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Feeling at Home in the Nation

THE MUSLIM WOMAN’S HEADSCARF seems to attract an unusu-
aﬂy large set offnterpretations in political debates. Kapﬁndﬂ, ﬁrﬁ.{;zm', voile,
ba;értﬁrﬁ, tiivban, ."mafddaeé, burka, m'gatr?, ﬁx_';'af:"—rather than sirnp[y
being innocuous pieces of cloth used to cover hair, neck, face, and eyes,
headscarves have become a foil for a long series of debates on the condi-
tions under which religiously identified Muslims belong in public spheres
marked by seculariry or Western po[in'cal traditions. Debates on where and
on what occasions headscarves can be worn—in schools, hospirals, and pri-
vate enterprises, only at home, or on the way to but not at work—rturn
into conflicts, sometimes heated, about where Muslims can show their
religiosiry. Debates regarding how headscarves should be worn—tied be-
hind the neck, showing an earlobe, c-bscuring all hair, Ealling over the
shoulders, covering the face—seg‘ue into discussions of what headscarves
represent politically. Do they represent fundamentalist Islam? A threat to
nationhood? Or a claim to a new ethnoreligious identity that deserves
recognition, perhaps even the acceptance of belonging? F‘inally, discus-
sions regarding the person wunderneath the scarf show that the subj ects of
national belonging can be defined in mulriple and conﬂfcting ways: are
“they” Muslims, Islamists, immigrants, converts, fundamentalists, French,
Turks, Dutch, or Germans?

Discussions of the headscarf’s meaning and representations can
also turn into pronouncements on the need for greater regulation: How
should the state and others respond to women wearing headscarves in pub-
lic institutions? Should “we” ban them everywhere, ban them in certain
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institutions, protect the wearing of the headscarf entireiy, or protect it oniy
if worn in certain ways or capacities? These questions focus on the role of
the state in regulating whether Muslims can i:)eiong:,r to the nation.
Political debates about the headscarf illustrate how the headscarf has
become a symboi of the diversity resu_iting from iargeascaie, post—Worid
War II migration into European countries and, in the case ofTurkey, from
rural-to-urban migration in a secular Muslim-majority country. In both
popular and scholarly analyses of European countries, the headscarf has
come to siguify an immigratiomreiated decline of the coherent nation-state,
a decline that is either embraced as bringing a desirable msmopoiitan order
one step closer, or seen as a threat to the very coherence of society. In many
Muslim-majority countries, the headscarf has turned into a metonym for
issues associated with the participation of reiigious Muslims in the pubiic
sphere.: This can be seen in cases where the headscarf becomes symboiic
ofa “dangerous yearning” fora poiiticai order in which reiigious authority
supersedes the authority of the secular nation-state of the postcoiouiai era.
In this book, we anaiyze the struggies over the inclusions and exclu-
sions of national beionging by iooking at “national narratives,” the pubiic
discourses that define what it means to beiong to a geogr‘aphic community
governed by a particular nation-state.” We focus our ana.iysis on four coun-
tries—France, Turl{ey, the Netherlands, and German}r—and join a group
of scholars who have studied the headscarf, including the hijab, and burka,
and niq_ab, through the lens of national beionging. We add to the work
of those, such as John Bowen and Joan Scott,* who have written what
many consider the definitive books analyzing the French headscarf debates
but who do not move beyond France to see how these conflicts piay out
in other countries’ settings.i Here we follow in the footsteps of Christian
Joppke’s comparative analysis of headscarf debates in France, Germany, and
Britain.® However, whereas Ioppice focuses on the ways in which the head-
scarf is perceived as a threat to liberalism across these sites, we analyze the
headscarf debates as productive of the particu_iarities of national beionging,
applying a critical feminist, intersectional, postcolonia.i lens to this proj ect.”
This feminist starting point is in line with thar of Siegiinde Rosenberger
and Birgit Sauer, who produced an edited volume that covers the headscarf
debates in muitipie European countries.* However, we generate a discursive
analysis of the way in which national narratives are produced that is much
more in-depth than is allowed for in their emphasis on explaining policy
change. We also move beyond their focus on Western Europe to add to our
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cases Turkey, a Musiim—majoriry liberal democratic country, in order to
challenge the assumption that these are solely “Western” debates.”

When it comes to national belonging, for many of these scholars, but
also for actors engaged in the media and poiitics, the headscarf symbolizes
a rupture. Their analyses combine attempts to understand why, where, and
how Muslim women wear their headscarves, induding examination of for-
mal political—legal regulation, in order to outline how the headscarf has in-
spired exclusionary practices in a given country or countries. In this book,
we shift the angle of vision away from the rupture in national belonging
and turn instead toward the opportunities that headscarf debates provide
to revisit, reaffirm, and potentia_lly rearticulate the meaning of national
belonging. In other words, we treat the headscarf debates not (solely) as
disruption bur also as opportunities for arricularing the national narratives
that delineate belonging in the contemporary era.

National Narratives and Conflicts of Belonging

This book, then, looks at the proclu::tion of narratives of national
l:)elonging, wherein we define 5'c'fmsguhg as the subjecti\'e feeling of l:)eing at
home in one’s country, of easiiy moving through its particular piaces and
spaces, and the sense of comfort and joy in inhabiting a particuiar locale.'®
Belonging, in this sense, also means being able to articulate complaint
without renouncing the claim to l:)elonging, or the freedom to complain
about aspects of living somewhere without being told that you should
leave, of not being trappeci in a distinction between those whose home is
unambiguously “here” and those who are seen as ha\'ing either a primary
or seconclary home elsewhere. Belonging, thus conceived, is simultane-
ously highly personal and utterly political.

National beionging is Fundarnenra.lly about d.emarcaring difference.
Indeed, analyticaily speal{ing, national belong'ing is always relational, consti-
tuted by creating a boundary between who is in and who is out.!' As Benedict
Anderson and other researchers have shown, the very idea of nationhood is
prociuced in the tension berween the irnaginecl homogeneiry of the narion
and the realities of difference in the populations constituting the nation.'
Difference is thus a challenge to national belonging with the potem’ial of in-
spiring a fear that national belonging can fracture. At the same time, differ-
ence is central to the constitution of national beionging—because national
belonging is always constituted wéis-g-vis what or who we are not. We label
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contestations about the limits of accepral::-ie difference mrzﬂic.’:s 0f 5:?59;13:}35
and argue that the}' become sites in which to confront national identities by
(re)enacting or (re)defining them.

The differences rhrough which national belonging is articulated
change over time, and national beic-nging needs to be read in its speciﬁc
historical contexts.'? In the European case, the post—World War 1T influx
of migrants in the aftermath of the Holocaust generatecl conflicts of be-
longing that continue to haunt the national imagination across Europe’s
countries. The popular story about postwar migration to Europe portrays
various European nations as homogeneous prior to the shock of large—scale
immigrant presence. The literature easily debunks this—each European
nation-state is itself marked hisroricaliy by distinctions of ethniciry, class,
and religion that continue to shape these nations.'* However, the way the
image ofhomogeneity can be constituted through its contrast with “immi-
grant difference” illustrates the power ofimmigrant presence in construct-
ing national belonging as rooted in homogeneity. At the same time, the
reaiiry of historical difference within these nations suggests that national
beionging does not by definition exclude newcomers to the nation. Rather,
national belonging is constituted through the very process of figuring out
what can and cannot be accommeodated.

Narional narratives turn the real hererogeneiries that mark popui:b
tions into imaginecl homogeneity, throngh appeilations to a common lan-
guage, J:'eligion, shared history, shared political practice, and sense of shared
origin. In addition, national narratives demarcate the bases of belonging to
the nation through social divisions of race, ethniciry, gend.er, and religion.”
Bnilding on an icleal—typica.l approach to national narratives, we argue that
they are “discursive formations,” constructed ways of speal{ing that iden-
tify the contours of national belonging.' Such discourses have “real” ef-
fects because they shape practices—including practices of regulation.

National narratives are by definition messy—they contain contradic-
tory discourses regarding who belongs and who does not—but their mess-
iness is produ.ctive, generating a sense of national belonging ti‘lrou.gh the
tensions and contradictions contained within these narratives. When we
anaiyze national narratives, we see that l(ey elements repeat over decades,
even centuries, exactly because they are contested rather than agreed upon.
These elements of national narratives icl.entify the social norms, values, and
practices that are seen as most in need of being defended or changed in
cleﬁning beionging to the nation. Ovemrching concepts such as repubii—
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canism, secularism, and tolerance often become the labels for such norms,
values and practices. However, these key elements in a country’s national
narrative are by definition not stable, but the contestations over the mean-
ing and practices they label give them longevity and structuring force.
At the same time, contestations over national beionging also enable new
elements, such as gencier equaiiry, to become central in national narratives
of belonging.

As we arlal}'ze the key elements in national narratives, we build on
approaches to discourse and sen.se-making practices that are ciosely at-
tuned to the muitipiicity ofmeanings that can attach to obje::rs, ideas, and
practices. However, we approach national narratives as iargei],r singuiar. In
other words, our starting assumption is that each nation has a national
narrative—a story told about what it means to belong to that nation. Yet
these national narratives are uniform neither in time nor in content. The
multiplicity enters in how the narrative elements that make up the story
are interprered and strung together. ‘These elements reference beliefs, ideas,
and practices, ranging, for example, from adherence to liberal ciernor::rac'},r
and gender equaiity to e\'eryciay practices of eating particuiar foods or sep-
arating trash for recyciing. These beliefs, ideas, and practices that together
form a national narrative are embedded in the everyday lives of people. In
this sense, Ernst Renan’s statement almost a century and a half ago that the
existence of a nation is based on this “daily plebiscite” continues to hold.'”

Approached in this way, national narratives are anchored in the de-
velopment of nation-states, and it rnight seem that such narratives will
become less and less salient in our iﬂcreasingly trans- and postnational
world.'® The ever—expanding reach of the European Union, in particular,
would suggest a decline in the signiﬁcance of the national in structuring,
people’s experiences of belonging. Indeed, when it comes to supra- or
international processes, headscarf debates show that cross-national ap-
peais to similar concepts come into play, which some would see as con-
firmation of the decline of national sigﬂiﬁcaﬂce. However, we show that
seemingiy transnational concepts are given different meanings and are
mobilized toward achieving different goals in the countries under study
and, as a result, these conhcepts have particular meanings in different na-
tional contexts."” Similariy, we witness how poiiricai debates in one coun-
try are reported in other countries, and how these discourses cross national
pubiic spheres. Yet, as the Dutch, Germans, and Turks discuss the French
headscarf ban, they quick_iy turn to their “own” way of approaching this
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issue, again reaﬂ:irming their distinct sense of national beionging as L'.l'LE}’
confront apparently transnational processes.

MD\'ing down the spatI'al scale, evidence suggests that immigrant
you.rh, in parricular, frame their beionging in terms of the city, even a cer-
tain district of a city, rather than the country they live in, in order to chal-
lenge the negative connotations of national l:)ei-:)nging.ZU This is especialiy
prevalent in Germany, where the Nazi past, not shared by those who came
to the country after 1945, is often used as a historical reference point to
discuss Germanness.?' However, we suggest that airhough these historical,
trans-, and postnational processes are ::ertainl],r in play, they do not or can-
not replace the salience of national belonging altogether, as this example
from our German case also suggests.

The discourses that form the resulting national narratives circulate
through the media, government reports, and other sites of public debate
such as the Internet, with its homemade video ::lips and blogs. Writing
about the formation of nation-states, Anderson argues that the shared im-
ages underlying national idenriry are fostered, in part, rhrc-ugh newspapers,
which geherate common natratives that frame definitions of national iden-
tit},r.‘?2 Newspaper consumption reinforces the territorial and linguistic unity
of the nation, creating “a sense that the nation or national society has an
ongoing existence and thar “narionhood is constituted over time.”™ The
media both reflect and shape the discourses that constitute national narra-
tives. As news media spea.l{ of the politics waearfng the headscarf, discuss-
ing, for exanipie, its presence in key sites of national icientiry formation such
as schools and state bureaucracies, headscarf debates become c-bjecrs through
which to analyze contemporary constructions of national belonging.}l

Government documents and social media are sites with different roles
in the discursive prociucric-n of national narrarives. Government reports on
the headscarf, includ.ing transcripts of parliamentary debates, social poliA
cies, and laws and reguiations, delineate national belonging by rel:erring to
“shared values and practices” as they shape formal regulations that govern
acceptable conduct in the context of the nation-state.”” Also, states clearly
play a particular role in the formation of national narratives, with actors
in pul:)lie functions r_lrawing on and cleveioping national narratives to fur-
ther their political and polfcy agendas or to strengthen state legitinlacy,
insofar as it is seen as dependent on the coherence of the idea of “the” na-
tion. Whereas government documents tend to focus inward on the nation-
state, social media can establish national orders but also transcend national
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boundaries to reach a global audience and potentially resist authority by
]:)efng uncensored and fast developing. In so doiﬂg, such social media can
create their own interpretations of national narratives even as they might
shift the locus of belonging.

Studies of national idenrity formartion also illustrate the ways in
which “regular” people discuss national belonging.:ﬁ This literature alerts
us to the ways in which national narratives live not oﬂly within the news
media and formal politics but also in everyday interactions. To capture
some of this, we turn to rargeted interviews with Muslim women who
are politically active in the headscarf debate. Some of these women, by
virtue of both their minotity identities and their political activism, speak
rhrc-ugh the media, but only a few can be seen as key players in these
public debates. In much of the public debate, newsmakers give a p[atf:orm
to Muslim women who can act as code breakers for their own re[igious
communities.” These women often speak with a voice of experience to
reinforce stereotypical portrayals of their communities and to affirm exclu-
sionary interpretations of key elements in national narratives.

Peop[e who dominate the media and political discourses reaffirm,
rearticulate, or transform these beliefs, ideas, and practices, often in contes-
tation with other po[itica] actors who occupy similar po[itical, social, and
culrural positions. Those who become the object of these articulations—in
our case, heads::arf—wearing women—often articulate their own versions
of the national narrative, in terms of how they ]:)e[ong or do not beloﬂg.
In our analysis, we focus on those elements (regard.[ess of whether they
describe values, ideas, or pmcrices] of the national narrative that come
up in headscarf debates and on how these elements are used to articulate
national belonging.

The Headscarf as Symbol and Enactment:
Intents and Perceptions

Throughout our analysis, we pay attention to two positions from
which the headscarf can be discussed—that of the wearer and that of the
nonwearer. In addition, former wearers of the headscarf often occupy a spe-
cial place in debates about the headscarf. For wearers, the headscarf can have
a range of meanings beyonc[ the obvic-us[y religious (though itself comp[ex]
meaning. These meanings include the headscarf as a symbol of mu[riple
modernities,” a marker of ethnic identity,” a way of claiming dignity that is
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denied to an immigrant grcn..ipu,3IJ and an enactment of the promise of liberal

self—expression,j'

as well as a way to cover up one’s messy hair.** The voices
of wearers describe the experience ofwearing the headscarf, the reasons why
rhey wear it,” and the effects that wearing it has on their lives, often claim-
ing that rhey face discrimination in the labor market and on the streets.™
Most work on the experiences of headscarf—wearing women in the West fo-
cuses on covering hair; very little focuses on the experiences of women who
wear a niqab, which covers the face and hair bur leaves the eyes visible. The
burka, a garment that covers the entire face, with the eyes covered by mesh
fabric, is almost never worn by European Muslims; rather, it is traditionaliy
worn in Afghanistan. Siill, many newsmakers report on burka debates in
Europe when they are actually referring to the nigab. The few reports on
women who cover their faces suggest that rhey have experienced increased
hostﬂiry’ on the street as “burka bans” have gained poiiticai and popuiar sup-
l:zm't.-:’i The notion that the burka stands for submission is especiaily strong,
even rhc-ugh many women who have recounted their reasons for wearing it
claim thatitisa freely chosen expression of their religiosity.

For nonwearers, discussions focus on how they perceive the head-
scarf both objectively and subjectively.® In public discourses, nonwearers
who speak out against the headscarf imagine it to signify a iong list of
rejections, including the rejection of liberal democratic values, of gend.er
equality, and of secularism. In their accounts, the headscarf comes to stand
for the embrace of Islamic politicai rule and the submission of women’s
bodies to God and men. Muslim women who do not wear the headscarf,
inciuding those who used to wear the headscarf but took it off, can piay a
particuiar role in these accounts; they are seen to speak as liberated women
who can recount the “true” meaning of the headscarf to a public hungry
for accounts of Muslim women’s experiences of the veil.

Those who see the heaciscarf:—inciuciing not oni}' the hijab bur also
the niqab and burka—in a negative iight often discuss a highiy personal
sense of being juciged by headscarf—wearing women. On a Dutch biog,
one commenter argued that having to buy alecohol from a cashier with
a headscarf made him feel judged for his aleohol consumption. Indeed,
Dutch anthropologist Annelies Moors has analyzed how Dutch debates
on possibie burka bans reflect a strohg sense of discomfort and even dislike
fora garment that appears to stand fora rejection of all things Dutch. She
argues that a similar poiirics of discomfort permeates burka ban debates in
the Netherlands and elsewhere.?”



Feeling at Home in the Mation 9

On the other end of the spectrum, both wearers and nonwearers sup-
portive of women’s right to wear a headscarf argue that they are proud to
live in a country, city, or neighborhood that can incorporate this kind of
diversir}c Popular media further normalize the headscarf as rhey discuss the
latest trends in headscarf fashion by referring to competing headscarf looks
that appeal to different budgets, from very expensive to very modest sty[es,
brands, and fabrics. Such media, arguabiy, reflect an almost glib support
for multiculturalism, emphasizing the importance of laissez-faire in liberal
democracies and happily supporting the headscarf because it adds color to
“our” drab European streets. Such understandings of diversity try to put
the fact of multiculturalism or the presence of those who are visibiy from
minority groups in a positive iighr. Yet they do not necessariiy articulate
the degree to which such diversiry’ should lead to a multicultural polirics
in which beionging becomes reflected in the deveiopment of group rights.

In countries such as Turkey, where the headscarf is not about cul-
tural but about reiigious d.iversiry, the presence of headscarves in the public
sphere is taken by some as evidence of “true” democratic freedom, and the
rise of an Islamic b-ourgeoisie. This group is the target audience of high-
quality Islamic “lifestyle magazines” ( yasam tarzi dergisi) such as Alé (a
variation on the name of the French magazine Elle*), which discusses the
recent trends in Islamic fashion, inciuc[ing expensive d.esigﬂer headscarves
created in the .styie of well-known fashion designers such as Vakko and
Pierre Cardin.

The headscarf’s multipiiciry in meaning coincides to some c[egree
with a variation in rerminc-iogy: In our own discussions, we use ai?maifm}j‘:
the most neutral term we can find.* This is also the term used most often
in the Netherlands (hoofdeock) and Germany (Kopftuch). In both coun-
tries, however, the word veil (sfuier in Durch, Schleier in German), with
its connotations of hiding oneself, comes up as well, and we note this
and analyze the politics surrounding the term. In France, the terminol-
ogy has shifted over time and between speakers, from the more neutral
ﬁ?mf;zm’ (headscarf) to the more loaded woile (veil), which we indicate in
our :11'1;11‘}.rsis.“‘IJ In Turicey, WeE use ﬁezzd‘smrf as a translation for ba;ﬁrﬁrﬁ,
the neutral Turkish word for head covering, but when applicable we also
use tirban, which poiiticians use to signify what they see as the politicized
wearing of the headscarf. In both France and the Netherlands, the head-
scarf and niqab are often debated separately, with the term burka often
used to label the niqab, which women actuaily Wear.
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Agency and freedom are recurring concepts in all discussions of nam-
ing and wearing the headscarf, both within and outside academia. In 1992,
Arlene Macleod analyzed Egyptian women’s newly refound practice of
wearing the headscarf. She argued that these women were not responding
to gendered pressures to submit to modesty but rather were actively choos-
ing to wear the headscarf, in order to make both religious and politicai
statements against a secular, highiy corrupt politicai regime.“‘I Attempt—
ing to escape the binar'y of individual resistance and submission, Saba
Mahmood argued that the practices of pious Egyptian women need to
be understood according to an expanded definition of dgency as expressed
directly in submission rather than always being tied to individual resis-
tance.” Such an understanding of agency can also be applied to practices
of Turkish and European Muslim women.

In short, the D]:)jective meaning of the term f?md'smgfis difficult to pin
down. Not oniy does it have multiple signiﬁers, but also the signiﬁed mean-
ing changes according to the country’s political context, the actors who are
using the term, and the discursive context within which the term is used.
Thus, the headscarf brings together a range of discourses. At the same time,
the headscarf breaks apart these unifying discourses to reflect multiple dif-
ferences that inform the ongoing formarion of national narratives in each
country. Thus, the meaning of the headscarf constanriy evolves, and its use
in poiiticai debates introduces new conflicts of beionging to the nation.

Analyzing Headscarf Debates as
Conflicts over Belonging

We anaiyze how national narratives are reaffirmed, rearticulated, or
transformed when confronted with the headscarf as a visible representation
of difference associated with Islam and migration. We have chosen to focus
on France, Turkey, the Netherlands, and Germany, because they form two
paired comparisons that allow us to take into account the forces that might
impact national narratives of beionging. France and Turkey adhere to a
strict form of secularism that renders religious practice largely a private
affair. The Netherlands and Germany share an approach to religiosity in
which state L‘Lei_ltra.iit],r in reiigion means accommodation for reiigious be-
havior in the public sphere. These different approaches to reiigion offer a
starting point from which to anaiyze differences and similarities in articu-
lations of national beionging during headscarf debates.
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In both France and Turkey, belonging to the nation has been predi-
cated on being secular. France, a civic repubiican country where a strict form
of secularism has historically inhibited personal expressions of religion in
the public spl‘lere, is similar to Turkey, which has also rooted its democmcy
in a strict form of secularism. And even L'i'lOLI.gl‘l Muslims are seen as new-
comers in France and the historical majority in the Turkish context, in both
countries, perceptions of Muslims’ religiosity has positioﬂecl them as prob—
lematic citizens. As we show, in France, Muslims are constructed as former
colonials and current immigrants; tl'ley represent outsiders to the nation. In
Turkey, where Islam is the majority religion, J:'ei'lgiou.s Turkish citizens have
been constructed as outsiders to the Turkish nation since the foundation
of the Turkish Republic. However, in recent years France and Turl{ey have
cli\'ergecl sharply. Whereas France has retained its commitment to secular-
ism, in Turkey, religious Muslims have recently refound a powerful place in
the public sphere, with the ascent to power of an Islamic political party, the
Ak Party (Adalet ve Kalkimma Partisi, Justice and Development Party). This
ascent has meant a cli\'ergence in the meaning and impact of secularism in
relation to belonging.* In France, a law passed in 2004 prevents Muslim
girls from wearing a headscarf to school, and a 2010 ban forbids all women
to wear an Islamic face covering in public. B}' contrast, in contemporary
Turkey, many wormen, reg:lrd_less of the length and style of their coverings,
are now allowed full access to the higher education institutions that for-
merly denied them entry. In September 2013, the Turkish government lifted
the headscarf ban in all public places where the secular state is present.

Aithough much of the literature on headscarf debates focuses on
France and Turkey as patacligmatic cases, we turn to a second pa'n:'ed com-
parison: the Netherlands and Gernlaﬂy. These two countries have histori-
caily allowed greater space for religious expression in the public spi‘lere than
either France or, until receritiy, Turl{ey. Both of these countries adhere to the
principle of state neutrality in the expression of religion and tend to be more
open than either France or Turkey have been to creating space for expres-
sions of relig'ic-sity, inciucling headscarves, in the pubiic sphere.“4 Nonethe-
less, the Netherlands and Germany have differed in their genem.l approaches
to national belonging, with the Dutch practicing religious tolerance and
plumlism over the centuries and the Germans hewing to ethnocultural un-
clerstanclings of nationhood since the establishment of the modern German
state in 1871.* When it comes to Muslim immigrants, until the late 1990s
the Netherlands represented plumlism and multiculturalism in the liberal
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democratic context. In Germany, by contrast, denial of the fact of immi-
gration by the iong—ser\'ing consetvative governments of Konrad Adenauer
(1949-1963) and Helmut Kohl (1982-1998)—expressed in the term guest
worker—left only complete assimilation as a way for immigrants to belong
to the nation until the beginning of this millennium.* The iengrhy colonial
history of the Dutch and the almost mmpiete lack of a similar experience in
Germany" is another important factor influencing the differences between
the national narratives of beionging in these two countries.

Debates over the headscarf and burka have upset national narratives
of belonging in both countries. In the Netherlands, poiiticians’ repeateci
attempts to ban the burka from the public sphere, starting in 2005 and
continuing to the present, illustrate that tolerance, multiculturalism, and
pluralism have all come under pressure. Even though these attempted bans
have iargeiy failed, the conflicts generated by both head and face cover-
ings have activated debates over national beionging. Ina simiiariy heated
debate, in Germany, a 2004 Supreme Court decision that uitirnateiy led to
a ban on the wearing of headscarves by pubiic school teachers cemented
the headscarf’s position as a foil for pubiic debate on the parameters of
national beionging.

The differences between the ways in which these four countries insti-
tutionalize secularism and protect reiig'ic-us freedoms also suggests a gr“aciiA
ent in the ciegree of the state’s role in producing national narratives. The
Turkish state has been particularly powerful in this domain, followed by
France and then Germany and the Netherlands, with, as our anai}'sis sug-
gests, the latter three having progressiveiy stronger civil society engage-
ment when it comes to articuiating national narratives. In Turkey, however,
civil society has been powerfuiiy controlled by poiiticai parties and further
curbed by three military coups and one political coup in the post-World
War II era. Most recenriy, the Ak Party government, which took power in
2002, pressed charges against many civil society actors, inciuciing academ-
ics and journaiists, some of whom were subseq_uentiy sentenced and putin
jaii. The street protests of 2013 show thar there is strong pubiic opposition
to Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s policies.

In analyzing the discourses that constitute national narratives, we
show that actors in each country enter into conflicts over national beiong—
ing as they debate the headscarf and burka, but they activate and reenact
quite different uncierstandings of narional beiong‘ing. We do not sepa-
rate the actors who propagate these understandings into “Muslims” and
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“others.” Instead, we show how both Muslim and non-Muslim poliricians,
government officials, and activists creatively draw from existing discourses
to reaffirm, rearticulate, or transform national narratives, noting how such
narratives vary by country in their d.egree of unif:ormiry. This apprc-ach
does not mean that being a Muslim does not matter. Rather, it shows when
it matters, noting when actors position themselves Explicitly as Muslims,
acting as cultural code breakers for their own communities, translating
Islamic practices for the genera[ population in ways that validate the gen-
eralized fear of Islam and the superiority of Western constructions of in-
teraction in the public sphere. Alternative[y, Mouslim-identified actors can
reinforce those elements of national narratives that support accommeodat-
ing or tolerating religious practices.

Although our analysis focuses large[y on dominant discourses, and
on people in clear positions of power, we argue, f'ollowing Ruth Wodak
and her collaborators, that opportunities for change often come from imag-
ing nationhood in radically different ways.*® When, in 1989, three French
teenagers showed up wearing headscarves at their high school located in a
Parisian banlien (suburbs Fr'aquent[y referred to as ghettos because of social
(public) housing and low-income residents), they probably did not realize
that their actions started a ﬁfteenﬂ.rear debate that ended in the banning of
headscarves from French elementary and high schools.*” Leyla Sahin might
not have imagined that her attempt to obtain a Turkish university education
would result in a negative verdict by the Furopean Court of Human Rights
that reinvigorared Turkish debates on the place of secularism in the pu]::u
lic sphere.'—’” In the Netherlands, politicaﬂy successful ultraright polirician
Geert Wilders' claims that the “headrag” should be taxed were countered by
young Muslim women who created a poster campaign that showed “Real
Dutch” women in Islamic dress.’! In Germany, social-democratic polirician
Thilo Sarrazin’s derogatory statements regarding Kopffuchmidchen (head-
scarf girls) whose children “overpopulated” formerly “German” neigh-
borhoods led to rounds of national self-reflection on the acceptabflity of
erhnoreligfc-us difference in German society.’” In the pages thart follow, we
show how such seemingly individual statements and actions have reverber-
ated through national debates in ways that have enabled vigorous rearticula-
tions of the meanings and conflicts of national be[onging.



