of insisting on integration.

(Schwarzer 2016, translation from German by the author)

To me, the fact that the discourse on integration is interlocked with the discourse on tolerance
when dealing with cultural difference points in a striking manner to the disciplining character
of integration. Integration starts as a straightforward relation of minorities “adjusting.” This
adjustment reinstates the dominant discourse, constituting the national and cultural “us” and
“them,” with “us” being at home here, belonging. However, this presents a dilemma — the
cultural difference, locked in with ethnicity, cannot be stripped off at the end of the day, so

there can actually never be an end to integration efforts. Therefore, since difference will

¥ On New Year’s Eve 2015/2016, there were numerous sexual assaults on women by groups of men from north
African and Arab regions, in the area of the Cologne railway station and the main square around the Cologne
cathedral. The police were later accused of not having the situation under control and having tried to downplay
the events in their initial press reports. The events led to a major discussion and public backlash against refugee
immigration and the media, both in Germany and internationally.
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always exist, only tolerance (on the part of the dominant social position) can provide a way
towards co-existence. And, tolerance is intrinsically always present in the closed circle of
living with difference that cannot be adjusted. When, however, events such as the one in
Cologne prove the point of cultural incompatibility, epitomized in the sexism and disrespect
for women on the part of the Arab men involved (and implicitly presuming Arab men in

general), tolerance has reached its limit, it stops.

I therefore see integration as an empty signifier because it rests on a contradiction: It is
presented as a set of quantifiable and controllable parameters, such as language proficiency,
employment, housing statistics, and others, to be checked off on a list measuring integration
success. But, not only is social integration hardly quantifiable, the state of full un-
objectionability can never be reached. It becomes the point which temporarily fixes meanings
and changes the discourse in question: the education system, the immigration legislature,
diversity policies in business, as well as gender roles and class relations. When combined with
tolerance, its character as a technology of governing is revealed even more strongly, because a
call to integrate becomes a rejection of difference, or a call for only that variant of difference
that unfolds under the threshold of the tolerable, of the “rational rejection.” At the same time,
it is probably precisely the emptiness at the core of the concept of integration that turns it into

a strong way of self-disciplining subject-citizens in a multicultural situation.
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Chapter 3

Media and multiculturalism

3.1 Media and citizenship in multiculturalism

A large part of the politics of difference is articulated through the media discourse, which I
see as a crucial space for articulating social power and applying technologies of government.
Indeed, a large body of literature as well as political institutions emphasize the role of the
media as “tools” of integration. This interlocking of discourses will be analyzed in more detail
in Chapter 4, but it is important to say at the outset that the view of media as integration tools
resonates well with the official politics in Germany and that it indeed explicitly forms the

base of media policies of public service programming in this area.

The work of the media in this view is usually broken down into several rather straight-forward
steps that should be undertaken in order to achieve integrative effects on the audiences. Firstly,
they should offer the migrants information that will help them get to know and understand not
only the facts useful for getting started in Germany, but also the dominant cultural norms, the
rules of behavior, the goals they should strive for. The second step consists of putting role-
models, people of migrant backgrounds, on the screen, to serve as a projection of what
successful integration can look like and to show it as an achievable goal. Also, content that
celebrates the contributions of migrants and rejects discrimination should be presented in the
mainstream media, for example, through stories of refugees who have become successful
citizens. The described steps are often cited in policy recommendations for successful

integrative programming.

The implication from the governmental point of view is that the passage of migrants and the
majority from a position of antagonism towards one of successful co-existence, can be
facilitated by media pictures. There is an assumption at work here that by adjusting very
concrete switching points concerning media texts — such as the quantity and quality of
representing migrants on the screens, avoiding discriminatory reporting, recruiting migrants

into media professions, and others — the desired effects on the audience will be achieved.
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For example, during the influx of refugees in 2015/16 several public service broadcasters in
Germany initiated offers directed at refugees, offering them orientation help, explaining core
“values” and “norms” for living in Germany, and encouraging their language acquisition'®.
Even if these examples were very straightforward in their governmental, even biopolitical,
intention of citizen-making, I see other media dedicated more generally to diversity as
functioning in this sense, if without explicit didactic intentions. I see my central object of
analysis, the radio station WDR Funkhaus Europa, also as an attempt to respond to social
antagonisms of diversity and to contribute to its management, but with scenarios that offer an

alternative to the dominant ones.

The rationale for establishing this station, as well as its changing strategies — from integration,
through multiculturalism, towards cosmopolitanism, that will be discussed in the course of the
thesis — make visible the role the media are assigned in the project of citizen-making. For
example, Chouliaraki (2015) points out that like any discourse, the mass media are also a site
of power, with their multiple technologies and strategies of management, and a site of
resistance. It is on the “mundane, on the non-political, yet the intensely politicised [basis],
which the media operate most significantly,” filtering and framing realities, producing
references for the conduct of everyday life and the production of common sense (Chouliaraki
2015:276). Or in other words, “there is a politics of truth at play in every mediated debate
which is central in the constitution of the debate as a public sphere” (2015: 257, emphasis in

original). Therefore, investigating media discourse offers insight into

the mundane business of governing everyday economic and social life, in the
shaping of governable domains and governable persons, in the new forms of
power, authority, and subjectivity being formed within these mundane practices

(Rose 2006: 11)

since like every such practice it “involves authorities, aspirations, programmatic thinking, the

invention or redeployment of techniques and technologies” (2006: 101).

A large body of literature in the field of media anthropology explores media discourses,
technologies, and texts in terms of their role in representing cultures, in community and in
identity formation, with the creation of difference, and with subject and object positionings.

Seeing media as pertaining to and inseparable from contexts of social power, helps to identify

19 The refugee programs will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.
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dominant messages, selective perception, or unintended identifications. Within the
multicultural context, questions can be posed in terms of what the effects of media
technologies are on human life, primarily in creating the sense of national community with

other members of the audience, or in the processes of “Othering.”

These are investigated through a large spectrum of media production (editorial work, media
policy documents, journalistic prioritization and categorization, etc.), through reception habits
(observing audiences in their media consumption and reactions to media texts), to the
interaction of people with media technologies — all these showing implicit power relations
underlining media discourses. Also, a central question when discussing media discourse is the
question of its power, starting from the “cultural industry” model as proposed by the Frankfurt
School theorists. In a broadly negative view of media effects, this “hypodermic-needle”
approach sees the audience as passive recipients, as objects onto whom political and cultural
formulae are superimposed through media messages. Here, the mass media can “impede the
development of autonomous, independent individuals who judge and decide consciously for
themselves” (Theodor Adorno, quoted in Askew 2002: 4). In a more positive, but deeply
ideological turn, the American mass communications theory, for example, also concerned

itself with “media effects” on society and treated these as measurable in empirical studies.

Stuart Hall, on the other hand, investigates the power of media, but rejects such simplistic
cause-and-effect approaches as the mass communications research, shifting the attention to
the questions of how this power is spread within the discourse. The audience here is not
factored out of the processes of exercising power, but rather recognized as an active side of
media communication. The functioning of media discourse is seen as a complex interaction
between sending and receiving, or rather production and consumption, which underlies the
active roles of both sides — and the systemically inherent distortion of the media message. The
encoding and decoding (Stuart Hall [1973] 2007) of media texts includes the possibility of
resistance and subversive readings: the “lack of fit” between the two sides of the exchange,
between the moment of production (encoding) and consumption (decoding), which is built
into the system. But, although in this sense multiple interpretations are possible, the outcome
of the process is not entirely open-ended, as Hall points to numerous representational
strategies which privilege certain interpretations, or “preferred readings.” This is especially
relevant in media texts concerning difference (ethnic, cultural, racial, etc.), which use a

number of strategies, among them stereotyping, essentializing, binary oppositions, erasures,
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and others to lead the audience in the direction of a reading that upholds existing power

structures (Askew 2002: 5).

However, rather than being a straightforward producer of identities, individuals, or realities, it
should be emphasized that media discourse as such is productive of power and thus also
carries possibilities of resistance. Interpreting the media discourse as a tool of a dominant
force, while being an oversimplification, tends to imply an ideology or a repressive force
aimed at the population or parts of it. Media discourse instead offers material for an
“ascending analysis of power” (Foucault 1980: 99, emphasis in original), that starts at the
basic levels of procedures and techniques of power and shows how more general interests
engage with these procedures “that are at once both relatively autonomous of power and act
as its infinitesimal elements” (1980: 99). The freedom implicit in the relational functioning of
power in a discourse means its inherent instability and the unpredictability of its outcome,
because in every discourse “there are always also movements in the opposite direction,
whereby strategies which co-ordinate relations of power produce new effects and advance

into hitherto unaffected domains” (1980: 199-200).

The media are also a site where alternative images can be circulated, and multiple points of
resistance can lead to broader alternative strategies. For example, Shohat and Stam propose
using media texts as a field of resistance to dominant narratives in what they call “artistic

jJujitsu,”, which overturns asymmetries in representational power within the media discourse.

In their analysis of a broad range of fiction genres, their narrative structures and processes of
production, Shohat and Stam encounter asymmetries in representational power on many
levels: in the argument of universal appeal used when casting White protagonists in a
blockbuster film; in the representation of dominant groups as naturally diverse, and subaltern
groups as homogenous; in various “mediations,” such as narrative structure, cinematic style,
framing, lighting, the relations of foreground and background, as well as in relations

concerning the economics of media and film production (1994: 208).

However, countering negative stereotyping in media texts and images by positive examples is
not enough to alter these asymmetries. On the one hand, texts and images follow from tropes
which stereotype, generalize, essentialize. On the other hand, images and texts stabilize the
discourse, making it a closed circle. Therefore, an analysis of media discourse entails both
identifying power relations and structures that lead to it, as well as the ways in which the

discourse supports the existing structures or attempts to subvert it and offer a resistant
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discourse. Shohat and Stam offer here a methodological approach that instead of “images”
speaks of “discourses,” calling attention to all the cultural voices involved in a text, thus
bringing out “the voices that remain latent or displaced” (1994: 214). It is also an approach
that allows not only the “pseudo-polyphonic” discourse of TV commercials (1994: 215), but a

29 ¢¢

hearing of conflicting and competing voices, a “multivocality,” “an approach that would strive
to cultivate and even heighten cultural difference while abolishing socially-generated

inequalities” (1994: 215).

One way of countering asymmetries is gaining control of media technologies and, in the
terminology of Shohat and Stam, performing “artistic jujitsu,” stealing “elements of the
dominant culture and redeploy[ing] them in the interests of oppositional praxis” (1994: 328).
Such is the approach that characterizes parodies of Hollywood genre films, and also, for
example, those employed by artists in the project Laughing in a foreign language (2008), who
use humor, or more precisely its untranslatability, as a vehicle of cultural relativism, aimed at
combating Western ethnocentrism. It is precisely in seeing humor as a form of cultural insider-
knowledge (Critchley 2008: 17), insisting on its untranslatibility that “might endow native
speakers with a sense of their cultural distinctiveness or even superiority” (2008: 17), that
exposes the “xenophobic flipside of a belief in the untranslatability and exclusivity of
humour” (2008: 18). Challenging the notion of borders between humor(s), the artists use
strategies such as “defamiliarizing and accentuating preexisting materials” (Shohat and Stam
1994: 331-332), rechanneling “energies in new directions, generating a space of negotiation
outside of the binaries of domination and subordination, in ways that convey specific cultural
and even autobiographical inflections” (1994: 331-332). This way, “artistic jujitsu” consists of
“multiple strategies, for infiltrating the dominant, transforming the dominant, kidnapping the

dominant, creating alternatives to the dominant, even ignoring the dominant” (1994: 332).

Another field where resistance can arise is within the audience, viewed as active participants
in the discourse, whose final interpretation of media content is open-ended. The audience can
commit reception acts which counter or ignore the dominant message, even if unintentionally,
as len Ang showed in her analysis of reception habits of the soap opera Dallas among Dutch

audiences (Ang 1991).

In an example of a similar approach, Lila Abu-Lughod analyzes the reception of Egyptian
soap operas, and their role in the internal cultural politics of the government-controlled media,

which “articulate contested visions of modernity” (Abu-Lughod 2002, 377), visions which are
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both elitist and nationalist. She analyzes the receptions of one serial about recent Egyptian
history (Hilmyya Nights), which is interpreted as a product of a “socially concerned and
politically conscious group of culture-industry professionals,” who have “constructed as their
object ‘a public’ in need of enlightenment” (2002: 384). While illustrating “the faith that mass
media have powerful effects,” this “discourse of protection” (2002: 384) is subverted by the
reception habits, especially the selective viewing by the very objects of the intended message:
the subaltern working women of Upper Nile villages, who choose to ignore the didactic
intention interwoven in the story and instead admire a character intended to serve as a negative
warning. Therefore, even if television plays a central role in their lives, “this public subverts
and eludes them [the messages], not because they are traditional and ignorant of the modern,
[...] but because the ways they are positioned within modernity are at odds with the visions

these urban middle-class professionals promote” (2002: 377).

In the post-colonial era, new fields of contestation, new relations of majority and minority, as
well as new inequalities in representation arise as a result of migration movements. Even
though not all immigration countries have a colonial history, the situation is still shaped by “a
diffuse colonial context [...] and just as important, the discourses about it” are shaped by it as
well (Shohat and Stam 2009). However, the dualisms of the colonizer/colonized, the
First/Third World no longer hold up, with the main issue being that “the nation-state, once the
primary unit of analysis, has given way to analytical categories both smaller and larger than

99 ¢

the nation” (Stam 2003: 34), and thus to “images of interdependency,” “identity as an

29 ¢¢

endlessly recombinant play of constructed differences,” “metaphors of fluidity and crossing,”

and “mutual shaping and indigenization” (2003: 34-35) that all lead to a new aesthetics:

The segregated space of the Algerie Francaise of the Pontecorvo film?° has
become the miscegenated space of contemporary France and the miscegenated
aesthetics — at once North African, French, and Afro-American, of beur cinema,
the films made by Maghrebians in France. The brutal borderlines of colonial
Algeria have been replaced by the more subtle borderlines separating the urban

metropolises of France from the banlieu. (2003: 34)

In Race in Translation. Culture Wars around the Postcolonial Atlantic, Shohat and Stam paint
a large and elaborate portrait of issues of racial politics and cultural movements around the

Red, Black, and White Atlantic, to portray not only a range of cultural policies and ideas in the

20 The Battle of Algiers. Directed by Gillo Pontecorvo, 1966
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parallel histories of their development, but also the vital mutual fertilizing in transnational
exchange, emphasizing the intellectual and creative influences they have had on each other.
The authors trace transnational movements of ideas and debates across cultural and national
borders, viewing cultures as heteroglossic, and not hermetically sealed from one another, so
that their project is “to offer a multi-perspectival approach, a kind of a ‘Cubist’ re-reading of

the multi-directional travel of aesthetic ideas” (Shohat and Stam 2009). They create a

historicized, poly-chronotopic and relational approach by seeing the culture
wars against the broader backdrop of the history of an Atlantic World shaped by
the violent “encounter” between Europe and indigenous America, by the
exploitation and transplanting of African labor, and by the evolving attempts to
go beyond “master-race democracy” to full, participatory, polyphonic equality.

(Shohat and Stam 2009)

Against this backdrop, translation becomes a key concept, both literal and “as a trope to evoke
all the fluidities and transformations and indigenizations that occur when ideas ‘fora de lugar’

cross borders and travel from one place to another” (Santos 2012: 33).

Shohat and Stam propose a “radical multiculturalism” to theoretically tackle this new
constellation. It is a multiculturalism that moves further from both the descriptive and the
politically normative approach and comprises a critique of inherent power structures, because

a multiculturalism

without the critique of Eurocentrism runs the risk of being merely accretive — a
shopping mall boutique summa of the world's cultures — while the critique of
Eurocentrism without multiculturalism runs the risk of simply inverting existing
hierarchies rather than profoundly rethinking and unsettling them. (Shohat and
Stam 1994: 359)

In the understanding of multiculturalism which comprises a critique of power relations,
difference is not celebrated for its own sake, but its meaning lies in “recognizing
discrepancies in historical experience” (Stam 2012: 104). In terms of race, this means that,
even though there is consensus about race as being socially constructed, “race as a social
construct and racism as a social practice shape the contemporary world by skewing the

distribution of power and resources” (2012: 103).
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A radically multicultural approach to filmmaking presents a viable tool of resistance to
Eurocentric discourse in the arts and the media, arising simultaneously with the “seismic shift”
in scholarship, brought about by post-colonial studies. This “broad decolonization of
knowledge and academic culture” (Stam and Shohat 2012: 61) is defined as a critique of
political-economic conditions and ways of thinking that Empire instilled, but which continue
to persist after the formal end of colonialism. In this way, this academic shift addresses a large
field, going beyond the former axes of discussion around empire and nation, but includes
multiplied axes “to include race, gender, class, region, religion, sexuality, and ethnicity”

(2012: 85).

Going beyond binarisms of race or majority/minority relations, in a “relational approach”
(Shohat and Stam 1994: 228), it is necessary to acknowledge the interdependency, the

multidimensionality of the multicultural society. In it,

the self is inevitably syncretic, especially when a preexisting cultural polyphony
is amplified by the media. This syncretism is first of all linguistic [...] Cultural
syncretism takes place both at the margins and between the margins and a
changing mainstream, resulting in a conflictual yet creative intermingling of

cultures. (1994: 237)

The authors challenge linear historiographic periodizations as well as the notion of separate
community narratives, concluding that it is an illusion that communities and societies can exist
autonomously, the world being characterized by a “densely woven web of connectedness,
within a complex and multivalent relationality” (Shohat 2003: 1). At the core of this
relationality is the dynamism of identity formation: here, identities are seen as socially

constructed

markers of history, social location, and positionality, lenses through which to
view the world. Rather than ethno-characterological essences, identities are
chronotopic positionings within social space and historical time, the place from

which one speaks and experiences the world. (Stam 2012: 100)

The political valence of multiculturalism therefore “depends on who is seeking multicultural
representation, from what social position, in response to what hegemonies, in relation to
which disciplines and institutions, as part of what political project, using what means, toward

what end, deploying what discourses, and so forth” (Shohat 2003: 6). The media can play a
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role in the project, if they are understood as a “radical critique of power relations, turning [...]

into a rallying cry for a more substantive and reciprocal intercommunalism” (2003: 7).

3.2 Media texts and national fantasy

Funkhaus Europa can, in this context, be viewed as an institutional attempt to respond to the
crises and antagonisms arising from growing diversity in the country, as an attempt to create
an alternative strategy for reflecting this diversity and giving it a public space. The station has
continued to adjust and respond to the constant repositionings in the social and political
discourses on difference, in relation to concepts such as integration, multiculturalism, and

cosmopolitanism, and constantly fine-tuning the definition of its target audience.

How can the re-positioning of Funkhaus Europa from being an “ethnic” or “multicultural” to a
“cosmopolitan” radio station be read in this context? In reading this re-positioning, I was
inspired by Lauren Berlant’s analysis of mass mediated texts as showing the underlying
national fantasy. By examining various mass mediated narratives which represent the state of
political hegemony and examining technologies of citizenship that create national subjects, she
shows these texts to be “the definitional field of citizenship — denoting simple identifications
by a national identity category, a reflexive operation of agency and criticism, or a mode of
social membership” (Berlant 1997: 31). Here, Berlant demystifies the modes of operation of
nation, citizenship and public culture, showing the importance of affect and of fantasy in the
operation of nation building. Berlant points out how we inhabit the political space of the
nation “which is not merely juridical, territorial (jus soli), genetic (jus sanguinis), linguistic, or
experiential, but some tangled cluster of these. I call this space the ‘National Symbolic’”
(Berlant 1991: 4-5). Whereas legal regulations dominate citizenship by constructing technical
definitions of rights, duties, and obligations, “the National Symbolic also aims to link
regulation to desire, harnessing affect to political life through the production of ‘national

fantasy’ (1991:5).

In her analysis of the rise of the Reaganite right in the U.S., Lauren Berlant shows how
intimate, familial politics entered the public sphere and started defining what citizenship and
nation in America stood for. She introduces the notion of the “intimate public sphere,” which
“renders citizenship a condition of social membership produced by personal acts and values,

especially originating or directed towards the family sphere” (Berlant 1997: 5), as well as the
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figure of the “infantile citizen,” one who "figures a space of possibility that transcends the
fractures and hierarchies of national life" (1997: 27) and whose faith in the nation is based in
the belief of the state’s commitment to representing the best interest of the ordinary citizens
(1997: 27-28). Berlat argues that the “patriotic view of national identity, which seeks to use
identifications with the ideal nation to trump or subsume all other notions of personhood”
often makes use of subaltern bodies and identities “which bear the burden of representing
desire for the nation” (1997: 27; emphasis in the original). The latter point and the notion of
“infantile citizenship” inspired my analysis of Funkhaus Europa’s ideal target-audience in
Chapter 7, where I show how placing citizenship in the sphere of private choice and the

intimate life changes the ways national identity is imagined in the media.

Berlant explores a large array of media texts, among them various media narratives of the
pilgrimage to Washington, a symbolic image as a place central to the nation, a "place of
national mediation," that becomes "a test of citizenship competence" (1997: 25). Using film
narratives of Mr. Smith goes to Washington, directed by Frank Capra, and an episode of The
Simpsons, “Mr. Lisa Goes to Washington,” Berlant concentrates on this particular national
plot, in which the patriotic view of national identity, which seeks to use identification with the
ideal nation, clashes with a view in which citizenship talk concerns unequal conditions of
economic, social, and political struggle. At the same time, even if specific interest groups are
consolidated against others, all involved in this "production of mass nationality" (1997: 31)
claim that it is serving citizens and bringing a democratic sphere about that is their main
concern. The pilgrimage-to-Washington narratives are based on the idea that contact with the
monumental nation can turn the citizen's infantilized feelings of rage or opposition into adult

subjectivity, ready to disengage from any past trauma and face the present (1997: 33).

Especially relevant for my analysis of how WDR Funkhaus Europa creates ideal citizens and
the narrative of the “good life” in cultural diversity is Berlant’s insight of how creating the
images of mass nationality is about creating “norms of proper national subjectivity and
concepts of social membership” rather than a political public sphere (1997: 35). The iconicity
of mass society also happens through the “commodity culture’s marketing of normal
personhood as something [...] in the range of what is typical in public yet is personally
unique” (1997: 36). At the same time, she shows how subaltern personhood allows for no
personal uniqueness, no institutions for the unmarked status. Instead, the subaltern body

allows stories of the "inclusion" of minoritized citizenship "in the self-justifying mirror of the
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official national narrative while being expatriated from citizenship's promise of quotidian

practical intimacy" (1997: 36).

Combining Berlant’s argument that the national fantasy is crucially formed by representations
of public culture, and that citizenship depends upon these, with a governmentality approach,
means that “it must always be remembered that such representations are both provisional and
contingent upon the power relations that support them, and that they are necessarily partial”
(Nolan 2006: 230). The “publics” of representative democracy are always “performative”
entities, so a “way of representing the people constructs the people” (Warner 1990: xi, quoted
in Nolan 2006: 230). The question this opens for the analysis of WDR Funkhaus Europa
centers on what the politics that the positioning as a “cosmopolitan” broadcaster emerged
through, as well as whose interests are served by such a definition (Nolan & Radywyl 2004:
50), something that I elaborate on in Chapter 5.

Recalling again Shohat and Stam’s call for a redistribution of representational power and an
“artistic jujitsu” in media production, the radio station WDR Funkhaus Europa can be seen as
a field of resistance to dominant narratives concerning multiculturalism. Instead of
accentuating the problems of diversity, the station attempts to create a new space in which this
new social diversity, the existing “convivial culture,” as described by Gilroy, can be
constituted as a living discourse. Avoiding the banalizations, essentializations and divisions
common to many media responses to socially traumatic moments, I show how WDR
Funkhaus Europa attempts to create a new space of representation and offer a new picture of a
German and European cosmopolitan citizen. This ideal citizen should be open to everything,
mobile, interested in diversity, a well-travelled cosmopolitan, and at home in the multicultural
everyday of West European urban life, ready to embrace all sorts of unthreatening and
consumable difference. At the same time, he or she should feel a citizen of Germany, and
adhere to the values promoted as European, such as non-violence, gender equality, freedom of
expression, and others. As a “technology of citizenship,” this station has aimed at creating a
new audience segment, at representing the new ideal of the culturally mixed German citizen,
but in this, to a certain extent it also engenders transformations in the polity (Nolan 2006). It
subjectifies a new audience that can avoid the traumatic point that opens up through the
questions discussed above. As a technology of citizenship, the station has not only provided
expressions of difference, but has tried to “facilitate expressions of unity and provide
opportunities for the development of chains of equivalence” (Nolan 2006: 226), deliberating

upon who the “we” of the contemporary German citizenship could be.
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Part 11

Chapter 4

Migration and cultural difference in Germany
4.1 Historical overview of concepts

The efforts in creating a multicultural society in Germany have not been successful: “that
approach has failed, absolutely failed,” said the German chancellor Angela Merkel in
November 2010 at a rally of the youth organization of the Christian Democratic Union in
Potsdam (Siebold 2010). She also offered her vision of “co-existence” within the ethnically
mixed German society: the immigrants must learn German in order to raise their chances in
the labor market, forced marriages are unacceptable, crimes must be speedily tried, and there

must be no neighborhoods that the police dare not enter.

In the same year, the social democratic politician Thilo Sarrazin published the inflammatory
book Germany Is Doing Away with Itself (Deutschland schafft sich ab), promoting the thesis
that, due to the low birthrates of ethnic Germans, Germany was “becoming smaller and more
stupid,” whereas the “social pressure of uncontrolled migration is being kept secret out of
political correctness” (Sarrazin 2010b, translation from Greman by the author). The author
claimed that Muslim migrants were reluctant to integrate, dependent on social aid, that they
did not care about the scholastic success of their children and tended to create parallel
societies (Sarrazin 2010c). With almost a million and a half copies sold, the book became one

of the most successful works of political non-fiction in Germany.

Five years later, Germany found itself as the main destination for immigrants arriving from the
war zones of the Middle East. Chancellor Merkel’s now famous sentence, “Germany is a
strong country — we will manage” from August 20152!, meant that from September that year,
Germany factually ceased applying the Dublin regulations. Until then, these had determined
that the EU Member State through which an asylum seeker first entered the EU, was

responsible for processing their asylum application. In practical terms, abandoning the

21 https://www.bundesregierung.de/Content/DE/Mitschrift/Pressekonferenzen/2015/08/2015-08-31-pk-
merkel.html, accessed 01 Sept /2018
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application of the Dublin regulations meant that Germany stopped deportations of new arrivals
to other EU countries. By the end of the year, the number of asylum seekers in Germany
coming from Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan, and other countries, amounted to over a million people.
Nevertheless, this move led to an unprecedented wave of solidarity in the German civil
society, and manifestations of “welcome culture” (Willkommenskultur) around the country.
Since then, the institutional response has been “complemented by NGOs, grass roots
initiatives as well as the general public, with ongoing voluntary engagement at all levels of

society.”??

Not much later, however, in the midst of growing institutional struggle to cope with the
situation, the public mood soured, and criticism of the government’s immigration policy
mounted, accompanied by vocal attacks against the media, often accused of reporting too
favorably of Merkel and the refugee situation. The right-wing upstart, the Alternative for
Germany (AfD), had by then entered several regional parliaments and, in the 2017 general
elections, for the first time also the national parliament, the Bundestag, with 12.6 percent of
the overall vote. So, in only four years since its founding, the AfD had transformed from a
party worried about the future of the euro-zone to a robustly anti-immigration and
Islamophobic party, shaping its political platform around the rejection of Merkel’s open-door
policies towards refugees and, related to this, a strong criticism of the media, characterized as

the “lying press.”

The very speed of radical changes and force of public reactions showed how central to the
German political and public discourse the struggle with the topic of immigration is. The
developments since 2015 also show how central the perception of the media as an actor in this

struggle is, a perception echoed in a large part of the German language literature on the topic.

The German Federal Statistical Office counted 19.3 million people, or 23.6 percent, with a so-
called “migration background” or “migration biography”?? in 2017.24 Roughly half of these,

around 9.4 million, were foreign nationals. Starting from the early 1960s, Germany has

22 http://www.unhcr.org/dach/wp-content/uploads/sites/27/2017/11/Factsheet Germany Q4.pdf

23 The population group with a migration background consists of all persons who have immigrated into the
territory of today’s Federal Republic of Germany since 1949, of all foreigners born in Germany, and all persons
born in Germany who have at least one parent who immigrated into the country after 1949 or was born as a
foreigner in Germany. Persons of “migration backgrounds” do not have to have immigrants themselves, indeed
every third person with a migration biography has been living in Germany since birth.
https://www.destatis.de/EN/FactsFigures/SocietyState/Population/MigrationIntegration/Methods/MigrationBack
ground.html

24 https://www.bpb.de/wissen/NY3SWU,0,0.Bev%F6lkerung_mit Migrationshintergrund_I.html, accessed 29
Nov 2018
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continued to receive immigrants, but even after more than half a century of continuing
immigration there is no clear-cut institutional or ideological stance towards Germany being an
immigration society. Also, the effects this development has on the definitions of national
culture or identity are often not represented institutionally, including the fact that there is no

clear vision of the future of the German (diverse) “we,” so that

while the facts of past immigration and the resultant plurality of backgrounds
and experiences in the German population are now accepted, this is not
accompanied by a generally positive approach to cultural diversity and public
representation of minorities as groups. Germany's life as a self-conscious
country of immigration begins in a climate unfavourable to an active promotion

of minority rights and identities. (Schonwilder 2010: 153)

Public policies concerning ethnic diversity instead continue to be characterized by
controversy, including statements on the failure of the multicultural approach, such as that

made by chancellor Merkel in 2010.

Whereas in the past decades the parliamentary parties have differed in their opinion on
immigration, they have all gradually accepted the fact that Germany is a country of
immigration. The discussion on the level of political institutions and mainstream parties today
circles mostly around questions of who is responsible for securing the successful integration of
immigrants, how to organize and improve it, and what constitutes it in the first place. Only in
individual cases does the discussion move towards questions of how the new German national
identity could or should be redefined in the public discourse, in light of the fact that it is a

country whose culture(s) can no longer be defined in national terms.

Normative steps, such as adjusting the Law on citizenship in 2000 and passing the Law on
immigration® in 2005, marked the formal end of the earlier policies aimed at stopping
immigration all together. These policies began with the oil crisis of 1973, which led Germany
to stop further arrival of so-called “guest-workers” (Gastarbeiter) and to offer financial
incentives for the return of workers into their countries of origin. This turned Germany into a

country where permanent immigration from outside of the EU was de facto legally not

25 The full name of the German immigration act is “Law on administrating and limiting immigration and
regulating the residence and integration of the citizens of the European union and foreign nationals” (Gesetz zur
Steuerung und Begrenzung der Zuwanderung und zur Regelung des Aufenthalts und der Integration von
Unionsbiirgern und Ausldindern), which points to its regulatory and limiting nature.
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possible, with the exception of immigration in the context of protection under the Geneva
convention. Since the early 2000s and the passing of the Law on immigration, the official
politics have shifted emphasis from stopping immigration to heightening social cohesion, with

strong demands directed at migrants to integrate.

At the same time, a problem-oriented examination of the concepts of integration, assimilation,
cosmopolitanism, interculturalism, and multiculturalism is largely lacking, and the positions of
the majority society and the immigrants (and their descendants), those of “host” and “guests,”
remain critically mostly unexamined, even if on the level of the public and media discourses a
positive approach to cultural diversity in the context of “enriching” the German society has
entered the mainstream. In this context, migrants are increasingly seen as bringing the
potential for economic growth, as a way of stopping the downward demographic development
and on a more abstract level, as contributing through expressions such as music, food, and
cultural traditions, of making the host culture more heterogeneous and thus somehow

“richer.”26

The year 1955 marked the first step in a process that aimed at leading Germany to become a
country of cultural and ethnic diversity. It was the year in which the Federal Republic of
Germany signed its first bilateral recruitment contract with the aim of bringing Gastarbeiter,
guest workers, to the country, in order to fill labor force shortages in the industrial and
agricultural sectors. Following the first contract with Italy, seven further contracts were signed

with South European and North African countries, the last with former Yugoslavia in 1968.

Ever since the guest-worker scheme, the majority of the legislative acts and political decisions
concerning immigration have been guided by economic concerns — both in the negative sense,
seeing immigration as a hazard for the labor market and the social systems, and in the positive

sense, seeing it as a way out of labor shortages in specific sectors.

The first such decision came in 1973, when the influx of immigrants was stopped
(Anwerbestopp) amidst the global oil crisis and fears of an economic slow-down. Since this
did not factually stop immigration, in 1983/84 a controversial Law on return assistance
(Riickkehrhilfegesetz) introduced financial stimuli for the return of workers to their countries

of origin, in order to lower the pressure on the labor market. The 1980s and a part of the

26 The discourse of “enrichment” through palatable diversity will be discussed in more detail in Chapters 5 and
7.
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1990s were characterized by narratives of work market saturation and fears of rising
unemployment. The media coverage can be summarized around the metaphor of a “full boat,”
giving the impression of a growing number of people applying for political asylum and
raising the pressure on the social state. The period will also be remembered for a series of
deadly racist attacks on immigrants in the cities of Rostock, Solingen, Mdlln, and others. In
1992, the regulations for asylum application were tightened through a constitutional change,
resulting in a drop-off in the number of applications (Bundesamt fiir Migration und
Fliichtlinge 2018). The same fears of rising unemployment, wage dumping, and social
insecurity years later defined the German response to EU-enlargement, leading to the
imposition of transitional periods for issuing work permits for nationals of new EU-member

states in 2004 and 2007 (Bundesagentur fiir Arbeit 2013).

Following the Gastarbeiter-era, the first perspective change on immigration, in which it was
again regarded as a desirable and controllable economic factor, appeared in the IT-Green Card
schemes of the years 2000 to 2004 that aimed at recruiting computer experts. Several years
later, during the early 2010s, the federal government led campaigns with the purpose of
facilitating the employment of a foreign, highly-qualified work force by German enterprises
(SWR 2011). In fact, every shortage of professionals in a specific sector has at some point led
to the idea of recruiting foreign workers, so that in 2018, for example, the federal health
minister floated the idea of recruiting foreign workers for medical and home care professions

to fend off the shortage of professionals in those areas (Zeit Online 2018).

The current immigration policies at the time of writing cover two areas: As a signatory of the
Geneva convention and a major host country for newcomers from Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan,
and other countries, Germany continues its engagement in refugee protection, both as a
receiving country for refugees and as a European and global broker on refugee policies
(UNHCR 2017). On the other hand, the immigration of non-EU citizens into the country is
based on the assumption that immigration can be used and steered as an instrument of

economic growth.

Similar to other European countries of immigration, since the beginning of the twenty-first

century, Germany has witnessed a contradiction between the social realities and the official
politics accompanying them. In light of the influx of refugees that started in 2015, it is clear
that Germany remains a country of continuing immigration. The more interesting statistical

figure in this context, however, is that every third child born in Germany has at least one
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parent with a migration background (Bundeszentrale fiir politische Bildung 2018), meaning
that the ratio of people with migration backgrounds will continue to grow even if further
immigration were to stop entirely. However, this is not accompanied by a political or
ideological willingness to re-define the terms of citizenship or cultural identity, even if the
society has been deeply shaped by migration and cultural diversity for several generations

already.

The social transformations in the course of ongoing immigration have seen such developments
as multilingualism, religious diversity, cultural heterogeneity, and transnational practices
entering the German social sphere. The education system, especially in its view of language
acquisition needs, illustrates the response of the institutions to these transformations. For
example, Terkessidis (2010) warns that, far from any effort at de-ethnicizing the education
system, it still treats persons with migration backgrounds as a separate part of society who
need to be brought closer to the dominant standards through added compensatory efforts of the
society, outside the “normal workings” of a kindergarten, school, or other institutions (2010:
47) rather than as an integral part of their work. For example, calls for learning German are
often paired with language proficiency tests to detect and solve problems in the pre-school
age, rather than embracing children’s multilingualism as a normal practice in a multicultural

society.

The central institutional and political response to the cultural transformation in Germany
remains the objective of integration. Indeed, as has already been noted, integration is named
the “key task of the federal government” regarding immigration (Die Bundesregierung 2012:
1). Although almost unquestioned in the public debate as the only viable objective of the
policy measures on immigration and diversity, the very term “integration,” however, remains
not clearly defined and thus suitable for being filled and re-filled with all sorts of meanings,

depending on the context.

Several critical points can be raised concerning the demands for integration in general and in
the German context in particular. One of them is the question of what exactly migrants are
meant to integrate into. The concept of integrations rests on the premise of a relatively
homogenous, or at least definable, host culture, implicitly contained within the nation-state,
into which one can integrate. When examined as to its contents, the “host culture” is usually
defined in terms of historical continuity (which, however, does not allow for the dynamic

leading to the present culturally diverse society), in connection with the German language, or
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as based on “European” and “universal” principles of democratic rule (which again says
nothing about the specificity of a “German host culture”). A further question would be why
the demand for integration is placed on the migrants and their descendants, even if a large
majority of them are born and raised in the society that they are then supposed to integrate

into.

And finally, integration is usually not understood as a process concerning the whole
immigration society, a process in which al// citizens — the new migrants, ethnic Germans, and
others already living in Germany — actively look for modes of common living and social
cohesion. Instead, in the best case, it is seen as an effort to be undertaken by the migrants and
the host institutions but leaving out the changes that the society as a whole undergoes through
migration, or what its citizens can undertake in this context. This “common effort,” however,
also rests on a picture of a social division between the two groups — the hosts and the migrants
— and their gradual coming together. In the worst, but not uncommon, case, it is a demand
posed solely on the migrants. Here, the “willingness to integrate” is postulated as the basis
necessary for co-existence. It is understood as a process of acquiring cultural literacy, with the
final question being where this process ends in the individual case, and where assimilation

starts.

The Federal Office for Migration and Refugees narrows the term integration down on its web-

page as follows:

Integration is a long-term process. Its aim is to include into the society all people
who live in Germany permanently and legally. An encompassing and equal
participation in all social areas should be made possible for immigrants. They
are on the other hand obliged to learn German, to acquaint themselves with, to

respect and to follow the Constitution and the laws. (Bundesamt fiir Migration

und Fliichtlinge 2007)

When used as a positive attribute, a well-integrated person is one recognized as successfully
introduced into and functioning within the norms of the society. On the negative side of the
discussion, there is talk of “integration-refusers,” “insufficient integration efforts,” and
“processes of disintegration,” The success of a person’s or a group’s integration is perceived
as measurable along a scale of quantifiable parameters, a combination of cultural, social, and

economic factors. If unsatisfactory, these can threaten the overall socio-economic picture of

the country, which in turn results in negative public responses to the statistics on under-the-
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average education levels or migrants’ participation in the labor market. A further
recommendation listed in the National Action Plan, is social contact and exchange (including
the warning against creating minority enclaves and “parallel societies,” a warning against
groupism and segregation) as well as a call to accept the values of German democracy and

culture (Bundesregierung 2011).

Especially since the comparative European study of scholastic success PISA of 2000, that
showed migration origins to be an obstacle to scholastic success in Germany (Verbeet 2010),
learning the German language has become a crucial demand directed at migrants. Proficiency
in German language occupies a central position in the institutional and political discussion,
almost as a demand dictated by common sense: nobody in their right mind can disagree that
language knowledge is indispensable for education, a career, and getting on in the society. For

example, the Web-page of the German Office for Migration and Refugees states that,

If you live in Germany, you should try to learn German as quickly as possible.
It is important to do so to meet new people, to make yourself understood in
everyday life, and find work. There are many different opportunities to learn

German. (Bundesamt fiir Migration und Fliichtlinge 2016)

However, burdened with symbolic connotations as a carrier of some essence of national
culture, the language of the host society, especially as mother-tongue, remains a strong
biopolitical factor in immigration societies. While language proficiency is offered as a fool-
proof way of securing economic and social participation, at the same time lacking language

sufficiency can function as a marker leading to social exclusion.

Language knowledge is expected in pre-school children in several, but not all, German
Ldinder, and a considerable part of the examination for enrolment into primary school is
dedicated to language skills — albeit not as an exclusion criterion but rather as a “diagnostic
tool,” used to assess if compensatory measures should be organized. A positive attitude
towards multilingual education is gradually becoming consensual in the institutions of
education, even though doubts about this approach continue to be voiced regularly on various
levels. In some contexts, multilingualism is cited as a potential impediment for acquiring the
proper language skills of the host society, leading, for example, to periodical calls to prescribe
speaking German during school breaks, even if these are mostly met with ridicule and
dismissal. Gradually, the view that multilingualism does not affect the acquisition of German

in a negative way is gaining prominence in the institutional approach. It is framed positively,
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especially as a factor in raising competitive advantage in conditions of globalization. A
positive approach to multilingual living in the context of mobility in the globalized economy,
however, remains paired with continuing problematizations around the assessment of the
German language proficiency of migrants. There are numerous institutional publications,
quantitative studies, and papers within educational sciences that deal with the levels of
language proficiency and questions surrounding it, most of them typically reflecting the matter
in terms of efficiency. Quotes from one publication, “Language integration of migrants”
(Haug 2008), that analyzes the language proficiency levels of children, may serve as a typical

example:

Knowledge of the language of the receiving country is indispensable for the
integration of migrants. Knowledge of German is therefore a central aspect and
can be considered a measure of integration of migrants in the receiving society.
Besides knowledge of German, the knowledge of a language or languages of the
country of origin is to be taken into account. Although the role of
multilingualism in integration is discussed with some controversy, its

importance for the everyday life is uncontested.

[...]

In general, the language levels of migrant children can be judged as problematic.
Language tests in pre-school age show up deficits in oral linguistic skills,
understanding and vocabulary. (Haug 2008: 5, translation from German by the

author)

The centrality of language in national self-understanding raises important implications in its
development, which has seen language becoming probably the most important parameter of
both the willingness of migrants to integrate and the readiness of the state to facilitate
integration. Nuria Garcia (2014), for example, investigates the link between language regimes
and citizenship in Germany, seeing both as objects of governance. The politicization of the
language issue is traced through the changing attitudes and official politics towards language-
of-origin courses, leading to the conclusion that “the debate around the recognition of
multilingualism, [...] is linked to the larger debate on citizenship polarizing politics on the
national level since the 1980s” (Garcia 2014: 5). The polarization around issues related to

language and identity remains strong, together with the self-understanding of Germany as
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mono-cultural and mono-lingual, so that language remains a “field of negotiation of

differences and their political regulation” (Tietze, quoted in Garcia 2014: 18).

Focusing on the question of “Why language?”, Elana Shohamy (2009) also warns that
“ideologies and beliefs about languages™ are deeply rooted in all sorts of biographical and
educational contexts, making language a sphere heavy with symbolic and ideological
superstructure (Shohamy 2009: 46). In nation-states, language has become “the major definer
of national identity” so that the knowledge and use of the hegemonic language “serve as
primary symbols of belonging, loyalty, patriotism and inclusion and can therefore be used
legitimately as criteria for classifying people” (2009: 46). In this context, policies aimed at
fostering, measuring, and using language knowledge as a criterion for citizenship rights can be
seen as veritable technologies of government. They are arbitrary but not naive, serving instead
as “unrealistic mechanisms for control, categorization, gate-keeping and classification of
human beings and denial of basic human and personal rights” that go together with

membership in the society, such as education or social security (2009: 55).

In sum, language proficiency in immigration societies today has become both the demand and
the offer to belong that the “host” society extends to the migrants through its institutions. At
the same time, language remains one of the strongest benchmarks of social exclusion, and one
of the easiest to apply, since nobody can “become” a native speaker, and deviance from

perfection as personified by a native speaker quickly becomes a marker of difference.

In general, integration can be interpreted as a crucial, even if not clearly defined, condition for
citizenship and nationality rights. In the political discourse, it is very often presented through
the metaphor of a “two-way street,” with both the migrant and the institutions of the host
country obliged to “put in an effort” of adjustment. But while the metaphor uses a non-
hierarchical picture of a two-way street, integration actually rests on the picture of a “visitor”
and a “host”, the latter representing the cultural norm that migrants need to actively try to fit
into. The political slogan of “demanding and promoting” (fordern and fordern) that has
accompanied the integration debate, points to the focus of the official politics “on the
individual who is offered help but is in turn constantly required to prove his or her willingness
to co-operate and achieve the necessary preconditions” (Schonwilder 2010, 155). Far from

being a value-neutral term,

there are all sorts of unpronounced perceptions behind [it] concerning what it

means to be “German,” how people should behave at “our” place and what they
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should not do, who fulfills the requirements and who has deficits, whom the
institutions are made for and who is here actually just as a visitor. (Terkessidis

2010: 7, translation from German by the author)

Furthermore, within the narrative of integration, an unpronounced hierarchization takes place
among immigrant groups, so that those who are “culturally marked,” for example through
public displays of religiosity, such as the wearing of the Islamic veil, are seen as less

compatible with the host culture. In this sense,

integration and equal opportunities are not promised to everyone: only some
groups of immigrants are to be integrated, and the opportunities granted may not
be equal. Furthermore, there is an emphasis on cultural and identificational
assimilation, and themes like sanctions, pressure and selection are constantly

reiterated. (Schonwilder 2010: 154)

The demand to comply with the Constitution can be read in a similar way: instead of being a
catalogue of citizens’ rights and obligations, the Constitution in the integration discourse
symbolizes a kind of “cultural manual,” which contains a cultural code. What actually makes
up this cultural norm is not explicitly defined, but it is bundled within the fuzzy complex of
ideas around Western liberal democracy, secularism, individual self-determination, gender

equality, and others.

At the same time, the very fact that the demand to integrate implies there is a defined national
culture to integrate into means that it does not correspond to social realities, which are defined
by transnational practices and multiple memberships — very strongly, but not exclusively
among the migrants, and especially among the young and within popular cultures. Therefore,

the demand to integrate in essence remains

a negative diagnosis. There are problems, and they are caused by deficits of
certain persons, who belong to certain groups. The starting point is always the
society as it should be, not the society as it is. (Terkessidis 2010: 9, translation

from German by the author)

In sum, Terkessidis criticizes the concept of integration as “upholding the distance between

the majority and the immigrants” (2010: 9) rather than diminishing it.
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The question is, therefore, if in this situation, integration can be made the condition for full
citizenship. For Stuart Hall, the universalistic language of citizenship — even though
historically, from the Enlightenment and the French Revolution onwards, it was often denied

to groups such as Black slaves and women —

is transformed in the light of the proliferation of cultural difference, [and
therefore] the idea cannot and does not deserve to survive in the transformed
conditions of late-modernity in which it is required to become substantively

operable. (Hall 2007: 42)

In other words, the rights of citizenship and the incommensurabilites of cultural difference

need to be “respected and [...] one not made a condition of the other” (2007: 42).

Regardless of the above considerations, integration is generally not put into question as the
key concept of the German debate on immigration or diversity. In contrast, the term
multiculturalism has experienced a rather brutal death in the German debate, reflecting a
Europe-wide backlash, discussed previously in Chapter 2. Widespread critique of
multiculturalism includes its supposed promotion of the withdrawal and segregation of
minority cultures, an indifference to the lack of integration, and an oppressive political
correctness. Its connotations include an antagonistic stance towards the majority, and in the
extreme case, even the infliction of cultural norms of the Other on the majority (Vertovec
2007, 2010). Whereas this criticism is not unique to the German context, the wholeheartedness
of support that chancellor Merkel’s statement on the failure of the multicultural approach
received could be interpreted as a sign of a high degree of unease about the idea of a profound
transformation of the national model — even if the media and the institutions continue to

propagate a more inclusive approach.

Parallel to a growing rejection of the term “multiculturalism,” calls for strengthening social
cohesion and a sense of common citizenship are getting stronger. On the level of federal
politics, in 2006, chancellor Angela Merkel initiated the National Integration Summit, which
has since invited associations, the media, and community representatives to discuss questions
of integration and diversity, resulting in the development of a National Action Plan on

Integration. The Ministry of the Interior in turn has since 2006 been organizing an annual
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Islam Conference in order to uphold the dialogue between state institutions and the Muslim

communities.

New terms such as “diversity” are being embraced in the context of “enrichment” and a more
general discourse on globalization. The term is increasingly finding its way into institutional
statements and political programs, such as the already mentioned “Diversity Charta” (Charta
der Vielfalt) of the German industrial association, the government campaign “Diversity as
Chance” (Vielfalt als Chance), and many others. It is seen as taking place in a broad spectrum
of areas: from business venues (the introduction of diversity managers in companies), through
cultural aspects (intercultural dialogue in local initatives, celebrations of immigrants’
traditions in educational institutions), to institutional efforts (recruiting multi-ethnic staff into

public administration).

Similarly, the concept of “cosmopolitanism,” that has been spreading in the media discourse,
emphasizes diversity as a positive asset and celebrates the mobility of the globalized nomad,
but often neutralizes difference to a decorative element. The cosmopolitan citizen’s experience
of transnationality, be it due to migration or to travel, “enriches” the country, contributing to
its multivocality, a “unity in diversity.” Ghassan Hage, however, points out that the discourse
of enrichment not only places the majority culture as dominant, but it also assigns it a different
role. Whereas the dominant culture “merely and unquestionably exists, migrant cultures exist
for the latter. Their value, or the viability of their preservation [...], lies in their function as

enriching cultures” (Hage 2000: 121, emphasis in original).

Therefore, while on the one hand the concepts of cosmopolitanism and diversity imply the
rejection of claims to ethnic or cultural purity as anachronistic, and greet cultural diversity,
they do so without challenging the framework of the nation-state as the primary field in which
this transformation is taking place. Both cosmopolitanism and diversity see difference as an
object of governmentality, of management, upholding the discourse of difference as enriching
the host culture by added value, something that can be consumed and absorbed, without

challenging the status quo of the social positions.

In a very broad conclusion, it can be said that the institutional politics concerning the changing
face of the German society, including such fundamental transformations as the rise of
multilingualism, transnational practices, hybridizations in the popular cultures, and others,
have not developed as an active effort, but rather as a reaction to developments taking place in

the course of immigration. They remain mostly concerned with practical questions; however,
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even when they view cultural diversity as a positive development, they rarely abandon nation-
state as their discursive framework. How these considerations have been articulated through
media discourses, how difference and belonging have been constructed and re-constructed
within these discourses, and how the key points in the discourses have changed in the course

of time, will all be the subject of analysis in the following chapters.

4.2 Media and multiculturalism in Germany

The media discourses have gone hand in hand with these developments, with both the public
service broadcasters and the commerical media often championing a sympathetic and
inclusive attitude to cultural diversity within the country, largely within the discourse of
enrichment. Furthermore, the media, especially the public service broadcasters, have

increasingly been assigned the role of “tools” and “facilitators” of integration.

This emphasis on the media as instruments of social cohesion can be read in a number of
strategic papers and policy documents on various institutional levels. On the level of the
federal government, this can be observed in the conclusions of the “Media and Integration”
working group, as part of the National Integration Plan?’, which includes demands for the
media to “reflect cultural diversity as normality in their outputs and show the opportunities of
an immigration society,” demands for the broadcasters to recruit and qualify media
professionals with migration backgrounds, and demands to secure specific media offers for

migrant target groups (2007: 157-158, translation from German by the author).

Also, the number of round tables on the topic of media, integration, and diversity policies has
grown significantly in recent years, with several broadcasters introducing the topic of the
“integrative role of the media” into their program documents, for example, in the context of
the European year of intercultural dialogue 2008. The members of the German Association of
public service broadcasters, ARD, produced the position paper “Integration and cultural
diversity — A cross-section task of the ARD” (Inegration und kulturelle Vielfalt —
Querschnittsaufgabe der ARD), which emphasizes the aim of reflecting the composition of the
German society in media content and personnel. It cites as its guiding principle the need to

show

27 The National Integration Plan was the precursor to the later National Action Plan on Integration.
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the realities of immigration society in all programs, especially the mass-
attractive ones, where the ARD presents the everyday life of people from
immigrant families as part of social normality and strives to authentically show
the chances of a culturally diverse society, without negating its problems and

risks. (ARD 2007: 472, translation from German by the author)

The biggest broadcaster within the ARD, the West German public broadcaster, WDR, cites in
its statute that it “must promote international understanding, European integration, and
coexistence without discrimination” (WDR 2008: 18, translation from German by the author)
and its programs should show “the cultural diversity of the broadcasting area, the process of
European integration, and the interests of the population, including those of the people with
migration backgrounds living in the broadcasting area” (2008: 7, translation from German by

the author).

In short, on numerous levels, the media have been explicitly called upon to take part in
shaping the public discussion on immigration and integration and mobilized as active tools in
managing diversity and difference. Although, for example, the ARD paper states that it does
not primarily understand integration as a task for a specific target group and instead needs to
“reflect the demographic, ethnic and cultural transformation of our society and with it our
audience and the changes of its horizon of experience and expectation,” (ARD 2007: 474,
translation from German by the author), it can be noted that both the political and the media-
political discussion circle around the position, role, and potential of the media with the aim of

integration.

A striking recent example of this approach was provided during the influx of refugees into
Germany starting from the autumn of 2015. Both the public and the commercial media in
Germany reacted very quickly to the development. The commercial broadcaster n-tv started a
video format in Arabic, Marhaba - Arriving in Germany (Marhaba - Ankommen in
Deutschland) in September 2015, as “the first program in Germany addressing specifically the
refugees and immigrants from the Middle East, in Arabic.”?® In the weekly format, the
German anchor Constantin Schreiber explained, in fluent Arabic, the basics of life in
Germany. As presented on the Web site of the program, Schreiber “explains our country and
us, the Germans, and gives practical information about life in Germany” (translation from

German by the author). Several public service broadcasters followed suit, offering practical

28 http://www.n-tv.de/marhaba/
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tips on life in Germany in Arabic, translating their online news bulletins into English and
Arabic, and offering episodes of a popular children’s TV-programs in Arabic, Kurdish, and

Dari.?®

In January 2016, the WDR started a multilingual Web program WDR foryou, which in the next
two years turned into the largest public service program offered to refugees, newcomers, and
other interested audiences, with almost 380.000 subscribers3?. As a WDR radio editor at the
time, I was part of a small team that during a period of around three weeks in October 2015
researched the information needs and wishes of the refugees as well as their technical
possibilities for receiving programs, especially in the big refugee centers. Based on
conversations with refugees, social workers, and volunteers, several meetings of a group of
TV and radio editors were held to discuss what a future WDR offering for refugees should
look like.

From these meetings it became obvious that both the program makers and the management of
the broadcaster saw their role as social actors. They saw themselves in a position where they
needed to take on part of the responsibility of ensuring the refugee influx into the society ran
smoothly — on the one side for the refugees themselves, who needed to be informed and
helped to find their way quickly, and on the other side for the receiving society, by making the
expected social and cultural friction less sharp. The term integration was mentioned
frequently: the declared aim of offering the refugees media content was to facilitate their
integration and to make this wave of immigration and integration smoother and easier than
was the case for the first generation of “guest workers” in the 1960s. Language acquisition
was often cited as an important aim, so that a balance was to be struck between offering the
refugees formats in the languages they understood, and getting them to learn German as

quickly as possible, to facilitate their integration.

In this context, the question of money was raised, or rather the question of how to justify
spending the fees of the German subscribers for programs in foreign languages. One of the

managers involved said in an interview that

there are also critics who ask why we finance such shows with subscribers’ fees.

[...] But most of the refugees will stay here, we have to be pragmatic. We must

2 http://www.wdrmaus.de/sachgeschichten/maus-international/
30 WDR - figures from March 2018
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all contribute to this integration to function well. (Srikiow 2015: 46, translation

from German by the author)

It was often stressed in the meetings that in this way, the WDR was cultivating a future
audience segment, people who would, when they set foot into the society proper, remain loyal
to the public service media. For example, when discussing the choice of languages in which to
offer these programs, the languages of the Balkans were rejected because refugees from the
Balkan countries were not granted legal stay in Germany?!, which meant they could not be

considered a future audience segment.

Entering the dynamics of governmentality, the media here took upon themselves the role of
making new citizens, offering them “cultural translation” for everyday life but also guidelines
on the national culture. This “citizen-making” can be seen, for example, in the list of topics of
the first episodes of Marhaba, containing such titles as “This is how the Germans think,” “The
Constitution and the Sharia,” “Women in Germany.” “Love and sex in Germany,” “The role

of religion,” and “Eating and drinking.”3? In the words of the show’s host,

[t]he intense reporting might lead to the impression that we have started a full
program in Arabic. This is definitely not our intention. Just the opposite, it is
important that the refugees learn German, but we want to give them orientation

help. (Srikiow 2015: 46, translation from German by the author)

A large part of the literature and research in this area also discusses the “integrative function”
of the media. Even if a simple relation of cause and consequence is not presumed, there is a
general assumption that representing migrants as a normal part of society can lead to lowering
prejudice and diminishing social distance. On the other hand, the media are seen as a tool for
reaching out to the migrant communities, preventing their separation from the majoritarian
discourses. Citing the tasks for the public media as listed by the German Constitutional Court

in 1961, Siepmann (2006) states that

television professionals are not only observers and reporters of the active and

passive integration processes; they are also mobilizers, that is, they are both the

3! In the autumn of 2015, the German federal parliament voted the Balkan countries as safe countries of origins,
thus precluding the possibility of political asylum for refugees from those countries.
http://www.bamf.de/DE/Migration/AsylFluechtlinge/Asylverfahren/BesondereV erfahren/SichereHerkunfts1%C3
%Ad4nder/sichere-herkunfts]%C3%A4nder-node.html

32 http://www.n-tv.de/marhaba/
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medium and the factor of intercultural social convergence. (Siepmann 2006: 8,

translation from German by the author)

Siepmann regards the media co-responsible for the “success or failure of cohabitation in the

conditions of globalization” (2006: 8, translation from German by the author).

The terminology includes “effect,” “intention,” and “function” in integrative processes, or the
stated aims of “diminishing social distance” and facilitating “cohesion,” which all point to the
constellation in which the majority performs integrative actions on subjects, who in turn form
communities on the margins or outside the majoritarian discourse. Also, the negative potential
of the media as contributing to segregation through spreading stereotypes or tendentious
reporting is assumed. The media are called upon to use their positive potential in working
towards “successful cohabitation” and “social convergence.” In their strategic papers, the
public broadcasters pledge to work towards pro-active mainstreaming of diversity and
examine every piece of content along the criterion if it reflects reality or is undifferentiated
and tendentious.?? Parallel to these elaborations, changes in the media discourse in the past
years can indeed be noticed: from the growing number of “ethnic” protagonists to a generally

more relaxed attitude towards showing the existing diversity on-screen and on the air.

Next to the questions of content, the question of personnel is raised, with the aim of reflecting
the culturally diverse population in the make-up of the newsroom. There are no diversity
quotas or percentage targets in the German media. Instead, several broadcasters have
introduced individual projects such as workshops or seminars with the aim of opening up
editorial offices to people with migration backgrounds. The non-binding objective of
recruiting people of migration backgrounds or promoting their employment, such as the one
that has been articulated in the ARD paper on integration, is generally greeted as a way to

reflect the audience make-up more realistically.

The number of people with migration backgrounds working in journalism in Germany cannot
be exactly deciphered; however, it is clear from partial studies that it by far underscores the

overall percentage of people with migration backgrounds living in Germany. In 2006, the

33 In its “Diversity Toolkit for Factual Programs in Public Service Television,” the Intercultural and Diversity
Group of the European Broadcasting Union offers public broadcast program makers guidelines that can be
applied in the everyday newsroom work, such as: Who is talking and who is being addressed? Is the author
conscious of the power of images, words, music? Are the interlocutors chosen for the relevance to the story or
because they will draw attention? Is the whole spectrum of opinion within the minority community represented
or is the community treated as a homogenous unity? Are the minority representatives in the piece for authentic
reasons? Does the piece reflect stereotypes?
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Federal Work Agency, for example, listed between two and three percent of registered
journalists in the country as having a migration biography (MMB 2007). It is difficult to
pinpoint the figures firstly because of the methods of data collection, with statistics often
based only on citizenship data, and secondly for reasons of data protection, with disclosure of
cultural origins possible only as voluntarily given information. Also, where they exist, partial
figures concerning individual broadcasters or print media say little about the status, functions,
or employment levels of the people involved: Are they employed editors or free-lance
journalists? Are they part of the management structures? Do they work in the mainstream or in
niche media? Are they seen on-screen and heard on the air? And crucially: Are they

encouraged to work mostly on “migration topics” or are even limited to those?

The objective of recruiting more journalists of diverse cultural origins into the media arises
against the backdrop of the assumption that they will automatically bring new points-of-view
into the reporting and the choice of topics, perspectives that might be blind spots of journalists
and editors of German origins. In this sense, people of migration backgrounds are somehow —
when actively encouraged to enter the newsrooms — seen as embodying added value in media
work. Through their own biographies and experiences, they represent that part of the society
that needs to be targeted by media offers. They are seen as “gate openers” into the migrant
communities, until then unreached by the mainstream media, and they are expected to bring in
original topics and themes into the newsrooms, topics that stem from their lives as “culturally

diverse” citizens.

Assuming, however, as diversity management strategies in various businesses seem to, that
diversity amongst personnel will automatically lead to diversity in the product, leaves aside
the particular characteristic of media products as creators of social discourse — one that is not
shared by a car or a telecom package for example. It also neglects some of the specifics of the
media work on the day-to-day level, including the hierarchizations of newsrooms and the
question of who decides on what is newsworthy or who is allowed to air opinion and
commentary. In other words, a more diverse newsroom does not automatically lead to better
programming in terms of cultural and other diversity, unless there is a willingness to question
the existing hierarchies and modes of participation in the content production, the adopted

standards and habits, or communication cultures within the broadcasters.
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4.2.1 Media and multiculturalism in Germany — literature overview

The largest part of German language theoretical literature on the media in the context of a
culturally mixed society also concentrates on the subject of integration. Many authors consider
the effects of media texts and the patterns of their usage in social processes, often posing the
question of how these can be steered to achieve the desired results of integration. To name just
a few authors, Geissler and Pottker (2006) see the model of “intercultural media integration”
through practices of production, content, and usage, as a middle road between segregation and
assimilation, whereas Weber-Menges (2005) interrogates modes of “reporting on foreigners”

as a factor in social integration (translations from German by the author).

Although the presumed importance of the media in social integration has turned into a well-
worn truism in the public debate, individual authors do pose the question of what is
understood under the term integration, how it can be “measured,” and why it is premised as
the desirable outcome of social processes in the first place, “a question that needs answering
before any scientific questions can be posed on how certain patterns of media usage serve or
do not serve integration” (Miiller 2008: 61, translation from German by the author). Trebbe

warns that the integrative function of the mass media

(1) 1s one of the constructs that are most difficult to operationalize and
empirically interrogate and as such (2) it is one of the empirically least proven
hypotheses on the effects of the mass media. (2009: 109, translation from
German by the author)

Regardless of the “construct” of the integrative function of the media, lamented by Trebbe,
there is a large body of German-language literature that has formulated research questions
concerning media production and usage in relation to their effects on integration and social
cohesion. Among the literature, there are concrete analyses of normative demands in
journalistic work contained in the German Press Code, such as the effects of the warning
against discrimination in media texts. Also, numerous content analyses interrogate the modes
of representing migrants in the mainstream media, asking questions such as: Do the media
ignore the migrants, contort their image, uphold stereotypes, or essentialize minorities? Do
they strengthen or weaken the existing prejudice? How do processes of discrimination
function and do the media contribute to ending them? There is also a large body of literature
on patterns of media usage among the migrant population. In the same argumentative line,

these studies aim at reaching conclusions about the adjustments in the media production that
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could lead to more desired results and ask what can be done in order to contribute to the social

inclusion of the migrants and their stronger acceptance in the society.

Various studies note a certain negative tendency and problematization of migrants in their
representation as criminals or felons, as competition or a threat to the majority, as well as their
frequent positioning in a passive role in reporting (Namin 2009; Fick 2009). Trebbe (2009)
lists the main processes that lead to a negative picture of the migrant in the German media:
overrepresentation (for example, in reports on social problems or crime, and in reports on
“undesired” ethnic communities), marginalization (minority members are not protagonists of
media reports and they do not get a say), stereotyping (Italians and the mafia, Turks as kebab
vendors, the relations of men and women in the Turkish family). and framing (Islam as a
threat) (2009: 79-93). Trebbe’s analysis of the representations of the Turkish minority in TV-
programs points to a double marginalization: “in the sense of a discrepancy between a ‘TV-
world’ and their ‘real everyday world’ and in the sense of insufficient representation by means
of political and social spokespersons in the mass-mediated public” (2009: 242, translation

from German by the author).

Ruhrmann and Sommer (2005) summarize the last twenty years of media representations of

migrants and conclude that the mass media

by no means — as is often presumed — simply reflect the reality of migrants in
Germany or the world as it really is. Instead, the media select certain events,
accentuate and valorize them according to formal and content criteria. (2005:

127, translation from German by the author)

In journalistic practice, this means that the media prefer negative reporting, and that reporting
on migrants, especially in conflict situations and crises, can strengthen prejudice. The authors
show, for example, how reporting on crime rates among the migrants doubled in the decades
around the turn of the twentieth century. They also emphasize the passive role of migrants in
the media, “which underscores their lack of political influence” (2005: 127, translation from

German by the author).

Researching the representations of ethnic minorities in Switzerland and Germany, Bonfadelli
(2007) also points to a marginalization of minority protagonists, rare and negative reporting,
and the representation of foreigners as passive rather than active subjects in everyday

situations, while also documenting stereotypical representation, mostly concerning Islam.
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Ruhrmann, Sommer and Uhlemann (2006) deal with the changed political context after the
attacks of September 11" 2001 and the influence on the negative attitudes in reports on
migrants, posing the question of how far the frame of the war on terrorism has been
transferred to the picture of Muslim immigrants in Germany. These authors also document a

thematic shift from “classical” migration topics to sensationalism, terrorism, and crime.

A study by the Westdeutscher Rundfunk (WDR) in 2004, on the other hand, found that
migration topics were not limited to problem areas in TV programs. The topic of “integration”
was most present in the daily regional programs, and for the authors of the study “this result is
especially important knowing that these [...] are among the most watched programs of the
WDR” and thus thematically nearest to the everyday lives of the audience in the region

(Kriiger and Simon 2005: 113, translation from German by the author).

In line with a view of media effects as being the result of certain conscious changes in media
content, underlining the bulk of considerations of media policies in Germany, individual
studies have also undertaken the task of measuring the effects of media reporting on migrants
and the majority. Several authors have assessed the effects of negative reporting and the
spreading of stereotypes as leading to discriminatory practices and segregation. For example,
Ruhrmann and Sommer (2005) discern two main areas of prejudice in the reporting on
migrants: firstly, migrants are shown as different, as not belonging, if their origins lie in non-
West European cultures. Secondly, they are often valued negatively, both in their political
activity and in their behavior in the labor market, so that “prejudice represented through
decades of reporting can lead to migrants being discriminated against in their everyday lives

and at work” (2005: 124, translation from German by the author).

For Ruhrmann (2009), reporting on migrants even influences the picture migrants have of
themselves and their own position in the German society. Especially if negative, “migrants
feel that their relationship with the majority society is damaged and count with reprisals due to
negative reporting” (2009: 8, translation from German by the author). Geissler and Weber-
Menges (2009) report that Turkish respondents in particular, strongly criticized the German
mass media, whereas the German resettlers of Russian origins felt an assimilative pressure
through media content, with both groups feeling that “a stronger participation of migrants in
media production was an important demand for stopping the dominance of negative pictures in
the media representations of migrants” (2009: 42, translation from German by the author).

One WDR study from 2006, which analyzed the reception of television programs among
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young people of Turkish origins, showed that in the conditions of a changed social climate, the
respondents more strongly connected with the Turkish culture, although almost all of the
respondents were born in Germany. They objected to both the factual and the fiction television
programs as reproducing stereotypes and clichés about Turks, which in turn led to a “defiantly
proud attitude about their identity, signaling a distance from the German society: ‘I am a
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Turk’” (Hammeran 2006: 4, translation from German by the author).

Another area of research, studies of media usage patterns, also premises a certain media
functionality in social processes, with the primary goal being to gain a comprehensive insight
into the media consumption behavior of immigrants and their descendants. Regardless of the
results of the studies, several aspects are visible in the method, firstly that even second and
third generation migrants are treated as a group separate from the majority, as seen in the
implicit expectation that their media usage is different from that of the majority. Another
drawback of such studies, as cited by several authors, is that they treat migrants as a
homogenous group, not sufficiently differentiating according to origins or to socio-economic
criteria. Moreover, there is an implicit problematization of the transnational media
consumption of immigrants, with the unspoken question being that if there is a “media parallel

society” in Germany, then how can this pattern be broken?

The first comprehensive study on the federal level was conducted by the two German public
service broadcasters, the ARD and the ZDF, in 2007. It surveyed five ethnic communities
(former USSR, Turkey, Poland, former Yugoslavia, Italy, and Greece) and explicitly set itself
the goal of looking at the differences between migrants and Germans in terms of media usage,
that is, of finding out if there is indeed a “parallel society” in terms of media consumption.
The main conclusion of the study was that a migration background does not mean that the
respondents live in a mediatic parallel universe, but that they primarily use media offerings in
German, combined with those in the languages of origin. The study concluded that it is the
combination of the two, and not a complete assimilation of the German media culture, that
characterizes the lived reality of the largest part of the audience with migrant origins (ZDF
2007). The follow-up study “Migrants and the media,” conducted in 2011, confirmed that, as
with the majority audience, television continues to be the most important medium for the
minorities who also consume TV-shows from the countries of origin on a daily basis. The
study concluded that factors of age, educational level, and social context are at least as

important as ethnic origins in terms of media usage (ARD and ZDF 2011).
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One of the notable aspects of these studies is the treatment of foreign language media
consumption as a big unknown — both in terms of the mother-tongue programs in Germany
and satellite or Internet-broadcast programs from the countries of origin. Zollner (2008), for
example, studies ethnic media in Germany and asks what tasks these media must fulfill, what
integration goals they follow, and what the consequences are for intercultural communication.
In a part of the research on mother-tongue media consumption, there is an undercurrent of
worry that transnational or multilingual media usage could potentially lead to social
segregation or insufficient social belonging, or even subvert the dominant media messages. A
withdrawal to a niche outside of the influence of the mass media message is implied, which
goes counter to the goal of social cohesion. The ARD/ZDF surveys indeed showed that media
in the language of origins contributed to identity formation, with most respondents claiming

the media were used in family contexts and the usage was more emotionally marked.

Moser (2007) focuses on the influence of media on the concepts of identity and the move
towards hybrid identities, as well as the question of what that means for people with migration
biographies. He points to a changed context of migration in advanced globalization and asks
for diasporas to be understood as imaginary groups upheld also through media
communication. This in turn means that the “ideology of quick integration” cannot be the
response to the complex migrations of the present. Bonfadelli also writes about a “globalized
community of young migrant media users” (2009: 63, translation from German by the author)
and demonstrates multifarious influences of the media on migrants at the intersection between
integration, links to the diaspora communities, and the demands for those two cultures to
connect. He also introduces the concept of hybrid identity into the search for new perspectives

of integration, a concept that

integrates “here” and “there” in the construction of identities, [...] that accepts
that integration is not a process of a fundamental identity change, [...] and unlike
conservative approaches, needs to be interpreted as a positive resource of
positions and attitudes in the multicultural society. (2009: 64, translation from

German by the author)

In conclusion, it can be said that public policies on media in Germany are based on the idea
that difference is an object of governance in the culturally diverse society. Furthermore, the
media are explicitly called upon by the political institutions to actively take part in this

governance of difference. In the German language discussion, the media are seen as tools that
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can contribute to social cohesion: this functions through helping the migrants’ integration into
the society by offering them information, by putting protagonists onto the screen that migrants
can relate to, and by offering role-models and models of successful co-existence to the
audience. On the other hand, models that reject discrimination and celebrate the contributions
of migrants to society are often presented as the mainstream — which seems to imply that the
German majority needs to be led to an acceptance of the diverse society and that this passage

needs to be facilitated by positive media pictures.

In conclusion, on the level of the official politics, the media are considered to be actors of
social transformation that must work towards the goal of social cohesion through integration.
They are called upon by the institutions to accept this role and act upon what is presented as
their social responsibility. The implicit assumption is that there is a cause-and-consequence
relation between media texts and social effects. On the other hand, the media develop new
imaginaries that they project to the audience. In the following analysis, I will attempt to show
specific media offerings, what kind of régimes of truth are articulated through these, and how
they correlate with the public policies. The analysis will concentrate on selected cases in order
to examine the questions of power implicit in these discourses, particularly in how they work

on subject and object positionings.

Media representations carry assumptions about social relationships, so that every text makes
implicit factual claims, offering “a mediated version of an already textualized and
‘discursivized’ socioideological world” (Shohat and Stam 1994: 179-180), with all the
subjects of the discourse immersed in historical and sociological contexts. Viewing media
artifacts not as neutral windows on reality, but as representations, does not, however, mean
that they have no real effects, but rather that “truth” in the media should not be searched for

through questions of their realism, but those of representation and dissemination (1994: 179).

Here, the question arises concerning the ways in which media texts participate in the
construction of cultural identities, in creating the sense of belonging to a national community,
in leading to “preferred readings” (Hall [1973] 2007), and in establishing the picture of the
national and cultural Other. In short, the analysis will look at how the media participate in the

creation of the national fantasy, and what kind of a national fantasy it is.

The analysis will attempt to show how the régimes of truth about citizenship as created by the
media go hand in hand with the adjustment in public policies concerning Germany as a society

of many cultures. In particular, the analysis is concerned with those media narratives that left
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behind the concept of multiculturalism and adopted concepts such as cosmopolitanism or unity
in diversity as key concepts in the discourse on German citizenship. Some of the principal
questions will be: How do the media interpret these public policies concerning cultural
difference? What effects do these policies and their mediatic representations exercise on the
relations of power in the society? How do the media operate in terms of normalization — how
do they establish the mainstream, the norm, and belonging? What feelings are mobilized in
media representations? In short, the analysis will concentrate on the question of how media
discourse, through its practices of categorizing and prioritizing, as well as the way topics are
dealt with, functions in the relations of social power in the culturally diverse society, that is,

what its effect on the categories defined by cultural difference are.



105

Part 111

This part of the thesis concentrates on the concepts of “difference” and the cultural politics of

difference, through a case study of a radio station dedicated to cultural diversity in Germany.

The radio station WDR Funkhaus Europa3* was established in 1999 by the biggest German
public service broadcaster, the Westdeutscher Rundfunk. It was brought to life with the idea
of reflecting and addressing multicultural living in the German Land of North-Rhine
Westphalia. Since its establishment, it has undergone several deep-reaching changes in the
definition of its goals and purpose. In these, I see articulations of larger political changes
concerning questions of “difference” and “identity” in Germany, while they also point me to
changing fantasies underlying the conceptions of how citizenship in the new, culturally

diverse Germany is to be embodied.

The self-definition and self-image of the station, as well as the content and the target audience
— or the ways the radio makers define it — have changed in the course of the two decades since
the station’s establishment. Considering that at the moment of writing, WDR Funkhaus
Europa is the only public service station in Germany that is explicitly dedicated to cultural
diversity, it is a suitable case for analysis as an ensemble of considerations on the politics of
diversity in general as well as on the operation of the media within the discourse of ethnic and
cultural diversity in the country. And it is precisely due to the fact that the station has
addressed a comparably small fragment of the overall audience outside the media mainstream,
that the very way it approaches the plurality of ethnic origins in the country says something
about the dominant narrative of nation and citizenship. In other words, being a special interest
station with a narrowly focused mission, makes it particularly interesting for this analysis,
since it is precisely such “projects then [that] frequently mirror the dominant ethnic project”

(Smaill 2002: 394).

In this light, I examine how the transformation of the self-understanding of the station,
especially its move from multiculturalism towards cosmopolitanism, reflects the changes in

the imaginaries around the concepts of cultural diversity — both the imaginary of the nation

34 On January 1st, 2017, the radio station WDR Funkhaus Europa changed its name to WDR Cosmo. The
material analyzed for this paper, however, all stems from before the name change, and therefore I will refer to
the station as Funkhaus Europa.
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and the imaginary of Germany as a place of many cultures, and how these relate to the
articulations of such imaginaries on the European level. In particular, I also look for the
emotions involved in these changing imaginaries, both in the emotions projected onto the

radio audience and the emotions of the radio makers involved.

I draw on the work of Ann-Marie Fortier and other authors concerning the role of emotions,
especially pride and a “good feeling” in establishing the multicultural as an apolitical
discourse within the nation. I see this station, as all media, as a technology of citizenship, one
that addresses a defined audience segment, which at the same time, it produces as a body of
subject-citizens. I look at the ways the audience is produced as clues to the expectations
imposed on subject-citizens concerning the ways they are expected to embody citizenship
within the context of the management of diversity in the country. My reading of the radio
transformations does not, however, aim at finding some “master plan” guiding the changes of
media policies or the management of diversity in general in the country. Rather, I am
interested in how various actors in the discourse — the media makers, the management of the
broadcaster, the policy makers, and the audience addressed (and among them particularly the
minoritized subjects) — experience the feelings and opinions that are sent through radio waves
of this particular station concerning their citizenship, or as Gail Lewis puts it, “I am
suggesting, [...] that there is a whole range of experiences, feelings, and opinions that policy
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frameworks simultaneously produce and occlude for those who are positioned as ‘immigrant

(2005: 538).

I undertake ethnographic work in three large sites that relate to the radio station. In Chapter 5,
I look for the transformations of the brand definition of this station — as articulated in the
media policy documents, in the advertising for the station, on its Web page, and in official
interviews and correspondence around the station. In Chapter 6, I analyze six interviews with
media makers, conducted during the period of the latest brand change from multiculturalism
to cosmopolitanism. Here, I look for the emotional effects these changes have on the media
makers, especially on those who are not ethnic Germans. I look at how the changes and the
work in the radio affect how they feel about belonging or not belonging to the society and to
the media mainstream. And finally, in Chapter 7 I analyze the elaboration of the ideal-type
audience of WDR Funkhaus Europa at the time. I look at the ideal-type listener of the station
as an expression of desired citizenship spawning from a certain national fantasy, a fantasy of

the “good life” in the ethnically and culturally diverse Germany.
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Chapter 5
Funkhaus Europa — transformations of a radio brand
5.1. Introduction

We are the international radio station in Germany. We have a unique mix of
global pop and voices from the whole world. We deliver the soundtrack of the

21% century. We are Global Sounds Radio:

the Web page of the German public radio station WDR Funkhaus Europa promises those who
decide to tune in all this and no less than “the best sounds of the world” (translation from

German by the author.)??

Funkhaus Europa (later broadcasting under the name Cosmo) is one of the six radio stations
produced by the largest German public service broadcaster, West German TV and radio —
Westdeutscher Rundfunk (WDR). The radio station goes on air every morning at 6 o’clock
from its studios in Cologne. Starting from the late afternoon it broadcasts programs in Turkish,
Italian, the languages of former Yugoslavia, Polish, Russian, and Arabic, expanding by more
languages during the weekend evenings. The daily German-language program presents a mix
of music pieces from the dance halls and clubs around the world, including songs in languages
not often heard in mainstream pop charts, otherwise dominated by English-language hits. Its
German-language word content caters to a target audience recruited among “young
cosmopolitans” and the “urban mixture” of the German multicultural society, according to the
station’s policy documents. The term “multicultural” is, however, avoided both on air and in
the written descriptions of the station. Instead, the station outlook is referred to as
“cosmopolitan” and “international,” encompassing in this way both the immigrants’ migration
experience and their diverse ethnic origins, as well as those of their descendants in Germany,
and the interest in foreign cultures among the members of the majority population. These two
are, however, not seen separately but addressed as a whole, a “unity-in-diversity” of a

culturally mixed and internationally mobile young portion of the German society.

35 http://www1.wdr.de/radio/funkhauseuropa/ueber-uns/ueber_uns100.html, accessed 1 May 2016, translation
from German by the author
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5.2 Funkhaus Europa — Integration radio

Since the early 1960s, information bulletins in languages of the largest immigrant
communities of the time — Turkish, the languages of former Yugoslavia, Italian, Spanish,
Greek, and so on — were aired by various German public service broadcasters, among them the
WDR. In 1999, Funkhaus Europa was established by uniting all the foreign language shows
and adding to them a German language newsroom, thus creating a 24-hour daily station with

its own frequency.

At the time of its establishment, WDR Funkhaus Europa was endowed with the mission to be
the “integration radio” of the largest German Land, North-Rhine-Westphalia, and the Land of
Bremen, where it cooperated with its partner radio station, Radio Bremen.>¢ Its explicit task
was spelled out as being an “integrative offer for listeners of foreign origin and interested
Germans living in North Rhine-Westphalia” (translation from German by the author).?” At the
time, it was broadcasting in 15 languages and German as the lingua franca of all, leaving
behind the “ethnic” label of the individual foreign-language stations, to become a

“multicultural” or “integration” station.

The spread of new media technologies, such as satellite television and the Internet, gradually
led to considerations concerning the need for continuing the production of foreign-language
programs as pure vehicles of information for migrant communities. In Funkhaus Europa
discussions, the emphasis of the program content gradually moved to the existing multicultural
life in Germany — including the realities of second and third generations of people with
immigrant origins, and the new hybrid and mixed identities. In a further metamorphosis, the
station then accentuated its “internationality,”, “urban mix,” and “cosmopolitanism,” with the
focus on the cheerful internationally mixed society. The station today explicitly addresses not

only the descendants of immigrants but also the German majority, or at least that part of it that

has international experiences and interests.

Within only a few years, the station thus moved from the task of integrating migrants, through
depicting the existing multicultural realities, to addressing young, urban cosmopolitans,

regardless of their ethnic origins, and specifically including the German majority into the

36 Starting from January 2009, Funkhaus Europa was also awarded the frequency of Radio Multikulti, a station
also dedicated to diversity that broadcast from Berlin from 1994 to 2008, when it was closed down.

37 http://www.ard.de/home/intern/fakten/abc-der-ard/Funkhaus_Europa/458652/index.html, accessed 1 May
2016
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social mix it catered to. By addressing changing subject positions — from the migrant in need
of information and positioned outside the media mainstream, through to the modern young
cosmopolitan — the station makes decisions that concern the nature of citizenship and national
identity. As such, it also functions as a political technology, in the sense discussed in Chapter
1, in which it was shown how the public service media provide spaces for the articulation of

“ideas of collective identity” (Nolan 2006: 227).

Michel Foucault characterizes technologies of the self as “ways in which human beings come
to understand and act upon themselves within certain regimes of authority and knowledge, and
by means of certain techniques directed to self-improvement” (1980: 90). These technologies
of the self encompass claims of self-knowledge and the exercise of power that is self-directed.
Barbara Cruikshank addresses the question of how modern liberal democracies produce the
“citizen-subject” through “technologies of citizenship” by leading them to self-government.
She points out how “individual subjects are transformed into citizens by [...] technologies of
citizenship: discourses, programmes and other tactics aimed at making individuals [...] capable
of self-government” (1999: 1) through the multitude of learned and habitual ways that
citizenship is embodied (1999: 124). In other words, the “citizen-subject” is “an effect and an
instrument of political power” (1999: 5), both a product of domination and subjection, of
agency and subjectivity. To paraphrase Foucault, the subjects are “conducted to conduct”
themselves, so that technologies of citizenship “however well intentioned, [are] modes of
constituting and regulating citizens: that is, strategies for governing the very subjects whose
problems they seek to redress” (Cruikshank 1999: 2). Or put differently, power produces that

which it seems to act upon, for example immigrants.

So, how can the repositioning of the station Funkhaus Europa be read in terms of the changing
ways in which citizenship is to be embodied in the context of Germany? How do these relate
to the contestations of identity and difference, of the nation and belonging? Through which
politics did these changes emerge and what and whose interests are served by them? Whereas
technologies of citizenship are often perceived as private and not connected to the realm of the
political, in reality, they present a mode of regulation of citizens, such as, for example, when
claims are made on the individuals in the name of personal wellbeing or, in the case of
multicultural societies, of integration. Encouragement for the citizens to govern themselves
(through self-regulation) often means encouragement for them to actively work on their own
functioning within the diverse democratic structures, by becoming “happy, active and

participatory” citizen-subjects (Cruikshank 1999: 101). Looking at a media broadcast as more
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than a technology of production and consumption of content, means that audiences often adopt
certain technologies of the self that on the one hand respond to and on the other provoke
certain media tactics (Flew 1995: 50, quoted in Nolan and Radywyl 2004: 45), for example,
the encouragement of the audience to participate in managing diversity in a desired way. In
this chapter, I show how the radio station Funkhaus Europa has taken up and represented the
changing nature of the concepts of diversity and cosmopolitanism in Germany, and how it has
contributed to shaping this change. In other words, I ask in what kind of dialogue the politics

of cultural difference and this radio station are.

The analysis will sketch the varying pictures of the nation, through the ways acceptable and
desirable kinds of multicultural mixing are imagined and conveyed through this radio station.
Here I find it especially interesting to address the question of what it means when a radio
station dedicated to diversity — as a very small but focused resonance box — rejects the concept
of multiculturalism, insisting instead on cosmopolitanism. What does the centrality of the
concept of “unity-in-diversity” (on the national and the European level), that I show to lie
underneath this move, mean for the political salience of difference? Is it a concept that leads to
social equality in a diverse society or one that enables a de-politicization and exclusion of
subjects from a political discourse, akin to what Ghassan Hage refers to as “multiculturalism
without migrants” (1997)? In short, I ask what imaginary of the nation and diversity the radio
station offers, as well as the ways citizenship is to be embodied in a diverse society, and what

politics this supports.

5.3 Change of paradigm - from an ethnic to a cosmopolitan radio station

The WDR Funkhaus Europa radio station has repositioned, or attempted to reposition, itself in
the media landscape on several levels, the first being the insistence on larger inclusiveness. In
the practical editorial work this initially meant that all items that were to go on air were
examined through the question of whether they would potentially interest listeners regardless
of their ethnicity instead of catering only to one group, while excluding others. Another level
was the gradual transformation of the music program, from a focus on “world music,” through
to the concept of “world-wide music,” and later, “global pop” labels. Earlier traditional music
and chart hits from around the world were replaced by a focus on urban sounds and music
resulting from stylistic mixing. On a third level, the German language content no longer caters

to the interests of individual ethnic communities. This is partly due to the demographic
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development, with the community association representatives being no longer wholly
representative of either the younger generations of migrants or the descendants of the first
generation of migrants. It is also partly a consequence of program planning and the expressed

desire not to exclude parts of the audience by focusing on topics that could appear too narrow.

Furthermore, the position of the foreign-language programs, which have to a much larger
extent retained their connection to the interests and demands of their specific audiences, has
been a point of contestation through several program scheme changes. For example, in the
program grid reform that took effect in 2013, the weekend bilingual Turkish/German and
Italian/German programs were cancelled. In a further reform in 2016, all the foreign language
programs were shortened to half-hour shows and moved to a time slot beginning at 8 p.m.,
arguably colliding with primetime television. Also, they were aired online-first, which made
them more available to audiences, but also made live broadcasting and interaction with the

audience impossible.

Such decisions led to protests by foreign-language journalists working for the station as well
as by migrant associations. A general sentiment was discernible in these debates, one that the
foreign language programs, that were the reason for the establishment of WDR Funkhaus
Europa in the first place, were now seen as an obstacle to higher audience ratings. At the same
time, a high audience response to the announced changes, including protests from migrant
associations, was taken as proof that these programs still had a faithful audience, not
necessarily identical to the audience of the German language program. In general, the
atmosphere in the radio station was one of division: the German language newsroom saw their
foreign-language colleagues making a more old-fashioned program, dedicated to community
topics and addressing an older generation than the desired modern urban mix, and the latter

saw the former as lacking in real content and attempting to squeeze the foreign languages out.

Finally, these paradigm changes can be seen in the choice of personnel for the station and the
requirements they need to fulfill. For example, former station director Thomas, in an
interview in 2012, stressed that the radio makers needed to have an “origin that can be heard.”
This could be fulfilled by a foreign name, a foreign language greeting spoken on air, or

someone having another worldview, “completely different from the German mainstream.”38

38 Interview, 3 Sept. 2012, Cologne, translation from German by the author. A more elaborate analysis of this
and other interviews with the Funkhaus Europa radio makers is the subject of Chapter 6.
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In the early days of the station, journalists of foreign origins, many of them migrants
themselves, were on the air both on the foreign and the German language programs, which
often meant hearing foreign accents or less than perfect German on air. This somewhat
changed with the move of the station brand towards cosmopolitanism. The new German
society, as will be shown through an analysis of the station documents, was seen as ethnically
and culturally mixed, with hybrid identities characterizing the second and third generations of
immigrant descendants. In a practical sense, this meant that it was not necessary for the radio
makers to know the language of their parents or that their German sounded as if it was native —
it was important that their cosmopolitanism or openness to the world was visible through

what, not how they said it.

As will be discernible from an analysis of interviews with the radio makers in Chapter 6,
several journalists working for WDR Funkhaus Europa described this as a loss of their
journalistic voice. While the journalists of diverse ethnic origins working for the station at the
time of its establishment felt it gave them a voice and a space in the German media regardless
of their “foreignness,” they saw the step towards cosmopolitanism and hybridity as
“smoothing out difference” and felt they were being “squeezed out again.” Interestingly, a
further reform in 2016 again described foreign accents as welcome in the on-the-air content, as

a recognizable auditive sign of diversity.

All these transformations — as articulated in the radio station documents, marketing material,
special projects, and also as witnessed in the everyday work of the editorial team — offer
insight into the changing nature of the politics of cultural difference in Germany, especially
the changes in the management of difference in the public sphere. At the same time, the way
that the station has positioned itself shows how it has been attempting to create its own
audience, and how it has been working on the identity formation of the ideal new German

citizen.

WDR Funkhaus Europa started from the position of an “ethnic radio station,” one whose
concern was to help the emancipation of minorities by facilitating their integration and
removing discrimination against them in media content. This often meant simply representing
their realities or making them protagonists of on-air content. Seen from another perspective, in
this, the station accepted the problematization of diversity and difference as outside the social
norm and worked within that framework with clear political aims of emancipation. Through its

metamorphosis, it started creating its own audience, “citizen-subjects” who live in a world that
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imagines itself as having overcome the problems of the past. In the new narrative, the mixing
and diversity, is the norm — at least as far as this radio station is concerned. Institutional
barriers, structural inequalities, and manifestations of racism are left out of this picture and the
political intent is largely cancelled. In this new “cosmopolitan normality,” there is no need for
emancipation of the minoritized subject — the aim is rather to present this picture as social

normality of modern life in Germany.

A diversity of commodified ethnicities is celebrated as something that can be consumed, as
Ann-Marie Fortier (2005) analyzes in her study of the public manifestations of happy
multiculturalism in Great Britain in the early 2000s, and which was elaborated on in more
detail in Chapter 2. Especially in the media, she notes a highly emotionalized debate,
abounding with public declarations of pride in British citizenship. In it, Fortier detects a new
imaginary of Britain as a nation “enriched” and “strengthened” by its diversity (2005: 560),
reimagined as a nation defined by a “common hybridity,” as a product of a mixing of cultures.
The border of cultural difference is felt, however, not as a threat of the dangerous proximity of
difference, but in a pleasurable, happy way — diversity can be consumed and celebrated even
without the physical presence of migrants themselves. In this way, the exhibitions of national
diversity in the media, which show it as “no longer a source of concern or shame, but rather of
pride” (2005: 560), in Fortier’s view actually serve to strengthen the national hegemony and

self-love.

In other words, robbing the discourse of diversity of its political substance and establishing it
as a matter of aesthetics, of celebration and emotion, permits the return of national self-love as
played out in the picture of “unity-in-diversity,” which in turn fails to disturb the existing
distribution of social positions of those who are and those who are not permitted into the
nation. Furthermore, the status quo sets in not only on the cultural level but also on the level of
class, since the appreciation of desirable diversity is a domain of the educated cosmopolitan,
not the working-class (even if the actual physical vicinity and contact of different ethnicities is

more probable).

5.4 The Roots project

At the time when Funkhaus Europa was still branded an “integration radio,” it positioned itself

as an actor within the German media landscape that worked on the emancipation of
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minoritized subjects, including bringing the minorities into the media discourse. One example
of this positioning was the project Roots, which the radio station started in 2006. In the context
of the project around one hundred secondary school students were invited to research their
family histories and write them down. All the students were migrants to Germany or children
of migrants, and all were students of the so-called Hauptschule, a secondary school type that

prepares students with average or below-average grades for vocational training.

Upon the successful closure of the project, the TV-report Roots — the story of your family
(Roots — Die Geschichte deiner Familie)*® was broadcast. In the program report, Jona, director
of Funkhaus Europa at the time, describes the project as follows: “We were consciously
looking for people at the Hauptschule, which is usually mentioned in the context of problems,
language problems, ‘no future’ and so on. However, those are young people with potential,
and their identity, their origin is part of it” (translation from German by the author). At another

point, Jona says,

When we are talking about immigration and integration, it is important to
understand these as chances as well. One chance is to realize what potential these
people that come to us have, and this holds true for their children and
grandchildren as well. Roots is great, because we say to them: what you bring
with you is great, your languages, your culture, what created your roots, and that
is for all of us a very important contribution, for our society, for the future of our

society. (translation from German by the author)

Yildiz, one of the initiators of the program and editor at Funkhaus Europa, stresses the

emancipatory effect of looking into one’s past:

The moment I ask where I come from, where my parents and grandparents came
from, I learn something about myself, about history. It is a new self-assurance
when you know that your parents and grandparents have done something
important. They migrated, they moved in order to lead a different, better life;
they were far-sighted. These are not only sad stories, they are also nice stories.

(translation from German by the author)

39 Roots: Die Geschichte deiner Familie. Ravi Karmalkar, WDR, 2007. DVD.
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Armin Laschet, at the time regional integration minister and patron of the project, also
stresses the “self-awareness” that this immersion into the “roots,” as “a completely new idea,”

brings.

funkhaus
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DEINER FAMILIE

Elf Jugendliche auf Spurensuche
Wo komme ich her? Warum haben
meine Eltern ihre Heimat verlassen?
Warum lebe ich in Deutschland?

Ein Schiilerprojekt von WDR Funkhaus Europa.

Fig. 1 - Roots — The story of your family / Roots — Die Geschichte deiner Familie, Funkhaus

Europa project, 2006

In all statements, the emancipatory motif is implied. The participants of the project were
deliberately chosen from the Hauptschule — the branch of the German secondary school
system with the lowest educational levels and often considered the natural gravitation point
for the children of migrants. There are several premises that seem to inform this approach:
young migrants are to be found in the Hauptschule rather than in the higher school forms of
Realschule or Gymnasium, since they are bound to come from families with non-academic
backgrounds. The teenagers in question involved in the program suffered from low self-

esteem and had a low esteem of their ancestors.

The presupposed low esteem for themselves and their ancestors seems to imply their (self-)

positioning on the periphery of society, their deviance from the norm, their “Otherness,” and
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their place on the lower positions of social power, due also to their low educational status. The
interesting aspect is not so much that they were in this situation, but that this self-positioning
was taken as a given; it was not a question but a premise that they saw themselves on the low
end of the social scale, outside of the norm. Interestingly, however, none of the participants in
the project appear in the television report — they were not asked their opinion about it or how
they defined their own identity. However, since the teenagers in question were regarded as
suffering from lack of clarity in regard to their identity, speaking about the history that brought
about their personal situation, that of the migration of their parents or themselves, was
understood as having an emancipatory impact. It helped define their identity, in which being a
descendent of migrants is not negative any more but a product of a sage decision by their

parents who were “far-sighted.”

The discourse of “enrichment” permeates the attitude of the speakers in the TV program:
Yildiz, herself a daughter of Turkish immigrants, takes a semantical position on the side of the

9 ¢¢

students and speaks about “my story,” “my history,” “self-confidence,” and brings the

decision to emigrate to the affective level (“your parents and grand-parents did something

29 ¢ 99 ¢

important,” “they were far-sighted”). Jona speaks of “us” and “them” (“our society,” “you

29 ¢¢

bring your culture to our society,” “they have potential”), and in terms of a cost-benefit
analysis (“that is for all of us an important contribution, for our society”). This attitude
towards immigration and cultural diversity in the country is very clearly positive, it leads to
pro-active promotion of the presence of “diverse” protagonists in the media discourse. It also
sees diversity as “enrichment” of the host society — as “potential” or an “important
contribution.” The past of every migrant defines the present of that person’s position as a
member of the minority, but this admission of pre-acculturation can be turned — through an
emancipatory impulse — into a source of pride and personal strength. Whereas the position that
sees immigration and the resulting diversity as enriching is generally part of the liberal
political attitude towards migration, the critical point about it is that it rests on a hierarchy of
majoritized and minoritized cultures and subjects. As has already been mentioned, Ghassan
Hage sees the discourse of enrichment not only as placing the majority culture in the position
of the dominant culture but assigns it a different quality from the migrant cultures, whose
value is not intrinsic but lies in their ability to enrich (2000: 121). In the context of the Roots
project, the enrichment can only take place if (young/infantile) migrants start to fulfill their
potential, so whereas the enrichment through diversity is not as yet realized, it is the
emancipatory goal, shared both by those who feel “inside” the migration story, such as Yildiz,

and those seeing its potential from the “outside.”
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5.5 Funkhaus Europa 2007 — Unity in diversity

The further evolution of Funkhaus Europa at the time, from an explicitly integrative,
emancipatory radio station, towards a station more oriented to celebrating existing diversity,
stemmed directly from this discourse of diversity as “enriching” a society, as giving it “added
value.” While retaining its explicitly positive stance towards migration, the station at the time
moved away from directly addressing minorities and being their political mouthpiece, and
approached the narrative of “unity in diversity” in the social picture of modern Germany. In
this, it emphasized the affective content, concentrating on transporting the “good emotions”

resulting from mixing and hybridity to its audience.

A television program celebrating Funkhaus Europa* retells the story of the station, describing
it as the “integration radio for the people of North Rhine-Westphalia, Bremen and Lower
Saxony, who now originate from the whole world,” stressing that the station “grasps the
development of the population as an opportunity” (translation from German by the author).
The report shows the daily work of the editorial team and in the studios, journalists recording

their material in the city, listeners saying what they think about Funkhaus Europa.

In the program, the team is shown as something resembling a group of friends, in almost
family-like situations, embracing each other, discussing passionately, laughing a lot. The team
is shown as very diverse in its ethnic origins — Italians, Greeks, Turks, and Germans are shown
as part of this newsroom. Their relationships are shown to be those of friendship rather than as
professional relationships — they are emotional, even physical in their dealings with each

other. The diversity of the crew is stressed as central not only to the work, but also to the
atmosphere, which is characterized by actions considered in Germany to be “Southern”:
emotionality, physical contact in communication, loud speaking, passionate discussion, loud

laughing.

The brand claim of the radio station at the time of filming was “Without borders”
(Grenzenlos), which was later replaced with “Global Sounds Radio.” Jona, who was station

director at the time, stresses in the TV-report that

the fact that people are on-air here with a light accent, where one is aware that

40 5 Jahre Funkhaus Europa. Ravi Karmalkar, WDR, 2007. DVD.
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this person is of another origin, this leads to an especially high authenticity with
our audience. If you want to put it in journalistic terms, it often brings another
point-of-view into the reporting. Sometimes we do it differently on purpose and
send a Turkish reporter into a Croatian pub or a German reporter into a Turkish
coffee house, because when you are not so near the culture, you notice new and

different things. (translation from German by the author)
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Fig. 2 — 10 Years Boundless Radio — 10 Jahre grenzenlos Radio — Funkhaus
Europa brochure 2009

The cultural difference, the diversity, the multitude of voices and points of view is stressed as
an asset, as added value, differentiating WDR Funkhaus Europa from the mainstream

reporting.

But, what does it mean when diversity is established as “added value,” as more than the sum

of the parts that make it up? How does diversity become an ideal cultural surplus? I see this
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frame of cultural diversity as added value as tapping into the discourse on “European added
value.” Starting from the field of macroeconomic policies, European added value was born
from the idea that a networking of European economies would further the economic well-
being of all members, being “the value resulting from an EU intervention which is additional
to the value that would have been otherwise created by member states alone” (Bertelsmann

Stiftung 2013: 6).

The concept translated into the area of culture, a development similar to the one within
national borders, when the idea of diversity as a factor that can contribute to economic
enrichment and demographic development moves to the field of celebrating cultural and social
unity in diversity. On the level of European unification, there are numerous evocations of
“common values,” a “common cultural heritage,” and a common feeling of “Europeanness”
beyond the national roots in the EU documents and policy papers. The European culture as a
surplus is presented as more than the sum of European national parts, where differences
between the nation states are not erased, but elevated into a value in themselves, making

Europe culturally desirable.

The European “culture of cultures™ is also a political project, similar to nation building. It
involves imagining European culture as “surplus value” that cannot be broken down into its
constitutive parts but must be grasped as an abstract “more” that makes Europe such a special
place. “The message now conveyed in European Union reports and policy statements is that
‘we’ Europeans, with our shared historical roots and common heritage, belong to the unified
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‘European culture area’ (Shore 2001: 114). However, as Shore points out, conceived this
way, the concept does less to celebrate the existing difference or multicultural society and
more to promote the idea of Europe’s overreaching unity, invariably also comprising the
marginalization and exclusion of “those ‘non-European’ peoples and cultures that fall outside
the European Union’s somewhat selective and essentialist conception of Europe’s cultural
heritage” (2001: 117). Since identity-building also functions through how one is different from
others, forging a common European identity, within a diverse, but externally closed cultural

picture, it cannot avoid the dualism of “us” and those outside it.

Cultural “added value,” or surplus through diversity, is essential to WDR Funkhaus Europa’s
picture of its audience and its place in society. In the report on Funkhaus Europa the narrator
stresses that the radio is successful, since every fifth migrant in North Rhine-Westphalia

listens to it. This is followed by a sequence of a taxi-driver saying, “The reporting shows the
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conflicts in the multicultural society too, but also how pleasing and exciting the contact of
cultures can be.” The narrator concludes that, “From the taxi-driver to the PhD-student,
Funkhaus Europa is heard by all classes and ethnicities” (translation from German by the
author). A short survey-sequence with people of different origins follows, saying what they

like about the program, most of them stressing the “good feeling” it gives them.

The affective side of multiculturalism is also stressed in the reporting on music, the aspect
most easily consumed via radio waves. Two video commercials from the time illustrate this,
the first one shown in movie theater previews.*! The commercial focuses on a bi-national
couple of presenters (blond young woman, young man of Turkish origins) dancing, followed
by sequences of people of various origins, skin colors, and professions in their everyday
situations in visually recognizable settings of the towns of Western Germany, also dancing to

Funkhaus Europa music.
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Fig. 3 — Scene from the Funkhaus Europa commercial, 2003

A further program presentation clip, produced several years later, also uses music, this time

featuring members of the editorial team, presenters, and journalists lip-synching a pop hit and

41 Kinospot Funkhaus Europa. WDR, 2003. DVD.
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dancing around the building. In both clips, the song played is an English-language pop hit, so
that English here turns from being the one linguistic signifier of cultural assimilation, into a
unifier of diverse cultures. English can be lip-synched by all, unified in music and rhythm. The
narrator says, “North Rhine-Westphalia — united in the groove, a dance, a party, no problem”

(translation from German by the author).

The emotion, the “groove,” not only overcomes the lines dividing cultures, but it also bridges
the class divide between the PhD student and the taxi-driver, the German and the migrant, in
the happy multicultural mixture that makes the modern German (European) society so
desirable. As Ann-Marie Fortier points out, the political discourses and public debates and
representations of multiculture always “draw out the register of intimacy — the register of
physical, cognitive, and emotional closeness” (2008: 8), making them about the management
of physical, cultural, emotive proximities, about multicultural intimacies. These are, however,
employed in citizenship-making, since the language of multiculture “is always filtered through
an ethos of intimacy and closeness that prescribes for everyone [...] the criteria for responsible
‘caring’ citizenship which establish the limits of a ‘civil” nation” (Fortier 2008: 8, emphasis in
original). As Lauren Berlant maintains, the issues of multiculturalism become less about
respect for identity and more about identification with a nation, making it a policy that “turns
the nation into a privatized state of feeling” (Berlant 1997: 11). Multicultural politics become
invested in cultivating feelings for the nation: in all of Europe, strategies for fostering social
cohesion are about engineering modes of living together, using languages of intimacy,
closeness, and feelings “as a panacea to social conflict” (Fortier 2008: 8). It is this “good
feeling” of “no problem” of diversity that is the added value of a young, mixed, apolitical

audience that Funkhaus Europa celebrates in its commercials.

5.6 Funkhaus Europa 2011 — Global Sounds Radio

Like the other stations of the WDR, Funkhaus Europa underwent a brand essence-finding
process in 2011, with the purpose of re-positioning the station. A guiding frame of “Vicinity”
(Ndhe) acted as a unifying brand essence for all the WDR channels. From the larger
considerations of repositioning for all the radio stations, an external agency derived the brand
essence for Funkhaus Europa: Global Sounds Radio. As Thomas, the station director at the

time, formulated,



122

In defining our present location we have tried to use and define as far as possible
the development which we have been aiming towards for a while now, from the
image of a supposed “foreigners’ radio” or a well-meant “integration radio”
towards a modern radio program around concepts such as diversity, openness to
the world, internationality and — in the best sense — multiculturalism. (translation

from German by the author)*

Visible here is the negative connotation associated with a “foreigners’ radio” or “integration
radio” and the ambivalence towards the concept of multiculturalism, which must be used “in

the best sense,” or replaced. Elaborated on in more detail,

the concept of “Sounds” reflects here both the central role of our unmistakable
music color, and the equally valuable significance of intercultural origins,
languages, and all the atmosphere elements that make out a radio station. With
our focus on the ‘global,” we leave the old self-imposed limits of the migrant
flows of the guest-worker-era or the political construct of “Europe” behind us.
The world is growing together (not only Europe), the transformations of the
future are global (not only European), immigrants from all the continents (not
only the Mediterranean area) live in the new German society — and we are part

and spearhead of this development. (translation from German by the author)*3

The agency working out the brand essence for Funkhas Europa listed the assets of the station,
among them the “hearable origins” of the radio makers or the music diversity, as well as
reporting with sensitivity and understanding on the topics. The agency also analyzed the
deficits, among them the image of a multicultural radio station, which it rated as
anachronistic, and proposed to aim for another, more urban, international, young, and
cosmopolitan image. The resulting brand grid of the agency described the station as vibrant
and passionate, enriching and stylish, near to its audience and a station that puts emotions in
the center of media making. The brand-guide grid was then used by editors and management
to check the station decisions during daily work, and a big print out of it hung for a while in
the newsroom of WDR Funkhaus Europa. The new brand essence permeated the wording of
Funkhaus Europa’s self-presentation, as expressed in its flyers and Web page, and the audio-

packaging of the station. The jingles and trailers for the station now included phrases such as,

42 E-Mail from Thomas to Funkhaus Europa staff, 06/06/2011.
4 E-Mail from Thomas to Funkhaus Europa staff, 06/06/2011.
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“We are you,” “We speak your languages,” “We put accents,” and “We are Global Pop.
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Fig. 4 — Global Sounds Radio — Funkhaus Europa Brochure

On the Funkhaus Europa Web page, the new brand essence of Global Sounds Radio was also

presented, broken down into several headings under the “Who we are section”:

Global Sounds Radio

We are the cosmopolitan, international radio station in Germany. With our
mixture of Global pop and voices from around the world, we are part of the
cosmopolitan, urban feeling of life. We deliver the vibrant soundtrack of the 21

century.

We are you

Some people talk about each other, some talk past each other. We talk to each
other — because together we are really good. Funkhaus Europa is the Global
Sounds Radio for people from almost 200 nations and ethnicities who live in
North-Rhine Westphalia, Bremen, and Berlin. From Dortmund to Bremerhaven,
from Lisbon to Kiev, from Mumbai to Buenos Aires: we offer a platform for

global living and see Germany through the eyes of the world. As a mirror of
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colorful society, we take a stance and stand by it.
We are the world

Some people never risk a peek over the garden fence, others like it national.
Then there are those who want to cross all borders. We network these people
open to the world, regardless of whether they come from Germany or someplace
else — because Funkhaus Europa is a global homeland feeling with news,
everyday life, and trends from the metropolises of the world. We offer service,
background, and talk. Produced and presented by an international team with a
hearable origin. This makes us multi-voiced and rich in perspectives. Whoever

listens to us does not miss anything, and always knows the talk of the town.
We are Global Pop

Some love the homeland sounds, others only chart hits. The musical pulse of the
world(s) beats in Funkhaus Europa — because we open horizons and make the
world dance. Modern styles and urban experiments meet well-known genres and
old traditions and mix into the Soundtrack 21. During the day with well-chosen
Global Pop, at night and during the weekends with a unique offering for the
curious and the advanced. We not only know the best artists in the world, we

bring them to you live.
We put accents

Some like it German, others want to understand more. That is what Funkhaus
Europa is there for — because we speak your language(s) and have fun with
contrasts. During the day, we broadcast our world-moving program in German
for all. In the evening and on the weekends, you receive a cosmopolitan feeling
of life in 14 further languages, that otherwise no one can offer you: with the
newest stories from the global village and the best music of the planet. We love
the European idea and we are enthusiastically underway in the whole world.

(translation from German by the author)*

4 Funkhaus Europa - Wir iiber uns, http://www.funkhauseuropa.de/kontakt/ueber_uns.phtml. Accessed 1 July
2012.
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Several elements come to the fore when comparing the understanding of the role of WDR
Funkhaus Europa as illustrated in its 2007 Roots project and the 2012 presentation of the
station’s Global Sounds Radio brand.

06.00-10.00Uhr  COSMO
mit Zozan Manch [ Mail ins Studio Playlist und Titelsuche

COSMO @ Social Media

Facebosk, YouTube, Twitter, Instagram, Snapehat, Spatify -
natiirfich findet ihe COSMO auch in den sozialen

Netzwerken. Hier kdnnt ihr uns folgen und vor allem mit uns
in Kontakt treten! | mehr

» e
o Wit Gber uns '

Der Sound der Welt
LvBms
- - = —
Wit sind das i i i in Deutschland. Wir haben den einzigartigen Mix aus 5 -
Global Pop und Stimmen sus aller Welt. Wir liefern den Soundtrack fiir das 21. Jahrhundert. Wir spielen den Sound Die Moderatoren von COSMO
der Welt. Siham El-Maimouni, Gewinnerin des Deutschen
Radiopreises, ist eine von zahlreichen Moderatoren im Team
Wir sind Du von COSMO. Die Ubersicht. | mehr

Manche reden dbereinander, andere aneinander vorbei. 4 en miteinander - denn COSMO ist das vielfiltige

Radio far Menschen aus aller Welt, die in Nordrhein-Westfalen, Bremen, Berlin und Brandenburg leben. Von

Dortmund bis Bremerhaven, von Lissabon bis Kiew, Murmbai bis Buenos Aires: Wir sind weltweit unterwegs, und

wit sehen Deutschland mit den Augen der Welt.

Wir hahan Harbuné

Fig. 5 — The Sound of the World — Der Sound der Welt — screenshot of the Funkhaus Europa
web page

One is the treatment of German and foreign languages. In 2007 the languages of the immigrant
communities were, in official terminology, referred to as “mother-tongues,” which was a
deliberate way of avoiding the term “foreign.” As can be noticed in the quotes in the Roots
report, there is still a divide between “us” and “them” when referring to the majority and the
immigrant groups, even if “they” are seen as a source of “potential” (even if not yet realized),

and a “chance,” in the context of “enrichment.”

In the new wording, the division between “us” and “them” is erased. However, any other
reference to national belonging is blurred as well, with the accent on the all-encompassing
“we” of cosmopolitan, international living, where no past, no origin is mentioned, since it is
not seen as important. In this way, languages are neither foreign, nor mother-tongues, they are
simply “your language(s),” stressing the character of the society as an ethnic mix, with the

offspring of migrant generations already being “mixed” one step further, so that they are even
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more than bilingual.

So, “we” is in no opposition to any group: “we” is “all,” the “vibrant” ethnic and cultural mix
living in “metropolises” and “urban” areas, with cities stylized into sites where people
embodying cultural diversity live side by side and this is seen as added value. These new
Germans of mixed origins are dancing in clubs to international music, using the best of their

parents’ origins, mixing among each other, speaking several languages.

The German language is mentioned twice in the self-presentation, once in a negative context
(“Some like it German, others want to understand more”), and once in the role of the /ingua
franca of the new German ethnically mixed society (“During the day we broadcast our world-
moving program in German for all”’). German should somehow not be in the foreground; it is
either equated to narrow-mindedness and provinciality of spirit, or simply understood as a

useful tool that opens the door of a program ““for all.”

The foreign-language program time slot started at 6 p.m. at the time of this reform. Continuing
through the next few years, these programs were subject to program-policy debate around the
question of whether descendants of migrants still needed these programs as a source of
information. In the new wording, the programs are deliberately not linked to “communities,” a
term that carries negative connotations of segregation in a scheme that insists on the all-

encompassing unity, the cosmopolitan mix and creolization.

The implied critique that foreign-language programs are bad for audience ratings since they
make the German speaking listeners turn to another station when programs in other languages
start, was, in 2012, used as basis for a new weekend program schedule, which moved all the
foreign-language programs from the afternoon to the evening. In the wording, however, this
critique was circumvented so that these multilingual programs were described as bringing a

99 ¢

“cosmopolitan feeling of life,” “stories from the global village,” and music styles
encompassing the planet. In this brand presentation, it is not for community news that one
chooses to tune into Funkhaus Europa, but for a “cosmopolitan feeling of life,” one in which

one’s foreign origin is celebrated as the mainstream of the new German society.

Whereas in the earlier stages of foreign-language programming the aspect of connecting to the
country of origin was accentuated, it is now erased: origin or homeland are not mentioned.
Homeland (Heimat) appears in other contexts: as an equivalent of German provincialism

(“Some love the homeland sounds”), or as being at home in the cities of the world, not tied to
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the anachronistic concept of ethnic origin (“We network these people open to the world,
regardless of whether they come from Germany or someplace else — because Funkhaus Europa
is a global homeland feeling with news, everyday life, and the ‘scene’ from the metropolises
of the world™). So, there is not the one homeland, with its anachronistic connotations of the
past, roots, sentimentality, family structures, ties to one fixed geography. Instead of the
connotations of limiting confines and pre-acculturation, “we” all are open, we are at home
globally, in the world. We are mobile, not tied to a geographic point or one particular

language; our society is mixed, international, hybrid, and we like it that way.

The concept of “diversity” is not even mentioned any more. The society is no longer seen as a
sum of different constitutive elements, a site neither of contact of cultures, like in the previous
view of Funkhaus Europa, nor of antagonism. Here, actors do not occupy power positions, do
not struggle for dominance, or find themselves in the center or in the periphery. Instead,
Germany is seen as a new society, a “unity-in-diversity” characterized by a celebration of its
own internationality taking place in a perpetual present tense. Its international mix is frozen in
the status quo, severed from its history of economic migration, political struggles over

restrictions, and control of immigration as well as questions of citizenship.

In the Roots project of 2007, the discovering, defining, the naming of origins, the history, and
the memory, were crucial to identity formation and strongly linked to “a new self-confidence.”
It implicitly admitted the relations of dominance and minority, a situation where self-
confidence must be hard won. In the new picture, the self-confidence of the actors is taken for
granted, it is affirmative: “we” are proud to be international, to be cosmopolitan. Diversity

here is the initial position that is taken for granted and does not need to be named.

The accentuated present of the new brand denies and erases histories on different levels, first
of all the personal ones. The new message is that it does not matter anymore where one comes
from. The past, the origins, the family, the mother-tongue, they do not define a person. Now
the personal assets are language(s), openness, a feeling of global belonging, and an ease of
moving in the world. The new citizen is the global nomad, who leaves weights of the past
behind and will participate in the new globalized economy with all its opportunities. Former
station director Thomas describes the audience of the program as the “folk” that one sees
around big German cities, that did not exist a decade or two ago. According to him, it is a folk

characterized by the fact that they have several worlds within them and there is a growing
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number of people who have that.*> Thomas explicitly cites migrants, but also ethnic Germans,
who are connected with the world through social media and travel, but concedes that this more

international and cosmopolitan world is to be found “in the enlightened class.”

The Global Sounds Radio positioning leaves legislative, administrative, and political histories
behind — both the history of immigration into Germany and the political discourse around it.
The economic histories leading to migration, the power positions this entailed, and those

involved in the history of political migration, are all made obsolete.

5.7 Closing remarks

Funkhaus Europa has moved away from the “ethnic multiculturalism” of its starting years —
through a phase of being “integration radio” towards a “cosmopolitan” Global Sounds Radio.
At the time of writing, it is the station’s aim to celebrate existing diversity, recognizing the
multiple identities of the descendants of migrants as well as the existing reality of an
ethnically mixed society. The question that I pose here is how this reflects the adjustments
within discourses on multiculturalism, or what the positioning as a “cosmopolitan” broadcaster

can say about the politics through which it emerged and the interests that are served by it.

Funkhaus Europa can be analyzed in terms of its role in defining the (new) German
citizenship as well as its imagined audience. Even if it is dedicated to reflecting the plurality
of cultures in the country, and it addresses a relatively narrow fragment of the overall
audience, the very way plurality is approached says something about the dominant
understanding of nation and citizenship rights, and of social relations of power. The station’s
policy transformations indeed point to a changing nature of the social discourse on difference

and the self-positioning of the station as a technology of citizenship.

So, what has factually changed in the discourse on multiculturalism in Germany since the
establishment of this radio station? Immigration still (and again) is one of the most virulent
topics of political discussion in Germany, especially since the refugee movements of 2015
and 2016 and the ensuing problematizations of the topic. The celebration of cultural diversity
and migration have become, if not a minority position, then certainly one that seems reserved

for liberal circles. Therefore, it can be asked how the station, that has turned to

4 Interview with Thomas, 03 September 2012, Cologne, translation from German by the author.
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cosmopolitanism as its reference frame, relates to its earlier political and emancipatory
impulse in this new context. Are the young migrants at the Hauptschule from the Roots
project now at more prestigious schools? Or rather, who is the urban, cosmopolitan,

international audience that WDR Funkhaus Europa is now aiming at?

Crucially, the station has rejected the terminology and the concepts of difference, and partly
multiculturalism, and exchanged them for cosmopolitanism and internationality. The ethnic
elements involved in the concept of difference are made harmless, they are aestheticized,
commodified, and made consumable for the mainstream non-ethnic audience, whose
inclusion into the station is in turn continually demanded. To put it in the words of bell hooks,
“within commodity culture, ethnicity becomes spice, seasoning that can liven up the dull dish
that is mainstream white culture” (1992: 21). Enjoying multiculturalism here means enjoying
the enrichment of the culture of the modern cosmopolitan, through contributions that can be

consumed in the form of music, food, or travel.

This way of interacting with difference does not refer to the recent migrant, who does not fit
into the class category of the urban nomad, or include the claims for political emancipation of
minoritized subjects. To paraphrase Ann-Marie Fortier, multiculturalism has become part of
the neoliberal economy that commodifies diversity as a valuable asset that deserves proper
management and attention. It contains both the expanding (global) and the contracting
(national) poles of the multicultural. However, multiculturalism still remains an “introspective
process aimed at strengthening a nation (or a conglomerate of nations, such as the EU) in its

struggles against perceived world forces that produce internal diversification” (Fortier 2008:
14).

I argue that, while the radio station has changed its paradigm from being an integration
station, to a multicultural, and finally to a cosmopolitan station, it has continued to define and
celebrate its understanding of diversity, while at the same time not threatening the reference
frame of the official politics, that of the nation state. Framing the existing multi-ethnic and
multicultural situation within the discourse of cosmopolitanism allows for a celebration of a
multiculturalism that poses no political claims, offering instead a consumable, enriching
diversity. It works on social cohesion in that it encompasses all of society, including both its
majority and the minoritized subjects. But at the same time, this universalist, inclusive
discourse of internationalism closes off the histories of inequalities that have led to the

minoritization of subjects in the first place. Through this, this paradigm change enables the
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society to indulge in national self-love as one that is capable of embracing difference and

making it a part of its social body.

Crucially, treating ethnic diversity as understood by the globally mobile trendsetter turns the
discourse of cultural difference into a question of social class, since multiculturalism here
“enriches” the new social type, defined as a well-educated, urban listener open to the world
and moving freely in it. A new picture of the nation is offered, as an affective field where
diversity of a certain kind is welcome, while at the same time the status quo of social
positions in and outside the nation remains undisturbed. However, this static picture does not
reflect the factual situation in the society, which is characterized by friction between the
positions of dominance of the national cultural model and the minorities. I see the Funkhaus
Europa station as trying to avoid the usual responses of mainstream media and its
contestations around social and cultural diversity by creating its own audience, one
subjectified as tolerant, cosmopolitan, and open. However, relying on Laclau and Mouffe
([1985] 2014), I also see the efforts of the station as thwarted by the one characteristic of
discursive struggle: the contingency of the meaning it produces. As was highlighted in
Chapter 1, in the mediation of social phenomena through discourse, meanings are not fixed,
but continuously reconstructed and reconfigured within the struggle of competing discourses.
At the time when it seemed that the frictions of multicultural coexistence could be overcome,
a new movement of migration started. The arrival of hundreds of thousands of refugees from
Syria and other countries to Europe in 2015 and 2016 reignited antagonisms around
immigration in the public debate in Germany. While favoring the rise of populist movements
and right-wing political rhetoric, within the media it also led to a return to the integration
intention in creating media content.*® What this showed was not only that struggles for
identity formation continually open new breakages in the contestation of the society and
citizenry, but also how fragile and contingent any imaginaries of the nation that rely on static

relations really are.

46 For example, Funkhaus Europa introduced a daily Arabic program in 2016 with the explicit purpose of
offering newcomers information and support.
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Chapter 6
Radio makers of Funkhaus Europa
6.1 Introduction

The following chapter presents an analysis of six interviews conducted with protagonists of
the Funkhaus Europa radio station, linked to its work on different levels — from employed

editors, through free-lance authors and presenters, to the former head of the radio station.

The interviews search for answers to the question of how the creators of multicultural

programs react to the public politics of difference. They also examine how they see their role
and the role of minorities in the context of media representation. The analysis explicitly looks
for emotions and affective states displayed by the media makers and puts these in correlation

with the positions of the interviewees in the narratives of the nation or diversity in Germany.

For example, Ella Shohat and Robert Stam, as has already been mentioned earlier, detect in a
series of texts from popular culture implicit ideologies and power structures, pointing
especially in their writing to the implicit Eurocentric paradigm. For them, the media gain a
central role in the possibility to decentralize power, to refuse the Western or Eurocentric
structures. As sites of representation in multiculturalism, the media can construct identity and
the feeling of belonging (to a national or cultural community, for example), but they can also
construct alternative affiliations, those beyond (national) community, allowing for

transnational belonging.

The Funkhaus Europa radio station broadcasts a daily German language program and several
evening formats in the languages of migrant communities in Germany, so that the reporters,
the presenters, and the editors making the programs are of various origins. Also, in the
German language program, there is the standing requirement of finding protagonists who
reflect the multi-ethnic make-up of the society, the “new normal” of the German society. They
appear as interview guests, respondents in polls, or they giver statements in reports. The
makers of Funkhaus Europa are encouraged to inform the audience of the “migration
background” of protagonists if it cannot be heard in their accent, in order to emphasize the

“international” and “cosmopolitan” make-up and outlook of the station.
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There is an explicit desire on the part of the station management that the presenters in the
German language program are of an origin other than German. Whereas it is a requirement
that they speak an accent-free German, it is desirable that they feature a non-German, foreign-
sounding name, and display a “cosmopolitan flavor” on the air. In particular, this can be
achieved by greeting the audience in a foreign language before going back to German (“Dobro
jutro” or “Giinaydin” are common greetings in the prime time morning show). They are also
encouraged to include a “colorful” anecdote illustrating their intercultural life and relations,

and so on.

Since its establishment in 1999, which brought together all the foreign-language shows for
guest workers and added a daily German language program to make it a full-time WDR
station, Funkhaus Europa has undergone several transformations in its self-definition. These
point to changes in its journalistic aims, and, as has been analyzed in the previous chapter,
these in turn point to their ideological underpinnings. These go hand in hand with the creation
of public policies dealing with the questions of national identity in the German immigration
society, partly responding to and partly participating in the management of cultural and

national difference.

The radio station that originated from the specific radio programs for the so-called “guest-
workers” in Germany, went on to become a station for ethnic minorities and migrant
communities, and then to one understood as a tool in the integration of immigrants. This
function of the radio station continues to be emphasized in many of the broadcaster’s policy
papers, in particular, concerning the media offerings for new refugees arriving in Germany.
And finally, the station moved to a self-definition as a cosmopolitan radio, dedicated to
celebrating the “urban mixture,” international flair, and everyday hybrid and transcultural
practices of the new German society, especially in its articulations in the modern popular

culture.

These transformations have run through various strata of meaning, touching on questions
ranging from the practicalities of everyday editorial work to those concerning political
positionings on the nature of multiculturalism and diversity themselves. Such transformations
are not unique to Funkhaus Europa, and as in transformations of media channels in general,
they have happened as a gradual process. The peaks of these changes have, however, been
marked by the articulation of station goals and strategies in the official station policies, such as

the elaboration of new brand strategies or the new target audience. These documents in turn
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have marked points of breakage with the old and those departing in new directions, both in

practical, and in ideological terms, and are thus suitable for analysis.

Among the questions posed time and again in the discussions within the editorial team, with
and within the management, and finally articulated through several station reforms, are these:
What audience does this radio address? Who are they today, how “ethnic” or “mixed” are they
actually? How old are they and how old do we want them to be? How do our audiences see
themselves in terms of belonging and identity? Do they listen to the station from the position
of a minority or that of the majority? What do they consider familiar, and what is foreign or
Other to them? How does the station, through its content, categorize different identities and
project this categorization on the audience? Should the emphasis be on the ethnic communities
with their concerns, or on a German audience interested in and attracted by diversity? How
can diversity be “heard and felt” on the air? What segment is defined as the target-audience
and catered to? How big should it be in order to justify the existence of the station, and, related
to this, how far should the station emphasize its unique selling points or rather move into the
mainstream to cater to disparate expectations? What exactly is the unique selling point of the
station today as opposed to the time of its establishment? Does strengthening the unique
selling point further the profile of the station or rather stand in the way of higher ratings? In

other words, how is the tension between particularity and broad appeal to be resolved?

It was the aim of the interviews with the radio makers, that are the subject of analysis in this
chapter, to solicit opinions of those involved in producing the program of the station. They
were asked to express their opinions on where the station should go, how they imagined their
audience, how they viewed the German multicultural society, and where they saw their own
position and role within that society. The interviews were conducted with persons who not
only had varying degrees of formal bonds with the station, as full-time employees or free-
lance authors, but also varying levels of affective affiliation to it, depending on their position,
length of time they had been part of the team, and their ethnic origins. Among the interviewees
were two editors who were among the founding members of WDR Funkhaus Europa, as well
as the head of the station at the time, during whose tenure the brand of the station was changed

from multiculturalism to cosmopolitanism.

It was also an explicit aim of the interviews to solicit emotional responses concerning the
interviewees’ own cultural identity as well as their self-identification with the changes in the

editorial direction of the station. Treated broadly as personal narratives, the interviews shed
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light on the mechanisms of identity formation in the modern multicultural situation in
Germany, and possibly identified if new subject positions are in the making. At the same time,
the interviews also identified strategies for questioning these positions and resisting them

through alternative discourses.

6.2 Yildiz

Yildiz*” is an employed editor and one of the founding members of the radio station WDR
Funkhaus Europa. She is Turkish-born, but has spent most of her life in Germany, where she
first worked in social work, before becoming a free-lance journalist and then editor. In earlier
years, she was politically active in anti-racism NGOs and is familiar both with initiatives
concerning multiculturalism in Germany and with the Turkish political spectrum of the time.
At the time of the interview, she was in charge of public relations for Funkhaus Europa and
had more contact with the management than with the everyday running of the station. In the
interview, she was asked about the transformations the station had gone through since its
establishment, particularly her interpretation of these changes and her feelings about them. It
also included questions about her biography and experiences as a journalist in the past twenty

years.

Now in her mid-fifties, Yildiz is a member of the first generation of descendants of the former
Gastarbeiter, “guest workers”, in Germany. Through Yildiz’s story, it emerges that being a
daughter of Turkish migrants in Germany continues to be crucial for her identity-building,
although in professional terms she has never wanted to be reduced to “niche-journalism.” In
her interview, she clearly divides the German society into two parts: the socially dominant,
German majority, and the minorities of various ethnic origins. The separation line between the
two is not impermeable, but the division does intersect cultural, economic, professional, and
many other strata. Yildiz sees herself as ethnicized somewhat against her will, with her origin
strongly influencing her career, above all by placing her in a position outside of the social
mainstream, and in need of fighting for a place in it. For her, both the story of her own
professional path and the stories of other migrant-descended professionals, are stories of

emancipation. This is also visible in the Roots project*® that she supervised for Funkhaus

47 Interview with Yildiz, July 12%, 2012, Cologne, translation from German by the author.
48 The Roots program is discussed in more detail in Chapter 5.
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Europa in the mid-2000s, in which young people of various ethnic origins were encouraged to

look for the stories of their families, and thus attempt to decipher their cultural identities.

For Yildiz, what defines the group she places herself in, outside of the majority, is less a
physical experience of migration, and more a “special experience” of people like her, with the
“connecting link [...] that in their generation or in some other generation Germany is
somehow not their homeland.” Even though not all migrants identify themselves with all the

other migrants, “still, something ties you to the others,” something Yildiz defines as a “break.”

You have this break already through the fact that a part of your family in the
first, second generation, does not live where you live. So, you have this break
anyway. You have it inside, in the fact that you have another language that is
important to you. I don’t mean a break in the negative sense; but not everything
is smooth, not everything went in a linear manner. (this and all subsequent

quotes in this chapter were translated by the author).

Before becoming an editor, Yildiz was a free-lance journalist and during that time in her early
career, she deliberately avoided the so-called “foreigners’ topics,” not wanting to be put in a
narrowly defined thematic corner. However, she often found herself working in this area
anyway. While Yildiz claims that she never experienced straightforward discrimination as a
free-lance journalist, she was often confronted with the well-intentioned statement that “you
can’t hear that you are not from here.” Her Turkish origin, however, became a topic when the

“game” was about getting an editor’s employment position, where

you think or notice that the people cannot abstract from the fact that you have
this origin. It is always a topic. Funny, but I experienced that rather as an editor,
that somebody says, yes, you don’t look like it at all, or they ask you totally
personal questions, if my mother does this or that, or my father, or that they ask

you biographical details.

In Yildiz’s experience, the interpretation of her identity as linked to her social position was
most obvious when an entitlement was at stake, in her case an employment contract with the
WDR. She recounts an experience she had in a flat share with “a bunch of enlightened

alternative left-wing people,” when she got her first short-term contract with the WDR.
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So we raised a toast to that in this group of seven or eight people, and you could
really tell how hard they took it, how they really had to swallow, because that
was too much. As a Turkish woman, you can maybe become a manager at
McDonald’s or even a free-lance journalist, but an employed editor with the
WDR, this is really too much. You know, there you can tell that even with these
alternative guys, because it touches on their own dreams, the racism comes up.

When you do something that is attractive to them too.

When Yildiz started working for Funkhaus Europa at the time the station was founded, it was
a novelty for her to find a public service offering that explicitly put the experience of being a
migrant or descendent of migrants to Germany, at its center. Although both the political
discourse and the station policy and brand have since that time gradually changed, it is her
opinion that the need for dealing with that experience has not diminished since the station was

established. This is how she describes the initial sense of novelty this approach gave her:

In the beginning, I was always totally touched by the fact that as a matter of
course in these German-speaking surroundings, [ was informed about the world
and still had another approach to the country of my origin. Thematically, I
learned a lot about other countries and in this music program it was a matter of
course that a Turkish song would be played. This sounds totally banal, but that
was it. For me, it closed a gap, it was not this only German or only ethnic thing
any more, but there was something that actually reflected what you have in
yourself. I thought this was really good and, in the beginning and since then, I
found that the station lived from the experience of the people who worked there.
It was not the knowledge of the news agencies or of the newspapers, but you

had in this newsroom a lived life.

It was only with the founding of Funkhaus Europa that the dichotomy of either being an
“ethnic” or a “normal” journalist stopped existing. It was also a space where the “migrants’
Germany” crossed the boundary to the “Germans’ Germany,” with