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ABSTRACT
This article examines different ways of belonging among migrants of Turkish
origin who were born in Türkiye and are currently living in Norway
(in/around Oslo and Drammen). The discussion in the article is based on
the findings of semi-structured interviews conducted between March 2019
and August 2020 with 71 Turkish migrants as part of a qualitative study.
Different categories of responses to the questions about belonging and the
meanings respondents attached to belonging/not belonging are discussed.
The paper aims to demonstrate the heterogeneity and complexity of feelings
of belonging among the members of an ethnic group that is assumed to
feel belonging to their country of origin rather than the destination country
in the context of Europe. Additionally, the paper also aims to elaborate
on what migrants actually mean when they talk about their belonging (or
not belonging) to territories such as the country of origin or destination
country, and collectivities like nations. Here it is argued that questioning
and criticizing migrants’ feelings of belonging (especially to their countries
of origin) as a part of civic integration agendas is an effort to intervene in
and have control over their emotions. This claim to the right to intervene in
migrants’ emotional lives is approached critically.
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1. Introduction
According to Yuval- Davis (2006, p. 198), belonging has been among the major subjects out of which classical

sociology and psychology emerged. Many psychological studies deal with the significant negative effects on babies
when they cannot take belonging for granted (Over, 2016). Belonging is a major human need that almost all individuals
aim to satisfy (Leary & Kelly, 2009). Also, sociological theory, from its very beginning, has largely focused on the
question of, in what ways do people belong to different collectivities. In that sense, questions about belonging stand
at the very center of our endeavors for understanding individuals’ connections with the groups around them. The
relationship between self and society is a major interest for sociology, and a sense of belonging plays a significant role
in linking the person to the social (May, 2011). However, despite this central importance of the notion of belonging
for social sciences, it is, most of the time, vaguely defined and insufficiently theorized. Scholars usually take it for
granted, considering its meaning as self-explanatory. Antonsich (2010, p. 644) argues that “we, as geographers and
social scientists actually know very little about what belonging stands for and how it is claimed”, and that belonging
is used as an alternative concept for national identity, ethnic identity, or citizenship without much elaboration on their
conceptual differences. In fact, belonging is multidimensional and includes “citizenship, nationhood, gender, ethnicity,
and emotional dimensions of status or achievement” (Bhimji, 2008, p. 414). There are also other scholars who think that
the vagueness of belonging as a term is, in fact, what constitutes its usefulness (Crowley, 1999; Sicakkan & Lithman,
2005). As Sicakkan & Lithman (2005, p. 27) argue, the notion of belonging enables to include emotional, cultural, and
symbolic dimensions while looking at “what ties a collectivity together”.

The belonging of migrants has also gained a key place in the debates on civic integration in the context of Europe.
Civic integration programs for non-European migrants, which allegedly aim to facilitate the entry of migrants into their
new societies, are becoming more and more common in Europe. With the “civic integration turn”, immigration and
integration policies have been merged and integration requirements have been used to choose those who are considered
more likely to integrate smoothly. As Bonjour & Duyvndak (2018, p. 895) argue in relation to the Dutch context, some
groups have been identified as unlikely to “fit” in the host society and the widespread implicit assumption has been
that the “migrant with poor prospects” is a Muslim. What is argued here is not a peculiarity of the Dutch context,
but relevant for Europe in general. Muslim migrants are considered “unwilling to integrate” and “unable to integrate”
(Schellenberg, 2013). Feeling belonging to the destination country is considered a crucial component of successful
integration. In this context, Muslim migrants’ senses of belonging to the destination country are also questioned. It is
widely argued that migrants coming from countries like Türkiye do not develop feelings of attachment and belonging
to their new countries in Europe but continue to feel belonging to their countries of origin. This is regarded as one
indication of their inability to integrate to their new countries.

This paper looks at different types and understandings of belonging among Turkish migrants who were born in
Türkiye and were living in Norway (in/around Oslo or Drammen) when this research was conducted. The two connected
questions that the paper aims to answer are: 1) To which territorial units or collectivities do Turkish migrants living
in Norway feel belonging? 2) What do they mean by belonging to these territorial units or collectivities? The paper
argues that among Turkish migrants who claimed to feel belonging to their country of origin in the context of Europe,
there is a heterogeneity and complexity of feelings of belonging in the context of Norway. The paper also argues that
questioning and criticizing migrants’ feelings of belonging (especially to their countries of origin) is, in one sense,
trying to intervene in and have control over their emotions. It is problematic when states or social collectivities claim
their right to intervene in other people’s (in this case migrants’) emotional lives. Additionally, the paper also aims
to elaborate on what migrants mean when they talk about their belonging (or not belonging) to territories such as
the country of origin or destination country, and collectivities like nations. In the following section, there will be a
review of the literature on different types of belonging among migrants. It will be followed by another section that
gives information about the empirical research for this paper. Different categories of responses to the questions about
belonging and the kinds of meanings respondents attached to belonging/not belonging will be discussed under separate
sections. Finally, there will be a conclusion where the main findings of the paper are discussed.

2. Varieties of Belonging
In migration studies, belonging is becoming an increasingly important field of inquiry. Migrants’ identifications with

and attachments to their countries of origin and destination countries have been crucial questions for both researchers
and policymakers. During the last couple of decades, it has been recognized that as migrants’ lives are shaped by
complex relationships which are established across more than one country, their belonging cannot be understood only
with reference to the countries of origin or destination. As a “symptom” of our increasingly globalized lives, there are
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now transnational families, and belonging is one of the key dimensions of these transnational families (Skrbis, 2008).
There is a transnational space that includes ties and relationships that span across sending and receiving societies
(Schiller et al., 1992; Portes, 1997; Levitt, 2001; Vertovec, 2001), and many migrants belong to that transnational
space; they develop transnational belonging (Somerville, 2008; Dahinden, 2012; Klok et al., 2017; Nititham, 2016).

With increasing numbers of transnational migrant communities whose members engage in transnational identities
and practices, questions emerge regarding the integration of migrants to their new societies, and their rights and
responsibilities of citizenship. In Western countries, the integration of migrants has become a crucial issue not only in
the academic area of ethnic and migration studies, but also in politics and the media. Studying migrant integration has
largely meant investigating to what extent migrant groups are participating in the economic and social institutions of
the destination country, especially by considering structural issues like educational achievement, participation in the
labor market, and discrimination, in addition to their individual characteristics. The integration policies of different
countries focus on different aspects. Specifically, in the case of Norway, the aim of the integration policy is stated
as “. . . to provide opportunities for refugees and other immigrants to participate in the Norwegian labor market and
community life” (Norwegian Ministries, 2022, p. 8). Dahinden (2012) argues that especially with regard to the cultural
aspects of integration and belonging, the existing explanations have three major limitations:

First, these models largely neglect the intertwined nature of processes of incorporation and transnational forms of identification and belonging.
Second, most theories are more or less blind to non-ethnic forms of identification because they use ethnicity as an unproblematic explanans
for both describing and explaining processes of integration. Finally, they fail to take into account all types of mobility that go beyond
migration-cum-settlement as a one-way process and have varied effects on migrants’ sense of belonging and identity. (p.118)

In other words, Dahinden criticizes the neglect of i- transnational forms of belonging, ii- non-ethnic forms of
belonging, and iii- the impact of diverse forms of mobility on migrants’ belonging in the current discourses and
theories on migrant integration. In the public discourses, there is a growing perception that transnationalism and
transnational belonging make social cohesion in societies difficult to achieve. Moreover, those migrants who engage
in transnational identities are considered as practicing a “thin” citizenship, having limited active citizenship in and
belonging to their host countries (Wong, 2008). There are hierarchies of belonging, some groups being considered as
belonging more, so they are assumed to deserve more than others (Skey, 2014). Van Bochove et al. (2010) emphasize
that although politicians are the ones who are more likely to point out the risks of transnational ties, this type of
discourse can also be observed in Dutch social science literature on migration and citizenship. “The dominant view
in the literature is that homeland ties impair local and national feelings of belonging.” (Van Bochove et al., 2010,
p. 345) Belonging is assumed to be a zero-sum game and migrants’ spatially multiple belonging is contested (Erdal,
2021). Ambivalence of migrant belonging (Palmberger, 2019; Boccagni & Kivisto, 2019; Erdal, 2021) is ignored. As
Erdal (2013) argues, although studies of migrant transnationalism on the one hand and integration of migrants on the
other hand potentially have much in common, in the existing studies, these two literatures have opposing points of
departure. While studies on transnationalism recognize the existence of a social field that transcend national boundaries
and follow an actor-centered approach, research on migrant integration mostly follows an approach that focuses on the
challenges migration creates for migrant-receiving societies and looks at migration from a nation-state perspective.
This paper is situated in the first group of studies, with its attempt to stay away from what Wimmer and Schiller (2002)
call methodological nationalism, or “the assumption that the nation state society is the natural social and political
form of the modern world” (p. 217). Nevertheless, this does not mean that ethnicity and nation states have lost all
their importance for questions of belonging. Although nation states are going through transformations in terms of their
ability to regulate socio-economic realities, when it comes to membership and identification, nation states and ethnic
categories still play crucial roles. As Skey (2013) argues, nations still matter in terms of identification and belonging.

As people can belong in different ways and to different objects of attachment, it is crucial to make distinctions
between different analytical levels on which belonging is established. The first analytical distinction that scholars make
is between belonging and the politics of belonging : The former referring to a personal feeling of being ‘at home’
in a place, and the latter corresponding to “belonging as a discursive resource which constructs, claims, justifies, or
resists forms of socio-spatial inclusion/exclusion” (Antonsich, 2010, p. 645; see also Yuval- Davis, 2006; Fenster, 2005;
Bauböck, 2005; Kryzanowski & Wodak, 2008 for similar distinctions). Yuval-Davis (2006, p.199) also distinguishes
between three analytical levels at which we can look at belonging: The first level is about social locations (belonging
to a gender, race, class, ethnic group, etc.); the second concerns people’s identifications and emotional attachments to
different collectivities; the third is related to ethical and political value systems according to which people evaluate
their own and others’ belonging(s). Although these levels are connected to each other, they refer to different areas of
concern and it will be mistaken to reduce them to each other.
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Sicakkan & Lithman (2005) argue that a belonging perspective suggests the possibility of plural belongings;
individuals can have various attachments:

In operational terms, modes of belonging can be seen as constituted of a large spectrum of emotionally engaging attachments to territory
(locality, neighborhood, region, motherland, continent, globe), to social groups (humanity, nation, culture, ancestry, ethnicity, religion,
community, family, interest groups), to particular human features (e.g. generation, gender, sexuality, disability, talent) or to political ideologies
(e.g. religious fundamentalism, socialism, nationalism, feminism, cosmopolitanism, etc.).

Rather than trying to cover all dimensions of belonging, the research for this paper has queried the territorial
dimension by asking questions related to their notions of belonging to the country of origin and the destination country,
as well as to other localities like neighborhood, city, or the globe. The paper elaborates on what they mean when they
say that they belong to one of these territorial units. Nevertheless, attachments to territory are often expressed together
with attachments to social groups/collectivities. While expressing belonging to the country of origin, for instance,
individuals often talk about belonging to the nation at the same time. It is not easy to distinguish between these two
dimensions of belonging in the expressions of individuals who talk about their attachments. Consequently, this paper
mainly focuses on attachments to territory and social groups while looking at migrants’ belonging.

3. Research
The research for this paper is based on semi-structured, in-depth interviews with 711 Turkish migrants who live

in/around Oslo and Drammen in Norway. I got an ethics approval from the NSD (The Norwegian Center for Research
Data)2 to conduct this research and I conducted interviews between March 2019 and August 2020. I also became a
member of several groups on Facebook, which have been established by Turkish migrants who are currently living in
Norway. I have also attended a variety of social activities organized by these groups, like dinners, parties, seminars,
etc. I have had participant observations during these events. When I started my research, I was a new arrival in Norway,
with less than two years of living experience in the country. My research process went in parallel with my learning
and socialization processes in the country. I have conducted this research on Turkish migrants in Norway as a Turkish
migrant-researcher who lives in the same country. In one sense, I can be considered an “insider” of the group that I
have studied. Insider research, where the researcher studies those like her, her own community, or society, has increased
recently, although it is not a new phenomenon (Greene, 2014; Wilkinson & Kitzinger, 2013; Naples, 2003). Insider
researchers may face methodological and ethical issues that may be considered irrelevant for other researchers (Breen,
2007). They will have aspects of their self or identity that are associated or in common with their research participants
(Chavez, 2008). However, many times, the borders between insider and outsider statuses can be unclear, and the insider
or the outsider does not necessarily have “a monopoly on advantage or objectivity” (Chavez, 2008, p.476). Although
sometimes there are debates about the objectivity of insider research, even early research (Lewis, 1973) had challenged
the claim that only an informed outsider can reach the objective reality about other cultures. Additionally, feminist
scholars have been criticizing the dominant notions of objectivity for decades now. In my case, although I had the
common aspect of being a Turkish migrant in Norway in common with my participants, not all of them perceived me
as a “total insider” because of factors like my short duration of stay in Norway, that I came to Norway from Istanbul,
or their perception of me as a secular Sunni Muslim woman. During my interviews, I have noticed that most of my
respondents had collected some information about me in advance. On the one hand, the fact that I am a Turkish migrant
whose native language is Turkish was an important advantage while recruiting my respondents. On the other hand, I had
difficulty reaching those Turkish migrants who did not consider me as “similar enough” to their group. For instance,
fewer religious people volunteered to be interviewed. This is also one of the limitations of my study. As a qualitative
study, my research aims to gain understanding about the different notions of belonging among Turkish migrants in
Norway without claiming to be representative of all Turkish migrants in Norway.

I used several different channels to recruit respondents to my interviews. I shared my call on the Facebook groups of
Turkish migrants in Norway. I also used my own networks to reach people who meet the criteria for my research, and I
did snowball sampling: I asked my respondents to give names of people that I could interview. Before the pandemic, I
conducted the interviews face-to-face at those places where my respondents chose and received their written informed
consent. During the pandemic, I conducted the interviews online and my respondents gave oral consent, which was
recorded. The interviews lasted 1.5 hours on average. I conducted the interviews in Turkish, but my respondents

1 I interviewed a total of 72 migrants. However, I excluded one respondent during my analysis, as I noticed during the interview that he is a second-generation person who was born in
Norway. This study focuses only on first generation individuals who were born in Turkey and migrated to Norway.
2 NSD ref: 757919
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sometimes also used Norwegian and English during the interviews. All the interviews were recorded and transcribed
verbatim. I have anonymized the respondents. Each respondent has been identified with the letter M and a number.

For the analysis of semi-structured interview data, I have used McCracken’s (1988) five-step method and the method’s
interpretation by Piercy (2004). According to this method, the first step includes reading and reviewing each transcript
twice and making notations in the margins. These notations are short phrases that aim to capture what the respondent
is discussing in that section. In the second stage, observations are transformed into initial categories based on what is
presented in the transcripts, the literature review, and the theoretical frameworks (Piercy, 2004, p.4). At the third stage,
there is a comprehensive examination of the initial codes to see connections and develop pattern codes (p.5). At the
fourth stage, basic themes are determined by looking at groups of comments by respondents (p.6). Finally, at the last
stage, the dominant themes in the data are discovered and explained (p.6).

Validity and reliability are important criteria for the positivist research paradigm. While positivism is relevant to much
quantitative research, it has less relevance for qualitative research. “Positivists separate themselves from the world they
study, while researchers within the other paradigms acknowledge that they have to participate in real-world life to some
extent so as to better understand and express its emergent properties and features.” (Healy & Perry, 2000, p.119). There
are qualitative researchers who argue that validity and reliability are criteria for quantitative research, and they cannot
be applicable to or misleading for qualitative studies. As Stenbacka (2001) argues, the basic question behind validity is
whether "the intended object of measurement actually is measured" (p.551). According to this definition, the issue of
validity becomes useless in the case of qualitative research, as qualitative research does not have the aim of measuring.
Reliability, which is another important concept for quantitative research, refers to how consistently a method measures
something. Hence, it also becomes irrelevant for guaranteeing the quality of qualitative research for the same reason.
Qualitative studies have different criteria for research quality. Validity and reliability can only be relevant if interpreted
in the broadest sense, “validity referring to the integrity and application of the methods undertaken and the precision
in which the findings accurately reflect the data, while reliability describes consistency within the employed analytical
procedures” (Noble & Smith, 2015, p.34). This research is valid as the findings accurately reflect the data which is
guaranteed through the method of analysis and it is reliable due to the consistency within the employed analytical
procedures.

Although currently, there is expanding literature on the Turkish diaspora in Europe (Akçapar & Aksel, 2017; Yaldız,
2019; Hoffman et al., 2020; Yabancı, 2021; Özbilgin & Yıldız, 2022; Kolbaşı-Muyan, 2023), different types of belonging
among Turkish migrants have not been sufficiently investigated. This paper focuses on the respondents’ statements about
belonging/not-belonging to the country of origin (Türkiye), the country where they are currently living (Norway) or to
other territorial units, and discusses in what ways and for what reasons they feel belonging, and what they understand
from belonging. In addition to their responses to the direct questions about belonging, I have also analyzed their other
statements where they talked about their notions of belonging. It is possible to talk about six categories of responses:1)
I belong to neither Türkiye nor Norway; 2) I belong to both Türkiye and Norway; 3) I belong to Türkiye, but not to
Norway; 4) I belong to Norway, but not to Türkiye; 5) I have local belongings (to neighborhoods, towns, cities) or
partial belonging; 6) I belong to the globe/world; I am a world citizen.

Focusing on Turkish migrants is crucial for several reasons. First, as Kaya (2011) argues, especially in the context
of Europe, Turkish migrants have largely been perceived as unwilling to integrate in their countries of settlement. “To
put it bluntly, the European public, by and large, believe that Turkish migrants do not integrate.” (Kaya, 2011, p.499)
Moreover, in the literature on different forms of civic participation, there are studies which demonstrate that for Turkish
migrants, participation in civic life especially takes place through ethnic communities (Ataman et al., 2017). Finally,
there is research which demonstrates that, among many migrant groups, Turks make up a migrant group which has the
strongest will to live transnational lives (Duru et al., 2019). According to the findings of the TRANSWEL (Transnational
Lives in the Welfare State) Project, Turkish migrants in Norway represented the group where most wanted to live in
both the country of origin and the destination country. Nearly half of Turkish people living in Norway wanted this3.
Therefore, researching Turkish migrant communities in Europe means focusing on a group which is claimed to have
high levels of transnational orientation and membership in ethnic communities, and low levels of integration to their
host societies. It is usually assumed that they mostly feel belonging to their country of origin, not to the destination
countries. In this paper, I aim to demonstrate that for Turkish migrants living in Norway, as well as other groups of
migrants, belonging is a much more variegated issue that requires conceptualization beyond a simple framework of
belonging-here-or-there. Moreover, it is crucial to understand what migrants refer to when they talk about belonging
or not belonging.

3 https://www.prio.org/projects/1660 (Accessed May 30th, 2023)
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4. “I feel belonging to Norway”
The first factor mentioned by those who think that they belong to Norway is that they feel belonging because they are

making contributions to the Norwegian society through their economic, social, and political participation. The feeling
that they are contributing to Norwegian society by working, paying taxes, being active in labor unions, voting and
active political participation, and acting as role models for especially the minority youth, were mentioned as the major
factors that increase their sense of belonging to Norway.

The second factor that has a positive role in their sense of belonging to Norway is their perception that their children
have been well-integrated into Norwegian society. They stated that their children’s jobs, friends, networks, and their
future are in Norway. Even though as first-generation migrants, they do not feel attachment to Norway to the same
extent as their children, seeing the strong and permanent links of their children with this society makes them feel that
they belong to Norway. Additionally, some of my respondents made references to the social values that are emphasized
in Norway and argued that the kinds of values that are underlined are in line with their own personal values.

For a couple of them, feeling belonging was about having routines. As a certain amount of time has already passed
since they came to Norway, they now have new routines living in this new country. Additionally, some places have
already become familiar. This increasing familiarity gives them a sense of belonging.

Finally, some of the respondents who are married to Norwegians said that they feel belonging as they have participated
actively in social life thanks to their spouses/partners. The fact that their children are “half Norwegian” and they have
Norwegian family members and relatives makes them feel that they also belong to the Norwegian society.

I especially feel belonging through my husband. . . When it comes to following a Norwegian tradition, doing some of those things. . . I feel
that I am actively involved in them. When I talk to some people, I can say “We have done it”, “We have also cooked that”, “We have celebrated
as well.” Then I feel that I belong. (M23)

If we summarize the responses of those who feel belonging to Norway, we can argue that belonging takes place when
they feel that:

• they participate in Norwegian society and contribute to it;
• their children are well-integrated into the society;
• their personal values are in line with the values that are emphasized in Norway;
• they have established routines in daily life;
• they participate actively in social life due to their Norwegian partners/spouses.

Therefore, their own and families’ active participation in society, as well as the similarity between their own values
and the society’s underlined values are key to their sense of belonging to Norway.

5. “I don’t belong to Norway”
Those of them who think that they do not belong to Norway mentioned several reasons for that. In parallel with those

who expressed that they belong to Norway because they work in Norway, participate in economic life, and pay taxes,
the ones who could not find a job that is in line with their qualifications stated that they do not feel belonging to Norway.

If I get a job, a regular, permanent job, I will feel belonging. . . I believe that without participating in the work life, it is not possible to feel
belonging. . . I have always thought that if you cannot make an economic contribution to a society, you cannot take part in it. (M9)

Not having enough friends and social connections, not being able to speak the language or not being able to express
oneself sufficiently in the language of the country, and the feeling that it is not their culture/it is too different from their
own culture lead them to feel that they do not belong to Norway. Some of them also feel that they do not support or
embrace some of the values that are emphasized in Norway, and this makes it difficult/impossible for them to develop
a sense of belonging to Norway:

I do not really feel much belonging to Norway. We were raised in a different way. We have very different expectations from life. We have
different values, different priorities. . . For instance, for me, family is very important. I am the type of person who likes giving and sharing.
The individualism in Norway, the fact that even in families, they try to calculate everyone’s shares. . . These are problematic concepts for me.
The fact that I am now a citizen, I work here, pay taxes, etc. . . . These do not necessarily bring a sense of belonging. (M63)

I do not feel that I belong to Norwegian society. I am new here, but I do not think that this will change in the future. I know it for sure, because
I was not feeling belonging in (another country) either while I was living there. I am myself only when I am in Türkiye. In other countries, I
do not really feel like myself. I will not belong here. Considering all the strange things I see in Norway, I know that I cannot feel belonging.
(M65)

In some cases, at what age they came to Norway also had an influence on their sense of belonging. Those of them who
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came during later stages of their lives tended to think that it is not possible to develop belonging to a new country after
that age. The projected duration of their stay in Norway also had an impact on belonging: Those who see themselves
as temporary in Norway or who cannot foresee how long they will stay talked about not having developed a sense of
belonging. Not being competent in the language of the country also had a negative impact on feelings of belonging:

I feel that because of the language issue, I cannot feel belonging here. As I am not competent in the language, I feel that I cannot follow the
social developments either. Additionally, I need to feel that I can express myself fully to be able to develop a sense of belonging. That is not
how I currently feel. I feel temporary, like I am passing by. . . (M27)

There were also cases in which the person’s lack of a sense of belonging to Norway was mainly connected to the
perception that one is discriminated against, excluded, marginalized, and is not recognized by Norwegian society. In
this group, there are those who think that Norwegians do not see them as Norwegian and constantly treat them as
different.

How should I say it. . . I would want to feel belonging, but I am not sure how they see me. If I am with my friends, we speak Norwegian and
we get along quite well. We have a lot in common, we went to school together, etc. I know a lot of things, I know the cultural codes, where
to go, what to eat. . . But I also always know that, in their eyes, I am not Norwegian. As they say, if you have not been Norwegian for several
generations, you are not Norwegian. For that reason, I should say I belong 60%... (M14)

There is also the feeling that what is demanded of them is not integration but assimilation. Some of them believe
that those components of their identities which make them different make it impossible for them to be considered
Norwegian:

The problem with Norway is that they want people to be assimilated, although they call it integration. For that reason, even if you get totally
adapted to this society, learn everything, learn the language, have education, work, and pay taxes, they do not see you as Norwegian as long as
you are not assimilated. . . If you do not celebrate Christmas, go to church, eat pork, celebrate May 17𝑡ℎ with those traditional clothes, they
do not see you as integrated. (M34)

Some of them also stated that although they contribute to Norwegian society in many ways, they do not have the right
to make demands in Norway. They feel that having Norwegian citizenship and a Norwegian passport does not make
them Norwegian in the eyes of the society. When they are not recognized, they do not see it as possible to develop a
sense of belonging.

To sum up, those who think that they do not belong to Norway think that it is because:

• they cannot participate actively in social life (due to being unemployed/ underemployed or lack of social networks);
• they cannot express themselves sufficiently in the language of the country;
• Norwegian culture and values are “too different” from their own culture and values;
• it is “too late” for them to belong to a new country due to their age;
• the temporary nature of their stay makes it impossible to feel belonging;
• experiencing discrimination, non-recognition, and pressure for assimilation deters feelings of belonging.

6. “I Belong to My Country of Origin, Türkiye”
For those of them who came to Norway at later stages of their lives or who have not been living in the country for

a long period, the answer to the question of their belonging to the country of origin was obvious: They feel that they
belong to Türkiye. Even for some of those who have lived in Norway from early ages or who have stayed for extended
periods of time, their sense of belonging to Türkiye is quite strong. The fact that they were born in Türkiye and still
have many family members and friends in the country make them feel that they have a strong connection to Türkiye.
Even some of those who had many negative experiences living in Türkiye and currently have strong criticisms about
the country still think that Türkiye has shaped them and even if they do not like everything about its current state, they
are a part of that society. About the negative aspects, one of the respondents also said “I had heard this from someone.
The country for which you feel ashamed is where you belong. I really liked it when I heard it. I belong to Türkiye
in that sense. I still feel ashamed for Türkiye when I hear about the negative incidents.” (M42) Consequently, feeling
belonging to the country of origin is linked to feeling a part of that culture and society as a result of being born and
having early socialization, and having many family members, friends, and relatives there.

7. “I Don’t Belong to My Country of Origin”
In response to the question about whether they feel belonging to their country of origin, Türkiye, several of them

stated that they do not feel belonging. The first reason that was mentioned is that they do not accept or embrace some
of the cultural values and social norms in Türkiye. There were also those who were very critical of the current state
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of the country in the political and social sense, and who said that the country to which they belonged does not exist
anymore; they do not feel belonging to “this new country”.

I am really sorry to say this but no, I do not belong to Turkish society anymore. How can I belong to a society that keeps silent despite all this
unfairness, all these violations of democracy? I am not saying that I am not Turkish anymore. I am just saying that I do not belong to Turkish
society. This was not how we were in the past. This is not what we learned about Turkishness in our history classes. (M49)

One of my respondents explained that the loss of his sense of belonging to Türkiye happened not after but before he
left Türkiye, and this loss is a major reason why he decided to leave the country to live in Norway. He emphasized that
losing one’s sense of belonging to the country of origin is not peculiar to emigrants:

It is not necessarily about leaving a country and settling in a new one. I know many people who are still living in Türkiye, who have lost their
sense of belonging. . . My sister, many of my close friends, my closest friend who is gay. . . They do not feel belonging either. It is really
strange. It feels like we were living on a land, but some other people have invaded it. On that land we really want to love, they now have their
own reign. That is how I am feeling about Türkiye now. (M61)

The ones who are critical of the country’s transformation also talked about not feeling comfortable in Türkiye when
they visit. The ones who have been living in Norway for extended periods of time think that they are feeling less and
less familiar with the dominant cultural codes in Türkiye. They also feel increasingly less competent in expressing
themselves in Turkish. Therefore, their sense of not-belonging is mostly linked to their perception of their loss of
cultural-linguistic competence. They also believe that they are not accepted as a part of the culture and society in
Türkiye anymore. Additionally, their feeling that they are not making any contribution to Turkish society also adds to
their sense of not belonging:

I do not feel belonging to Turkish society. I rather see Türkiye as my vacation country now. We go to Türkiye for our vacations and we
are always in a vacation mode when we are there. I do not feel like a part of that society because I do not have any contributions to its
development, its improvement. (M43)

I do not feel belonging anymore. . . I guess this is due to having lived here for a long time as of now. I am not a part of the Turkish society any
longer. I follow the social changes in Türkiye from a distance. Even the language is changing. People now use different slang words. (M16)

Those who are members of minority groups in Türkiye (Alevis, Kurds, etc.)4 talked about how they have always had
problems in terms of having equal rights and recognition in the context of Türkiye. They have also stated that they have
never felt belonging to mainstream society because of being different in the ethnic/religious sense.

Accordingly, those who do not feel belonging to Türkiye think that:

• they do not accept some of the social norms in the country;
• the country has changed in negative ways and the country that they felt belonging does not exist anymore;
• they have been living in Norway for a long time and they have lost their cultural-linguistic competence;
• they are not accepted as a part of Turkish society any longer;
• being a member of a minority group in Türkiye, they have never felt belonging to the mainstream society.

8. “I Belong to Both Societies” and “I Belong to Neither”
In the previous sections, the meanings of belonging to Norway and Türkiye have already been discussed. Additionally,

in some cases, my respondents talked about their senses of belonging to both contexts and societies. Some of them
expressed that what they have experienced and learned in both Türkiye and Norway have become crucial components
of their identities and consequently, they feel belonging to both. Having double citizenship was also mentioned as
contributing to their sense of belonging to both countries/societies.

I can say that I am a Turkish Norwegian. All the values that make me who I am. . . I have received them from my family and my country. I
came here when I was 25-26. I have spent the rest of my life here. I believe that I have also embraced many things here. I do not want to brag
but I think I could successfully blend them all. Now I do not know which of my characteristics are Norwegian and which ones are Turkish. It
is hard to distinguish between them anyway. The moral values that I was taught also exist here. I did not need to come to Norway to become a
better person. I just learned the Norwegian names for those notions after coming here. . . And although I sometimes feel excluded in different
environments while living here, I still feel that I belong to Norwegian society as well as to Turkish society. (M37)

I have double citizenship. I feel comfortable in both contexts. I am comfortable in my country when I go there, and I am also comfortable
here. (M47)

4 According to the dominant political-legal definition in Türkiye, “minorities” refer to those non-Muslim communities in Türkiye, whose presence were recognized by the Lausanne
Treaty in 1923. However, in this study, I rely on a sociological definition of “minority” and use relative power or social status as a criterion for defining minority and majority group
membership.
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On the other side, most of those who feel belonging to neither society talked about feeling like a “foreigner” in both
contexts and being “in limbo”. After staying in Norway for extended periods of time, they have started feeling that
they are not familiar with the Turkish context anymore. They also think that Turkish people living in Türkiye perceive
them as different. On the other side, despite having lived in Norway for a long time, they do not feel fully recognized
as Norwegian. Additionally, a lack of what they consider as full competence in the cultural codes makes them feel that
it is not possible to feel belonging to Norway.

Some of those who stated that they feel belonging neither to Norway nor to Türkiye talked about their reluctance to
feeling belonging to a national collectivity, as this type of belonging brings responsibilities that they do not want to
accept. M13, for instance, explained that from very early ages, she never wanted to celebrate any national or religious
days or festivities, as these celebrations made her uncomfortable. She feels concerned that when large numbers of
people come together for common goals, their actions will be attributed to her if she is regarded as a member of that
group. As will be discussed in the following sections, for these individuals, local belonging (to the city where they
grew up, for instance) made more sense.

9. “I Feel Like a World Citizen”
In some cases, the statement that one feels a world citizen refers to having connections to both contexts. We can argue

that especially those who talk about being world citizens live transnational lives and develop transnational belonging.
For instance, when M24 says that he is a world citizen, he explains that for him and his family, it is not possible to
think of a life in a single country anymore. His children completed their education and have established themselves
professionally in Norway. He doesn’t see it likely that his children will go “back” to Türkiye in the future. He doesn’t
want it either. For him, this also means that he has a permanent connection with Norway. However, his link with
Norway is not only because of his children. His health insurance in Norway is another thing that he emphasized while
talking about his connection. In terms of his own plans for future, he sees himself spending more time in Türkiye when
he gets older. He says that he misses the Mediterranean climate and the “warmth of Mediterranean people”, and he
wants to live those things that he missed living away from Türkiye. However, not having health insurance in Türkiye,
he realistically assesses that he may not be able to realize his plans of spending more time in Türkiye in his old age if
he has serious health concerns. His statement about being a world citizen does not necessarily refer to feeling at home
everywhere, but rather to the impossibility of living a life in only one country and having links to both Norway and
Türkiye, even though he has more emotional attachment to Türkiye.

There are also other cases where the statement that one feels like a world citizen means that the person does not
identify with or feel belonging to any national collectivity, in a similar way with the previous category that I discussed
above. Therefore, identifying as a world citizen becomes a way of non-identification with any national community.
These individuals also criticized the restrictions that are imposed by borders and boundaries and emphasized that “they
are humans above all”.

In fact, I do not feel belonging to any national society, including Türkiye. I have never felt that kind of belonging. I have always felt like a
world citizen. (M11)

Even when I was in Turkey, I was always feeling like a world citizen. I always found the borders meaningless. I always used to say, why do we
need to define ourselves with our nationalities. . . I still feel the same. I feel like a world citizen. (M26)

10. Local and Partial Belongings
In response to the questions about belonging, some of the respondents said that the notion of national belonging does

not really make much sense to them. They rather emphasized their sense of belonging to their city, town, or village in
Türkiye and/or city, town, or neighborhood in Norway. M13, for instance, mentioned that rather than feeling belonging
to Türkiye or Norway, she feels belonging to Izmir where she lived during her childhood. There were also those who
talked about their sense of belonging to smaller social groups like their families or groups of friends, rather than feeling
national belonging.

The only feeling of belonging I have to Turkish society is my sense of belonging to my family and friends. During the last four-five years,
I have felt disgusted by all the things people who call themselves Turkish have done. So, I am now questioning my Turkish identity and my
feelings of belonging. (M68)

As exemplified by some of the quotations in the earlier sections, while answering the questions about belonging, in
some cases, the respondents expressed their belonging, especially to Norway, in terms of percentages. This implies that
they feel belonging in certain spheres and in terms of some issues, but not in others.
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It is hard to say that I feel 100% belonging. I feel belonging regarding issues like benefiting from its nature, voting in the elections, and paying
taxes. But on May 17th, on the national days here. . . I cannot celebrate them with genuine enthusiasm. Or sometimes I feel really sad. I
graduated from a teacher training school. When I was at the school, for four years, we sang a teachers’ anthem. “My homeland, I swear that
I will glorify you.” But here, I do not feel like saying “My homeland Norway, I will glorify you.” I know that I should also do my best to
contribute to the development of children here, the children of Norway. . . I am trying to create new notions and ideas about developing the
children of the world, not the children of my country. . . I want to say, “The world, I swear that I will glorify you.” But unfortunately, I am not
there yet. (M39)

Looking at this example, if one thinks of belonging in terms of formal practices of participation like voting or
paying taxes, we can argue that migrants find it easier to belong to a new country/ a national collectivity in this sense.
However, when we focus on the emotional components and attachment to symbols, they find it hard to talk about
belonging with respect to them. Moreover, it seems to create tensions and internal conflicts for them when they feel
pressured to feel belonging to national symbols and celebrations, or to replace their notion of homeland with a new
one. Rather than replacing their homeland with a new one, they find it more viable to totally abandon the ideal of
working for the improvement of a country/a national collectivity and to replace it with the ideal of working for the
entire world/humanity. Nevertheless, as we see in this example, although this ideal looks convincing intellectually, it is
quite abstract and hard to embrace at the practical level. Hence, this person replaces the abstract ideal of “working for
the children of the world” with a more concrete one: working for migrant children in Norway regardless of their ethnic
backgrounds:

Children of migrants, from Syria, Thailand, Somalia, or Türkiye. . . They have similarities. They are children who are trying to adapt to a
new place. Many of them are quite angry with Norwegians. Especially those who are originally from Muslim countries. When I say, “I am
also Muslim, but being Muslim does not necessarily mean doing that.”, I see that those children soften a little bit. Then maybe I can be a role
model in such issues. It is an ideal that I can embrace here. (M39)

11. Their Children’s Senses of Belonging
Many of my respondents said that their children were born and raised in Norway, and they mostly feel belonging to

Norway and Norwegian society. They explained it with reference to factors like their large networks, active participation
in social life, membership in organizations, and fluency in Norwegian. Comparing their sense of belonging with their
children’s, most of them stated that their children feel belonging to Norway more than they themselves do. Those
who have more than one child mentioned differences between their children in terms of their levels of attachment to
Türkiye, even though they have grown up in the same family. Therefore, there seem to be individual differences between
their children regarding senses of belonging to Türkiye. Nevertheless, many of them also emphasized that for their
children, Turkishness and components related to Turkish culture are also part of their identities and they feel belonging
to Türkiye, although at a lesser level than their attachment to Norway and the Norwegian society.

Belonging to Norway, it is 100%... Because she knows a lot of people here. It is not only that she was born here; she is very active in a lot of
groups. She is a student representative, for instance. . . I don’t know if she thinks about Türkiye in terms of belonging. As she speaks Turkish,
she enjoys having conversations in Turkish with the people at the Turkish shop. . . . She has a group of friends here. Last year, the seven of
them travelled to Cuba. This year, she is going to take them to Istanbul. But I do not think that she feels 100% belonging to Türkiye. There
are many things that she does not understand about Türkiye. . . (M5)

As my son also has Turkish citizenship, he has this military obligation in Türkiye. Some people suggested that he should give up his Turkish
citizenship not to have this obligation. He got really furious about that suggestion. Why would I do that, he said, that is part of my identity. I
did not ask him this question (about his identity) but most probably, he thinks of himself as a Norwegian person who has roots in Türkiye.
But the Turkish roots are not insignificant. (M15)

My children are well-integrated into Norwegian society. They have good jobs, good positions. . . But my daughter has a tattoo on her ankle,
which says “Made in Türkiye”. But that was something that she had in her early youth. I believe my children feel belonging to both countries.
But compared to me, their attachment to Norway is more dominant. (M24)

A few of my respondents talked about their children’s belonging to Norway as belonging as a minority, as a person
with a foreign descent. This means that having been born and raised in Norway, they consider Norway as their country.
However, they consider themselves different from “Norwegians” and similar to the other people whose families are of
foreign descent: “When my son talks to others, he talks about “Norwegians”, which means that he does not consider
himself as one. I think he feels belonging here, but he belongs as a person of foreign descent.” (M33) As discussed
in the section on partial belongings, this suggests that belonging to Norway may not necessarily indicate belonging to
mainstream society, but may suggest belonging to alternative spheres, in this case to the group of people whose parents
are of foreign origin.

Finally, when it comes to their own expectations regarding their children’s attachment to their country of origin, most
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of them expect or hope that their children will continue having some attachment to Türkiye. Those whose children
were born in Norway or came to Norway at an early age generally know and accept that their children mostly identify
as Norwegian and have their main attachment to Norway. However, they consider it important that they maintain and
transfer their Turkish heritage to the next generation, and they feel proud when they perceive themselves successful in
that respect:

I am happy that they also feel belonging to Türkiye. I would feel really sorry if they did not feel that way. I have done my best to prevent them
from getting totally disconnected from Türkiye. During the 1980s, there was simply nothing here. No books, no games. . . I used to bring them
cassettes from Türkiye and watch with them. I had a major role in keeping them connected to Türkiye. Not all families are like this. . . (M24)

12. Conclusion
With the civic integration turn in European countries, migrants’ sense of belonging is increasingly being questioned

and migrants coming from Muslim-majority countries like Türkiye are portrayed as not developing belonging to their
new countries in Europe, as well as not willing and able to integrate. This paper has demonstrated the variety in the ways
of belonging for Turkish migrants who are currently living in Norway. It has revealed the heterogeneity and complexity
of feelings of belonging among the members of an ethnic group that is assumed to feel belonging to their country of
origin while they are living in European countries. It has also elaborated on the variety of meanings these migrants
attach to the notion of belonging (or not belonging) to territories such as the country of origin or destination country,
and collectivities like nations. Belonging to the destination country, Norway, has been tied to a variety of issues such
as participating actively in social life, contributing to the society, their perception that they/their children have been
well-integrated, the alignment between their personal values and the values that are emphasized in society, and having
established routines. On the other side, not belonging to the destination country was explained with reference to not
being able to participate actively in social life, not being able to express themselves sufficiently in the language of the
country, the distance between their own culture/values and the Norwegian culture/values, migrating at a later age, the
temporary nature of their stay, and the perception of being discriminated against. Belonging to the country of origin
has been mainly linked to feeling a part of that culture and society because of being born and having early socialization,
and having many family members, friends, and relatives there. Not feeling belonging to the country of origin has been
associated with not accepting some of the social norms in the country, the perception that the country has changed in
negative ways, having lived in Norway for a long time, having lost cultural-linguistic competence, the feeling that they
are not accepted as a part of Turkish society any longer, and being a member of a minority group in Türkiye.

The findings of this research show that in addition to those who feel belonging to only their country of origin or
only destination country, there are also those who feel belonging to both. What they have experienced and learned in
both Türkiye and Norway have become crucial components of their identities and subsequently, they feel belonging
to both countries. Having double citizenship was also mentioned as contributing to their sense of belonging to both
countries/societies. Additionally, there are also those who feel belonging to neither one of the two countries. Some
of them have lost familiarity with the Turkish context while not being able to fully participate in Norwegian society,
whereas others question the notion of national belonging and have global, local, or partial belongings. Overall, this
paper aims to contribute to the debates on migrants’ attachments as a warning against simplifying migrants’ realities
for nationalist political purposes. It demonstrates that it is mistaken to approach migrants’ belongings in the form of
“belonging either to here or there”, which is a general tendency in the literature on migrant integration.

Belonging is a central concept for reflecting on individuals’ connections with the groups around them. It is
multidimensional, referring simultaneously to categories like citizenship, nationhood, ethnicity, as well as emotional
dimensions. It includes emotional, cultural, and symbolic dimensions while looking at the question of what brings
together a collectivity. Hence, it is problematic when such a concept that also includes strong emotional elements
becomes the subject of collective and state scrutiny and intervention when migrants are in question. Migrants’ right to
privacy is violated when their emotional attachments are questioned as a part of political debates. Currently, there is a
lot of research on migrant integration which mostly follows an approach that focuses on the challenges migration creates
for migrant-receiving societies and looks at migration from a nation-state perspective. This paper has rather followed
the approach of the studies on transnationalism which recognize the existence of a social field that transcends national
boundaries and follows an actor-centered approach. It has attempted to stay away from methodological nationalism and
has not considered the nation state society as the natural social and political form of the modern world. However, as the
findings of this research demonstrates, this does not mean that ethnicity and nation states have lost all their importance
for questions of belonging. When we talk about membership and identification, nation states and ethnic categories still
play important roles.
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