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About CHIEF
CHIEF (The Cultural Heritage and Identities of Europe’s Future) aims to build an effective

dialogue between different stakeholders in order to facilitate a future of Europe based on
inclusive notions of cultural heritage and identity. The project focuses on the production and
transition of cultural knowledge in both formal educational settings initiated from above, and
a variety of informal human interactions. CHIEF will contribute to understanding and
enhancing cultural literacy for young people, and the project will lead to a more effective use
of European cultural heritage as a site of production, translation and exchange of
heterogeneous cultural knowledge. It will also help to recognise existing innovative practices
and develop a new organisational model to enhance the cultural and inter-cultural
competence of young Europeans.

CHIEF is funded by the European Commission’s Horizon 2020 Programme. It brings
together eleven partner institutions:

e Aston University, United Kingdom,

e Daugavpils Universitate, Latvia

e Institut Drustvenih Znanosti Ivo Pilar, Croatia

e (aucasus Research Resource Centers, Georgia

e Mimar Sinan Fine Arts University, Turkey

e Universidad Pompeu Fabra, Spain

e Culture Coventry, United Kingdom

e Univerzita Komenskeho V Bratislave, Slovakia

e The Savitribai Phule Pune University, India

e Hochschule Fuer Angewandte Wissenschaften, Germany

e University of Gloucestershire, United Kingdom
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Introduction

“I am a person”!

Findings of the second phase of CHIEF project’s Work package 2 (WP2: Qualitative research
in formal educational settings) are presented in this report for the nine countries of the CHIEF
consortium: Croatia, Georgia, Germany, India, Latvia, Slovakia, Spain, Turkey and the UK.
After having completed the first phase — analysis of national/regional curricula with the goal
to find out how they address the concepts of culture, cultural literacy, heritage and identity,
the second phase’s qualitative fieldwork was carried out in order to learn how these concepts
actually operate in the formal educational praxis. Approximately 70 semi-structured
interviews with students and teachers were conducted in three schools in each partner country
in order to learn about cultural educational practices and answer the following research

questions:

= How is cultural education reflected in teaching practice and pedagogical tools?

= How do teachers and young people understand ‘culture’, ‘cultural heritage’,
‘cultural diversity’, ‘European/national/ethnic/regional identity’ and related
concepts?

=  What are the young people’s cultural practices in the contexts of formal education
and outside the school, and what are the barriers to their participation?

= To what extent these understandings and practices are in line with the respective

countries’ national policies?

Largely, the analysis of the interviews was informed by the findings of the review of national
educational policies and curricula, presented in earlier CHIEF reports (CHIEF project, 2018;
CHIEF project, 2019). This report adds invaluable first-hand evidence of how cultural
education — even when it is not formally coined as such — is experienced and assessed by the
most important actors in the process, the students and their teachers. Surprisingly similar
evidence has been recorded in the context of countries as different as, for instance, Latvia and
India, Croatia and the UK, which provides important impetuses for further reflections about
‘Eastern’ and ‘Western’, ‘Northern’ and ‘Southern’ and, in the center of it — ‘European’ and

‘non-European’ ways of experiencing culture.

! This is a quote from CHIEF project’s WP2 interview conducted in Spain.

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon 2020
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1. Conceptual and Methodological Framework

Due to the interdisciplinary background of the research teams in the partner countries, critical
social theory was the only common theoretical framework offered at the consortium level.
The teams were encouraged to define their specific theoretical frameworks to best capture the
particularities of the national and local contexts. The common starting point was
conceptualization of culture as fluid, contextualized, relational and dynamic (Hall, 2000),
while also characterised by a set of “communal memories, symbols and feelings” (Jusdanis,
1995: p.24) of the groups of people with shared meanings rather than exclusively along
national boundaries. Culture is thus conceived rather as a process, than a marker of a stable
identity (Halbet & Chigeza, 2015).

The research teams carried out their analyses inductively looking for themes emerging
directly from the data. Such an approach offered them freedom to account for disciplinary as
well as regional differences in discourses, concepts and meanings created by particular
historical, political and social dynamics in each setting. While some teams have focused their
efforts to understand the reasons behind some of the surprising, unexpected or contradictory
attitudes reported during the interviews, others put an emphasis to scrutinise power relations
and dominant discourses reflected in the data, and yet others took a more descriptive
approach to the data analysis. All the more reassuring for the question of the scientific
validity is the realisation that such an open approach has often led to comparable findings and

conclusions.

Interview schedules for teachers and for young people were developed for all countries, with
country-specific questions developed by partner teams (see Appendices G1 and G2 at the end
of the report). The interview schedules were translated into the local languages; in
multilingual of the partner countries — India, Latvia and Spain (Catalonia) the informants had

the option to choose the language of the interview out of several languages offered.

In each country, three secondary schools were selected for the fieldwork, one in a large city,
one a smaller town or semi-urban settlement, and one in a rural settlement.”? The selected
schools were located in the areas of the countries characterised by different levels of social
and economic development, as well as varying degrees of ethnic diversity, levels of

migration, and development of cultural infrastructure. In many cases, access to schools

2 A general overview of the applied methodological approach is provided in this section. Provided that the
countries involved in the CHIEF consortium are very different, understandably, certain variations were
inevitable. Detailed information about each country is provided in the beginning of each country report.
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proved to be difficult, so the researchers often had to rely on schools with whom they have

previously established contact.

The students of the upper grades were targeted, i.e. young people between the ages of 14 and
19, and teachers of the subjects that were in a certain way related to cultural education
(history, languages, geography, art, civics, religion, etc.). In most partners’ countries, 20
students and between 3 and 5 teachers per selected school were interviewed. As schools
operate in their own organised and structured way, it was often impossible to recruit students
(and in some cases, even teachers) directly. Often, it was the head masters or other
representatives of school management who recruited the students for the interviews, and it
was observed sometimes by the research team members that more active, interested and
engaged students and teachers had been selected. Thus, the schools had an influence on how
they wished to present themselves, and this certainly affected the collected data. In some
cases, minority students have not been included, because the interviews were not conducted
in the languages they are fluent in (e.g. in Georgia, Slovakia); but also exclusion and fear of

repressions could have possibly played a role (Slovakia).

All interviews were audio-recorded and then transcribed. Afier each interview, the
researchers’ general observations on the interview setting and process, informant’s openness,
his/her involvement and interest were recorded in the Participant notes, which also contained
basic socio-economic data about the informants, summarised in Tables Al and A2 after each

country report. This data varies slightly according to each national context.

Both interview transcripts and participant notes were coded using NVivo software. The
coding and analysis processes in all countries followed the grounded theory approach
(Charmaz, 1996); specific aspects of the data analysis are, again, described in more detail in

each country report.

This Introduction aims to draw the readers’ attention to the most significant common themes
that emerged as a result of the analysis. While the data collected during these qualitative
interviews cannot be representative of all students and teachers of the CHIEF partner
countries, it does provide valuable in-depth information about cultural literacy education in
the schools of these countries.

11
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2. School interviews: Common themes

2.1. (Mis)Understandings of ‘culture’
The young informants very often found it difficult to define culture; neither was it rare for

them to resort to the use very broad, extremely general quasi-definitions, e.g. “everything
around us” (Latvia), “whatever makes a person unique” (Germany). In both students’ and
teachers’ narratives, ‘culture’ was very often seen in ethno-national interpretations, leading to
ethnicised and racialised understandings of cultural background. Ethnicity/nationality was
often essentialised as a normative and unifying feature (Germany, Turkey, the UK). While
this frequently resulted in racialisation of the marginalised “other”, explicit racism and
antisemitism were expressed only in some individual cases (Germany, Slovakia). Yet,
German students and teachers of Colour talked openly of their experiences with racism to an
interviewer of Colour, highlighting the importance of creating a safer space in an interview

context when it comes to sensitive topics.

In all countries or regions, the culture (and language) of majority population was prioritised,
while cultural belonging and contributions of minorities remained overlooked. Such an
approach tends to create divisions and reproduce power relations. In the UK, for example,
teachers were found to conceptualise culture and diversity based mainly on liberal political
theories and legal conceptualisations. Several reports highlight how race, class or intersection
of both, create barriers to cultural participation and recognition of cultural practices (Croatia,
Germany, Slovakia, Turkey, UK). Others also analyse the impact of gender (Spain) and

sexual orientation (Georgia) on cultural discourses and practices.

Despite most of the young informants being creative and socially active, they often failed to
recognise their everyday cultural activities as manifestations of ‘culture’, thereby often
reproducing the hegemonic perspective conceptualised as ‘high culture’ and something
unrelated with their daily practices. Culture was also conceived as something old, (ethno-
)national, highly respected, that “follows us from the past and is rooted in us” (Georgia), and
of which they had a duty to maintain and to pass on to future generations. Culture was also
seen as a phenomenon that is meant to help to understand the present through the

understanding of the past (Spain).

2.2. Cultural diversity and hybrid identities

For many of the interviewed students, cultural diversity was an integral part of their lives, and
they viewed it as an important asset. The country reports describe an open-minded young
generation growing up to be respectful toward different opinions and, more generally,

12
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different cultures. For the most part, though, the celebrated multiculturalism was of a
‘Burocentric’ nature (Slovakia, Spain), although self-perception as Europeans was, at best,
secondary after self-identification according to the informant’s own ethnic/national group.

A concept of young people’s ‘hybrid identities’ has been highlighted (Latvia, Spain, UK,
Germany) to refer to the identities that are all but stable, and increasingly complex. Battling
for recognition of their belonging to the mainstream Germany society, minority students here
often constructed their cultural identities in a fluid and dynamic way, which was mistaken by
their teachers for an ‘identity crisis’. Some informants in Catalonia found a solution for this
complexity ascribing to a ‘human identity’: “it has nothing to do with nationalities, I think we

are all the same” (Spain).

Speaking specifically about Europe, while the informants almost unanimously praised
‘European values’ such as democracy and tolerance, very few were critical of such an inept
presentation of Europe, highlighting its brutal history, colonialism and contemporary
racialised migration politics (Germany). Students often saw the very concept of Europe as
rather distant (Spain), and their sense of belonging to their city or village prevailed over their
sense of being part of Europe (Latvia). The Georgian case represented an extreme, with some
of the informants seeing certain European values (notably, acceptance of LGBT) as

unacceptable for Georgian society.

2.3. Schools as agents of cultural education

Understandably, even in the presence of centralised curricula, important differences emerged
between the schools in each of the countries when it came to their ‘cultural offers’ — the
CHIEF project was, in fact, aiming at studying different schools in order to learn about a
wide range of experiences. While the analysis in the UK showed that teachers perceive their
students as deficient in terms of cultural literacy, in the German case, the way they evaluate
their students differs from school to school and corresponds to the way students of that school
perceive themselves as cultural agents. At the intersection of the ‘school cultures’ (discussed
in the German report), geographical factors, the students’ family backgrounds, and multitude
of possible scenarios of cultural socialisation and cultural participation were observed, with
some schools offering a large variety of options, yet others being extremely passive in this
respect, due to a number of objective and subjective reasons. The interviewed teachers across
the countries, though, almost unanimously complained about having insufficient time in the
classroom and/or relevant training to address the issues of cultural education in depth.
Unsurprisingly, the data collected in countries as different as Georgia, Germany, Latvia,

Slovakia, Turkey, and the UK suggests that the cultural education offered by schools is, very
13
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often, inefficient, leading to clichés and stereotypes (including narrow ethno-national

interpretations of culture) being reproduced.

Quite often, the schools seemed to fail to frame clearly cultural activities as such and, as a
result, students did not see them as having to do with culture (Georgia, Latvia). Even the trips
to historical or cultural heritage sites organised by schools, although rated very positively by
the students, did not necessarily lead to an increased knowledge or understanding, as the
interviewed students could not remember what they had discovered or learnt; or would forget
even the names of the places visited (Latvia, Slovakia). As has been discovered during the
interviews, some schools offered cultural activities on their websites, which interviewed

students had never heard about (Turkey, Germany).

The use of online resources (beyond the school websites) is yet another very important issue,
with schools across the consortium countries displaying quite opposing attitudes — while in
India, the teachers tried to discourage such use, a school in Catalonia set up digital literacy
classes focusing, in particular, on the assessment of credibility of online information (the
latter being an important concern in Slovakia as well). The Turkish report emphasised the
informants’ view on digital media as a source of cultural knowledge that empowers young
people to pursue their interests independent of or in addition to what the school has to offer,
thereby increasing young people’s access to cultural education and creating new cultural
affiliations beyond the traditional. As our cross-national data suggests, such access is a
particularly challenging issue in rural environments, largely due to very scarce cultural

infrastructure in rural areas.

An important reoccurring theme through the country reports is the fact that young people not
only reported highly enjoying interaction with peers at school but also often considered this
interaction as their very valuable source of cultural knowledge. Students in many countries
pointed out the importance of learning from each other and many believed this to be the most
exciting part of their school experience. For many interviewed students, school was more
than just a place of formal education (Georgia, Spain). In Germany, students reported valuing
social interactions as more relevant for their cultural education than the actual lessons.
Relationships with teachers (Spain, Turkey) and the school atmosphere (Latvia) were also

believed to be significant to provide a favourable environmen