
 
 

INTEGRATION:  

THE CULTURAL POLITICS OF MIGRATION AND NATION IN THE NEW 

GERMAN PUBLIC 

 

Kate Zambon 

A DISSERTATION 

in 

Communication 

Presented to the Faculties of the University of Pennsylvania 

in 

Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the 

Degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

2017 

 

Supervisor of Dissertation       

 

__________________________     

Marwan M. Kraidy, Anthony Shadid Chair in Global Media, Politics & Culture, Professor of 

Communication        

Graduate Group Chairperson 

___________________________ 

Joseph Turow, Graduate Dean, Robert Lewis Shayon Professor of Communication 

 

Dissertation Committee 

John L. Jackson Jr., Dean of the School of Social Policy and Practice, Richard Perry University Professor 

Mehdi Semati, Professor of Communication 

Barbie Zelizer, Raymond Williams Professor of Communication 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

INTEGRATION: THE CULTURAL POLITICS OF MIGRATION AND NATION IN THE NEW 

GERMAN PUBLIC 

COPYRIGHT 

2017 

Kate Zambon 

 

This work is licensed under the  

Creative Commons Attribution- 

NonCommercial-ShareAlike 3.0 

License 

 

To view a copy of this license, visit 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/us/  

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/3.0/us/


iii 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To my parents, who got me to the door, and to Alex, who brought me home. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



iv 
 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT  

 

Thinking back over my graduate career in the process of writing these 

acknowledgements has been an intensified version of the ongoing process of recognition 

and gratitude that has made completing this dissertation possible. Everyday interactions 

with security and office staff, including Connie, Anita, Yasemin, Cecilia, Allen, Michael, 

Sherie, Kelly, Rose, Bev, and Marcus gave me reasons to smile on good days and bad. 

Emily Plowman always came through with the latest news, moral support, and 

organizational prowess necessary to make research trips, lectures, and symposia go off 

without a hitch. These interactions sparked gratitude and reminded me every day how 

fortunate I am to be here and to have this opportunity to pursue insight into questions of 

my choosing.  

Advice from Jessa Lingel, Joanna Siegel, Bret Langendorfer, Aaron Shapiro, Deb 

Lui, Christin Scholtz, Ope Akanbi, and Rowan Howard after my mock job talk (on that 

terrible post-election day in November) helped me recognize and articulate the most 

important contributions of this project. In addition to many discussions over the years, 

editing and advice on preliminary summaries and abstracts from Cecilia Orphan, Joanna 

Siegel, and Katerina Girginova helped me communicate this dissertation's key arguments 

in the early days.  

Many of the chapters in this dissertation got their start in the classes of Klaus 

Krippendorff, Carolyn Marvin, John Caldwell, Barbie Zelizer, and Marwan Kraidy. The 

inspiration from these courses and the advice given on these early drafts provided the 

scaffolding for this dissertation.  



v 
 

I am deeply grateful to have had such an esteemed and complementary 

committee. Each member of my committee is a source of personal and scholarly 

inspiration. My advisor, Marwan M. Kraidy, believed in this project from the beginning. 

With his guidance, I started exploring the ideas that would grow into this dissertation 

starting in my first days at Annenberg. Marwan's suggestions for literature always opened 

new and exciting lines of inquiry or provided theoretical tools that became indispensable.  

John L. Jackson Jr.'s support of multimodal scholarship led to some of the most inspiring 

experiences from my time at Penn. Even though my dissertation is of the traditional, 

written variety, I know that John's influence will push me to always ask what the 

affordances of different modes might be for each new project. Anyone who has worked 

with Barbie Zelizer will know that her high standards and passion for mentorship push 

her students to develop the best possible version of their ideas. Barbie sets goals that 

initially seem unreasonableðfor example, conducting a research project in a new country 

in just two weeksðbut which pushed me to expand the limits of my capacity. This 

dissertation, and my developing research agenda more generally, has benefited greatly 

from these challenges. Mehdi Semati's ability to parse the complex and sometimes 

contradictory demands of anonymous reviewers, turning it into helpful and actionable 

feedback helped me succeed in my first forays into publishing. Mehdi has helped to 

demystify some of the most opaque and tricky aspects of academia. His mentorship and 

friendship have provided consistent motivation and inspirationðduring the dissertation 

process as well as for imagining what will come next.  

 



vi 
 

Finally, I cannot imagine how I would have arrived at Penn's campus, let alone to 

completing this dissertation without the lessons I learned from my family. My brothers 

challenged me; the elder made me tough and independent, and the younger inspired me to 

be more pliable and generous. My mom told me once that she had two wishes for her 

children: that we would learn to speak new languages and to play soccer so that we could 

share a game with others across the globe. For her, raising us in the Northwoods of 

Wisconsin did not mean that we should be disconnected from the rest of the world. My 

dad's work cultivating our home ensured that as far as we would venture out, we would 

always be drawn back to the place our family built over generations. My family provided 

the security of strong roots and the freedom to explore.  

My husband, Alex, has been my stalwart supporter in this often-solitary 

enterprise. Thank you for reading practically everything I have ever written, vanquishing 

unnecessary commas and verbiage. Your confidence in me was easy and unwavering 

when I needed it most. Thank you for sharing this with me, and I cannot wait for our next 

big endeavor together.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



vii 
 

ABSTRACT 

 

INTEGRATION: 

THE CULTURAL POLITICS OF MIGRATION AND NATION IN THE NEW 

GERMAN PUBLIC 

Kate Zambon 

Marwan Kraidy 

This dissertation examines public discourse on culture and integration and asks how do 

mediated public discussions about integration reproduce norms of national culture and 

identity that operate to represent and manage ñOtherò (immigrant, minority, etc.) 

populations in the German context? Through a case study approach, this dissertation uses 

critical discourse theory to analyze public campaigns, media events, and mediated 

controversies since the mid-2000s that sought to define the qualifications for cultural 

citizenship. Although in recent years an increasing number of publications have 

addressed Germanyôs diverse and transnational population, examinations of processes 

and policies of integration have tended to focus either on the level of the government or 

on the level of everyday life. Although ideas about integration and multiculturalism are 

predominantly forged through events and the surrounding representations in the media, 

the mid-level processes of the media sphere have been neglected in scholarship. Using 

Foucaultôs theories on biopolitics, I argue that integration discourse divides the 

population into normative nationals and candidates for integration, consisting of 

individuals with apparent immigrant heritage. This division sets up a neoliberal 

framework of perpetual evaluation that separates the productive from the threatening 
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integration candidates while reinforcing normative foundations of Germanness. This 

dissertation includes three sections. The first outlines two major foundations of German 

national ideas: The Romantic nation represented by the idea of Heimat and the rational, 

Enlightenment notion of Germany as a bastion of Western values. This section examines 

the historical and theoretical underpinnings of these schemas of identity and the place of 

ñnew Germansò within them. The second section examines the construction of ñthe new 

Germanyò in the first decade of the new millennium through the mediaôs celebration of 

immigrant patriots and the emergence of ñsoccer patriotism.ò The three chapters in this 

section examine three different cases in the media that illuminate the relationship 

between patriotism and productivity and the role of diversity in this new national 

formation. The third section analyzes media events that construct boundaries separating 

integration successes from failures. These cases expose the continuities linking 

celebrations and condemnations of immigrants and new Germans. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ix 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT .............................................................................................................. IV 
ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................................ VII  
LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................................ XI 
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS ..................................................................................................... XII  
INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................................ 1 

Theoretical Framework ............................................................................................................................. 11 
Study Design and Data Corpus .................................................................................................................. 34 
Chapter Outline ......................................................................................................................................... 49 

PART I: GERMAN NATIONAL IDEAS .................................................................................. 59 
CHAPTER 1 ς HEIMAT AND GERMAN NOTIONS OF SUBJECTIVITY .......................................................... 60 

Heimat and Subjectivity: From the 19th Century to the Postwar Period ................................................. 64 
Coming Home? .......................................................................................................................................... 70 
IŜƛƳŀǘΥ ¢ƘŜ aŀƪƛƴƎ ƻŦ DŜǊƳŀƴ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ LƴǘŜƎǊŀƴǘ ά{ǘǊŀƴƎŜǊǎέ ..................................................... 75 
¢ƘŜ 5ŜǎƛǊŜ ŦƻǊ άIŜŀƭǘƘȅ bƻǊƳŀƭƛǘȅέ .......................................................................................................... 80 
New Germans and the German Past ......................................................................................................... 89 
Conclusion ................................................................................................................................................. 97 

CHAPTER 2 ς SPORTS INTEGRATION IN THE NEW GERMANY ................................................................. 99 
Being Somebody Again: National Self-Reflection and Optimization Through Sports ............................. 105 
DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ wŜōƛǊǘƘΥ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ {ƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴǘȅ ƛƴ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ [ƛōŜǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ 9ƴǘŜǊǇǊƛǎŜ........... 112 
To Support and Demand: The 2007 National Integration Plan ............................................................... 116 
{ǇƻǊǘǎ ŀǎ ά[ƛǾŜŘ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴέΥ /ǳƭǘƛǾŀǘƛƴƎ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎƛƴƎ wƛǎƪ .............................. 122 
Targets of Discipline and Normalization: Unruly Boys and Oppressed Girls........................................... 128 
wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΥ LƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ bŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ CǳǘǳǊŜ ................................................................................... 136 
Cracks in the Veneer of Sports Integration ............................................................................................. 142 
Conclusion ............................................................................................................................................... 148 

PART II: INTEGRANTS AND THE NEW GERMANY ..................................................... 153  
CHAPTER 3 ς CONSTRUCTING PATRIOTISM ABOVE REPROACH: THE REHABILITATION OF GERMAN 
NATIONAL PRIDE IN THE 2006 WORLD CUP .......................................................................................... 154 

The History of Remembering: Conflicting Postwar Narratives ............................................................... 159 
Sporting Nationalism .............................................................................................................................. 163 
Mediatized Plebiscite: Fan Fests and Renewed National Narratives ...................................................... 170 
Rescuing the Flag from the Past: Young, Safe, Healthy .......................................................................... 174 
Stigmatizing Critique ............................................................................................................................... 181 
Conclusion ............................................................................................................................................... 190 

CHAPTER 4 ς SELLING THE NATION ON ITSELF: THE MEDIA, SYMBOLIC POWER, AND GLOBAL SPORTS 
SPECTACLE ........................................................................................................................................... 200 
ά²ƻǊƭŘ /ƘŀƳǇƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ IŜŀǊǘέΥ .ǊŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Iƻǎǘ ............................................................................. 204 
The Economics of Global Sport Spectacle and the Corporate Value of National Identity ...................... 209 
The Power to Define Reality: The Media and the National Symbolic ..................................................... 214 
Intimacy, Politics, and National Reproduction ........................................................................................ 223 
Affective Economy .................................................................................................................................. 229 
The Productive Citizen ............................................................................................................................ 232 
Integration and the Equal Inequality of Neoliberal Citizenship .............................................................. 236 
Conclusion ............................................................................................................................................... 241 

CHAPTER 5 ς IMMIGRANT PATRIOTISM: TEACHING GERMANS TO CHEER ........................................... 245 
Territory, Ethnicity and Citizenship in the Modern German Nation-State ............................................. 251 
Integration and Redemption: A Civic Alliance for New Nationalism ...................................................... 254 
Broadcasting New Nationalism ............................................................................................................... 255 



x 
 

Nationalism as Normality ........................................................................................................................ 258 
Invalidating the post-nationalist critique ................................................................................................ 260 
Teaching civic nationalism ...................................................................................................................... 270 
Soccer Patriotism and Sports Integration ............................................................................................... 273 
Legible Space and Ethnic Discrimination ................................................................................................ 280 
Conclusion: Persistent hierarchy ............................................................................................................ 283 
0!24 )))ȡ Ȱ&!),52%3ȱ OF INTEGRATION ..................................................................... 289  
CHAPTER 6 ς DESTRUCTIVE PRODUCTIVITY: THE SARRAZIN DEBATE AND THE THREAT OF 
PROLIFERATING NON-CITIZENS ............................................................................................................ 290 

The Book and its Debate ......................................................................................................................... 293 
The Scandal is a Scandal .......................................................................................................................... 299 
Scandal and Online Review Forums ........................................................................................................ 311 
Biopolitical Truth in Reader Responses................................................................................................... 314 
Conclusion: Consolidating the People .................................................................................................... 325 

CHAPTER 7 ς MODELS AND MISCREANTS: INTEGRATION BY CELEBRITY EXAMPLE ............................... 331 
Prize Logic in the Public Sphere: The Bambi and German Social Cohesion ............................................ 337 
άhǳǘ ǿƛǘƘ LǘέΥ [ŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ tƻƭƛǘƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ /ŜƭŜōǊƛǘȅ 9ƴŦƻǊŎŜǊǎ ....................................................................... 351 
Ungrateful Immigrants in Good-Hearted Germany ................................................................................ 357 
Language and Life ................................................................................................................................... 362 
Shifting Definition of Citizenship: Cosmopolitan Monolingualism ......................................................... 371 
Conclusion ............................................................................................................................................... 381 

CONCLUSION ......................................................................................................................... 386  
Asylum and the Future of Integration ..................................................................................................... 391 
Good Germany, Bad Germany ................................................................................................................ 392 
Introducing the World to Willkommenskultur ........................................................................................ 395 
Beyond the Binary: Voices for a Critical Transnational Public ................................................................ 405 
Integration and the Citizen ..................................................................................................................... 414 

APPENDIX .............................................................................................................................. 417  
Chapter 3 News Corpus .......................................................................................................................... 417 
Chapter 4 News Corpus .......................................................................................................................... 425 
Chapter 5 News Corpus .......................................................................................................................... 428 
Chapter 6 News Corpus .......................................................................................................................... 436 
Chapter 7 News Corpus .......................................................................................................................... 448 

BIBLIOGRAPHY .................................................................................................................... 457  
 

 



xi 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Top Periodicals Read by Journalists and Description of Available Access .................... 38 
Table 2: Search Results for Fußball AND Patriotismus, Jan. 1-Dec. 31, 2006 ........................... 156 
Table 3: Search Results from ñDu bist Deutschlandò AND Kampagne ...................................... 203 
Table 4: Combined Search Results for Bassal (German Periodicals) and Bassal AND Germany 

(LexisNexis) ......................................................................................................................... 248 
Table 5: Results for Sarrazin in Bild and Der Spiegel, Aug. 23ðOct. 31, 2010 ........................ 292 
Table 6: Reviews on Amazon.de that Received Over 100 Votes, Aug. 23-Oct. 18, 2010 .......... 315 
Table 7: Top Periodical Results for Bambi AND Bushido AND Integration,Nov. 10-12, 2011 333 
Table 8: Combined Results for ñRaus mit der Sprache. Rein ins Lebenò plus Harris AND 

Integration AND Rapper ...................................................................................................... 336 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xii 
 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS  

Figure 1: ñThe silent and the singersò ......................................................................................... 145 
Figure 2 ñFlag sea" ...................................................................................................................... 173 
Figure 3: ñBlack-Red-Gold: Fan party at the 'Field of the Holy Spirit'ò ..................................... 173 
Figure 4: Die Integrierten ........................................................................................................... 188 
Figure 5: ñOne German flag, two bottles of beerò ...................................................................... 192 
Figure 6: German Press Agency (DPA) ...................................................................................... 193 
Figure 7: Claudia Schiffer, promising full satisfaction including ñbreakfast in the morning.ò... 224 
Figure 8: ñDo you believe that a miracle is the result of hard work?ò ........................................ 240 
Figure 9: Ibrahim Bassal poses with his German flags and novelty items. ................................. 247 
Figure 10: ñGerman flags canôt help against racism! Attack nationalism! Stop deportations!ò . 269 
Figure 11: Green Party politician Özcan Mutlu sticks out his tongue ......................................... 354 
Figure 12: Rapper Harris displays his body ................................................................................ 358 
Figure 13:Photos of NPD sticker from a train platform .............................................................. 393 
Figure 14: Timeline of Responses to Refugee Crisis .................................................................. 399 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 
 

INTRODUCTION   

 

Since the turn of the millennium, ñintegrationò has become a dominant concept in 

discussions about culture, politics and demographic development in Germany. Following 

a trend throughout Europe, German politicians since the turn of the millennium have 

condemned multiculturalism, claiming that it leads to social disintegration and parallel 

societies. This backlash rejects the legalistic and difference-oriented approach of 

multiculturalism, blaming it for harming social cohesion and preventing minority groups 

from becoming normal and productive members of society. At the same time, critics of 

multiculturalism also reject the assimilationist approach that was critiqued for repressing 

difference during the rise of multiculturalism at the end of the 20th century. 

Multiculturalism is framed as the opposite of assimilationism, which is portrayed as the 

pursuit of equality through the stripping away of cultural difference. Integration is 

proposed as the humane middle ground between multiculturalist segregation and 

oppressive assimilationist forms of equality (Geissler & Pöttker, 2006). However, what 

this middle ground looks like is almost never explicitly defined. Across the political 

spectrum, integration is an extremely flexible signifier. As a result, integration is easily 

instrumentalized for diverse political, social, and economic projects.  

Integration is defined in the media using, on the one hand, ñexamples of 

successful integrationò and, on the other, tales and statistics of masses of ñintegration-

refusersò and socially deficient parallel societies. Representations of immigrants and 

ñnew Germansò within integration discourse have also been crucial in creating the 

conception of a new cosmopolitan period in German history: one defined by unity, 
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tolerance, and a renewed sense of national pride. At the same time, the celebration of 

ñbeneficialò forms of difference co-exists easily with condemnations of threatening forms 

of difference, often within the same discussion. Although integration has emerged as an 

explicit political priority and as the leitmotiv of public discussions on citizenship and the 

national character of Germany as in many parts of Europe, the term has attracted little 

critical attention in scholarship.  

This dissertation critically examines patterns and themes of mediated public 

discourse on culture and integration and its role in constructing the normative national 

core and managing difference. Discourse is the communicative space where meaning is 

produced, reproduced, and modified (see Stuart Hall, 1997a). In this regard, integration 

projects, campaigns, and debates have provided the framework for new constructions of 

German identity. The selective inclusion and celebration of minority Germans and 

immigrants has contributed to a new cosmopolitan version of Germanness, while at the 

same time obscuring structures that support the reproduction of disproportionate social 

and economic disadvantage among non-normative populations. Integration discourse is 

part of a new iteration of citizenship in Germany guided by rules of utility and 

productivity. This approach rejects the legalistic, rights-based approach of 

multiculturalism, with its focus on the right to difference. Instead, it follows biopolitical 

criteria that place the body and life at the center of politics (Lemke, 2011, p. 116). One 

becomes part of the German population by contributing to the well-being of society.  

From the beginning, citizenship was a mechanism of regulating populations 

(Hindess, 2000). In Germany, the stability of citizenship laws and norms has been a point 

of consistency in a nation-state that has undergone frequent, radical change. Through 
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Imperial Germany, the Weimar Republic, the Third Reich, and divided Germany, the 

citizenship laws established in 1913 remained largely the same.1 Recent changes break 

this stasis on two fronts: external pressure is introduced as freedom of movement for all 

European Union citizens opens the possibility of poorer populations seeking opportunity 

in the relatively wealthy Germany, and internal pressure results from the admission of 

new populations of ñstrangersò (Simmel, 1950) to the roles of German citizenry. The 

actual magnitude and empirical impact of these pressures is not as important as the 

perception that these changes raise fundamental questions about who ñweò are. As a 

result of these changes, latent biopolitical underpinnings of citizenship have surfaced and 

been made explicit through public debates on migration, integration, and patriotism.  

What before was taken for granted in terms of citizenship is now explicitly 

considered. While the question of the correct relationship between the nation (Volk) and 

the German state was a perennial concern after the defeat of the fascist model of the 

Third Reich, the descent-based definition of German citizenship was not contentious. 

Whereas the primary question used to be if and how Germans can be proud to be German 

(as opposed to having regional pride), the question is now, ñWho are we?ò In the shift 

from the first question to the second, concern shifted from the limitation of state power 

over subjectivity by emphasizing the distinction between nation and state (with the final 

power in the hands of ñthe peopleò), to the character of the nation itself. In the space 

                                                           
 

 

 

1
 An exception was the revocation and subsequent reinstatement of citizenship from Jews and other ñnon-

Aryanò Germans during the Third Reich.  
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created by this shift, the State has stepped in with a new set of answers: ñweò are those 

who act for the good of the population. ñYou are Germanyò (see Chapter 4) when you are 

a productive, positive, and helpful citizen, regardless of race, religion, or ability. 

The dawn of the new millennium in Germany brought the culmination of historic 

changes related to several forms of integration. In the decade after the reunification of 

East and West Germany in 1990, the unified Federal Republic solidified an external shift 

toward supranational economic and political integration by adopting the new currency of 

the European Union and by accepting of member state citizensô rights to move and work 

in Germany. At the same time, Germany addressed the internal integration of foreign-

nationals by providing, for the first time since 1913, territory-based jus soli citizenship 

for the children of long-term immigrants born in Germany. Despite the rapid growth of 

the foreign-national population in the post-war period, especially through guest worker 

programs, until 2000 a child could only acquire German citizenship by descent from a 

German parent. Naturalization was technically possible as of 1989, but was complicated 

and rare (Abraham, 2008, p. 148). Since, with the exception of voting, permanent non-

national residents had the same rights and access to the same public benefits as nationals, 

there was little motivation to pursue naturalization. With a few notable exceptions, the 

naturalization policies of authorities in state governments ranged from ambivalent to 

obstructionist.  

The citizenship law that went into effect in 2000 broke new ground by 

acknowledging that individuals born and raised in Germany were not, after all, 

foreigners. However, the late acknowledgement of immigrants and their children as a 

durable part of German society has also led to terminological awkwardness that persists 
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to the present. The terms guest worker, foreigner, migrant, and the oxymoronic foreign 

co-citizen (ausländische Mitbürger) have been joined by the technocratic term ñperson 

with a migration backgroundò (Mensch mit Migrationshintergrund). More recently, the 

terms ñnew Germanò and ñpost-migrantò have emerged as emic alternatives among 

transnational Germans. For the purposes of this dissertation, I will generally use the term 

immigrants for foreign-born individuals who have settled in Germany and minority as a 

broad term for people of color or those with otherwise apparent non-German ancestry. 

These terms are also problematic and hopelessly insufficient for capturing the diverse 

histories and experiences of people who are not automatically identified as normative 

Germans. In the United States and Great Britain, the use of the term minority has been 

productively criticized as obscuring crucial differences between groups, as disempowing, 

and as supporting the normativity of whiteness (Aspinall, 2002; Cross, 2009; Okolosie, 

Harker, Green, & Dabiri, 2015). These debates over preferred terminology for non-

normative or minoritized groups are important opportunities to assess and critique current 

dynamics of language and power. At the same time, a definitive answer as to the ñrightò 

way to discuss white supremacy and racial categorizations is impossible, since discourses 

of normativity and difference are dynamic and must be constantly revisited in context. 

My preference for using the heuristic terms minority and normative is meant to draw 

attention to the process of distinction and fragmentation, rather than to describe actual 

groups of people. In this sense, they are meant as shorthand for the processual terms 

minoritized and normalized. The emphasis on the process of fragmentation makes space 

for considering commonalities across national and historical contexts without necessarily 

erasing the particularity of each case or the phenomenological experience of this process.  
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While the barriers to legal citizenship for long-term immigrants and German-born 

people of all backgrounds have fallen significantly, their representation in the public 

sphere reflects the precariousness of their position in the national social imaginary. 

Although access to citizenship brought this population into the legal framework of the 

nation, national discussions about immigrants and ñnew Germansò have produced a 

hierarchy of citizenship based on ñefforts at integrationò (Integrationsleistungen). In 

practice, integration is used as a metonym for economic success. At the same time, 

integration is framed as a choice, equally available to all. To refuse to integrate is to 

choose a life of economic insecurity at the margins of society. The predominance of 

Manichean models for the representation of minority Germans allows their co-optation 

for the promotion of a ñnew colorful Germany,ò even while simultaneously mobilizing 

the image of the ñbad migrantò to promote the normative legitimacy of the values of the 

German majority. As such, these discussions are as much about the definition and 

fortification of the German nation as they are about immigrants or new Germans 

themselves.  

This dissertation investigates the promotion and negotiation of the German nation 

in a new age of supra- and transnational integration. It addresses questions including: 

Under what conditions are new Germansðthat is, those that have only been entitled to 

citizenship since the introduction of jus soli citizenship and naturalization lawð

celebrated and placed at the center of the national public? How has the admission of new 

populations into the German social body, or demos, changed the categories of belonging? 

Why do sports play such a prominent role in integration policy and public discussion? 

What role do representations of new Germans play in processes of national narration? 
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How is integration implicated within projects to promote a ñpositiveò and ñhealthyò 

relationship between the population and the idea of the German nation? Encompassing 

these concerns, the central research question for my dissertation is: 

How do mediated public discussions about integration reproduce norms of 

national culture and identity that operate to represent and manage Other 

(immigrant, minority, etc.) populations in the German context?  

Specifically, this dissertation analyzes public campaigns, events, and mediated 

controversies that define the meaning of Germanness and the qualifications for national 

belonging. In particular, it focuses on the function of mediated discourses of culture and 

integration for the management and regulation of populations within Europe and its most 

powerful member state: Germany.  

 The cases examined in this dissertation include the media campaigns that 

promulgated patriotism in preparation for hosting the FIFA 2006 World Cup and 

mediated discussions celebrating ñsoccer patriotismò during the tournament, the media 

coverage of a battle between anti-nationalist activists and German flag waving 

immigrants in Berlin, the dueling scandals following the release of an anti-Muslim book 

by politician Thilo Sarrazin, and the mobilization of minority celebrities in media 

industry programs in the name of integration. These cases, which I will outline in more 

detail at the end of this introduction, represent key moments in the definition of 

Germanyôs approach to diversity and difference in the decade following the 

implementation of birthright citizenship. Through these cases, I argue that the recent 

development of integration policy and discourse can be best understood through 
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Foucaultôs theories of biopolitics. Thomas Lemke consolidates the shifting notions of 

biopolitics developed by Michel Foucault into three major uses:  

First, biopolitics stands for a historical rupture in political thinking and practice 

that is characterized by a rearticulation of sovereign power. Second, Foucault 

assigns to biopolitical mechanisms a central role in the rise of modern racism. A 

third meaning of the concept refers to a distinctive art of government that 

historically emerges with liberal forms of social regulation and individual self-

governance (2011, p. 34). 

In relation to the first usage, integration provides an alternative to the politics of rights 

and contestation proposed in multicultural and deliberative democratic approaches. 

Instead of raising new political questions and proposing new political structures, 

integration eschews deliberative political engagement in favor of goals derived from 

social and natural scientific knowledge relating to the optimization of the life of the 

population (Lemke, 2011, p. 33). Consequently, integration policy focuses more on the 

self-governance and social regulation inherent in sports participation than on developing 

better forums for political contestation and complex cultural dialogue (Benhabib, 2002). 

Finally, the scientific and rationalist modes of evaluation used to determine a groupôs 

level of integration contribute to a form of colorblind racism that fragments the 

population into the categories of the worthy and the unworthy.  

Building on Foucaultôs work, Agamben argues that biopolitics implies an ongoing 

process of reassessment. ñIt is as if every valorization and every ópoliticizationô of 

lifeénecessarily implies a new decision concerning the threshold beyond which life 

ceases to be politically relevantéand can be eliminated without punishmentò (1998, p. 

139). Although Sarrazin is not calling explicitly for the death of Muslim Germansðin 

fact, his policy recommendations are quite moderateðhe argues that their existence and 



9 
 

proliferation in Germany poses a fundamental threat to the nation. The implication is that 

for the health of the nation, Muslims who fail to ñintegrateò must not be encouraged to 

thrive. Whether the context is celebratory or condemnatory, integration involves constant 

reassessment. The praise of the multicultural elements of the national team in a successful 

tournament does not exempt differentially marked players from heightened scrutiny of 

their dedication in the wake of a poor performance (see Chapter 2). 

Sports in Germany have provided a forum for national self-construction since 

their mobilization in the effort to educate and mold patriotic national citizens in the 

Turner Movement beginning in the nineteenth century (Krüger, 1987). With the rise of 

international sporting spectacles in the twentieth centry, German soccer and Olympic 

sports became emblems of national power on the world stageðas in the 1936 Berlin 

Olympicsðand of the recovery of national pride on the domestic levelðas with the 

legendary upset victory of the West German national team in the 1954 FIFA World Cup. 

With the emergence of integration discourse, sports have once again emerged as a key 

forum for reconstructing German national identity in response to contemporary political 

and social developments. With the help of familiar narrative forms in the field of sports, 

integration has become a ñnodal pointò (Laclau & Mouffe, 2001) at the center of 

discourses of nationalism and Otherness. This includes a complex of different chains of 

association in which migration is not an action or experience, but the trace of foreignness 

that remains identifiable by normative society. As this cases in this dissertation show, 

sports and celebrity athletes emerge time and again within integration discourse. The 

chapters in this dissertation examine why sports provide such an effective forum for 
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explicating discourses of integration as part of the larger process of policing borders of 

national identity and managing difference. 

While sports provide a key forum, it is not enough to consider integration 

discourse only in the field of sports. Discourse around sports and integration reveals how 

particular forms of difference are rendered (temporarily) valuable and apolitical. At the 

same time, we also need to consider how articulations of integration made explicit in 

sports travel within a more dispersed field of public controversies and projects targeting 

integration. These complementary cases reveal hierarchies and contingencies within 

integration discourse. By viewing these cases together, we see that while integration 

discourse addresses all those with identifiable traces of foreignness, it also supports a 

distinction between minorities, with Muslims as the paradigmatic figure of difference. 

Islam functions here not as a religion but as a racial distinction couched in the discourse 

of cultural ñdifferentialismò (Balibar & Wallerstein, 1991).  

The dichotomy of good patriotic immigrants versus problem immigrants depends 

on an ongoing process of reassessment in the public sphere, one where the value of 

persons to the nation is constantly under evaluation, depending on how well these persons 

fit the ideals of integration. The key idea that sets the parameters for judgment, in both 

celebratory and condemnatory modes, are the metrics of productivity defined in 

integration discourse. As such it is possible to represent a segment of the population as a 

threat, while still holding up and celebrating those that break the mold of their cultural 

group to become fully integrated members of the healthy, productive national population. 

This dissertation examines these associations as they emerge and reproduce themselves in 

the context of media spectacles and controversies. These events, and related public 
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campaigns, have created new national narratives based on the renegotiation of German 

belonging to include civic nationalism and to take advantage of internal diversity. This 

introduction outlines the theoretical and methodological frameworks for this dissertation, 

concluding with an outline of the chapters. 

Theoretical Framework 

Across Europe, the past two decades have seen a concerted backlash against 

multiculturalism. At the same time, integration has arisen as the new leitmotif of 

discourse about immigration and religious and cultural diversity both in individual 

countries and at the level of the European Union. To understand this convergence in 

European discourse, I review the ideas about universalism and particularism to identify 

continuities in European thought with ideas developed at the dawn of the modern age. I 

also consider how these discourses contribute to an apparently paradoxical double notion 

of culture that explains away the contradictions of capitalism as an economic system, 

legitimating the disproportionate cultural and political influence of European and Euro-

American states. But while discussions of the negotiation of universalism and 

particularism dominate debates about how to manage internal diversity, a subtler form of 

biopolitical rationality operates in parallel to justify the acceptance of some groups and 

the exclusion of others according to notions of fitness. This flexible process of 

categorization includes multiple forms of difference, but converges with, and is 

ultimately inseparable from, racist projects.  

Against Multiculturalism 
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In October 2010, in a statement that echoed through the German media-sphere 

and beyond, Chancellor Angela Merkel declared multiculturalism to be a complete 

failure. Although this statement was widely discussed and repeated, it is hardly originalð

neither in Germany nor in Europeôs other increasingly diverse countries. On the contrary, 

one blogger outlined ñthe eternal death of multiculturalism,ò linking to over a dozen such 

proclamations by German politicians since 2001 (American Viewer, 2011). As Vertovec 

and Wessendorf observe, ñsince the early 2000s across Europe, the rise, ubiquity, 

simultaneity and convergence of arguments condemning multiculturalism have been 

strikingò (2010, p. 1). In these critiques, multiculturalism has been constructed as a 

cohesive and dogmatic concept that fosters segregation and social disintegration by 

catering to immigrants and allowing them to maintain their illiberal tendencies. The 

frequency and strength of the multiculturalism backlash has made the word itself into a 

political taboo.2  

At the same time, despite the excision of the term from political and policymaking 

discourse, throughout Europe the backlash against multiculturalism has not appreciably 

changed the content of policies themselves (Vertovec & Wessendorf, 2010, p. 27). In 

most cases, policy changes have been moderate, even as public debates have grown 

increasingly hot. Although, as recent European Parliament elections and the UK vote to 

                                                           
 

 

 

2 For example, whereas the German governmentôs inaugural ñNational Integration Planò from 2006 used 

the word ñintegrationò 1,215 times, ñmulticulturalò appears only 3 times, and only in adjective form 

(ñBundesregierung | Nationaler Integrationsplan,ò n.d.). 
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leave the European Union suggest, heated debates and rhetoric against immigrants and, in 

particular, Muslims may be eroding this moderation in policy. In these debates, 

multiculturalism is typically rejected in favor of ñintegration.ò As integration has become 

a keyword in public discussions about internal difference throughout Europe (Joppke, 

2007), it has remained a concept without a definition. Integration is a signifier that does 

not have or need a signified to function. It is a floating signifier that ñabsorbs rather than 

emits meaningò (Buchanan, 2010, p. 173), a vehicle onto which multiple, and even 

contradictory, meanings are projected. Thus, the meaning it carries from case to case is 

reflective of the social systems that created it rather than of any essential or real 

phenomenon. Accordingly, within the process of national reproduction in Europe, 

integration discourse provides a space for national self-reflection through and against 

differentially marked internal populations.  

Because of its fundamentally amorphous nature, integration must be examined 

through its mobilization: through what it does as opposed to what it is (Lentin, 2014). 

The fluidity of integration as a signifier is one of its strongest rhetorical characteristics. 

Since the concrete impact of the public discourse against multiculturalism can be 

difficult, if not impossible, to determine, an examination of discourses around integration 

or against multiculturalism may be more productively considered in terms of their 

contribution to the construction of public logics. By analyzing how integration is 

deployed in German public discourse, this dissertation provides fresh insight into how 

differentially marked populations are defined and discursively managed in Germany. 

As the formal barriers to citizenship have become more permeable, integration 

discourse has contributed to new forms of ñexclusive inclusionò (Ong, 2003; Partridge, 
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2012). Here I am not interested in integration as a process per se. Nor am I concerned 

with determining whether it is failing or succeeding. Rather than judging the success or 

failure of nation-states to integrate differentially marked populations, my concern is to 

unravel the political and economic rationalities supported by integration discourse. In 

short, this dissertation explores how integration talk functions to constantly reevaluate the 

worthiness and value of a group or individual member, as well as to reinstate and 

legitimatize the normative values of the nation. 

Universalism and the Politics of Difference  

From a theoretical perspective, questions around equality and difference have 

traditionally revolved around the relative importance of universal human capacities and 

needs versus the importance of the particular identity of the individual, and by extension, 

the cultural group (Taylor, 2005). Both positions focus on the development of individual 

capacity through the realization of a coherent subjectivity, but they differ in their 

conceptions of the source of this true subjectivity. The cosmopolitan, universalist position 

emphasizes a form of unifying inner rationality that can overcome differences between 

individuals and groups. The particularist position emphasizes the differences between 

peoples as the source of the unique abilities and capacities of group members. For the 

former, group-based pressure to conform threatens to overwhelm the internal voice of 

truth that is the source of subjectivity. For the latter, unique group-based modes of 

thought and action enrich the soil in which the authentic self grows.  

Charles Taylor outlines how this arises from a tension in the relationship between 

two shifts in self-conception under modernity. The first change emerged from the 
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collapse of honor-based social hierarchies. Against honor, the modern notion of universal 

and egalitarian ñdignity,ò or eventually ñcitizen dignityò took hold (2005, p. 466). The 

honor-based system depended on exclusivity. For honor to hold meaning, it must be 

accorded only to the deserving few. Dignity, on the other hand, derived its meaning from 

its universality. Dignity arises from the belief in the innate capacities of all people. At the 

same time, the subjective turn of the 18th century bound the idea of ñthe goodò to the 

idea of being true to oneself. Taylor identifies Rousseau as the most influential articulator 

of this shift. ñRousseau frequently presents the issue of morality as that of our following a 

voice of nature within us. This voice is often drowned out by the passions that are 

induced by our dependence on others... Salvation comes from recovering authentic moral 

contact with ourselvesò (Taylor, 2005, p. 467). As God and divine right lost their place as 

the source of moral and social orders, the self became the source of the good. Morality 

became a matter of heeding the voice of nature within us.  

In this line of thought, it is a person's calling to live in an original way, not in 

imitation of anyone else's life. ñIt accords moral importance to a kind of contact with 

myself, with my own inner nature" (Taylor, 2005, p. 468). However, there is a 

fundamental conflict within the ideal of inwardly generated selves, since the very 

frameworks on which they depend are externally generated and dialogically maintained. 

Since the identity of the individual is necessarily dialogical, this identity also involves 

group identities. The languages of self-determination are acquired through interaction 

with others and, I would add, in conversation with discourses circulating in the mediated 

public sphere. Taylor argues that "we define our identity always in dialogue with, 

sometimes in struggle against the things our significant others want to see in us" (Taylor, 
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2005, p. 469). This mimetic mode of self formation (Taussig, 1992) also involves the 

reification of the categories of difference that are organized under the banner of culture.  

Building on Rousseauôs liberal Enlightenment ideals of internal morality, Herder 

and other German Romantic thinkers reoriented ideals of individuality to apply to 

differences between groups, introducing a hermeneutic circle between the cultural group 

and the self as the source of morality and truth. The Romantics took over Rousseauôs 

concept of popular sovereignty, but added to it the conviction that the source of the 

authentic self springs from the distinct organic nation to which the individual belongs. As 

William Wilson summarizes, ñHerder believed that humanity was something man could 

achieve only as a member of a nation and that nations could arrive at humanity only if 

they remained true to their national characters, or soulsò (1973, p. 823). This notion of 

progress through national self-actualization requires each nation to develop its unique 

abilities to contribute to the larger progress of humanity. Thus, the ideal of authenticity 

framed the differences between human beings as a matter of moral significance since the 

failure to live an authentic, fully realized life is to betray oneôs duty to the nation, and by 

extension, humankind. However, as Robert Young (1995) shows, this conceptualization 

of progress through the contributions of unique national cultures also produces a 

fundamental paradox.  

While on the one hand colonization and racial mixture are regarded by Herder as 

introducing a fatal heterogeneity, on the other the very progress of mankind 

comes as a result of diffusionism, or cultural mixing and communication, 

whereby cultural achievements of one society are grafted onto another. (R. 

Young, 1995, p. 38) 
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In other words, for each cultureôs unique talents to contribute to progress at the level of 

humanity, those contributions must be picked up and incorporated into other cultures. 

This diffusion and the necessary hybridization that results are both necessary and 

dangerous to the mission of humanity as Herder conceptualizes it. Young uses Herder's 

work to show how the idea of culture has always been fraught, ambivalent, and divided 

against itself. Moreover, hybridization has always been desired and feared, characterized 

both as the great hope and the potential downfall of Western ñcivilization.ò  

 Whereas Rousseauôs universalistic and cosmopolitan conception of culture 

dominated in France, as German intellectuals sought to construct the historical and social 

legitimacy for the unification of German speaking states, they relied on Herderôs 

universal national particularism as a normative foundation. These two approaches to 

constructing modern nationalism involve divergent positions regarding questions of 

difference. The liberal French position, which was famously elaborated by Ernest Renan 

in the late 19th century, focused on the primacy of voluntaristic association. For Renan, 

linguistic, historical, religious or geographic difference was not essential for the 

foundation of the nation (1990). In this view, the difference is irrelevant for public issues; 

the cultural neutrality of the public sphere ensures the freedom and equality of all 

citizens. The nation necessarily includes difference within its borders. However, that 

difference is not a threat to the nation since it is subordinated to the ñdaily plebisciteò 

through which the people identify with national memory and grant their consent to be 

governed.  

For the German Romantic approach, however, difference posed a more 

complicated challenge. As Young observes, Herder considers contactðthe exchange of 
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ideas between distinct groupsðas necessary for human progress. However, difference 

that was deemed ñout of placeò or improperly consolidated posed a threat to the full 

realization of a peopleôs potential. Individuals and groups who were separated from their 

nation geographically, and who acquired the languages and customs of other nations were 

a sign of the failure of their true nation to develop its own authentic virtues. ñThe stability 

of a nation,ò said Herder,   

which does not forsake itself, but builds and continues to all build upon itself, 

gives a definite direction to the endeavors of its members. But other peoples, 

because they have not found themselves, must seek their salvation in foreign 

nations, serving them, thinking their thoughts; they forget even the times of their 

glory, of their own proven feats, always desiring, never succeeding, always 

lingering on the threshold." (quoted in Wilson, 1973, p. 823)  

It follows that the immigrant or national minority group is doomed to permanently 

inhabit a liminal space, separated from their authentic selves and prevented from reaching 

their full potential. Instead they must languish, longing for their true selves and 

subordinate to the more fully actualized members of the autochthonous nation. German 

speaking Romantic intellectuals saw this as defining the fractured, dispersed and state-

less German nation in the late 18th and 19th centuries. Although the dangerous and even 

genocidal possibilities of this type of national ideology became clear during the age of 

European fascism, Romantic conceptions of authentic, organic nations remain influential. 

For example, while the essentialist and eugenicist implications of this type of nationalism 

were harshly critiqued in the aftermath of the defeat of National Socialism, the idea of the 

homeland as the source of the fully actualized, authentic self persist in the idea of 

Heimat, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter 1. 
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While the development of French and German approaches to nationalism 

emphasize different aspects, nationalist frameworks necessarily contain both voluntaristic 

and primordialist elements. Attempts to draw a hard distinction between them often end 

up reinforcing the familiar normative distinction between bad nationalism and good 

patriotism (Yack, 1996). However, the tensions between and within these two lines of 

thought still characterizes debates over how to conceptualize and respond to diversity 

within the nation-state. In states where national projects have been most successful, these 

debates emerge most frequently in relation to debates about how to respond to national 

minorities and newcomers or, in Georg Simmelôs terms, ñstrangersò (1950). In these 

cases, the existence of the nation as a meaningful category is taken for granted. What is 

up for discussion is if, and under what conditions, strangers should be allowed to 

participate in and even possibly alter the national project.  

Multiculturalism and the ñUniversalist Masqueradeò 

Among both proponents and critics of multiculturalism, the emphasis on culture 

as a source of authenticity and social solidarity is burdened by a moralism and an 

essentialism that is difficult to escape. As important as it is to maintain the ñright to be 

differentò while still confirming the right to belong (Rosaldo, 1997), public talk about 

cultural politics must inevitably overdetermine the outlines of culture in order to make 

claims. Furthermore, the ñright to be differentò can just as easily be mobilized from the 

hegemonic position to argue for the right to exclude those whose difference threatens to 

enter and change its authentic national culture.  
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As Immanuel Wallerstein argued in his influential essay, Culture as the 

Ideological Battleground of the Modern World-System  (1990), the apparent paradox of 

the universalist and particularist conceptions of culture is actually a symbiosis. Although 

in different conceptions one definition may predominate over the other, both uses of 

culture are at work wherever cultural politics are in play. The particularist usage (usage I) 

defines culture as "the set of characteristics which distinguish one group from another" 

(1990, p. 33). This usage, which Herder emphasizes, sees culture as based on the history 

of each group. Each group has its own equally legitimate and historically grounded 

culture. The second usage (usage II) is the evaluative and hierarchical type. This is the 

universalist, transcendental notion of culture, the Arnoldian ñsweetness and light,ò which 

holds that the products and values of cultures (in the particularist sense) can be compared 

by universal measures.  

Across these definitions, echoes of both Rousseau and Herder reverberate, of 

Enlightenment and Romanticism. While different political philosophies prioritize 

different uses of ñcultureò, Wallerstein shows how the presence of both elements is 

necessary for the logics of the modern political, social and economic system. Here 

ñcultureò is the idea-system that has resulted from our ñcollective historical attempts to 

come to terms with the contradictions, the ambiguities, the complexities of the socio-

political systemò (1990, p. 38). Wallerstein writes that 

we have done it in part by creating the concept of ócultureô (usage I) as the 

assertion of unchanging realities amidst a world that is in fact ceaselessly 

changing. And we have done it in part by creating the concept of ócultureô (usage 

II) as the justification of the inequities of the system, as the attempt to keep them 

unchanging in a world which is ceaselessly threatened by change. (1990, p. 39) 
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Cultural politics set the parameters for how social problems are assessed and sustain the 

logical framework for solving problems and assessing individual agency and 

responsibility. This symbiotic but contradictory use of culture smooths over the 

contradictions within the system, occluding the fact that inequality is not simply an 

unfortunate byproduct of progress that will be ameliorated as the system expands, but is 

rather at the very heart of the system.  

Thus, a belief in universalism suggests that all people are equally able to achieve 

success according to transcendent measures, while culture in the evaluative sense is 

mobilized to explain the disproportionate success of some groups over others. But as 

Taylor points out and Wallerstein elaborates, the universalism of modern liberal 

democracy has thus far been a European Universalism.  ñIt is not that there may not be 

global universal values. It is rather that we are far from yet knowing what these values 

are. Global universal values are not given to us; they are created by us. The human 

enterprise of creating such values is the great moral enterprise of humanityò (Wallerstein, 

2006, p. 28). Cultural politics form the foundation upon which the contemporary world 

economic and political system is constructed as well as the tools for its maintenance and 

reproduction. The move towards a more universal form of universalism requires a critical 

approach toward claims made about culture and difference in the public sphere.  

Moving Away from Culturalism in Public Discourse 

From conflicts over the permissibility of certain forms of religious dress to the 

right of parents to deny potentially life-saving care for children, liberal democracies face 

increasing challenges in navigating the terrain between recognizing the claims of 
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individuals or groups to maintain cultural traditions and protecting the rights of 

individuals whose autonomy these practices threaten. To address these cross-cultural 

challenges, Seyla Benhabib (2002) proposes a deliberative democratic model based on 

contestation and justification in the public sphere. Benhabibôs conception of publics 

resists automatically assigning cultural definitions to individuals over other forms of 

identification that they may prefer. She also resists the idea of privileging a priori the 

claims of ethno-cultural groups over those of other publics. For Benhabib, all groups 

should have an equal right to contestation. This is particularly important since the 

recognition of cultural claims often conflicts with the rights of disempowered groups like 

women and children. 

In this regard, I would propose that in thinking about deliberative democracy it 

might be helpful to move away from ñculturesò in political discussions in favor of the 

term publics. This would help address Benhabibôs concern about the prioritization of one 

groupôs cultural claims over the claims of other groups. Also inherent in the idea of 

publics is constituency not through birth but through action. To be a member of a public 

is to actively engage. This is also conducive to the principles Benhabib outlines to guide 

multicultural pluralist arrangements: egalitarian reciprocity, voluntary self-ascription, and 

freedom of exit and association (2002, p. 131). As Fraser (1990) argues, multiple publics 

are not only possible, but essential to deliberative democracy. Benhabibôs framework 

promotes the kinds of communications across lines of cultural difference that Fraser sees 

as both problematic and highly desirable, and it does so without requiring the ñbracketing 

of differencesò that Fraser rightly criticizes in the Habermasian model. Benhabib does not 

advocate ignoring or suppressing differences, but instead sees the struggle to understand 
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difference through complex cultural dialogue as holding the answers to multicultural 

dilemmas.  

One area of concern that Benhabib does not sufficiently address, however, is the 

informal impediments to equal access to the public sphere posed by social inequality. 

This is another aspect of the Habermasian deliberative democratic approach most 

frequently highlighted by critics (Fraser, 1990). Even in the absence of formal exclusions, 

and in a system designed to encourage the participation of multiple publics, factors 

related to social status impact the likelihood of less powerful groups to participate. 

Margaret Kohn addresses this in her critique of deliberative democracy. Kohn asks whose 

voice predominates in public discourse, and answers with statistics showing that the more 

intensive the form of participation,3 the greater the tendency to over represent high-status 

members of society. Holding speech as the predominant medium of deliberative 

democracy privileges parties with the greatest command of linguistic resources. Kohn 

asserts that a whole repertoire of tactics must be included to achieve a more egalitarian 

public sphere. To bring together and expand on Benhabib and Kohnôs theories, I would 

argue that the key aspect of deliberation is reflective communication. There is no reason 

the definition of deliberation must be limited to dialogic discussion. Deliberation can take 

the form of political satire, grassroots mobilization, protest, or political art. It can be 

                                                           
 

 

 

3
 By ñintensiveò Kohn and those she cites are referring to the level of active, original participation involved 

in a political activity. Voting, which follows strict, uniform procedures, is one of the least intensive forms. 

Forms that require face-to-face speech and public debate are considered the most intensive. 
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enacted in films or on television, in the style of tragedy, comedy, or tragicomedy. The 

essential characteristic that allows it to serve the cause of deliberative democracy is 

reflective communication. Since many of these forms are broadly accessible, they are 

more likely to engage a variety of affected parties. Meeting around a table or in a town 

hall for verbal deliberation is no less important; however, to neglect to consider other 

modes of deliberative communication is to see only part of the picture.  

This brings me to the limitations of the present investigation. By focusing on 

discourse in the mediated public sphere, this dissertation analyzes only part of the picture. 

For the most part, the sorts of flexible and creative spaces for contestation hinted at above 

will not be analyzed here. The justification for this critical omission is that my interest 

and focus here are the strategic logics of normative, or hegemonic, publics. The 

contribution of this type of analysis is to help clarify the evolution of predominant forms 

of common sense and to highlight the strategic, rather than natural, logics that support 

them. It is an attempt to follow Wallersteinôs call to historicize our intellectual analysis, 

and  

To place the reality we are immediately studying within the larger context: the 

historical structure within which it fits and operates. We can never understand the 

detail if we do not understand the pertinent whole, since we can never otherwise 

appreciate exactly what is changing, how it is changing, and why it is changing. 

(2006, pp. 82ï83) 

While in the present project I will not pretend to capture the totality of ñthe pertinent 

whole,ò I will attempt to follow the lines of thought and knowledge from their 

articulation in the immediate context of public events back to the historical and 

systematic discourses that make them make sense. At the same time, it is important to 
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remember what this focus omits. The spaces of contestation outside of hegemonic 

discourse are myriad. Counterpublics and alternative discursive logics exist alongside and 

make frequent incursions into the discursive space of the normative public sphere (Fraser, 

1990; Michael Warner, 2002). The focus here on the flexibility of hegemony in 

incorporating and taming contestations is not meant to deny the possibility of resistance 

and even of fundamental systemic change. As Wallerstein reminds us, the current 

capitalist world system is historical (2006, p. 28). Like all such systems it has a life cycle 

and, thus, at some point must also come to an end.  

Difference as a Matter of Productivity  

 As Taylor (1999) and Wallerstein (1990) argue, the strategic logics of 

universalism and particularism work in tandem to smooth out the contradictions of global 

capitalism and to justify the hegemony of certain systems of value and knowledge. 

Benhabib and Kohn provide two approaches to tackling the challenges of creating space 

for difference in the face of the hegemony of the public sphere in the singular. They 

move away from questions of cultural values to assert the need to support counter-

hegemonic public spheres and complex cultural dialogue. However, there is a third, and 

perhaps more powerful perspective at work in the discourse of integration: the 

biopolitical approach to governing that subverts dialogue and contestation in favor of a 

rational and utilitarian approach to integration.  

 For the biopolitical approach, the question of difference itself is not the most 

important issue up for discussion in debates about integration and difference. 

Multiculturalism holds that the right juridical framework balancing the demands of 
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universal equality with the right to difference can solve the problems of tensions between 

groups. The rejection of multiculturalism is not necessarily the rejection of difference, 

per se, but rather the rejection of the agonistic framework for managing difference. In 

focusing on the negotiation of rights and exceptions, multicultural and deliberative 

democratic approaches center on juridico-legal frameworks, focusing on particular cases 

of right and wrong, of permitted and prohibited, rather than on the larger and, from the 

biopolitical perspective, more crucial questions of the health and happiness of the 

population. Integration discourse is not about particular conflicts or claims, but rather 

about ideas of the health and vitality of society as a whole. The issues of particularism 

and universalism outlined above still circulate within discussions of difference. However, 

those who reject multiculturalism in favor of integration seek to replace practices of 

contestation valued by proponents of deliberative democracy with a biopolitical 

framework that values harmony, homeostasis, and productivity. This section outlines the 

development of the biopolitical techniques and forms of knowledge most fundamental for 

understanding integration as opposed to multiculturalism and deliberative democratic 

approaches to negotiating difference.  

Integration discourse has developed in Germany since the turn of the millennium 

in reaction to the inclusion of German-born Others into the citizenry at the legal level. 

However, the idea of integration as an issue does not appear for the first time in this 

period. In fact, the first call in the magazine Der Spiegel for Germany to develop an 

ñintegration policyò to address guest workers who were becoming ñpermanent guestsò 

appeared in a special report on social inequality in 1970 (ñKOMM, KOMM, KOMM - 

GEH, GEH, GEH,ò 1970). Nevertheless, the imagined impermanence of the migrant 
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population persisted well into the 1990s, enabling a politics of denial in regards to 

Germanyôs status as an immigrant country (see Süssmuth, 2001). It was only after 

citizenship law was changed in 2000 that questions of integration became a persistent 

public topic. Despite never having instituted a national policy regarding immigrant 

membership in societyðmulticultural, deliberative or otherwiseðGermany took up the 

politics of integration just in time to join the wave of multiculturalism backlash crossing 

Europe.  

Despite its almost obsessive scrutiny of differentially marked groups, integration 

is not primarily a way to think about difference. Multiculturalism is myopically 

concerned with difference: the protection thereof, its representation and recognition, and 

the moderation of harms that can result from making exceptions to universal norms for 

this purpose. In contrast, integration is concerned with difference insofar as it relates to 

productivity and the welfare of national society. Above all, integration is a framework for 

thinking about the population, about the nation delimited by the territory of the state. 

Integration purports to be a route towards the construction of a better, more productive 

population. It is also a means of conceptualizing and managing threats to the population. 

Both tasks use difference as their axis, but the first treats difference as a source of life 

while the second revolves around difference as a threat to life that must managed or 

neutralized. In both cases, the subject of concern is the normative population, the nation.  

In contrast to multiculturalism and deliberative democracy, integration politics do 

not stem from the legal discourse of public rights, but instead relate to a concept of right 

based on productivity and a biopolitical notion of social value. Foucault (2003) correlates 

the development of this concept of public right with the emergence of two new forms of 
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power, disciplinary and biopolitical, which complement and partially displace sovereign 

power. Sovereignty, which traditionally belonged to the king, was the right of life and 

death. More precisely, it was the right to kill or let live since ñsovereign powerôs effect on 

life is exercised only when the sovereign can killò (Foucault, 2003, p. 240). In Europe 

during late 18th and 19th centuries, industrialization and demographic explosion meant 

that sovereign power was no longer sufficient to govern the economic and political body 

of society. Such was the extent and rate of change that too many things were escaping the 

old mechanisms of sovereign power, both at the level of detail and at the mass level 

(Foucault, 2003, p. 249). Disciplinary mechanisms were introduced to take care of the 

details, to surveil and train the population. Biopolitical mechanisms were introduced to 

manage populations. Over the course of the 18th and 19th centuries, mechanisms of 

regulatory and disciplinary power extended across the domain of life, aided by the 

circulation of related norms. In Chapter 2 of this dissertation, I outline Foucaultôs (2008) 

work showing how biopolitics became even more central in Germany in the postwar 

period as leaders in the West German Federal Republic sought a source of legitimacy for 

the new state. I then argue that integration is an extension of these biopolitical and 

neoliberal ideals through policies evaluating and managing difference.  

Race as Discursive Fragmentation: Death in a Politics of Life 

Since antagonism, war, and death can never be eliminated from the field of life, 

Foucault poses the question, ñHow can the power of death, the function of death, be 

exercised in a political system centered upon biopower?ò (2003, p. 254). It is here that 

Foucault argues that racism intervenes. Foucault defines racism as ña way of introducing 
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a break into the domain of life that is under powerôs control: the break between what 

must live and what must dieò (2003, p. 254). Although racism existed long before the 

modern state, under biopolitics it becomes a technology of power. Foucault defines race 

not by what it is, but by its function. He defines two major functions. As an analytic of 

history, in the approach to history as race war, race is the means of articulating 

antagonisms, historical injustices perpetrated by the sovereign against the nobility, 

understood as a race or nation. The second function arises when the discourse of race 

struggle is incorporated within the state rather than oriented against it (Foucault, 2003, p. 

81). Within state discourse race provides a means of fragmenting the population, of 

determining which populations must be made to live while others are left to die.  

It also transforms the older calculation of the relationship of war that ñin order to 

live, you must take lives.ò Racism makes it possible to establish a relationship between 

the life of the normative population and the death of the Other that is purely civil in 

nature. It is not the military or warlike relationship of confrontation, but rather the 

rational and civic calculation of the greater good (Foucault, 2003, p. 255). It eliminates 

antagonism from this relationship by substituting a biological-type rationality that 

converts the us-them conflict into a calculation whereby as the inferior species die out, 

the stronger Iðas a species rather than an individualðwill be and the better I can live 

(Foucault, 2003, p. 255). It is here, according to Foucault, that state racism appears: ña 

racism that society will direct against itself, against its own elements and its own 

products. This is the internal racism of permanent purification, and it will become one of 
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the basic dimensions of social normalizationò (2003, p. 62). In this way, racism is a 

requirement for the state to exercise sovereignty, which is to say, its right to kill.4  

Following this biopolitical version of race struggle, which is internal to state 

function, integration discourse eliminates conflict, since it denies the deliberative, 

agonistic rights and representation approach. Instead, it builds its approach around 

supposedly objective measures of population welfare. Integration itself becomes the 

marker of race, the means of fragmenting the population. The population is divided into 

two categories in relation to integration. First, there is the category of the nation, which 

stands in for the population. The integration status of the national does not need to be 

assessed. The national, the individual representative of the population, is the normative 

subject whose life is an indicator of the health and well-being of the population. The 

national is not evaluated in relation to integration since the national is the population. 

However, nationals may lose their unqualified status if they betray the 

evolutionary project of increasing national well-being. Although this form is rare in the 

cases at issue in this dissertation, this category of the failed German national emerged in 

the Sarrazin debate as a way to defuse the critique that Sarrazinôs book unfairly targets 

Muslims (see Chapter 6). To show that Sarrazinôs work is not racist, reviewers on 

Amazon point out that Sarrazin is just as critical of unproductive, low-intelligence 

                                                           
 

 

 

4 Here Foucault clarifies that with ñkilling,ò he is not talking only about murder, but also indirect forms of 

death, such as ñthe fact of exposing someone to death, increasing the risk of death for some people, or, 

quite simply, political death, expulsion, rejection, and so onò (Foucault, 2003, p. 256).  
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Germans. However, this practice of separating the unproductive members from the 

valuable nationals is consistent with the population fragmentation Foucault outlines as 

part of state racism. The place of these unproductive nationals is illustrated by the trope 

of the Asozialen. The Duden dictionary defines asozial as 1) incapable of life in society, 

not fitting into society; living on the margins of society; 2) damaging to community, 

society; or 3) possessing a low intellectual, cultural level; uneducated and ill-bred 

(ñasozial,ò n.d.).i Asozial, or the slang version, assi, indicates a type of person who is 

harmful to society. Currently, it is primarily used in slang form as an insult.  

This term emerged in politics and jurisprudence in the early 20th century. The 

category of the asozial emerged as inseparable from hereditary and eugenicist thought. 

Under National Socialism, it was used to describe and then deport to concentration camps 

a category of social undesirables that included the heterogeneous groups of vagrants, 

beggars, mentally ill, alcoholics, addicts, work-averse (Arbeitsscheuen), nutritionally 

deficient, and prostitutes. Sinti and Roma were also grouped within the category of 

ñAsozialenò (Willing, 2003, p. 1). The term continues to be used today in relation to the 

same referents. The Asozialer is not only outside the norms of society, but actually 

threatens the well-being of society or the population at large. In addition, they are often 

blamed for other social ills, such as racism and xenophobia (see Conclusion), relieving 

normative society of the burden of answering for the violence of the fragmentation of 

integration discourse. This term shares much with the American derogatory term ñwhite 

trash,ò both in terms of its present day usage and its emergence in 20th century eugenicist 

thought (see Newitz & Wray, 2013). The tropes of the asozial and of white trash 

disqualify individuals or classes from belonging to the category of society or the national. 
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As such, their life is no longer an indicator of the health of the population, but rather 

exists as a threat to the health of the population.  

Giorgio Agambenôs work on biopolitics helps to explain not only these 

continuities between contemporary liberal democratic social categories and those of early 

20th century totalitarianism, but also the fundamental stakes involved in rights, political 

membership, and the construction and evaluation of social groups. Agamben argues that 

liberal democracy, using the juridical framework of rights, includes from its outset the 

possibility for totalitarianism. In the creation of the rights and protections of citizenship, 

the modern state created a new form of exception: the condition of statelessness. Through 

citizenship rights based in national membership, the nation-state separates biosðpolitical 

lifeðfrom zoeðnatural life. This separation creates a ñzone of indistinctionò and a form 

of life that lies beyond the protections of the political, but which, under conditions of 

modernity, cannot return to a natural form of life.  This is what Agamben refers to as bare 

lifeðlife that has been stripped of all other qualities except for life itself (1998, p. 171). 

Furthermore, Agamben argues that it is not the qualified life of the citizen that modern 

democracy has situated as its referent. Instead, it has affirmed bare life (the right to life, 

health, happiness, satisfaction of needs) as the fundamental subject of politics. Politics 

under biopolitics is concerned with the determination of the value or nonvalue of life 

itself. This process of determination involves an ongoing process of boundary definition 

beyond the formal legal distinctions established in citizenship norms.  

Citizenship is invested with the task of optimizing life. Citizenship, and the right 

to issue, withhold, or revoke it, ñnames the new status of life as origin and ground of 

sovereignty" (Agamben, 1998, p. 129). The importance of citizenship relates to what 
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Agamben sees as one of the essential characteristics of modern biopolitics:  ñits constant 

need to redefine the threshold in life that distinguishes and separates what is inside from 

what is outsideò (1998, p. 131). The implications of this became clear when, after the 

start of WWI, many European states introduced juridical measures allowing for the mass 

denaturalization and denationalization of portions of their populations who were 

considered unworthy or as enemies of the nation. This reached its culmination with the 

Nuremberg laws of fascist Germany, which concretized ñthe principle according to which 

citizenship was something of which one had to prove oneself worthy and which could 

therefore always be called into questionò (Agamben, 1998, p. 132). Here we can see that 

the fate of the racialized Other and the unworthy or asozial citizen converge as easily 

under democracy as within totalitarianism. In the process of ongoing evaluation, both can 

be reduced to bare life, that is, to life without political value. This process is so central, 

that Agamben situates the work of answering the question of what is national (German, 

French, American, etc.) as a critical political task of biopolitics. In fact, Agamben argues 

that under most radical manifestation of the biopolitical regime, the German Third Reich, 

the answer to the question ñWho and what is German?ò coincided directly with the 

highest political task (1998, p. 130). This illustrates starkly how the work of belonging, of 

defining and refining the essential nature of national life, cannot be separated from the 

definition of life without political value.  

Generations after the defeat of the Third Reich and the return of liberal 

democracy to Germany, the question of who and what defines Germanness has continued 

as a fundamental political preoccupation. Through the inclusion of immigrants and their 

descendants within the political body of the nation in 2000, the question of what 
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constitutes Germany and Germans arose again with new urgency. This dissertation 

analyzes attempts to answer this question in the public sphere. Agamben argues that "in 

modern biopolitics, the sovereign is he who decides on the value or nonvalue of life as 

such" (1998, p. 142). Consequently, it is essential to focus on the institutions and 

individuals positioned to assume the role of the sovereign and define who and what the 

nation is, and the relative value of different forms of life for the national body. This work 

is done above all within the mediated public sphere. Integration has emerged as one of 

the fundamental tools in process of defining new norms for these ñnew Germans.ò Lemke 

has argued that ñbiopolitics is essentially a political economy of lifeò that goes beyond 

the state and the juridical order (2011, p. 60). It is this political economy of life that 

motivates the ongoing process of evaluation that divides integrants from nationals and 

separates the worthy from the asozial.  

Study Design and Data Corpus 

Examinations of processes and policies of integration have tended to focus either 

on the level of the government (Guild, Groenendijk, & Carrera, 2009; Joppke, 2007; 

Penninx, 2005), or on the level of everyday life. Several ethnographic works on this topic 

move between the macro and interpersonal levels, analyzing not just integration but also 

the disjunctures between cultural policies aimed at managing difference and the lives and 

practices of the minority groups who are the focus of those policies (Hinze, 2013; 

Partridge, 2012).  However, the mid-level processes of the public sphere have largely 

been ignored, or only considered in passing. At the same time, as a number of scholars 

have observed, ideas about integration and multiculturalism are largely forged through 
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events and the surrounding discussions in the mediated public sphere (Lentin & Titley, 

2011; Vertovec & Wessendorf, 2010). This dissertation examines major events focused 

on defining German identity and the place of diversity within it that took over the 

mediated public in Germany since the turn of the millennium.  It will also examine 

several smaller, splinter events connected to these larger instances of media attention.  

The primary source of empirical data for this dissertation is press coverage in the 

print media, in addition to the content and documentation of public service campaigns 

and projects, policy documents, and entertainment programs. Although industry experts 

have recently announced the arrival of the global newspaper crisis in Germany (Doctor, 

2013; Schnibben, 2013), print media remain at the center of the increasingly diverse 

German media sphere. Print holds a particularly influential place in the German mediated 

sphere based on two important indicators: First, journalists from across the field regularly 

consume print sources more frequently than other media; second, print sources are cited 

more frequently across the media sphere than other media.  

The main criteria for selecting which periodicals to analyze for the print media 

portions of this dissertation were the sourcesô influence among journalists and their 

influence on other media as indicated by the number of citations they generate. 

According to the most recent large-scale study on the state of journalism in Germany, the 

largest proportion of journalists are employed by newspapers (Weischenberg, Malik, & 

Scholl, 2006). The same study showed that media professionals regularly consume print 

media more frequently than other media. Among the representative sample of media 

professionals surveyed, 35% and 34% of journalists regularly read the SZ and Der 

Spiegel respectively. This compares to 19% who regularly watch the news program the 
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Tagesschau on the public broadcaster ARD (Weischenberg et al., 2006, p. 359). The list 

of periodicals most regularly read by journalists that appears in this survey was used to 

determine the primary periodicals of interest for this dissertation. In descending order, the 

top 11 periodicals read by journalists were the Süddeutsche Zeitung, Der Spiegel, the 

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Die Zeit, the Bild, Die Tageszeitung, Stern, Focus, Die 

Welt, the Frankfurter Rundschau, and the Handelsblatt.5 The fact that media 

professionals who are producing content are consuming these print sources most 

frequently suggests that they are a critical site for analyzing public discourse in Germany.  

Furthermore, in terms of overall citations within the media sphere, from July 2009 

to December 2013 just two print sources, Bild and Der Spiegel, garnered over 40% of all 

citations in the media. The only non-print outlets to make the top ten cited sources were 

the public service broadcasters ARD and ZDF with 7% and 5% of citations (PMG Presse-

Monitor, 2014). Together, in descending order, the online and print versions of the 

periodicals the Bild, Der Spiegel, the Süddeutsche Zeitung (SZ), the Frankfurter 

Allgemeine Zeitung (F.A.Z), Die Welt, Focus, the Handelsblatt, and Stern garnered 87% 

of all media citations in 2013 (PMG Presse-Monitor, 2014). This suggests the strength of 

printôs influence as the medium of reference across the media sphere. Audience numbers 

                                                           
 

 

 

5 These periodicals have different rules for capitalization. I have decided to adopt the common German 

rules for capitalizing titles. Where articles (die, der, das) are included as official part of the periodicalôs 

title, I have included the German article as part of the title. For newspapers that do not use an article in 

their titles, I have used the English article. For magazines that do not include the article in their title, no 

article is used.  
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also back up the importance of print. The most popular television news show, the 

Tagesschau regularly reached 5.34 million viewers in 2010 (Schröder, 2010), while Bild 

had 12.31 million readers in 2012, according to the media research group Media-Analyse. 

While television news is also very popular, print is still the primary medium in Germany 

both in terms of audiences and resonance. Print media are the center of public 

deliberation and the primary space for the development of major arguments of national 

significance. In addition to print media, I examine institutional structures, policy 

documents, audio-visual and print publicity materials as well as examples from 

entertainment media.  

Search Methodology 

Access to the archives of the most important German print media is difficult 

outside Germany. The only periodical that maintains a fully accessible, comprehensive 

online archive is Der Spiegel, which includes facsimile versions of all print articles 

beginning with their first issue in 1947. Articles from Spiegel Online, which has been 

producing original content since 1996, are also available in the archives. There is no 

single newspaper database available that maintains a comprehensive electronic archive of 

the most important sources of German print news. The best online archive of German 

periodicals is maintained by GBI-Genios, which provides a university-oriented 

subscription service called Wiso. Wiso includes access to 180 German print news 

sources, not including the Bild, the F.A.Z., or the Süddeutsche Zeitung. The only 

available option for access to an electronic archive of the Bild is to search the 

newspaperôs website, which includes a limited electronic archive. The Süddeutsche 
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Zeitung and the F.A.Z. each provide subscription-based access through university 

libraries. I accessed Wiso and the full archives of the Süddeutsche Zeitung and the F.A.Z. 

by visiting the library at the Free University in Berlin.   

Table 1: Top Periodicals Read by Journalists and Description of Available Access 

Title 
Percentage of Journalists 

Who Are Regular Readers6 
Type of Access 

Süddeutsche Zeitung 35 Full access (library) 

Der Spiegel  34 Full access (online) 

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung 
(F.A.Z.) 

15 Full access (library) 

Die Zeit 11 Full access (WISO) 

Bild 10 Partial access (online) 

Die Tageszeitung 7 Full access (online) 

Stern 6 Full access (WISO) 

Focus 5 Full access (WISO) 

Die Welt 4 Full access (WISO) 

Frankfurter Rundschau 4 Full access (WISO) 

Financial Times Deutschland 
(ceased publication 2012)  

4 Full access (WISO) 

Handelsblatt 3 Full access (WISO) 

   

                                                           
 

 

 

6 Source: Weischenberg, Malik, and Scholl (2006) 
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In order to capture a variety of content produced by periodicals with a cross-

section of political orientations, I focused on the top newspapers regularly read by 

German media professionals (Weischenberg et al., 2006). This list also contains the 

highest circulating news and information periodicals and the most frequently cited 

sources across the media sphere (PMG Presse-Monitor, 2014). These sources include a 

wide range of political orientations. Rather than claiming to be apolitical or completely 

impartial, news periodicals in Germany acknowledge their political orientation. The 

selected periodicals represent a mix of perspectives, from center-right (Bild, Focus) and 

neoliberal, center-right (F.A.Z., Handelsblatt, Die Welt), to center-left (Süddeutsche 

Zeitung, Der Spiegel, Die Zeit, Stern, Frankfurter Rundschau). The Bild provides insight 

into the conservative, populist German public sphere, while the other sources form the 

backbone of Germanyôs quality press. In addition, the cooperatively owned Tageszeitung, 

which has the smallest circulation of all the selected periodicals, represents one of the 

most critical and progressive perspectives among legacy media in Germany. The 

diversity of editorial orientations across these sources capture a broad range of 

mainstream perspectives on the issues under study. For cases that produced a corpus that 

was either too large to submit to detailed textual analysis or too small to get a full sense 

of the case, the list of periodicals searched was limited or expanded accordingly. The 

specific searches used and the rationale behind alterations of the periodical list are 

explained in each chapter.  

Methodology: Discourse Theory and Analysis 
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As Ernest Renan argued in his seminal theory of nationalism, "the essence of a 

nation is that all individuals have many things in common, and also that they have 

forgotten many things" (1990, p. 11). But who decides on the form those commonalities 

should take? How is it determined which are the things to be discarded in the 

construction of social and political solidarity? As the age of authoritarianism waned in 

the late 18th and 19th centuries and the democratic nation-state established itself as the 

most important level of political organization in the West, maintaining a minimal level of 

consent of the governed became the major problem of the national elite. As such, ñthe 

battle for nationhoodò became ña battle for hegemony, by which a part claims to speak 

for the whole nation and to represent the national essenceò (Billig, 1995, p. 27). This 

process entails the construction of a national identity, through which representatives, by 

virtue of shared nationhood, are anointed with legitimate social authority. However, as 

Laclau and Mouffe (2001) have shown, identity can only be constructed negatively 

through emphasizing the construction of frontiers built upon the distinction from others. 

Since these constructions are permanently contingent and perpetually vulnerable to the 

challenge of competing rearticulations, normative groups must constantly reproduce the 

ñchains of equivalenceò that support their attempts to establish their versions of ñtruthò as 

normal. 

Consequently, the construction of Others, both within and beyond the boundaries 

of the nation-state, is intimately related to the construction and maintenance of the 

collective authority of a normative national group. What we are must regularly be 

defined by who we are not. Furthermore, the successful articulation of a hegemonic 

discourse leads to the naturalization, and therefore the disappearance, of the normalized 
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subject position. The analysis of these processes requires a theoretical and 

methodological approach that locates and unpacks operations of power at the level of 

their everyday reproduction. Discourse analysis, in its various forms, encompasses a 

variety of methods and analytical forms that relate a specific case or event to the larger 

structures that shape them. As Foucault pointed out, "in appearance, speech may well be 

of little account, but the prohibitions surrounding it soon reveal its links with desire and 

power" (1971, p. 9). In the next section, I outline some of these approaches to discourse 

analysis, from its origins in linguistics to its adaptation in service of macro-level social 

and political analysis.  

Development of Discourse Analysis 

Discourse Analysis, in its many forms, emerged from the union of 

poststructuralist literary theory with critical linguistics beginning in the 1970s. At the 

time, a divide had been growing between linguists interested in an increasingly abstract 

and mathematical notion of language and those primarily interested in how language 

shapes subjectivity and social reality. Debates on subjectivity in the analytic philosophy 

of language and in literary studies have continued to diverge, the former focusing on 

increasingly technical and abstract modeling and logical analyses of form which have 

little practical value for the hermeneutics of desire and difference that concerns the latter 

(Lee, 1997).  

While critical linguistics increased the attention toward social and metalinguistic 

forms, that is,  "linguistic forms used to talk about and represent discourse" (Lee, 1997, p. 

11) including reported speech, quotation, and indirect discourse, the founders of Critical 
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Discourse Analysis (CDA) were concerned that sociolinguistics still paid too little 

attention to issues of power and social hierarchy. Coming from diverse disciplines, these 

scholars, including Norman Fairclough, Ruth Wodak, and Teun van Dijk, sought to 

further open textual and discourse analysis to take advantage of the methods and insights 

of multiple disciplines. According to Wodak (2001), most approaches to CDA have at 

their foundation the social semiotic approach of Michael Hallidayôs systemic functional 

grammar.  

Halliday distinguished three metafunctions of language that are continuously 

interconnected: Firstly, the ideational function through which language lends structure to 

experience (the ideational structure has a dialectical relationship with social structure, 

both reflecting and influencing it); secondly, the interpersonal function which constitutes 

relationships between the participants; and thirdly, the textual function which constitutes 

coherence and cohesion in texts (Wodak, 2001, p. 8). Hallidayôs structural framework, 

while based in linguistics, leaves room to approach these problems from a number of 

perspectives. Developing these insights, Fairclough argues for a  

theoretical perspective on language and more generally semiosis (including 

óvisual languageô, óbody languageô, and so on) as one element or ómomentô of the 

material social process, which gives rise to ways of analysing language or 

semiosis within broader analyses of the social process. (2001b, p. 121) 

CDA analyzes texts and interactions, but it does not start from texts and interactions. It 

starts, instead, from problems that people face in their social lives and social issues that 

are taken up within sociology, political science and/or cultural studies.  

While practitioners of CDA make social hierarchy and power their central 

concern, some scholars in cultural and media studies argue that CDA maintains a 
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linguistic bias towards micro-level discourse. Bloomaert and Bulcaen argue that "CDA is 

still burdened by a very ñlinguisticò outlook, which prevents productive ways of 

incorporating linguistic and nonlinguistic dimensions of semiosisò (2000, p. 461). To 

move beyond narrow conceptions of textuality, they propose ña more ethnographically 

informed stance, in which linguistic practice is embedded in more general patterns of 

human meaningful actionò (2000, p. 461). Furthermore, Threadgold (2003) holds that 

theory and method cannot be divorced, and thus, a sustained engagement with critical 

theory should be taken as fundamental for methods pertaining to critical discourse 

analysis. 

In order to more effectively illuminate structural levels of power as they operate 

in media texts, Carpentier and De Cleen (2007) propose an approach they call Discourse 

Theory and Analysis (DTA). DTA has much in common with Critical Discourse 

Analysis, including a fundamental commitment to understanding power relations in 

society and working towards emancipation. However, whereas CDA is more concerned 

with micro-level linguistic analysis, DTA uses Laclau and Mouffeôs (2001) discourse 

theory to focus on a broader definition of text considering also non-linguistic forms. DTA 

also utilizes a macro-contextual approach which refers ñto the social as the realm where 

the processes of the generation of meaning are situatedò (2007, p. 277). While 

practitioners of various forms of discourse analysis often make divergent claims about the 

relative importance of the textual at the micro-level, and the intertextual at the meso- and 

macro-levels, approaches to discourse analysis utilize a hermeneutic approach, which 

seeks to understand structural elements of the formation of the social subject by focusing 

on concrete events, embodied, mediated or both. As Fairclough writes, "the reason for 
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centring the concept of ósocial practiceô is that it allows an oscillation between the 

perspective of social structure and the perspective of social action and agency" (2001a, p. 

27). In this way, discourse analysis shares much with interpretive ethnographic 

approaches to culture and society, which conceive of culture as ñwebs of significanceò 

(Geertz, 1977, p. 5).  

Although not traditionally situated within methodologies of discourse analysis, 

some of the most productive approaches to the oscillation between structure and action 

can be found in interpretive ethnography. Although Fairclough does not reference him in 

relation to the idea of ñsocial practice,ò Bourdieuôs early ethnographic work was 

foundational in outlining the structure-practice nexus. Contrary to objectivist and 

structuralist approaches popular in mid 20th century anthropology, Bourdieu (1977) 

argues that in homogeneous societies it is not explicitly understood rules that govern 

practice, but rather ñpractical knowledge, based on the continuous decoding of the 

perceivedðbut not consciously noticedðindices of the welcome given to actions already 

accomplishedò (1977, p. 10). This perpetual mechanism of checks and corrections ensure 

the adjustment of practices to meet the expectations of other social agents.  

This mechanism functions implicitly, without the need for active reflection or 

theorization on the part of agents. It is a ñdiscourse of familiarity that leaves unsaid all 

that goes without sayingò (1977, p. 17). Bourdieu critiques anthropologists who, when 

asking informants to express what is implicit, take the explanations as reflective of the 

informantôs process. In actuality, by turning practical knowledge into semi-theoretical 

explanations in response to outsider questioning, informants reduce and unintentionally 

conceal the true depths of practical knowledge (1977, p. 19). Instead, Bourdieu proposes 
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that social analysts focus on the construction of ñthe principle which makes it possible to 

account for all the cases observedéThis construction, and the generative operation of 

which it is the basis, are only the theoretical equivalent of the practical scheme which 

enables every correctly trained agent to produce all the practices and judgments of 

honour called for by the challenges of existenceò (1977, p. 11). The implicit background 

principles guiding background practices, which are known to all and are reproduced and 

developed socially, provide both structure and space for strategic maneuvering. And yet, 

ñthe imposition and inculcation of the structures is never so perfect that all explicitness 

can be dispensed withò (1977, p. 19). In fact, inculcation through some form of 

objectification in discourse or through the symbolic support of emblems and rituals is 

ñone of the privileged moments for formulating the practical schemes and constituting 

them as principlesò (1977, p. 20). Thus, examining these instances of inculcation can 

reveal much about the otherwise largely implicit principles guiding practice. 

Discourse and the Social: Analyzing Fixity and Dispersion 

Laclau and Mouffe (2001) provide a set of tools to help apply these insights about 

social practice and the invented nature of any articulation of culture to the analysis of 

advanced capitalist societies. The apparently more complex and fragmented nature of 

these societies as compared to their traditional counterparts is the result of the 

fundamental asymmetry ñbetween a growing proliferation of differencesða surplus 

meaning of óthe socialôðand the difficulties encountered by any discourse attempting to 

fix those differences as moments of a stable articulatory structureò (2001, p. 98). While in 

more homogenous societies the knowledge of practice, or ñthe social,ò remains largely 
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implicit, in heterogeneous societies the multiplicity of forms of the social raises difficulty 

for those attempting to maintain their definition of the normal. It becomes more difficult 

for the hegemonic group to ñconceal from itself its own truthò and inscribe in objectivity 

its representation thereof (Bourdieu, 1977, p. 22). Thus, increasing polysemy in 

heterogeneous societies puts pressure on discursive structures that ñthe socialò attempts 

use to create the identity of society.  

Laclau and Mouffe show that discourse is the ultimately futile attempt to tame 

and fix this surplus meaning of the social. Through the concept of overdetermination, 

they focus on every form of fixity as the object of critique. One possible conclusion from 

Althusserôs early mobilization of the idea of overdeterminationðthe one that Laclau and 

Mouffe aim to recoverðis that every formulation of society is necessarily an 

overdetermination. Overdetermination is the means by which the social constitutes itself 

as a symbolic order. For Laclau and Mouffe, overdetermination is the process of creating 

symbolic order by fixing a privileged meaning from the manifold possible meanings. 

"Society and social agents lack any essence, and their regularities merely consist of the 

relative and precarious forms of fixation which accompany the establishment of a certain 

order" (2001, p. 98). The attempts at fixation will always remain partial since ñthe 

presence of some objects in others prevents any of their identities from being fixedò 

(2001, p. 104). Discourse is a battle against the surplus of meaning that can only ever 

partially succeed. This ñsurplusò is the terrain of every social practice - the field of 

discursivity (2001, p. 111).  "Any discourse is constituted as an attempt to dominate the 

field of discursivity, to arrest the flow of differences, to construct a centerò (2001, p. 

112). They call the ñprivileged discursive point of this partial fixation, nodal points" 
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(2001, p. 112). Thus, although Laclau and Mouffe argue for a critique of every form of 

fixity, they do not deny the existence of fixity absolutely. Fixity can succeed to greater or 

lesser extents, but can never succeed definitely. Thus, despite great efforts to hold onto a 

coherent idea of society,  

society never manages to be identical to itself, as every nodal point is constituted 

within an intertextuality that overflows it. The practice of articulation, therefore, 

consists in the construction of nodal points which partially fix meaning; and the 

partial character of this fixation proceeds from the openness of the social, a 

result, in its turn, of the constant overflowing of every discourse by the infinitude 

of the field of discursivity. (2001, p. 113) 

The partial successes of articulation provide an always incomplete, impermanent and 

imperfect, but still potent sense of society. Just as a complete form of fixity is impossible, 

it is also not possible to do away with fixity altogether. To do so would be to do away 

with the conditions of possibility of social practice and even the social altogether. 

This notion of the discursive field complements Foucaultôs archeo-genealogical 

approach to discourse.  In The Archeology of Knowledge, which was originally published 

in 1969, Foucault instructs that the first step for analyzing discourse is to question 

familiar categories or groupings and other notions that provide continuity through ready-

made syntheses. "All these syntheses that are accepted without question must remain in 

suspense" (2002, p. 28). Foucault seeks to unsettle the tranquility with which familiar 

nodal points are accepted. Like Laclau and Mouffeôs exhortation to critique every form of 

fixity, Foucault is not arguing that they should be definitively rejected. However, the first 

step to understanding the operations of hegemony is to question the forms of knowledge, 

the common sense that it supports.  
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According to Foucault, we must show that these categories and continuities ñdo 

not come about of themselves, but are always the result of a construction the rules of 

which must be known, and the justifications of which must be scrutinizedò (2002, p. 28). 

The kinds of rules Foucault is talking about are not the juridical form imagined by 

traditional structuralists that  sees practice as a form of obedience to the rules. It is ñruleò 

in the polysemic sense, as Bourdieu also proposes (1977, p. 27). Beyond the explicitly 

stated and recognized form expressed in the idea of norms, Bourdieu reminds us to 

consider rules also in the form of theoretical models, or as a scheme immanent in 

practice. So, in summary, the first step in analyzing discourse is to unsettle and examine 

the foundations of its unity and continuity and ask under what conditions this unity is 

made legitimate. Once having taken it apart, we have to ask if it can be put back together 

again, or whether it could be reformed in another way.  

Given their privileged position in formulating narratives, in selecting from the 

universe of events fragments to portray, analyze and publically disperse, the media are a 

prime site of analysis for discourse theory. Yet, according to Carpentier and De Cleen, 

relatively few studies of the media have used discourse theoretical analysis. Instead, 

studies of media discourse have been primarily undertaken under the more linguistically 

oriented Critical Discourse Analysis. Despite the common ground between these 

approaches, Carpentier and De Cleen argue that discourse theory allows analysis of the 

media to move beyond ñtalk and text in context,ò to use Van Dijkôs formulation, to 

consider non-linguistic aspects of discursive formations.  

Perhaps the most crucial allowance of discourse theory and analysisôs broader 

approach is the theoretical support it provides ñfor the in-depth analysis of the 
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construction of political identities, embedded in the sociology of conflict and 

antagonismsò (Carpentier & De Cleen, 2007, p. 278). Although CDA offers better tools 

for the analysis of the specificities of language and form, in their comparison of 

discursive approaches for analyzing subject formation Jørgensen and Phillips conclude 

that ñcritical discourse analysis has the least developed understanding of self and identity 

(2002, p. 146).  Since my interest in this dissertation is focused more on how public 

representations create and reinforce ideas of society, a discourse theoretical approach 

provides the most focused framework for identifying points of fixity and pulling at their 

seams to examine their constituent parts and to ask how it might be otherwise. 

Chapter Outline 

Part I: German National Ideas 

The first section of this dissertation outlines two frameworks of identity formation 

that inform basic assumptions about selfhood and belonging at various scales: the 

affective Romantic and the rational Universalist. As was argued above, the particular and 

the universal are both necessary to conceptualize and reproduce the particular disjunctive 

hyphen of the nation-state. In the German case, the ñtwin concepts of power state and 

romantic nation are constitutive but not fusedò (Wæver, 2005, p. 39). The first chapter 

analyzes the conception of the nation through the German idea of Heimat (homeland). 

The second chapter traces the emergence of integration projects, relating them to the 

development of forms of national identity and state sovereignty based on rationalistic 

economic imperatives after World War II.  Both sections consider the relationship 
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between normative and non-normative populations in each of these modes of collective 

subjectivity.  

Chapter 1 examines how the concept of Heimat (homeland) has helped to stabilize 

the German sense of nationhood and national subjectivity across periods of political 

rupture. While changes in German citizenship law have gradually extended formal 

citizenship to those outside the imagined autochthonous population, informal 

mechanisms of normative citizenship reproduce the category of the stranger, or the 

candidate for integration, across generations. This chapter analyzes how the notion of 

Heimat has functioned in post-war Germany in conservative and leftist narratives of the 

past to separate the personal from the political in memory of past atrocity. It also looks at 

the subtle ways that Heimat excludes non-normative citizens from participation in 

collective memory and, thus, from full membership in the national citizenry. 

Although Germany is traditionally seen as a paradigmatic example of 

particularistic forms of national identity, the implementation of birthright to citizenship in 

2000 has required the renegotiation of national belonging. Chapter 2 explores the 

development of integration discourse as a means of including and simultaneously 

managing diversity within the German population. Sports, and above all soccer, have 

played an important role in the conceptualization of integration. I analyze documents 

from the Federal Government, the German Olympic Sports Confederation, and the 

German Soccer Association to explain the symbolic and practical value of sports in 

integration discourse. This chapter argues that integration discourse is an extension of 

biopolitical and disciplinary technologies for constituting and governing the national 
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population, which have been a fundamental part of the national project since the 

establishment of the Federal Republic of Germany in 1949. 

Part II: Integrants and the New Germany 

This section examines the new forms of public relationships to the national that 

have emerged in Germany since 2000. Since the first German state was established in 

1971, there have been many ñnew Germanys.ò In fact, since its foundation as a state 

every generation has lived through the foundation of at least one new iteration of 

Germany, from the rise of the Third Reich to Reunification. However, the newest 

Germany, based on the inclusion of immigrants and their children, is the first to include 

ñnew Germansò (Bota, Özlem, & Pham, 2012; Ezli, 2014).This section examines how 

hosting one of the worldôs greatest sporting spectacles contributed to a renaissance of 

German symbolic nationalism and how the participation of ñnew Germansò has been 

invoked by the media to create a break from the traumatic past. In this process, the media 

frames integration and national pride as fundamental to the health and wellbeing of the 

national population.  

 Global sporting spectacles provide an ideal forum for the ñrepatriation of 

differenceò (Appadurai, 1990, p. 307) and construction of the symbolic power of the 

nation brand. This is particularly salient for the host nation. In 2006, Germany hosted its 

first FIFA menôs World Cup since reunification. The desire for a renewed German pride 

has long been stymied by the specters of German nationalisms of the past. Where past 

efforts had failed, Chapter 3 examines how the 2006 World Cup finally succeeded in 

breaking the perceived taboo against the public expression of overt national pride. At the 
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same time, in the period leading up to the tournament, integration reached an 

unprecedented level of importance in public policy and in the media. In 2004 the first law 

governing immigration went into effect (Zuwanderungsgesetz). For the first time, in this 

law ñintegrationò became a matter of law. In both national self-reflection and integration 

discourse, sports emerge repeatedly as a source of narrative and symbolism. Mentions of 

the 2006 World Cup are often accompanied by passionate declarations about its personal 

and national significance, evoking themes such as pride, freedom, national cohesion, and 

the feeling of joining the world of ñnormalò nations. During the 2006 World Cup, 

football was proposed as a model for national engagement. The first case study analyzes 

how the features and expectations of this event were mobilized to legitimate a change in 

German practices of symbolic nationalism. 

 In preparation for the tournament, several national media campaigns were rolled 

out in a coordinated effort to use the wave of enthusiasm for one of the worldôs largest 

and most popular sporting events to usher in a new era of patriotism. The largest and 

most successful of these projects was the social marketing campaign under the slogan, Du 

bist Deutschland (ñYou Are Germanyò), which is the focus of Chapter 4. The initial 

campaign was one of several campaigns focused on promoting Germany developed in the 

year running up to the 2006 World Cup in Germany. A related campaign, ñGermanyð

Land of Ideasò focused on promoting German innovation and industrial prowess to take 

advantage of the global attention that hosting the World Cup would attract. But unlike the 

international focus of the ñLand of Ideasò campaign, Du bist Deutschland was focused 

entirely on creating a ñpositive moodò and stimulating national sentiments among the 

German population. This campaign illustrates the internal component of nation branding, 
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which follows from the imperative to secure the buy-in of citizens for the success of 

national projects of self-representation on a global stage. In the case of Germany, this 

required the neutralization or at least the suspension of complicated domestic politics of 

memory around national symbols and sentiments. By successfully executing this 

spectacle following the established script for global sporting events, Germany was 

fulfilling its duty as host. In this way, the global sporting spectacle of the World Cup 

provided both the means and the justification for remaking German national pride. Given 

the almost universal participation of German media companies in the campaign, as well 

as the indirect support of the government and industrialists through Partners for 

Innovation, Chapter 4 investigates the kind of idealized national construction imagined 

by leaders in German industry, media, and politics. 

After the 2006 FIFA menôs World Cup hosted by Germany re-established the 

practice of public displays of national affiliation there, flag-waving became an almost 

obligatory national sports tradition in the 2008 Euro Cup and again in the 2010 World 

Cup. As commentators in the media enthused, the multi-ethnic German national team of 

the 2010 World Cup inspired transnational Germans and immigrants to join in the 

patriotic displays in greater numbers. Chapter 5 discusses a heavily mediated flag fight 

between immigrant patriots and anti-nationalist Germans during the 2010 World Cup, 

which exemplified the symbolic and pedagogical value of immigrant patriotism for the 

promotion of a civic form of nationalism. The story of the display and adamant defense 

of one of Germanyôs largest flags by Lebanese immigrants in Berlin attracted national 

and international attention. The story was framed in the media as a surprising reversal of 

the expected: the flagôs attackers were ethnic Germans and its defenders were hyphenated 
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Germans. Yet, the story is framed not only as a surprising reversal, but also as a critique 

of many Germansô distrust of symbolic patriotism. The fervor of the Lebanese-German 

patriots is projected as a lesson to normative Germans about patriotism as a healthy and 

natural form of social cohesion that is compatible withïïand even necessary forïïthe 

functional development of diverse societies. 

This kind of instrumentalization of national sports teams and global sporting 

spectacles is by no means unique to Germany. As Laurent Dubois (2010) shows, the 1998 

World Cup victory in a tournament hosted in France was celebrated as the victory of the 

ñblack, blanc, beurò (black, white, and Arab) team. The team represented the colonial 

history and postcolonial present and future of France. The teamôs diversity was subjected 

to intense scrutiny, and was held as a symbol of the transformation of French society. 

Like the French case, the German team was converted into a symbol of positive change in 

German society. Moreover, the change in the makeup of the national team was used to 

symbolize a break with the past. In both cases, international sporting events provide a 

forum and a symbolic focal point for reckoning with the past and constructing an 

idealized national trajectory. Unsullied by associations with nationalist crimes of the past, 

immigrant patriotism authorizes and invites normative citizens to participate in 

normalized forms of nationalist expression.  

Part III: ñFailuresò of Integration  

The two chapters in this final section analyze the construction and fortification of 

divisions between citizens and integrants, between integration failures and successes. 

They demonstrate how divisions made using biopolitical logics fracture the population so 
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that the power to make live can be optimized by confining social ills to particular 

segments of the population. While national pride and sporting integration define the 

optimal forms of life for Germans and worthy integrants, this section investigates various 

means for the assessment and condemnation of unfit populations. The precariousness of 

the support of the new cosmopolitan Germany that was touted during the flag fight was 

thrown into sharp relief just months after the national soccer team returned from South 

Africa. In August of 2010, one of the most intense recent debates in Germany broke out 

around the publication and runaway popularity of Thilo Sarrazinôs book titled Germany 

Does Away with Itself (Deutschland schafft sich ab), which is the focus of Chapter 6. The 

arguments of the book are built on nativist pseudoscience bolstered by statistics that 

supposedly prove that while intelligent German women are not procreating, less 

intelligent populations, particularly Muslims, are proliferating and dumbing down 

German society.  

Drawing on evidence from sources including Herrnstein and Murray (1996), Lynn 

and Vanhanen (2002), and Francis Galton (1869), Sarrazinôs book borrows from a long 

tradition of eugenicist social science. These authors combine pseudoscientific theories of 

the heritability of aptitude and intelligence with state-generated statistics describing the 

levels of education, criminality, and affluence to draw broad conclusions about the state 

of society and the culprits of social ills. In many ways, this debate echoed the American 

controversy around Herrnstein and Murrayôs racially oriented book on the heritability of 

IQ, The Bell Curve in the 1990s. According to an analysis of press coverage, The Bell 

Curve, which ñspent weeks at the top of the best-seller listsò (Schmidt, 2012), ñwas 

accorded attention totally disproportionate to the merits of the book or the novelty of its 
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thesisò (Naureckas, 1995). Like the media response to Sarrazinôs book, ñmedia accounts 

showed a disturbing tendency to accept Murray and Herrnstein's premises and evidence 

even while debating their conclusionsò (Naureckas, 1995). Similarly, although taking 

issue with his tone, Sarrazin was widely praised for bringing to light an important and 

ñtabooò issue.  

Finally, Chapter 7 examines two media projects that emerged around the time of 

the Sarrazin debate, which illustrate the depth of entanglements between processes of 

celebration and condemnation in integration discourse. According to his critics, 

Sarrazinôs book was the antithesis of productive integration work. However, several 

positively oriented integration campaigns and programs developed in the wake of the 

debate bear a strong resemblance to many of the arguments and assumptions of Sarrazin 

and his supporters. Although the projects analyzed in this chapter celebrate integrants 

using celebrity examples, they also depend on a binary conception of integrants as either 

willful failures or successes.  

The first part of Chapter 7 examines the creation of a new prize category honoring 

ñsuccessful examples of integrationò by Germanyôs oldest media prize institution, the 

Bambi Awards. The Integration Bambi was first awarded in 2010, less than three months 

after the publication of Sarrazinôs book. The inaugural recipient was German national 

soccer player, Mesut Özil. The introduction of a prize category honoring integration was 

uncontroversial, particularly with the soft-spoken Turkish-German soccer star as the first 

recipient. However, the choice of successful Tunesian-German rap artist Bushido as the 

2011 recipient became a national controversy. Bushidoôs work draws on gangsta rap 

conventions, including violent, misogynistic, and homophobic lyrics. He is also actively 
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involved in youth charity work. The first part of this chapter compares the framing and 

responses to these two award recipients, considering the logics of social prizes. These 

recipients served to define the ideals of integration and the threat posed by its failure. 

Controversy around the award only heightened the importance of the award and 

strengthened the normative assumptions behind the category. 

The second part of Chapter 7 examines another celebrity-oriented integration 

program, the Raus mit der SpracheïïRein ins Leben (Out with languageïïInto Life) 

campaign from Association of German Periodical Publishers with the support of the 

Federal Government. The campaign features photographs of well-known minority 

German athletes, artists, and politicians sticking out their tongues for the camera. Their 

tongues have been digitally altered to display the colors of the German flag, indicating 

their ability to speak German. In addition to the content of the campaign and its theme 

song, this section analyzes the statements of campaign creators and supporters to 

understand the goals and the logic of this campaign as it relates to integration, focusing 

on the conception of language within integration discourse. Judgments about what counts 

as valuable language reflect both the anxieties and the opportunism of broader 

approaches to social diversity in an increasingly diverse population. This campaign 

demonstrates how the frequent invocation of language within integration discourse and 

policy engages in the politics and political economy of life examined in previous 

chapters. Through the examples of the Integration Bambi and the Out with It campaign, 

this chapter examines how minority celebrities act as models of and threats to integration. 

The conclusion of this dissertation contemplates the future of integration 

discourse, using reactions to the ongoing global refugee crisis to extend the implications 
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of a politics oriented towards the cultivation of life. Public discourse and policy in the 

European Union reacting to the crisis highlight again how biopolitics involves perpetual 

decision-making about which lives are of value for the life of the population, which is 

conceived in terms of the normative national. At the same time, the racist logics of this 

process of decision making have been taken up by the growing populist right, threatening 

to destabilize the moral balance of European Universalism (Wallerstein, 2006). In 

response, mainstream politicians and public figures have scrambled to isolate racism as a 

marginal social phenomenon, rather than an inherent part of integration discourse. The 

conclusion turns to the critical voices writing from a minoritarian perspective to 

challenge this move to confine conceptions of racism to the margins. These writers 

propose a new way forward that insists on confronting racism as a structural and 

institutional problem and that engages the complexity of cultural dialog in diverse 

societies.  

 

                                                           
 

 

 

i 1) Unfähig zum Leben in der Gemeinschaft, sich nicht in die Gemeinschaft einfügend; am Rand der 

Gesellschaft lebend; 2) die Gemeinschaft, Gesellschaft schädigend; 3) ein niedriges geistiges, kulturelles 

Niveau aufweisend; ungebildet und ungehobelt. 
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PART I: GERMAN NATIONAL IDEAS  
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CHAPTER 1 ï HEIMAT AND GERMAN NOTIONS OF SUBJECTIVITY  

 

 This chapter examines one of the foundations of German national subjectivity that 

has emerged from the critical analysis of German nationalism largely unscathed: the idea 

of Heimat, or homeland. Biopolitics, with its focus on ñthe populationò as a biological 

corpus, imagines itself as operating above the social levels of national politics and law 

(Lemke, 2011). However, the idea of the population which is politically relevant 

continues to be cultivated through national discourses and norms. It is true that 

conceptions of the population can easily scale to encompass all of humanity, as in 

discussions of the geological impact of humanity through population growth and ensuing 

environmental degradation. However, the political and institutional mechanisms for 

implementing biopolitical policies and mechanisms still depend on nationally defined 

states and the uneven power of the international system of nation-states, such as the 

United Nations, the World Trade Organization, or NATO. Even in this global age, the 

hegemony of the nation-state persists in politics as it does in popular imaginations. What 

defines the nation as a social and political entity varies greatly, and that definition has 

implications for determining the legitimate place and expectations of denizens of a state. 

Recalling Foucaultôs (2003) definition of biopolitical race war as a means of fragmenting 

the population into the normative and the potentially threatening, this chapter looks at the 

role of the affective concept of Heimat in defining German belonging through a shared 

conception of an imagined personal and familial past. Heimat defines those whose 

membership is assumed to be natural, emerging from a connection to an originary past 

that concords with the present. It is a foundational part of the distinction between the 
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grounded ñnationalò and the dislocated ñintegrant,ò who presumably suffers psychic 

fragmentation because of the separation from their own harmonious Heimat. 

In contemporary liberal democracy, tolerance is promoted as a public virtue and 

racism is almost universally condemned (Brown, 2009). In this schema, Heimat serves as 

a seemingly benign means of dividing the population at the apparently pre-political level. 

However, the fact that this form of intimate division may cut deeper than overt acts of 

racism was conveyed in two anecdotes shared with me outside one of Berlinôs popular 

watering holes in the neighborhood of Kreuzberg. Since the early 1990s, if not before, 

Kreuzberg has been the jewel in Berlinôs crown of cutting edge alterity.7 Germanyôs most 

famous Turkish neighborhood, Kreuzberg is a national symbol of both multicultural cool 

and the threat of parallel (immigrant) societies (Parallelgesellschaften). Berem is a 

university student from Dortmund, whom I had met while doing research in Istanbul two 

summers earlier. She had been doing an exchange year there through the Erasmus 

program, and I had interviewed her about her experience of living in Turkey as a German 

of Turkish descent. To be specific, Berem is not Turkish, but Kurdish, although her 

family, as she put it, was twice assimilated: her parents to Turkey and her to Germany. 

As a result, while her familyôs traditions varied significantly from many of her Turkish-

German compatriots, she shared with them both the Turkish language of her parents and 

                                                           
 

 

 

7
 See, for example, Berlin for Young People, 1992 (qtd. in Soysal, 2004, p. 67) 
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the German language of her birth nation. One thing that has never been ambiguous to 

Berem was her subjectivity as German.  

During our first conversation, Berem assumed that I planned to ask her about 

rupture and crisis, the modes of subjectivity that have long been assigned to first, second 

and third generation Germans or, as they are more commonly called, ñmigrantsò or 

ñpeople with a migration backgroundò (Menschen mit Migrationshintergrund). Her 

assumptions, and the stories she told me when she realized that my conceptual frame did 

not fit the presumed mold, revealed how frequently Berem was faced with pushing back 

against narratives of deficiency, or fracturing and disintegration that othersðprimarily 

normative white Germansðprojected onto her.  

Our second meeting was purely social, but we ended up talking again about 

experiences of mismatched interpellation. One story she told me was of being on the train 

in Frankfurt an der Oder, where Berem attends university. Pass checkers boarded the 

train, and she handed them her semester ticket. The checker looked at it and, claiming 

that it was invalid, took it away. Berem protested, and the conductor responded, ñThis is 

how itôs done in Germany.òi Berem was utterly confused, and only upon later reflection 

did she realize that it was a racist act: ñI didnôt understand the comment. I see myself as a 

German, and it never crossed my mind at the time that others might not see it the same 

way.ò The checkerôs interpellation of Berem as a foreigner passed her by, and even when 

she put the pieces together, her anger was short-lived. This was just an individual whose 

racist aggression against Berem failed to hit its mark.  

The other anecdote Berem offered was from the time of her preparations for the 

Erasmus year in Istanbul. When she was getting the paperwork necessary for her student 
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visa, the German official who was helping her exclaimed, ñHow nice! Youôre going back 

to your homeland.òii Berem responded curtly that she was born in Germany and that this 

was her homeland. The woman responded with a flustered apology. Of the two incidents, 

this misguided friendliness was the one that most upset Berem.  

The most obvious explanation for the less disturbing nature of the direct form of 

exclusion is that the spontaneous malice of an individual is easily written off as a random 

act of aggression from the margins of society, despite the checkerôs status as a public 

employee. The fare-checkerôs act was so distant from Beremôs self-conception and her 

conception of her home nation of Germany that, in the end, it was almost risible. On the 

other hand, the sympathetic instantiation of exclusion came from the very center of 

German social and institutional space. The official had Beremôs German passport in hand 

as she simultaneously denied it as a signifier of true national affiliation. The fact that the 

comment was meant to be understanding and supportive galled Berem even more. Part of 

the depth of this affront also relates to the particular status of the Heimat in German 

notions of belonging. Beremôs contrasting anecdotes express the subtle corrosiveness of 

well-intentioned misapprehension and raise questions about how the local and personal 

notion of homeland reproduce the abstract political notion of the nation.  

This chapter investigates the forms of social cohesion and exclusion expressed in 

the German idea of Heimat. Understanding Heimatôs role in the construction of a German 

national subjectivity is essential for understanding the durable distinction between the 

national and the integrant. Lentin and Titley (2011) borrow and elaborate on the term 

ñintegrantò from an empirical study by Hveneg¬rd-Lassen (2005) based on interviews 

with bureaucrats involved in integration programs in Denmark and Sweden. Hvenegård-
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Lassen defines the category of the integrant as the imagined recipient of integration 

programming, the ñsubject for integration.ò Focusing on the category of the integrant 

allows for a division between conceptualizations of the subject of integration programs 

and discourse and the actual people they refer to. Thus, discourse constructing the 

integrant tells us more about the people and institutions who contribute to it than it does 

about its referent. This chapter focuses on the category of the national which, as this 

dissertation argues, only has meaning in relation to its Others.  

The rootedness and permanence of the imagined Heimat, as well as its 

conceptualization as the epitome of German harmony, reproduces the perception of 

citizens and residents without German descent as permanent foreigners. Furthermore, it 

does so within an affective framework that is difficult to criticize. The intimacy of 

Heimat resists analysis. As Peter Blickle observes, ñthe tacit assumption is that Heimat 

can only be understood from within. Therefore, true understanding can only come only 

out of a form of identification, not from a form of analysisò (2004, p. 12). Heimat is 

conceived as fundamentally constitutive of the self. It is the place of origin, the place of 

individual sovereignty. Through its association with the individual and particular, it also 

presents itself as apolitical and even anti-nationalist. At the same time, as we will see, 

Heimat constitutes the nexus between the individual world of the experiential and the 

abstract space of politics and, thus, forms the foundation of the German national 

imaginary.  

Heimat and Subjectivity: From the 19th Century to the Postwar Period 
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The term Heimat combines a particular conception of the temporal and the spatial 

in the definition of the affective and political German nation. Notoriously difficult to 

translate, ñhomelandò is an insufficient, but tolerable approximation of Heimat. From the 

Old High German term Heimoti, which signified the right to be present at a certain place 

or locality (Schütz, 1996, p. 57), Heimat implies a deep affective bond of a person to an 

original home. The possession of a Heimat is a key part of individualsô possession of 

their own person, their own interiority. Intimately linked to the possession of legitimate 

claims to space, Heimat exists primarily, and perhaps exclusively, in retrospect. Heimat is 

the imagined origin that is remembered in the process of the human becoming the 

individual. Heimat encapsulates a place-world wherein portions of the past are brought 

into being. It is the foundation of the German conception of indigeneity, a mode thatð

although itself formed through the defamiliarization induced by change over timeð

emphasizes rootedness and constructs temporal continuity. The intimate and individual 

possession of Heimat is conceived of as an apolitical form of affiliation, as opposed to 

communitarian and exclusionary forms of affiliation associated with nationalism.  

Despite the wealth of popular and scholarly texts centered on the Heimat idea, 

very few authors have taken a critical approach to understanding the term and its social 

and political function. In her book, A Nation of Provincials (1990), historian Celia 

Applegate was the first to seriously investigate the genealogy of Heimat, which she traces 

to the foundation of the modern notion of Germany as nation-state. The primary 

distinguishing feature of the modern German notion of Heimat is its  

ñmixture of practicality and sentimentalityò (Applegate, 1990, p. 8). The idea emerged in 

the first half of the 19th century, in conjunction with terms like Nation, Volk, Vaterland, 
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and Staat to create new political imaginaries in the diverse and unstable German states 

after the collapse of the Holy Roman Empire in 1806. As part of efforts to provide solid 

ground for a German nationalism, writers and civic leaders reinvented the term, which 

had long existed in the German language but was previously of little social or political 

importance. The term was at the heart of a new mode of language, one that was aware of 

its audience, which was imagined in national terms. As Applegate writes, Heimat ñis a 

term that dwelt in one world, that of the self-conscious centralizers, modernizers, and 

nationalists of the General Estate, while evoking anotherò (1990, p. 8). Emerging from 

the new bourgeois public sphere, it evoked an imagined, mythologized version of the 

hometownðthe secure society of childhood memory.  

While focusing on the private and local, this evocation was mobilized to establish 

the earliest membership policies of modern statehood in the German territories in the 19th 

century. In the 1820s in the independent kingdom of Bavaria, the Heimatrecht (law of 

domicile) was enacted as part of an administrative effort to unify the definition of 

citizenship and extend it to the borders of the state (Applegate, 1990, p. 8).  This law 

established the right of citizens to settle in any Bavarian town they chose, and imposed 

responsibilities such as self-sufficiency and adherence to laws. Heimatrecht represented a 

new principle of state citizenship which superseded the right of local communities to 

determine who belonged and who did not. ñHeimat represented a thoroughly flexible 

concept by which the state could reproduce itself at the local level of civic experience 

characteristic of most peopleôs livesò (Applegate, 1990, p. 8). As urbanization and 

industrialization overtook the real hometown, the deceptive antiquity of the word 

increasingly obscured the administrative fiction of this reinscription of Heimat.  



67 
 

The territorially grounded nature of this shared form of individual memory is 

essential for it to function as a constitutive part of the political-cultural union of the 

nation-state. As the example of early 19th century Bavaria shows, the foundation of 

modern political institutions requires particularity to establish a new universal form of 

liberal politics based on citizenship. Observing the growing hegemony of the modern 

nation-state, Marx recognized already in the mid-nineteenth century that the state requires 

particularity to justify its superiority,  

Far from abolishing these factual distinctions, the state presupposes them in order 

to exist, it only experiences itself as political state and asserts its universality in 

opposition to these elementsé it is only in this way, above the particular 

elements that the state constitutes itself as universalityò (Marx, 2005, p. 219).  

The person living within the political state thus lives in a double life of particularity and 

universality. As Marx observed in the case of the United States, the political 

emancipation of the individual through granting democratic sovereignty to the figure of 

the citizen does not require neutralizing difference. In order to construct the idea of the 

species-being in the form of the citizen, the living individual is divested of ñhis real 

individual life and filled with an unreal universalityò (Marx, 2005, p. 220). The 

scalability of Heimat provides a sort of affective continuity within this double life.  

Although the concept of Heimat is built on deeply localized notions, these notions 

were primarily a means of transferring the emotional and social attachments of the lived 

world to a broader, more abstract level than ever before. As Applegate observes, ñthe 

utility of Heimat lay in its capacity to obscure any chasms between small local worlds 

and the larger ones to which the locality belongedò (1990, p. 10). At the same time, the 

idea of provincial diversity of the German territory was maintained as a constitutive part 
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of the new German state after unification in 1871. In this way, Heimat actedðand 

continues to actðas a wedge that props up the uneven parts of the German nation to 

produce an illusion of cohesion and continuity. The emptiness of the gap creates the 

imaginary space necessary to generate a conception of community in the abstract. Heimat 

is the power of the imagined but never experienced past: the original homeland. Public 

invocations of Heimat involve the subordination of phenomenal experiences to collective 

memoryðor perhaps more precisely, to the collective individualized experience of 

idealized memory. Reference to Heimat invokes idealized forms of personal memories 

and associations to cultivate a collective affect in service of a shared political imaginary.  

During the Nazi period, Heimat was used by the regime as part of a raft of terms 

to express a highly-centralized form of Germanness, losing the provincial associations 

foundational to its meaning. For the Nazis, Heimat was just another way to talk about 

nation, race, and Volk. Thus, although it was a prominent part of nationalist discourses of 

the period, the term was easily rehabilitated after the war through the reintroduction of 

the local emphasis. ñPulled out of the rubble of the Nazi Reich as a victim, not a 

perpetratorò (Applegate, 1990, p. 229), Heimat was revived after the war and once again 

used to create a grounded and affective form of national cohesion. Since Nazism was 

seen as an excess of centralized national power, the provincialism of Heimat was seen as 

an antidote to ñexcessive Germannessò (Applegate, 1990, p. 18), while still providing a 

powerful form of national sentiment. This conception held even though, as discussed 

above, it was the very provincialism of Heimat that made it so crucial for creating the 

double life of particularity and universality necessary for establishing a centralized, 

modern German nationhood.  
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Faced with the unbearable trauma of accepting the broad participation of society 

necessary to commit National Socialist crimes, postwar Germans retreated to personal 

memories of the Nazi period (Confino, 1998). As part of this, the intimate, local, and 

experiential aspects of the Heimat concept were revived and its imperial deployment in 

building the abstract political community of the nation were forgotten or ignored. 

Heimatôs affective security and harmony became a refuge in postwar Germany, where the 

bucolic Heimat film genre took over the German cinema, peaking in the 1950s (Kaes, 

1992; Ludewig, 2014). Cinema quickly became one of the most popular leisure-time 

activities after cinemas were reopened in the summer of 1945. The German public had 

little appetite for films depicting harsh postwar realities, a genre that became known as 

ñrubble filmsò (Trümmerfilme). Almost immediately after the German film industry 

began releasing original films again in 1947, there were appeals from the press and 

German audiences to stop depicting politics and ruins and produce more positive, 

unblemished representations of German life (Ludewig, 2014). Postwar Heimat films 

largely reproduced the settings, narratives, and emotional arcs that defined Heimat films 

during the Nazi period.  

Still, the escapist and apparently apolitical nature of Heimat films allowed this 

genre that had been an effective part of Nazi propaganda to succeed in West Germanyôs 

economically-driven postwar culture industry (Ludewig, 2014). In a newly divided and 

occupied country, as Anton Kaes writes, ñHeimat signified above all an experience of 

loss, a vacuum that Germans filled with nostalgic memoriesò (1992, p. 166). This was not 

only the personal loss of oneôs original home and the imagined harmony it represents, it 

was also the loss of the uncontroversial, unthinking simplicity of banal nationalism 
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(Billig, 1995). This is not to suggest that nationalism disappeared in the German public 

after the defeat of National Socialism; nationalism continued, for example, in strict, 

descent-based citizenship laws and in policies of ethnic German ñrepatriationò discussed 

below. However, the idea that Germans denied themselves symbolic nationalism and 

self-confidence because of the Nazi past is essentially taken for granted in public 

discussions of German nationalism (see Chapter 3). In the postwar period, Heimat offered 

a simple and positive form of identification that public celebrations of symbolic 

nationalism could no longer provide.  

Coming Home? 

If the ideal Germany should be, as one writer in the postwar period put it, 

ñoutwardly as unified as necessary, inwardly as diversified as possibleò (Schnath, 1958, 

p. 20), it would appear that the concept of Heimat should be well suited to provide a new 

pluralist form of identification in Germany as its population changes with immigration 

and demographic shifts. Yet, as Berem illustrated in our conversation, the forms of 

diversity compatible with claims to Germany as Heimat do not extend to those who are 

perceived as exogenous. A decisive boundary constructed by the German notion of 

Heimat is between those who live in the nation of their Heimat and those who are 

perceived to have been displaced from it. The counter-image of Heimat is embodied by 

the Ausländer (Räthzel, 1994, p. 89). Ausländer, which translates to foreigner, is 

composed of the preposition aus- meaning outside, and Land, meaning country. It means, 

consequently, a person who lives outside their country and, simultaneously, one who 

belongs outside the country where they reside. The disturbing associations of the 



71 
 

alienation from Heimat are also expressed in its antonym in adjective form unheimlich, 

generally translated as uncanny. The Heimat is where the subject makes sense, and the 

experience of the unheimlich is the suspension of that familiar regime of truth. Whereas 

Heimat represents the place where one unquestioningly belongs, the Ausländer is one 

who is deprived of that harmonious belonging in perpetuity.  

 The most dramatic illustration of the complex relationship between Heimat and 

ethnic or racial notions of belonging is evident in the case of ethnic German Aussiedler 

(resettler), whose ancestors had moved to parts of Eastern Europe and Russia from 

German territories decades or even centuries before. The definition of citizenship 

established in the 1949 Basic Law of the German Federal Republic included special 

consideration of Aussiedler, originally referred to as Heimatvertriebene (expellees from 

the homeland). To paraphrase the relevant statute, refugees or expellees of German 

descent who found refuge in the boundaries of the German Empire in 1937 were defined 

as German according to the Basic Law (Article 116, Paragraph 1).iii  This designation was 

clarified in the Expellee and Refugee Law (BVFG) of 1953 to define ethnic German 

status through the verifiable self-designation as German as well as the ability to 

demonstrate characteristics such as descent and the maintenance of language or cultural 

norms. The inclusion of these ethnic German minorities in German citizenship was a 

reaction to the expulsion of these populations from the lands they had long occupied as a 

response to German invasions during the Second World War. In the first four years after 

the war, eight million expellees settled in West Germany (von Koppenfels, 2002). 

Numbers of Aussiedler entering Germany dropped to an average of 40,000 between 1950 

and 1986 and then spiked with the dissolution of the Soviet Union, reaching nearly 
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400,000 in 1990. Aussiedler were provided significant resources to aid their resettlement, 

including housing aid, access to the pension system and free German language classes.  

The laws and processes establishing the privileges of German Aussiedler further 

codified the juridical meaning of Germanness through ethnic descent, although this may 

have been an unintended consequence of a reactive policy responding to the ethnic 

definitions used to expel minority Germans from Eastern Europe (von Koppenfels, 2002). 

In addition to strengthening norms of jus sanguinis citizenship, the process of accepting 

Aussiedler also depended on shared conceptions of the meaning of Heimat, which 

includes descent but also depends on the demonstration of an active imagination of 

territorially and culturally grounded origins. The injustices of expulsion and the pain of 

the loss of oneôs Heimat became part of a strong conservative narrative of German 

victimization in the Federal Republic that continues in contemporary reunited Germany 

in mainstream as well as extreme right circles (Brinks, 2000); it allowed postwar 

Germans to position themselves as victims of the Nazi period due to the suffering of 

ñgood Germansò expelled from their rightful homelands (Confino, 2005). Although it 

was widely acknowledged that after generations living far from Germany there was very 

little that could be clearly distinguished as ñGermanò about the Aussiedler, with proof of 

descent and a cursory demonstration of the maintenance of cultural ties ñreturneesò were 

welcomed into Germany with citizenship and social benefits.  But as Stefan Senders 

(2002) argues, this was not simply a policy affirming biological, blood-based belonging. 

More than that, the process of applying for Aussiedler status was an active mimetic 

construction of the nation. Senders writes that in the process of repatriation,  
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ethnic Germans are required to bring their life stories into conformation with 

prototypic plots; they must claim to have had the proper kinds of relationships, to 

have felt the appropriate pain, and to have experienced their own being in specific 

and predetermined forms. (2002, p. 90) 

Through ñtestingò Aussiedler to see if they qualify for repatriation, German jurisprudence 

made the norms regulating the reproduction of normative German citizens transparent. 

These norms affirm that to be German implies genealogical descent, but that genealogical 

descent is not necessarily sufficient to be German. The peak in applications for 

Aussiedler status in the 1990s established affinity across time and space at a historical 

moment when the children and grandchildren of the postwar Gastarbeiter (guest worker) 

generation were coming of age as foreigners in the territory of their birth.  

Updates to the Expellee and Refugee Law in 1992 added the expectation that 

Aussiedler demonstrate having suffered for being German as one key means of proving 

the authenticity of the claim to Germanness. In fact, current guidelines for applicants 

from outside the former Soviet Union must ñdemonstrate that they have experienced 

discrimination or the effects of earlier discrimination as a result of their German 

identification (Völkszugehörigkeit)òiv (Bundesverwaltungsamt, n.d.). Regardless of 

whether it was a reasonable reflection of their lived experience, Aussiedler are required to 

present documents and narratives demonstrating the endurance of their memory of their 

German Heimat abroad in their written petitions to German bureaucrats.  

More than a recovery of original belonging, however, the petition procedure 

entails a narrative performance that produces the German citizen ñin Germanyôs own 

imageò, thereby excluding other forms of difference from the narrative of national 

reproduction (Senders, 2002, p. 88). This process of claiming citizenship acknowledges 
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the possibility of transformation. As Sendersô study of legal cases from the 1990s shows, 

the children of individuals who qualify as ethnic German Aussiedler might not 

themselves qualify if they are determined to lack the necessary experiences and traits, 

from a grasp of basic German to the maintenance of religious rituals, such as celebrating 

Christmas in the German way following the Gregorian calendar. But by rearticulating and 

recounting these requisite experiences in written petitions for citizenship, the Aussiedler 

can become German again through the process of repatriation. At the same time, by 

emphasizing the link between suffering endured to maintain Germanness outside the 

ancestral homeland, it confirms the perception of the incompleteness of the lives of 

Ausländer living in Germany and deprived of access to the place where they truly belong. 

This might explain the sympathetic enthusiasm of the German official as she imagined 

Beremôs experience of ñreturningò to the place where she can finally belong.  

The perception that those residents and citizens who do not qualify as ethnic 

Germans live suspended between their homelands and their host lands rearticulates the 

perpetual difference between the German self and the foreign other. For this reason, when 

writing about pervasive portrayals of immigrants and their descendants as internally torn 

or fragmented, Leslie Adelson argues that ñthe trope of óbetweennessô often functions 

literally like a reservation designed to contain, restrain, and impede new knowledge, not 

enable itò (2007, p. 266). The imaginary bridge ñbetween two worldsò keeps apart that 

which it pretends to unify. Rather than a mode of transit to someplace new, the bridge 

keeps migrants suspended in a state of perpetual alterity. In this context, turning a critical 

eye to the deeply naturalized and also ambivalent notion of Heimat reveals how the 

emotional and affective requirements of modern citizenship cannot be separated from the 
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political. Left unexamined, the cultural and temporal assumptions that undergird the term 

uncritically reproduce the foreignness of those whose Heimat is presumed to be 

elsewhere.  

Heimat: The Making of German Nationals and Integrant ñStrangersò 

As we have seen, the Heimat idea forms part of the daily reproduction of the 

modern nation by creating a link between the locality and the nation. However, the termôs 

flexibility does not necessarily encompass all forms of particularity. The termôs openness 

obscures its function in racializing groups who carry exogenous markers, from foreign 

names to physical features such as ñschwarze Haareò (black hair). These traces of 

foreignness index individuals and groups as ñstrangers,ò to use Georg Simmelôs term. 

Writing at the turn of the twentieth century, Simmel defined strangers as members of 

society whose relations are defined by the synthesis of ñnearness and distanceò (2011). 

The paradigmatic stranger for Simmel was the European Jew, who often settled in one 

place, but who nevertheless maintained a kind of mobility through business as well as 

familial and social connections across space. 

Simmel emphasized that strangers are part of society, not truly outsiders. They 

share many commonalities with their indigenous neighbors, but those commonalities are 

universal and general in nature, as opposed to the particularities ñorganic membersò share 

with each other that distinguish them from the universal. Strangersô mobility and the 

general nature of their relations of commonality are the inverse of Heimat. Crucially, 

however, while the stranger and the Heimat are incongruous, their relation is not one of 

insiders as opposed to outsiders. Strangers are not the barbarians at the gates, but the 
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neighbors whose status lies in between, simultaneously near and distant. Their ambiguity, 

the complexity of their relations, opposes the simplicity, harmony, and clarity of the 

imagined Heimat.  

In our universal system of nation-states, strangers become particularly 

problematic. States operate by abstracting the concepts of friends (insiders) and enemies 

(outsiders) to the level of national collectives (Bauman, 1990; Schmitt, 2007). But, as 

Bauman (1990) observes, strangers are others within whose status of friend or enemy is 

unclear, and therefore unsettling. Whereas oppositions between friend and enemy ñenable 

knowledge and action; undecidables paralyzeò (Bauman, 1990, p. 146). Strangers must 

always be watched, their behavior scrutinized to determine whether they are friends or 

enemies. Bauman writes that assimilation is a ñwar against ambivalenceò8 (1990, p. 155). 

It is the attempt to either turn a stranger into friend, or clarify their status as an enemy. 

However, when strangers are part of a distinguishable group, the actions of some reflect 

on, and raise questions about, the whole class. So long as they are recognized as 

strangers, the determination can never be settled. The process becomes an infinite loop 

until it is forgotten that they are strange. By using the term integrant to refer to this 

stranger status in Germany, I emphasize this infinite loop that maintains scrutiny on those 

whose Heimat is assumed to lie elsewhere. 

                                                           
 

 

 

8
Without discussing the arguments about the differences and similarities between integration and 

assimilation generally, in relation to the figure of the stranger, the two concepts play the same role.  
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So long as a personða Migrant, Muslim, Ausländer, Mensch mit 

Migrationshintergrund (person with a migration background)ðis caught up in the 

discourse of integration, their status as stranger remains active. Even in his pessimistic 

account, Bauman recognizes that a strangerôs status as strange may be forgotten. The 

definition of classes of strangers is socially grounded and subject to historical change. 

The Jewish stranger of Simmelôs time is no longer the paradigmatic stranger. Although 

there is significant discomfort among normative Germans around Jewishness in 

Germany, which manifests in part as Philosemitism, Ruth Mandelôs (2008) ethnographic 

work in Berlin during the 1980s and 1990s shows that Jews are no longer the primary 

internal Other. Mandelôs work draws parallels between the pre-war status of Germanyôs 

Jews and the contemporary perception of Turkish-Germans as the primary example of 

ñforeigners insideò (2008, p. 137). As new waves of refugees from Lebanon, Syria, 

Palestine, Afghanistan, Iran and other majority Muslim countries continue to arrive, the 

Turk as paradigmatic stranger has been joined by the designation as Muslim. As relations 

change and new strangers are identified, the formerly strange may recede from notice 

within normative society. However, some features identifying strangers are more durable 

than others, phenotypical difference chief among them.   

Heimatôs troubling continuity with the past lies not in the overt racism of the Nazi 

period, but rather in its status as a conventional discursive practice that continuously re-

inscribes difference, even when the intent is integrative. Even at the heart of the term 

óintegration,ô the assumption of the necessity of a social process to suture two or more 

distinct elements reifies the very existence of the difference it seeks to overcome. It 

denies the possibility that a person raised in Germany can become familiar with and take 
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ownership of the various cultural spheres they are immersed in, regardless of their 

heritage. This, I think, lies at the heart of Beremôs two stories of social exclusion. The 

government workerôs inadvertent friendly exclusion cut Berem more deeply than the 

overtly racist act of the ticket checker. This friendly exclusion marks her as a permanent 

stranger within.  

Indeed, the unimpeachability of Heimat is based in its perceived individuality. For 

each person, the meaning and imagining of Heimat is unique. Often it is associated with 

the distinguishing features of the landscape of oneôs childhood. It is safety and 

domesticity evacuated of conflictðthat is to sayðof other people (Räthzel, 1994). It is 

the state of harmony that can only be achieved in the imaginary. This internal nature of 

Heimat is what Isaiah Berlin calls ñcollective individualityò (1976, p. 200). This refers us 

back again to the particularity of German national collectivity. It is a collectivity that 

bases itself on collective individuality and views collective social formationsðsuch as 

those projected onto patriarchal Eastern societiesðas threatening the harmony of the 

internally constituted but shared possession of Heimat. Modernity, through the nation-

state, has fused cultural and political subjectivities to the point that the betrayal of the 

nation is tantamount to the betrayal of self (Yack, 1996). Heimat, a thoroughly modern 

term dressed in primordial trappings, reveals that the tension between European 

universalism and romantic particularism is not a conflict at all, but rather a constitutive 

force of modern subjectivity.  

Different national imaginaries combine these two frameworks of universalism and 

particularism in distinct and historically specific ways. The generalization necessary to 

sustain the imaginary of a national population is built on different conceptions of 
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specificity. Everyone must answer the question of what it means to be a member and 

what defines a nation as opposed to its neighbors, although the answers must always 

remain internally contested. National imaginaries also interact with regional and global 

divisions, such as the distinction between modern and developing nations, between the 

East and the West. It is quite common in the literature on nationalism to divide nations 

into categories according to the weight given to particularistic as opposed to political or 

constitutional forms. In one classic example, Kohn characterized the development of 

European nationalisms according to the battle between nationalisms based on claims of 

historical community  as opposed to nations based on ñthe dream of brotherhood and 

equal peoples in a universal order of democratic justiceò (1955, p. 51). German 

nationalism is often seen as a prototype of the particularist nation, defined by 

romanticism and Herderian notions of essential cultures and ñcommunities of fateò 

(Schicksalsgemeinschaft). In contrast, French nationalism is defined as a civic community 

of consensus, where culture, religion, and other forms of individual or group-based 

differences are theoretically irrelevant in determining who belongs to the nation. While 

there is some truth in this characterization, it obscures as much as it illuminates. After all, 

what national ideology does not claim to pursue universalist aspirations of democratic 

justice and equality among its citizenry? What modern nation has been immune from 

nativist chauvinism that seeks to protect an essentialized notion of national culture from 

outside threat? Keeping these phenomena apart creates a normative distinction between 

good and bad forms of nationalism, creating the illusion that positive civic nationalism 

can fully displace the negative historical variety (Kuzio, 2002; Yack, 1996). The crucial 

point is to determine the relationship between these two tendencies as they emerge in 
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each context. As a concept, Heimat is one of the terms that facilitates the spatial and 

temporal movement between universalist national imaginaries and personal experience 

and affect. The shared conception of Heimat as a source of the self builds the national 

from the personal, while also maintaining the positive normative valence of universalism. 

After all, everyone can have their own version of what constitutes Heimat.  

Although the deceptive naturalism and intimacy of Heimat makes it difficult to 

analyze, in doing so we may understand and critique the assumptions that reproduce 

everyday forms of exclusion that can sometimes cut deeper than a particular act of 

explicit racism. In part, this would involve acknowledging that in Germany ñcultural 

contact today is not an óintercultural encounterô that takes place between German culture 

and something outside it but something happening within German culture between the 

German past and the German presentò (Adelson, 2007, p. 268). Even as citizenship rights 

have finally been expanded to include the second and third generations born of the 

immigrant ñGuest Workersò of the postwar period, locating the source of subjectivity 

within the Heimat marks those who carry traces of other homelands as strangers or, 

borrowing from Partridge (2012), as ñnoncitizens.ò  

The Desire for ñHealthy Normalityò  

Heimat is bound up with a discourse of longing for ñnormalityò that establishes 

confident and unequivocal national self-identification as a prerequisite for the psychic 

health of the population. In this view, people and historical events that introduce 

complexity and unruly plurality or that evoke ambivalence pose a threat to the well-being 

of the national population. Along with the discourses examined in other chapters of this 
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dissertation, Heimat is one means of reducing this social complexity, assigning it to the 

individual level and managing the trauma of associations with the perpetrators of 

historical atrocities. This chapter concludes with examples that elucidate this relationship 

between the trauma of the perpetrators and notions of normality and national ñself-

confidence.ò Also circulating within these discourses is the crucial question of who has 

the right to speak about the National Socialist past. My intention here is not to enter 

discussions about the relative validity of different representations of the past per se. What 

is important for this dissertation are the uses of these debates about the past as part of the 

construction of the national present and its legitimate citizenry. The first two examples 

come from discussions surrounding two of the most popular creative works of the 1980s 

and 90s: Edgar Reitzôs epic film series Heimat (1981-1984) and Martin Walserôs award-

winning auto-biographical novel, A Leaping Spring (1998) (Ein springender Brunnen). 

From distinct political perspectives, these works model a collective national reclaiming of 

narratives of the Third Reich from outsiders as well as a move to privatize the past in a 

way that isolates personal experience from practices of state genocide.  

The 1990s were defined both by Germanyôs reunification and by a fresh outbreak 

of racist violence against immigrants and refugees. Even as reunification raised the 

possibility that Germany could once again be a ñnormalò nation in Europe, fatal fire 

bombings and riots broke out in the early 1990s, raising the specter of the racisms of 

Germanyôs past. The 1990s also brought new revelations about the involvement of 

Wehrmacht soldiers and everyday Germans in the Holocaust (Caplan, Frei, Geyer, Nolan, 

& Stargardt, 2006). At the same time, frustration was building with the growing 

memorial culture and official efforts at ñcoming to terms with the pastò 
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(Vergangenheitsbewältigung) (Assmann, 2003). However, despite complaints that the 

past casts a consistent and oppressive shadow over Germany, the breadth and depth of 

discussions and efforts at self-reflection and coming to terms with the past have been 

highly contested (Kansteiner, 2006b). To be clear, not only have the meaning of the past 

and the relevance of the past for the present been contested, the meaning and extent of 

that process of public self-reflection is itself a complex and contested issue. While the 

specter of the question of guilt and responsibility (the Schuldfrage) never fully left the 

collective consciousness, Dan Diner writes that over time the question has been 

ñparadoxically most present in terms of denialò (2000, p. 221). While the crimes of the 

Nazi past would periodically break onto the scene, in the form of high-profile trials such 

as the Eichmann trial, as well as in controversial commemorations and debates, 

discussions of the Holocaust only gained broad traction in the 1980s9 (Caplan et al., 

2006; Confino, 2004; Giesen, 2004; Maier, 1997). The myth of the good and chivalrous 

German Wehrmacht soldier, as opposed to the vicious Nazi, had been undermined in 

scholarship as early as the 1970s, but survived among the general public until the late 

1990s (Kansteiner, 2006b). The history of public debate about the meaning of the Nazi 

past, its relevance for the present, and the role of everyday Germans in enabling and 

perpetrating atrocities, is complex and uneven. Regardless of the inconsistent and often 

limited nature of these discussions during much of postwar history, the claim that the past 

                                                           
 

 

 

9 See Wulf Kansteiner (2006b) for a detailed discussion of the various phases and protagonists of the 

struggles over memory culture from 1945 through the 1990s.  
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has been constantly used to create a ñguilt complexò (Schuldkomplex) among Germans is 

widely accepted as valid. As this section will show, this guilt complex has been situated 

as a major stumbling block inhibiting the ñnormalò development of Germany as a strong, 

proud, and effective nation today.   

As was discussed above, Heimat provided a refuge from the most troubled parts 

of the collective memory of Nazi crimes, starting with the escapism of the popular 

postwar Heimat films. With a few very powerful exceptions, in the first decades after the 

war, ñWest Germans emphasized their own suffering and largely ignored the suffering 

they had inflicted on othersò (Kansteiner, 2006b, p. 111). Even when representations of 

the Nazi genocide began to appear with more frequency on television in the 1970s, 

stories were focused on a particular subset of victimsðusually successful survivorsðand 

good Germans who aided them, erasing perpetrators and bystanders or reducing them to 

elite leaders or to caricature (Kansteiner, 2006a). One turning point in media 

representation and public discussion was the 1979 telecast of the American television 

mini-series Holocaust (1978) in West Germany. The series, which attracted 20 million 

West German viewers or roughly half of the population, followed two families during the 

Third Reich, a family of German Jews and an ambitious couple that ascended the ranks of 

the SS. The entertaining and emotionally powerful series included both victims and 

perpetrators as complex subjects and brought the Nazi genocide into the center of the 

public sphere with unprecedented success. However, the success of Holocaust frustrated 

some on the German left, who saw the production as a hypocritical capitalist project, 

meant to profit from the pain of Nazi crimes (Herf, 1980). 



84 
 

Edgar Reitz explicitly framed his popular television series, Heimat (1984), as a 

German answer to the successful American mini-series, Holocaust (Confino, 1998). The 

epic, fifteen-hour film tells the story of a family in a small town near the Rhine from 

1919 to 1982. As Alon Confino explains, beginning in the 1970s, the New Left embraced 

the Heimat idea as a symbol of "local roots and authentic German ways of life", and, 

thus, as the antithesis to nationalism, Americanization, and consumerism (1998, p. 193). 

This was at the heart of a new movement among German historians promoting oral 

history and the history of everyday life. Taking up this approach in television fiction, 

with Heimat Reitz aimed to portray genuine German relationships and experiences, as 

opposed to the supposedly kitschy and stereotypical Hollywood representations of 

Holocaust. Reitz unequivocally supported the commonly held view that Heimat cannot 

be scaled up to the nation or state, claiming in a 1984 article in Die Zeit, that "Heimat and 

nation... are contradictory terms" (quoted in Confino, 1998, p. 190). The nation is 

associated with conflict, abstraction, and diversity; Heimat is personal, embodied, 

harmonious and close-knit. As Confino summarizes, ñthe local meaning of the Heimat 

idea enables Reitz to disavow the notion of national history, and to fragment the larger 

processes of German history into numerous histories of local Heimats" (1998, p. 190). 

Reitzôs statements about Heimat reveal a slippage between the intimate personal 

experiences he foregrounds in the film, on the one hand, and on the other, a national 

consciousness constructed on collective but private ownership over the past.  

This foregrounding of the legitimacy of local experiences also has implications 

for determining who has the right to narrate the past. In reaction to Holocaust, Reitz 

wrote that ñthe most profound expropriation that exists is the expropriation of people 
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from their own historyò (quoted in Confino, 1998, p. 194). Reitzôs film is a reaction 

against expropriation both by foreign storytellers and by historians who attempt to, in his 

words, ñgeneralize, to order events, to disclose cause and effectò (E. Reitz, 1988, p. 137). 

Although he positions himself against national history, Reitz proposes a nationalist 

version of history that equates embodied ñGerman experienceò with authenticity, 

excluding both those who do not have a personal connection to the German past and 

those who undertake a broader analysis of the past and situate the personal in relation to 

political events. This view gives authority to speak based only on the personal, assuming, 

of course, one is also a member of the nation.   

 This argument was taken even further by Martin Walser in his 1998 speech 

accepting the Friedenspreis des Deutschen Buchandels (Peace Prize of the German 

Books Trade) for his autobiographical novel, Ein springender Brunnen (1998). The 

award is one of Germanyôs most prestigious, and the annual award ceremony is 

nationally televised and attended by the cultural, political, and intellectual elite. Walserôs 

novel depicts an idyllic childhood in southern Germany during the Nazi period, and of 

the loss of a father and brother during the war. As in Reitzôs film, National Socialism is 

presented unreflectively and its crimes are not presented at all. In Walserôs acceptance 

speech, which will be examined in more detail below, he spoke out against the 

"instrumentalization of Auschwitz" and the making of remembrance into a ritual (1998). 

He framed his critiques to provide plausible deniability against possible claims that he 

was promoting the forgetting of the past in that he purported to only be speaking for 

himself and his own experience. However, the language of the speech constantly slipped 

seamlessly between the personal ñIò and the German ñweò, belying this claim.  
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The speech received a near unanimous standing ovation from the exalted 

audience. Two days later Ignaz Bubis, the chair of the Zentralrats der Juden in 

Deutschland (Central Council of Jews in Germany) criticized the speech as intellectual 

arson (geistige Brandstiftung). Bubis repeated and elaborated his criticism a month later 

on the 60th anniversary of Kristallnacht, which unleashed a heated debate. Opinions 

expressed in the media generally sided with Walser, and cast Bubisôs concerns as a 

ñfailure to understandò Walserôs literary and artistic style in the speech (Assmann, 2003; 

Eshel, 2000). The debate ended up reinforcing Walserôs position and casting doubt on 

both the ability and the motives of ñOthersò who would speak out against closing off the 

past.  

Walser shares a suspicion of abstraction and symbolism with the early architects 

of the notion of Heimat. He also shares their blind acceptance of the nation as a natural 

community. ñGermanyò as a collective of German individuals is utterly natural, to the 

extent that it supersedes the politicalðand therefore abstractðstate. Walser demonstrates 

this by reiterating his long-standing opposition to the division of Germany. Contrary to 

the typical West German stance, Walser denied not only the legitimacy of the GDR, but 

also of the Federal Republic in its divided form. Walser compares the stance he took in 

1977 to his current project. ñTrembling as [he was] then" Walser insists that "Auschwitz 

is not suited to becoming a routine threat, a means of intimidation or a moral cudgel to be 

mobilized at any time, or simply a required practice. What comes to pass through 

ritualization has the character of lip serviceòv (Walser, 1998). Here, the threat Auschwitz 

poses is not that it reveals humanityôs latent capacity for unspeakable brutality but rather, 

that it can be used for the ñpermanent presentation of our shame.ò Walserôs deep 
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identification as a German above all means that he interprets any presentation of German 

crimes as a process of external shaming imposed by self-hating Germans and various 

outsiders.  

Walserôs rejection of the representation of German crimes is not limited to the 

crimes of the National Socialist past, however. He feels the same suspicion in response to 

discussions of contemporary hate crimes. He presents a quotation from an unnamed 

ñintellectualò (Habermas) about the festive atmosphere during the racist riots of the early 

1990s. Framing his question as self-critical, Walser asks why he is ñnot galvanized by the 

same outrageò as this intellectual who writes of the ñsympathetic population [that] sets up 

sausage stands in front of burning refugee hostels.ò Here, Walser references an article 

that Habermas wrote for Die Zeit in 1992 criticizing the public reaction to the xenophobic 

violence. Habermas argues against the single-minded concern with the political 

implications of the violence for Germanyôs international image. After quoting a number 

of top politicians who identified ñthe actual crimeò as the harm to Germanyôs 

international image, Habermas writes, ñNeither the victims or the barbarization of our 

society rate as the first worries, rather it is the image of seat-of-industry Germanyòvi 

(1992). Walser goes even further, by categorically refusing to believe the worst details of 

the riots themselves.  

Walser sees the injustice of the supposed guilt complex (Schuldkomplex) as 

singular: in the past quarter century, there is ñno other people (Volk), population, societyò 

that could be so addressed. Although the unnamed intellectual refers to a specific and 

contemporary event, Walser rejects the presentation of racist violence that recalls 

Germany's ñeternal shame.ò He blames the mediaôs ñroutine of accusationò for pushing 
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him to look away when faced with German ñshame:ò ñwhen I am presented every day 

with this past in the media, I notice that something in me defends itself against the 

permanent presentation of our shameé.I start to look away.òvii But lest the audience 

think that Walser is concerned about the ethics of this tendency, he reveals that in 

analyzing it he is ñalmost happyò to realize his reaction is not against remembrance itself, 

but against the ñinstrumentalization of our shame for present purposes.òviii  Walser 

suspects that the media and self-hating German intellectuals have ulterior motives for 

representing the past in public. He suspects that it makes German critics feel closer to 

victims, relieving themselves of their burden by heaping it higher onto their compatriots. 

Walser, however, claims that he cannot shake the feeling of always standing on the side 

of the ñaccused.ò  

This section of Walser's speech raises several important issues. First, it shows 

how the over-identification with the national (German) converts all representations of 

crimes committed by group members into an accusation against the nation, and thus 

against all members. This identification is so strong that it holds together crimes past and 

present under the same agenda of shaming. Any use of the past as a tool for analysis is 

tantamount to ñinstrumentalization,ò which, regardless of its purpose, is suspect and is a 

misuse of Auschwitz. Second, it reflects once again the structure of 19th century Heimat 

discourse, which defends the sovereignty of the individual and expresses suspicion of 

politics, abstraction, and symbolism. Under cover of this disavowal of politics, it 

reaffirms the unquestioned natural community of the people (Volk). This is a politics of 

the private nation, which holds the personal experience as primary and truly authentic. 

This nation is unaffected by the historical unfolding of the politics and actions of the 
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state. Finally, it draws a strong line between ñweò Germans who are the target of hurtful 

representations and those who marshal those representations. Walserôs binary divides the 

world into victims and perpetrators, accusers and accused. The strength of Walserôs 

national identification makes a shared practice of remembrance impossible. Those who 

publically discuss German crimes are thus outsiders. The common experience of being 

constantly accused, threatened with the constant mobilization of Auschwitz as "a means 

of intimidation or moral cudgel" (Walser, 1998) unites Germans. The positive reception 

reflected in the standing ovation Walser received was carried over into the mediated 

debate that followed from Bubisôs critique. While a number of other prominent figuresð

most of them also Jewsðshared Bubisôs reading of Walserôs speech, the responses 

published in the media largely supported Walser and dismissed the critique as an inability 

to understand Walserôs literary style (Eshel, 2001). The lightly veiled anti-Semitism 

underlying the claim that German Jewish critics were incapable of understanding literary 

German was expressed in a more extreme form when, at the height of the debate, a pig 

painted with a Star of David and labeled BUBIS was driven onto Berlinôs Alexanderplatz 

(Roll, 1998). The mostly positive reaction to Walserôs and against Bubisôs criticism of it 

shows that speaking out against the continued public analysis of Germanyôs past to 

establish the ñnormalityò of reunified Germany serves to unify and consolidate the idea 

of the German nation against domestic and international outsiders. 

New Germans and the German Past 

This national consolidation around the past has consequences for immigrants and 

new Germans, whose familial past does not include a connection to the perpetrator 
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generations of the Third Reich. This is not only a problem of the right, as represented by 

Walser. While many have called for an inclusive practice of memory since early in the 

postwar period, many of the critical leftist proponents of Vergangenheitsbewältigung 

(coming to terms with the past) have relied heavily on a genealogical connection to 

National Socialism to justify the depth of German responsibility to be critically self-

reflective. For example, Habermasôs idea of ñconstitutional patriotismò is based on 

political attachment and the commitment to the norms, values and procedures of a liberal 

democratic constitution, relying also on ñsupplements of particularityò to become an 

effective form of political attachment (J.-W. Müller, 2008, p. 11); in the German case this 

meant the self-critical memory of the Nazi past.  

Habermas and other leftist intellectuals proposed constitutional patriotism in 

reaction to the move by conservative historians to relativize the National Socialist past 

during the 1980s (see Chapter 3). However, in seeking to reaffirm the singularity of Nazi 

crimes, the national emphasis of early concepts of constitutional patriotism effectively 

excluded immigrants and new Germans from a key site of national community formation 

(J.-W. Müller, 2008, pp. 37ï39; Rothberg & Yildiz, 2011, p. 38). Nevertheless, as Jan-

Werner Müller argues, this ethnic-national emphasis is not critical toðor even 

sustainable withinðthe practice of constitutional patriotism (2008, p. 42). Although it 

may have been an expedient way to counter conservative drives for normalization, the 

construction of an exclusive form of memory culture is not necessary to preserve active 

engagement with the past. In fact, it is counterproductive. As Rothberg and Yildiz (2011) 

show in their excellent ethnographic work with immigrants and their descendants who 

engage with and explore Germanyôs past and its lessons for politics and society across 
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time and space, there is no a priori reason that immigrants cannot access the collective 

memory of the receiving country. Taking on the question of whether the immigrating to 

Germany doesn't also mean immigrating into Germany's recent past (Senocak & Tulay, 

2000), Rothberg and Yildiz discuss the example of a group of immigrant ñactivist 

citizensò (Isin & Nielsen, 2008). This group of Turkish immigrant women are engaging 

with and exploring Germanyôs past and its lessons for politics and society across time and 

space, using the example of Nazi genocide to think through the Turkish history of 

Armenian genocide. Rothberg and Yildiz counter the assumption that immigrants are 

necessarily cut off from the collective memory of the receiving country. They expose the 

ways that the leftist politics of contrition, in the ways outlined above, have led to 

cordoning off immigrant citizens and minorities, supporting ethnicist notions of 

Germanness.  

In the 1980s and 1990s, both sides of the polarized debate between conservative 

and critical leftist approaches to defining the place of the National Socialist past in the 

countryôs contemporary self-conception depended on a descent-based definition of the 

national community. For conservatives like Walser, only Germans could understand the 

emotional and psychological toll of being faced with a ceaseless ñroutine of accusationò 

domestically and internationally. In contrast, pushing back against conservative attempts 

to relativize the past led many critical intellectuals to overemphasize the particularly 

German responsibility for remembering National Socialist crimes (Rothberg & Yildiz, 

2011). However, after reunification, the self-reflexive critical form of identification 

called for by ñconstitutional patriotismò fell out of favor. Reunification ushered in a new 

wave of nationalist enthusiasm. With the ñanomalyò of the national division gone, many 
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intellectuals from across the political spectrum thought that Germans could now form a 

ñnormalò national consciousness (J.-W. Müller, 2008, p. 44). In addition, after fiercely 

but vainly resisting citizenship law changes introducing limited birth right to citizenship 

around the turn of the millennium, conservative politicians gradually discovered the 

pedagogical power of immigrant patriots in the cause of establishing a ñnormalizedò 

national consciousness (see Chapter 5). The enthusiasm of immigrant patriots for their 

new homeland serves as an example to Germans whose relationship to the nation is 

portrayed as neurotic and tense (verkrampft). In contrast, critical intellectuals from 

Adorno to Habermas see this tension as part of a productive community-building process 

of reflection on uncomfortable pasts (Jürgen Habermas, 1997, p. 17). From this 

perspective, engaging with this tension that conservatives view as pathological serves as 

a tool of empowerment and as the key to the formation of an ethical and active national 

community (Assmann, 2003; J.-W. Müller, 2008).  

However, this rational and complex discursive version of national affiliation runs 

precisely contrary to the pre-political, affective, and harmonious notion of Heimat. 

Heimat discourse accepts the contributions that immigrants and transnational citizens can 

make in freeing German national sentiment from the friction and complexity of the past. 

Their participation is also rhetorically useful as evidence of the inclusiveness of new 

nationalism. However, since Heimat thinking is also incompatible with the complexity 

and rationality of plural and transnational affiliations, it also maintains a boundary 

between immigrant patriots and normative nationals. German ñmemory cultureò (Esmer, 

2014) thus stands as both a challenge and an opportunity for new Germans seeking to 

claim their place within national culture.  
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While those with identifiable immigrant heritage may continue to be frustrated in 

their attempts to claim their Heimat in Germany, their presumed lack of a German past 

gives them a privileged position in defining a new Germany free from the burdens of the 

National Socialist past. This is evident in minority cultural production from hip-hop to 

journalism (see for example Harris, 2010a; Samy Deluxe, 2009). In their 2012 book Wir 

neuen Deutschen (We New Germans), Polish-born Alice Bota, Turkish-German Topçu 

Özlem, and Vietnamese-German Khue Pham intertwine narratives from their personal 

lives as first and second generation immigrants from three distinct cultural and socio-

economic backgrounds with broader analysis and critique of identity and exclusion in 

contemporary Germany. They use their biographies and their experience as journalists on 

the editorial staff of the prestigious weekly newspaper, Die Zeit, to analyze the logics and 

functions of limited notions of Germanness and to argue for the benefits of inclusiveness 

to the whole population of Germany. Throughout their work they criticize the 

hierarchical differentiation of ñGermansò from ñforeigners.ò Germanness is defined first 

by the lack of foreign traces in language, religion, appearance, and name. However, they 

observe that Germanness may be attained (at least provisionally) despite these foreign 

traces based on a personôs level of achievement in society.  

Although Bota et al. provide a nuanced and comprehensive critique of the 

differential valuation of the ñforeignò and the ñGerman,ò they also uncritically accept 

several common assumptions relating to Heimat and the German past. The third chapter 

of their book, Meine Heimat, keine Heimat (My Heimat, No Heimat), addresses the 

question of where one comes from, delving into the affect of belonging. Bota et al. 

observe that those who ask this question of others can usually answer it easily for 
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themselves, but are not satisfied with a simple answer. For those whose origins are 

multiple this question is a trap, forcing them to declare loyalties to one at the expense of 

others. They write that Heimat is an extremely emotional and complicated concept, one 

that evokes the sacrifices their parents made by emigrating, and the desire for the security 

their German friends seem to derive from it. ñHeimat,ò they write, ñis the origin of body 

and soul; it is the middle point of oneôs own worldòix (2012, p. 50). The authorsô 

internalized conception of Heimat underscores their assimilation of German notions of 

self, even as it marks them as permanently alienated from it.  

Even as they perceive that Germans enjoy security and harmony from inhabiting 

their own homeland, echoing Walserôs position, they see Germans as tormented by shame 

for the Nazi past. They write that, ñbeing German still means: having to bear Nazi jokes 

abroad, keeping your head bowed, and only bringing out the flag during the World Cupòx 

(2012, p. 53). They argue that the burden of the past has prevented Germans from having 

a robust national identity. Somehow, the authors do not interpret long persistence of 

exclusively descent-based citizenship, the primacy of singular notions of Heimat, and the 

resistance to accepting people of color as German as indications of a strong national 

identity. Despite the abundant evidence Bota et al. present of the resilient positive 

associations with Germanness, the authors still accept the Walserian notion that a 

persistent ñguilt complexò makes positive German identity impossible. Bota et al. go so 

far as to borrow the axiom that ñto love others, one must first love themselvesò (2012, p. 

53) to argue that German self-loathing is actually the root of xenophobia. They offer little 

justification for this claim, which appears to be based on the commonsensical idea that 

bulliesðhere xenophobesðonly lash out at others out of a lack of self-confidence, 



95 
 

caused in this case by shame about the Nazi past. The authors consider themselves as 

absolved from this shame, since others do not see the German past as belonging to them. 

In this, they find an opportunity: by encouraging Germans to accept their immigrant and 

minority compatriots as part of the nation, they can build a new identity free from the 

fetters of past nationalist atrocities. In their acceptance of the view that the past has a 

pathological impact on the German national psyche, they view the incorporation of the 

transnational in Germany as a route to freedom from the past.  

Bota et al.ôs book musters a powerful critique of the cultural politics of 

contemporary social inequality, but it also demonstrates the taboo surrounding the 

concept of racism in Germany. The authors repeatedly address issues of appearance, 

religious stigma, and religious and cultural othering, but the words ñraceò and ñracismò 

only appear on two pages in the book. Beyond that, it shows the even stronger taboo 

around examining continuities with National Socialist past. The only role the German 

past plays in the book is as a source of shame that prevents a relaxed and healthy 

contemporary German identity. Taking a different approach, Turkish-German journalist 

Mustafa Esmer (2014) rejects the ways the past is used by normative Germans in a 

commentary written for the online magazine, Migazin, which covers issues related to 

migration in Germany. Esmer uses stories from his life to demonstrate how the burden of 

the past functions to delegitimize criticism of racism by minorities in contemporary 

Germany. Esmer points to a pattern evident in episodes ranging from memories of his 

parents' attempts to criticize discriminatory treatment in the search for housing to 

contemporary discussions about his experiences of everyday racism with "bio-German" 

friends. Whenever his parents or Esmer spoke up against racialized inequality, they were 
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met with the defensive dismissal, ñYeah, yeah, we are all Nazisò (Esmer, 2014). He then 

asks,  

Why, even though I have lived in Germany since my birth, I grew up here and I 

actively follow politics, am I not allowed to criticize the injustices that govern my 

life? Very simple: I am missing a crucial marker of bio-German identity, namely, 

the German original sinðthe Holocaust. The exclusivity of the German original 

sin is the problem that leads to the lack of recognition of new Germans by the 

majority society.xi (Esmer, 2014)  

Esmer sympathetically observes the same ñguilt complexò that Bota et al. blame for 

German self-hatred and, paradoxically, xenophobia, but comes to a different conclusion. 

Instead of seeing the inclusion of minorities as a means of breaking the curse of guilt, 

Esmer calls for an initiative involving representatives of the German population in all its 

diversity to devise a new, active, and inclusive approach to German memory culture. 

Esmerôs account shows that, even among his liberal German friends, the past is not 

functioning as a tool to understand the logics and the significance of everyday forms of 

racism. On the contrary, it has been used to create an environment of what Robin 

DiAngelo (2011) in the United States has called ñwhite fragility,ò or the expectation 

among majority populations of being insulated from racial stress, leading to the inability 

to tolerate challenges to the hegemonic racial equilibrium. 

This resistance among majority German society to a national ñguilt complexò and 

its prevention of ñnormalò national sentiments reaches back to the early postwar years. 

Already in 1959, Adorno criticized pervasive complaints of a ñguilt complex,ò suggesting 

that this term portrays burdening of oneself with the past as pathological, ñwhereas the 

healthy and realistic person is fully absorbed in the present and its practical goalsò (2012, 

p. 91). This quote reflects the extent to which biopolitical concepts of health and the 

productive, future-oriented population were already well-established and functioning to 
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construct national ideals less than 15 years after the war ended. Indeed, Adorno saw 

much behavior that is neurotic in relation to the past, including ñdefensive postures where 

one is not attacked, intense affects where they are hardly warranted by the situation, an 

absence of affect in the face of the gravest matters, not seldom simply a repression of 

what is known or half-knownò (2012, p. 90), examples of all of which are readily 

apparent in Walserôs 1998 speech. Adorno was skeptical that this neurosis was the result 

of a collectively felt guilt, but rather suggests it was a defensive reaction against it. A key 

part of this defense is the denial of continuities from the Third Reich to postwar 

Germanyðin particular as regards national identity and racism. Establishing a new 

national normality after the Third Reich has depended heavily on the intimate features of 

Heimat thinking, while denying its political functions in establishing the abstract nation-

state and maintaining the notion of internal strangers.  

Conclusion 

By privileging an imaginary stability, simplicity, and harmony, Heimat excludes 

populations whose experiences of moving across cultures and switching cultural codes 

makes them acutely aware of the ambiguities and complexities of national cultures. 

Because new Germans must learn diverse sets of cultural codes, they can never forget 

that cultural assumptions are not simply natural, but are socially constructed. Heimat 

crystallizes this desire for continuity between the personal and the social, between local 

experience and the political abstraction. Although visible minorities are excluded from 

this German norm of Heimat, their perceived lack of a German past positions them to 

support another desired form of normality: a present- and future-oriented German nation 
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that is free from the burdens of the past. Whereas this chapter has focused on an affective 

concept that distinguishes indigenous Germans from integrant strangers, the next chapter 

examines rational, biopolitical conceptions of the social body that mobilize immigrants 

and minorities in integration projects that aim to build a new Germany suited to the 

challenges of a global economy.  

                                                           
 

 

 

i So wird es en Deutschland gemacht 
ii Wie schön! Sie fahren zurück in die Heimat. 
iii  Deutscher im Sinne dieses Grundgesetzes ist vorbehaltlich anderweitiger gesetzlicher Regelung, wer die 

deutsche Staatsangehörigkeit besitzt oder als Flüchtling oder Vertriebener deutscher Volkszugehörigkeit 

oder als dessen Ehegatte oder Abkömmling in dem Gebiete des Deutschen Reiches nach dem Stande vom 

31. Dezember 1937 Aufnahme gefunden hat. (GG Art. 116 (1)) 
iv Aufnahmebewerber aus anderen Staaten (einschließlich Estland, Lettland oder Litauen) als der ehemali -

gen Sowjetunion müssen zusätzlich nachweisen, dass sie auf Grund ihrer deutschen Volkszugehörigkeit 

Benachteiligungen oder Nachwirkungen früherer Benachteiligungen unterlagen. 
v Das fällt mir ein, weil ich jetzt wieder vor Kühnheit zittere, wenn ich sage: Auschwitz eignet sich nicht, 

dafür Drohroutine zu werden, jederzeit einsetzbares Einschüchterungsmittel oder Moralkeule oder auch 

nur Pflichtübung 
vi Nicht den Opfern und der Entzivilisierung unserer Gesellschaft gilt die erste Sorge, sondern dem 

Ansehen des Industriestandortes Deutschland. 
vii Wenn mir aber jeden Tag in den Medien diese Vergangenheit vorgehalten wird, merke ich, daß sich in 

mir etwas gegen diese Dauerpräsentation unserer Schande wehrt. Anstatt dankbar zu sein für die 

unaufhörliche Präsentation unserer Schande, fange ich an wegzuschauen. 
viii  Wenn ich merke, daß sich in mir etwas dagegen wehrt, versuche ich, die Vorhaltung unserer Schande 

auf Motive hin abzuhören und bin fast froh, wenn ich glaube, entdecken zu können, daß öfter nicht mehr 

das Gedenken, das Nichtvergessendu↓rfen das Motiv ist, sondern die Instrumentalisierung unserer 

Schande zu gegenwärtigen Zwecken. 
ix Heimat ist der Ursprung von Körper und Seele, es ist der Mittelpunkt der eigenen Welt. 
x Deutschsein heißt immer noch: im Ausland Naziwitze ertragen, den Kopf gesenkt halten, die Fahne nur 

zur WM rausholen. 
xi Warum darf ich trotz der Tatsache, dass ich seit Geburt in Deutschland lebe, hier aufgewachsen bin und 

die Politik aktiv verfolge, die Missstände, die meinen Alltag bestimmen, nicht kritisieren? Ganz einfach: 

Mir fehlt ein wesentliches Merkmal biodeutscher Identität, nämlich die deutsche Erbsündeðder 

Holocaust. Die Exklusivität der deutschen Erbschuld ist das Problem, das zu der fehlenden Anerkennung 

Neudeutscher vonseiten der Mehrheitsgesellschaft führt. 
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CHAPTER 2 ï SPORTS INTEGRATION IN THE NEW GERMANY  

 

In the early 2000s, after the introduction of territorial birthright to citizenship (jus 

solis), Germany quickly transformed itself from a paradigm of ñsegregationistò 

approaches to immigration into a strong supporter of new ñintegrationistò approaches 

(see Süssmuth 2001). German migration policy shifted from exclusion and repatriation to 

focus on management and socialization. Chapter 1 discussed the German notion of 

Heimat, or homeland, which is generally conceived as a paradigmatic example of 

particularism. Heimat evokes a personal, private and individual imagination of the place 

of true belonging outside the realm of politics. However, as Chapter 1 argued, it is 

precisely this sense of intimacy that made Heimat such an effective tool for the 

generalization of identity to formulate Germany as a national community in the modern 

sense. Heimat maintains its particularist and primordial underpinnings but, by conceiving 

of itself as an individualist concept, resists political analysis. However, as this chapter 

will argue, contemporary notions of national belonging and citizenship in Germany have 

also evolved to include universalizing imperatives under the paradigm of civic 

integration. As a complement to the past temporal orientation of Heimat, contemporary 

integration projects work to cultivate collective forms of subjectivity that aim to improve 

the future life of the population. Sports have emerged as one of the most prominent forms 

taken by these projects. This chapter looks at the prominent place of sports, and 
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particularly soccer, in integration policy to parse the logics underpinning the development 

of new techniques for managing diversity in German society.  

Several of the earliest national institutions to initiate integration projects were the 

German Olympic Sports Confederation and the German Football Association (DFB, 

Deutscher Fußball Bund), which fields the national soccer team. Despite the long 

relationship of sports to war (Mangan, 2004; Pritchard, 2009), today sports are 

conceptualized as the ideal model for transcultural social cohesion and international 

cooperation. This chapter opens with an analysis of a 2014 cover story from Der Spiegel, 

which shows the extent to which sports facilitate discourses of national self-construction. 

To further investigate the conceptualization of the relationship between sports and 

integration, this chapter examines the place of sports in the National Integration Plan of 

2006 and in the integration programs of the German Football Association and the 

German Olympic Sports Confederation. The corpus for this chapter is as follows:  

¶ German Football Association (DFB) and Mercedes Benz 

o Integration Prize  

¶ Brochures (2008-2015) 

¶ German Football Association (DFB) 

¶ Integration Starts with Me! Practical Handbook (2011) 

¶ German Olympic Sports Confederation (DOSB) 

o Integration through Sports Program  

¶ 20 Years of Integration Brochure (2009) 

¶ Integration through Sport: An Introduction (2012) 

¶ Basic Framework Document (2014) 

¶ The Federal Government (Die Bundesregierung) 

o National Integration Plan 

¶ Plan Introduction and Sections Related to Sports (2007) 

¶ National Integration Plan Brochure (2007) 
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I analyze the social policies and rhetoric around the participation of minority Germans in 

elite and amateur soccer, and in particular, the claim of DFB leadersðechoed by 

politiciansðthat ñsport is the primary engine of integration in Germany,ò and that elite 

athletes of color represent ñlived integrationò (gelebte Integration). As this chapter 

shows, discourses of sporting integration follow a biopolitical mode of governance aimed 

at managing diversity and cultivating it into a form that is beneficial for the German 

population. In doing so, those discourses strengthen the normative foundations of 

majority German society and justify the socio-economic inequality of those who choose 

not to or fail to meet those normative standards. 

The chapter ends with an analysis of the seams of this sporting integration, the 

disjunctures where the easy transition from celebration to skepticism and condemnation 

reveal the dual nature of biopolitics: the power to ñmake liveò involves deciding which 

life should be encouraged to thrive and which should not. The logics dictating that 

resources and energies be poured into disciplining non-normative bodies to transform 

them into valuable members of the population also dictate that those provisional members 

be surveilled for evidence of errancy. In particular, I examine a debate about requiring 

players to sing the national anthem that cropped up after the national team performed 

below expectations at the Euro Cup in 2012. This chapter asks, what connection do 

discourses of sports integration illustrate between life and integration? How does 

promoting ñintegrationò through sports discipline unruly bodies and turn them into 

productive citizens? How are the minority affiliations of these athletes conceptualized as 

contributing to their ability and to the ability of the German national team, or in the case 

of amateur sports, to the German population at large? The central role of sports in 
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German policy on the socialization and management of those newly entitled to 

citizenship has emerged in concordance with economic theories of national life 

developed in Germany after World War II and, more recently, as part of the spread of a 

new form of integration discourse across Europe around the turn of the millennium. In 

both cases, economic logics have gained ascendance in the definition of deserving 

citizens.  

Although it is still common to distinguish European policies on immigrant 

reception into national typologies defining them on a range between multiculturalist and 

assimilationist, as Christian Joppke (2007) has shown, policy across European states is 

converging around the ideal of ñcivic integration.ò Typologies of nationalism often 

categorize nationalisms according to their relative reliance on ethnic or civic traits in 

defining the population (Canovan 2000, Yack 1996). ñMature,ò ñmodernò and ñWesternò 

forms of nationalismðwith all of the problematic superiority implied in these termsðare 

typically associated with civic nationalist conceptions that accommodate and incorporate 

diversity in the very idea of the nation (Canovan, 2000).  This form contrasts with 

ñexclusiveò forms that depend on primordial and particularistic conceptions of the 

national population. The latter, ñsegregationistò form is often associated with Germany 

(Koopmans 2005), most dramatically expressed in the period of National Socialist rule. 

Even after National Socialism, Germanyôs maintenance of a decent-based form of 

citizenship (jus sanguinis, or ñblood rightò) made it, until recently, ñthe pariah among 

immigrant-receiving states in the Westò (Joppke, 2007, p. 2). In contrast, the Netherlands 

and France are held up as exemplars of two different forms of civic nationalism (Joppke, 

2007). The Dutch version is characterized as a strong pluralist model of multiculturalism 



103 
 

built on the traditional Dutch model of pillarization, which affirmed the right to self-

organization in the interests of maintaining religious communities (Prins & Saharso, 

2010). On the other hand, the French model of civic nationalism is often referenced as a 

paradigm of universalist or assimilationist models of incorporating cultural difference 

(Simon & Sala Pala, 2010). However, closer examination of the policy and discourse of 

these paradigmatic examples shows that they have actually converged in recent decades, 

moving towards new discourses of ñintegration,ò while condemning the supposed 

ñbalkanizationò of multiculturalism (Vertovec & Wessendorf, 2010). At the same time, 

assimilation is no longer considered a realistic or ethical approach. Even France 

condemned the idea of assimilation as early as the 1980s, calling for the utilization of 

ñdifferences within a common project and not, like assimilation, their abolitionò 

(quotation from the French High Council for Integration cited in Simon & Sala Pala, 

2010, p. 93). Despite their many differences, recent scholarship has shown that clean 

typological distinctions among models of citizenship and belonging in Western 

immigrant-receiving countries are untenable.  

Instead, Europe has broadly turned to ñintegrationò as a supposed alternative to 

assimilation and multiculturalism, outlined in a policy document released by the Council 

of the European Union in 2004. This document reflected and advanced a convergence of 

policy on immigrant reception and incorporation. The Council outlined goals for the 

monitoring and evaluation of integration processes, as well as factors such as education, 

employment, language skills and majority society contact that they argued contribute to 

successful integration (Council of the European Union, 2004). While also including a 

point clarifying the need to pursue anti-discrimination policy, the document primarily 



104 
 

outlines immigrant obligations to become productive and autonomous. State and civil 

society measures are aimed at creating the conditions for immigrant self-reliance. 

Christian Joppke (2007) traces the development of the EU policy to the Netherlands, 

which took a strong turn away from multicultural policy over the course of the 1990s. 

The Dutch went from being pioneers of multiculturalism to become leaders in what Prins 

and Saharso (2010) call ñnew realism,ò a social conservative discourse condemning the 

supposed hegemony of the ñliberal eliteò and its oppressive norms of ñpolitical 

correctness.ò While the language of the 2004 policy document maintains broad language 

of inclusivity, Joppke shows that the implementation of ñcivic integrationò policy across 

Europe demonstrates an increasingly obligatory tendency and has become a new tool for 

immigration restriction, particularly for the family members of low-skilled immigrants 

seeking reunification.  

European states have moved to adopt a dualistic policy of immigration, which 

rolls out ña red carpet of relaxed entry and residence requirementsò for highly skilled 

immigrants while ñfending offò low-skilled immigrants with pre-entry integration 

requirements and other restrictions (Joppke, 2007, p. 8). After long denying the 

permanence of postwar labor migration and the settlement of asylum seekers, Germany 

followed the implementation of changes to citizenship law in 2000 with the enactment of 
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its first explicit policy on immigrant inclusion with the Immigration Act in 2004.10 This 

law introduced, in highly contradictory terms, the ñentitlementò and the ñobligationò of 

immigrants to attend integration courses. Without defining it, the law includes the term 

ñintegrationò 61 times. The law requires integration education for long-term permanent 

residents who are deemed to have ñspecial integration needsò and those who receive 

public benefits. This law grants broad discretion to authorities to determine the level and 

meaning of integration. The meaning of integration, however, has remained flexible, 

defined informally in public discourse and indirectly through the specific government 

measures to pursue it. While later chapters, and particularly Chapter 6, analyze the 

repressive side of integration discourse, this chapter analyzes the attractive and 

productive aspects of biopolitical mechanisms embodied in sporting integration. 

Being Somebody Again: National Self-Reflection and Optimization Through Sports  

After Germanyôs 2014 victory during the menôs FIFA World Cup, Der Spiegel 

published an issue with a cover that asked Wir sind wiederé wer? (We are whoé 

again?). This title used punctuation to convert the famous idiom Wir sind wieder wer (We 

are somebody again), which emerged from the jubilant collective response to West 

Germanyôs 1954 World Cup victory, commonly known as the Miracle of Bern (ñĂWir 

sind wieder werñ,ò 1996). That event has taken on mythological proportions in national 

                                                           
 

 

 

10 Act to Control and Restrict Immigration and to Regulate the Residence and Integration of EU Citizens 

and Foreigners (Immigration Act) of 30 June, 2004.  
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narration, with prominent politicians and historians referring to it as ñthe true birthday of 

the Federal Republicò (Joel & Schütt, 2008, p. 8). In a spontaneous display of national 

exuberanceðone that provoked anxiety among many international observersðthe 

audience in Bern broke into the original national anthem, complete with the excised 

section proclaiming ñDeutschland über allesò (Germany above all). By referencing the 

return of collective public pride in 1954, Spiegel ties the current victory back to that 

postwar moment of ñbecoming someone.ò At the same time, the ellipses and interrogative 

transform the statement into its opposite: a statement of doubt and anxiety about the 

makeup of the population and its meaning for national collectivity.  

The issue was released with six different cover images of people draped in the 

German flag, who, according to the editorôs introduction, represent six German 

Archetypes, including a man in sandals and white socks with a German shepherd, a 

woman in business attire with a child on her hip, and a man pushing a shopping cart filled 

with reclaimed bottles and cans. These people represent six possible answers to the 

question of who represents the national ñweò. The figures, the top halves of their bodies 

covered by the flag, are identifiable by their stances and clothing. On the cover for the 

digital edition (figure 1), Angela Merkel is suggested by her typical dress (black slacks 

and pink blazer) and her characteristic stance: straight-backed with feet placed close 

together, arms bent with her hands meeting in front of her torso, fingers lightly touching. 

To each side, you can see part of two other figures, suggesting that the series of covers 

forms a circle. These two figures are identifiable as a national soccer team member and a 

Muslim woman, fully veiled in black. Ironically, in order to show that the woman is 

veiled, she is the only figure whose face is not completely covered by the German flag. 
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The cover image suggests that the nation, embodied by its top politician, stands between 

two possibilities competing to define its future. The soccer player represents national 

unity and the glory of success on a global stage.  
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Figure 1: The cover of Der Spiegel for the first issue published after Germanyôs 2014 World Cup win. The 

figures represent various archetypes in German society. Here, the central figure evokes Chancellor Angela 

Merkel. She is flanked on the one side by a national hero in the form of a German soccer team member and 

on the other by a figure of national anxiety: a presumably Muslim woman in modest dress.   

This is the Germany of lightness and positive national sentiment. The figure of the 

woman, on the other hand, represents the threat of a ñparallel societyò within Germany, 

defined by ñtraditionalò Muslim values and gender norms. The veiled woman is both a 

figure of both pity and anxiety, symbolizing the supposed repression of women among a 

segment of the ñweò in Germany that does not wish to adopt ñWesternò norms. As Joan 

Scott (2007) observed, in Western Europe the veil or the headscarf has taken on a 

disproportionate meaning, standing in for the threat posed to liberal democracy by 

Muslim minorities and symbolizing a ñclash of culturesò between the West and the 

Muslim world. This cover image is Orientalist in Saidôs (1979) most basic sense: it poses 

Western Europeôs quintessential image of Oriental difference beside the figure 

representing the liberal democratic state and asks whether these things are reconcilable. 

Although there are many other visible cues that could signify Muslim difference, the 

headscarf or veil is the primary focus of attention in European cultural politics (J. W. 

Scott, 2007). By choosing a fully covered figure meant to represent the maximum 

possible difference, the coverôs designers set up an irreconcilable tension between Islam 

and key German institutions.  

This symbol of illiberal traditionalism stands in contrast to, and as such defines, 

the liberal democratic values embodied by Chancellor Merkel. But this image also 

includes a third figure: the national soccer team player. As Chapter 5 will demonstrate, 

the unprecedented diversity of the German national team beginning in the 2000s 
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contributed to a new national imaginary that uses minority players and patriotic fans to 

authorize and ñteachò the German public to be proud of their country. In public 

discussions about the changing German population, sports and sporting celebrity 

repeatedly emerge as a means of managing cultural difference and reasserting normative 

German values under the banner of integration. Sports not only provide a forum for 

national self-reflection, they have been mobilized as a technology for transforming 

immigrants and their descendants into valuable citizens.  

The quintessential German values identified in these discussions are imbued with 

the kind of universalism that Wallerstein (1990) identifies in his analysis of the key 

relationship between universalism and racism-sexism. This symbiotic pair contains the 

contradictions of the world system under capitalism, explaining persistent inequalities in 

the face of capitalist promises of rising prosperity for all. Wallersteinôs idea of the 

universal and the racist-sexist tracks closely with the rationalities behind Foucaultôs 

theories of biopolitics. Both identify a political economy of life that seeks to optimize the 

life of the population, while always also reproducing the division between life that is 

worthy and life that is unworthy, and thus a threat to the population. The population must 

be optimized for better life, which means that it must also be fragmentedða hierarchical 

mechanism that Foucault uses to define racism (2003, p. 255). This involves a constant 

process of self-definition, and identification of traits of universal value with the 

hegemonic or normative population. Wallerstein defines this form of universalism as 

ñEuropean universalism,ò which holds that Western civilizations are superior because 

they are the only ones that have come to be based on universal values and truths. 
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The title article in the 2014 Der Spiegel issue is a wide-ranging rumination on 

who ñweò are, defining the components of a national population and touching on pieces 

of the German past and present, from the Nazi past to Germanyôs emergence and bright 

future as a global economic powerhouse and moral authority. The theme of the article is 

the trajectory away from ñself-imposed gloominessò (Selbstverdüsterung) and shame 

over the past towards attaining ñlightnessò interpreted as the primary component of a new 

ñGermany feelingò (Deutschlandgefühl). The article claims that ñit is also German virtues 

that have led to the German lightness. Since prosperity makes life light and elevates the 

mood. As a consequence of diligence, discipline, and obedience this prosperity is 

currently growingòi (Kurbjuweit et al., 2014, p. 61). These culturally defined traits are 

used to explain the prosperity of Germany, which, as the authors note, was enjoying 

something like a ñsmall economic miracleò amidst the European economic crisis. They 

attribute this prosperity both to ñGerman virtuesò and to the economic reforms made in 

the early 2000s to ñbring society and the economy into conformity.ò This statement 

legitimates Germanyôs economic gains at a time when its Southern European neighbors 

were mired in economic turmoil. The virtues claimed as culturally German serve to 

explain Germanyôs success on the playing field as well as in the global economy. 

Returning to the cover image of the three figures described above, German liberal 

democracy stands between its projection of illiberal traditionalism on the one side and on 

the other a national soccer team that has come to signify the possible benefits of a 

transnational and multiethnic society. This forked pathway of ñbenefitsò and ñchallengesò 

has driven the underlying narrative in the battle for Germanyôs future, encapsulated in 

integration discourse and its projects. It should not be surprising, then, that sports 
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emerged as a major focus of the earliest national projects for integration. One of the first 

institutions to take up the project of integration was the German Olympic Sports 

Confederation (DOSB). The DOSB conceptualized a program called ñSport for 

everyoneðSports with Aussiedlernò in 1989 that allocated federal funding to provide 

recreational sports activities to newly arrived ethnic German immigrants from the Soviet 

Union and Eastern bloc countries (see Chapter 1 for a discussion of Aussiedler). In its 

first iteration, only immigrants with German citizenship were included. The decision not 

to include refugees was harshly critiqued by some politicians, but it was justified by 

arguments that ethnic German Aussiedler were permanent immigrants and that they had a 

ñgreater willingness for integrationò than other groups (Giebenhain, 1995, p. 172). In 

2002, as part of a national shift sparked by the liberalization of German citizenship law, 

ñSports with Aussiedlerò was renamed ñIntegration through Sports,ò reflecting a new 

recognition of immigrants and their children as part of German society. However, this 

move towards new inclusiveness was accompanied by increasing majority anxieties about 

some groupsô ñcultural compatibilityò and ñwillingness to integrate,ò or lack thereof.  

The National Integration Plan of 2006 and the integration programs of Germanyôs 

two most important sporting organizations reflect attempts by the State, in Gramsciôs 

generous sense of the term (1971, p. 244), to manage cultural and social difference by 

cultivating ñdocile bodiesò (Foucault, 1978) at the individual level. At the level of the 

population, these programs contribute to discourses that normalize values that are 

portrayed as both inherent in German culture and universal in their utility for cultivating 

an economically independent and rational citizenry under global capitalism.  
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Germanyôs Economic Rebirth: Foundations of Sovereignty in Economic Liberty and 

Enterprise 

The concepts of neoliberal citizenship at the heart of integration discourse are not 

unique to Germany, but they have played a particularly important role in the Federal 

Republic since its establishment in 1949. Foucault uses the example of Germanyôs 

reconstruction in his lectures from 1978-1979, collectively titled The Birth of Biopolitics 

(2008), to trace the emergence of one of the most influential strains of the neoliberal 

politics in globalized political economy. In the aftermath of Germanyôs defeat in World 

War II and its subsequent occupation by Allied powers, German politicians faced an 

existential crisis of national legitimacy and national sovereignty. Under the guidance of 

prominent neoliberal economist, Ludwig Erhard, the stateôs role was framed as the 

establishment of ñeconomic freedomò and ñresponsibilityò of its citizens (Foucault, 2008, 

p. 81). The purpose of this framing was not simply to establish good economic 

management for the purposes of universal prosperity; more importantly, ñthe economy 

produces legitimacy for the state that is its guarantor... this economic institutioné 

produces a permanent consensus of all those who may appear as agents within these 

economic processesò (2008, p. 84). As Foucault puts it, ñhistory had said no to the 

German state, but now the economy will allow it to assert itselfò (2008, p. 86). This 

allowed Germany to establish ña new dimension of temporalityò based not on the 

memory of a ñmalfunctioning history,ò but rather on continuous economic growth. While 

this form of political economy subsequently spread across the globe, it played a 

foundational role in mitigating the memory of the past to reestablish a self-confident 

West German state.  
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In establishing the tenants of this new political-economic regime, German 

politicians drew on the tenants of the German and Austrian ordoliberal school of 

economics, which had been active since the 1930s. Their theories would also become the 

basis of American neoliberalism. Against the tenants of welfare economic theories, 

according to the ordoliberals, social policy should not aim to equalize economic 

differences restricting the access of consumer goods. Instead, inequality plays a vital role 

in maintaining the ñprice mechanism,ò which is the basis of economic rationality: it can 

only produce regulatory effects if the fluctuations that are part of mechanisms of 

competition are allowed to function (Foucault, 2008, p. 142). The mechanism of this 

ñsocial policyò must be privatization. Finally, economic growth is the only true and 

acceptable form of social policy; growth should not be followed by increased 

redistribution, which, according to neoliberal theory, would hinder further growth. As a 

liberal regime, the neoliberal government cannot intervene in the effects of the market, or 

correct its harmful effects on society. Instead, it is left to intervene on society itself.  

The architects of the social and economic policy in the first decades of the Federal 

Republic called for a politics of society (Gesellschaftspolitik) that sees ñsociety as the 

target and objective of governmental practiceò (Foucault, 2008, p. 148), or what one key 

policymaker called ña politics of lifeò (Vitalpolitik). This involved generalizing economic 

rationality and the ideal of the citizen as entrepreneur and producer throughout the social 

body. At the same time, German neoliberals in the postwar period recognized that the 

economization of the entire social field, which prioritized competition as a principle order 

of life, would put stress on the social fabric of society. Vitalpolitik and what was also 

called the ñsocial market economyò (Soziale Marktwirtschaft), maintained strong welfare 
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provisions and other measures to protect the population from the harshest impacts of a 

generalized economistic approach to politics and life. To compensate for the ñcoldò 

features of competition in society, the state must maintain a political and moral 

framework that would ensure ña community which is not fragmented,ò and foster 

cooperation amongst people who are "naturally rooted and socially integrated" (Foucault, 

2008, p. 243). Thus, the German form of neoliberalism also included social protections to 

compensate for the ethical problems of neoliberalism, while also depending on a 

homogeneous conception of society to justify this protection. This framing also 

foreshadows a response to migration and cultural diversity as a threat to the viability of 

the protections offered by the social market economy approach. However, this provision 

of protection for a ñnaturally rootedò population divided German neoliberal policy 

against itself by maintaining protections that worked against the conditions it held as 

necessary for the full functioning of the regulatory mechanisms of the market.  

While Germany was liberalizing its citizenship policy around the turn of the 

millennium, German government and the business sector were also implementing 

fundamental changes to liberalize Germanyôs economy and eventually to severely reduce 

its social safety net (see Chapter 4). As the Spiegel article cited above proudly stated, 

Germans made changes aiming to ñbring society and the economy into conformity,ò 

including massive cuts to its welfare provisions. These changes moved to do away with 

the ambiguities of German neoliberalism as it had been implemented, bringing it closer to 

the pure form imagined by the ordoliberals in the 1930s, a form which had been more 

fully implemented in the United States. The liberalization of citizenship law at this time 

also created the imperative to include immigrants and minority Germans in this political 
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and economic regime. This was an opportunity fully in line with many of the economic 

imperatives of neoliberalism. Critical Marxist theorists have long critiqued the logic of 

global capitalism as one of standardization, from Horkheimer and Adornoôs (1944) work 

on cultural industries through Herb Schillerôs (1976) theory of cultural imperialism and 

critics of globalization in the 1990s. However, Foucault argues that these theories have 

little to do with neoliberal governmental policy. On the contrary, the current art of 

government involves ñobtaining a society that is not oriented towards the commodity and 

the uniformity of the commodity, but towards the multiplicity and differentiation of 

enterprisesò (2008, p. 149). This explains why integration discourse so easily to praises 

social and cultural difference as enriching, as sources of potential growth for the 

population at large.  

On the other hand, when candidates for integration reject this order, it stands as a 

threat to the population. In his lectures from 1977-1978, titled Security, Territory, and 

Population, Foucault clarifies the distinction between the politically relevant population 

and its Others: ñThe people are those who, refusing to be the population, disrupt the 

systemò (2009, p. 44). Agamben also observes this division in Western politics, arguing 

that  

It is as if what we call ñpeopleò were in reality not a unitary subject but a 

dialectical oscillation between two opposite poles: on the one hand, the set of the 

People as a whole political body, and on the other, the subset of the people as a 

fragmentary multiplicity of needy and excluded bodies. (1998, p. 178) 

For both Agamben and Foucault, this fracturing is only possible within a group that can 

be conceived in some way as a people or a population. Thus, when foreigners become a 

part of the citizenry in Germany, when they are finally included within the population, 
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they also become subject in a new way to processes of biopolitical fracture. It must 

always remain to be seen whether they will join the population as entrepreneurial 

members whose young bodies and ñcultural differenceò might even benefit the economic 

growth of the social body, or whether they will refuse the terms of engagement and 

become a threat to the system. This permanent ambiguity is heightened around 

immigrants and apparent minorities, representing in the starkest terms the biopolitical 

fracture that is an always active potential in the population: ñit is what cannot be included 

in the whole of which it is a part and what cannot belong to the set in which it is always 

already includedò (Agamben, 1998, p. 179). It is only when they became a potential part 

of the politically relevant population that immigrants and their children became the 

targets of integration.   

To Support and Demand: The 2007 National Integration Plan 

In 2007, the German Government released a National Integration Plan, in 

cooperation with representatives from the sectors of research, business, civil society, and 

the media. Before going into more depth on the parts of the plan dealing with sports, this 

section examines the broader conception of integration outlined in the introduction to the 

plan. In the introduction, then secretary of the Federal Ministry for Migration, Refugees, 

and Integration Maria Böhmer sketches Germanyôs postwar migration history in a few 

short paragraphs. Starting in the 1950s, foreign guest workers were invited to work in 

Germany. ñThey wanted to stayðand should have only stayedðtemporarily; then many 

of them chose a life in Germanyòii (Bundesregierung, 2007, p. 9). Then ñpeople came for 

other reasons to Germany, and were often also allowed to stay,òiii  she writes, referring 



117 
 

obliquely to the rise in asylum seekers in Germany in the late 1970s and 1980s. Finally, 

with the fall of the Iron Curtain, ñmany Germans returned to the land of their ancestors.òiv 

The legitimacy gap between the refugees and guest workers who overstayed their 

welcome and the ñGermans returning to the fatherlandò is hardly veiled in Bºhmerôs 

statement. The statement goes on to propose a new historiography of Germany, saying 

that although the postwar immigration has changed Germany, migration and cultural 

exchange has traditionally characterized Germany as a European ñKulturnationò (cultural 

nation). Böhmer addresses the long-delayed acceptance of ñforeignò migration (as 

opposed to the ñreturned Germanò Aussiedler) as: ñA reality, that opens up many 

opportunities but also contains the danger of social tension.òv Thus, only an active and 

comprehensive policy to pursue integration of ñpeople with a migration backgroundò can 

contain the risk they pose and convert them into a benefit for the Population.  

In the following sections, I used descriptive coding (Glaser & Strauss, 2006) to 

identify the themes and discursive patterns that emerged in the documents from national 

sporting integration programs. I began with the introduction to the Federal Governmentôs 

2007 National Integration Plan and the section of the plan dedicated to sports. I examined 

the brochures celebrating the winners of the annual ñIntegration Prizeò awarded since 

2007 by the German Football Association (DFB) and its corporate sponsor, Mercedes 

Benz. As of the time of writing, it is the most highly remunerated social prize in 

Germany. Winners earn money as well as vehicles from Mercedes Benz. The prize 

honors amateur sports programs in a variety of different institutions, including soccer 

teams, schools, and sports clubs. Soccer is their primary focus, although they also honor 

other sports programs. From the DFB, I also examined the 2013 ñPractical Handbookò 
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for developing integration programs in amateur sports. In addition, I analyzed the 

German Olympic Sports Confederationôs (DOSB) 2014 ñbasic paperò 

(Grundlagenpapier) on the program ñIntegration through Sports.ò The DOSB is the 

umbrella organization for local German sports clubs (Sportvereine) and claims to be the 

largest ñcitizensô movement in Germany,ò with over 27 million members in about 90,000 

sports clubs across the country (Der Deutsche Olympische Sportbund, n.d.). Sports clubs 

in Germany are primarily financed through membership fees and depend heavily on 

volunteers for management and programming (Hovemann, Horch, & Schubert, 2006). In 

terms of membership numbers and cultural influence, the DFB and DOSB are two of the 

most important civic institutions in Germany. The materials examined here depict 

approaches to integration as a concept and a social agenda by key organizations from 

government, business, and civic sectors.  

The first of the two most important guidelines proposed to optimize this risk-to-

benefit ratio is that ñIntegration must be lived. It cannot be prescribed.ò Secondly, it 

requires the practical and concrete engagement of institutions and individuals at all levels 

of the state and society. It is a universal social project within the nation that reinforces 

and protects national norms by managing potential dangers posed by immigrant 

difference. In setting the foundations for integration, the National Integration Plan 

emphasizes the importance of a strong conception of the particularity of German culture 

and normative values as well European universalist norms that form the basis of German 

constitutional law: 

Integration is a task with national significance. The foundation is, besides our 

values and our cultural self-conception, the free and democratic order, as it has 
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developed from German and European history and which has its legal expression 

in the basic law.vi (ñNationaler Integrationsplan,ò 2007) 

This statement sets the terms for the discussion on integration: it is a discussion that will 

be framed in terms of national interests. It also binds together, in no uncertain terms, the 

establishment of the German constitution with the presumably monolithic values and 

cultural self-conception of the hegemonic German ñwe.ò To further emphasize the 

primordial underpinnings of the community claiming to set the foundations, the statement 

emphasizes the organic and historical development of the community and its norms. 

Throughout the National Integration Plan, the possessive language of the first-person 

plural underscores the stability of the normative German national category into which 

immigrants are to be integrated. 

The Integration Plan and its accompanying brochures and press releases 

frequently reiterate that integration is a project and requires ñeffortò (Anstrengung) from 

everyone: state, society, and immigrants. It is generally listed in this order, in an apparent 

attempt to dispel the concern that demands are being made on the immigrant alone. The 

directionality of these efforts, however, is not equal. As the statement above confirms, the 

process is built on the normative foundations of a historically defined culture and nation. 

The state and society has the responsibility to make efforts to educate and employ 

immigrants, while immigrants must make themselves employable, culturally acceptable, 

and intelligible by majority society through the German language. Change may be 

demanded of all, but the immigrant is required to change themselves whereas the 

majority society is only required to make changes to enable the immigrantsô 

transformation. Under the rubric of ñsupport and demandò (fördern und fordern), the plan 
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sets out the obligations to be placed on those I call integrants or candidates for 

integration:  

Integration cannot be prescribed. It requires effort from everyone, from the state 

and society. Crucial, for a start, is the willingness of the immigrant to be open to a 

life within our society, to accept unconditionally our basic law and our whole 

legal system and, especially, to make a visible sign of their belonging to Germany 

by learning the German language. On the side of the receiving society, 

acceptance, tolerance, civil society engagement and the willingness to honestly 

welcome people who legitimately live with us are indispensable: Integrationðan 

opportunity for our country!vii (ñNationaler Integrationsplan,ò 2007) 

The receiving society here, once again hailed in the flyer through the first-person plural, 

is required to be tolerant and accepting, at least of those whose residence is deemed 

legitimate. However, the since the flyer stipulates from the outset that ñGermany is an 

open-minded country,òviii  this does not require those in the majority society to make any 

fundamental changes. They need only act according to their tolerant and open nature.  

On the other hand, very concrete demands are made of immigrants. The 

immigrant is asked to be open to a life within German society and to follow its rules. 

They are expected to accept these laws and the whole legal order ñunconditionally,ò 

which is to say, they have no right to challenge or question existing laws and norms. It is 

difficult to understand how a democratic system can also proscribe its people from 

challenging existing legal norms, unless those people are considered non-citizens. 

Finally, immigrants are assigned the burden of proving their affiliation and dedication to 

Germany by learning the standardized form of the German language. As this is something 

that immigrants must prove, normative German society does not have to presume 

belonging until it is visibly signified. The use of the modifier ñvisibleò (sichtbar), which 

figuratively translates here to obvious or apparent, is curious for a capacity or trait that is 
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auditory, not visible. However, the first mode of determining whether immigrants must 

demonstrate their belonging as candidates for integration, or whether they are presumed 

already to belong to ñsociety,ò is inevitably somatic difference.  

The expectations placed on German institutions and normative society generally 

focus on encouraging them to more effectively include, educate, and build the capacity of 

immigrants and their descendants. They are encouraged to see ñdiversity as an 

occupational resourceò (Beschäftigungsressource). In terms of fighting discrimination 

against immigrants and minorities, the report does not go into detail. An analysis of the 

terms hate, racism, prejudice, xenophobia, stereotypes, and discrimination11 as they are 

used in the report shows that these issues arise only rarely. Where they do appear, it is 

often in the context of concerns about interethnic tension between immigrants. Concerns 

with discrimination are often related back to their harmful effect on creating a productive 

workspace or on Germanyôs image, and thus its international competitiveness. For 

example, in a section dedicated to increasing Germanyôs attractiveness to highly qualified 

researchers and workers, the plan states that ñthe prejudice of óxenophobiaô in Germany 

can give international researchers the impression that they will not be welcomeòix 

(ñNationaler Integrationsplan,ò 2007, p. 190). To be clear, the ñprejudiceò that is of 

concern in this statement is not bias against foreigners, but rather the preconception held 

by outsiders that xenophobia is a problem in Germany. It then goes on to affirm that 

                                                           
 

 

 

11 Hass, Rassismus, Vorurteile, Ausländerfeindlichkeit, Fremdenfeindlichkeit, Stereotypen, 

Diskriminierung 
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studies have shown that only a tiny number of foreign researchers experience xenophobia 

in Germany during their stay, dismissing it as a real concern. Only the ñprejudicesò or 

preconceptions of xenophobia are a concern, not its actual existence. Throughout the 

report, racism and discrimination among the majority society is addressed only in the 

vaguest of terms, and is often paired with a renewed declaration of the responsibilities of 

immigrants to be open to normative Germans. For example, ñamong the native (German) 

population prejudices and xenophobia must be dismantled. At the same time immigrants 

must also be willing to be open to societyò (Bundesregierung, 2007, p. 140). Although 

the plan claims that integration is ña two-way process,ò normative societyôs role is to 

educate and train immigrants in majority norms while the immigrantôs role is to accept 

established norms and to contribute to optimizing the life of the social body.   

Sports as ñLived Integrationò: Cultivating Responsible Citizens and Managing Risk 

In the 2007 Integration Plan, sports are institutional arenas that receive special 

attention. The plan points out that as a ñmotor of integration,ò sports provide a wide 

range of possibilities for integration, from cultural and social exchange to involving 

immigrants in the ñeveryday politicsò of running and supporting sporting clubs and 

teams. The ñpositive effects of sports involvementò are accepted as common knowledge:  

Sports provide very diverse offerings and stand open to all people, regardless of 

their personalities or their cultural or financial situations. Fair play and equal 

opportunity are supported in every form of sports through worldwide standards of 

rules. Sports satisfy the human need for comparison and serves development of a 

movement- and body-oriented personality. In particular, the practice of team 

sports leads to a team spirit that does not emerge on its own in daily life.x 

(Bundesregierung, 2007, p. 139) 
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Despite these common-sense claims of the open, egalitarian, and socially constructive 

nature of sports, scholars have contested the basic claim that amateur sports inevitably 

lead to the kind of cooperative, intercultural solidarities described above (Giebenhain, 

1995) as well as the claim that sports participation is equally available to all (Breuer, 

Hallmann, & Wicker, 2011). Halm (2006) even provides evidence indicating that, in 

general, amateur sports in Germany have contributed to social division between majority 

society and Turkish-German youth. However, this chapter is not concerned with the 

effectiveness of sporting integration in achieving its stated goals, but rather what sports 

integration reveals about the biopolitical foundations of cultural politics around 

nationalism and migration in Germany. My critical analysis here focuses on how major 

sporting institutions, the government, and business sponsors discuss and frame the 

integration projects they support.  

The National Integration Plan, along with the integration programs of the DOSB 

and the DFB, represent an ambitious project to use the symbolism of elite national sports 

and the practical framework of amateur sports to discipline young ñintegrantò bodies and 

to normalize values that are portrayed both as universal and as already typically German. 

These values mirror ideals of economic citizenship and the imperative to cultivate human 

capital. While the programs all play lip service to the ideal of integration as a two-way 

process, the targets of integration programs show this process to be highly uneven. The 
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role of sports in communication and language learning is a clear example of the 

enforcement of German norms within a practice that is lauded as universal and egalitarian 

(presuming, of course, that one has the physical capacity to participate). Language is one 

of the most salient themes in the corpus.12 Sports are seen as ideally suited to bridge 

communication gaps because of their universal rules and the prioritization of physical 

communication over verbal forms. At the same time, sports are taken as an opportunity to 

enforce norms of monolingual communication in the national language.  

Among their six fundamental rules, the DFBôs Handbook for sports integration 

lists the need to establish German as the sole ñfield languageò (Platzsprache). The rule of 

monolingualism is justified in terms of the need for fairness and equality. They write that 

ñcommunication only functions in the language that all participants understand. It is a 

fault of respect and unfair to speak to someone in a language that he does not obviously 

understand. This leads to rejection and aggressionò (Hink, 2011, p. 28). This statement 

contradicts the many statements lauding the value of sports in its transcendence of 

language. This statement goes so far as to legitimate German speakers who reject and 

react aggressively towards those who speak anything but the universal language. It shows 

that despite celebrations of diversity in the universalist framework of sports, sports are a 

means of entry to organize diversity and subordinate it to hegemonic norms. The unequal 

                                                           
 

 

 

12 See Chapter 7 for further discussion of language norms within integration discourse.  
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flow of these expectations of norm acquisition is even clearer in this statement 

advocating sports in the National Integration Plan:  

Cultural integration is accomplished by the transmission of cultural techniques 

like, for example, language acquisition as well as the acquisition of culturally 

coded social ñnormative modelsò like behavioral models for everyday situations. 

Sports clubs offer not only places to play sports; they are also spaces of everyday 

communication that open access to two-way intercultural learning.xi (ñNationaler 

Integrationsplan,ò 2007, p. 140) 

The final nod to two-way processes of learning is belied by the fact that the norms and 

techniques to be acquired in the first part of the statement are German, starting with 

language. Encouraging bilingualism or the majority acquisition of minority languages is 

not promoted anywhere in the corpus. Programs are oriented towards attracting, 

accommodating and/or reforming people ñwith a migration background.ò Majority 

Germans are involved as planners or, incidentally, as teammates and peers, but are not 

framed as targets. Majority norms are the foundation of the process tying together the 

social body. As the National Integration Plan puts it, the goal is ñto tie more people with 

a migration background into established structures, and thereby improve understanding 

between people of different culturesò (ñNationaler Integrationsplan,ò 2007, p. 142). The 

guidelines and narratives presented in the corpus call for changes at the institutional level 

to more effectively reach and reform minorities at the individual level. 

If sports areðas is repeatedly claimed in the corpusðthe ideal tool for 

integration, it is because sports serve the dual purposes underlying biopolitics: discipline 

and regulation. As I argue throughout this dissertation, biopolitics are the logical and 

technical modus operandi of integration. As Foucault shows, the modern era has been 

characterized by a turn away from negative, repressive forms of constraint and towards a 
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generalized system of discipline and surveillance that operates through desire (Foucault, 

1977, 1978, 2009). Sports integration depends on the broad appeal of sports to attract 

young minorities and, once physically and affectively engaged, to recruit them into a 

system of liberal political and economic values. As I will demonstrate, the stories of 

successful integration selected for the DFB and Mercedes Benz Integration Prize 

characterize soccer as a technology for transforming dysfunctional multi-ethnic 

communities and spaces into optimized cosmopolitan communities. They do so by 

affirming the legitimacy of values and norms that are framed as German, and more 

broadly Western, as optimal for collective life while simultaneously celebrating 

beneficial and consumable forms of difference.  

The Integration Prize highlights two kinds of contexts for this community 

transformation. One type of transformation exemplifies the disciplinary side of sports 

integration through the conversion of dangerous multiethnic neighborhoods into safe 

spaces by attracting and educating unruly young men. The other commonly featured 

narrative illustrates the regulatory side of sports integration, celebrating clubs that have 

managed to turn demographic shifts that could have posed existential threats into new 

sources of growth. The award honors clubs that lost membership due to the strong 

localized growth of immigrant communities, but which managed to turn this threat of 

demise into a productive new opportunity by attracting new immigrant members. They 

also promote the accommodation of a selection of divergent norms around consumption 

and modesty, by promoting respect for alcohol and food restrictions and affirming 

different practices around showering and nudity.  
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The disciplinary side of sports integration projects focuses on using the affective 

and playful character of sport to attract and teach minority youth values and norms such 

as punctuality, discipline, responsibility, and hard work. Coaches, educators, and program 

coordinators explain that soccer motivates young people, spurring them to discipline 

themselves: 

That soccer plays a primary role in integration, is obvious to Heinz Bunzer: ñWe 

have it so much easier, since we are a playful community.òxii (2010 

Integrationspreis, 2011, p. 9) 

In our opinion, endless prohibitions and reprimands don't go anywhere. We set 

ourselves the goal to do things from the inside out in a positive way and through 

that to reach different cultures.xiii  (Hink, 2011, p. 8)  

I think that the boys and girls on a team notice quite quickly how much fun it is to 

pursue goals and to celebrate victories togetherðand everyone happily pitches in 

for that.xiv (Hink, 2011, p. 48) 

Once engaged in sport, young people are primed to incorporate other forms of behavior 

that elevate their human capital. Their performance in sport is secondary to other 

pedagogical goals. The body is a medium, a conduit for socialization:  

Social capacity, a self-confident performance, team spiritðthat is more important 

than lactic acid values and shooting techniques. ñWith soccer young people are 

intrinsically motivated, so they learn with greater motivation and in a playful way, 

to stick to the rules,ò says Konermann. ñThe goal is to get as many of them to get 

a foothold in the job market as quickly as possible.òxv  (2013 Integrationspreis, 

2014, p. 19) 

"Soccer is a good means to realize positive developments, both for individual 

students, as a class and, also, for our entire school," says Jürgen Kuhlmann. 

Because the ball can do a lotðplaying soccer teaches the Gelsenkirchen youth 

important values and strengthens their character. "Not to give up so easily when 

facing difficulties, to address conflicts but not to allow them to escalate, soccer 

facilitates this," reports the physical education teacher from his experiences in 

past years.xvi (2010 Integrationspreis, 2011, p. 10)  
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In this schema, sports provide a point of entry to engage the individual in self-

improvement for the good of the class, school, and beyond to the population at large. The 

logic of sports integration tracks closely with the techniques and aims of discipline, 

turning ñconfused, useless multitudes of bodies and forces into a multiplicity of 

individual elementsò (Foucault, 1977, p. 170) whose forces are coordinated and made 

productive. The chaos of untrained bodies emerges particularly clearly in one prize 

narrative. Businessman Thomas Stoll decided to start a soccer program after had 

attending ña seminar on the transmission of values in Austria.ò 

Then I came home and picked up my son from school. The children were out of 

control; they were simply running across the street and were hurling around the 

wildest profanity. That was my key moment. It was clear that I had to do 

something.xvii (2010 Integrationspreis, 2011, p. 14)  

The ethnic background of the children is not specified in the narrative of the program, but 

its status as an ñintegrationò program communicates the minority status of its targets. 

Soccer, with its requirements of order, cellular dispersion and control of bodies also 

includes processes of ñhierarchical observationò and ñnormalizing judgmentò (Foucault, 

1977, p. 170). Integration as a system of managing difference aims to normalize 

immigrants and their descendants and render them useful. At the same time, as it operates 

in service of liberalism, it must avoid the appearance of illiberal coercion. Sports are 

hailed as a ñmotor of integrationò because they attract young, able-bodied people, 

enlisting them in their own normalization.   

Targets of Discipline and Normalization: Unruly Boys and Oppressed Girls 
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Sports integration programs overwhelmingly focus on young people and their 

families. Since sports integration is heavily invested in sports as a pedagogical tool, 

families are targeted as the first locus of social reproduction. The targets of these 

programs are approached within a highly-gendered framework. While the pedagogy 

applied to girls and boys share some of the same goalsðforemost among them, the 

cultivation of individual empowerment, confidence, and ñgood valuesòðthey diverge on 

key points. Remedies proposed by sports integration programs point to perceived deficits 

in immigrant communities. In the corpus, young minority males are singled out for 

reform of deviant behaviors like violence and criminality, whereas women and girls are 

targeted to remedy gender inequality that is presumed to be a generalized problem in 

ñtraditionalò minority communities. In both cases, integration projects are largely 

oriented towards problems located within immigrant communities. This deficit-

orientation is particularly prominent in the narratives of the DFB and Mercedes Benz 

Integration Prize.  

In the stories publicized by the Integration Prize, young men are often normalized 

by neglecting to mention gender as a focus when discussing boysô teams, or stigmatized 

by making them the focus of programs targeting social deviance and neighborhoods 

classified as ñsocial combustion points.ò The celebrated Midnight Sports program in 

Berlin is a paradigmatic example of this type of gendering, targeting people characterized 

as potential delinquents and normalized as male. As the 2013 Integration Prize brochure 

avers, Midnight Sports organizers were invited to confer with Chancellor Merkel on the 

topic of integration and were awarded with the BambiðGermanyôs oldest and most 

important media prize (see Chapter 7)ðfor the category Integration. The project 
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mobilized the celebrity and symbolic power of its sponsor, the Ghanaian-German 

national soccer team member Jérôme Boateng, in a narrative of reforming urban minority 

youth through sports to ñdefend a Berlin neighborhood teetering on the brink.ò The 

programôs founder Ismail ¥ner, a trained social pedagogue of Turkish heritage, described 

his motivation for starting the project, 

The police designated the Heer Street in North Spandau a "criminally burdened 

place." A group of about 30 young people, mostly with a migration background, 

had practically crippled the neighborhood. For me it was clear: something had to 

change now. Midnight Sports was the result of a discussion I organized between 

the police and the young people. On December 8, 2007, we opened the gym for 

the first time. The effect was stupendous. The categorization of "criminally 

burdened place" place could soon be lifted.xviii  (2013 Integrationspreis, 2014, p. 

22) 

 This story epitomizes transformative narrative of sports, which by transforming 

dangerous young people, defends and restores the social body to health. The category of a 

ñcriminally burdened placeò is a local legal classification of space that the police may 

assign, which lowers the requirement of reasonable suspicion to justify police 

intervention. Cities and states across Germany have similar policies classifying 

ñdangerous zonesò to justify increased surveillance and police intervention. Local police 

have broad authority to designate of these spaces of exception, and the limited research 

available on these policies suggests that designation is based as much or more on 

demographic features of a space than on actual risk of violence (Belina & Wehrheim, 

2011; Ullrich & Tullney, 2012). Öner draws on this category to justify the claim that 

these mostly minority youths represented a serious threat to life in the neighborhood and 

to link his intervention to the neutralization of that threat.  
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 Midnight Sports uses the attraction of organized sports to transform threatening 

young men into useful individuals through a variety of disciplinary techniques that 

coincide with the requirements of sport. In Discipline and Punish, Foucault (1977) 

outlines a modern technology aimed at increasing the usefulness of individuals in the 

most efficient possible manner. Discipline seeks to produce ñsubjected and practicedò 

bodies, increasing the forces of the body in terms of utility while decreasing the political 

force of the body through obedience (1977, p. 138). This involves processes of enclosure 

and partitioning, which in this case is the removal of young men from the public spaces 

of the streets to the controlled space of the gym and the indoor soccer field where each 

player knows his place and his function within that space. By its very definition as a 

practice, sport produces ñdocile bodies,ò which is Foucaultôs term for the disciplined 

body that represents maximal utility and minimal cost. Beyond the direct practices of the 

game, however, sports open the possibility for further interventions, as the leader of 

Midnight Sports explains.   

DFB Interviewer: And the baseball bats had to be left outside the gym? 

Ismail Öner: Let's not exaggerate, it wasn't so bad. We created encounters. At our 

first tournament, the police played against the kids. They had previously only 

encountered each other during incidents. The young people come to the gym and 

they bring all their works and needs along. Then the social pedagogy work begins. 

We create networks with schools, families, soccer clubs, child welfare offices, 

and other people and institutions around the kids. There is often trouble. They are 

in danger of failing, they are under threat of expulsion, a young man can't find an 

internship, another has a court order. Sometimes it's just lovesickness.xix (2013 

Integrationspreis, 2014, p. 22) 

Here, the DFB interviewer picks up on the description of delinquency that Öner 

introduced in his previous statement by suggesting, half in jest, that these young men 

needed to be disarmed before participating. Öner initially pushes back against what he 



132 
 

classifies as an overstatement of their deviance. He then continues to outline the depth 

and breadth of interventions necessary to reform these young men and make them 

productive. Foucault writes that disciplinary space aims to ñestablish presences and 

absences, to know where and how to locate individuals, to set up useful communications, 

to interrupt others, to be able at each moment to supervise the conduct of each individual, 

to assess it, to judge it, to calculate its qualities or meritsò (2009, p. 143). The practice of 

soccer in itself fulfills these aims, but ¥nerôs statement shows that, above all, it generates 

the enticement to enter a disciplinary space that to acts as the nexus in a network of other 

disciplinary spaces. The statement above concludes with an inventory of transgressions 

against the standards and norms of schools, the job market, and the legal system. Öner 

mitigates this description of deviance by adding an example of the ñnormalò travails of 

youth learning to navigate amorous relationships.  

There is a tension in the DFB literature between the masculine normativity of 

soccer and the special gendered imperatives of integration discourse demanding the 

inclusion and empowerment of women. While the above interview emphasizes that 

Midnight Sports welcomes all national backgrounds, ñincluding Germans,ò ¥ner 

expresses discomfort with female participants, explaining that he is unable to relate to the 

problems of girls:  

If they come into the gym they are permitted to play. But I know what I can do 

and what I canôt. Pedagogy plays a major role. I donôt have the ability to 

empathize in order to understand the problems of 14-year-old girls. Other female 

colleagues (Kolleginnen) will have to take that on.xx (2013 Integrationspreis, 

2014, p. 23) 

Before this question, the last of the interview, the neutral term ñyoung peopleò 

(Jugendliche) is generally used for the participants. Once ¥ner refers to ñour boysò 
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(unsere Jungs), but until the last question gender otherwise unspecified, and 

consequently, presumed to be male.  

Soccer in Germany and in most of Europe is deeply associated with masculinity 

(Pfister, 2003; Pfister, Fasting, Scraton, & Vázquez, 2002). While the menôs soccer was 

becoming a keystone of postwar national mythology, German women were barred from 

organized soccer by the German Football Association until 1970. In the development of 

recreational and professional soccer across most of Europe during the 20th century, soccer 

was coded as fundamentally masculine and women were long barred or discouraged from 

playing organized soccer.13 Although womenôs soccer programs in Europe have become 

increasingly competitive at the elite level, amateur participation rates are heavily skewed 

in favor of men. In 2016, womenôs teams made up only 7.7% of soccer teams in 

Germany (Deutscher Fussball-Bund, 2016). The drastic gender disparity in soccer 

participation nationwide does not rate as a central concern on the DFB website. It 

receives only passing mention and the lack of female players is described as a technical 

problem to be negotiated with, for example, an online team exchange where female teams 

can post openings for players or with ñtest trainingò sessions (Schnuppertraining) where 

girls can check out the game. In contrast, in the context of sports integration, girlsô 

participation is framed as a central problem with broader social implications, both as a 

                                                           
 

 

 

13 In contrast, in the U.S. participation rates across genders are approximately equal, and soccer has 

traditionally been considered a sport that is equally appropriate for  males and females (Knoppers & 

Anthonissen, 2003; Markovits & Hellerman, 2003). 
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reflection of and as a means to change the presumed patriarchal norms of minority 

communities.  

Girls and women receive special attention in the DFB Integration Prize, although 

their interest in soccer is sometimes observed with considerable surprise. As one prize 

winner stated, ñwe noticedðwith total astonishmentðthat the girls also liked to play 

soccer during recess, and were good at itòxxi (2009 Integrationspreis, 2010, p. 8). This 

statement underscores the strength of the male coding of soccer in majority German 

society. However, this realization of girlsô interest in soccer in the context of integration 

programs does not lead to reflection on the problematic gendered assumptions about 

soccer held by majority society. Instead, participation is viewed within the framework of 

assumptions about gender inequalities in minority communities. As program organizer 

Hans-Jürgen Daum stated,  

I was very skeptical at the beginning. Girls from Moroccan or Turkish families 

playing soccer? I couldnôt really imagine that. Today I see the enthusiasm of 

fathers cheering on their daughters. Soccer has contributed to a convergence of 

cultures.xxii (2009 Integrationspreis, 2010, p. 19) 

The failure of imagination described in this statement relates to the intersection of 

gendered and religiously coded national categories. While there is much left unsaid in 

this statement, it only makes sense in relation to an underlying presumption of, on the one 

hand, a patriarchal traditionalism among Muslim minority families and, on the other, a 

normative culture that supports gender equality in sports participation. This statement is 

best understood by beginning at the end. Daumôs inability to imagine Muslim girls 

playing soccer was tied to the assumption that their fathersðwho turned out to be 

enthusiastic fansðwould prohibit their daughtersô participation in soccer. When he was 
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proven wrong, however, he does not question his initial assumptions about these 

(Muslim) families, but instead credits soccer with causing a change in their culture, 

causing them to converge with implicitly German norms. This proposed effect of soccer 

in transforming patriarchal norms is even clearer in another statement by the founder of 

the project, Social Integration of Girls through Soccer, which has been replicated 

nationwide. Founder, Dr. Ulf Gebken claimed that, ñsoccer can be a lever of 

emancipation. The older brother or father see the sister or daughter in a completely 

different milieu. It changes the role behavioròxxiii  (2011 Integrationspreis, 2012, p. 18). In 

hegemonic sports culture, soccer is seen as a fundamentally masculine pastime, while in 

the context of sports integration it is as a means of empowering minority girls and 

combatting the particular gender inequalities in minority families. The concern with 

gender in integration discourse separates the actual and perceived gender inequalities in 

immigrant communities from those of the majority society.  

Along with sportsô ability to teach rules and norms, targeting women and girls is 

one of the most frequently appearing themes across the corpus. Following the gendered 

focus of the National Integration Plan, minority women in sports integration programs are 

defined as a special target for integration. Using the female body as a symbolic site, these 

programs strongly target immigrant and minority girls and women to contest the gender 

inequalities presumed to be endemic in minority communities and to encourage women 

to transmit the values and norms of integration in their role as mothers. As the National 

Integration Plan states, 

In their role as mothers, female migrants have a key place in the integration of the 

next generation. Many girls with migration backgrounds achieve good results in 
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school and dominate the German language. Nevertheless, they often lack the 

opportunity to put their potential to profitable use. (Bundesregierung, 2007, p. 18) 

The Integration Plan and in the sports integration programs portray women as a crucial 

source of unutilized human capital. This focus on women as mothers also reflects the 

drive of biopolitics to push into every domain of human life. Integration programs focus 

heavily on empowering girls, in part to recover female productivity lost to traditional 

family structures and in part to prepare them to pass integrated values down to their 

future children. The reason for this loss of female human capital, implicit in the statement 

above, is sketched out in more detail through the examples of the problems to be solved, 

including need to protect immigrant women from domestic violence, forced marriage, 

and the impingement of their human rights. By framing these problems as particular to 

immigrant communities, this discourse characterizes immigrant communities as illiberal. 

Their illiberalism poses a threat to the ability of immigrant women to contribute to 

Germanyôs future prosperity. In this way, the presumption of patriarchal dominance calls 

for disciplinary solutions to change the behavior of men and boys and regulatory 

solutions to change the norms that prevent women and girls from reaching their full 

economic capacity.  

Regulation: Immigrants and the Nationôs Future  

There is considerable overlap in the discourses driving sports integration 

programs examined in this chapter. They all include the goal of improving the inclusion 

and socialization of immigrants and minorities for the benefit of society at large. They 

also proclaim the ability of sport to reform or socialize the individual and impart the 
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idealized Western/universal values of equality, liberty, and individualism. The programs 

in this chapter operate at the micro-level of practice, but also draw on the national level 

symbolism of elite athletics, quoting national team members who explain how soccer or 

their Olympic careers have allowed them to integrate into normative society and 

convinced them of the equality of opportunity for immigrants and minorities in 

Germany.xxiv One quote that encapsulates the sports integration-meritocracy narrative is 

from womenôs national soccer team member Cecilia Okoyino da Mbabi, who states, 

ñSoccer helped me to easily integrate myself into German society, so that today I can 

study and play for the national soccer team. I learned through sports that there are 

opportunities in Germany, even for children with a migration backgroundò (Hink, 2011, 

p. 12). Programs proclaim sportsô ability to create community through the shared 

experience of self-actualization around a common task with universal rules. These values 

and behaviors are framed as a stepping stone to success on the job market. These sports 

integration programs also share a lack of concern with structural inequality, racism, and 

social exclusion. Although sports can just as easily exacerbate stereotypes and racism 

(see Stuart Hall, 1997b; Hoberman, 1997), the idea of sportsðboth at the level of 

individual practice and the level of mediated representationðas a natural mechanism for 

positive transcultural exchange is persistent throughout the discourse on sports 

integration.  

Although they share key foundations, the discourses of the DFB and DOSB can 

be distinguished in terms of emphasis and tone. The DFB literature has a more 

disciplinary and remedial emphasis, whereas the DOSB places a greater emphasis on 

creating interventions to achieve equal participation. In their 2014 paper, the DOSB 
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writes that ñwhereas before remedial integration was consistently the focus, today it is 

primarily about the equal participation of people with and without a migration 

background in all areas of lifeòxxv (DOSB, 2014, p. 4). Subtle forms of othering persist in 

the DOSBôs integration discourse. However, recent publications by the DOSB also 

critically interrogate the classification of ñhaving a migration backgroundò and insist on 

the categoryôs fluid meaning. Furthermore, they define those with a migration 

background as an inextricable part of the German population. While both the DFB-

Mercedes Benz and the DOSB programs use disciplinary and regulatory mechanisms, the 

DOSB discourse emphasizes the regulatory elements by conceptualizing integration 

primarily in terms of the population. The regulatory elements of sports integration center 

on the ñsocial body,ò which is to say, on the population as an aggregate. As opposed to 

the deficit-orientation of disciplinary discourse, regulatory discourse is oriented towards 

the potential benefits of immigration and cultural diversity for the future. This involves 

the quantification and projection of changing demographics that underscore the need to 

recruit immigrants and their children into the national project. In this mode, politicians, 

industrial elites, and sporting functionaries speak enthusiastically about the opportunities 

offered by candidates for integration.  

Regulatory aspects of projects identify key target populations and optimize 

interventions for the greatest possible benefit to the broader population. This targeting 

focuses on families, the young, and the able-bodied based on their importance for 

sustaining national growth in the future. Integration projects all begin with the division of 

the population into normative nationals and candidates for integration, defined by the 

possession of a ñmigration background.ò The DOSB project is no exception, but while it 
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accepts this basic premise of division, it seeks to mitigate the harm caused by this 

division by promoting an anti-essentialist definition of the category of ñpeople with 

migration backgroundò and challenging those who equate it with ñforeigners.ò Instead, 

they argue that this diverse category is an increasingly important part of the nationôs 

future:  

The total number of new immigrants grew last year by 43,000 or 0.1%. According 

to projections, this tendency will continue at least until 2030, but not because that 

many new people will immigrate, but primarily because people of non-German 

heritage are younger on average than the majority population, and are therefore 

more often at an age to establish families.xxvi (German Olympic Sports 

Confederation, 2012, p. 6) 

Using statistical projections, the DOSB justifies the importance of interventions to 

increase the productivity of those with a migration background, who, they note in the 

following paragraph, are twice as likely to be unemployed as their normative German 

peers. This comment opens the door to discussions about structural inequality, but the 

solutions offered by sports integration programs invariably return to interventions 

targeting individual behavior and interpersonal contact.  

Although the framing and top-level conceptualization of the DOSB program 

emphasizes the benefits of diverse populations, the programs featured often involve the 

same pedagogical and disciplinary approaches as those honored by the DFB and 

Mercedes Benz Integration Prize. Like the DFB, the DOSB uses sport as a gateway other 

pedagogical interventions, including language programs, social counseling, and school or 

job search assistance, an approach they call ñSports plus xò (German Olympic Sports 

Confederation, 2012, p. 30). The DOSB shares the commitment of the National 
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Integration Plan and the DFB framework to mobilizing sport as part of a comprehensive 

and interventionist program aimed at imparting idealized normative values and behaviors.  

While the disciplinary mode includes more-or-less implicit threats posed by 

individual immigrants and immigrant communities, the regulatory mode focuses entirely 

on the potential benefits of managing the present population for future gains. The 

emphasis on the benefits represented by diversity fits into an economic system of value 

that sees difference as a potential source of innovation. In the words of Mercedes Benzôs 

Director of Global Diversity, 

Diversity, whether in sports or in business, always broadens one's own 

perspective.édiversity enriches our culture and thereby our lives. It is, therefore, 

the foundation for the future of enterprise and for the future of society.xxvii (2013 

Integrationspreis, 2014, p. 3)  

To achieve this benefit, however, integration must be carefully managed and ñrehearsedò 

(geübt) through coordinated interventions from top level policies down to individual 

communities. In the 2009 Integration Prize brochure, the same Mercedes Benz 

representative underscores the importance of active interventions in order to make 

diversity beneficial, emphasizing that ñintegration must be fostered and supported in 

order to be really effective and lasting, and so that diversity of people and cultures will be 

an enrichment for everyoneòxxviii  (2009 Integrationspreis, 2010, p. 3). Ideally, programs 

should form a network. As the DOSB puts it, ñintegration work can start on islands. But 

sooner or later these islands must be connected, so that each one can reach its full 

effectivenessòxxix (German Olympic Sports Confederation, 2012, p. 32). To illustrate 

effective networking, they present the example of a ñcolorful Berlin networkò that 

organizes ñprevention weeksò for school children. This program involves schools, police, 
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the judiciary, and sports clubs to teach children the difference between ñfighting and 

competitionò (Kampf und Wettkampf). After lessons on drug abuse and weapon laws 

from German authorities, students can try a variety of new sports. In this combination of 

fun activities and stern lessons, sports are not simply a reward for disciplined attention; it 

demonstrates the continuity of these projects. This program perfectly blends the 

disciplinary imperatives to impart bodily control and knowledge of certain punishment 

for potential transgressions. It does so according to a biopolitical philosophy promoting 

preventative measures to manage the risk and increase the stability, health, and economic 

viability of the population. Even with the attempts at progressive reframing by the 

DOSB, their highlighted integration projects target immigrant and minority children as 

risks in need of management.  

Although the regulatory mode enthusiastically proclaims the benefits of diversity, 

the implicit threat does not disappear, but rather shifts up to a higher scale: to the level of 

the population. The potential benefits are contingent on the successful management of 

difference through ñintegration work.ò In a typical articulation of the task, Maria Bºhmer 

states, 

The integration of people from immigrant families is an enormous challenge. 

Let's make it into an opportunity for our country! Because here we are deciding, 

above all, the question of the future viability of our societyðboth on the national 

and the European level. (ñNationaler Integrationsplan,ò 2007) 

Here, ñour societyò is both national and European, implicating all European nations in the 

project of integrating non-European populations. This quote emphasizes the integration 

of minorities as a path to a better national and European future. However, by framing the 

stakes of integration projects as nothing less than ñthe future viability of our society,ò the 
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threat posed by the supposed refusal to integrate operates at a greater order of magnitude. 

The threat of failure is framed as existential, making each unruly body symbolize the 

death of German and European society. 

Cracks in the Veneer of Sports Integration  

Integration as a conceptual framework guides interventions attempting to bring 

immigrants and their children into the biopolitical order that Foucault calls the 

ñnormalizing society.ò These interventions reflect their transition to being recognized as a 

permanent part of the population, a change which began with the implementation of a 

limited form of jus soli citizenship rights in 2000. This increased inclusion has been 

accompanied by new interventions from the state level reaching down to local 

communities and even into the family sphere, seeking to discipline and regulate new 

Germans through their status as permanent candidates for integration. Power under a 

regime of biopolitics operates through the cultivation of life. Yet, biopolitics also 

involves a constant process of distinguishing between life that must be cultivated, and life 

that poses a threat to the People and must be weeded out. The discourses and programs of 

integration do not categorize all immigrant and minority people as unworthy life. Instead, 

they categorize these groups as carriers of both risks and benefits. The extraction of 

benefits calls for coordinated and comprehensive interventions and surveillance to assess 

progress. This process includes celebration, care, and attention with the goal of 

developing candidates for integration into enthusiastic supporters of the German national 

project. In this regard, sports are seen as an ideal and natural nexus connecting individual 

bodies to the life of the normative population.  
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This process of assessment and distinction of integration successes from failures 

is open-ended. Candidates for integration may be celebrated as exemplars of success one 

day, only to have their integration status questioned at the next opportunity. Elite athletes 

are repeatedly caught up in this process. As embodiments of the nation, the minority 

athletes of the menôs German national soccer team are a key focal point of this process of 

assessment, celebration, and criticism. This process is by no means confined to Germany. 

When the French menôs soccer team won its first World Cup title in 1998, the ethnic 

composition of its team reflected Franceôs history of empire. The diversity of the French 

team was hailed as a source of its success and as a sign of a new post-colonial era of 

racial equality and harmony (Dubois, 2010). Despite the teamôs successes, any lackluster 

performance has consistently raised complaints from the right that the team might be ñtoo 

black.ò In the Netherlands, there has been a similar development as the number of 

national team players of color increased in the 1990s. While a number of minority players 

have achieved the status of national heroes, audience studies and studies of media 

coverage of the national team have shown familiar racialized patterns that distinguish 

(autochthonous) white players from their (foreign) teammates of color (Hermes, 2005; 

Floris Müller, Zoonen, & Roode, 2007; Sterkenburg, 2013). Historical legacies of 

colonialism and increasingly mobile transnational populations are reflected in the 

demographics of national sports teams, and media coverage frequently draws on 

difference as an explanatory tool for the successes and failures of national teams.  

International competition turns athletes into embodied national symbols, and the 

carefully choreographed cameras and running commentary of mediated international 

sports reproduce common tropes and narratives of differentiation (Wenner, 2002). In the 
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German case, the vaunted ñmultikultiò team of the 2010 World Cup in South Africa came 

to symbolize the strength of a new inclusive Germany (see Chapters 5 and 7). The 

Turkish-German midfielder Mesut Özil became a breakout national star. Özil, along with 

his German-born national teammates Jerome Boateng, Sami Khedira, have been widely 

lauded as ñexamples of successful integration.ò The Polish-born Miroslav Klose and 

Lukas Podolski are sometimes also added to the list of the ñsuccessfully integrated.ò But 

while the national team was being celebrated for its unprecedented diversity in 2010, a 

new debate emerged reflecting the surveillance and assessment that has accompanied 

minoritiesô entrance into the symbolic national core. Before the 2010 tournament, former 

national team member, trainer and DFB vice president, Franz Beckenbauer criticized the 

national players who chose not to sing along with the national anthem before games. 

Beckenbauer faced a temporary ban from FIFA in 2014 and is currently under 

investigation for corruption related to the successful bid to host the 2006 World Cup, but 

remains one of the most popular figures in German soccer. The popular tabloid, the Bild, 

stoked the debate by publishing Beckenbauerôs statement that all players should be 

required to sing along (Stevens, 2010). After the team exited the 2012 European 

Championship, the debate was kicked up again with new enthusiasm. Politicians and 

leaders in the DFB proposed a ñsinging requirementò (Singpflicht) for all national team 

players, while the teamôs coach defended the free choices of this players (ñDiskussion 

ums Halbfinal-Aus bei der EM,ò 2012). These discussions were renewed again in 

anticipation of the World Cup in 2014 and the European Championship in 2016. 
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Figure 1: The caption for this photograph reads, ñThe silent and the singers: The German players with a 

migration background listen to the national anthem with closed lips, the rest sing along ardently.òxxx 

(Spoerr, 2014) 

Winning ñIntegration Prizesò and even the World Cup in 2014 has not protected 

minority athletes from perpetual policing. In a country where nationalist celebrations 

around sports have, until recently, been relatively restrained (see Chapter 3), the scrutiny 

and critique of athletes who choose not to sing has been highly charged. Karen Spoerr, a 

commentator in the national newspaper Die Welt, addressed the players in an open letter. 

It is worth quoting substantial excerpts from the letter, since it provides a striking 

example of racialized and gendered discourses in soccer and narrates how the mediated 

experience of sports feeds expectations for affective satisfaction. 

Dear Mesut Özil, Sami Khedira, Jerome Boateng, 

I donôt understand much about soccer, but I understand a littleé. I must say, the 

business of playing together works well on the German team. Something else 

does not work so well. You already know what I am talking about, right, about the 
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national anthem. All the players sing the national anthemðonly you three donôt. 

You stay silenté. I have to ask myself: What are you telling us with your silence? 

é I really like you three, because you look so good, because you can run so fast, 

and because you want to shoot goals so that the Germany can become the best 

soccer team in the world.  

But then I see you standing there silently. The camera films the singing mouths. 

The singing players, the singing trainer, the singing reserve bench. Only you three 

pinch your lips together14 like teenagers who want to punish their parents for not 

being cool enough. You stand there and shun the millions of enthusiastic 

countrymen in front of their televisions, who are yearning nothing more deeply in 

that moment than to get goosebumps. Who wish to be allowed to melt into a 

singing German community of destiny, even people like me, who canôt tell the 

difference between a penalty and a free kick. 

[é] You three stand there speechless and destroy the beautiful idea that by 

singing the national anthem we can become a whole. Or could it be that this is just 

a misunderstanding? 

Dear Mesut, Sami, Jerome, every time that I see you stay silent, I ask myself what 

you must be thinking while Germany sings. I think I know: You arenôt thinking 

about Turkey, Tunisia and Ghana. You arenôt thinking about your national 

identity. You think: Einigkeit und Recht und Freiheit für das deutsche Vaterland 

(unity and justice and freedom for the German fatherland). Right? How about 

next time you think it you just open your mouths?15 (Spoerr, 2014) 

This commentary arguing that all national players should be expected to sing is followed 

by a counterpoint by a (male) colleague arguing that performance on the field matters 

most and that not singing does not mean that the players are not patriotic. He also points 

out that during the 1974 final no one, not even Beckenbauer, sang along. In contrast to 

the female author of the first position who proclaims three times her ignorance of the 

                                                           
 

 

 

14 The originally used term kneifen means ñto pinch,ò but is also used in phrases indicating the shirking of 

duties or fleeing in cowardice.   
15 For the original text, visit http://www.welt.de/debatte/kommentare/article129454350/Sollten-alle-

deutschen-Spieler-die-Hymne-singen.html  

http://www.welt.de/debatte/kommentare/article129454350/Sollten-alle-deutschen-Spieler-die-Hymne-singen.html
http://www.welt.de/debatte/kommentare/article129454350/Sollten-alle-deutschen-Spieler-die-Hymne-singen.html
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sport and disinterest in anything but national team soccer, the second author is concerned 

with results, with substance over symbolism. This reinforces the expectation that women 

have little understanding of soccer and are only interested in the pageantry and emotion 

of international games, whereas men have a deeper, more technical interest. The World 

Cup is framed as an exceptional event, where ñeven womenò become soccer fans and 

patriotic displays are increasingly not only safe and normal, they are almost obligatory. 

Spoerr drives this point home, writing, ñThe national anthem is just as interesting to me 

as soccer, which is to say normally not at all. But during the World Cup I am interested in 

both, soccer and the anthem.òxxxi Chapter 3 will examine the beginnings of this new 

national sports orthodoxy in 2006. By 2014, Spoerr expresses her entitlement to demand 

that players satisfy her desire for the affective satisfaction of uncomplicated ñcollective 

effervescence,ò to reference Durkheimôs (1995) classic theory.  

Spoerr is angry that these three players of color have ñdestroyed the beautiful 

ideaò of perfect national unity. Possibly recognizing a problem with explicitly singling 

out three minority players for rebuke, she attempts to show that she is not prejudiced 

against them personally, by complimenting their physical appearance, speed, and 

effectiveness in raising Germany to the top of the global (sports) hierarchy. This 

comment falls squarely in the terrain of positively framed racism that flourishes in sports, 

where minority athletes are valued for their almost preternatural physical prowess, and 

appreciated for their physicality rather than their tactical or intellectual abilities (see 

Hoberman, 1997). After sexually objectifying these players, the author further demeans 

Özil, Boateng, and Khedira by infantilizing them and accusing them of petulance and 

spite against their ñuncool parents,ò presumably here embodied by white German society. 
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To avoid accusing them of secret disloyalty by thinking instead of their fathersô 

homelands (Boateng and Khedira have white German mothers) she presumes to fill their 

silence with her own wishful interpretation that they must be mentally singing along. 

Spoerr concludes with the demand that they should ñjust open their mouthsò next time.  

Özil, Boateng and Khedira had already been scrutinized and critiqued for their 

failure to properly perform patriotism in 2010 and 2012, and had already publicly 

accounted for and defended their actions during the anthem, explaining that they use that 

moment to focus and/or pray. In defense of his legitimate place as a national player, 

Khedira argued  

It is a good sign when one sings the national anthem, but that doesnôt make you a 

good German. You become a good German when you speak the language well 

and you live the values. And that is the case with all of us.xxxii (ñDebatte um 

Nationalhymne Ă¿berfl¿ssigñ,ò 2012)  

Khedira accepts not only the positive value of performing patriotism, but also the basic 

notion that belonging as German is defined by speaking ñgood Germanò and adopting 

normative values (see Chapter 7 for and examination of the role of language in defining 

legitimate citizenship). Spoerr not only erases minority playersô speech on this specific 

topic, she takes the liberty of defining their thoughts and demanding they act according to 

her expectations. Spoerrôs commentary perfectly blends sexist and racist frameworks 

around soccer. Although her column is an extreme example in that it illustrates so many 

tropes in such an unvarnished manner, the assumptions and expectations underlying it run 

throughout the cases analyzed in this dissertation.   

Conclusion 
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Elite sports, particularly at the national level, reflect and reconstruct national 

politics of culture, race, and citizenship. They symbolize the optimism of national 

communities and also reveal the fragility of support for celebrated figures of integration. 

This chapter examined the politics of sports integration as it has been conceptualized by 

stakeholders in the government, business, and civic sectors and implemented at the level 

of communities. These programs demonstrate how the idea of integration operates 

through intertwined processes of discipline and biopolitical reason, seeking to improve 

the life of the population by disciplining bodies that represent a particular risk to that 

population. The celebratory and optimistic tone of sports integration discourse and 

practice, which emphasizes the benefits of properly disciplined diversity for the national 

future, implies the existential threat represented by the ñfailureò of integration. 

Immigrants and their children will either be the source of Germanyôs future growth or the 

cause of its demise.  

The rise of integration discourse cannot be separated from the rise of renewed 

forms of symbolic nationalism. This is the case not only in Germany but throughout 

Europe as the unity of the European Union has faltered in the face of nationalist 

commitments to regulating the population through controls on migration. Germany 

provides a particularly valuable case, however, because its history of atrocities committed 

in the name of the nation makes symbolic nationalism a contentious topic, which is 

subject to considerable public debate. The following chapters in this dissertation analyze 

a number of these public debates and ñcritical incidentsò (Zelizer, 1992). These mediated 

incidents mobilize celebrity athletes and entertainers as examples for celebration or 

scrutiny for their roles in the project of constructing the new ñcolorfulò German nation. 
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The next three chapters analyze and contextualize press discourses legitimating 

patriotism beginning with the 2006 World Cup. Chapter 3 analyzes media coverage to 

trace the emergence of the idea of ñsoccer patriotism.ò Chapter 4 examines the political 

economy and representational politics of a media campaign that paved the way for the 

successful normalization of soccer patriotism in 2006. Chapter 5 investigates the 

mobilization of immigrants as pedagogical figures in the case of a dispute between 

immigrant patriots and German anti-nationalists.  

                                                           
 

 

 

i Es sind auch deutsche Tugenden, die zur deutschen Leichtigkeit beitragen. Denn Wohlstand macht das 

Leben leicht und hebt die Laune. Als Folge von Fleiß, Disziplin und Folgsamkeit wächst dieser Wohlstand 

gerade.  
ii Sie wollten und sollten auf Zeit bleiben, dann entschieden sich viele von ihnen für ein Leben in 

Deutschland.  
iii  In den späteren Jahrzehnten veränderte sich die Zuwanderung. Nun kamen Menschen aus anderen 

Gründen nach Deutschland ï und konnten häufig auch bleiben. 
iv Mit den politischen Veränderungen in Mittel- und Osteuropa kamen viele Deutsche in das Land ihrer 

Vorfahren zurück. 
v Dennoch hat es lange gedauert, bis diese Entwicklung als das verstanden wurde, was sie ist: Eine 

Wirklichkeit, die viele Chancen eröffnet, aber auch die Gefahr gesellschaftlicher Spannungen birgt. 
vi Integration ist eine Aufgabe von nationaler Bedeutung. Grundlage ist neben unseren Wertvorstellungen 

und unserem kulturellen Selbstverständnis die freiheitliche und demokratische Ordnung, wie sie sich aus 

der deutschen und europäischen Geschichte entwickelt hat und im Grundgesetz ihre verfassungsrechtliche 

Ausprägung findet. 
vii Integration kann nicht verordnet werden. Sie erfordert Anstrengungen von allen, vom Staat und der 

Gesellschaft. Maßgebend ist zum einen die Bereitschaft der Zuwanderer, sich auf ein Leben in unserer 

Gesellschaft einzulassen, unser Grundgesetz und unsere gesamte Rechtsordnung vorbehaltlos zu 

akzeptieren und insbesondere durch das Erlernen der deutschen Sprache ein sichtbares Zeichen der 

Zugehörigkeit zu Deutschland zu setzen. Auf Seiten der Aufnahmegesellschaft sind Akzeptanz, Toleranz, 

zivilgesellschaftliches Engagement und die Bereitschaft unverzichtbar, Menschen, die rechtmäßig bei uns 

leben, ehrlich willkommen zu heißen: Integrationðeine Chance für unser Land! 
viii  Deutschland ist ein weltoffenes Land.  
ix Das Vorurteil der ĂAuslªnderfeindlichkeitñ in Deutschland kann dazu f¿hren, dass Forscher aus dem 

Ausland den Eindruck gewinnen, nicht immer willkommen zu sein. 
x Der Sport bietet sehr vielseitige Angebote und steht allen Menschenðunabhängig von ihrer persönlichen, 

kulturellen oder finanziellen Situationðoffen. Fairplay und Chancengleichheit werden in jeder Sportart 

durch weltweit einheitliche Regeln gefördert. Sport befriedigt das menschliche Bedu↓rfnis nach Vergleich 
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und dient der bewegungs- und körperorientierten Entwicklung der Persönlichkeit. Insbesondere die 

Ausu↓bung von Mannschaftssport fu↓hrt zu Teamgeist, der im Alltag nicht von selbst entsteht. 
xi Kulturelle Integration erfolgt durch die Vermittlung von Kulturtechniken wie z. B. den Spracherwerb 

sowie den Erwerb kulturell eingefªrbter sozialer ĂNormalitªtsmusterñ wie Verhaltensmuster in 

Alltagssituationen. Sportvereine bieten nicht nur Orte des Sporttreibens, sondern sind auch Orte der 

Al ltagskommunikation, die Anlass zu wechselseitigem interkulturellem Lernen bieten. 
xii Dass der FuÇball eine Vorreiterrolle bei der Integration spielt, liegt f¿r Heinz Bunzer auf der Hand ĂWir 

haben es soviel leichter, denn wir sind eine spielerische Gemeinschaft.ñ 
xiii  Unserer Auffassung nach führen ewige Verbote und Maßregelungen zu nichts. Wir haben uns zum Ziel 

gesetzt, solche Dinge von innen heraus positiv zu gestalten und damit die unterschiedlichen Kulturen zu 

erreichen.  
xiv Ich denke die Jungs und Mädels in einer Mannschaft merken selbst ziemlich schnell, wie viel Spaß es 

macht, gemeinsam Ziele zu verfolgen und Siege zu feiern ï und dafür packt auch jeder gerne mit an. 
xv Soziale Fähigkeiten, ein selbstbewusster Auftritt, Teamfähigkeit das ist wichtiger als Laktatwert und 

Torschusstechnik. ĂJugendliche beim FuÇball sind intrinsisch motiviert, sie lernen also mit hoher 

Motivation und auf spielerische Weise, sich an Regeln zu haltenñ, sagt Konermann, ĂDas Ziel ist es, dass 

möglichst viele, möglichst rasch auf dem Arbeitsmarkt FuÇ fassen.ñ 
xvi ĂDer FuÇball ist einfach ein sehr gutes Mittel, um sowohl beim einzelnen Sch¿ler, im Klassenverband 

aber auch fu↓r unsere gesamte Schule positive Entwicklungen auf den Weg zu bringenñ, sagt Jürgen 

Kuhlmann. Denn der Ball kann viel - Fußball spielen lehrt den Gelsenkirchener Jugendlichen wichtige 

Werte und stªrkt den Charakter. ĂBei Schwierigkeiten nicht so schnell aufzustecken, Konflikte 

anzusprechen aber nicht eskalieren zu lassen, das leistet der FuÇballñ, berichtet der Sportlehrer aus den 

Erfahrungen der vergangenen Jahre. 
xvii Ein Seminar über Wertevermittlung in Österreich. Dann kam ich nachhause und holte meinen Sohn von 

der Schule ab. Die Kinder waren außer Rand und Band, rannten einfach über die Straße, hatten die 

wüstesten Beschimpfungen drauf. Das war mein Schlüsselerlebnis. Mir war klar, dass ich etwas 

unternehmen muss. 
xviii  Die Polizei deklarierte die Heerstraße Nord in Spandau 2007 als kriminalitätsbelasteten Ort. Eine 

Gruppe von etwa 30 Jugendlichen, die meisten mit einem Migrationshintergrund, legten praktisch den 

Stadtteil lahm. Für mich stand fest: Jetzt muss etwas passieren. Der Mitternachtssport war das Ergebnis 

eines von mir organisierten Gesprächs zwischen Polizei und Jugendlichen. Am 8. Dezember 2007 haben 

wir dann die Halle das erste Mal aufgeschlossen. Der Effekt war umwerfend. Die Kategorisierung als 

kriminalitätsbelasteter Ort konnte bald aufgehoben werden. 
xix DFB: Und die Baseballschläger mussten vor der Halle abgegeben werden? Ismail Öner: Man sollte nicht 

übertreiben, so schlimm war es auch nicht. Wir haben Begegnung geschaffen. Beim ersten Turnier 

spielten Polizisten gegen Jugendliche, die sich sonst nur bei Einsätzen begegnet sind. Die Jugendlichen 

kommen zu uns in die Halle und bringen alle ihre Sorgen und Nöte mit. Dann beginnt die 

sozialpädagogische Arbeit. Wir schaffen Netzwerke aus Schule, Elternhaus, Fußballverein, Jugendamt 

und anderen Personen und Institutionen rund um den Jugendlichen. Oft sind es Schieflagen. Die 

Versetzung ist gefährdet, es droht ein Schulverweis, ein Junge findet keinen Praktikumsplatz, der andere 

hat eine richterliche Weisung. Manchmal istôs auch einfach Liebeskummer. 
xx Wenn Mädchen in die Halle kommen, dürfen sie mitspielen. Aber ich weiß auch, was ich kann und was 

nicht. Pädagogik spielt eine große Rolle. Und mir fehlt die Fähigkeit und das Einfühlungsvermögen, die 

Probleme von 14-jährigen Mädchen zu verstehen. Da müssen andere Kolleginnen ran. 
xxi ĂWir habenðdurchaus mit Erstaunenðbemerkt, dass in den Pausenhöfen auch die Mädchen gern und 

gut FuÇball spielenñ, berichtet Stªdtler. 
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xxii Ich war sehr skeptisch am Anfang. Mädchen aus marokkanischen oder türkischen Familien und Fußball 

spielen? Das konnte ich mir nicht so richtig vorstellen. Heute erlebe ich bei Turnieren den Enthusiasmus, 

mit dem die Väter ihre Töchter anfeuern. Der Fußball hat dazu beigetragen, dass sich die Kulturen 

annähern. 
xxiii  Fußball kann ein Hebel der Emanzipation sein. Der ältere Bruder oder der Vater sehen die Schwester 

oder Tochter in einem ganz anderen Umfeld. Das Rollenverhalten verändert sich.  
xxiv Der Fußball hat mir sehr dabei geholfen, mich problemlos in die deutsche Gesellschaft zu integrieren, 

so dass ich heute studieren und für die deutsche Nationalmannschaft spielen kann. Ich habe durch den 

Sport gelernt, dass es auch für Kinder mit Migrationshintergrund in Deutschland Chancengleichheit gibt. 
xxv Wo vorher stets eine nachholende Integration im Blickpunkt stand, geht es heute um die 

gleichberechtigte Teilhabe und Teilnahme von Menschen mit und ohne Migrationshintergrund in allen 

Lebensbereichen im Sinne einer interkulturellen Öffnung.  
xxvi Die Gesamtzahl der Zugewanderten ist im Vorjahr gewachsen, um 43.000 Menschen beziehungsweise 

0,1 Prozentpunkte. Prognosen zufolge wird sich die steigende Tendenz bis mindestens 2030 fortsetzen. 

Aber nicht weil so viele Personen immigrieren würden, sondern vor allem weil Menschen nichtdeutschen 

Ursprungs im Durchschnitt viel jünger sind als die Mehrheitsbevölkerung. Und damit häufiger in einem 

Alter, in dem Familien gegründet werden. 
xxvii Vielfalt, ganz egal ob im Sport oder im Unternehmen, ist immer eine Erweiterung der eigenen 

Perspektive und will geübt sein. Vielfalt bereichert unsere Kultur und damit unser Leben. Dadurch ist sie 

das Fundament für unternehmerische Zukunft und für die Zukunft der Gesellschaft. 
xxviii  Aber Integration muss gefördert und unterstützt werden, um wirklich erfolgreich und nachhaltig zu 

sein, und damit die Vielfalt der Menschen und Kulturen eine Bereicherung für alle wird. 
xxix Integrationsarbeit kann auf Inseln beginnen. Früher oder später aber müssen diese Inseln verbunden 

werden, damit jede einzelne voll zur Wirkung kommt. 
xxx Schweiger und Sänger: Die deutschen Spieler mit Migrationshintergrund lauschen der Nationalhymne 

mit geschlossenen Lippen, der Rest singt inbrünstig mit 
xxxi Die Nationalhymne interessiert mich ungefähr genauso wie der Fußball, nämlich normalerweise gar 

nicht. Aber wenn Fußballweltmeisterschaft ist, dann interessiert mich beides, der Fußball und die Hymne. 
xxxii Es ist ein gutes Zeichen, wenn man die Nationalhymne singt. Aber man wird dadurch kein guter 

Deutscher. Ein guter Deutscher wird man, wenn man die Sprache gut spricht und die Werte lebt. Und das 

ist bei uns allen der Fall. 
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PART II: INTEGRANTS AND THE NEW GERMANY  
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CHAPTER 3 ï CONSTRUCTING PATRIOTISM ABOVE REPROACH : THE 

REHABILITATION OF GERMAN NATIONAL PRIDE IN THE 20 06 WORLD 

CUP 

 

Integration discourse is an exercise in national self-construction, focusing as 

much on defining and propping up the normativity and the positive value of the national 

category as on defining those whose candidature for belonging must be assessed. As the 

case studies in this dissertation show, discussions about integration are deeply interwoven 

with reflections on German identityðin relation both to the troubled national past and to 

its possible futures. However, in their construction of the categories of integrant and 

national, these discussions not only define through opposition, more importantly they 

depoliticize and naturalize these categories. This requires the minimization of conflicts 

and controversy around them, requiring both categorizations to appear necessary, benign, 

and even positive. In the German case, however, the positive value of the national 

category has been contested since Germanyôs defeat in the World War II was followed on 

the global stage by the atrocities that may follow from nationalism being taken to its 

logical conclusion. Germanyôs defeat and the demand for a public reckoning for atrocities 

committed in the name of the nation complicated public nationalism, even though the 

defeat had little impact on the continuity of banal forms of nationalism, in that, borrowing 

Billigôs framing (1995), Germans never forgot or doubted that they were German. 

Although postwar nationalism continued to thrive in the collective intimacy of Heimat 

(see Chapter 1), the spectacular and celebratory practices of nationalism favored by 

National Socialists became points of contention. The media prescribed immersion in 

national colors during the 2006 World Cup to alleviate this contentiousness,  proclaiming 



155 
 

the tournament as ñthe best group therapy for Germans, who are tormented by identity 

complexes, even though they are the world leaders in exports and have a generous social 

welfare systemò (ñDeutschland in Schwarz-Rot-Gold,ò 2006). In this Spiegel article, this 

quote from a Portuguese newspaper commentary was gathered along with quotes from 

five other international periodicals to affirm the value of uncontested national identity.  

This chapter analyzes the process by which the media in Germany constructed 

new narratives of national identity and patriotism around the 2006 World Cup. While 

Chapter 2 outlines the function of sport in the biopolitical system of values that defines 

the conditions for the substantive citizenship of minorities, this chapter returns to the 

category of the normative national and its narrative association with a harmonious and 

happy population. To understand the discursive field in which the press coverage of the 

tournament operates, I first outline the history of debates over nationalism in Germany. In 

2006, the return of symbolic nationalism was celebrated by the German media and 

approved by international observers. Discourses of soccer patriotism construct the 

positive value of the national category, affirming the necessity of national affiliation for 

the health and wellbeing of the population and removing it from the realm of political 

contention.  

During the 2006 World Cup, soccer was proposed as an ideal model for national 

engagement. This case study analyzes how the features and expectations of this event 

were marshalled to legitimate a change in German practices of symbolic nationalism. The 

first section examines the history of the debates over remembering National Socialism, 

which was introduced in Chapter 1, to explain the tension that the coverage of celebration 

of ñsoccer patriotismò in 2006 sought to defuse. The second discusses the nature of 
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sporting nationalism to clarify the role of sport spectacles in the formation and 

legitimation of the category of the national. Finally, I look at the media coverage of the 

2006 World Cup to examine how the German media constructed new narratives of 

salutary national identity and patriotism by using the event to create a break from the 

past.   

Articles were gathered using the search terms Fußball (soccer) AND Patriotismus 

(patriotism) in two different newspaper archives. Because of the volume of coverage 

related to soccer patriotism is so large, I limited my search to one influential national 

periodical and one regional periodical. For the national periodical I chose Der Spiegel 

including its online sibling Spiegel Online, which are by far the most frequently cited 

quality periodicals in Germany (PMG Presse-Monitor, 2014). A Spiegel search for the 

above terms yielded 46 articles (14 in print and 33 online) written in 2006. To understand 

the circulation of discourses of soccer patriotism in regional public spheres, I examined 

the archive of the Mitteldeutsche Zeitung (MZ), which holds a near monopoly on regional 

coverage in the south of Saxony-Anhalt. The MZ archives returned 26 results for the 

above search terms in 2006. The regional daily newspaper is not known for holding a 

strong ideological position. Of these results, I selected and examined articles that focused 

primarily on patriotism and national sentiments in the context of the World Cup. This 

yielded a total of 49 articles across the three sources (see table 2). 

Table 2: Search Results for Fußball AND Patriotismus, Jan. 1-Dec. 31, 2006 

Source All Results 
Selected 
(Commentary) 

Der Spiegel 14 6 
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Spiegel Online (SPON) 33 19 

Mitteldeutsche Zeitung (MZ) 26 24 

Total 73 49 

 Using discourse theory and analysis, I examined the themes and narratives used in 

the German press to construct the event and define its meaning for the nation. In the 

process, media coverage created a break from the past by simultaneously omitting or 

dismissing critical discourse about the role of nationalism in Germanyôs fascist past and 

creating collective narratives of a new, unimpeachable ñsoccer patriotism.ò As one astute 

commentator observed regarding the difficulty in taking a logical or critical stance 

towards the flag issue, ñthe secret of the little flags is: any resistance immediately comes 

off as uptight, whereas now we are in such a super laid-back moodòi (K. Schmidt, 2006). 

The return of celebratory nationalism hinges on a binary between tension and 

relaxationðany discussion or reflection on it uncovers or raises tension. The object under 

scrutiny (the flag and national colors) is defined as fun itself, establishing a ñchain of 

equivalenceò (Laclau & Mouffe, 2001) between national symbolism, the popular ñparsed 

flagò (Marvin & Ingle, 1999, p. 216), and happiness, unity, and the alleviation of identity-

based tension. Politics and critique are situated as the opposite of this, and, thus, quickly 

become unsustainable. National symbols are situated in a narrative of transformation in 

which the nation, previously alienated from itself, celebrates a glorious reconciliation.   

Current narratives framing national soccer as the foremost site of national 

symbolism focus on the World Cup tournament hosted by Germany in 2006. Merely 

mentioning ñthe summer fairytaleò (Sommermärchen), as it came to be called, is enough 

to evoke images of exuberant, flag-waving crowds of Germans ñfinallyò taking their 
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place among the ñnormalò nations. The strength of this association continues unabated, as 

was evident in media reports in late 2015, which revealed that Germanyôs successful bid 

to host the 2006 World Cup was not won on its own merit, but was bought away from the 

front-runner, South Africa. Spiegelôs title story revealing the results of their investigation 

declares that,  

The soccer World Cup in summer 2006 was a turning point in German history. 

The country of the Holocaust had already made other steps towards rehabilitation; 

it had matured into a stable democracy; it had peacefully reunited. But then 

German also became likeable. (Feldenkirchen, 2015)  

The author then outlines Germanyôs concurrent rise to become one of the worldôs most 

admired countries, as global leaders acting against climate change and for a capitalist 

economy that is both robust and socially responsible. The 2006 World Cup, according to 

this article, was the point that marked Germanyôs change in global position from 

repentant perpetrator to moral role model.  

However, as the article points out, the possibility of high-level corruption behind 

the symbolically crucial 2006 tournament in Germany threatens to tarnish Germanyôs 

reputation and self-conception as a moral beacon. Nevertheless, the Spiegel journalist 

concludes that this has led to a more realistic image of a nation that is no better and no 

worse than any other: ñThere is no cause for German arrogance, no reason for feelings of 

superiority, which in these days are again showing themselves in their most primitive 

form: hatred of foreignersò (Feldenkirchen, 2015). This quote reflects a recognition of the 

link between identitarian forms of self-love and suspicion and hatred of those perceived 

as exogenous. As this chapter shows, this kind of reflection had no place within press 

narratives that asserted the unmitigated social and psychological benefits of the flag-
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draped sporting spectacle of 2006. Although the World Cup, and in particular the 2006 

tournament hosted by Germany, has emerged as possibly the most visible platform for 

national self-reflection and nation branding, it has received remarkably little scholarly 

attention. This chapter examines the process by which hosting this sporting spectacle 

transformed the nationôs relationship to its national symbols, freeing them from their 

long-troubled relationship to the atrocities of National Socialism while cultivating new 

collective memories to define German national identity. The contentiousness of the 

German case, as well as the efforts to neutralize that contention, provide a particularly 

stark example of the often-unnoticed processes of national narration that are part of all 

global sporting spectacles.  

The History of Remembering: Conflicting Postwar Narratives 

German memory of National Socialist atrocities followed a tortuous path, 

bifurcating in divided Germany with each nation following its own pattern of 

remembrance and amnesia. In her piece Between Memory and Oblivion, Claudia Koonz 

traced these paths, arguing that beginning with the post-war ñZero Hourò (Stunde Null), 

ñGermans constructed a new identity based on a fresh start or a clean break from the 

pastò (1996, p. 262). East and West Germans differed, however, in their strategies for 

creating the break. East Germans railed against Nazi crimes, using them as an 

opportunity to celebrate Communist resistance to fascism and to proclaim that ñGerman 

monopoly capitalðthey gave orders for murderé while in the West, memory was sealed 

off in post-traumatic oblivionò (Koonz, 1996, p. 265). What was forgotten on both sides, 

however, was the racial genocide and the complicity of everyday Germans in Nazism. 
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Not until the late 1960s did memory of the genocide return to public consciousness, albeit 

in very different ways in the East and West. In this period, East Germany began 

preserving and memorializing the concentration camps, continuing the state-organized 

project of focusing on the heroism of ñanti-fascist resistersò, minimizing or omitting the 

central racial element of the genocide. In the West, the flood of commemoration begun 

by the student movements in the late 1960sðincluding the push to recognize the Jewish 

victims of genocideðwas less uniform, and more loudly contested.  This contestation 

reached a climax in the bitter 1985-86 ñhistoriansô disputeò (Historikerstreit) between 

historians, philosophers, and intellectuals over the appropriate historical interpretation of 

the genocide. 

This debate arose from a quest by conservative intellectuals to distance Germany 

from the fascist past and establish ña new, proud, ónormalô national identityò (Nolan, 

1988, p. 62). The public battle began with an article by Ernst Nolte published in the 

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung entitled, ñThe past that wonôt go awayò (Nolte, 1986). In 

arguing that many aspects of the Third Reich and the Holocaust were not unique, Nolte 

and other conservative historians sought to normalize National Socialism. As Mary Nolan 

(1988) argued, the Historikerstreit was one of a series of controversies sparked by actions 

from Germanyôs political right throughout the 1980s that reflected the growing desire of 

conservatives for a ñusable past.ò In order to accomplish this, the political right needed to 

ñemancipate nationalism from its discrediting by fascism. A reinterpretation of 

historyéabove all of the Third Reich, is integral to this construction of a conservative 

national identityò (Nolan, 1988, p. 62). Leftist intellectuals, led by Jürgen Habermas, 

fought back against this attempt to whitewash the German past and, in particular, the 
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Holocaust. Nolan argued that ñwhereas the right wants a uniform and emotionally felt 

national identity, [the left strives] for a calm and reasoned acceptance of constitutional 

democracy, built on a critical understanding of Germany's recent pastò (1988, p. 65). 

Although they did begin to chip away at the ñmourning workò (Trauerarbeit) that was 

gaining momentum in the 1980s, the right was not entirely successful in overcoming the 

pervasive hold of the past on German identity in West Germany at the time of 

reunification in 1990.  

 The gap in Eastern and Western conceptions of the past were a significant 

stumbling block to the establishment of a shared national identity after unification. As 

Koonz observes,  

Like a common currency and culture, the public memory of historical events 

structures a sense of civil society across generations, classes, and regionsé While 

tensions and out-right hostility repolarized East and West Germans, the public 

memory of their shared Nazi past also became a site of dispute. (1996, p. 269)  

While East Germans had constructed narratives around the continuity of German fascism 

in the capitalist West, West Germany had nurtured an opposing position, likening the 

authoritarian GDR to the totalitarian Nazi state. Not surprisingly, East Germans balked at 

accepting the West German brand of mourning work, which included both implicit and 

explicit disparagement of the GDR and did not properly reflect East German experiences. 

In particular, residents of the towns near the concentration camps in the former East 

resisted the re-branding of the camps from heroic anti-fascist memorials into monuments 

of admonishment.  

 In fact, even in the West where they had originated, the official chastisements of 

mourning work, which inspired respect abroad and among liberal Germans, had not 
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caught on among the public at large. Koonz writes that ñeven before unification, the 

depiction of Nazism in West German television specials, best-sellers, and films 

contradicted political leadersô rhetoric of mourning (1996, p. 274).ò Many of them 

focused on the lives of average Germans during the Nazi time, omitting or sanitizing the 

unpleasant or morally challenging aspects (see also Chapter 1). Beginning with the 

Historikerstreit, conservative intellectuals sought to exploit the gap between popular 

memory and official invocations of the genocide. After unification, their message also 

found an attentive audience among East Germans irritated by Wessie forms of memory.  

 Indeed, the desire to cast off the fetters of the past complicating the public 

expression of national pride was one of the few sentiments that had popular appeal across 

the newly reunited nation. The process of reunification facilitated this goal on two fronts. 

First, reunification provided a functional justification for patriotism and the cultivation of 

a united German identity. And second, it marked the end of a historical period. 

ñSometime between November 9, 1989, and October 3, 1990, twentieth-century Germany 

became historyò (Confino 2004, 389). The dissolution of the post-war divide created a 

new distance from the World War IIða ñsymbolic ruptureò (Nora, 1998, p. 503) ð

paving the way for a new German generation even further removed from the troubling 

past.  

 Although the symbolic potential of the break with the past offered by 

reunification held great potential for the foundation of a new national narrative, this 

potential was mired in the conflicting Eastern and Western conceptions of that past. As 

Michael Geisler (2005) argues in his work on German national symbols and public 

memory after 1989, the process of forming a consensus around the meaning of past 
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events is a necessaryðand in the German case, extraordinarily difficultðpart of 

establishing the symbols of national identity. The significance of this failed consensus is 

illustrated by Ernest Renanôs famous claim that a nation is defined by its collective 

memory, by the fact that it shares, ñin the past, a glorious heritage and regrets.ò  It is thus 

A large scale solidarity, constituted by the feeling of the sacrifices one has made 

in the past and of those that one is prepared to make in the future. It presupposes a 

past; it is summarized, however, in the present by a tangible fact, namely, consent, 

the clearly expressed desire to continue a common life. A nation's existence is, if 

you will pardon the metaphor, a daily plebiscite.  (Renan, 1990, p. 19) 

Although Germanyôs national symbols are arguably effective at accomplishing the 

official tasks of representing and identifying the state, Geisler argues that they have failed 

at their ideological tasks of ñsustaining the collective identity of the nation, bookmarking 

public memory, and integrating diverse subgroupsò (2005, p. 64). This results from that 

fact that large segments of the populationðmostly among liberal Germansðfeel 

discomforted by the symbols that are meant to inspire feeling of affiliation.  However, it 

is important to note that while national symbols remained a point of contention, official 

forms of nationalism remained deeply rooted, for example, in German citizenship laws 

and immigration and asylum policies of the 1980s and 1990s (see Göktürk, Gramling, & 

Kaes, 2007). Despite the focus among both public observers and scholars of nationalism 

on public celebrations of nationalism, Michael Billig (1995) rightly points out that a more 

profound accomplishment of nationalism is its pervasiveness and durability in everyday 

life, evenðand especiallyðas it disappears from notice.  

Sporting Nationalism 
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 Global sports spectacles are uniquely positioned to facilitate the renewal of 

nationalism under the pretext of a cooperative international event. Since their foundation, 

the Olympics and the FIFA World Cup were steeped in the idealist rhetoric of global 

peace and harmony. Tomlinson and Young (2006) traced these origins in the statements 

of the founding fathers of these events, Baron Pierre de Coubertin and FIFA president 

Jules Rimet. For de Coubertin, ñthe Olympic project had philosophical, historical, and 

educational dimensions and goals,ò and he insisted that ñinternationalism was a bulwark 

against ignorance, chauvinism, and warò (A. Tomlinson & Young, 2006, p. 4). Rimetôs 

goals for the World Cup were no less lofty.   

Seeing in sport a means of building good character, Christian and patriotic, his 

love of God and France was combined in his passion for football. He believed in 

the universality of the church and saw in football the chance to create a worldwide 

ófootball familyô welded to Christian principles (A. Tomlinson & Young, 2006, p. 

5).  

This conception of international sporting events as a source of healthy pleasure and fun 

and as promoting global friendship across social, racial, and cultural difference has 

endured as the justification for these events, even as particularistic elements of religion 

and nation thrive under the surface.  

 As this case study shows, the idealist rationale for the World Cup inoculated it 

against concerns about the nationalistic displays it encourages. After all, the logic goes, 

how can celebrations associated with an event explicitly designed to encourage universal 

peace be conduits of national chauvinism? But this is not so contradictory after all. As 

Gellner demonstrated, 

The nationalist principle can be asserted in an ethical, óuniversalisticô spirit. There 

could be, and on occasion there have been, nationalists-in-the-abstract, unbiased 

in favour of any special nationality of their own, and generously preaching the 
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doctrine for all nations alike: let all nations have their own political roofs, and let 

all of them also refrain from including non-nationals under it (2006, p. 2). 

In this way, nationalism and universalism need not be mutually exclusive. The World 

Cup celebrates a universalized form of particularism regulated by nation-states. Even as 

international sports spectacles unite the people of the world under the banner of universal 

peace, they provide the opportunity to cement more ñunitedò and fixed conceptions of 

national identity. And at the same time, the pervasive acceptance of these events as 

fundamentally benign makes any critique of the activities associated with them very 

difficult to sustain publicly.  

 The connections between global sports events and nationalism have been well 

documented (Bairner, 2001; A. Tomlinson & Young, 2006). One of the key tools of this 

connection is the ability to abolish the divisions between the national and the private 

through sports and the media. As Eric Hobsbawm writes, for the standardization, 

homogenization and transfer of popular ideologies, ñdeliberate propaganda was almost 

certainly less significant than the ability of the mass media to make what were in effect 

national symbols part of the life of every individualò (1992, p. 142). Sports as a mass 

media spectacle are a potent force for bridging the gap between private and public 

worlds. Hobsbawm continues to argue that  

What has made sport so uniquely effective a medium for inculcating national 

feelings, is the ease with which even the least political or public individuals can 

identify with the nation as symbolized by young persons excelling at what 

practically every man wants, or at one time in life has wanted, to be good at. The 

imagined community of millions seems more real as a team of eleven named 

people. The individual, even the one who only cheers, becomes a symbol of his 

nation himself. (1992, p. 143) 
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Thus, sports are a key locus for transference of national identity to the individual through 

the shared pleasure of admiring the physical abilities of the nationôs most talented 

athletes. The process of the individual becoming the symbol of the nation is so seamless 

that it is easily naturalized, and therefore tends to remain unquestioned and difficult to 

interrogate.  

 For the nation hosting the event this process is intensified, since, as the nation 

becomes the host, the burden of hosting must be met by all those identified as belonging 

to the nation. This is an opportunity for national leaders to mobilize citizens for a united 

and idealistic cause. Acting as good hosts through enthusiastic support ñis presented as a 

patriotic duty, whereby internal differences need to be set aside, if only for the duration, 

in the greater national interest. In this sense, host Olympic discourse resembles the 

galvanizing rhetoric of warò (Rowe & Stevenson, 2006, p. 199). With the enormous 

international media attention focused on the event, global sporting spectacles provide 

unparalleled opportunities for accruing symbolic capital if the event is well executed. The 

success or failure of the event is seen as a direct reflection of the capabilities of the host 

nation.  

This is true even when unforeseeable events intervene, as was the case in the 1972 

Munich Olympics, when the Black September terrorist group kidnapped and murdered 

eleven Israeli athletes from the Olympic Village. Like the 2006 World Cup, the Munich 

Olympics were seen as an opportunity for (West) Germany to ñshowcase its rehabilitation 

as a peace-loving, democratic state where the past was a foreign countryò (C. Young, 

2006, p. 118). Referring to the massacre in his memoirs, then Chancellor Willy Brandt 

wrote:  
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My disappointment at the time was intense, first because the Olympics on which 

we had expended so much loving care would not go down in history as a happy 

occasionðindeed, I was afraid that our international reputation would be blighted 

for many yearsðand secondly because our counter-measures had proved so 

abortive. (C. Young, 2006, p. 118)  

As Young notes, this statement is striking due both to the order in which Brandtôs lists his 

regretsðthe self is placed before others and the harm to the nation is prioritized over the 

suffering of the individualðand to the list of key words he employs: history, 

international reputation, loving care, and happiness. This emphasis on positive emotions, 

affective connections, and historical and international significance endures in the 

conception of the role of hosting that Germany brought to the 2006 World Cup. 

Reclaiming a Collective Identity: Establishing and Redressing the Lack 

As outlined earlier in this chapter, since reunification and even before, there has 

been a strong popular and conservative intellectual desire to reclaim German national 

pride from the clutches of the past. Despite the enduring ñwall of the mindò (Mauer im 

Kopf) separating former citizens of East and West Germany, citizens of the newly united 

Germany shared a longing for a ñnormalò national identity. In the context of the modern 

nation-state, John Gillis writes that  

Individuals, subgroups, and nations all demand identity as if it were a necessity of 

life itself. Identity has taken on the status of the sacred object, an ñultimate 

concern,ò worth fighting and even dying for. To those who believe they do not 

have it, identity appears even more scarce and preciousò (1994, p. 4).  

Popular German sentiment after unification arose from this sense of identity lost through 

occupation and national division. At the same time, it is important to note that Gillis 
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discusses not the empirical existence of identity, but rather the collective belief in the 

possession of identity and the ability to ritually celebrate it.  

This also raises the question, with the contemporary proliferation of forms of 

identity, whether the national form still matters, and if so, why. Even as globalization 

makes borders increasingly porous, the nation-state still stands as the primary arbiter of 

legitimacy holding the power to determine what Hannah Arendt calls, ñthe right to have 

rightsò (1973, p. 296). The physical capacity to cross borders may be more generalized 

than ever, but oneôs ability to be fully human is still tied to the accident of birth that 

determines belonging to a nation-(state). This belonging to a political community is 

legally established by rules of citizenship, but it also requires social and affective 

scaffolding to perpetuate its legitimacy. Addressing the affective realm, Carolyn Marvin 

and David Ingle (1999) argue that the ability to govern is built on the willingness of 

citizens to sacrifice themselves and their children. One area that Marvin and Ingle do not 

address is the determination of whose death may act as a group-constituting sacrifice, an 

ability that Giorgio Agamben (1998) has recognized as a key function in modern politics. 

This distinction between life that has political value and can thus be sacrificed and life 

that may be killed but not sacrificed is the biopolitical basis of both modern democracy 

and modern totalitarianism. It is the foundation of integration discourse and reveals the 

continuities between past and present forms of exclusion.  In modern democracies, the 

civic religion of nationalism is the only domain of identity that inspires this scale of 

collective devotion. This willingness to sacrifice is not only necessary in a straight-

forward military sense of national security and conquest. It is the sacrifice of group 
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members that creates the group, creating a form of unity that trumpsðthough never 

completely or without contestationðother affiliative domains. 

Marvin and Ingle argue that only the process of the willing sacrifice of group 

members is powerful enough to forge the affective bonds holding a group together. For 

this reason, they define the nation as ñthe memory of the last sacrificeò (1999, p. 5). 

However, the idea that sacrificial violence is the source of national cohesion is contrary 

to the values of modern nation-states, which hold violence to be immoral or barbaric, a 

failure of politics rather than its necessary precursor. ñTo protect themselves from 

recognizing the source of group unity, citizens render totem violence and its symbols 

sacredò (Marvin & Ingle, 1999, p. 12) which is to say taboo, unknowable and 

unspeakable.  

But what happens when the last great sacrifice revealed the totem secret before 

the whole world? Germans felt unable to construct their identity out of shared past not 

tainted by shameful revelation of the bloodthirsty foundations of nationalism. The 

revelation of the bloodthirsty nationalism of the Third Reich before the international 

community inhibited the proper function of the taboo against acknowledging that violent 

sacrifice generates the sentimental power of national cohesion. This broken taboo 

manifested in discomfort with the totemic symbols of national identity (flags, colors, 

anthems, etc.). In the late 1980s, the Historikerstreit began the movement to revive 

explicit symbolic nationalism, and reunification provided the sense of a legitimate need 

for active displays of patriotism, but official ambivalence around direct appeals to 

national pride still endured. To chip away at this lingering ambivalence, an event was 

needed that would strengthen national affect and symbolism while offering an illusion of 
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separation from explicit national pride. To create distance between the violence of past 

nationalism and current forms, nationalism had to be retrieved from the realm of 

contention and restored as a neutral given. Hosting the World Cup provided the perfect 

opportunity to create a uniform and emotionally felt national identity, while also 

dismissing the pursuit of a critical discourse on Germany's past.  

Mediatized Plebiscite: Fan Fests and Renewed National Narratives   

 The soccer patriotism narratives of 2006 typically begin with descriptions of cities 

being taken over by a ñsea of flagsò (Fahnenmeer). These accounts revolve around a key 

new feature of the sporting spectacle; organizers introduced public viewings, or Fan 

Fests, throughout the country in the 2006 tournament. This element has become standard 

practice for World Cups ever since, taking place not only in the host country but also 

internationally. These viewings provided places for people to gather together and 

celebrate, and consequently they also provided an excellent opportunity to capture the 

revelry in the media and broadcast it to the world. This offered unprecedented 

opportunities for multiplying the impact of the celebrations. Not only could Germans 

across the nation participate in the experience of watching the event as a group regardless 

of whether they had tickets to the matches or even lived near the stadiums, but their 

celebration became the object of media attention, conferring an even greater status on 

their participation.  

The most famous of these viewings was the Berlin ñFan Mile,ò which stretched 

between the between two significant memorials of German identity and history: the 

nearly 70-meter-high Victory Column (Siegessäule) and the Brandenburg Gate. An 



171 
 

official city website publicizing the revival of the Fan Fast for the 2010 World Cup 

proclaimed that  

With the Fan Fest during the 2006 FIFA World Cup Berlin created a worldwide 

acknowledged wave of enthusiasm, furor and friendliness for the German capital 

and for Germany. The incomparable pictures taken of the Fan Fest 2006 stood and 

stand for enthusiasm for sport, hospitality and the new found confidence of the 

Berliners and Germans. (ñInternational FIFA Fan Fest Berlin,ò 2010)  

The website celebrates the ñbreathtaking atmosphereò created by the over one million 

people that came every day during the 2006 tournament. This shows the value of the 

public viewings both for the mass sharing of positive sentiments and for simultaneously 

memorializing the unique experience by capturing and circulating it in images. It is also 

significant that this website, written in English and targeted towards visitors of Berlin, 

emphasized the newfound confidence of Berliners and Germans. This event allowed 

Germans to reclaim their nationalism from its shameful past not only for themselves, but 

to proudly affirm this fact in front of the whole world. With the 2006 World Cup 

Germans declared to the world their national pride, and through the success of the event 

they were validated by nearly universal international praise. 

 The German organizers of the World Cup recognized the value of the lived 

experience of the event. Although the media are a key component of constructing 

ñimagined communitiesò (Anderson, 2006), there is still a power implicit in an embodied 

experience that gets lost in the mediated experience of an event. Paul Connerton explains 

that 

There is a world of difference between typography as a rhetoric that is known 

about, and topography as a rhetoric that is knowné For there is a type of 

experience recognizable only to those who have walked through a particular 

building or street or district. Only they have lived it. To óliveô an artifact is to 

appropriate it, to make it oneôs own. (2009, p. 32) 
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Experiencing the World Cup on television from the comfort of oneôs home is thus 

qualitatively different from the experience of the public viewing, which mimics more 

closely the scale and sensations of the experience of viewing the game from the stadium. 

In their literature publicizing the benefits of hosting a ñFan Festò, FIFA wrote that in 

2006, the official Fan Fests in twelve cities attracted approximately 18 million viewers, 

allowing six times as many people as were accommodated in the stadiums to experience 

the ñunique FIFA World Cup feelingò (FIFA, 2010). Although the mediated experience 

of the events provides a sense of simultaneity to viewers, the experience pales in 

comparison to the power of physically experiencing the events in the same time and 

space. Together with the media, the public viewings created a feedback loop in which 

audiences enjoyed the embodied experience of collective emotions of fandom and the 

media wrote about those experiences, legitimating them and making them meaningful.  

 Indeed, the World Cup offers this experience of simultaneity on a level unlike any 

other event, even the Olympics, in which the simultaneity of different events divides the 

attention of spectators. In contrast, the World Cup offers only one event at a time, 

concentrating spectator attention at the global scale. There are reminders of the 

simultaneous spectator experience everywhere soccer is appreciated, from the quiet 

streets to the outbursts of sound that unite a city in celebration (or mourning). The public 

viewing experience heightens this experience even further, allowing spectators to 

participate bodily in a multi-sensory experience orchestrated by the action of the sporting 

event. The media captures and disseminates this experience, creating a virtuous circle 

further multiplying the impact, through photos and allusions to jubilant flag bedecked 

crowds. 



173 
 

 

Figure 2 The caption to this photo reads, ñFlag sea: Celebrating a goal at North Germanyôs biggest fan 

party in Hamburg.ii (ñSchwarz-Rot-Gold,ò 2006) 

 
Figure 3 The caption reads, ñBlack-Red-Gold: Fan party at the ñField of the Holy Spiritò in Hamburgiii  

(ñSchwarz-Rot-Gold,ò 2006) 

As the FIFA literature affirmed, the public viewings were ñvery important platforms,ò 

providing ñ80 percent of the non-action related storiesò in the media about the World Cup 

(FIFA, 2010). The 2006 World Cup combined the nationally-oriented, mediated 
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experience of watching on television with the massive embodied experience of the public 

viewings, all of which resonated and was amplified by the media coverage of the 

spectatorship.  

Rescuing the Flag from the Past: Young, Safe, Healthy 

 Scholarship on journalism has challenged the common assumption that 

journalismôs role in presenting the news means that in terms of memory work it is only 

involved in writing ñthe first draft of historyò and not the last (Edy, 1999; Lang & Lang, 

1989; Zelizer, 2008). In fact, a great deal of journalismôs work consists of looking back, 

evenðand perhaps especiallyðwhen reporting on the newest breaking stories. As is 

shown below, in covering the 2006 World Cup, the German media worked on making the 

new soccer patriotism the definitive end of Germanyôs long struggle with its identity. 

Subsequent public reflections, particularly around the World Cup tournaments in 2010 

and 2014, demonstrate the success of this narrative. To achieve this, media coverage 

employed a combination of memory and amnesia, of the present and the past. Stories 

emphasized the bounded and idealistic features of sports spectacles, creating a safe space 

for patriotism. Within this safe space, the media rehabilitated national symbols by 

portraying them in association with the positive and universal experience of the sporting 

event, reaffirming their interpretations through the expert opinion of German cultural 

elites. These narrativesðthus established and remaining uncontestedðwere then used as 

symbols to recall and create nostalgia for the event over the following months and years, 

establishing in collective memory a basis for ñsoccer patriotismò as a new normal mode 

of German national identity.  
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One of the methods they used to accomplish this was to focus on the bounded 

nature of ñsoccer patriotism,ò which, the argument goes, is bound to sports and not to 

politics and more dangerous forms of nationalism. The fact that people are swathing 

themselves in the national colors is ascribed solely to the desire to support the national 

team, which happens to be represented by those colors.  

Thereôs no need to worry about soccer enthusiasm playing into the hands of right-

wing extremists. On the contrary: carnival costumed soccer fans send the message 

to the world: ñLook here, we invite you to the international soccer festival.ò 

Tricolored wigs instead of Nazi skinheadsò (Biallas, 2006). 

ñNot every flag-waver is directly made into a patriot or nationalist,ò says Klaus 

Boehnke, Sociologist at the International University of Bremen. The masses do 

not reflect at all on the historical meaning of national symbols. Above all, they are 

carried by momentary euphoria.iv (ñSchwarz-Rot-Gold, wo man hinschaut,ò 2006) 

We remember: It was the soccer World Cup and Germany transformed itself for a 

few weeks into a euphoric nation.v (Hoch & Main, 2006) 

Journalists and the experts they cite also assure readers that there is no need to be 

concerned about the long-term effects of soccer patriotism since it is tied to this singular 

event in which Germans are the hosts. Germany will not be able to host again for at least 

25 years. This perspective ignores, however, the fact that these temporary experiences of 

what Durkheim (1995) calls ñcollective effervescenceò serve to transfer these 

transformative emotions to the symbols around which the event evolves. While the event 

is temporary, its impact continues in the revitalization of the normalized significance of 

national membership. In this way, the World Cup provides the aura of neutrality even 

while exercising distinctly partisan behavior.  

The central tool of this quasi-religious connection between the individual and 

national identity is the ubiquitous reference to national symbols, above all ñblack-red-
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gold,ò which achieves the status of fixed phrase. As Geisler writes, ña symbol reduces the 

enormous complexity of communication by using a concrete sign as a kind of shorthand 

forðin our caseða complex of interrelated concepts, ideals, and value systemsò 

(Geisler, 2005, p. xxvii). As shown above, the media invoked national symbols in 

conjunction with hyperbolic, quasi-religious ecstasy. In Durkheimôs words, ñit is, in fact, 

a well-known law that the feelings a thing arouses in us are spontaneously transmitted to 

the symbol that represents itò (2003, p. 112). Through the experience of participating as a 

spectator in the World Cupðparticularly at mass public viewingsðthe intense positive 

emotions of the experience are fused to the symbols representing the national team being 

supported. The experience of Germans soccer fans temporarily losing their individual 

selves in the totality of the nation through interaction with national symbols was 

described in the German media in hyperbolic terms like ñeuphoriaò, ñexultationò or 

ñjubilance.ò  

Although black-red-gold was never sullied in history, Germans have had a hard 

time with national symbols in the past decades. Now the whole country has been 

baptized in German colors. (ñWM-Euphorie,ò 2006) 

In a civic religious experience, the German people were said to have been restored, made 

whole again through their embrace of the national colors. The whole nation is portrayed 

as participating in the ritual of renewal and rebirth into a shared national identity, all-the-

while being reassured that these symbols have nothing to do with the shameful past. After 

the fact, the media provided Germans with the shared experience of imagining reliving 

the event, solidifying these symbolic associations and erasing any troubling links to the 

past they might have previously evoked.  
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The World Cup is delimited in time and space, and its patriotic displays are 

characterized as temporary. Journalists affirm that, ñlike a holidayò, after its passing the 

decorations will disappear back into the closet (Bock, 2006b). This characterization 

resonates with the idea that, in established nations, when nationalism ñdoes irrupt in fever 

pitch, it is often seen as being confined to special occasions, the irruption soon dies 

down; the temperature passes; the flags are rolled up; and, then, it is business as usual" 

(Billig, 1995, p. 5) This language is repeatedly mirrored in World Cup coverage to prove 

that this display of nationalism is contained and is, therefore, safe.  

For the Bielefeld historian Hans-Ulrich Wehler, the newly discovered self-

awareness of the German fans is no sign of burgeoning nationalism. Rather, sports 

call forth an ñErsatz nationalismé since it operates with national colors and a 

national team.ò For Wehler, the rediscovery of the German flag is an 

ñextraordinarily ephemeral phenomenon,ò a dangerous nationalism will not be 

called forth by it.vi (Todt, 2006). 

Using expert voices, journalists draw stark boundaries around ñsoccer patriotism,ò 

protecting it from the critique it might attract if taken seriously as an issue of cultural and 

social politics. However, the same articles that emphasize the temporary nature of soccer 

patriotism, often characterize it as a fundamental social transformation. Just before 

providing reassurances of its ephemerality, the above article states that ñon the streets and 

in the stadiums, the inhibiting shame in dealing with national symbols has apparently 

given way to a relaxed relationship.òvii The reassurances of boundedness are belied by 

articles praising and exhorting the spread of the new national sentiments to other areas of 

life. This spread is repeatedly characterized as evidence of a normal and relaxed 

relationship to national symbols.  


















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































