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According to its officials, the European Union is laying the foundations for a new
kind of political order, one that will transcend the logic of the nation-state and pave
the way for a more federal and supranational system of European government. The
legitimacy and success of this venture, however, rests on the EU’s capacity to
capture the loyalty and allegiance of its would-be citizens; to transform nationals
intoself-recognising European subjects. The absence of a tangible European public
and lack of a coherent European identity among the peoples of Europe thus poses
a serious obstacle to the EU’s project for ‘European construction’. Taking up
debates in the theory of European integration, this article examines the idea of
ever-closer union from an anthropological perspective. It argues that what polit-
ical scientists call the EU’s ‘democratic deficit’ stems primarily from a cultural
deficit. Following a review of EU attempts to mobilise culture as a device for
creating and diffusing European consciousness, the article analyses three specific
areas where EU policy-makers have tried to invent Europe at the level of popular
consciousness: 1) EU information policy; 2) the Europeanisation of mass education
and the re-writing of history; and 3) the targeting of ‘women’ as a key group for EU
intervention. In conclusion, the article considers the wider implications of these
EU-sponsored cultural actions designed to forge Homo Europaeus as a new type
of political subject. In doing so, it challenges prevailing assumptions about the
EU’s model of supranational governance.

Dr. Cris Shore, Department of Anthropology, Goldsmiths College, University of
London. New Cross. London SE14 6NW, Great Britain.

His mother was half-English, his father was word ‘Europe’, he wrote, ‘has been used and
half-French. All Europe contributed to the mak- misused, interpreted and misinterpreted, in as

ng of Kurtz; and by-and-by I learned that, most many different meanings as almost any word in .
appropriately, the International Society for the any language. There have been and are many

Suppression of Savage Customs had entrusted Europes’ (Seton-Watson 1985: 9). The logical
him with the making of a report, for its future corollary of this is that Europe should not be
conceptualised as a fixed, bounded continent

Joseph Conrad, Heart of Darkness and culture-area or a particular kir{d of ‘?iv_ili-
sation’, but rather as a fluid space with shifting

: boundaries and uncertain content.! To say this

Introduction: European .Integratlon is simply to acknowledge an axiomatic principle
from a ‘Cultural Perspective’ of anthropological enquiry: Namely, that the
fundamental categories of thought we use to
order our universe and through which we come
to perceive ourselves and our world are cultu-
rally constructed and symbolically defined. Like
other macro geo-political regions such as the
“West’, ‘Mitteleuropa’, ‘the Orient’and the “Third
World, Europe is an imagined geography forged

suidance”

Over a decade ago the historian Hugh Seton-
Watson (1985) wrote an essay entitled ‘What is
Europe, Where is Europe’? His argument, which
most social scientists and ethnologists would
broadly agree with, is that ‘Europe’is a contest-
ed concept that can only be meaningfully un-
derstood as a cultural and historical entity. The
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from peoples’ mental maps and cultural beliefs:
‘a region created by intellectuals to persuade
others to think about their relations with their
neighbours in a particular way’ (Wallace 1990:
8). To put this in an anthropological context,
‘Burope’ is an example of what Turner called a
‘master symbol”: a polysemous entity that em-
braces a spectrum of different cultural mean-
ings.? This has important political as well as
cognitive implications for as William Wallace
notes (1990: 8), the boundaries of Europe are
fundamentally ‘a matter of politics and of ideol-
ogy’ rather than geography or economics. In
this respect, as Philip Schlesinger argues (1994),
the definition of Europe hasitselfbecome a ‘new
cultural battlefield’.

If Europe is a ‘cultural construction’, the key
question to ask is ‘who is constructing it and
‘how is it being constructed? To answer these
questions requires an analysis of the cultural
politics of European integration. By ‘cultural
politics’ I mean a focus on the various cultural
strategies, discourses and political technolo-
gies that function to make certain ideas about
Europe authoritative, while alternative con-
ceptions are rendered marginal and muted. In
short, we need to understand the processes by
which particular narratives of Europe become
hegemonic. These questions, in turn, raise sev-
eral theoretical issues that lie at the heart of
current anthropology, notably, the anthropolo-
gical study of policy (Shore & Wright 1997), the
relationship between ideology and conscious-
ness (Gramsci 1973; Foucault 1991; Rose 1992),
political ritual and the mobilisation of bias
(Abéles; Ketzer 1988; Lukes 1975), and the man-
ufacture of consent (Herman & Chomsky 1988).

My personal view is that anthropology is at
its most effective when it challenges received
wisdom and dislodges the certainties that gov-
ern the present (what Foucault calls the ‘re-
gimes of truth’). In doing this, we make visible
things that are typically taken for granted and
expose those beliefs and ideological assump-
tions that form the building blocks for conven-
tional modes of thought — ideas and concepts
that have often become so naturalised and ax-
iomatic that they go unquestioned.® As Eric
Wolf (1994) has warned, we ignore at our peril
the way that others are using our own concepts,
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particularly such perilous words as ‘race’, ‘eth.
nicity’ and ‘culture’.

This paper, which arises from fieldwork car-
ried out on European Union (IXU) institutiong
197," focuses on

ind more spe-

in Brussels between 1995 and 1¢
the way the concept of ‘cultu

cifically, ‘European culture’ ng utilised by
EU officials and politicians ir attempt to
integrate Europe. Among pe elites in Brus-

red to as ‘con-
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about Europe, and their ima;
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pean enterprise (Shore 1997
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is obsessed
on. Idealistic
at once in-
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velopment of

“Like no other continent, E
with its own meaning and di
and teleological visions of F
form, legitimate and are th
and legitimated by the politic:

something called the Europear m. Thename
‘Buropean Union’ is itself a duct of this
approach, for a union is what the EU is meant
to be, not what it is.”

AsEU policy-makers see it, the European Com-

munity provides an institutional blueprint for
what is, in effect, a new kind of political archi
tecture that will transcend the old internation-
al order based on competitive nation-states.
This is what EU enthusiasts call Europe’s vocd-
tion fedérale, or ‘federal destiny’. According to
this view, globalisation, the dictates of internd-




tional markets, and the end of the Cold War,
have rendered the nation-state economically
and politically obsolete. We have entered what
Roger Cooper (1996) calls the ‘era of the post-
modern state’, in which the idea of national
sovereignty has become at best, a futile anach-
ronism, at worse a dangerous fiction. This is the
crand narrative of European integration, per-
haps the last and most ambitious of what Lyo-
tard (1984) would call the grand metanarra-
rives of European modernity.

Government Without Statehood, or
State without a Nation?

'he 1986 Single European Act, the completion
ofthe internal market and the 1992 Maastricht
Treaty have effectively created a new system of
sovernance in Europe for which we still lack an
adequate analytical vocabulary to describe.
While critics warn that the EU is slowly trans-
forming itself into a European superstate, EU
officials and their supporters emphatically deny
this charge. They argue instead that the Euro-
pean Community is a hybrid political entity
that cannot be compared with the nation-state:
it.is a sui generis form of political organisation;
an unfinished project whose ultimate trajecto-
ry is unknown. According to William Wallaces
famous formulation, the European Community
iz less than a federation, more than a regime’
(Wallace 1983: 403—-36). More recently, Wallace
has amended this conclusion to argue that the
EU’s complex multi-level arrangement of na-
tional, transnational and supranational insti-
tutions and actors has developed into a form of
‘government without statehood’ (Wallace 1997:
339-360).

However, my own ethnographic research
among EU officials in Brussels leads me to
question Wallace’s claims. For many anthropol-
ogists, the phrase ‘government without state-
hood recalls a long-standing ethnographic de-
bate over acephalous, segmentary societies such
as the Nuer and Dinka of Sudan, or the Swat
Pathans of Pakistan. Compared with these
‘ribes without rulers’, the idea that the EU
constitutes a form of government without a
state is both sociologically naive and empirical-
ly flawed. Moreover, as anthropological studies

have often shown, functionalist models that
purport to describe societies without a state
often fail toregister the longer term processes of
class-formation that are actively creating a new
state-like entity (see Asad 1972; Ahmed 1976).
Rather than celebrating the EU’s novelty and
uniqueness as a novel kind of political system
we should ask instead to what extent the steady
expansion of EU institutions and powers con-
stitutes a process of state-formation? Even the
most casual observer will note that the EU has
already acquired most of the trappings of a
state — a process to which monetary union, the
single currency and the creation of the Europe-
an Central Bank and single currency have add-
ed a major new dimension. Indeed, there are
virtually no independent nation states in the
world today that do not possess their own cur-
rency. As EU policy-makers perceive it, political
union will be forged primarily through econom-
ic integration. Jacques Delors spelt all this out
over a decade ago in a speech to MEPs in
Strasbourg when he warned member states to
‘wake up’ to their loss of sovereignty and pre-
dicted that within ten years 80% of all economic
and social decision-making would be made at
European rather than national level. What the
EU treaties have created, in the words of Walter
Goldstein (1993: 122-23), is not ‘government
without statehood’ so much as ‘the first trans-
national state of the nuclear era’.

However, despite making impressive legal,
economic and institutional advances towards a
united Europe, EU elites have signally failed to
create a ‘European people’. There is no ‘Europe-
anidentity’ or ‘European consciousness’ torival
or challenge the hegemony of nationalism or to
provide an alternative basis for cohesion and
solidarity in the emerging European state.
Moreover, those factors that give coherence and
meaning to existing national identities (such as
shared history, memory, religion, language,
myth and memory) are precisely those factors
that most divide fellow Europeans and there-
fore cannot be invoked as a basis for pan-
national unity (even place-names such as Wa-
terloo Station, Trafalgar Square and Place
d’Austerlitz celebrate victories of one nation
over its neighbours). The problem for the EUis
that the transfer of loyalties from the nation-
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states to the new European institutions that
was supposed to occur according to integration
theorists such as Ernst Haas and Leon Lind-
berg, simply has not happened. Most Europe-
ans remain stubbornly wedded to their nation-
states and show little sign of embracing the
kind of European identity entertained by EU
enthusiasts. The grand vision of a transcend-
ent, unified Europe entertained by EU policy-
makers in Brussels is generally not a vision
shared by most European citizens. Moreover,
recent opinion polls suggest that since the high-
water mark of the late 1980s, people across the
continent have become more indifferent and
even hostile towards the European project.
Clearly, European integration is an ideology of
the elites that has not yet succeeded in hailing
the masses.

To a large extent, this public~disenchant-
ment with Europe can be blamed on EU leaders
themselves, as they readily admit.® Until the
early 1990s, EU elites were able to advance
their plans for European construction without
the active participation of the citizens of Eu-
rope. Their involvement was not deemed neces-
sary. The term ‘permissive consensus’was coined
by political scientists to describe what was
assumed to be the ‘passive consent’ of the pub-
lic. In the words of Pascal Lamy, Jacques Delors’
powerful chef de cabinet, ‘the people weren’t
ready to agree to integration, so you had to get
on without telling them too much about what
was happening’.” Nowhere was this approach
to European construction more evident than in
the case of the 1992 Treaty on European Union
(or Maastricht Treaty). That treaty was, in
effect, the blueprint for a new constitutional
order, which would necessarily have profound
social, cultural and political implications, yet it
was presented as a technical, economic and
legalistic document of interest only to legal
experts. The treaty itself was largely incompre-
hensible to the vast majority of citizens whose
interests it claimed to represent, a fact that
served very effectively to disguise its political
content (Hoffman 1993). Since the turbulent
Maastrichtreferenda debates 0f 1992, however,
that ‘permissive consensus’ can no longer be
taken for granted, and this is what underlies
the EU’s current crisis of legitimacy. The term
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‘democraticdeficit’has thus become EU code for
lack of accountability and democracy.

Democratic Deficit or Cultural Deficit?

However, the term ‘democrati ficit’ refers

not simply to the EU’s institut | and consti-
tutional shortcomings but mor lamentally,
to its lack of cultural legitimac 1pped of its
legalistic and constitutional + ", the EU’s
‘democratic deficit’ arises prin from a ‘cul-
tural deficit’. As Habermas (19 d De Witte
(1993) point out, all political reg especial-
ly democratic ones — seek I acy in the
cultural domain. The idea of ‘g ing by con-
sent’, a principle which lies e heart of
modern democracy, presuppos at consent
has to be freely given and that :al leader-

ship has to be earned. Leaders
the national interest have to d
they, too, are part of the ‘natio
most democratic states, the be
legitimacy and stability lies i

) appeal to
strate that
1estion. In
f political
ecognition

of shared cultural values or standings
between rulers and ruled. To « Jjurkheim’s
(1953) argument about the in lisation of
social control, people obey the 10t simply
because they fear its sanctior it because
they come to accept the law as | aw. In the
modern era, rule by people of a d ntnation-
ality (or ‘foreigners’) is equate h colonial-
ism and tyranny, and thus a mt to the
principles of self-determinati | national
sovereignty. This is the essen Gellner’s
(1983) argument about nationalis hat makes
the nation-state such a powerf de-force 1s
not simply its appeal to chauvinis yut the fact
that it embodies a fundamenta inciple of
political legitimacy: namely that all nations
should have their own ‘political roofs” and that
‘the political and the national unit should be

congruent’ (1983: 1). However, as Gellner ar-
gues, what constitute ‘a nation’ are cultural
factors, particularly consciousness of kind
among its members.

The key problem for the European Union is
that unlike most nation states, Europe has no
coherent common culture around which fellow
Europeans can unite. There is no popular sense
of European consciousness’ and identity tolend




legitimacy to the EU’s political ambitions, or to
galvanise feelings of cohesion and belonging
among the divided people’s of Europe. EU lead-
ers and institutions have failed to win the
loyalty and affection of its would-be citizens,
largely because there is still no such thing as a
‘Huropean public’ as a self-recognising category
or body-politic. The EU is thus an embryonic
state without a nation; an administration with-
out a government. It aspires to be a democracy,
but cannot become one until there exists a self-
identifying European people or demos. And
democracy without a demos is simply cratos
(power) masked by telos (idealism).?
This ‘cultural deficit’ has become a source of
nereasing embarrassment for the EU, even a
threat toits survival. EU institutions repeated-
Iv claim that they exist to serve and protect the
‘Furopean interest’, but without a European
publicthese claims to embody the ‘General Will’
of the European people appear as little more
than a modern version of raison détat. The
question EU policy makers ask is how to ‘trans-
form the technocrats’ Europe into a People’s
Furope’? What they have learned is that the
zoal of ‘ever-closer Union among the peoples of
Europe’ enshrined in the Treaty of Rome, hing-
es largely on the EU’s capacity to forge a new
sense of ‘Europeanness” a collective identity
that can transcend exclusively parochial and
nationalistic loyalties and lay the foundations
for a higher level of consciousness based on
allegiance to European, rather than national,
institutions and ideals. This entails much more
that just popularising the EU: rather, it re-
quires a wholesale shift in governmentality —
i.e. a radical transformation in the way indi-
viduals in Europe relate to government, to each
other and, more importantly, to themselves. In
short, building Europe is not only about creat-
ing a new system of governance: it also demands
a new category of individual and a new kind of
political subjectivity. The question is can sucha
‘European identity’ be created? Can a sense of
loyalty to Europe as a patria be engineered?
This is where the cultural politics of Europe-
an integration acquires particular saliency.
During the 1980s EU strategists began to rea-
lise that to ‘construct Europe’ required more
than just the traditional ‘neofunctionalist’solu-

tion to integration. That model was based on
the rationalist assumption that a kind of auto-
matic ‘functional spillover’ would occur where-
by integration in the spheres of economics and
law would lead progressively and inevitably to
political and social integration. According to
neofunctionalist theory, European integration
was a process with a dynamic of its own (Haas
1958; O'Neill 1996). Progress towards ever-
closer union was believed to part of the trajec-
tory of European modernity, or what David
Marquand (1991) called the ‘irresistible tide of
Europeanization’.

However, even before the late 1980s, EU
policy-makers had begun to advocate a more
interventionist stance. During the mid-1980s, a
number of European Commission and Europe-
an Parliament reports appeared that started to
discuss integration as a cultural issue (Baget-
Bozzo 1986; European Commission 1988;
1988a). The message from all these reports was
that Europeanslacked awareness of their shared
European heritage and were ignorant of the
many things the European Community was
doing for them. The reports blamed commer-
cialisation, ‘Americanisation’, the breakdown
of traditional social structures and the lack of a
coherent EU information policy respectively,
for this state of affairs. What was needed, they
claimed, were concrete measures to ‘strengthen
and promote the Community’s image and iden-
tity both for its citizens and for the rest of the
world’ (Adonnino 1985: 5). The solution they
proposed was a series of public awareness cam-
paigns and symbolic initiatives to promote ‘the
European idea’ and diffuse among Europeans
greater consciousness of their shared values
and cultural heritage. As the European Com-
mission and Parliament saw it, the task was to
educate and inform the public about Europe.
These ideas were translated into policy initia-
tives on several fronts including, inter alia:

e the 1984 ‘People’s Europe’ Campaign (an
explicit attempt to invent new symbols for
Europe, resulting in the new European logo,
flag and anthem, European passports, car
number-plates, and a reconfiguration of the
ritual calendar to include thematic ‘Europe-
an Years', local ‘Europe week’ festivals and
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an annual commemorative ‘Furope Day’)®;

e the European Commission’s controversial
‘Television Without Frontiers Directive’(the
first explicit attempt to use audio-visual
policy and pan-European TV as an instru-
ment for promoting political integration)'’;

s the various EU-sponsored cultural initia-
tives designed to make Europeans more
conscious of their common cultural heritage
(including new prizes for literature, archi-
tecture, conservation, and sport);"

e the creation of the single currency, or euro—
defined as one of the three ‘pillars’ of Euro-
pean political union and, in the words of
Jacques Santer (1998:8), ‘a powerful factor
in forging a European identity’ which ‘will
provide a physical manifestation of the grow-
ing rapprochement between European citi-
zens’.

The remainder of this essay examines three
other key sites where EU policy-makers have
attempted to invent Europe at the level of
public opinion: First, in the field of information
policy; second, in the attempt to Europeanise
national education systems; and third, in the
identification of ‘women’ as a key target for EU
culture-building activities.

EU Information Policy as Nation-Build-
ing Tool: The de Clercq Report

The 1993 de Clereq Report provides a paradig-
matic example of the EU’s approach to informa-
tion and public opinion. Following the near-
disastrous French referenda of 1992, Commis-
sion President Jacques Delors set up a working
group composed of communications profession-
alsand PR experts (called the ‘Comité des Sages’)
to examine the European Community’s com-
munications policy and to suggest ways of im-
proving its image. The report, drawn up by Mr.
Willy de Clercq, a Belgian MEP and former
Commissioner, was completed in March 1993
and approved by the Commission before being
unveiled at a Brussels press conference on 31
March.

The report begins by noting that European
integration was a ‘concept based far more on the
will of statesmen than on the will of the people’.
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It then proceeds to identify the problem: ‘Theye
is little feeling of belonging to Europe., Europe.
an identity has not yet been engrained in peo-

ples’minds’ (de Clercq 1993: 2
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slogan, ‘Together for Europe t:
All£(1993: 25). It argues that |
ments should stop trying to «
tricht Treaty to their publics
texts are far too technical and r
life for people to understand
concentrate instead on prese
an Union to the public ‘as a 7
an emphasis on the benefici
(1993: 13). Taking up the id
commonly used in advertising
ed products are clearly descr
relationship to their compe
minds’) the report proposes
sion should be clearly position
tor of the well being and qu
citizen of Europe... It must b
human face: sympathetic, »
(1993: 15). It also suggested
tions responsible for Europ:
‘must be brought close to the |
evoking the maternal, nurt
ropa’ for all her children’ (19¢
Among its other recomme:
port advocated ‘personalised c
ed to all newly-born babies att
as citizens of the European U
European library and museu
‘European dimension’ to be in:
text books and syllabuses; a Eu
Merit’ which would outrank al
honours (1993: 34): a new bann
mission bearing the motto ‘In 1
direct television appeals by th

President to the women and yo
(1993: 26-33). At the heart of th
to President Delors was that th
should set up a centralised Office

To achieve this,
the report recommends that Fus

pe be treated

ted using the

Benefit of Ug
)pean govern-
in the Maas-
‘cause ‘treaty
te from daily
93: 4) — and
the Europe-
roduct” with
cts ‘for me’
‘positioning’
reby brand-
1d placed in
in peoples’
he Commis-
the guaran-
f life of the
nted with a
ind caring’
the institu-
mstruction
e, implicitly
care of ‘Eu-

ons, the re-
‘ates award-

r their birth
1993: 40);a
1993: 27); a
ed in school
an ‘Order of
her national
or the Com-
Plures’; and
(Commission
th of Europe
advice given
(Commission
of Communi-

cations, similar to those in the United States
and Japan, ‘to ensure that the Community
speaks with one voice, and communication the
‘right message’ to its target audience (1993: 48).

Senior Commission officials genuinely be-
lieved that this Report offered a solution to the




EU’s communications shortcomings. In fact, it
had the opposite effect. At the press conference
tolaunch the Report, journalists staged a walk-
out in protest and the Greek president of the
Brussels International Press Association, Cos-
tas Verras, publicly accused the Commission of
behaving like a military junta. What particu-
larly angered the journalists was the Report’s
suggestion that certain social categories —nota-
bly women, youth and journalists themselves —
hecome ‘priority target groups’ for EU informa-
rion activities. To quote the Report again: ‘news-
casters and reporters must themselves be tar-
seted, they must themselves be persuaded about
Huropean Union ... so that they subsequently
hecome enthusiastic supporters of the cause’
1993: 35).

I mention thisincident, which occurred a few
days before I began my second period of field-
work in Brussels, because it provides signifi-
cant insight into EU conceptions of, and instru-
mental strategies for nurturing, European con-
sciousness. What is also significant is the fact
that although the Report received widespread
condemnation from the press, EU Commission-
er for Information and Culture, Mr. Pinheiro,
refused to distance himselffrom it and said that
he would be using some of its proposals. While
many officials admitted to me that the Report’s
approach was too commercial, none criticised
its basic premise of using ‘information’ as a tool
for manufacturing consent.

The Europeanisation of Mass Educa-
tion and the Re-Writing of History

A second area where EU officials have sought to
invent Europe as a category of thought is in the
education sector. This is summed up most viv-
idly in the notion of ‘introducing the European
dimension”into national school curricula, text-
books, and university syllabuses. Central to the
process of constructing any new political order
is the mobilisation of history and memory. As
Anderson (1983), Gellner (1983) and Hobshawm
(1990) remind us, mass education — together
with conscription, taxation and state violence —
were the foremost technologies for inculcating
nationalist consciousness among the peoples of
the emergent nationstates. For thisreason, EU

officials now emphasise the importance of re-
writing history from a European perspective to
challenge the nationalist bias of traditional
waysofteaching and learning (Brugmans 1987).
But what does history look like from this ‘Euro-
pean perspective’?

Typically, EU historiography — like Seton-
Watson’s view of European culture — represents
the last 3,000 years of European history as a
kind of moral success story: a gradual coming
together in the shape of the European Commu-
nity and its institutions. According to this con-
ception, European history is an evolutionary
process that starts with ‘prehistory’ (where the
key stages include Homo Erectus, megalithic
civilisation, the neolithic revolutions and the
Bronze Age), before advancing to the age of
classical antiquity. The result is that European
identity is portrayed as the end product of a
progressive ascent through history — albeit a
highly selective history — from ancient Greece
and Rome, to the spread of Christianity, the
scientific revolution, the Age of Reason, the
Enlightenment and the triumph of liberal de-
mocracy. These key episodes thus become pal-
impsests for an essential European cultural
community: a ‘core Europe’ whose common bonds
lieinits shared heritage, moral ascendancy and
cultural continuity. The EU’s choice of ‘TERAS-
MUS and ‘SOCRATES’ as acronyms for its two
major educational exchange programmes is a
minor example of this. Another is the targeting
of the Acropolis and Mount Athos as the two
largest EU-funded projects within its ‘Conser-
vation of Europe’s Archaeological Heritage’ini-
tiative.

French historians seem to have made a par-
ticularly noticeable contribution to the EU’s
attempts to re-write history. For example, in
one recent EU-sponsored history textbook Hen-
ri Brugman’s (former rector of the College d’
Europe) has an essay entitled: ‘Europe: a com-
mon civilisation, a destiny, a vocation’ (Brug-
mans 1987:11). In the same volume, George
Pflimlin (1987: 9) describes the last 3,000 years
of European history as ‘le miracle européen’.
Similarly, the historian Héléne Ahrweiler ar-
gues that there does indeed exist ‘an essential

Europe’:
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“All peoples (Valéry says ‘races’) and all lands
which were in turn Romanized, Christianized
and subjected - at least mentally — to Greek
discipline, are thoroughly European . . . Every-
where where the names of Caesar, Caius, Tra-
jan, and Virgil, everywhere where the names of
Aristotle, Plato and Euclid have simultaneous-
ly held meaning and authority, that is Europe”
(Ahrweiler 1993: 32).

The idea that European cultural unity is found-
ed upon a shared ancient civilisation is attrac-
tive to the architects of political integration and
clearly informs much oftheir campaigning work.
The problem with such a notion, however, is
that it reifies an out-dated idea of cultures as
fixed, unitary and bounded wholes that is both
sociologically outmoded and politically dange-
rous. As Pieterse (1991: 5) states, ‘what is being
recycled as “European culture” is nineteenth
century elite imperial myth formation’. EU of-
ficials and image-makers, however, continue to
draw on ‘classical’ images in their quest to
identify the essential elements of European
culture, and show little sensitivity towards post-
colonial criticisms of Western orientalism.

Typically, EU officials justify their attempts
to promote the re-writing of history books to
reflect the ‘European perspective’ on the grounds
that this is necessary to combat the hegemony
of nationalistideology, which they regard as the
primary obstacle to European union. The re-
sult, however, is that nationalist ideology is
simply substituted for a new ideology of ‘Euro-
peanism’. For example, writing in a recent EU
‘information’ booklet Pascal Fontaine (Mon-
net’s former chef de cabinet and Director of the
Commission’s Information Officein Paris) charts
the progress of the ‘European ideal:

“...in the nineteenth century, it was an inspira-
tion for poets and romantics, only to be distort-
ed by conquerors seeking to justify their lust for
power. It did not come to full expression in
practical form, however, until a handful of cou-
rageous, visionary statesmen determined to
put astop to the loss oflife that seemed to be the
inevitable outcome of conflicts between nation-
states” (Fontaine 1991:5).

The true saviours of Europe are thus not the

leaders of the Resistance or the Allies, but
Monnet, Spaaks, Schuman, De Gaspari ang
Adenauer: these ‘visionary statesmen’ have
become the symbolic guardians and ancestors
of the ‘European ideal’. But if Europe symbolis-
es peace and prosperity, the tion state is
construed as an agent of conf nd war, To
complete this heroic myth of it the EU has
also produced a series of film | videos for
distribution to schools, colleg: id local au-
thorities. These include ‘Jean 1et, Father
of Europe’, ‘A European journ | jingoistic
potted history of the various s, achieve-
ments and future of Europe: tegration);
‘The Tree of Europe’(‘[a]n origin turewhich
will make all Europeans awar« e common
roots of their past’); and ‘After nty Centu-
ries’, which surveys 2,000 ye [uropean
history and features European red experi-

ences at political, intellectual : [tural lev-

el’ (European Commission 199

Jean Baptiste Duroselle’s | volume,
Europe. A History of Its Peopl resents an
even more ambitious attempt -configure
history. This 416-page magnu us — part
textbook, part manifesto — reflc he histori-
ography implicit in EC discou: n culture.
Chapter one opens with the ima rape of the
Greek Goddess ‘Europa’, and eds to di-
scuss the geographical complex d unique-
ness of the continent (sic) of Europe. Chapter
three describes the Celts and Teitons as the
first Indo-Europeans. Chapter proceeds
under the heading ‘Classical Ant:uity: Greek
Wisdom, Roman Grandeur’. Chapior five (‘the
First Four Centuries AD in the We-1 ) is devoted
exclusively to the expansion of ( hristianity.

Chapter sevenis a lengthy discussion of wheth-

er Charlemagne’s empire marks the ‘begin-
nings of Europe’. Chapter eight (‘Euirope Under
Siege’) opens with a vivid image of banner-
waving Saracens on horseback — ‘European

civilisation’ thus being equated unequivocally
with Christendom defending itself against the
resurgent forces of Islam. The book continuesin
a similar vein until Chapter seventeen (‘The
Road to European Disaster’) which deals with
nationalism, Chapter eighteen (‘Europe De-
stroys Itself’) which covers the period of 1914-



1945, and finally chapter nineteen, ‘Europe’s
Recovery and Resurgent Hopes’, which focuses
on the ‘makers of Europe’ and the ‘building of
Hurope in the face of Gaullism’. The net result
is that European history is presented as the
story of reason and unity triumphing over dis-
unity and nationalism — the apotheosis of the
Fnlightenment project, or what Wolf (1992: 5)
calls ‘history as a genealogy of progress’. It is
mvariably a selective, sanitised and typically
heroic re-reading of the past, one that syste-
matically excludes or ignores the less noble
=pects of European modernity such as the
iistory of slavery, anti-Semitism, colonialism
i+ imperial conquest. The author’s conclusion
hat Europe’s history has been marked by a
seneral if halting growth in compassion, hu-
manity and equality’ (Duroselle 1990: 413),
amply confirms this interpretation. History, it
-eems, is as much about ‘forgetting’ asitis about
emembering and interpreting past events.

'nventing Euro-Woman: The ‘European
Woman of the Year Award’

So far we have focused primarily on cultural
initiatives for creating ‘European Man’as anew
kind of political subjectivity, without reference
o gender differentiation. There is, however, an
mportant gender dimension to the cultural
nolitics of European integration, exemplified
most notably in the recently created ‘Women of
Furope Award’. This award offers an interest-
ing case study of the way the EU’s communica-
tion policy — with its strategic focus on women
as a target group — has been put into practice.
The ‘Women of Europe Award’ began in 1987
under the auspices of the European Commis-
sion, the European Parliament and the Europe-
an Movement, its aim being to honour a woman
from each Member State who, in the previous
two years, has helped to increase European
integration among the citizens of the European
Union’.”2 According to one of the Award’s found-
ers, the idea for the award began as a ‘brain-
wave’ during a Brussels lunch in 1987 with two
Belgian members of the European Movement
who were lamenting the fact that the EUs
eponymous ancestral heroes were all ‘founding
fathers’ (rather than ‘mothers’). The aim, there-

fore, was to correct this male bias by giving
official recognition to women who had made an
outstanding conurbation to ‘European construc-
tion’. The award is organised as follows. Each
member state appoints a National Committee
composed of representatives from the Europe-
an Parliament and Commission, together with
representatives of women’s organisations,
academia and business, to produce a shortlist of
nominations. The shortlist is then put to the
vote by a national jury made up of this commit-
tee and journalists representing the various
media, and a ceremony is held to award the
prize — a symbolic silver pendant of clasped
designed by the Spanish jeweller ERLANZ.
From these national winners, one woman is
selected every year by an international jury to
hold the title of ‘European Woman of the Year’.
The overall Award winner in 1996 was Marit
Paulsen, a Swedish trade-union schooled farm-
er with ten children who writes essays in praise
of integration and campaigns on behalf of the
environment. Leaving aside her practical con-
tribution to European integration, the choice of
Mrs Paulsen as an archetypal ‘European wom-
an’reveals a great deal about the symbolic logic
thatunderlies official thinking about the award.
Nominated by the Swedish Commissioner Ani-
ta Gradin, and the Swedish MEP, Charlotte
Cederschiold, Marit Paulsen was born in Nor-
way in 1939, just as World War II had broken
out. Her father died early in her childhood, but
her widowed mother fell in love with a German
man, and Marit grew up with them. According
to her biography, her ‘childhood quickly taught
her how love between two people of different
nationalities can bring hatred to the children’.”
At the age of nine she started to work in local
fish factory in the north of Norway. In 1963 she
moved to Sweden, working for seven yearsin an
iron ore factory before becoming a farmer, mother
of ten children (biological and adopted) and
author of seven children’s books, five works of
fiction and several television and film seripts.
Living in a strongly anti-EU area, we are told
that ‘Marit fights the elements of snow and cold
and the anti-EU feeling with her burning devo-
tion for the European Union, peace, democracy,
the rights of people and animals and the preser-
vation of our beautiful European countryside’.
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Marit Paulsen thus epitomes the ideal Euro-
woman’: a down-to-earth ‘woman of the people’;
a mother figure whose birth and childhood
symbolise reconciliation between nations di-
vided by nationalism and war; a transnational
European worker who has taken up permanent
residence in another member state; a farmer
whose work experience symbolically traverses
each of the major areas of common policy (fish-
ing, iron-ore and agriculture) that lie the heart
of integration project; a champion of good caus-
es, including closer European integration; a
writer and lover of children whose very lifestyle
is an embodiment of the traditional Christian
virtues associated with ‘rural civilisation’ (Guiz-
zardi 1976). From a structuralist perspective,
the narrative of Paulsen’s history has nume-
rous mythic qualities that are reminiscent of
Aycock’s (1987) analysis of the Old Testament
story of Lot’s wife: both occupy the status of wife
and mother; both symbolises purity and perfec-
tion; both play a sacrificial role that symbolical-
ly mediates between wilderness and civilisa-
tion, past and future, as well as between war/
destruction and peace/safety; and in both sto-
ries the herois poised between phases of an epic
journey, like an initiate undergoing a rite of
passage.'* To quote once again from Paulsen’s
official biography:

“Marit is the difference between 9 million new
EU membersin 1995, between a Sweden inside
or outside the European Union. With her tre-
mendous fighting spirit and her voluntary and
total devotion to the European Union, with her
honesty and her down to earth way of discuss-
ing and arguing the absolute necessity of enter-
ing the European Union for the sake of peace
and democracy, she achieved what no money
and no amount of sophisticated debates ... could
achieve. She convinced the ordinary person in
the street and the farmer in the countryside
that the European Union is foremost a project
for peace in Europe and, in spite of her own
devotion to nature and animals, ‘the ... one
question above all other is peace’. Without peace
you have nothing but with peace in Europe you
can do wonders.”®

The presentation ceremony to award Paulsen

62

her title was held during an international con-
ference on ‘Women and the Future of Europe’in
Viennain December 1996. The event is recount.

ed with almost ethnographic detail by Anne
McElvoy,'® one of the journa s invited to
attend that conference. Having wounced the
winner, Mrs Paulsen mounts t yodium and
informs the audience that ° building a
European home it is unwise t« rt with the
roof’. What this prophetic-sou: statement
means is not at all clear, but t! mmission’s
representatives applaud vigo: . As McEl-
voy notes, ‘Institutional Eur as its own
meta-language of allegories, ¢ misms and
omissions’."’

The audience is invited to a iestions to
Mrs Paulsen. How had she bee: ted for the
award, asks a journalist from f or? ‘T hon-
estly don’t know’, replies Pau was told T
had won and invited to Brus: ut I never
discovered why or who voted fi Then they
asked me to come here to Vien hey're pay-
ing for the trip, so I came. I iice break’.
Sensing that this was not the ki cceptance
speech the Commission had nind, Mrs
Paulsen adds cheerfully: ‘But vomen are
valuable resources for the mal of Europe’.
At this point, McElvoy confess 't her pro-
EU leanings and sentiments strained.
The mysterious process by whi ulsen was
elevated, she notes, is itself ‘a :ct micro-
cosm of the Commission’s we 7S - unac-
countable, unquestioned, unrep: itative’. In
her words, the whole conference ‘a bizarre
attempt to galvanise the conti s females
into loving Big Europe’.

“I know that any gathering bearing the word
‘Women’ in its title is likely to assume a set of
shared values and aims - and that to question
these is seen as an act of grievous disloyalty to
one’s sex. Add Europe to the mix and the result

is reminiscent of those conferences they used to
hold in Moscow - which always started by di-
scussing the need for disarmament, only to end
by extolling the Soviet nuclear deterrent.”*

McElvoy also provides an important critique of
the way the European Commission uses statis-
tics to promote the idea of a latently pro-EU



public. Prior to this conference, she notes, a
questionnaire was circulated in the Member
States asking the reasons why women in Eu-
rope know so little about what the EU is doing
for them, and how to correct this. Two of the four
categories of reply were designed to imply ac-
ceptance of a federal Europe, a third allowed
respondents to be ‘hesitant but in favour of
ioining forces against the outside’. The fourth
permitted one to harbour reservations, but only
fone was prepared to be described as ‘nation-
listic” at the same time. The 17 per cent of
women who answered the fourth category were
< eseribed in the summary as ‘in favour of con-
rol, order and protection’, and ‘against sharing
=nd solidarity’. In other words, a Euro-sceptic
woman, in the Commission’s eyes, is a ‘grudg-
ng, selfish, small-minded, flag-waving shrew’.
The contrast between the virtuous, self-sacri-
ficing Marit Paulsen, who epitomises good ‘Eu-
-opean values’, and the Euro-sceptic female,
vho symbolises selfishness, individualism and
1ationalism could hardly be starker. What we
see here in the EU’s attempt to arrogate toitself
the stereotypical feminine virtues of maternal
caring and nurturing, is precisely the approach
advocated in the de Clercq Report.

Conclusion: Whither Homo Europaeus?

How should we interpret these various EU-
sponsored cultural actions, and what do they
tell us about the European Union? Several key
points can be gleaned from the examples cited
above. First, these initiativesillustrate the way
‘culture’ has become increasingly politicised by
EU elites in their attempt to mobilise support
for further European integration. They are also
indicative of the EU’s characteristically top-
down, managerial and instrumental approach
to ‘culture-building’ and its assumption that
‘European identity’ can somehow be engineered
from above and injected into the masses by an
enlightened vanguard of European policy pro-
fessionals using the latest communication tech-
nologies and marketing techniques. This ap-
proach to culture clearly violates the EU’s cele-
brated principle of ‘subsidiarity’. ’
Secondly, the EU’s concept of ‘culture’ privi-
leges an elitist, bourgeois-intelligentsia idea of

‘high culture’, and a refusal to accept that other
‘non-European’influences (including Hollywood
movies, blue-jeans, jazz, hamburgers, Asian
cuisine and Japanese consumer goods) are now
an integral part of the way Europeans experi-
ence and consume culture. But more impor-
tantly, the initiatives we have discussed indi-
cate the sheer scope and ambition of the EU’s
project. Its aim is not simply to make people
more conscious of their shared European iden-
tity, but rather to infuse among them a new
kind of ‘European consciousness’. The goal is to
create a new kind of political subject: one who
identifies with, andisloyal to, the EUs fledgling
institutions of European government. As Gell-
ner noted, writing about the rise of the modern
nation-state, ‘the [national] economy needs both
the new type of central culture and the central
state; the culture needs the state; and the state
probably needs the homogenous cultural brand-
ing of its flock’ (Gellner 1983: 140).

For some, no doubt, ‘cultural branding’ is
another word for cultural imperialism. Howev-
er, there is nothing particularly new or scandal-
ous about this. Virtually every nation-state
since the French Revolution of 1789 has prac-
tised similar nation-building manoeuvres and
most emergent political regimes engage inrhet-
oric about creating a new order based on re-
demption, renewal and morally superior sub-
jects. What we are witnessing in the case of the
EU could be described as the ‘Europeanisation
of Europe’, or perhaps ‘Europe’s colonisation of
itself’— although in this case it is EU elites that
oceupy the colonising role. It is a good example,
albeit on a larger continental scale, of what
Michael Hechter called ‘internal colonialism’.

But is this process of cultural appropriation
working? To be effective, it is necessary that
those who are being interpellated as ‘European
subjects’ actively identify themselves in this
way. So far there is little evidence to suggest
that this is happening to any significant degree,
except among EU officials and politicians in
Brussels and Luxembourg, and among those
permanent national civil servants, journalists
and lobbyists who increasingly owe their liveli-
hood to the EU institutions. This situation,
however, is bound to change in future, particu-
larly as the single currency gathers momen-
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tum. Most of those officials that I interviewed in
Brussels felt that economic and monetary uni-
on would be a powerful catalyst for binding
Europeans together and for making the EU
more visible in the lives of its citizens. Signifi-
cantly, the word ‘Euro-land’, initially a term of
ridicule, has now become a commonly accepted
idiom in the discourse of EU politicians and
journalists when speaking about the eleven
participating member states in the new ‘euro’
currency zone. ‘Euro-land’ has thus become an
accepted economic reality. The task remains,
however, to create ‘Euro-men’ and ‘Euro-wom-
en’ to populate this imagined geographical space.

The final question is what exactly might
Homo Europaeus look like when he eventually
emerges from his chrysalis? As an ethnographic
phenomenon, ‘European Man’ is hard to ob-
serve, but perhaps literature provides some
clues. Jean Monnet (1976: 551) wrote enthusi-
astically about the European Commission in
Luxembourg as a ‘supranational’ institution
that would nurture the creation of a new type of
‘homme européen’: a transnational, ‘post-na-
tional’ political actor who would rise above
parochial attachments to locality or nation.
According to this high modernist vision, Homo
Europaeus is a rootless cosmopolitan; a deterri-
torialised Bohemian who epitomises the virtu-
ous ideals of Enlightenment rationalism. For
other writers, however, European Man evokes a
darker conception of modernity. Historically, a
European identity has only ever crystallised
into a salient social category in situations of
opposition to a non-European ‘other’, such as
Africans, Asians, Americans and Muslims. As
Edye (1997: 76-77) observes, ‘the one country
where the label European had a specific mean-
ing was South Africa under the apartheid re-
gime, where it meant white’. Xenophobia and
cultural racism would appear to be an unavoid-
able corollary of the BU’s strategy of forging a
sense of cultural unity, or ‘We-ness’, among
fellow Europeans.

Perhaps the bleakest vision of Homo Euro-
paeus is contained in Joseph Conrad’s book,
Heart of Darkness. For Conrad, Homo Euro-
paeus is not the culmination of 3,000 years of
history and progress, still less the noble crea-
tion of modern supranational institutions that
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point the way to a post-national future. On the
contrary, he is the embodiment of entrepre-
neurial colonialism personified in the figure of

Mr Kurtz, the charismatic emissary of a nine.
teenth century trading company working the
ivory trade from deep inside the Belgian Congo,
the ‘dark continent’ and ‘whi nan’s grave’,
Kurtz symbolises a very diffe: <ind of Eure-
pean heritage and identity to nvisaged by

Monnet, Ahrweiler and Du le, although

there are some interesting p Is. Like the
modern-day EU official, Kur ucated, sen-
sitive and civilised (‘[a]ll Eux itributed to
the making of Kurtz’, says Co 1978: 71)):
a polyglot cosmopolitan of pan mnal parent-
age who is at ease in differe; ntries. The
base from which he sets off for .and where
the company headquarters ar ed, is Brus-
sels, the ‘sepulchral city’, as rad calls it.
Like his modern-day EU count ‘t too, Kurtz

is perceived, from the outside st, as aman

of wisdom, vision and outstan thical recti-

tude (the International Societ: 1e Suppres-
sion of Savage Customs entr im to guide
its future). But Kurtzis an en v of Europe-
an colonialism rather than a sman. The
missione civilizatrice of coloni: was tobring
Christianity, commerce and c ition to the
unenlightened lands beyond t ich of Euro-
pean modernity. However, wh irtz discov-
ers at the savage centre of the le is not the
superiority of European valuc t rather the

of himself.
lizatrice,by
by diffusing
htened ‘Eu-
be citizens,
) true Euro-

darkness and horror at the c
The European Union’s mission:
contrast, is to ‘Europeanise’ Eu
‘European consciousness’ and «
ropean values’ among its w
transforming national subjects
peans. Conrad’s vision of Homo E 1 ropaeusisby
no means prophetic but it does. however, pro-
vide a salutary warning of the po ntial pitfalls
interent in European grand narratives of
Progress and Civilization.

Notes

1. Despite this warning, Seton-Watson proceeds {0
argue that the growth of an ‘increasingly homo-
genous European culture’ and the recognition by
‘thinking men and women that they belong t02
single ... cultural community’ are ‘facts of history



10.

11.

13.

14.

15.

I ————

(1985: 9—my emphasis). His conclusion that ‘the
unity of European culture is simply the end-
product of 3,000 years of labour by our diverse
ancestors’(1985: 17),isitself an illustration of the
way the concept of ‘European culture’ is reified,
interpreted and misinterpreted by historians.
To many people in Britain (and Scandinavia), it
is the continental landmass across the water: to
a Pole or a Lithuanian, it may symbolise freedom
and prosperity — a gateway to capitalism and
America. For many French and Italian intellec-
tuals, Europe is ‘culture-area’ and ‘civilisation’,
one shaped by a distinctive kind of Greco-Roman
and Christian heritage; for EU politicians, the
term ‘Europe’ denotes a set of institutions that
embody an ideal or vision of a unified economic
and political bloc. The point, however, is not
simply to see Europe as some kind of semiotic
‘free-floating signifier; rather, it is to recognise
that the idea of Europe is a highly contested
political space.

This is what I interpret Clifford and Marcus
(1986) to mean when they speak of ‘anthropology
as cultural critique’ and what Scholte (1972)
argued for in his plea for a ‘reflexive and critical
anthropology’.

The title of that research project was ‘EU Civil
Servants and Cultural Policy’. I would particu-
larly like to thank the Economic and Social
Research Council (ESRC) of the United King-
dom for supporting this research.

1 am grateful to Peter Niedermiiller of Humboldt
University for drawing this point tomy attention.
See for example the European Commission’s
1995 Report for the Reflection Group, pages 1-4.
Cited in Ross 1994: 94.

For a cogent analysis of this argument, see Her-
rero de Mifién 1996.

For a more detailed analysis of the People’s
Europe campaign see Shore 1993.

See Schlesinger 1997 for a recent assessment of
this.

For a recent analysis of these, see Shore 1998.
Cited in ‘Women of Europe Award’ leaflet (n.d.),
produced by Allison Parry (British President)
with the support of the European Commission,
Brussels.

Cited in ‘Marit Paulsen — Women of Europe
Award’, leaflet (1996).

Here the comparison breaks down. According to
Aycock (1987: 116) Lot’s wife occupies an aml?ig-
uous position as a woman and genealogical
‘stranger’, and it is this that dooms her to perma-
nent immobility’ between the initial and ﬁpal
events of the myth. Hence, her transformation
into a pillar of salts (which Aycock suggests for
the ancient Hebrews symbolised sterility as well
as perfection and mediation). A strgcturallst
interpretation of the Paulsen narrative would
doubtless reveal a different symbolic logic.
‘Marit Paulsen’ ibid.

16. McElvoy, a supporter of the EU, is a former
deputy editor of the Spectator magazine.

17. McElvoy’s 1996:12. All subsequent references to
this event are drawn from McElvoy’s article.

18. McElvoy 1996:12.
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