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Preface

This book is the result of a collaborative effort, conducted by scholars connected to the interdisciplinary research group ‘Art, Culture and Politics in the Postmigrant Condition’, which was funded by the Independent Research Fund Denmark 2016–2018. The group consists of eight researchers in different phases of their academic careers and from various fields in the humanities – art history, cultural studies, film studies, German studies, contemporary literature and English studies – all of them based at Danish universities. From its inception, the aim of the research project has been to develop a new understanding of the relationship between art, culture and migration in contemporary European societies.

The group’s engagement with issues of migration, diversity and the arts goes further back in time. The starting point for the collaboration, which has resulted in the work presented in this book, was the transnational and interdisciplinary Network for Migration and Culture: The Interrelations of Migration, Culture and Aesthetics (NMC). The network was initiated out of concerns about political developments in Denmark and other European countries, where anti-immigration politics and various forms of new nationalism surged through the country’s political landscape in the early years of the twenty-first century. Originally based at the University of Copenhagen, the network was led by Anne Ring Petersen and received funding from the Independent Research Fund Denmark between 2011–2014. In its most active period, it consisted of more than 70 members from different universities in Denmark and other European countries. The network hosted various international seminars and workshops, often combining the subjects of artistic representation and the political dimensions of art and culture. Three major international conferences were organized.

Through discussions that evolved out of these meetings and from within the network in general, the need to establish new and different perspectives on the relationship between culture, migration and the arts become apparent. There was consensus that some of the most widespread assumptions in the humanistic approach to migration and culture called for re-evaluation. One issue concerns the widespread use of binary oppositions like uprootedness and rootedness, leaving and arriving, displacement and (re-)integration, that widely undergirded part of the research and focused critical attention on issues of movement and transit, in-between-spaces and transnational identities suspended in some form of transit ‘between two cultures’. The twofold terminology may serve to some degree as a description of earlier forms of migration, when the identity-struggle between the former ‘country of origin’ and the culture of the ‘new homeland’ was a central point in question. In the twenty-first century, however, those binary oppositions have lost much of their significance. We are now dealing with more complex relationships, a variety of simultaneous perspectives, new ways of living and of transforming the self, and different forms of multiple and shifting belonging.

Against this backdrop, the concept of postmigration or the postmigrant condition offers an important step forward. While working within the network, we came across the more recent usage of the term postmigration and, in particular, the concept of the postmigrant society, that grew out of the theatre scene in Berlin, where theatre director Shermin Langhoff already in 2004 used the term ‘postmigrant theatre’ as an act of self-labelling. In the years that followed, the term made an impact in the fields of social and cultural studies. Regardless of how the concept of postmigrant is applied, it points towards a more encompassing and nuanced understanding of migration and its consequences in contemporary societies: the concept urges us to focus on the consequences of earlier and ongoing migration experiences, influencing not only the subjects, labelled as migrants, but society as a whole. The term postmigration does not refer to an end of migration, but rather to the general impact that earlier and ongoing migration movements have had on society, and on culture and the arts in particular. It can be argued that contemporary societies cannot be fully comprehended without acknowledging earlier and ongoing movements of migration and the general impacts they have had – and still have – on society. In an interview from 2015, historian Kijan Espahangizi made this point clear: ‘When we talk about migration in these days, it is usually as if it is something that will happen in the future. By contrast, “postmigration” means acknowledging that we have already reached a point where migration experiences shape society as a whole, not just some individuals with a immigrant background’ (Espahangizi 2015). Experiences of migration, he continues, ‘have for a long time, through love relationships, friendships, books, music, and films become a common cultural asset’ (Espahangizi 2015).

Already when working within the Network for Migration and Culture, we started to discuss this new terminology and its potentialities with other scholars. At an international seminar with contributions by theatre scholar Azadeh Sharifi, film and media scholar Nanna Heidenreich and cultural researcher Mark Terkessidis, as well as by other members of the network, some of the possibilities and restraints of the terminology were discussed. In the anthology The Culture of Migration: Aesthetics, Politics and Histories, published in 2015, some of those arguments were put forward, along with contributions from other conferences organized by the network (Moslund et al. 2015). In the years that followed, funding was secured for a collective research project, allowing a group of eight researchers, composed of early stage researchers and members of the coordination group of the Network for Migration and Culture, to work on the project ‘Art, Culture and Migration in the Postmigrant Condition’ for a three-year period.

The funding has enabled us to continue our collaboration and interdisciplinary research, and it also provided the means for us to strengthen our network and to develop relationships. We organized international seminars and workshops with the participation of Nikos Papastergiadis, Erol Yildiz, Marsha Meskimmon, Roger Bromley and Riem Spielhaus, among others. This book is one of the outcomes of those discussions and collaborative working processes which unfolded over a longer period of time. The book was written with the intention of exploring new and different working forms; the traditional form of an anthology, collecting various articles from individual scholars, is replaced with a more collaborative working flow, overcoming the often rigid boundaries between the disciplines and areas of interest. Initially, we even considered writing a co-authored book, written together by everyone in the group. During the process, however, the book developed into a hybrid combining strong elements of collective work with more individual contributions to the common work. The result is more than just a collection of essays by individual scholars in the form of an anthology. Instead, all of the chapters are designed to work together towards a common agenda, addressing the same set of questions and research perspectives. In practice, the working process was organized collectively; most of the chapters were written by several members of the group in collaboration. Additionally, they have all been widely commented on and discussed at internal seminars among all the members of the group, and in part also by those who are part of the research group but have not contributed directly to the book. Some chapters have even been subject to repeated, intense debates and discussions within the group. None of the chapters is the result of only the author or authors mentioned in the chapter openers; they are all, at least to some degree, polyvocal results of engaged mutual feedback, lively internal debates and deliberations.

Through this process, we have sought to bring the different chapters together as a collaborative, co-authored work with coordinated lines of arguments and foci, opening new perspectives on the relationship between culture, migration and the arts. The book’s basic positioning in relation to definitions and uses of postmigration, as launched in Part I, is something that has been worked out in the course of our collective discussions – in particular as concerns the basic differentiation between the postmigrant condition as a historical situation and the postmigrant perspective as an analytical prism, the decision to minimize the use of the concept to label individuals as ‘postmigrant subjects’, and the choice not to categorize products of arts and culture as ‘postmigrant’, but rather to employ postmigration as an analytical frame applicable to all cultural products, regardless of the artists’ ‘background’ or personal history. For us, the collaboration and mutual engagement with each other’s texts not only helped to develop new perspectives on arts, culture and migration, but also forced us to engage in co-operations and negotiations: the art of making compromises become apparent and important. Disadvantages of the group effort were also observed. While listening to other arguments and negotiating compromises in the academic work help to strengthen arguments on the one hand, it also implies a risk of diminishing more outspoken individual positions and controversial arguments on the other. Central discussions on how to define the term postmigration, as well as different opinions on how to employ terms like post-race or post-Other, just to mention two examples, took place even among the authors of single chapters; sometimes discussions led to common solutions that everyone agreed on, and sometimes despite extensive deliberations, we arrived at no unanimous agreement. It is important to note that not all members of the research group agree on every argument made in the book; some disagreements are clearly stated, while others can only be read between the lines.

Another challenge of the collective working process is, obviously, the unequal distribution and the structural invisibility of the work load. While everyone in this group made impressive contributions to the project, some deserve special mention. In addition to Anne Ring Petersen, who took on a lot of the heavy tasks and often came up with valuable solutions in difficult phases of our internal debates, it is Sten Pultz Moslund, who made this book possible through his dedication and overview. He contributed to an extent that is only partially visible in the resulting volume. His extensive and constructive comments contributed decisively to the development of the overall arguments of the book. He also executed the task of bringing together the different chapters and helping to resolve dilemmas and challenges towards the end of the editing process. Thanks must be extended to other persons as well. Our thanks go to Eva Jørholt and Anna Meera Gaonkar, who are both part of the research project and who commented on various chapters and elements, and to Nikos Papastergiadis, Marsha Meskimmon, Roger Bromley, Juliane Karakayali, Riem Spielhaus, Marlene Spanger, Kijan Espahangizi, Erol Yildiz, Azadeh Sharifi, Regina Römhild and others who gave inspiring feedback and input, whether at internal seminars, open discussions, at conferences and workshops, or by reviewing and commenting on various drafts of the text. Naika Foroutan and the whole network associated with the ‘Council for Migration’ (‘Rat für Migration’) was so kind as to invite me to join their section working with the postmigrant society, offering a valuable network of critical migration research. Last but not least, we specifically thank Maria Davidsen, who helped with the styling of the manuscript, and Pamela Starbird, who edited the language in major parts of the book and was a great help in harmonzing different writing styles.

The examples we engage in this book are mainly from Denmark, the UK and Germany. This decision is also visible in the book’s four different parts: the first part deals with the theoretical questions around the concept of postmigration, its academic reception, its historical context and the debates and criticism emerging in relation to the term. The second part employs postmigrant analytical perspectives on different cultural products, coming from art, literature and film – and from Denmark, the UK and Germany, respectively. The third part addresses the ongoing negotiations unfolding in the field of culture in the postmigrant condition, notably in relation to identity, language and cultural institutions. A short fourth part of the book, comprising only a single chapter, turns towards the normative-political dimension of the concept of postmigration, notably as it appears in the theatre.

The results of this book are transient, as is all academic research. It is our hope and ambition, however, that the discussions emerging from scholarly consideration of the postmigrant condition and its consequences can help to address some of society’s fundamental issues regarding belonging, racism, exclusion and the struggles for participation and equality. The discussions on postmigration and the postmigrant condition in this book should not be seen in any way as the final word on the subject, but rather as attempts to offer new perspectives and, consequently, to invite further inquiry into new ways of perceiving the world. In our view, the current debates on postmigration and the postmigrant condition should be seen as a point of departure, not as a point of arrival: the aim is to move discussions towards a more encompassing field of enquiry that opens new questions and future avenues of research.

This work was supported by the collaborative research project “Art, Culture and Politics in the ‘Postmigrant Condition’”, funded by the Independent Research Fund Denmark, Humanities [grant number DFF – 4180-00341] (2016-18), of which Moritz Schramm is the grant holder.

Moritz Schramm (head of the research program) 1 June 2018
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Part I

Postmigration as a Concept (Reception, Histories, Criticism)


Introduction

From Artistic Intervention to Academic Discussion

Anne Ring Petersen, Moritz Schramm and Frauke Wiegand

Postmigration is a new and rapidly developing concept in sociology, migration studies and cultural studies. It frames phenomena of migration and diversity differently and thus challenges traditional views on society, immigration and integration. Particularly, it offers a fresh perspective on the conflicts and struggles taking place in societies facing increasing cultural plurality as a result of immigration. Of German origin, the concept of postmigration – in German mostly referred to as ‘das Postmigrantische’ – is directly pertinent to European countries, such as those discussed in this book, and provides a relevant frame for analysing developments elsewhere.

In academia, the term ‘postmigration’ has been subjected to critique as well as differing interpretations. Rather than a weakness, the absence of consensus is exactly what has made the term so effective as a discursive game changer: it is more important for the critical work what it can do as a strategic term than as a descriptor for a specific, clearly delimited phenomenon or idea. Interestingly, the term was not launched by academic scholars or researchers, but by artists and intellectuals in the German capital of Berlin. The incursion of these artists and intellectuals into existing debates opened up creative and discursive spaces to voices previously marginalized in art and culture: the voices of migrantizised practitioners and cultural workers who refused to be labelled ‘migrants’ or ‘immigrants’ and reduced to mere objects of national ‘integration’ politics. Instead, they insisted on due recognition of their contributions to German culture and society and that this recognition should go hand in hand with an acknowledgement of the overall plurality of life stories and the multiplicity of backgrounds as fundamental conditions of contemporary society and the social and cultural interactions among all its members.

Theatre director Shermin Langhoff brought the term to public attention when she developed it as a concept in collaboration with Kira Kosnick, Martina Priessner and Tunçay Kulaoǧlu in connection with a film festival in 2004 and an interdisciplinary art and theatre festival in 2006 (Kosnick 2018). Langhoff applied the concept to an institutional setting in 2008 when she took over the small independent theatre Ballhaus Naunynstraße in Kreuzberg, a culturally diverse residential district in Berlin. Together with other artists, intellectuals and activists, Langhoff began to designate the theatre’s work ‘postmigrant theatre’. This was in part a reaction to the persistent labelling of their productions as ‘migrant theatre’, and partly a protest against the structural exclusion of their work from what was regarded as ‘German culture’ or ‘German theatre’. The term was thus deployed for two purposes: as a self-labelling gesture that was part of what Langhoff called an ‘empowerment strategy of appropriation’ (Martin 2015; see also Langhoff 2013) and as a discursive tool to voice a cultural critique and political protest against the exclusion of migrants and their descendants from contemporary art and culture in Germany.1

Significantly, the prefix ‘post’ did not and still today does not signify an end to migration (which would obviously be counterfactual), but rather a determination to end the perpetual ‘migrantization’ of people of colour2 and of people with actual or ascribed migrant backgrounds. The concept of postmigration became a political catchword that questioned ingrained prejudice and assumptions about ‘immigrants’ in the public debate and challenged the widespread perception of ‘migrants’ as the ‘Other’. Notably, the postmigrant theatre of Ballhaus Naunynstraße also provided an important space for and a significant model of institutional change, as it offered a new platform for the expression of different ‘postmigrant’ perspectives and facilitated the development of more inclusive and multi-voiced practices in the world of theatre (Nobrega 2011). Thus, from the very beginning, the term was used to express a critical and political intent, as its propagators sought to intervene in public discourse and to claim institutional space for postmigrant experiences, which were often marginalized or even ignored by the wider public.

‘Postmigrant theatre’ became an immediate success. It made a significant impact on the German cultural scene and was extensively debated by critics and intellectuals in the years that followed the founding of the Ballhaus Naunynstraße theatre in 2008, and even more so after Langhoff took over the small, but long-standing and state-funded Maxim Gorki Theatre in the centre of Berlin in 2013. Under her leadership, the Maxim Gorki Theatre transformed itself into one of the most visionary theatres in the German capital. Shortly after the opening of Ballhaus Naunynstraße, scholars started to adopt the term, including the academic ‘Network for Critical Knowledge Production in the Postmigrant Society’ (Netzwerk kritische Wissensproduktion in der postmigrantischen Gesellschaft) which was founded in 2010 (Foroutan 2016, 230).3 Sociologists, political scientists, anthropologists, historians and others began to explore the potential of the term in their academic work, often combining it with a critique of the widespread processes of othering and new forms of racism as well as with trenchant analyses of the pervasive, both outspoken and unspoken, binary distinctions between the ‘migrant’ and the ‘non-migrant’, (white) ‘majority’ and (racialized) ‘minorities’. It should be added that the political development in Germany in the 2010s has added fresh impetus to this general critique of the ingrained binary ways of thinking about migration and society: in 2010, Thilo Sarrazin, a social democratic politician and former member of the executive board of the Deutsche Bundesbank, had a major bestseller with his book ‘Germany does away with itself’ (Deutschland schafft sich ab), giving space to classical stereotypes of what he perceives as ‘Muslim culture’ and provoking intense national public debates on Germany’s integration politics.4 At the same time, nationalist and anti-immigration policies have won increasing support in European populations and right-wing anti-immigration rhetoric has become virulent, especially since the rise in the number of refugees and asylum seekers to Europe in 2015, when a record 1.3 million refugees applied for asylum in Europe.5 Across a whole range of disciplines, academics have used the concept of postmigration as a means of moving beyond the widespread binary way of thinking about migration and migrants (e.g. juxtaposing us and them, self and other, uprootedness and rootedness, home culture and foreign culture, leaving and arriving etc.). The intention behind its use is to offer nuanced perspectives on how European societies are reacting to the increasing diversity and entanglement of population groups and cultures.

In Germany, the concept of postmigration has become one of the evolving approaches toward the ongoing analysis of contemporary societies and the challenges and conflicts they face. As the first chapter explains in greater detail, the academic use of the concept has evolved over time as scholars have used it with shifting emphases. Overall, three major tendencies can be distinguished: first, when the term was initially applied around 2010, it was used to engender a specific focus on postmigrant subjects, i.e. descendants of migrants who did not migrate themselves, but who are often perceived and labelled as ‘migrants’ or ‘foreigners’ in the public discourse. In this understanding of the term, the rejection of ascribed identities and the persistent exclusion of people of colour from what is often perceived as ‘majority society’ is the main focus point. Implicit in this use of the term is, then, a strong criticism of the processes of othering and the marginalization and migrantization of people with multiple backgrounds and belonging. Second, since roughly 2013, the idea of postmigration has been applied as an analytical perspective on society and culture. Instead of succumbing to the common pitfalls of what social anthropologist Regina Römhild has termed a ‘migrantology’ – which with its analytical focus on ‘migrants’ and their descendants tends to reaffirm the very distinction between migrants and their ‘opposed counterpart, the national society of immobile, white non-migrants’ (2017, 70), a postmigrant perspective offers an inclusive and differentiated view on societal struggles for recognition, equality, etc., because it does not focus on a specific group in society marked as ‘migrants’ or ‘ethnic minority’.6 In this case, the idea of postmigration is applied to a broader context, with a general focus on the struggles and negotiations taking place in society as a whole. Third, the term has been used as descriptor for contemporary society as a ‘postmigrant society’. This application of the term works well with the use of postmigration as an analytical perspective. The idea that society itself has become postmigrant was spearheaded by political scientist Naika Foroutan, who was one of the first scholars to develop the concept of the postmigrant society theoretically. This concept has provided a more comprehensive perspective of the ongoing conflicts, ambivalences and negotiations taking place in societies shaped by migration. The notion of a postmigrant society highlights the often forgotten and oppressed history of migration and challenges the traditional logic of integration, based on the assumption of a stable and sedentary ‘we-group’, into which the ‘Other’ is expected to integrate. Here it is also the case that the prefix ‘post’ does not imply that migration has terminated, but that the object of study is how society has been influenced by earlier and ongoing migration movements.

The three approaches in academic research – the focus on postmigrant subjectivities, the use of the idea of postmigration to provide a broader analytical perspective, and the expansion of the meaning of the term to encompass society as such – will be discussed more fully in the first chapter of this book. All differences aside, the three approaches are faced with the same methodological challenge of finding ways to take a term that originated from the arts scene and apply it in academic research. As Foroutan recalls, the process of appropriation and operationalization was laborious, while the ‘arts and culture scene can use a concept without defining it in detail’; scholars must ‘define their concepts, fix them, built models’ (2017). This process of fixing and defining the concept has to be seen against the background of its critical potential. Foroutan observes that when Shermin Langhoff introduced the term, she used the concept ‘in her artistic work as a subversive, ironic counter-concept in order to make clear that Germany does not consist of the groups ‘migrants’ and ‘non-migrants’, but of many different groups or persons, supporting each other or positioning each other in opposition to one another’ (2017). In the process of academic appropriation and clarification of a term’s meaning, there is always a risk, as Foroutan states, ‘that part of this subversive force gets lost’ (2017). The challenge is to strike a balance between the necessity to define and operationalize the terminology for academic use on the one hand, and, on the other, the desirability of transferring the term’s original critical and subversive force to social and cultural research. In an interview with the telling title ‘To take a look behind the veil’ (‘Blick hinter den Schleier werfen’), Foroutan suggests that it is possible to ensure this balance:


But we may also be able to deploy the term’s surplus productively by working with the non-specificity and the intuitiveness conveyed by the term in our scientific work. By doing so, and including different perspectives, we may be able to describe the change of social paradigm that is necessary to overcome inequality. The ‘migratory’ (Migrantisch) in the term postmigration (Postmigrantisch) would then be a cipher for the real and constructed, social and symbolic inequalities that plural democracy seeks to overcome. (2017)



In this statement Foroutan focuses on the inequalities and hierarchies that the obsession with distinguishing migrants from non-migrants in public and academic discourses tends to veil. The problem is that the development of a comprehensive understanding of inequalities in society is severely hampered by this constant quarrel over ‘migration’ and ‘migrants’. According to Foroutan, studies in postmigrant societies seek to reach beyond the veil of the migratory and to identify the social and discursive inequalities that she believes are at the core of the debates about migration and integration. Further, she also emphasizes the productive openness of the term postmigration. Foroutan intentionally refrains from specifically defining postmigration in order to avoid narrowing the meaning of the term for academic purposes; instead, she advocates that its ambiguous character, its ‘surplus’, should be maintained. Regarded from this perspective, the ongoing debates on how to understand the new term and how to define ‘postmigrant society’ do not indicate any shortcoming in relation to the scope or limitation of the term, but rather testify to the exploratory character of the terminology. The ambiguities of the term can help to reopen gridlocked debates and perspectives. Accordingly, the authors of this book refrain from presenting one final definition in unison and deliberately use the term’s multiple layers as a productive reopening of existing perspectives and debates. This also means that we do not regard introducing the term postmigration to academia as having achieved a point of arrival, but rather as the point of departure for our academic endeavour. Postmigration does not end existing debates, but rather facilitates new openings.

In the process of examining the debates on postmigration and postmigrant societies, it becomes clear that they reflect two significant changes. First, that it is progressively acknowledged that the demographic diversity of European populations has been increasing for more than half a century, and that this change that has been taking place over several generations must, therefore, be regarded as a lasting societal fact and not just a recent occurrence or temporary situation. Second, the debates reflect the increased visibility, empowerment and ‘coming to voice’ of citizens of migrant descent in public arenas such as politics, media, academia, culture and the arts.

Further, some common points of departure recur across the different conceptualizations of postmigration. They include themes such as the rejection of ascribed identities, the gradual recognition of the historical evolvement of cultural diversity in European societies, and the conflictual dimension of what this book designates the postmigrant condition. When these common points are seen in relation to each other, it becomes clear that the postmigrant condition has both social and discursive dimensions to it. We understand the postmigrant condition to be a historical space that is shaped by actual transformations in society and influenced by both local/national and global/transnational developments. Furthermore, we understand it to encompass discursive structures and forms of representation that pivot around issues of ‘migration’ and ‘diversity’, and around issues that are framed as being about ‘migration’ although they are actually about something else. For example, the controversial public debates on the status of Islam in European societies are typically framed as being debates on migration, although they do not actually have much to do with migration, but are in fact dealing with issues of religious and cultural diversity in contemporary societies. Another example is the critical debates regarding residential areas in major cities; neighbourhoods that are categorized by the public and by official national integration policies as ‘ghettos’ are often linked with issues related to migration, although the local problems have a lot to do with social and economic developments related to politics in urban planning. Or, to put it differently, the postmigrant condition is a dynamic, contradictory and messy historical space permeated by discourses and cultural representation that testify to the fact that issues of ‘migration’ and ‘diversity’ are predominant in public discourses, and that the profound cultural and social processes of transformation that characterize the postmigrant condition engender both progressive and defensive reactions that clash with each other. The postmigrant condition can thus be understood as a conflictual condition and a historical state of affairs in which it is becoming increasingly evident – and in various ways also processed and acknowledged – that culture and everyday life have been, and are still being, shaped by past and ongoing movements of people, and that this process of transculturation and political and social transformation involves society as a whole in complex, ongoing processes of negotiation.

Consequently, the debates on postmigration and the postmigrant condition include critical perspectives on contemporary societies and on the controversies unfolding as a reaction against former and ongoing migration movements. Postmigrant perspectives challenge the notion of a stable and homogeneous ‘majority society’, commonly perceived to consist of white non-migrants. They also facilitate a more inclusive understanding of society and the imagined community of the nation as they converge on the fundamental question in public discourse, namely, Who are ‘we’? – including the question of who has the right, the opportunity and the power to define the ‘we-group’. Postmigration thus implies continued conflicts over existing hierarchies and the present social order as well as struggles against racism and processes of structural exclusion. The concept challenges the widespread suppression of migration histories and aims for the recognition of the historical evolvement of cultural diversity. The self-understanding of many European nationals as belonging to homogeneous societies that have only recently been confronted with migration movements is thus being dismantled. As a remedy against such narratives of national homogeneity, the concept of postmigration offers a conflict-sensitive and historically grounded perception of modern societies as having evolved into demographically diverse societies. Accordingly, the term can also refer to utopian elements, that is to ‘normative-political imaginations of how we want to live together in societies marked by increasing heterogeneity’ (Foroutan 2016, 248). The concept thus includes different empirical, analytical and normative dimensions and offers a more comprehensive understanding of the social changes and transformations induced by former and ongoing migration movements (Foroutan 2017).

In the first three chapters, which make up Part I of the book, we examine the debates on the concept of postmigration and its historical antecedents, and we explore the critical and analytical potential of the concept, especially how postmigrant perspectives can be deployed in cultural analysis. In Chapter 1, we discuss the academic reception of the term, and how it has spread to different disciplines and contexts in recent years. Chapter 2 is concerned with historical developments in the UK, Germany and Denmark in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries and gives an account of some historical backgrounds and preconditions for the emergence of the critical discourse on postmigration. Following up on both the academic debates and the local/national histories of postmigration, Chapter 3 sets out to discuss how the concept has been criticized within academia, and to position it in relation to other ‘post-’ terminologies and criticisms scholars have generated. It lays the groundwork for an operationalization of postmigration and how it is used in the succeeding chapters of this book.

Lastly, but importantly, a note on our translation of the German terminology. In German, the term das Postmigrantische is a nominalization of the adjective ‘postmigrant’ (postmigrantisch), and its different variants – postmigrant society, postmigrant theatre, etc. Without completely dissociating itself from the descriptor ‘migrant’, the adjective ‘postmigrant’ distances itself from its common use as a stigmatizing and often also racializing external ascription to subjects identified as ‘migrants’, i.e. as the ‘Other’. It also moves past the term ‘migratory’, understood as a specific logic of migration and integration, which underpins most of the current political debates. In the German context, the noun ‘Postmigration’ is rarely used. To translate the nominalized adjective das Postmigrantische into ‘the postmigrant’ may seem to be the obvious choice, if it did not involve the risks of misunderstanding and obscurity of expression: ‘the postmigrant’ could also be read as a reference to a person (‘she is a postmigrant’) or an identity category/label (‘postmigrant subjects’). For reasons that will be elaborated in Part I of this book, we generally seek to minimize the use of such identity labels. The term das Postmigrantische could, in principle, be translated into another nominalized adjective, namely ‘the postmigratory’. Der Begriff des Postmigrantischen would then have to be translated into the tortuous phrase ‘the concept of the postmigratory’.7 Instead, we have chosen to translate der Begriff des Postmigrantischen into ‘the concept of postmigration’ because it reads better in English. We are aware that the English phrase has a slightly different focus, as the prefix ‘post-’ suggests a distancing from the concept and term ‘migration’ instead of the process of migrantization (understood as the ascription of migrant backgrounds to some citizens). Here, it should be emphasized that although we use a noun, we do not understand ‘postmigration’ to be a static thing nor an ‘-ism’ (like postmodernism). In this book, ‘postmigration’ signals the concurrent project to reframe the discourses on migration and diversity in contemporary societies and to reclaim the agency of the arts as an important resource for working through the conflicts of the postmigrant condition as well as imagining a possible future of overcoming the ‘migrantization’ and racialization of many European citizens. Postmigration should, however, not be confused with any sort of claim that the societies in which we are living are actually devoid of prejudice and migration. Rather, it involves a sustained attention to the fact that new forms of domination, marginalization and racism can develop in the wake of the defensive reactions that such long-standing societal change also provokes, or after a sudden increase in immigration, such as the so-called ‘European refugee crisis’ in 2015.

To conclude, in this study, the concept of postmigration encapsulates the descriptive, normative and analytical conceptualization of the phenomena we explore. ‘Postmigration’ refers to a transformative historical space – the postmigrant condition – and can be regarded as a critical intervention into existing discourses pivoting around ‘migration’ and ‘diversity’. In some cases, such interventions also draw, directly or indirectly, the normative contours of new goals for societal and cultural development. Lastly, the concept also offers new (no doubt diverging and dissenting) analytical perspectives on existing challenges and on the current debates and negotiations in society, with the arts serving as important arenas for such negotiations: postmigrant perspectives like the ones the authors of this book aim to develop.


Notes


1.
See also Langhoff (2018) on the historical background.


2.
Throughout the book we use the terms white, black and people/person of colour, sometimes abbreviated to POC. We write all of them with lower-case initial letters (apart from quotes where, for instance, the spelling ‘Black’ or ‘People of Colour’ with capitals is used intentionally) knowing that the terms ‘black’ and ‘people of colour’ refer to a self-chosen empowering label, while ‘white’ on the contrary describes an often unmarked category and privileged position in a racist society and not an empowering self-description. We have chosen to use the term ‘person/people of colour’ to emphasize common experiences of racism and racialization as well as collective ascriptions of ‘otherness’. The term should, however, not be mixed up with the often derogatory term ‘coloured’ (‘farbig’ in German and ‘farvet’ in Danish), that has originally been a label invented by white people to describe and construct a racialized identity among non-whites of so-called mixed heritage. As a political term, people of colour implies an empowering gesture, appropriating labels in resistant ways.


3.
The network was founded by Iman Attia, Naika Foroutan, Viola Georgi, Urmila Goel, Juliane Karakayali, Birgit zur Nieden, Yasemin Shooman, Riem Spielhaus, Vassilis Tsianos and Gökce Yurdakul; it later merged into the section ‘Postmigrant Societies’ at the German ‘Council for Migration’ (Rat für Migration, https://rat-fuer-migration.de/).


4.
Sarrazin’s book combines stereotypical views on immigrants and their descendants with neoliberal anti-welfare-state agendas. The success of the book, which has been the bestselling non-fiction book in the whole of German history, is partly also influenced by Sarrazin’ being a politician in the Social Democratic Party and his membership of the Executive Board of the Deutsche Bundesbank: it was perceived as coming from the centre of the society and being written by a ‘neutral’ expert in statistics. For a critical take on his use of statistics and alleged facts, see e.g. the Sarrazin-Dossier, published by Naika Foroutan et al. as an academic intervention in the public debate, https://www.projekte.hu-berlin.de/de/heymat/sarrazin-debatte.


5.
See The Pew Research Center’s asylum report for Europe (2016), online at http://www.pewglobal.org/2016/08/02/number-of-refugees-to-europe-surges-to-record-1-3-million-in-2015 (accessed 25 January 2018).


6.
See also Bojadžijev and Römhild (2014); Foroutan (2018).


7.
For more details, see Chapter 3 in this book. Stewart (2017) also translates ‘das Postmigrantische’ as ‘postmigration’.
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1  Academic Reception

Anne Ring Petersen, Moritz Schramm and Frauke Wiegand

The term ‘postmigration’ briefly surfaced in academic research in the mid-1990s when anthropologists Gerd Baumann and Thijl Sunier used the term in their anthology Post-Migration Ethnicity (Baumann and Sunier 1995a).1 However, as mentioned in the introduction, the impact of the term derives from subsequent debates in intellectual and cultural circles, especially from discussions around postmigrant theatre in Germany. Shermin Langhoff began to label her artistic work as ‘postmigrant’ theatre at different cultural festivals in 2004 and 2006 (Kosnick 2018). The term started to make real impact in 2008, when she took over the small, independent theatre Ballhaus Naunynstraße in Berlin-Kreuzberg together with other artists and activists. Shortly afterward, the sphere of its application in academia expanded, spearheaded by the academic ‘Network for Critical Knowledge Production in the Postmigrant Society’ (Netzwerk kritische Wissensproduktion in der postmigrantischen Gesellschaft) founded in 2010 (Foroutan 2016, 230). Since roughly 2010, scholars from the humanities and social sciences have pursued at least three different lines of inquiry with different foci which sometimes overlap and sometimes exclude each other. As mentioned in the introduction and explained in detail below, the first line of inquiry revolves around the usage of the term as a descriptor for descendants of immigrants who have not experienced migration themselves; the second line pivots on incorporating the concept into the development of analytical perspectives with the aim of overcoming the widespread ‘migrantology’ and expanding existing ways to perceive society as such; and, the third line of inquiry explores the notion of a ‘postmigrant society’ fundamentally based on and influenced by former and ongoing movements of people.

In the context of the academic reception, there is at present neither a consensus about the usage of the term nor a common definition of a ‘postmigrant society’ or ‘postmigration’. As mentioned in the introduction, we assert that this terminological ambiguity should be regarded as an asset of the new concept, because through the ongoing discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of the different usages of the terms, persistent and gridlocked debates can be reopened. As was the case in the artistic usage of the term, it can also serve as a strategic term in academia, resuming imperative discussions on how to overcome binary distinctions between ‘us’ and ‘them’; on how to avoid the inclination in migration studies to focus exclusively on immigrants and their descendants as the objects of study; on how to deal with racism as well as related complex and ambivalent issues such as colour blindness, participation, structural exclusion and nationalism; and on how to imagine utopian spaces of conviviality. New concepts and terminologies can help to build the field anew and add critical perspectives to existing academic positions. In this chapter, we elaborate on the three above-mentioned lines of inquiry, before we review the prehistory of the concept of postmigration in the subsequent chapter, stressing its foundation in various emancipatory movements. The criticism of the term postmigration and its relation to other ‘post’ terms such as postcolonial, post-racial, post-Other and post-black, which resonate in the background, will be discussed in the third and final chapter of Part I, which also provides a working definition of postmigration for Part II, III and IV of this book.

Postmigrant Subjectivities

The first influential academic reception of the term postmigration in cultural studies and political science took place around 2010, when sociologist Erol Yildiz and political scientist Naika Foroutan started to use the term. Although they began their research into postmigration independently of each other, they both started out with a particular focus on the reality of everyday lives of people with mixed cultural heritage, primarily descendants of immigrants2 who had not experienced migration themselves. As Yildiz observes, these ‘postmigrants’ often experience multiple belongings and mutable affiliations. They often live out ambiguities creatively and have developed flexible ways of situating themselves and their lifestyles (Yildiz 2010, 319). Especially the youngest generations of descendants start to assemble ‘divergent components into hybridized life-projects’, explains Yildiz (329). For them, it is not about ‘binary orders’, but about ‘overlaps, marginal and in-between spaces, about intersections and simultaneous affiliations that open up a completely different view of the migration society’ (329–30).

The reopening of multiple and ambiguous spaces is thus a central element in Yildiz’s understanding of the ‘postmigrant generation’. Similarly, Foroutan’s early work on postmigrant developments in German society focused mainly on the experiences of descendants. While the second and third generations are frequently described and labelled ‘as somewhat foreign’ in public discourses, Foroutan believes that more and more members of these generations, ‘are now claiming to be German, even if they look “different,” have “foreign” sounding names or another religious background’ (2010). Consequently, integration for these ‘new Germans’ or ‘postmigrants’, as Foroutan calls them, is no longer of any importance to their self-description and self-understanding: ‘For these postmigrants, German language courses or integration seminars are something that could at best apply to their parents, or even more so, their grandparents or newcomers’ (2010). Members of the postmigrant generations have often employed a ‘post-integrational perspective’ and defined themselves as an integral part of society, explains Foroutan and continues: ‘They have long since arrived in this society, at least from their point of view – and from the point of view of that part of the population that sees Germany as a pluralistic, heterogeneous and postmodern country’ (2010).

This use of the terms ‘postmigrants’ and ‘postmigrant generation’ thus foregrounds an opposition to terms like ‘migrant’ and ‘foreigner’, which are still extensively used about descendants. When used in this way, the term postmigrant signals the ‘arrivedness’ (Heidenreich 2015, 293) of people of foreign descent, but also expresses the plurality of identity processes, widespread among people who must somehow reconcile experiences of being categorized as ‘migrants’ with their own feelings of multiple belonging. In literary and cultural studies, the term is likewise often used to denote writers or artists, ‘whose life and writing in a non-specified way are situated temporarily after the experience of migration’ (Peters 2011, 501).3 Literary scholar Myriam Geiser even explores what she calls a ‘postmigrant aesthetic’, building on authors’ experiences of multiple belonging and the hybridizing processes of identity formation (Geiser 2015, 595). In anthropology and political science, there are similar references to ‘post-immigrant generations’ who have not migrated themselves (Modood 1999; Aced, Düzyol, Rüzgar and Schaft 2014; Foroutan 2016, 230–31). This generational use of the term connects with the origin of the term postmigrant in the ‘lived reality’ of artists and cultural workers, who have grown up with mixed heritages, and stand ‘in the shadow of a predominant cultural discourse on migration and integration … that does not recognize and acknowledge those experiences’ (Espahangizi 2016). As we will explain more fully in the following chapter, it is largely members of postmigrant generations who put the term into circulation in artistic and cultural spheres in the first place.

After a few years, the use of the term to refer to the specific experiences of descendants began to dwindle, even though this actor-oriented approach includes a political dimension of empowerment as it seeks to give space to often marginalized voices. Yet, as Islamic studies scholar Riem Spielhaus has observed, the downside is that this specific use of the term entails a risk of perpetuating migrant identity ascriptions and thereby reproducing the discursive separation of certain population groups from society as a whole and preventing us from overcoming the persistent marginalization of these groups (Spielhaus 2016, 89).4 Because the term postmigrant involves a label, it could become a mere replacement of descriptors like ‘foreigner’ or ‘immigrant background’. In Olga Grjasnowa’s novel All Russians Love Birch Trees (Der Russe ist einer der Birken liebt) which was published in 2012, the first-person narrator Mascha states: ‘Whenever I came across this expression [immigrant background] I could feel bile rising in my throat. The only worse thing was the adjective postmigrant’ (Grjasnowa 2014, 7).

Postmigration as an Analytical Perspective

Around the year 2013, the meaning of the word expanded into two new interconnected directions as it came to designate an analytical perspective and was adopted as a descriptor for society at large, conceptualized as a postmigrant society. As Part II of this book makes clear, from an analytical perspective, the concept of postmigration provides novel ways of framing the study of contemporary cultural phenomena, and also offers new perspectives on ongoing social struggles and conflicts. The starting point for understanding postmigration as an analytical perspective is provided by Erol Yildiz, who defined postmigration in 2013 as ‘the radical questioning of the conventional view on migration’ (178). In this reading, postmigration does not just refer to ‘a state of “afterwards” ’ in a temporal sense, but describes ‘the re-narration and re-interpretation of the phenomenon “migration” and its consequences’ (177). As Yildiz and Marc Hill explain in their introduction to ‘After Migration: Postmigrant Perspectives Beyond Parallel Societies’ (Nach der Migration. Postmigrantische Perspektiven jenseits der Parallelgesellschaft) from 2015, postmigration thus means, ‘to retell the history of migration and to rethink the whole field beyond the hegemonic discourse’ (11). This should be done, Yildiz argues in his own contribution to the book, by adopting the perspectives of those who have either had experiences of migration or grew up as descendants of immigrants. Instead of only focusing on the ‘integrative achievements’ of immigrants and their descendants (which is often understood as the integration into an allegedly stable and fixed we-group), it is important to focus on experiences of mixed cultural heritages and on the ambiguities in the individuals’ self-understanding. The focus on those experiences, Yildiz argues, allows scholars not only to revise the stories of the so-called ‘guest workers’ and their descendants in updated versions, but also, and more importantly, it introduces an ‘analytical category’ that can be applied for the society as a whole (Yildiz 2015, 22). The features of mobility and diversity are, Yildiz asserts, no longer located solely at the margins of society, but have to be understood as being an inherent part of contemporary society and its various ‘social conditions’ (22). Although Yildiz takes the experiences of migrants and their descendants as his point of departure, he uses their experiences as a means of generating a novel analytical perspective on society at large.

In her contribution to Yildiz and Hill’s anthology, social anthropologist Regina Römhild argues persuasively for the need to overcome the widespread supposition that migration research is research about migrants and nothing more. As mentioned in the introduction, she proposed that this tradition produces a ‘migrantology’ which simultaneously constructs and reaffirms ‘its supposed counterpart, the national society of immobile, white non-migrants’ (Römhild 2015; here quoted from Römhild 2017, 70). According to Römhild, this migrantology is, therefore, ‘capable of little more than repeatedly illustrating and reproducing itself’ (2017, 70). To avoid this trap, she advocates a shift in perspective that would demigrantize migration research while simultaneously migrantizing research into culture and society. She asserts that we do not need ‘yet more research about migration, but a migration-based perspective to generate new insights into the contested arenas of “society” and “culture” ’ (70). By taking such a clear and radical stance, Römhild positions herself as a strong advocate of a postmigrant research that takes ‘migration as its perspective rather than its subject’ (73).

In her recent studies on Germany as ‘postmigrant society’ – a term that will be addressed in the next section of this chapter – Foroutan seeks to deliver this kind of research, which does not focus primarily on the ‘migrant’ or on the specific experience of ‘postmigrants’ but rather introduces an encompassing postmigrant perspective on society. Foroutan argues that instead of reaffirming the distinction between the migrant and the non-migrant, such a postmigrant perspective seeks to ‘overcome established distinctions between migration and non-migration’ (2016, 248). As do most studies that adopt postmigrant perspectives, her approach includes critical self-reflection on existing migration research. It is especially the tendency of traditional migration research to focus on migrants as being an isolated and seemingly clearly delimited group in need of ‘integration’ which has come under attack by proponents of forming a postmigrant perspective. Referring to the often one-sided understanding of integration, Foroutan argues:


For far too long, ‘integration’ has been thought of in relation to one specific group – the migrants. And, over the last 25 years, migration research has taken part in this tendency to interlock integration and migration. With its legitimate and important attempts to point out mechanisms of exclusion and to highlight the obstacles for integration – and, by doing so, urging the politicians actively to find solutions on those matters – migration research has involuntarily perpetuated the close conjunction between the concept of integration with migrants and their descendants. (238)



As reaction against this type of bias, Foroutan advocates a ‘critical-analytical meta-perspective’ (237) that focuses on the overall processes, struggles and conflicts in contemporary societies. As she has explained in the introduction to the report ‘Postmigrant Germany II’ (Deutschland postmigrantisch II), postmigration stands for an analytical perspective that engages with the ‘conflicts, processes of identification and social and political transformations’ taking place in societies influenced by earlier and ongoing migration movements (Foroutan et al. 2015, 15). What we see in this recent development in the social sciences, is that the previous focus on postmigrant individuals or groups is to some extent replaced by a new analytical focus on the overall processes and dynamics of society. The postmigrant perspective developed here seeks to broaden the notion of postmigration and to ‘project it onto the society at large’ (Foroutan 2016, 238). The notion of the postmigrant society is thus closely related to this kind of analytical perspective.

Postmigrant Societies

The notion of a postmigrant society first surfaced in 2010 in connection with the founding of the academic ‘Network for Critical Knowledge Production in the Postmigrant Society’. In the following years, the concept of the postmigrant society gained increasing currency. Foroutan’s elaboration of the idea of a postmigrant society – defined by her as a society of negotiation, dealing with the consequences of earlier and ongoing migration – has made significant impact in academic debates, sparking further discussions of her usage of the term and the concept behind it. At present, Foroutan’s concept occupies the most influential position of social science approaches towards framing issues of postmigration, and it may be the most contested as well. Like the line of inquiry that adopts postmigration as an analytical perspective on culture and society, the exploration of postmigrant society seeks to overcome the persistent focus on migrants and their descendants, and is even more adamant in its insistence on the need to examine overall tendencies in societies. In an article from 2014 on racism in postmigrant societies, the sociologists Juliane Karakayali and Vassilis S. Tsianos proposed a definition of this key term that goes to the core of what postmigrant society is understood to be by many German scholars in the social sciences:


With the cipher ‘postmigrant society’ we refer to the political, cultural and social transformations of societies with a history of post-colonial and guest worker immigration… . The adjective postmigrant does not seek to historicize the fact of migration, but rather describes a society structured by the experience of migration – which is also relevant for all current forms of immigration (such as flight, temporary migration), both politically, legally and socially. (34)



Karakayali and Tsianos’ focus on migration-related political, cultural and social transformations allows for an encompassing perspective on the challenges and negotiations that contemporary European societies with a history of postcolonial and guest worker immigration need to engage in. At the same time, this very broad understanding of postmigrant societies has brought into question the historical specificity of postmigrant societies. In a recent publication, historian Kijan Espahangizi has examined some of the difficulties of precisely defining what a postmigrant society is. His starting point is the debate among historians on the relationship between migration and the modern nation state. Quoting German migration researcher Klaus Bade’s dictum of the ‘normality of migration’ in modern history, Espahangizi polemically argues that modern societies, when seen from this perspective, ‘always have been postmigrant’ (2018, 35). The fact that migration has always influenced societies raises the question of whether the concept of postmigrant societies refers to a historical distinctiveness beyond what he calls the ‘the universal historical horizon’ of migration (36). Since it is arguably not very productive to label all societies having histories of migration as postmigrant societies, what would then be, he asks, ‘a historically meaningful differentiator’ (36)?

Espahangizi answers this question by referring to the ‘discursive fractions’ that he considers constitutive for the historical evolvement of postmigrant societies in the second half of the twentieth century (46). He emphasizes the importance of the discourses on migration and integration, which become predominant in postmigrant societies. According to Espahangizi, discourses on migration and integration have not only provided the foundation for political decisions, they have also influenced how society has been perceived and organized, thus shaping the ways in which we perceive the social world and the discursive framework within which we talk about it. Espahangizi critically designates these frameworks the ‘migration–integration complex’ (46) that dominates all social spheres. Postmigrant societies are thus characterized by the fact, that the changes and transformations following immigration movements, are constantly negotiated in ‘the medium of a potentially expansive migration and integration discourse’ (49). Accordingly, this discursive framework plays a predominant role in the self-description of postmigrant societies. Basically, it is the ‘migration–integration complex’ that frames the internal debates and controversies about migration and diversity, and this is what makes a society a ‘postmigrant society’, asserts Espahangizi.5

Espahangizi’s focus on the ‘migration–integration complex’ and its importance to public and academic discourses is undoubtedly helpful in order to understand developments in historical and political spheres. But, we suggest, it is only somewhat helpful to describe the relationship between postmigration and the arts. While the discourses on migration and integration play a major role in public debates, in national self-understanding and even in national and municipal cultural politics, the one-sided perception of integration is seldom at the heart of artistic representations, and only occasionally singled out for criticism by artists. In works of art other issues, such as, issues of racialization, processes of hybridization and decolonization, transformation of language or modes of representation and, importantly, diversity in representation (on all levels) are dominating topics. The ‘migration–integration complex’ may be the context in which – and against which – works of art are inspired and executed, but we do not believe that the broader concerns and variegated expressions of artists can be subsumed under an overall ‘migration–integration discourse’. Any attempt to define or limit what the arts offer would simply run the risk of reducing the complexity of artistic practices and the ways in which artists address and raise issues of diversity and migration in their work. Consequently, reducing the scope of what art can offer to the discourse of postmigration would diminish the countless agendas and possibilities entrenched in artistic productions.

Espahangizi’s position is similar to a point of view put forth by Riem Spielhaus. She defines the postmigrant society as a society’s ‘obsession with migration and integration’ which consistently excludes certain segments of the population from the national self-understanding (Spielhaus 2016, 89). In 2012, Spielhaus made an academic ‘intervention’ at a public seminar at the Hamburger Akademie der Künste, where she elucidated this main point:


The postmigrant society is not a society that has come to terms with immigration … or the pluralization of society resulting from it. It does not consider immigration and plurality to be normal, self-evident and unproblematic. On the contrary, postmigrant societies are societies that are characterized by the fact that they are struggling with the effects of earlier – and probably ongoing – immigration, with the pluralization of its population, its social milieus and lifestyles. They are societies in which numerous debates – and their attempts to find solutions for current problems – concentrate on immigration that has taken place a long time ago, and in the case of Germany, half a century ago. (2014, 96–97)



Consequently, according to Spielhaus, postmigrant societies are characterized by a belated controversy about immigration, its consequences and by attempts to redress after the fact (or ‘post’), when pluralization of society is already a historical fact. Hence, the obsession with issues of migration and integration implies that politicians and the population at large are not yet at ease with the changes induced by migration. If immigration into Germany were to be perceived as unproblematic, Spielhaus continues, ‘the diversity of those who came into the country generations ago and those who immigrated for a short or long period would be part of normality and not a cause for structural and individual exclusion’ (97). If such widely-held perceptions in German society were accepted as the norm, society would ‘in politics, the media and academia not debate so much about it and in particular not be dominated by the problematizing terminology and the alarming tone, characteristic of the debates’ (97). In Spielhaus’s reasoning, the adjective ‘postmigrant’ (post-migrantisch) refers not only to ‘the stage after migration’; it also becomes a cipher for ‘the obsession with immigration that has taken place long ago’ (97). Spielhaus’s understanding of postmigrant societies thus approximates that of Espahangizi in the sense that they both focus on the discursive and political struggles over migration and integration. Both scholars attempt to determine the historical specificity of postmigrant societies, but with slightly different emphases: Spielhaus focuses on the obsession with migration; Espahangizi on what he calls an ‘ambivalent constant-problem discussion’ (Espahangizi 2018, 49). Both approaches differ from Foroutan’s definition of postmigrant societies, which has been the most influential social science appropriation of the term postmigrant in recent years.

Like Spielhaus, Foroutan contends that postmigrant societies are characterized by ‘the omnipresence of migration’ in the public discourse (Foroutan et al. 2015, 14) and she also uses the term for societies that are fundamentally shaped by earlier and ongoing migration movements and the debates and discussions that follow this process. According to Foroutan, however, it is neither the fact of earlier migration movements nor is it primarily the obsession with migration and integration in public discourse that define a postmigrant society, but mainly the political recognition of migration as a constitutive element in the public discourse that determines whether a society is ‘postmigrant’. She elaborates:


It is not the moment of immigration and not the empirical presence of migrants or a certain percentage of migrant population in the demographic composition of society that is decisive for the description of a society as postmigrant, but rather the political moment of recognition of immigration, or migration, as a constitutive element of social self-description. (16)



She goes on to suggest that only after this moment of recognition are the political and social negotiations about this matter ‘recognized as democratically legitimate’ (16). According to Foroutan, this moment of recognition occurred in the German context in 2001, when the long disputed fact that Germany is inevitably shaped by various and ongoing migration movements was recognized in the so-called Süsskind commission that officially acknowledged that Germany is a ‘country of immigration’ (Foroutan et al. 2015, 16; see Chapter 2 for more detail regarding the term ‘country of immigration’). However, this moment of recognition did not mean the end of fights or conflicts. Further, Foroutan argues from a perspective similar to those of Spielhaus and Espahangizi that postmigrant societies are shaped by struggles, clashes and negotiations that take place belatedly, i.e. after society has already undergone significant changes due to earlier and ongoing immigration. In an article from 2015, Foroutan lists three criteria to determine when to designate a society as being postmigrant. This is the case when:


	a) the social change to a heterogeneous basic structure is politically recognized … – no matter whether this transformation is evaluated positively or negatively.

	b) immigration and emigration are recognized as phenomena that impact greatly on the country and are discussed, regulated and negotiated, but cannot be reversed.

	c) structures, institutions and political cultures are subsequently (i.e. postmigratorily) adjusted to the acknowledged migratory reality, resulting in greater transparency and more social ascents, but also more dismissive reactions and struggles for allocations. (2)



Thus, Foroutan’s characterization of postmigrant societies as ‘societies of negotiation’ has moved beyond her previous use of the term as a label for descendants of immigrants. At the same time, her concept of postmigrant society is in line with the overall shift in perspective on the whole society as discussed above. Foroutan’s focus on the political recognition of migration as the defining determination for a postmigrant society has, however, triggered some criticism from other researchers. Espahangizi for one acknowledges that this definition is extremely plausible in relation to the German history of political discourse, but points out that this definition excludes other countries in Europe where ‘there simply was not a clearly datable act of recognition at the level of government’ (2018, 36). The relevance of this critique of the limitations of purely political criteria is supported by our historical studies in Chapter 2. Albeit only indirectly, our studies highlight that Foroutan’s definition falls short of acknowledging the kind of transformations and negotiations taking place in cultural and social life.

Furthermore, Espahangizi argues that Foroutan’s definition does not answer the question of what ‘legal force, effectiveness and sustainability … such political recognition should be in order to be suitable as historical threshold for postmigrant societies’ (36). What degree of influence would the political recognition of the ‘fact of migration’ have on institutions and everyday culture? And would this political recognition have to be broadly anchored in the national self-understanding – something that even in Germany, despite its political recognition of being a ‘country of immigration’, is not fully the case? For our research on the relationship between culture, diversity and the arts, the objections put forward by Espahangizi are obviously of great importance. Consistent with Espahangizi, we will not align with Foroutan’s focus on political acts of recognition in this book. As explained in greater detail in Chapter 3, we discuss a postmigrant condition that frames issues of migration, arts and diversity anew. We are thus in accordance with Espahangizi’s perspective on postmigrant developments, arguing that the ‘post-’ of postmigrant societies refers ‘not only to previous migration processes or even an end to immigration, but above all to the specific way in which social realities that follow immigration are negotiated in a society politically, culturally, legally and in the media’ (37).

Negotiations, Ambivalences and Antagonisms

Beyond differences between the various attempts to define the specificity of postmigrant societies, there exists a consensus in recent academic debates that postmigrant societies are not to be perceived as societies that have already overcome struggles for recognition and equality.
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