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Introduction

Processes of European integration, globalization and migration are currently challenging national identities and changing education across Europe. Politicians and academics have been debating intensively the reasons underlying tensions between national majorities and Muslim minorities across a range of European societies and what should be done to develop and promote civic cohesion models in European societies (Faas 2013, Triandafyllidou 2010). This chapter sheds light on the educational experiences of Turkish Muslim students in Germany and Britain. Drawing on mainly qualitative data, it argues that when the concept of Europe is allied to multiculturalism, there is the possibility of including minority ethnic groups like the Turkish Muslims and giving them the opportunity of relating to the European project and identity in a positive way. If, however, Europe is framed as a white Christian concept, then Turkish Muslim students will struggle to relate positively to Europe as a political identity. The chapter theorizes the education of Muslim students in European societies and, in so doing, it contributes to ongoing academic and political debates about the challenges of constructing and promoting inclusive, multi-religious models of Europe and the nation-state, addressing the issue of marginalised Muslim communities and promoting multicultural alongside traditional European and national values.

The question of Muslim integration is interesting in the current European integration process. Old and new European Union member states strive to accept diversity within Europe as well as to define their geopolitical and cultural position within the ever enlarging European Union. National identities are under pressure by the Europeanization process – especially the former communist countries that joined the European Union in 2004 and 2007 (see Kuus 2004). The question of Turkey’s accession into the European Union has given rise to new debates about the Christian (or not) roots of Europe, about the compatibility of a predominantly Muslim, albeit secular, country within the European Union, and about the borders of Europe – where does Europe end effectively (for more on this see Triandafyllidou and Gropas, 2015)? In this process of identity negotiation and geopolitical reorganization within the European Union, the challenge of Islam comes as one more complexity in the management of diversity in Europe, which, if anything, is less desirable and more alien than intra-European diversity. Although the European Union indirectly, and sometimes even directly, supports minority protection and combats discrimination, the overall Europeanization process has certainly not made the integration of Muslims in specific member states any simpler. On the contrary, long-term Muslim residents fully integrated in their country of settlement discover they are sometimes at a disadvantage in European Union member states compared with other newcomers who gain European citizenship. These debates are also played out in schooling systems across Europe that are facing challenges of managing increasing migration-related cultural and religious diversity. 

Germany has the largest Muslim population (3.8 to 4.3 million, nearly half of whom have German citizenship) in Western Europe after France, being home to around 2.6 million Turkish economic migrants, mostly Sunnis, from an avowedly secular country which has experience with democratic norms and has been in European Union membership negotiations since 2005. Unlike in Britain where Pakistani and Bangladeshi (Sunni) communities, and men in particular, tend to define their identities along religious lines (Archer 2003), ‘Muslimness’ does not figure prominently in the multidimensional hybrid identities of either young Turks in Germany or Britain (Faas 2009, 2010). Germany’s 2.4 million Turks (almost 500,000 Turkish students in German schools in 2001/02) form the country’s largest minority ethnic community, and in Britain, the Turkish community comprises around 200,000 people and is thus one of the smaller minority ethnic communities. The Turkish community is relatively under-researched and disadvantaged. For example, Enneli, Modood and Bradley (2005), for instance, argue that Britain’s young Turkish Muslims are even more disadvantaged in housing, employment and education than the Bangladeshi population (who are widely regarded as the least integrated community in Britain; see Modood et al. 1997). 

The Turkish community within Europe has always had a very complex history. Turkish Muslims were physically brought into the European project as ‘guest workers’ (Gastarbeiter) by the Germans who increasingly needed labour after the construction of the Berlin Wall in 1961. The 31 October 1961 bilateral agreement between Germany and Turkey, which Şen and Goldberg (1994: 10) referred to as ‘one of the most important milestones in the history of German-Turkish relations’, stated that Turkish workers should return to their home country within two years. However, because of the need of workers beyond the initially agreed date, many of these young men continued to stay in Germany and were joined by their families in subsequent decades (Königseder 2001). By 1980, Turkish Muslims formed the largest minority ethnic community in Germany (1,462,000) and, because of family reunions, their number increased to more than two million by the late 1990s (Statistisches Bundesamt 2002). Many 15-year-old Turkish youths in Germany are now in their second generation.

In Britain, however, it was mainly for political reasons that mainland Turkish people, Turkish Cypriots and Kurds sought refuge. As a result of the British occupation of Cyprus between 1878 and 1959, the Turkish community is much more heterogeneous and some of the refugees had British passports. The first wave of mainly male Turkish Cypriots fled their increasingly politically unstable island to seek refuge in Britain in the 1950s and 1960s, when the National Organisation of Cypriot Fighters fought for union with Greece (Sonyel 1988). The wave of migration from mainland Turkey only gained momentum after the military coup by General Evren in 1980 (Mehmet Ali 2001). In the late 1980s and early 1990s, most of the Kurds arrived in Britain as refugees. As a result of this migration, many young Turkish Cypriots are now in their second generation whereas most first-generation mainland Turkish people were born in Turkey. Despite different histories of migration, Turkish Muslims have faced enormous conflict and marginalisation in both European countries in terms of employment and education (Kagitçibasi 1991) and have often been the victims of racism and Islamophobia (Piper 1998; Archer 2003; Wilpert 2003; Dodd 2005). Neither research on the Turkish community in Germany (e.g. Auernheimer 1990; Şen and Goldberg 1994; Şen 2002) nor Britain (e.g. Sonyel 1988; Küçükcan 1999; Enneli, Modood and Bradley 2005) has hitherto explored the responses of Turkish students to Europe and the factors affecting their identity formation processes. The question of how Turkish students in Britain and Germany relate to notions of Europeanness and a European identity is an intriguing one that the remainder of this chapter aims to address.

Schooling Turkish students in Germany and Britain 

The predominantly ethno-cultural conception of citizenship in Germany, together with the understanding of German society as monocultural, would have made it difficult for the country’s minority ethnic communities, and Turkish ‘guest workers’ in particular, to relate positively to German society. They were being positioned as ‘others’ by successive post-war governments and, once Germany’s economy was in recession, were seen by many white Germans as a threat to job opportunities. Until the late 1990s, politicians did not acknowledge that Germany was a multicultural society despite the presence of more than seven million immigrants (in 1998); and the ‘guest workers’ only had limited rights to citizenship. Successive governments had hoped that the ‘guest workers’ would one day return to their country of origin and, when their hopes were not met, they adopted exclusionary policy approaches (e.g. ‘foreigner’ pedagogy; ‘foreigner’ law). Today, schools are first and foremost expected to deliver a European agenda through cross-curricular teaching units. There is no coherent message for schools as each of the sixteen federal states delivers the relationship between national, European and multicultural agendas in different ways. For example, Baden-Württemberg recently introduced legislation banning teachers from wearing headscarves and thus sent a strong message to schools that concepts of ‘being German’ and ‘being Muslim’ may not be compatible. This was further fuelled by senior Conservative politicians who took the view that Turkey should only be offered a ‘privileged partnership’ instead of full EU membership (Faas, 2008).

The policy approaches and messages sent to schools are quite different in Britain, particularly in inner-city and industrial areas. Britain had to develop approaches to migration-related diversity after the 1948 arrival of the Empire Windrush from the Caribbean whereas this was not an issue in Germany until well into the 1960s given that migrant labourers were recruited on a temporary basis only. Concerns were expressed in Britain about how to address the wide range of ethnic groups and successive governments had protected and reinforced the concept of Britishness for instance through conservative and monocultural educational initiatives (1950s to 1970s). The assumption during those years was that immigrants should integrate as quickly as possible with the English way of life. Initiatives included a dispersal policy (also known as busing), introduced for the first time in 1965, to avoid undue concentration of minority ethnic communities in any particular school. The Thatcher era had seen a major shift back to a more exclusive notion of ‘Englishness’ which perceived minority ethnic groups as a threat to the English way of life and national identity. For example, the 1981 Nationality Act constructed a national identity and thus boundaries of belonging by reinforcing the differential citizenship status between white and minority ethnic people. And the 1988 Education Reform Act largely removed the concept of multiculturalism from the National Curriculum.

Schools had been encouraged to adopt a neo-liberal agenda based on principles of marketisation and individualisation thus facing the dilemma of having to integrate an increasingly heterogonous population into an exam-orientated, market-driven education system. New Labour (1997-2010), in contrast, promoted race equality and sent out a different message to schools. New Labour administrations tried hard to ally the concept of cultural and ethnic diversity with Britishness (Meer et al, 2015). However, the terrorist atrocities in New York (2001), Madrid (2004) and London (2005) undermined this inclusionist agenda and brought to light deep societal divisions along religious lines and a subsequent focus in schools on community (social) cohesion.

Germany was a founding member of the European integration project, and as a result schools and the curriculum throughout the 1980s and 1990s were used to construct a Europeanised national identity. Britain, by contrast, experienced Europe very differently. There was little reason why the country should reconceptualise her national identity in European terms and the processes of Europeanisation have not seriously affected British schools. The politics of Europe, initiated by Germany and France, were undercut by the special relationship with the United States; the geographical detachment from continental Europe; and Britain’s post-war role in the Commonwealth. Consequently, Britain engaged little with the European project until the 1960s when Prime Minister Macmillan realised that his country needed to reorientate as the Empire was rapidly falling apart. However, it was extremely difficult for politicians to promote a sense of European identity in Britain where, arguably, the level of national pride was much higher than in post-war Germany because of the fact that the country had won the War. Unlike Germany, Britain’s relationship with Europe was largely based on economic reasons and politicians increasingly faced the dilemma of having to engage with an entity they felt only loosely attached to and that had been led, for most of the time, by joint Franco-German initiatives (e.g. Franco-German Brigade).

These different historical engagements with cultural diversity and with Europe have had enormous implications for schools. As early as 1978, attempts were made to include a European dimension in German schools. The task for schools was to convey insights into geographical diversity; political and social structures; formative historical forces; and the history of the European idea. Some federal states, such as Baden-Württemberg in 1994, specifically overhauled their curricula to include a European cross-curricular dimension. Subjects such as Geography or History devoted an entire academic year on European issues (for more on this see Faas, 2011). The danger with promoting a European curricular dimension was that it could potentially marginalise all those immigrants in Germany coming from non-Europeanised countries such as Turkey. Faas (2010) conducted a comparative case study of the experiences of 15-year old ethnic majority and Turkish students in two German and two British secondary schools respectively. The empirical data in this chapter refers to this study. The data set included 24 student focus groups, 32 individual student interviews, 16 teacher interviews and school policy documents. This study demonstrated that the Eurocentric approach adopted by some of the teachers in a local German school (Tannberg Hauptschule) made it difficult for both ethnic majority and Turkish youth to relate positively to Europe as a political identity. In Britain, by contrast, the European dimension received little attention and, unlike multicultural education, did not specifically appear amongst the cross-curricular themes and dimensions of the 1988 National Curriculum. Even under New Labour, the processes of Europeanisation received little attention in the development of citizenship education which reasserted the concept of Britishness. ‘Non-European’ students like the Turkish Muslims were therefore hardly threatened by this dimension in Britain.

However, the non-European student in both countries might have gained if it had been provided with both multicultural and European education – a concept I call multicultural multi-religious Europeanness. This approach, which was well developed in another German school (Goethe Gymnasium), combines the notion of multiculturalism with social inclusion in order to construct a multi-ethnic, multi-religious model of Europe; in other words, it embraces plural ways of belonging to Europe. Turkish students in such an environment were able to relate positively to Europe; for example, they engaged in discussions about European political issues and made Europe part of their hybrid identities. The school prospectus stated that: 

The ethos of our school is characterised by mutual respect, confidence and tolerance towards other people. Our students, which come from diverse backgrounds, practice intercultural tolerance and community; they learn the manifoldness of European languages, cultures and mentalities and can thus develop their own identity within our school. The internationality of our school community alongside its location next to libraries, museums, opera houses, archives, theatres and galleries characterise our profile. Europe as a cultural area is one of our guiding principles. (School brochure; translated from German)

The concept of ‘multicultural Europeanness’ promoted at Goethe Gymnasium shaped Turkish students’ political discourses and the ways in which they perceived their identities. Unlike in the other schools in this study (Faas 2010), where young people preferred national governments, a majority of Turkish respondents argued for more European integration (e.g., ‘national laws would be subordinated to the European Constitution which would be good’). Nerhim alluded to the notion of a family arguing that ‘I find the EU, the unification of all these countries, a good thing. It’s just the same within a family; for example, when you have a problem then you discuss that amongst four or five people and so; and I find it good that Europe is doing the same generally speaking’. Other examples which were suggestive of Turkish students’ positioning within national and European discourses emerged from the discussions I had with Melik and the group of four Turkish boys. Melik argued that if there was further European integration, ‘the language would have to be the same too’, thus alluding to the status of English as a ‘lingua franca’ for Europe. 

The school’s interpretation of ‘Europeanness’ to include multiculturalism (coupled with students’ privileged backgrounds) allowed many Turkish students to relate positively to Europe, to think of Europe as being part of their multidimensional political identities. Most students made identification with Europe dependent on stays abroad (e.g. ‘I only know Germany; if I was living in Spain for a few years, then I’d more say that I’m European cos I’d be familiar with different countries’), parental influence (e.g. ‘my parents experienced a lot and tell me a lot about other countries and culture; Europe plays an important role for me too cos I’m interested in getting to know these other countries’), and the school curriculum (e.g., ‘we learn a lot of European languages here in school and talking in Italian, English and French makes me feel partly European’). The following excerpts indicate that the young people felt positive about Europe:

DF (Daniel Faas): To what extent do you see yourself as European?
ALI: Erm, of course I’m European. Europe is very big and is getting bigger and bigger. And when Turkey joins the EU it’ll be even bigger. Europe is getting more and more important to me cos of Turkey. [. . .]
MARIAM: I feel European because of the Euro. The Euro impacts on your life and that’s why Europe is important. I mean, in the newspaper they always talk about the Euro, Eurozone, Europe and I’ve noticed that the countries are getting closer and closer and not every country has its own policy. And the economy has grown together too. And you can travel to other countries without any problems at the borders.

These statements were suggestive of the fact that the processes of European integration, be it the expansion to include countries like Turkey (e.g., Ali) or deeper political and economic co-operation (e.g., Mariam), seemed to contribute to students’ identification with Europe.

In contrast, as a result of the policy approach of the British government, Europe was a re-latively low priority in the London schools included in my study. Like the Goethe Gymnasium in Germany with its high performance and multicultural intake, the school celebrated similarity rather than diversity. This similarity was not based on Europe – instead the school encouraged its students to think of themselves as liberal democratic British citizens living in a global multi-ethnic international community. In so doing, this school was much closer to New Labour’s model of ‘multicultural Britishness’ and, like Goethe Gymnasium, allied the concept of multiculturalism with social inclusion. The ethos of Darwin School in London, for example, suggested that young people were encouraged to think of themselves as liberal democratic British citizens living in a multi-ethnic international community. These messages were highlighted in the school prospectus:

The school strives to be a high-performing inclusive community school, fully committed to active citizenship and academic excellence. We value all who learn and work here; promoting a strong sense of community within and beyond the school. (…) Bilingualism is actively encouraged and supported and opportunities offered to be examined in community languages. (…) All students are of equal concern and the school promotes self-discipline and empathy for others, both within the school and the wider community. (…) The teacher cannot be neutral towards those values which underpin liberal democracy. Values such as freedom of speech and discussion, respect for truth an reasoning, the peaceful resolution of conflicts, are the means whereby indoctrination is combated and prevented.

Despite this inclusive approach, or perhaps because of it, Darwin School made little effort to integrate students on the basis of common European membership. The promotion of national agendas (i.e., Britishness) in a school which celebrates similarity made it difficult for most Turkish students to relate to Europe. As a result of Britain’s lukewarm approach to the European Union, young people’s Turkish British identities did not easily fit with Europe so that this political identity played a less important role in the lives of students I interviewed. However, (first-generation) mainland Turkish and (second-generation) Turkish Cypriot students were able to identify with Europe so long as Turkey was included in the notion of Europe. Typically, respondents argued that ‘if Turkey was in the European Union, then I would see myself as more of a European’ and ‘I see myself wherever Turkey belongs in Asia or whatever’. A number of Turkish Cypriot interviewees, such as Mustafa and Safak, referred to British insularity and separateness from Europe arguing that ‘I am European ‘cos I’m in Europe, and I’m in Britain which is in Europe and part of the European society; but I don’t see myself as a European because Britain is separate from Europe’. Here, Mustafa and Safak tried to position themselves within the British national discourse. These discourses were suggestive of students’ Turkish British identities.

DF: To what extent would you see yourself as European?
MUSTAFA: I don’t really see myself as European, because, erm, I don’t know, I just, erm, I’m not sure because I’d sort of be like failing my argument now if I said that, erm, I don’t count myself as European because if I was born in Europe, I’d count myself as European, but I’m not born there so I guess I call myself British, cos I was born here and, like growing up here, since day one. That’s it.
DF: That’s interesting that you are saying that, because you were born in England, and England has been part of the EU for decades, and now you were just saying ‘‘I’m not born in Europe’’?
MUSTAFA: But the thing is, I don’t see England being a strong . . . I know they’re quite strong in Europe, but I guess like I think like Europe’s sort of latching onto England, and I think England’s more distant from Europe, even though they’re quite strong contenders in the European Union. Now if you’ve seen the news, they’re actually thinking to vote not to be key contenders in the European Union, so they’ll be more of the people that’s on the marginal lines of Europe, instead of the core players like Germany or France.

Conceptually, these interviews are very intriguing as they underline the potential of both the nation-state and Europe to act as a cohesive bond or society if defined and constructed along multicultural multi-religious lines. The extracts are also revealing in the current British context of a EU membership referendum on 23 June 2016 as it appears to be the case, at least for Turkish students in my sample, to identify with the nation-state and Europe if these opportunities are promoted by governments and schools and thus salient as identities. For a fuller discussion of the school dynamics, teacher interpretations of macro-political agendas, student-teacher interactions and responses of ethnic majority students, see Faas (2010). 

Conclusion: Towards multicultural, multi-religious European societies

The broader study (Faas 2010) revealed that ethnic majority students in German and British schools formed, what could be called, a chain of identities meaning that local, regional and (supra)national spheres were all integrated within the other and not competing. In particular, ethnic majority youth in the German schools forged their political identities by linking the local, regional, national German and supranational European citizenship levels. However, as a result of the different prioritisation of European agendas at German and British government level, these chains of identities generally did not include supranational levels in the case of ethnic majority student interviewees at the British secondary schools. Turkish fifteen-year-olds, by contrast, had developed different forms of hybrid identities so that the image of a chain of identities could not be easily used with regard to Turkish Muslims in either country. One of the most notable differences between ethnic majority and Turkish youths was that ethnic majority youths, in both Germany and Britain, generally also had a regional identity whereas virtually none of the Turkish students I interviewed saw themselves as having a regional identity. In other words, the Turkish youth in the study broke the chain by linking, for example, the local with the supranational levels or the local with the national levels. This suggests that fifteen-year-old Turkish students positioned themselves within, what could be called, a triangle of identities. In such a triangle, it is possible to combine all the different political identities (e.g. local, regional, national, supranational) without seeing one sphere as being integrated within the other. 

The politics of multiculturalism appears to be successful when allied with the concept of social inclusion - which I call inclusive multiculturalism. This allows young people to relate positively to the British/German or European societies and develop hybrid identities. Faas (2010) demonstrated that German schools successfully included students on the basis of ‘multicultural Europeanness’ by promoting multicultural and European agendas whereas some British schools included students into a multi-ethnic concept of nationhood. The fact that the German schools drew upon the concept of Europe whereas the British schools encouraged students to think of themselves as liberal democratic British citizens living in a multi-ethnic community had to do with the different prioritisation and focus of European agendas in the two countries. Also, most minority ethnic communities in Germany originate from other European countries including Turkey whereas Commonwealth immigration produced a rather different picture in British schools. Consequently, a school like Goethe Gymnasium in Germany could mobilise the European agenda as a means of including students in the school community whereas this might be more difficult to achieve in a British school. Since the politics of multiculturalism can be successfully combined with notions of social inclusion, so too can the European agenda work in an inclusive school context. 

There are also dangers associated with promoting a strong European dimension in education. Some teachers I interviewed in Germany constructed a white European national identity and, in so doing, privileged a Eurocentric educational approach which made it extremely difficult for students, and Turkish Muslims in particular, to relate positively to Europe. At the same time, there is potential for the concept Europe to be a source for cultural and linguistic enrichment and a common ground, for both ethnic majority and Turkish Muslim youth, to negotiate their political identities. Both ethnic majority and Turkish Muslim youth seemed to be able to gain from the opportunities associated with Europe (e.g. knowledge, identity) if Europe is reconceptualised in multicultural terms. It is therefore worth considering the potential of a multicultural political and educational approach to European citizenship and identity (i.e. multicultural European citizenship) as a common bond which may hold together the different racial and ethno-religious communities in Europe at a time of increasing societal fragmentation and globalisation in the 21st century. Rather than global citizenship per se, or any of its associated approaches such as cosmopolitan citizenship (Osler and Starkey, 2003), global citizenship education (Walkington, 1999) and world citizenship (Heater, 1996), the notion of a multicultural Europe and education for multicultural European citizenship, with an incorporated global and international dimension, has a variety of benefits for people already living in, or migrating into, the European Union. It might help prevent Eurocentric education and help a new generation of youth forge a loyalty to Europe as a political identity.

At a theoretical and policy level, this then suggests that when schools construct an inclusive multi-ethnic concept of Europe, Turkish youth engaged with Europe as a political identity and developed national-European identities. If however, Europe is conceptualised as an exclusionary monocultural (i.e., white, Christian) concept, then Turkish students will struggle to relate positively to Europe as a political identity. Politicians, policy-makers and educators are therefore presented with the challenge of constructing and promoting an inclusive, multi-religious model of Europe – one which addresses the issue of marginalised Muslim communities and promotes multicultural alongside traditional European values. There is potential for the concept of Europe to be a source for cultural and linguistic enrichment and minority ethnic youth like the Turkish Muslims seemed to be able to gain from the opportunities associated with the European knowledge economy if Europe is reconceptualised in multicultural terms. This might not only help prevent Eurocentric education but could also help Turkish and other teenagers forge a loyalty to Europe.
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