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“We found religious instruction especially interesting”, said François. “Something like that does not exist with us in France.” And so he followed a lesson on Martin Luther full of suspense. “That he started the Protestant movement, we learnt in history.” But the important point was not mentioned at his school. “What the Protestant teaching means for life and for life together, that’s what we never discussed at school.”

That’s how Wiesbadener Tagblatt reports about the visit of a young Frenchman at a German school.

0. Preliminary remark

I would like to thank you that you have chosen religious instruction as one of the main topics of your meeting and so have directed your attention to it. In spite of all the different positions in the discussion on the Constitution of the EU, especially on the reference to God as well as the Christian heritage of Europe, religion and RI belong to the core curriculum of European education and European schools.

What Martin Luther almost 500 years ago introduced as a novelty in the history of schools in order to make up for the general lack of religious education, belongs – apart from France, as we have seen before, Albania and to a certain degree Slovenia – to the established structure of European schools.

RI at public schools is variously organised from country to country, participation is more or less obligatory, it’s either general instruction for all or denominational RI for all or only for the members of the respective denomination or religious community.

Austria certainly has the most comprehensive offer according to the principle of respecting the denomination. With us RI is possible for the thirteen legally recognized churches or religious communities, which all have the same right to organise RI at public schools from primary school till the leaving exams. 

Isn’t RI one of the very few services of the churches that every week reach millions of pupils in whole Europe? That’s why it’s extremely important to carefully watch  the quality and the acceptance of this service in the context of school and church.

But it must also be mentioned that RI in the schools of Europe is also contested: As a relic from former times it shouldn’t have a place at public schools in a state neutral against religions and philosophies of life, that’s what some think. For others RI is an important contribution to forming one’s identity, to orientation and understanding in a time of an increase of plurality of life-styles, and an indispensable part of education.

My line of thought will focus on the questions of plurality and identity, especially of religious plurality in the European context, and will start with four remarks on Europe, before I present to you fragmentary thoughts on the tasks of RI in Europe today.

1. Four remarks on Europe

1. Although the following thoughts are focussed on the specific situation within the EU, it must be stressed that Europe is not identical with the EU. Isn’t the horizon of Europe described by the Council of Europe and its 46 member states? Does a country really only belong to Europe by entering the EU, are its inhabitants Europeans only then? Pope John Paul’s famous sentence about the two lungs of Europe, by which he especially alluded to the spheres of the Western and Eastern churches (Rome and Byzantium), results in considering and defining Europe not exclusively from a Western European viewpoint and – which especially concerns us – from a Western church viewpoint. 

2. Europe is a continent of migration. In the first place there is – contrary to public awareness – intra-European migration. This intra-European migration is not only a contemporary phenomenon. Just think, without Czech and Jewish migrants Vienna would never have reached its greatness, without Polish migrants the Ruhr area would never have become an industrial centre. Those examples could be continued – from much earlier times and up to the present. That migration was and is not always voluntary, especially for ethnic or religious minorities, must be at least mentioned here, but cannot be explained in more detail.

In this context it must be stated that in large parts of Europe some Christian denominations, especially those of the orthodox and oriental church family, Islam and other religions are and will still be realized primarily as denominations and religions of migrants for some time. That leads to the consequence that the social position of migrants and their social marginalization, partly even social declassification might be transferred to their religious traditions and institutions. Legal equality does obviously not mean equality in societal recognition.

3. Europe is connected by common features in history and culture, which at the same  

time have become the basis for European diversity. Those common features and that diversity have been recognized in the Constitution of the EU. The values on which the EU is founded “are common to all member states in a society that is distinguished by pluralism, non-discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality of women and men”1.

The humane quality of a society is shown in its dealing with diversity. The respective legal and political rules are a criterion of quality of European democracy. It’s obvious that plurality also entails conflicts. In society it’s not the primary aim to avoid conflicts, but to deal with conflicts appropriately. The European keynote in the religious domain is separation of church and state, so that no single religion can apply means of political power to gain acceptance of its claim to truth. In the concrete realization of the relationship between churches, religions and state there are different starting-points in Europe, which also have an influence on schools and the tasks ascribed to them. 

4. Whoever reflects on Europe today, must also deal with the problem of  fundamen-     

      talism, which, however, is neither a specific European nor even a specific Muslim       

      problem.

At an event of the Central European Catholic Day in Prague in 2003, Tomas Halik of Prague University called attention to the trend towards fundamentalism, which exists where the longing for certainty does not only demonise all “dissenters”, but also “heretics” and “liberals” in one’s own camp.2 If human beings, having lost certainty (certitudo), rely on security (securitas), that can lead to this dangerous development. But security does not substitute certainty, nor can security create certainty. Aren’t all existential and decisive aspects of life, such as relations, meaning, faith, connected with certainty and not with security?

The ethnocentric answer, in which one’s own cultural group unites (almost) all positive qualities in itself, that answer strengthens scenarios of threat and threatens all at the same time, especially the coherence of society.

The idea that culture was a kind of (national) island must be recognized as a wrong creation of the 19th century. Connected to it is the problem of cultural exclusivism, which judges cultural plurality negatively and confronts it with an ideal of unity that in itself is a kind of projection. For one’s own culture cultural purity is demanded and – as a consequence – the ground is prepared for mental and physical violence – inside and outside.

That’s true of religious and denominational exclusivism as well. Let me not be misunderstood: Every religion will always have an exclusive core which cannot be abolished for the sake of its specific claim to the truth and must not be abolished, either, for the sake of the respect to every individual and his/her authenticity. That’s not the same as a kind of religious exclusivism which demonises others and denies them any approach to truth. The Roman-Catholic church has renounced to that unequivocally at the Second Vatican Council. 

2.1. Religious plurality

For our topic it is decisive to deal still more specifically with the question of religious plurality, a phenomenon of whole Europe. It is also – but not only – a consequence of migration and need not be substantiated by numbers here. 

Should there still be mono-denominational or mono-religious regions in Europe, they are confronted with religious plurality by the ever-present media. Too often, however, one’s own environment is experienced as mono-denominational or mono-religious, because the others are faded out, are not noticed. That has grave consequences for all.

Religious plurality does not only mean the presence of various denominations and religions, but also the phenomenon that humans do not think themselves part of any religious tradition or are “unmusical” in religious respects, to express it by a metaphor that does honour to Salzburg.

The expression “religious plurality” does not only serve to register the diversity of religious traditions on Europe’s soil, but it also characterizes an aspect within the particular religious tradition. “Religious plurality also means that among the members of a church various religious convictions and religious life-styles can be observed. (...) More and more, religion is considered and lived as a subjective feature without any connection to a community and its tradition. Religious decisions and convictions are suspected of being neither communicable  nor open to discourse.” That’s what the German bishops state in their declaration on “Religious Instruction confronted with new challenges”, published lately.3 “Even in denominationally homogeneous learner groups you find very different attitudes towards Christian faith and church.”4 Heterogeneity has become mainstream, religion a “subject of discourse”, “conviction” and “question and doubt” do not exclude one another.5
Yet, the (religiously) pluralist society is not the problem of religious education, but its context. Hans-Georg Ziebertz sees diversity as the starting-point of pedagogical attempts (in religious respects), paying attention to two aspects:

a) The questions of unity and truth must not be discarded, ideas of cultural and religious superiority (exclusion or monopolising) as well as relativism must not be maintained. On the contrary “communication must be developed theologically and pedagogically as a way of creating unity and finding truth.”6 

b) Diversity perhaps threatens (Christian) hegemony, but it does not threaten forming a (Christian) identity. Does not only getting aware of difference make identity possible?  

School tends to privatise difference and especially religious difference, to suppress or fade it out. Yet, for the sake of finding identity and mutual understanding it would be obliged to entertain religious difference. Isn’t diversity in society and therefore also at school mostly reduced for the “others” to the question “pariah or parvenu”? That’s how Hannah Arendt7 expressed the traditional dilemma of being different or similar. Outsider or assimilated? Fearing that young people could be discriminated against, some teachers avoid making religious difference a subject of discussion, others see integrating of (religious) differences in the school area as a threat to peace at school. In both cases an atmosphere of assimilation in the sense of a secularism, conceived religiously neutral, but really depreciating religious traditions, is strengthened. Are there alternatives today? The practical questions, following Annedore Prengel, run as follows:

· How can pedagogical acting do justice to sexual, cultural, religious and individual differences of human beings?
· How can pedagogy, while doing so, realize the democratic principle of equality?
2.2. Consequences for dealing with religious plurality

Religious plurality does not mean an idyll, but is no source of conflicts only if religions have perhaps become socially irrelevant and unimportant.

Religious diversity increases

· society’s need to communicate on religion and religions,

· the danger of fundamentalism,

· the need of spaces of finding certainty,

· the diversity of values competing with one another, and thus

· the demand of orientation and – in front of the necessity to choose –

· the search for aids for decisions.

2.3. The problem of “recognition”

Concepts of intercultural learning contain the demand for recognition of the “others”. But “can ways of dealing with what is foreign/with foreigners,” Volker Drehsen asks, “leave to what is foreign/the foreigners its/their being foreign?”8 Johann Baptist Metz demands a new culture of hermeneutics, “the culture of recognizing the others in their being other/different”9. Paulo Suess critically demands the consequence of the dilemma of recognition: What we need, is “not only the recognition of the others by the ones, but mutual recognition of all.”10 Similarly Charles Taylor, for whom “mutual recognition”11 is necessary, more than “respect” or tolerance, a word which too often generously hides indifference. In Austria, Protestants refuse “tolerance”, for they have experienced long enough, what it means to be only (!) tolerated, to be only condoned.   

2.4. The European Union and plurality

Because of the challenges of globalisation, but also because of the conflict-ridden process of integration and enlargement of the EU, the question of identity and belonging has become an important concern in Europe. Key questions certainly are the following ones:

“Which are the parameters for identification and self-identification as being European? What will be the heritage of future European citizens?”12
RI will also have to contribute to dealing with those questions. “The European Commission stressed the vision of a larger Europe which, among others, is characterized by cultural differences and united by the feeling of belonging to a common culture. The EU-constitution corresponds to that. The aim is to create a sense of belonging by including and not by excluding. In its research report “European identity and cultural pluralism” the Herbert Quandt Stiftung together with the theological faculty of the University of Birmingham stresses that the potential for the necessary understanding can not necessarily, but primarily be found in the cultures that originated from the three monotheistic religions. That potential must be released. Claims to dominance have rightly become questionable today, but marginalizing religious traditions for that reason is neither justified nor pointing to the future.13 Understandably, the former Czech president Vaclav Havel can only imagine a house of Europe, if its architecture remains open to transcendence.

The pontifical document “Ecclesia in Europa”, the outcome of the European Bishops’ Synod of 1999, appropriately describes the spiritual climate in pluralist Europe: “In a lot of public domains it is easier to call yourself an agnostic than a believer; you get the impression that unbelief goes without saying, while belief needs societal legitimisation which is neither self-evident nor taken for granted.”14
I want to mention two more aspects. On the one hand, religions have an integrative power and on the other hand the need of integration has increased because of religious plurality. The EU realizes and acknowledges that more and more. One field of work for the President of the European Commission’s staff is dedicated exclusively to the dialogue with the religions, churches and philosophies of life, which got a clear legal status in the EU-Constitution by the EU. What is demanded, is institutionalising the inter-religious dialogue on EU-level and drafting a “European Charter of Inter-religious Dialogue” as well as the founding of a “European forum” for the dialogue between the religious communities and the European governments.15 For inter-religious dialogue is a fundamental precondition for a dialogue between religions and philosophies of life and the EU.16
2.5. School and religious plurality

Rightly Doris Knab points out that religious questions of the adolescents do not show up “in a disciplined way”, “in the double meaning of the word”, not following certain disciplines and not in correspondence with planned teaching. “And you cannot refuse them as having been put in the wrong place or at the wrong time.”17
Is religion, i.e. being referred to an ultimate foundation of meaning, only bound to one subject or has it also got a place in school as a whole? Hartmut von Hentig pleads for a “school as a space of experience”, open for the questions of meaning, which are put “at an inopportune time” and “in the wrong place”. 

In spite of that we need organized structures “that are open for the religious dimension”18 If only in the context of RI religious questions are reflected, it will turn into the school reservation for religion. In principle all subjects would be religiously relevant, they would contain a religious dimension, without being monopolized by a denomination.

The Coordinating Group for Religious Education in Europe (CoGREE), an alliance of six organisations in the field of religious education in Europe, showed clearly in its consultation in Vienna in 2002 that schools must prepare for living together in a pluralist and democratic society. In that context young people have a right “to experience at school how religion, religions and philosophies of life can contribute to living together successfully.” That’s why no school system should do without offers of religious education. Moreover, democracy needs “the various religions and humanistic philosophies of life as fellow upholders and sources of finding meaning and common values of living together.” As religion in Europe mainly exists in the diversity of Christian, Jewish and Muslim traditions, pluralistic solutions must be postulated.19   

3. Religious education

3.1. Religious Education and Europe

According to Peter Schreiner20 education and religious education can be linked to:

· Doing Europe
This task combines difference and integration at the same time and must be formulated in a concrete way in respect to contents and structures of education.

· Christian heritage
The question of the Christian heritage appears as the question of Christian responsibility for education in Europe today.

· the question of common values, of a spiritual and ethical dimension of Europe.

The “society of knowledge” aimed at stresses, most of all, knowledge and abilities which can be utilized in technical and economical contexts. But you also need comprehensive religious and philosophical interpretations and must insist on the difference between knowledge and education; for education, according to Schweitzer, is “a precondition for any reasonable and responsible dealing with knowledge”.21
If the tasks of RI are argued in a European context, it can be easily functionalised for European integration, how it should or could provide the economic integration with “a soul”. The more purposeful question was already put by Karl Ernst Nipkow ten years ago: “How should public RI in European states be renewed in front of the need to introduce a European dimension into teaching?”22
Which effect will the process of European unification have on religion? Will it be negative, as the Danish teacher of pedagogy of religion Jensen thinks, because regional or national religious orientation will lose importance to the advantage of more global forms of religion?23 Will there follow an Europeanization, as is demanded and already discussed for Islam?24 “A European Muslim is a human being who lives his religion out of his freedom and not out of the constraint of tradition. He can cooperate on Europe. (….) Euro-Islam will have its roots in Arabia, but its future in Europe.”25
What can, in that context, be the task of religious education? 

· RI should promote a critical potential in the form of a comprehensive conception of education within which the religious dimension and the question of values and norms must find its place as well. 

· RI can, in contention and in common responsibility with other subject matters, realize its specific task in providing European competences respectively key qualifications. 

· Contrary to contributions at school that concentrate on establishing functionality, cost-benefit-analysis and specialization, RI focuses on the dignity of every human being as a creature of God. Thus RI at the same time offers a criterion by which achievement can be evaluated.

3.2. Religious education as a precondition for general competence of communication

The field studies on the situation of inter-cultural and inter-religious learning by Dietlind Fischer a.o.26 tried to detect the pedagogical approaches how in everyday practice the multi-cultural and multi-religious situation of learners or school environment is handled in a constructive way. The aim was to reconstruct under which circumstances this situation is noticed and “school can become a place of inter-cultural and inter-religious learning”.27 How can the religious dimension of education be argued in connection with that question?

“You only get a feeling for the possibility of a religious fundament of the other, if you have learnt to make allowance for that on principle, even if you refuse the validity of ultimate religious foundations for yourself,” Fischer a. o. say. “For the enlightened human being must, at least for the sake of competence of communication with others, have confronted himself with religion, and in fact beyond a superficial knowledge of facts.” According to Fischer a. o., inter-cultural education can’t do “without religious references and embodiments.”28 They primarily use arguments from the history of culture, by referring to Habermas, who thinks “that we as Europeans cannot seriously understand concepts like morality and morals, person and individuality, freedom and emancipation (…) without acquiring the substance of (….) the thinking of Jewish-Christian origin.”29
Even if others find “their way, out of other traditions,  to the wide scope of the comprehensive meaning of such concepts that structure our self-concept”, “without a philosophical transformation of anyone of the great world religions this semantic potential could one day become inaccessible,” so Habermas. “Each new generation must disclose that anew, unless even the rest of the inter-subjectively shared self-concept which makes a humane dealing with one another possible should fall apart. Everybody must be able to recognize himself/herself in everything that shows a human face.”30 One further argument is adopted by Fischer a. o. from Habermas, stating that only religious language makes certain expressions possible.

“Religion is (…) indispensable for dealing in a normative way with extra-everyday experience in everyday life (…). As long as religious language transports inspiring, even absolutely essential contents, (…) philosophy will not be able either to substitute or to supersede religion.”31 So inter-cultural education “contributes to a fundamental (self-) understanding and promotes religious alphabetizing.” “ Here knowledge about and understanding of religion, that is to say foreign religion, becomes an indispensable precondition of general competence of communication.”32 

3.3. Religious education from a theological viewpoint

Karl Rahner’s meditation on the word “God” can make us think at this point: “The word “God” is said to have disappeared, without a trace and without a rest, without a resulting gap being visible, without being substituted by some other word that appeals to us in the same way.” Then we could “only say that man would cease being man. He would have crossbred himself back to an inventive animal.”33
To the question: “What would education miss if the question of God did not appear in it any more?” Wilfried Härle formulates four cautious answers:

· “Communication about the meaning of life and the world might be missing.”

· “Awareness of what we deeply cherish might be missing.”

· “Ethical orientation which gives life the right scale might be missing.”

· “Insight into what is beyond our power might be missing.”

As an element of education religion is necessary for Härle, so that “human beings become able to speak a religious language”, “become able to judge and to criticize in religious respects”, and it is only effective if “besides and together with speaking about religion religious speaking finds space as well.”34
School’s task certainly is to awaken understanding of the particularity of religious language. How demanding that is, can be seen e.g. – which is rarely heeded in the discussion on the world ethos, in ethical education and as a rule in RI – by the fact that the sentence “You shall not kill!” does by no means mean “the same in ethical and religious language”. And understanding that in one case it obviously is God’s commandment, but not in the other, only transfers the problem to the level of justification of authority and still ignores the difference between ethical and religious language. One should agree with Dieter Benner: “In religious language (the sentence) includes an anamnetic solidarity (a solidarity of remembering) with the meaningless victims in history that cannot be healed by any progress.”35 

4.1. The argumentation for RI

The argumentation for RI does not only lead to consequences for its being  noticed in public, but also for its conception, its tasks, objectives and contents. Religious education that is primarily legitimised as a service to society, school and the individual, will also be conceived in that way, without fading out the central importance of the great religious traditions and their contents. It will rather get them involved in a new form. That would correspond to the concept of what is called diaconic RI.

The Vienna Diocesan Synod (1969-1971) has stated very appropriately in a guiding principle: “RI must be given in such a way that society is ready to make undiminished allowance for it.” By that – as is shown by the contributions to the discussion at that time – not assimilation to the zeitgeist combined with a loss or better denial of the indispensable prophetic dimension was demanded, but it was to be clarified that RI, seen as prophecy, was a place of communication and not of indoctrination, that RI had to respect the special general conditions  of school. 

Anyway, RI must be argued theologically and pedagogically in such a convincing way that pupils experience it as helpful without its losing pedagogical substance in respect to religion. 

For historical reasons RI is different in structure and conception in Europe. That difference should not and cannot be replaced by a uniform model. 

Considering the objectives and the self-image one can distinguish between

· “learning religion” as an introduction into a particular tradition of faith,

· “learning about religion” as a kind of knowledge about religion and its importance for its followers, and

· “learning from religion”, where the impact of religion on forming one’s identity, orientation and communication become accessible.

The valid curricula for the Roman Catholic RI in Austria e.g. try to take all three aspects into account, the valid curricula for the public RI in England on the other hand mainly combine “Learning about religion” and “Learning from religion”. To a certain degree any concept of RI will be developed in an attempt to come to terms with these three aspects and will have to find the “mixing ratio” that corresponds to the concrete national and regional, societal and educational conditions as well as possibilities. 

4.2. Excursus: RI as catechesis

Seen as an ideal, RI as “catechesis” presupposes that it is addressed to baptized young people being willing to believe, being able and willing to comprehend the passing on of Christian-religious contents as part of their education at school, and accepting the church as the normative authority on Christian matters. Does that characterization fit today’s pupils and the societal task of school? The catechetic model presupposes a Christian milieu, which is disclosed and commented in RI. Does that milieu exist as a rule?

The limits that are set to such a catechetic model arise from the conditions under which RI must be given. There are currents in church that favour that model. Are they sufficiently informed about the real possibilities and conditions of RI?

The German bishops do not speak of catechesis, but of a catechetic dimension of RI. The aim of RI is, as they stress, “to enable pupils to think and act responsibly in respect to religion and faith and to make faith possible”, and they draw the conclusion: “In future RI at school will have to tackle three tasks with even greater emphasis, namely

· passing on structured and life-determining basic knowledge about the church’s faith,

· making familiar with forms of faith put to life,

· promoting competence of religious dialogue and judgment.”36
4.3. Religion as a subject at school

In spite of all the regional differences in Europe, you can state that RI is being argued more and more from pedagogical and educational theory and seen from its contribution to general education. Closer positioning of RI within school and the responsibility of school for religious education pervades the discussion in numerous countries.

One example from Italy: “If RI wants to remain an regular subject, it must be adapted to the conditions of school and must accept to be measured by what it contributes to the personal development of faith and life of pupils and the Christian culture as a whole,” Josef Stampfl stresses, the supervisor of RI at the German education authority of the Diocese of Brixen. “RI cannot be seen as a rock on which the faith of an adolescent is based, but a stone – and certainly a very important one – in the whole mosaic of religious education in the family, by the surroundings and in the individual answer to the personal question of life and meaning.”37
4.4. Promoting “religious competence” as a task of RI

Increasingly common orientation along these comprehensive pedagogical objectives causes putting the question of common standards for RI in Europe in a new form. In the topical debate, which was not only caused by PISA, the question of competences which it wants to promote has been put in the foreground for RI as well. 

For the Catholic pedagogue of religion Ulrich Hemel religious competence means “the learnable complex ability of dealing with one’s own religiosity in a self-responsible way”.38  That refers to its various dimensions and changes in the course of one’s life. Therefore it’s the task of RI at school to make a qualified religious interpretation of the world possible first of all. Referring to four dimensions of religiosity Hemel explains his concept of religious competence and the tasks of RI involved in it:

1.
 First of all there is the dimension of religious sensibility. RI has the task of developing the ability to become aware of the religious dimension of reality.

2.
 Besides the promotion of emotional values the dimension of religious contents must get its fair share. The objective is a basic religious education in the sense of ability to argue and differentiate. School and RI with it may and must also serve the claim to transmit culture and tradition. What is decisive is the balance between theological contents and references to the world of life, especially in its subjective frailty. 

3.
Among the tasks of RI of developing religiosity there also belongs promoting the dimension of religious communication. Thus RI will be a school of religious language with the aim of commanding religious language. For Hemel there is no religious basic vocabulary without concepts such as faith, mercy, sin, justification, salvation, redemption. RI will give the pupils a chance to confront themselves with God, Jesus Christ and church, but also Judaism, Islam, and other religions explicitly. And forming religious language and concepts in the sense of a basic ability of dialogue, adapted to the place of learning school, is the result and the objective.

4.
Finally, Hemel mentions the dimension of religious expression. Therefore it belongs among the tasks of RI to present basic forms of religious acts, such as prayer, mass, social engagement, and by that make accepting religious roles possible first of all. For learning also means getting to know, e.g. by encountering human beings engaged in church affairs or through a qualified visit of the church building respectively the church community on the spot. 

Peter Schreiner, president of the Inter-European Commission for Church and School(ICCS), highlights four partial constituents of religious competence in a slightly different way: 

· “raising sensibility (for religion and/or the religious dimension of life)

· orientation (in a diversity of religious offers, but also of ethical maxims of acting that are founded on religious arguments and therefore accompany forming one’s identity)

· transmitting (both religious knowledge and religious experiences)

· knowledge and comprehension (in the sense of knowledge about religion).”39
According to Urs Baumann RI should be for young people a place

· “in which they can learn to detect and articulate their own religiosity”,

· which gives religious information and “provides them by means of religious tradition(s) with a religious language by which they can make themselves understood in changing communities”,

· which helps them in developing their proper identity, so that the pedagogical aim of RI is not “orthodoxy” but personal faith.40
The last point seems to correspond to the statement of the pontifical document already quoted: “The preaching of the gospel of hope therefore makes it necessary to promote the transition from a faith supported by societal habit, but yet commendable, to a more personal and more mature, reflected and convinced faith.”41
5.1. The problem of identity in Europe

For the development of identity “collective remembrance” is a decisive factor. “Collective remembrance” of national consciousness and nationalism only knows the history of its own successes and sufferings. Didn’t national pride and national consciousness in the past work mainly by excluding, dividing and devaluating?

But in the new and “also in the old EU-states history is still exclusively conceived in and for one’s own nation, and the aim nearly always is apology.”42 For 40 young Europeans who looked into the “long shadow of World War II” that result was disappointing. Invited by the Hamburg Körber Stiftung they e.g. evaluated history books. “ What’s mentioned, are one’s own victories, heroes, victims – and mostly not those of the others,” they found out. Interior breaches as well as infringements and crimes of national history are hidden. If they were openly named, instead of superior, arrogant national pride there would appear that humility which allows compassion and knowledge about the suffering of the others. The consciousness of a supra-national identity and solidarity needs a “trans-national” history. Not self-righteous pride, but critical inspection would be the leitmotif by which the search for history and identity could make a European consciousness possible.43
5.2. A contribution of theology

Anamnetic reason, the reason of remembrance, which the theologian Johannes Baptist Metz demands as the only one capable of truth in front of globalisation, remembers the suffering of the others.44 Isn’t fixation on remembering one’s own suffering one main root of numerous conflicts? 

“The need to let suffering speak is a condition of all truth.” (Th. W. Adorno). Speaking of the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, who is the God of Jesus as well, is for Metz an expression of a ”vulnerable, empathic monotheism, it is in its core speaking of God susceptible to suffering”.45 Connected to the “monotheism susceptible to suffering” is “responsibility for the world susceptible to suffering”. Christianity began “as a community of remembrance and tales in the imitation of Jesus, whose first look was directed at the suffering of others”.46 From passion for God springs compassion. So far Metz. But compassion would not only be a worldwide programme of Christianity vis-à-vis globalisation, but also a task of RI, which numerous compassion projects in the German speech area have already taken up.

5.3. Identity and plurality

In a pluralist society identity becomes a metaphor for the process by which human beings search for certainty of oneself, consistency and coherence. For a narrative conception identity arises from stories that human beings tell by themselves or about themselves. “The “I” is permanently occupied to tell the story of his/her own life with “me” as the protagonist.”47
Religious education and therefore RI have always wanted to promote the forming of identity. But in a pluralist situation identity can neither be transmitted nor be acquired as a possession and a borrowed identity does not carry.

RI can help

· “to develop the competence to allow the questionability of one’s own and the world; (…)

to detect among the many “selves” a “religious self”;

· to insert “one’s own life in the context of history”:

· “to interpret the questionability coherently”.

The structure of time of the biblical tradition, which is promised for the future from the past (“I am the Lord, your God, who has guided you out of Egypt, out of the house of slavery.” Ex. 20,2), that structure of time can be made productive as an analogy to the anthropological relation to the world in past, present and future.48
6. The contribution of Christianity to general education

If religion has been identified as a necessary part of general education, one must put the question what religion, in this case concretely looking at Christianity, can contribute to general education at school. 

The Catholic theologian Norbert Mette names the following objectives and fields of learning49: 

· getting to know and learning the language of hope and promise, but also of suffering and despair,50
· becoming familiar with a “hermeneutics of suspicion”,

· acquiring an anamnetic rationality (reason being able to remember),

· becoming aware of one’s own omissions and culpable failures in past and present and of the possibility of honest admission and turning;

· being able to orientate oneself  in an ecumenical horizon,

· becoming sensitive to a habitable world.”

The aim for Mette is a “critical and preserving coming to terms with a tradition (…) which releases its transforming and innovative powers in such processes of encountering and learning and thus challenges the pupils to contribute by their specific talents to its living continuation.”51 

7. Looking forward

Let me look forward in the horizon of the CHARTA OECUMENICA52, the guide lines for the growing cooperation between the churches in Europe. In this CHARTA of 2001 the churches of Europe have enumerated important self-obligations, which are important for the question of the tasks of school in a multi-religious Europe:

a)  preach the gospel together

b) cooperate in Christian education

c) champion a humane and social Europe

d) realize the service of reconciliation.

a) Under the motto “By that all will notice that you are my disciples: if you love each other.” (John 13,35) the most important task of the churches is put down: “to preach the gospel together by word and deed for the salvation of all humans”.53
b) Considering the importance “of recognizing the spiritual gifts of the different Christian traditions, of learning from one another and thus letting oneself be donated”, the churches oblige themselves “to overcome contentedness and to abolish prejudices, to seek encounters with one another and to be there for one another” as well as “to promote ecumenical openness and cooperation in Christian education, in theological training and further education as well as in research”.54 Already more than a quarter of a century ago John Paul II. pointed to the indispensable ecumenical dimension and the ecumenical cooperation in catechesis.55 

Therefore the single church can no more think about the conception of the – respective denominational – RI self-sufficiently. 

c) The churches “are convinced that the spiritual heritage of Christianity provides an inspiring power to the enrichment of Europe. Because of our Christian faith we champion a humane and social Europe, in which the human rights and the fundamental values of peace, justice, freedom, tolerance, participation, and solidarity are effective. We stress the respect of life, the value of marriage and family, the preferential commitment for the poor, the readiness to forgive and mercy in everything.”56 

To that effect the participation of the churches in school development is needed, which is dependent on the particular contribution of the religions to justice, forgiveness and mercy.

d) “The diversity of regional, national, cultural and religious traditions we consider Europe’s wealth. In view of numerous conflicts it’s the task of the churches to realize together the service of reconciliation for peoples and cultures, too. We know that peace between the churches is just as important a  precondition for that.”57        

One part of this service of reconciliation is creating a “culture of mutual recognition” in society and at school.

(Translation by Wolfgang Rank)
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