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Introduction: The Origins of
Migration

A short history

Osman worked in a tea factory in Turkey. He was married with three chil-
dren, two daughters and a son. His father was dead and his brother had
moved to Europe. They used to work in the tobacco fields in Acisu, a village
in Akcaabat. But in the 1960s, the tobacco fields were badly damaged
by blue mould, causing many men to look elsewhere for work. Osman
secretly wanted to move to Europe; although his wife supported him, his
mother was worried that her sons would lose their belief and get lost in
a non-Islamic land. His application was initially declined because he was
diagnosed as having anaemia; as luck would have it, the officer said they
desperately needed workers, but gave him a very short time to prepare his
move. He quickly convinced his mother and said goodbye to his wife and
children.

After working for several years in a tin can factory, Osman was injured
while trying to rescue the misplaced cans under the machine; he lost two
fingers of his left hand. He then found a job as a kitchen cleaner. Osman's
brother in Germany returned to Turkey for good in 1978, but Osman stayed
in the Netherlands. He bought a house and brought his family. His son
worked in the tin can factory for ten years before losing his job. His son
married a distant relative from Turkey and is still living in Deventer. Of his
four children, three are living in the Netherlands: one is a medical doctor,
one is a poet, and one plays soccer. The fourth moved to work in Istanbul as
project manager after she obtained her Master’s in Engineering.

Osman’s older daughter lives and works in Deventer in a beauty specialist
shop; she married a Turk she met at high school. One of her four children
has completed his studies to become a lawyer and all others are still stud-
ying. Osman’s younger daughter was sent back to Turkey to study in a Koran
school to fulfil a cherished dream of guest workers: “We will go back one
day’, they say. After completing her degree, she went to the Netherlands to
do her Master’s and PhD. She then moved to the US as a university professor.
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Three of the husbands of Osman’s granddaughters are Turkish in origin, and
one is a native Dutch man.

Osman bought a small piece of land and built a little house in Gorele,
a town in the west of Turkey. After his retirement, Osman and his wife
cultivated olive trees there and moved back and forth between Deventer
and Gorele. They often wondered whether they would have had a hard but
peaceful life had Osman stayed in Akcaabat. Osman died in 2000 at the age
of 62.

Introduction

This short history is typical for many Turks in Europe. A majority of studies
show that labour migrants from poorer countries and their descendants
tend to end up at the lower end of the socio-economic ladder in countries of
destination, and their cultural, political and religious incorporation remains
slow, even in the second generation (Brynin and Guveli 2012; Fleischmann
et al. 2012; Gungor et al. 2013; Guveli and Platt 2011; Kogan and Kalter
2006; Kristen, Reimer and Kogan 2008; Phalet and Heath 2010; Platt 2005b;
Platt 2007; Platt 2009a; Platt 2009b; van Tubergen 2006a).

Reading these studies, we would be forgiven for thinking migration has no
positive impact on migrants themselves. So if migration does not improve
migrants’ lives or the lives of their children, why do they move, leaving
the country and social networks behind? Would it have been better for
them and their communities if they stayed put? Alternatively, these conclu-
sions may derive from a tendency in the migration literature to focus on
the ‘wrong’ questions from the point of view of identifying the gains and
impacts of migration from the migrant’s own perspective.

Many studies miss an important aspect of international migration. The
prevalence of return migration, the transnational character of today’s
migration, and the complexities of migration chains are often studied as
separate fields of interest, not as factors that complement studies of interna-
tional migration. In addition, many studies ignore the comparison with and
consequences on those who stay behind (Castles, De Haas and Miller 2014;
Harzig and Hoerder 2009; Koser 2007). These lacunae in our knowledge
of migration derive from a fundamental flaw in much migration research,
particularly research driven by policy concerns (Amelina et al. 2012; Harzig
and Hoerder 2009) which limits its perspective to those who arrive and,
among these, to those who stay in their new country. The experience of this
settler population is interesting and policy relevant, of course, but is limited
for explaining migrant outcomes.

If we want to account for who moved, who stayed and who returned, and
to map out the consequences of the migration decision on both the migrants
and those left behind, we need to start from the population of origin. Most
migrants move to improve their life chances and the life chances of their
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families compared to what they would have been without migrating. This
calls for a causal analysis of migration in a counterfactual framework, asking
what the migrants’ situation would have been had they decided not to
migrate. We must also ask whether migrants, their children and grandchil-
dren continue to display the behaviours and beliefs of their non-migrant
counterparts or develop distinctive trajectories in response to the migration
experience and destination context. To answer these questions, we develop
a unique perspective and make two novel comparisons: first, a comparison
across three family generations and second, a comparison of migrants and
a control group of non-migrants in the origin society Turkey. Our unique
findings allow us to answer the questions posed above.

This book investigates multiple domains of experience and intergenera-
tional transmission, including education, occupation, entrepreneurship,
marriage, fertility, friendship, religion, attitudes and identities. These central
topics are contextualised by an overview of migration patterns and a detailed
discussion of the regions from which the research design and sample derives.
The various chapters approach the key question of the volume from different
angles, testing relevant hypotheses derived from a general theoretical perspec-
tive (dissimilation from origins) developed below; they also draw on theories
specific to the topic under discussion and to dominant disciplinary debates.
In what follows in this opening chapter, we discuss the limitations of inter-
national migration studies and note the contribution of our study and its
theoretical framework. Next, we discuss the potential of Turkish migration
in Europe to fill the gaps in international migration studies. We conclude by
outlining the topics of the individual chapters.

Limitations in migration research and our contribution

Scholars are searching for new perspectives across migration research. On
the one hand, the limitations in our often-used theoretical and empirical
approaches to understand migrant incorporation in destination countries
have been the subject of heated debate, with calls made for a new theoretical
understanding of the incorporation trajectories of different migrant groups
and contexts. On the other hand, numerous discussions consider the new
challenges in migrant transnationalism and note the problems of methodo-
logical nationalism in international migration studies. Many call for new
methodologies to understand the causes and consequences of migration,
rather than answering questions for policy purposes.

Another new perspective entering social mobility and transmission
studies is the impact of one’s grandparents on one’s socio-economic attain-
ment, attitudes and values. Generational change has been an important
element of international migration studies, although these studies have
often used migration and family generations interchangeably and both are
predominantly based on two generations. This study extends analysis of
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family generations to at least three generations, allowing the incorporation
of grandparental influences, among both migrants and non-migrants, as
detailed below.

Search for new theoretical perspectives

Even though Thomas, and Znaniecki (1918) offered alternative explanations
as early as a century ago, most studies on migration to Western Europe or
the US have taken an assimilation (or ‘integration’) perspective, asking ques-
tions about the situation of migrants and their offspring in destination soci-
eties, especially the extent to which they become economically, culturally
and socially indistinguishable from natives. To this end, they are compared
to natives or to other migrant groups assumed to be on the same pathway to
integration (albeit at a different stage).

Assimilation theory has recently been revived to incorporate the wider
dynamics of American society (Alba and Nee 2003) and, additionally,
segmented assimilation theory was developed to address some of the limi-
tations of this theory (Portes and Rumbaut 2001). While the former claims
differences between natives and migrants will fade linearly over time and
generations, the latter asserts that the pace of acculturation and incorpora-
tion depends on the paths migrants and their descendants follow and on the
context of reception (Portes and Zhou 1993). The importance of group charac-
teristics has also been given weight in this theory, but explanations of assimi-
lation mechanisms remain within the borders of destination countries.

A maijor criticism of both theories comes from European scholars noting
their limited application to the European context. Schneider and Crul (2010)
assert these assimilation theories were developed in and for the US. However,
Europe comprises many destination countries with different policies on
migration and migrant integration with a range of institutional and contex-
tual diversity across countries (Ersanilli 2010; Koopmans, Michalowski and
Waibel 2012). Crul and Schneider (2010) propose and test an alternative
‘comparative integration context theory’ in their study of the European
second generation. Although this development encompasses the diversity
of receiving country contexts and of sending countries, it does not bring a
country of origin perspective to bear on the study, nor does it explain the
changes experienced by the first generation.

Furthermore, theories in migration literature commonly approach
migrants and the second generation as ‘people without history’ (Vermeulen
2010: 1224), implying the ‘baggage’ migrants bring from the origin coun-
tries and pass on to their children is not accounted for sufficiently in existing
international migration studies. At the beginning of the 20th century,
Thomas and Znaniecki (1918) focused on both destination and origin
country contexts and individual characteristics to understand social change
among migrants and those left behind. The inclusion of origin country
characteristics has recently made a comeback in large-scale quantitative
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studies; yet these studies predominantly include fixed-time characteristics
of the origin country to explain change in migrant lifestyles in the course of
assimilation in the destination countries, as if the origin context were static.
Of course, social change has also been taking place in the origin countries
among those left behind, but this has rarely been taken into account in
these studies on a large-scale.

Search for new empirical perspectives

Discussions of methodology and the search for research designs have mainly
focused on transnational migrants and methodological nationalism. Since
the last decades of the 20th century, studies of transnational migration
have been popular (Waldinger 2013). Many researchers limit themselves
to discussing the importance and magnitude of transnational activities,
especially with respect to migrants’ locations in the destination countries
(Guarnizo, Portes and Haller 2003; Levitt, DeWind and Vertovec 2003;
Morawska 2003; Ostergaard-Nielsen 2003; Portes 2003; Portes, Guarnizo
and Landolt 1999; Waldinger and Fitzgerald 2004). Such studies shed light
on the substantial consequences of globalisation in migration processes and
its effects on individual migrants (Levitt, DeWind and Vertovec 2003; Levitt
2003; Levitt 2007).

Cross-border connections and transnational activities are not new, but
their conceptualisation is a relatively new perspective in migration studies
(Portes 2003; Waldinger and Fitzgerald 2004). Many acknowledge the
novelty of the transnational perspective in migration studies but argue
scholars exaggerate the impact of transnational activities on migrant incor-
poration in destination and origin societies. Studies show, for example, that
in the US, migrants’ transnational activities are marginal but this varies for
different migrant groups (Portes 2003; Portes, Guarnizo and Landolt 1999;
Waldinger 2013).

Transnational migration studies tend to be overwhelmingly limited to
qualitatively oriented research and although there are some novel empir-
ical studies (Levitt 2007; Portes, Guarnizo and Landolt 1999), they mostly
represent small-scale, ethnographic work. Large-scale surveys are scarce,
resulting in a lack of representative data to reveal the scale of cross-border
activities. Hence, it is hard to draw conclusions about their impact or rele-
vance to migrants’ lives. Simply stated, there is an ongoing need for large-
scale research on transnationalism. Although our study is not solely on
transnationalism, our unique research design enables us to include tran-
snational activities in our investigation of different domains of interest in
order to understand the implications of the whereabouts of migrants and
their offspring.

Another key methodological discussion in migration research is found,
for instance, in the work of Amelina and Faist (2012) and their colleagues
(Amelina et al. 2012; FitzGerald 2012; Horvath 2012; Meeus 2012; Schrooten
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2012; Shinozaki 2012; Zirh 2012). These researchers take a critical look at
studies on migration and point out the need for new research designs to
capture the pathways of causal relationships in international migration.
They highlight two key limitations in existing studies.

First, they discuss the difficulties involved in capturing the complexity
of international migration and floating populations using limited time
and resources to include people who are moving across borders and who
do not show up in registers (Meeus 2012; Shinozaki 2012; Zirh 2012). For
example, if we only rely on destination country surveys, undocumented
and return migrants cannot be found with samples taken from registers
or obtained by scanning specific high-density regions. Studies on migra-
tion need to include origin, destination and possibly various other sites to
examine undocumented and return international migrants and to cover a
longer time span if the complexities of international and internal migration
are to be unravelled (Meeus 2012). Our study locates men! within a fixed
birth cohort in multiple sending sides and follows them and their offspring
in various destinations.

Second, they note that the nation-state and its policies are at the centre
of research on migration, and migration processes are generally explained
using the terminologies and categories of destination nations (Amelina
and Faist 2012; FitzGerald 2012). Wimmer and Schiller (2002) use the term
‘methodological nationalism’ to point to the limitations of adopting cate-
gories of destination societies; they can be politically loaded, for example,
or designed to create a model nation-state. Assimilation and segmented
assimilation theories are often implemented to explain the mechanisms
and building blocks of a nation-state (Bommes and Morawska 2005), not to
reveal the mechanisms behind migration processes and changes in migrant
lifestyles. In short, the story of the other site — the origin countries and
those left behind — has not been told. Our study corrects that omission by
comparing migrants and their children and grandchildren with those left
behind to reveal the impact of migration and to illuminate the mechanisms
behind it.

Multi-generation families

Individual and societal change need time to occur; the speed of the trans-
formation increases with successive generations. In international migra-
tion studies, a multi-generational approach is rarely applied, even if it is
implicit in the theoretical expectations for patterns of assimilation (Alba
et al. 2002). Over time and for subsequent generations, the features of
origin are expected to become less relevant in migrants’ lifestyles (Zhou
1997). For example, segmented assimilation theory is mainly developed
for and overwhelmingly tested on the second relative to the first gener-
ation (Portes and Rumbaut 2001). Some early papers address the ‘three-
generations hypothesis’ (Lazerwitz and Rowitz 1964), but in contemporary
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analysis, the third generation is rarely investigated (see e.g. Alba et al. 2002;
Montero 1981).

A significant exception in the literature is Telles and Ortiz’s (2008) study
Generations of Exclusion. They show European Americans have fully assimi-
lated into the American society by the third generation, but ethnic bounda-
ries among the fourth-generation Mexican Americans remain salient (2008:
266). Extending the focus to the fourth-generation is rare; their study makes
a unique contribution, showing the persistence of origin country identi-
ties and the exclusions operated by the destination country across multiple
family and migration generations. This type of examination could fruitfully
be extended to the European context.

Studies typically equate family generation with migrant generation. That
is, the second generation are taken to be the children of the first generation on
the basis of being born in the destination country (to migrant parents) (Park
and Myers 2010). Such studies thereby implicitly accept processes of family
transmission without necessarily measuring them directly (Guveli 2015;
Guveli and Platt 2011; Maliepaard and Lubbers 2013; Phalet and Schonpflug
2001). However, from an origin country perspective, family generation is
central. By tracing the processes of transmission through family generations
regardless of their migration status, we can fully acknowledge the complexity
of migration trajectories (including return and remigration) and accurately
identify the impact of migration, including its gains and losses, across multi-
family and, potentially, multiple-migration generations.

Migration is a major event or ‘interruption’ that constitutes a breakpoint
in the individual and family life course. Economic, cultural or social capital
of parents and grandparents may be devalued or lost, and intergenerational
transmission processes of these resources to children may be hampered
or, at least, challenged (Nauck 2001). Therefore, transmission of resources
across multi-generations is likely to play out differently for migrants and
non-migrants.

By combining country of origin and multi-generational perspectives,
our work makes a major contribution to the literature: despite the obvious
advantages, such a combination has rarely been attempted. In other words,
our study constitutes an overdue and significant exception to the rule.

Our perspective: dissimilation from origins

The assimilation perspective and approaches in existing research have accu-
mulated valuable knowledge of migrants within the borders of destination
nation-states, but a fundamental problem of such approaches is that they
tell us little about the causal mechanisms at work in migration. Comparing
natives and migrants or comparing several groups of migrants does not reveal
what might have happened had the migrants not migrated. In contemporary
science, causality is understood in a counterfactual framework: applied to
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migration, a counterfactual and dissimilation perspective might argue that
migration has an effect on outcomes, if these outcomes would be impossible
without migration. Migrants have not typically moved in order to do as well
as the natives in the destination countries, let alone to compete with other
migrant groups in these destination societies. Simply stated, migrants are
seeking gains that would otherwise not be possible. This requires a counter-
factual point of view, one that compares migrants and non-migrants (and
migrants and return migrants).

Our theoretical framework implements and expands on the concept of
dissimilation from origins. Dissimilation means the processes of becoming
different, and it considers the opposite direction to assimilation, which liter-
ally means becoming similar. Dissimilation has occasionally been applied
to describe the changes in migrants’ lives. While assimilation blurs the
dividing lines between social groups, dissimilation reinforces the cleavages
between migrants (or ethnic minorities) and non-migrants.

A few scholars have used this perspective, but to account for different
processes (Volkov 2006; Yinger 1981). For example, Yinger (1981) uses the
notion to describe how ethnic groups reaffirm and revitalise their earlier
ethnic identities and lifestyles after having assimilated into the mainstream.
Specifically, he uses it to explain the emphasis various ethnic and religious
groups put on their separate ethnic and religious identities after the dissolu-
tion of the Soviet Union. Volkov (2006) uses assimilation and dissimilation
to describe opposite processes among Jews in the historical period before
World War 11, juxtaposing an ‘Era of renewed self-consciousness’ (dissimila-
tion) to an ‘Era of assimilation’. The period of dissimilation started with a
resurgence of anti-Semitism; their resulting alienation caused heightened
self-awareness among Jews who began to emphasise the distinctions of their
identity, religion and ethnic costumes. Also of interest to the present study,
FitzGerald (2012) proposes the notion of homeland dissimilation to trace
changes in migrants’ lives, especially how they become different from those
left behind in the origin country. We adopt this understanding of dissimila-
tion, but expand upon it.

Homeland dissimilation is a useful concept to understand the mecha-
nisms behind the process of changes in migrants’ lifestyles and chances.
While dissimilation can occur over the life course, it can also prevail over
generations. Therefore, we implement the notion of dissimilation from
origins to trace two processes: changes across the life course and changes
over generations. The first entails changes over the life course of migrants
in their resources, lifestyles, customs, values and behaviours, whereby they
become differentiated from their counterparts in the origin country. The
second occurs over generations by means of weakening (or strengthening)
generational reproduction of family traits, economic, social, cultural and
religious resources and behaviours. Intergenerational change touches on
social mobility and changes in values, attitudes and behaviour.
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Dissimilation from origins in economic, social and
cultural domains

Improving one’s life chances is typically the goal of migration. Migrants
move because they want to enjoy a better life than their parents and their
compatriots in the origin society or to offer this opportunity to their chil-
dren. This is a basic assumption of the international migration literature
(Massey 1998). In this understanding, migrants will try to improve their
economic conditions and life chances in the destination country. This is
the basis of our argumentation when we compare the economic attainment
of migrants to those who stay behind. Labour migrants will not make the
expensive and risky journey if conditions in destination countries are worse
than those in their origin country. Consequently, dissimilation requires
migrants to obtain better economic resources in their destination country
than their comparators in the origin country. Of course, other factors such
as the extent of the human capital migrants bring with them and the condi-
tions of the receiving society enhance or moderate migrants’ socio-eco-
nomic achievement.

This argument also applies to the descendants of migrants, especially
those who are low-skilled and low-educated, for example, guest workers
recruited in the 1960s (Akgunduz 2008; Castles, De Haas and Miller 2014).
Research on social mobility and intergenerational transmission of economic
resources and behaviour is rare (Platt 2005) and to our knowledge there is
no study of three-generational transmission of social mobility of migrants.
Nevertheless, one motivation for migration is increased educational and
labour market outcomes for children and successive generations. Relatively
higher equality of opportunity in the destination countries will also
contribute to the improvement of migrants’ life chances. That is, children
and grandchildren will become independent of their social origins, if they
acquire more socio-economic status than their parents and grandparents.
Consequently, we would expect to find the social reproduction of economic
resources is weaker among migrants than among those in origin countries.

We argue that migrants, on average, gain from migration economically,
but the changes in their social, cultural and religious lives are not unidi-
rectional. On the one hand, the impact of globalisation is making all socie-
ties converge, a process predominantly governed by the Western way of life
(Ritzer 1993) and perceived as the natural evolution of Western societies.
It is commonly accepted that the American way of life has infiltrated the
everyday lives of people in the remotest places of the world. This process
brings the social and cultural lifestyles of origin and destination countries
closer. On the other hand, we have also experienced a process of localisa-
tion, whereby local and ethnic traits become more important in people’s
lives (Giulianotti and Robertson 2006). Migrants bring their customs, enter-
prises, food, culture and religion to the West and establish ethno-religious
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institutions. These may persist across generations and contribute to changing
the socio-cultural landscape of their countries of residence.

As the previous paragraph suggests, even as migrants seek a better life
in destination societies, they may retain their social, cultural and religious
heritage. As a result of modern media, especially the Internet (Schrooten
2012), and unlike former times when contact with those left behind was
difficult and infrequent (Schiller 1999), migrants and their descendants now
interact regularly with relatives and friends in their countries of origin. This
facilitates the exchange of ideas and lifestyles and bilateral involvement in
social processes. This may mean migrants will never become fully assimi-
lated into mainstream destination societies. That is, they may change to
the extent they would have changed had they stayed in the origin country.
In this case, migration has no impact. However, they may change more
and, hence, dissimilate from their counterparts in Turkey, embodying a
‘migration effect’. At the same time, stronger or weaker transmission across
generations might slow down or increase intergenerational and, hence,
socio-cultural change.

Directions of dissimilation

The directions of the dissimilation processes could take three forms. First,
we might see a process of dissimilation toward assimilation; in this process,
migrants and their offspring leave behind the lifestyle and behaviour of their
origin society and adopt the traits of their destination country, following
the course predicted by assimilation theories. This process includes a migra-
tion effect. Second, dissimilation toward globalisation could occur in a process
parallel to global changes in values, attitudes and behaviour. Changes will
also occur in the lives of non-migrants in the origin country and possi-
bilities in the lives of natives in the destination countries. Therefore, migra-
tion will not be the cause, and dissimilation toward globalisation will not
presuppose dissimilation from origins. To give an example, support for
traditional gender-role attitudes might change at a similar pace among
migrants and non-migrants in the origin countries because of increasing
support for human rights worldwide. Third, migrants and their descendants
may encounter no or fewer changes, or the historical features of the origin
society may be reaffirmed or revitalised in terms of social, cultural and reli-
gious norms, values and behaviour. In this dissimilation toward revitalisation
process, migration will potentially cause the restatement of traditional life-
styles. For example, religious involvement might increase among migrants
in more secular societies because of the needs religion fulfils in their lives
and their descendants’ lives, such as giving them a sense of belonging or
providing a familiar network in an unfamiliar environment.

Stronger or weaker transmission across generations might slow down
or increase intergenerational and socio-cultural change. Change across
generations is likely to take place more quickly from the first to the second
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generation in the migrant lineage because migration is likely to weaken the
ability to achieve effective transmission from parent to child. Migration is
an event of social and familial disconnection, making it difficult to move
resources and skills from the origin to destination country and pass them on
to offspring. The alteration of old lifestyles will slow down after the second
family and migration generations; that is to say, the consequences of ances-
tral migration will stabilise in the second generation even if the children of
the migrant ancestor have stayed put.

Why study Turkish migration?

It is estimated that between 1961 (when the first labour agreement was
concluded between Germany and Turkey) and 1974, almost one million
people (mostly young men) migrated for a shorter or longer period to
Western Europe. The number of Turkish migrants and their descendants is
difficult to determine because it varies by year and by source. Based on the
International Labour Organization’s 1989 statistics, Martin states ‘Turkish
nationals’ comprised one-quarter of the eight million non-European
Community migrants in Western European countries (1991: 1 [footnote
2]). By 2010, estimates from Turkey suggest the number of Turkish citizens
in Western European countries equalled three million.? Today, estimates
suggest five million people of Turkish descent are living in Western Europe:
of these, around 3.5 million are in Germany, close to half a million in
each of the Netherlands, France and Austria, with smaller but significant
groups in Sweden, Denmark and Belgium and small numbers in Norway
and the UK.

Turkish migration is the basis for an enormous amount of social scien-
tific research, ranging from studies of migration flows to detailed investiga-
tions of Turks’ settlement, labour market outcomes, values, culture, family
forms and religiosity. These studies are mostly based on register data and
seek to analyse the organisation and the processes of labour migration flows
to Europe (Abadan-Unat 2011; Akgunduz 2008; Martin 1991; Paine 1974;
Penninx 1982; Sayari 1986; Straubhaar 1986a; Tunali 1996) and the impact
of migrants’ social and economic remittances to Turkey, including to their
villages and relatives (Abadan-Unat et al. 1976; Castles and Wise 2007;
Day and Icduygu 1999; Icduygu, Sirkeci and Muradoglu 2001; Straubhaar
1986b). Scholars have also focused on migrants’ settlement and organisa-
tion (Canatan 2001; Doomernik 1995), their socio-economic conditions
using general or specific small- and large-scale surveys (Faist 1993; Kogan
and Kalter 2006; Kristen, Reimer and Kogan 2008; Schoeneberg 1985; Simon
2003; Wahlbeck 2007), cultural patterns (Akgonul 2009; Diehl and Fick
2012; Ehrkamp 2005; Fleischmann et al. 2012; Kucukcan and Gungor 2009),
political expressions (Ogelman 2003; Ostergaard-Nielsen 2003), religious
adaptation (Diehl and Koenig 2009; Koenig et al 2017; Guveli and Platt 2011;
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Maliepaard and Lubbers 2013), and family processes (Cesur-Kilicaslan and
Terzioglu 2008; Merz et al. 2009; Nauck, Kohlmann and Diefenbach 1997;
Razum, Sahin-Hodoglugil and Polit 2005; Schoenmaeckers, Lodewijckx and
Gadeyne 1999). Turkish migrant women have been studied at some length
as well, including the impact of migration on women (Abadan-Unat 1977;
Day and Icduygu 1997; Erman 1998; Mirdal 1984; Munscher 1984).

This impressive body of research reflects the significance of Turkish migra-
tion as a focus for study. First, Turkish migration should be an important
item on the agenda of migration research simply because of its size. Research
has repeatedly shown that the size of migrant groups matters as a factor for
theorising migrant incorporation (Esser 2004). Second, Turkish migration
occurs in a region where mass migration is a relatively new phenomenon.
Until 1945, many societies in Western Europe defined themselves as poten-
tial sources of out-migration. People from these countries were moving
to the US, Canada and Australia (Castles, De Haas and Miller 2014). But
after World War II, Western European countries, such as Germany, the
Netherlands, Belgium and the UK, began actively and extensively recruiting
labour migrants, first from Southern European countries and later from
Morocco and Algeria, the Caribbean, Turkey, Pakistan and India. These
migrants were expected to be temporary (Castles 1985; Castles, De Haas and
Miller 2014), and of the many Turkish labour migrants recruited between
1960 and 1974, a substantial number did indeed move back. But many more
stayed. After 1974, migrants were often motivated by family reunion, but
employment, education and political protection became and/or continued
to be important reasons to move (and stay).

At first glance, we see immediate similarities between Turkish migration
to Western Furope and Mexican migration to the US.3 Both involve mass
migration from a less developed region to a nearby, economically more
advanced society, with the explicit aim of working for (comparatively) high
wages in low status manual jobs. The similarities end here, however. Except
for the initial period, Mexican migration has been largely illegal, but Turkish
migration has mostly been regulated and government sanctioned, starting
with Turkish migrant workers in the 1960s. In the subsequent era of family
reunion, regulations changed; by and large, however, the flow of people
remained structured: illegal migration and undocumented aliens are part of
Turkish migration but not its primary characteristic.

Third, as noted, Turkish migrants and their descendent are spread over
nine Western European countries. Their dispersion helps to shed light on
the importance of different contexts, policies and societal structures in
settlement, integration and reception. Crul and Schneider (2010) and their
colleagues made good use of this feature of Turkish migration to develop
their comparative integration context theory.

Fourth, Islam was not unknown in Europe. In fact, in Spain, it was
a major religion until the 15th Century. That said, together with other
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migrant groups to Europe after the 1960s, Turkish migrants were largely
responsible for introducing Islam to European Christian destination coun-
tries. This characteristic may make the Turkish presence and reception
in Europe different from other labour migrations, such as the Mexican
migration to the US or southern European migration to northern European
countries (without considering Moroccans, Pakistanis and many Indians).
Religion is considered an important building block for migrant commu-
nities, especially in earlier flows from Europe to America (Herberg 1955;
Smith 1978). Our understanding of the role of religion in migrants’ and
their offspring’s life comes from the literature on international migra-
tion to the US, and except for some very recent studies (Diehl and Koenig
2013; Fleischmann and Phalet 2012; Guveli 2015; Guveli and Platt 2011),
it is based on Catholic, Protestant and Jewish migrants. Studying Turkish
migration and migrants in Europe broadens our perspective by including
Islam in the discussion.

Last but by no means least, Turkish migration has relevance because of
Turkey’s ongoing attempts to acquire full membership in the European
Union. Turkey and wider Europe have a contentious history, but contem-
porary political constellations have increased the importance of Turkey to
the Western world. During the Cold War and in several contemporary thea-
tres of Middle Eastern political conflict, Turkey has been a pivotal ally of
Western European (cum American) interests. Given its geopolitical location
and its position in the Islamic world, Turkey is destined to become an even
closer ally. If/when Turkey enters the European Union (and the monetary
zone), this will ensure free movement of labour and trade. Since Turkey
would then be the second largest member state of the EU, it is crucial to
learn more about the changes in Turkish identities and Turkish migrants
and their offspring in Europe.

Chapter outline

This volume comprises four sections. The first section gives an overall intro-
duction to the book (Chapter 1) and explains our research design, data and
methodology (Chapter 2). It describes the various research sites/sending
regions (Chapter 3) and discusses the individual and family factors of (re)
migration of Turks in a historical perspective and across three generations
(Chapter 4). Sections two to four deal with different dimensions of the main
research question. The second section looks at economic outcomes, namely
educational outcomes (Chapter 5), occupational status (Chapter 6), and self-
employment (Chapter 7); the third section focuses on social aspects: arranged
marriage (Chapter 8), fertility (Chapter 9) and friends and connections
(Chapter 10); the fourth section discusses cultural aspects, including reli-
gion (Chapter 11), gender attitudes (Chapter 12), and identities (Chapter 13).
The concluding chapter (Chapter 14) considers how patterns and processes
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of dissimilation from origins are similar and different for economic, social
and cultural outcomes. Chapter 14 also offers the opportunity to synthesise
our findings in the various chapters, notes their contribution to the migra-
tion literature, and suggests their value to research agendas.



