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Abstract
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European identity has become a central issue in the EU’s political imaginary. In recent years,
European identity—and related notions of a European destiny, European culture, and a European
narrative—has been deployed as a weapon against the rise of the political far-right across
Europe. Epideictic rhetoric is thus at the heart of the EU’s political debate.

The purpose of this study is to investigate how the EU works rhetorically with collective
identity formation and to examine the implications of such formations for both the EU and its
citizens. Through rhetorical and topological close readings, the study explores these practices of
identity formation from a thematic as well as a diachronic perspective (1973-2014). It does so
with the theory of constitutive rhetoric as its framework even as it proposes to extend the theory’s
subject field in terms of constitutive means, temporal imaginaries, and projected practices.

Each analytical chapter addresses a different aspect of the EU’s constitutive rhetoric: The
transition from the formation of an institutional identity to the formation of collective identity
and how the means of identity formation have both altered and accumulated; the EU’s
historiographical construction of a new narrative that reaches beyond the lifetime of the union
in search of a more authentic past to use as a foundation in present and future mythology.
This narrative hinges on the founding narrative of peace that enables the EU to act as a
normative exemplum in Europe and beyond; and, finally, the visionary rhetoric of eternity and
omnipresence that incorporates the whole world into its own imaginary, while simultaneously
projecting a specific set of norms that constrains the agency of the model EU citizen: the
Eurostar.

The study concludes that throughout its practices of collective identity formation, the EU
is positioned as an ambivalent rhetorical agent. On the one hand, the EU wishes to become
recognised and mythologised as the Subject—the heart of Europe, a state of mind, a symbol
of transcendence, peace, and tolerance. On the other, to be viewed as the silent benefactor and
facilitator of peace and deliberation, the arbiter of soft, nonideological power. The Eurostar fills
the important function of confirming the self-interpellation of the EU’s ambivalent position and
embodying the culture of nonideological deliberation in the face of the ideology of others.
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1. Introduction

The European identity will evolve as a function of the dynamic construc-
tion of a United Europe. In their external relations, the Nine propose pro-
gressively to undertake the definition of their identity in relation to other
countries or groups of countries.

—Declaration on European Identity, 1973

The European Council considers it essential that the Community should
respond to the expectations of the people of Europe by adopting measures
to strengthen and promote its identity and its image both for its citizens
and for the rest of the world.

—’A People’s Europe’, 1985

[The member states are] RESOLVED to implement a common foreign
and security policy including the eventual framing of a common defence
policy, which might in time lead to a common defence thereby reinforcing
the European identity and its independence in order to promote peace,
security and progress in Europe and in the world;

—The Maastricht Treaty, 1992

[The member states are] CONVINCED that, while remaining proud of
their own national identities and history, the peoples of Europe are deter-
mined to transcend their former divisions and, united ever more closely,
to forge a common destiny;

—The Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe, 2004

Europe is a state of mind that goes beyond a grouping of Nation States,
an internal market and the geographical contours of a continent. Europe
is a moral and political responsibility, which must be carried, not only by
institutions and politicians, but by each and every European. Europe is a
source of inspiration from the past, emancipation in the present, and an
aspiration towards a sustainable future. Europe is an identity, an idea, an
ideal.

—The Mind and Body of Europe: A New Narrative, 2014
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Over the last decade, the political far-right has gained strength all across
Europe. Not only have parties from the far-right increased their mandates
in various national parliaments, but we see a similar pattern when it comes
to the European Parliament (EP).!

This politically changed landscape has compelled national and EU pol-
iticians to seek effective ways of countering the mythologies of the far-
right, which often centres around origin, the nation as the fundamental
and delimited unit of community, and thus values of continuity, tradition,
and stability. One example of such counter-strategies is the EU initiative
New Narrative for Europe, launched in 2013, which explicitly secks to
thwart growing nationalism and populism in a still-increasing number of
EU member states, doing so by seeking to create a shared cultural narra-
tive. “We won’t have real unity”, said then-president of the European
Commission José Manuel Barroso at the project launch, “until we
acknowledge a sense of belonging to a community which is bigger than
the nation or the region, a sense of a shared European destiny”.2 The strat-
egy of the EU to counter nationalism and populism, in other words, in
many ways draws upon nationalist and populist myths about collective
identity and even a shared destiny.3 Epideictic rhetoric is at the centre of
today’s political debate.

It is from this apparent paradox—countering nationalism with nation-
alist tools—that I begin this exploration. The efforts to create European
identity are not novel practices designed only to counter forces of the far-
right, though. Although identity is a contested and “much abused” con-
cept,* and often seems to prompt fragmentation rather than cohesion, it
has nevertheless been a theme within the European Community since the
early 1970s. The prospect of crafting European identity has been—and
continues to be—conceived as a positive and desirable quest in various
strands of the political rhetoric of the EU with an almost self-evident jus-
tification:s it is viewed as a necessary, legitimising step to further integrate
member states and, simultaneously, as a marker of the plurality as well as
the unresolved and always-in-the-making nature of the EU. Thus, varying,
if not even contradictory, demands and hopes atre invested in the notion

1'We witness this increase in Hungary, Austria, Switzerland, Denmark, and Belgium, just
to mention the top five. See BBC News, “Europe and Right-Wing Nationalism”.

2 Batroso, “Speech by President Barroso”, para. 32.

3 These efforts could arguably be viewed as a type of metapolitics. For example, rhetorical
scholar Karl Ekeman explores the role of culture in the metapolitical strategies of the Eu-
ropean alt-right. See Ekeman, “Solecism or Barbarism”; Ekeman, “On Gramscianism of
the Right”.

4 Delanty, “Is There a European Identity?”, 76.

5 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 345.
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of European identity: it shall create unity even as it reflects diversity—a
constitutive dichotomy that preserves its creative force through persistent,
unremitting articulation.

With the signing of the Declaration on European Identity in 1973, Eu-
ropean identity became an explicit endeavour within the Community; and
in 1984, the first concrete steps towards creating such identity were un-
dertaken in the form of a committee that was founded with a mandate to
propose “measures to strengthen and promote its [the Community’s| iden-
tity and its image both for its citizens and for the rest of the world”.” The
result was the publication of two reports called ‘A People's Europe. Re-
portts from the ad hoc Committee’ (‘A People’s Europe’).

Efforts to propose a European identity have presented themselves in
forensic and epideictic texts as well, among them the Maastricht Treaty,
signed in 1992 and the non-ratified Treaty Establishing a Constitution for
Europe, signed in 2004. While the former implemented the Union citizen-
ship and the economic union (EMU), and consolidated eatlier treaties into
the three-pillar structure, the latter proposed the federal idea of a common
constitution for all member states, which was eventually rejected by the
very polity it was supposed to constitute. To be sure, creating a common
legal framework is not the same as crafting identity per se but these two
treaties offer more than a legal framework; they exemplify epideictic prac-
tices of normative and moral orientation toward European values, history,
heritage, and culture, as well as anticipations for the future.

Finally, as mentioned, most recently, the project New Narrative for Eu-
rope (New Narrative) has sought to create a sense of belonging among
EU citizens. The explicit purpose of this project was to create a bond be-
tween older and younger generations of Europeans due to a perceived lack
of interest in the EU from its citizens generally but especially from
younger generations, a disinterest founded in a lack of embodied historical
memory and growing nationalism and populism in an expanding number
of EU member states. In the months before the EP election in May 2014,
growing populism and nationalism were often brought into the election
debate, as many feared that the political far-right would gain more seats in
the parliament, a fear solidly confirmed by the election result.s The New
Narrative project, therefore, turns to culture. It is in the name of culture
that the many contributors of the initiative compose stories of European
origin, of cosmopolitanism, and of the central role of European cultural

¢ For a presentation of the constitutive dichotomy, see Just, “Constitution of Meaning”,
153 ff.

7 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 5.

8 See, e.g., Simons, “EU Elections 2014”’; Handelsblatt, “Europawahl 2014”.
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production in collective identity formation. According to the initiative,
culture—in its widest sense—is not just where the architects of the EU
would have wanted to start, but also the hope for the future, that which
will help create social cohesion.?

The scholarly literature on collective identity formation within the EU
largely conceptualises this endeavour as identity politics,!® another political
and rhetorical phenomenon that has gained a renewed impetus and a
changed signification within the last decade. No longer strongly rooted in
leftist social movements, identity politics, in general and public use, has
come to designate any kind of political engagement with identity and thus
can signify both nationalist, racist rhetoric as well as feminist, queer, and
anti-racist rhetoric. In chapter 2, I dwell on this conceptual change and its
implications for studies on the EU’s efforts at identity formation, and fur-
ther elucidate my claim that speaking about identity in a political context
is not necessarily the same as engaging in identity politics, which is why I
instead point to the theory of constitutive rhetoric as a more fitting frame-
work.

Consequently, in this thesis, I explore five concrete attempts at collec-
tive identity formation within first the Community and then the EU from
the perspective of constitutive rhetoric as developed by Maurice Chat-
land."" I conduct this study, firstly, to illuminate this specific material and
its means of crafting collective European identity; and, secondly, to enrich
and further develop the theory of constitutive rhetoric by highlighting its
challenges and potential through rhetorical criticism of rhetorical practices
that span various times, places, and genres.

The purpose of this study is thus to explore a range of representations
of European identity within the five EU initiatives: Declaration on Euro-
pean Identity (1973), ‘A People’s Europe’ (1985), the Maastricht Treaty
(1993), the Constitutional Treaty (2004), and A New Narrative for Europe
(2014). Three sets of questions guide this study: First, how is European
identity described and contextualised, and what are the spatial, temporal,
and symbolic means used for such purposes? Second, whom or what do
such identity formations represent and encompass? Who are the historical
and visionary narratives for? And which norms and values are invoked
herein? And, thirdly, what are the implications of such formations for both

9 One of the architects, Jean Monnet, is often quoted for saying: “If T were to do it again
from scratch, I would start with culture”, although scholars question the authenticity of
this statement. See, e.g., Shore, Building Enrope, 44; Garcia, “New Narrative Project”, 345.
10 See, among others, Risse et al., “To Euro or Not”; Hansen, “Europeans Only?”; Risse,
“Euro and Identity Politics”; Risse, Community of Eurgpeans?, Cross, “Identity Politics”.

11 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”.
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the EU and its citizens? How are citizens positioned and constrained
within these narratives, and which acts are encouraged?

While this study primarily aims to contribute to rhetorical scholarship,
it also adds to the growing body of literature on the subject, although it
offers a different perspective than what is often presented by disciplines
more familiar to EU studies (i.e., the social sciences) by highlighting the
rhetorical—discursive as well as nondiscursive—dimensions of collective
identity formation and the interconnections between discourse and its so-
ciocultural context. In addition, understanding collective identity for-
mation in a diachronic perspective helps us understand such and similar
practices within and around the EU today. Consequently, with the per-
spective of constitutive rhetoric as a general theoretical framework, this
study contributes to the research on the relations between collective iden-
tity formation and politics by engaging with the specific attempts to rhe-
torically craft European identity in the five EU initiatives. I will focus, on
the one hand, on how the discourse of European identity evolves over
time while, on the other hand, exploring different thematic topologies. I
do so by examining all five initiatives, but, due to its extent and more re-
cent date, New Narrative and the publication produced from it, The Mind
and Body of Enrgpe: A New Narrative, take a more prominent position and
function as my point of departure for exploring the four previous initia-
tives.12

In this introductory chapter, I discuss the complexity of the EU as a
rhetorical agent, its specific language, as well as EU citizens. Furthermore,
I introduce the field of EU studies and how rhetorical scholarship con-
tributes to this field. I argue that one of its most important contributions
is its explicit and close engagement with the discursive, symbolic means
and practices of the EU. Rhetoric’s contribution is thus also methodolog-
ical, and I present my analytical approach and selection as well as delimi-
tation at the end of this chapter.

Who is the EU? Agent and Agency

In the five initiatives studied here, we find a wide range of speakers repre-
senting the EU in different ways. “The EU” sometimes signifies its insti-
tutions (Council, Patliament, Commission), individual members of the
EP, and officials; sometimes presents itself as an abstraction indicating an
economic, political, and cultural idea and ideal; and, on yet another level,

12 Battista, Setati, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of Enrope.
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refers to its citizens. In other words, to understand the EU as an agent is
complex and thus demands attention.

The EU as a rhetorical agent is a position rarely problematised in EU
studies. Scholars of rhetoric have, however, discussed both this position
and the presumed agency of the EU and the speaking subject more gen-
erally. These scholars highlight the rhetorical process, language circulation,
and the complexity of the fragmented rhetorical situation as important
points of interest.!3 Such questions of agential status and rhetorical agency
are deeply intertwined, and will be discussed in the following paragraphs.

Sine N. Just argues that the EU should be understood as a rhetorical
process, which means to “highlight the Union’s situational constraints, its
contingency, and its doubtfulness [Danish: #ivlsombed) far more than other
assertions of the EU’s communicative character”: the EU is constituted
indirectly through the varying concrete, communicative practices that take
place, which is where the scholatly field of rhetoric can make an important
contribution to EU studies.!+ Just directs our attention to public debates
and other types of public opinion making as supplements to more tradi-
tional understandings of the EU as a specific institutional order of gov-
ernance.

Such “struggle with and over language™s is likewise central to Kristine
M. Berg who takes Kenneth Burke’s words as her starting point: “When a
bit of talking takes place, just what is doing the talking? Just where are the
words coming from? . .. Do we simply use words, or do they not also use
us?”16 Berg notes that “rhetors use language just as language uses rhe-
tors”,17 thus turning the rhetor, in this case the EU, into both an agent and
a product of a langnage already in circulation, a notion she appropriates from
Judy Segal.'# For her part, Segal argues that the rhetor is not “simply a
strategist with a purpose who speaks through crafted texts to an audience
in order to change or make up their minds”, they are “also an agency—
for a language that is already in circulation”.’? Consequently, we can

13 Just, “Indirekte kommunikativ konstituering”; Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”; Kjeldsen,
“Speaking of Europe”.

14 Just, “Indirekte kommunikativ konstituering”, 18. From the Danish: “hvilket sztter fo-
kus pa Unionens situationsbundethed, dens kontingens, og dens tvivlsomhed i langt hojere
grad end andre formuleringer af EU’s kommunikative vaesen”. “I'vivlsomhed” is ambigu-
ous in this context and can mean either a hesitancy or uncertainty on the part of the EU
as to its own nature or a more general doubt or uncertainty about the EU from the part of
the general public. Both meanings would apply.

15 Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”, 23.

16 Burke, Langnage as Symbolic Action, 6.

17 Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”, 23.

18 Segal, Health and the Rhbetoric of Medicine, 2005; Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”, 23 ff.

19 Segal, Health and the Rhbetoric of Medicine, 2005, 14.
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understand the EU as both an intentional, strategic agent assisting in cre-
ating a specific language and an agency of this language.

In a similar vein, Jens E. Kjeldsen highlights the general complexity of
the rhetorical situation in a mediatised and globalised world, which makes
it difficult for the speaker to control the uptake of the message, as the
audience is dispersed and the original message is rearranged and cut into
“fragments and soundbites”.20 Furthermore, he argues that “the speaker
of today seems to be constituted by a number of consultants and speech
writers. Both politically and rhetorically, the speech has become a poly-
phonic—and often complicated—compromise”.2! This polyphony is ex-
emplified by a prime minister who, when speaking in the EP, not only has
a dual role (prime minister in their home country and head of government
in the EU) and a host of people who have all had their say in the final
speech, but also a triple audience: the EP, the national patliament, and the
population, which again is diverse and numerous (EU, national, regional,
etc.).22 We can specify this complexity further by distinguishing between
two different meanings of representation made visible by the German ver-
treten (politicians represent the political preferences and priorities of the cit-
izens, they speak for them) and darstellen (the media re-presents patliamentary
debate to the citizens), respectively.? In a similar double meaning, differ-
ent spokespersons, MEPs, commissioners, EU officials, national politi-
cians, and chairpersons of various committees, conventions, and intergov-
ernmental conferences represent the EU as an institution in various exter-
nal matters while simultaneously representing its citizens internally. More-
overt, the EU is re-presented in the media. But the media, likewise, serves
a double function as it re-presents the EU to the citizens and represents
EU citizens in its capacity as the fourth estate. In both senses of the word,
representation “means the making present 7 some sense of something which
is nevertheless #of present literally or in fact”.2+ The relationship between
the representative and what or whom is represented, then, is characterised
by a duality between presence and nonpresence and thus invokes ques-
tions of accountability, performativity, and rhetorical agency.

Whom, then, do we hold accountable for rhetoric emanating from a
dispersed, fragmented, colossal but often unspecific and even invisible
agent? “If power is no longer constrained by models of sovereignty”, Ju-
dith Butler asks, “if it emanates from any number of ‘centers,” how are we

20 Kjeldsen, “Speaking of Europe”, 20.

21 Kjeldsen, 21.

22 Kjeldsen, 40.

23 Spivak, “Can the Subaltern Speak?”, 70.
24 Pitkin, Concept of Representation, 8-9.
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to find the origin and cause of that act of power by which injury is
done?”.2s Butler argues that we should focus less on trying to locate this
origin and more on the specific “practices in which power is actualized in
its effects” 20 because the subject is not the original source of, in her case,
hate speech; hate speech circulates, it invokes convention, and is thus al-
ways a “ctation of itself; only because we already know its force from its
prior instances do we know it to be so offensive now”.2” Language (as well
as other symbols) travels with heavy historical and linguistic luggage,
which is why the subject does not own the language it utters; we might be
aware of and are certainly responsible for our linguistic choices, but we are
not their points of origin, as their historical threads are long and manifold.
This performative dispersion explains why some words can be unbearable
and hurtful even if we do not intend for them to hurt; we simply cannot
decide what linguistic luggage is activated within others and thus how they
interpret the meaning of our utterance.

These considerations are similar to Segal’s concept of language already
in circulation and Burke’s idea that words use us when we speak. In many
ways, Burke, writing in 1960, foresees the postmodern critique of the in-
dependent, coherent, and agentic subject capable of fulfilling their inten-
tions in the world—a critique which has sparked both appreciation and
frustration in the scholatly community of rhetoric.2s Erin Rand’s concep-
tualisation of rhetorical agency is productive. She suggests that

In contrast to an understanding of rhetorical agency as the ability of rhe-
tors or texts to act, I view rhetorical agency as the capacity for words
and/or actions to come to make sense and therefore to create effects
through their particular formal and stylistic conventions. These conven-
tions are, I contend, specific materializations of institutional power.2

25 Butler, Excitable Speech, 78.

26 Butler, 79.

27 Butler, 80. Emphasis in the original.

28 Burke, Langnage as Symbolic Action. Issues of rhetorical agency and the status of the rhe-
torical agent have been considered and debated in rhetorical scholarship over the past two
decades. For an overview of the fundamental issues, see the debate between, on the one
hand, Cheryl Geisler and, on the other, Christian Lundberg and Joshua Gunn in Rbetoric
Society Quarter)y. In summation, the primary concern they raise pertains to the status of the
thetor and rhetorician as strategic, powerful agents: How do we teach rhetors to act in the
world if their agency is compromised and contingent? And how do we account for the
relevance of rhetoric as an academic discipline if rhetoric holds limited power? The primary
appreciation, on the other hand, concerns the relation between agent and agency. What
happens if we discard the metaphor of possession (the agent possessing agency)? The sug-
gestion is that it will direct attention to the contingency of our actions, material conditions,
and our social, political, cultural circumstances. See Geisler, “How Ought We”; Lundberg
and Gunn, ““Ouija Board”’; Geisler, “Teaching the Post-Modern Rhetor”.

29 Rand, “Inflammatory Fag”, 299-300.
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So, instead of viewing agency as something the agent or the text possesses,
Rand defines rhetorical agency as a more general capacity enacted in par-
ticular situations and contingent upon specific conventions. This depar-
ture from the—in the rhetorical tradition—close relationship between
agent and agency complicates the issue of rhetorical responsibility, how-
ever. As will be clear, the performative power of the EU’s language is dis-
persed not only due to the EU’s complex structure and different centres,
but also because language itself is dispersed and circulated by scholars,
journalists, and cultural ambassadors, making it all the more difficult to
locate the centre. Therefore, this language and the EU’s rhetorical prac-
tices are at the centre of this study.

The question is, then, what language is this EU language?® Although it
may seem practical, as Vivien Schmidt suggests, to distinguish between
coordinative disconrse, processes of policy construction, and commmunicative dis-
conrse, the efforts at legitimation through the communication of this policy
to stakeholders, politicians, and the broader public, it is questionable how
useful this distinction is.3! As Schmidt notes, both of these discourses are
complex, multi-levelled, and do not necessarily cohere, and, as the arte-
facts studied in this thesis bear witness to, coordinative and communica-
tive discourses are not always easy to separate into analytical units. ‘A Peo-
ple’s Europe’ would most likely fall under the coordinative category, but
it also exemplifies efforts at legitimation. Similarly, New Narrative falls
under the communicative category, but in many ways also seeks to coor-
dinate political action in the future.

A more significant aspect of the EU language, then, is how it reflects
the EU’s ambivalent relationship with ideology. As Jonathan White notes,

the EU was from the beginning an anf-ideological project. Initiated in an
era of heightened anxiety about political isms, notably fascism and

30 Here, I am not speaking of the many different, national languages within the EU and
how this diversity forms a peculiar EU language. It is beyond the scope of this thesis to
explore the different translations of the initiatives, although that would make for an inter-
esting study as well. For example, in the German, French, and Danish translations of ‘A
People’s Europe’, focus is not on a pegple, but on citizens. This distinction is often invoked
in order to signal different levels of formalities: Pegple(s) is used in more epideictic, lofty
statements about European values and principles, e.g., in a preamble, whereas citizens sig-
nify the political subjects and their rights and liberties. In other words, the difference in
translation is not unimportant. The comparative studies I have come across focus on vari-
eties within the national press coverages. See, e.g., Just, “Constitution of Meaning”’; Jasson,
“Developing Discourse?”’; Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, Barth and Bijsmans, “Maas-
tricht Treaty and Public Debates”.

31 See, for example, Schmidt, “Arguing about the Eurozone Crisis”; Schmidt, “Speaking to
the Markets”.

32 Schmidt, “Arguing about the Eurozone Crisis”, 458 ff.
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communism, Buropean integration was defined in contradistinction. It
was about creating a realm beyond ideological division, whether conceived
spiritually as a space of Christian unity, or materially as a market detached
from political pressures.3?

The rejections of the Constitution Treaty in 2005 marked a new era, how-
ever. On the back of the high-strung debates about the role of Christianity
and the EU symbols, which I describe in more detail in chapter 3, followed
accusations of neo-liberalism, globalism, and federalism,34 and more re-
cently, European colonialism has caught up with the EU as well.3 As
White argues, the EU

has always had a contradictory relation to ideologies. It is historically the
expression of two opposing tendencies—the effort to promote certain ide-
ologies transnationally, embedding them in new institutions, and the effort
to transcend ideological conflicts and build a supranational sphere beyond
their reach.3¢

Especially, but not solely, in the initially reluctant EU member states, such
as the UK and Denmark, the anti-ideological stance of the EU was part of
the argument that membership was advantageous: EU membership was
portrayed as purely providing practical benefits—in trade, security, move-
ment of work forces, and similar tangible policy areas.3” Cultural policy
was not on the table in the 1970s, and even though it was legislatively
made possible by the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, it continues to be an area
with an ambivalent status within the EU, first and foremost manifesting
in cultural heritage and production funding.3s In many ways, culture seems

33 White, ‘Europeanising Ideologies’, para. 3.

34 White, para. 6.

35 Hansen and Jonsson, Eurafrica.

36 White, ‘Europeanising Ideologies’, para. 2.

37 As Manners and Murray note, EU technocrats across all member states advanced this
“narrative of benefits”, and more recently this narrative has unfolded in the national con-
text of the UK during the Brexit referendum. Alan Finlayson notes that while the Remain
campaign concentrated on the transactional costs and benefits of EU membership, em-
phasising its practical and rational benefits, the Leave campaign “concentrated on the fail-
ure of EU membership to satisfy the interests of particular groups explaining economic
decline not with reference to the fiscal austerity imposed after the 2008 Global Financial
Crash, nor to the industrial restructuring and globalisation of the nineteen-eighties but to
membership of the EU since 1973”. Leaving the union thus was framed as a promise of
freedom. See Finlayson, “Brexit, YouTube”, 15; Manners and Murray, “End of a Noble
Narrativer”, 188.

38 Gordon argues that the atticle on culture implemented in the Maastricht Treaty has had
little effect, mainly due to “overcomplicated and overregulated (for fiscal accountability
reasons) with onerous application and payment procedures” coupled with a relatively small
culture budget. Gordon, “Great Expectations”, 109.
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to constitute the invisible line between tangible, functional politics and
value-based, normative metapolitics. This status is part of the reason that
the positioning of culture as the core around which the New Narrative for
Europe, and its fight against nationalism should revolve, is important to
scrutinise.

What has changed, though, is not so much European integration as an
ideological project but the rhetorical practices in relation to ideology: as
the EU’s rhetoric on culture, identity, and European history approaches a
European mythology, ideology becomes conspicuous. This development,
however, does not imply that the EU as a whole has incorporated a new
way of speaking. Many, if not most, areas of the EU’s work are still char-
acterised by an anti-ideological rhetoric completely void of any isms. It is
telling that in the artefacts studied here, there is no socialism, no conserv-
atism, no liberalism. In New Narrative, there is conceptual agreement
among the EU representatives to talk about liberal democracies, but not
liberalism,; totalitarian regimes, but not fascism.# These contradictory rhe-
torical practices—on the one hand, approaching mythology, on the other
hand, refraining from ideology—generate a peculiar language specific to
the EU. It is this mythological but anti-ideological rhetoric that I explore
in this thesis.

These different layers of complexity relating to the EU and the EU
language generally function to decentre the rhetorical agent and, conse-
quently, rhetorical agency. All of these issues—about the polyphonic and
fragmented speech situation, about performativity, and about the EU lan-
guage—complicate the issue of naming. On a pragmatic level, we must
name what we study; and thus, by naming “the EU” as a singular rhetorical
agent, even though I know a range of difficulties are involved in this move,
I contribute to the interpellation of the EU as a singular, coherent, and
agentic entity. I do, however, make an effort to name the many contribu-
tors in the five initiatives in order to show the dispersion of rhetorical
agency. These complications also indicate the need for precision and the
need to be able—when relevant—to talk about Europe as something ozber
than the EU, except when making a point of the ambiguity. In the EU

39 Cultural policy has received scholarly critique precisely on the grounds of this ambiva-
lence. See Shore, “Inventing the ‘People’s Europe™’; Shore, Building Enrope; Shore, “In Uno
Plures”. As mentioned, more recently, Ekeman explores the role of culture within the Eu-
ropean alt-right and conceptualises efforts of this kind as strategies of metapolitics. See
Ekeman, “Solecism or Barbarism”; Ekeman, “On Gramscianism of the Right”.

40 Garcfa likewise notes how New Narrative “does not highlight the competition between
political natratives of the EU (such as social democrat versus liberal natratives, or narra-
tives of enlargement versus natratives of deepening) but seeks to rebuild a form of con-
sensus on the grounds, of the rejection of populism and nationalism”. Garcia, “New Nar-
rative Project”, 348.
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texts as well as in the scholarly literature, these two categories—Europe
and the EU—are often used interchangeably, and the same is true when it
comes to its inhabitants: Europeans and EU citizens. I scrutinise these
rhetorical phenomena more closely in chapter 5 as central mechanisms in
the historiography of the EU.

For Whom? Audience and the EU Citizen

Whom, then, are these five EU initiatives explicitly addressing? How is the
audience projected in the artefacts?# And in connection with the general
objective to form European identity, whom is this identity for? Although
I agree with Charland, who, in turn, leans on Burke when he argues that
“a transcendent subject as audience member, who would exist prior to and
apart from the speech to be judged” does not exist,! I do find it useful,
again for pragmatic reasons, to briefly note some of the key characteristics
of the potential audiences here in the introduction before returning to the
question of the subject and performativity in chapter 2.

Although all of the five initiatives are publicly available, they address
several audiences, and EU citizens are only ratrely the explicit audience.
The two treaties, for instance, can be regarded as written and signed on
behalf of the EU citizens, as being forits citizens, but they are mostly com-
municated and read in abbreviated forms conveyed through national and
EU politicians and the media. In this sense, the most recent initiative, New
Narrative, is the only initiative explicitly seeking to communicate with EU
citizens.

Furthermore, the explicitly proclaimed audience might be different
than the intended or perceived audience, a situation made no less complex
in today’s mediatised and globalised society. As Kjeldsen notes in his
aforementioned study on Tony Blait’s address to the EP in 2005, the “ot-
ator not only addresses the specific audience in the EP, but also a wide
range of different countries and groups in Europe”.# The coverage of
Blair’s speech was largely crafted as “a story about Blair in the EU-Parlia-
ment rather than an account of the present and urgent situation of Europe
and the European Union”.# So, in the same way that a politician might
explicitly address another politician but implicitly direct the message to the

41 In other words, who is the texts’ second persona? 1 refrain from using this concept and
therefore will not go further into its conceptual implications here, but I briefly touch upon
its relation to constitutive rhetoric in chapter 2, see note 185. See Black, “Second Persona”.
42 Kjeldsen, “Speaking of Europe”, 20.

4 Kjeldsen, 41.
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general public, an EU report might explicitly address the president of the
European Council or EU citizens, but implicitly speak to a different audi-
ence; of, it might be directed at both at the same time. The amplification
of this complexity due to the rise of new media might be a fairly recent
challenge, but it is neither uncommon (it characterises all types of political
communication), nor likely to disappear.

Even though four of the five EU initiatives studied in this thesis do not
directly address EU citizens, European identity in a diachronic perspective
gradually becomes a collective identity meant to encompass EU citizens,
an identity for the EU’s citizens, as I show in chapter 4. So before exploring
the various interpellations of EU citizens in the artefacts, it is worth noting
some characteristics about the EU citizens who actually inhabit the EU
member states. The scholars presented in this section do not consistently
distinguish between Europeans and EU citizens, but, in my view, it is im-
portant to do so, both for reasons of precision and to avoid making claims
on behalf of people who are not part of the EU.

EU citizens are a culturally, politically, and linguistically very diverse
group of people. As Luis B. Gatcia notes, “EU integration means reincat-
nation as a world power for France, redemption of the past for Germany,
resurrection and independence for Central and European states, optimi-
zation for the United Kingdom” .4+ Similarly, lan Manners and Philomena
Murray argue that founding and other Western member states have, until
recently, ascribed to the “Nobel narrative [the narrative of European inte-
gration as a peace project|, while newer members identify with economic
Europe”.# The identity as EU citizen is, in other words, strongly related
to and contextualised by differing national identities. But demographic dif-
ferences within and across member states are important to bear in mind.
Neil Fligstein secks to explain why some citizens are more “likely to adopt
a Huropean identity” than others and argues that the primary source of
European identity is positive interaction “on a regular basis with people
from other European countries”, a privilege granted to only a small pot-
tion of EU citizens.* Studying England, France, and Germany, this “mid-
dle- and upper-middle-class” group of EU citizens has had a large impact
on the centre-left and -right parties; but the far-left and -right are two very

44 Garcia, “New Narrative Project”, 3406.

45 Manners and Mutray, “End of a Noble Narrative?”, 197. The authors argue that the
“central legitimizing role [of the Nobel narrative] has effectively ended”, due to younger
generations with no experience of the war and a “somewhat tarnished” reputation. See
Manners and Murray, 188. Although the premises are most likely true, I do not completely
agree with the conclusion that the narrative has lost its legitimising role. Rather, the role as
a peace project has moved outside the borders of the EU. I discuss this issue in chapter 6.
46 Fligstein, “Who Are the Europeans”, 132-33.
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different stories, based on fear of globalisation and fear that the nation
state will be undermined, respectively.#” To this spectrum, Fligstein adds
the category “situational Buropeans”, meaning people, who determine
their stance on a political issue based on their “own interest and that of
the nation”® the UK and Denmark being prime examples of this situa-
tionally contingent adherence. For instance, Catharina Serensen identifies
four types of Euroscepticism based on economy, sovereignty, democracy,
and social welfare, and posits that citizens in different member states ad-
here to different types and combinations of scepticism. Where the per-
ceived loss of sovereignty plays a strong role in the UK, Denmark, and
Sweden, the much-debated democratic deficit is more often brought to
the fore in Italy, Spain, and Portugal# This distinction underscores the
inconsistent, differentiated, and always potentially changing nature of the
EU citizenry. This variation also manifests in Thomas Risse’s conceptual-
isation of Huropean identity. He diligently avoids any statements about
what European identity is on a supranational level; according to him, Eu-
ropean identity is different in each member state, as it is contextualised by
national identity, which, as a result, is “Europeanised”.s0

In light of this diversity, it is, as Garcia notes, “undoubtedly difficult to
articulate narratives of belonging beyond the thin notion of ‘unity in di-
versity”’;5! and all the more interesting that the EU makes such efforts. It
is in trying to understand the relation between these rhetorical efforts at
collective identity formation and the specific narrative and discursive ten-
sions that rhetorical scholarship and, more specifically, this study contrib-
utes to EU studies.

EU Studies from a Rhetorical Perspective

Although the EU as an object of study has traditionally been undertaken
in the social sciences, disciplines within the humanities, such as history,
anthropology, and philosophy, have gained ground within the past two
decades, and different variants of discourse analysis are increasingly em-
ployed in order to better understand the discourses and narratives of and

47 Fligstein, 133.

48 Fligstein, 134.

49 “Euroscepticism”; Rasmussen and Serensen, “Denmark: A Pragmatic Euroscepticism”.
50 Risse, “A European Identity?”’; Risse, Community of Europeans?

51 Garcia, “New Narrative Project”, 346.
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about the EU and its citizens, several of which will be actualised in this
study.5?

Rhetorical scholarship has also made its, albeit still small, contribution
to studies of the EU, and there is good reason for this interest: not only
does rhetorical scholarship have much to offer in a field so grounded in
the social sciences, but the EU is also an intriguing object of study for
rhetorical scholars. The EU holds great financial, political, and social
power, and thus pose dilemmas just like any nation state, albeit on a dif-
ferent and more complex level. The EU, then, complicates many of the
concepts we take for granted: rhetor, audience, agency. These concepts
are of course complicated in other arenas as well, but the EU is an unchar-
tered field and thus offers ample opportunity to explore.

Rhetorical citizenship and performances of the “admirable citizen” are
at the heart of Berg’s doctoral thesis about the European Year of Inter-
cultural Dialogue. Two of Berg’s findings are particulatly relevant to this
study, the first one centring around the aforementioned concept of “a lan-
guage already in circulation”.5’ Berg traces the EU’s concept of zutercultural
dialogne in scholarship on intercultural communication and dialogue, which
leads to the second point—namely her conclusion that “‘intercultural dia-
logue’, while presented as a genre based in practice, is a language ideology
aimed at generating a particular kind of civic engagement” and, conse-
quently, promotes certain normative ideals of how to perform the role of
a good citizen.>* Similar mechanisms are at play in the initiatives studied
here and will be thematised in chapter 6.

Just has written extensively about the EU, probing questions of the
EU’s legitimacy and legitimation strategies, the role and importance of
public debate on EU issues, as well as the role of the media in such de-
bates, and the processes of public opinion formation.ss In her doctoral
thesis, Just concludes that the continuous and widely branched process of
public opinion formation is where the EU finds its legitimacy and

52 Some relevant examples are Balibar, We, the Pegple of Eurgpe?; Case, “Being European:
East and West”; Dewandre, “Political Agents”; Diez, “Europe as a Discursive Battle-
ground”; Fornis, Eurgpe Faces Eurgpe; Hansen, “Europeans Only?”’; Holmes, “Expeti-
mental Identities (after Maastricht)”; Howarth and Torfing, Discourse Theory, Kaelble,
“Identification with Europe”; Kaiser, “One Natrative or Several?”’; Sandberg, “Gransens
nerver og fraveer”; Shore, Building Eunrope; Wodak and Weiss, “Analyzing European Union
Discourses”; Wzhrens, “Erindringspolitik til forhandling”.

53 Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”; Segal, Health and the Rbetoric of Medicine, 2005.

54 Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”, 276.

55 Just, “Constitution of Meaning”; “Deliberative Processes”; Just, “No Place like Home?”;
Just, “European Public Debate”; Just, “Velkommen til Merkolland”; Just, “This Is Not a
Pipe”.
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European collective identity emerges.5s She thus highlights both the con-
stitutive connection between articulation and context and the multitude of
positions and identities in public opinion making. This second point is also
at the core of her study on the DebateEurope website, in which she con-
cludes that

the analysis of the offered identities and performed agencies of DebateEu-
rope shows how a single invitation opens up room for a multitude of en-
actments. Thus, the analysis indicates that the formation of unified Euro-
pean public opinions is unrealistic. However, this does not mean that Eu-
ropean public opinion formation is impossible.5?

Throughout her scholarship on the EU, Just remains preoccupied with the
relation between public opinion formation and citizens’ involvement
herein, the latter of which is discussed in chapter 6. For instance, Euro-
pean public opinion formation could arguably be understood as the put-
pose of New Narrative, although the platform from which it was launched
did not offer the same possibilities as DebateEurope.

In addition to Just and Berg, Alessandra Beasley von Burg has contrib-
uted substantially to this field. Beasley von Burg explores the tensions be-
tween, on the one hand, the EU’s policy of freedom of movement and
cosmopolitan ideals and, on the other hand, limited conceptualisations of
citizenship that restrict the mobility of non-EU citizens, such as the Roma
people for whom movement is a condition of living. She therefore pro-
poses to “renovate” the EU citizenship so that it includes both “the free-
dom of movement as an EU right and the concept of being free to move
and freedom as human rights”.5 Movement in relation to cosmopolitan-
ism is addressed in chapter 6.

Finally, media and communication scholar Johan Fornis systematically
explores the introduction and interpretation of the EU symbols in his
book Sizgnifying Eurogpe> —Europe Day, the European motto, flag, and cur-
rency. These symbols have a salient function to the constitutive rhetoric
of the EU and will be scrutinised further in chapter 4. Fornis has also
edited an anthology that centres Eastern European perspectives on Euro-
pean identity formation.®® Relevant to this study is philosopher Carl

56 Just, “Constitution of Meaning”.

57 Just, “Buropean Public Debate”, 92-93.

58 Beasley Von Burg, “Free to Move”, 83; see also Beasley Von Burg, “Caught between
History and Imagination”; Beasley Von Burg, “Stochastic Citizenship”; Beasley Von Burg,
“Muslims and Multiculturalism”.

59 Fornds, Signifying Enrope.

0 Fornds, Eurgpe Faces Enrope.
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Cederberg’s contribution®t which explores the relation between identity
and ideal in New Narrative. His analysis is discussed in chapter 6.

The study at hand is surely not the first to take an interest in how col-
lective identity formation has developed in the policies and rhetoric of the
EU, and I examine a large segment of this literature in the theoretical chap-
ter (2). Worth mentioning here is that much of the more recent scholarship
highlights multiplicity and hybridity. For example, sociologist Martin
Kohli and political scientist Michael Bruter both explore multiple identity
constructions within the EU empirically; Kohli argues that there is a po-
tential for hybrid identities among migrants and border communities,s?
and Bruter suggests that we begin to see multiplicity as a reinforcement
rather than exclusion.®> Furthermore, political scientist Thomas Risse has
written extensively on the relationship between national and European
identity, and, as briefly mentioned, concludes that these features are not
just close, but interdependent.s+

We also see efforts to expand the field of EU studies towards other
disciplines. The anthology Ewurgpean Identity explicitly seeks to expand the
field traditionally dominated by political science and its reliance on “survey
instruments” and “polls”,65 as well as its functionalist and rationalist past.¢o
The belief in functional pressures, institutional ties, and actor interests—
in short: the force of “constraints and incentives” that dominated the field
in the 1960s and 1970s6%—is not capable of capturing “the dynamics of
European identity construction”, as it is formulated.ss Instead, they argue
for a multidisciplinary approach: “While the work of political scientists
and the survey techniques upon which they rely are important, in this book
we largely turn elsewhere—to anthropology, sociology, and history”.©> Of
particular interest to this study is the contribution by sociologist Adrian
Favell.”0 Favell studies movement and migration to and within the EU: so-
called ethnic migration from outside the EU, intra-EU elite migration in
the West, and a category that falls between these two, namely migration
from Eastern Europe. Though the majority of these migrants are EU

61 Cederberg, “Europe as Identity and Ideal”.

62 Kohli, “The Battlegrounds of European Identity’, 113.
03 Bruter, Citizens of Eurgpe?, 20-22.

64 Risse et al., “To Euro or Not”; Risse, “A European Identity?”’; Community of Europeans?,
Risse, “No Demos?”

65 Checkel and Katzenstein, Ewurgpean Identity, 10.

66 Checkel and Katzenstein, 4 ff.

67 Checkel and Katzenstein, 7.

68 Checkel and Katzenstein, 19.

69 Checkel and Katzenstein, 2.

70 Favell, “Immigration, Migration”.
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citizens, “white, Christian, skilled and in high demand”,t they often expe-
rience similar prejudices and exclusion to those coming from outside the
EU. I discuss Favell’s contribution and his book, Eurostars and Eurocities,™
in which he studies the intra-EU elite migration more closely, in chapter
0.

Finally, political scientist Peo Hansen and intellectual historian Stefan
Jonsson’s extensive study on the close relationship between European in-
tegration and colonialism informs this project as well. In Ewrafrica: The Un-
told History of European Integration and Colonialism,’> Hansen and Jonsson re-
trieve “a history of the European union (EU) long neglected or ignored in
scholarship”.” This is a history of the role of particularly European colo-
nialism in Aftrica in the founding years of the EU as well as its continuous
role today and how the official founding narrative of the EU (a project of
peace, freedom, and democracy) serves as a red herring to divert attention
from its “geopolitical ambitions and economic interests”.’s While these
ambitions and interests may not be purposefully hidden in the way Hansen
and Jonsson suggest—the EU is very open about its ambitions to be able
to speak “with one voice if it wants to make itself heard and play its proper
role in the world”7—they are supposedly fulfilled on philanthropical
grounds; and to help solve problems on a global scale and ensure that
influence is not “in the hands of a very small number of great powers”.”

In other words, “the little dots” on the map that compose what is for-
mally known as the Overseas Countries and Territories within the EU are
“fundamentally at odds with the EU’s dominant self-understanding”,s a
self-understanding which is, according to the authors, upheld by the schol-
arly community in its failure to scrutinise the EU’s official story and the
strategies it has employed: “Historiography being one of the most power-
ful of these strategies, it becomes particulatly important to examine the
complicity of historians and EU researchers in establishing a selective and
one-sided interpretation of the EU’s past”.”? Hansen and Jonsson set out
to rectify this fundamental problem by examining the more or less forgot-
ten programme called Euafiica, formed in the 1920s as a geopolitical con-
stellation with the promise of providing “Europe with raw materials for

™ Favell, 184.

72 Favell, Eurostars and Eunrocities.

73 Hansen and Jonsson, Ewrafrica.

74 Hansen and Jonsson, xiv.

75 Hansen and Jonsson, xv.

76 Commission of the European Communities, “Declaration on European Identity”, 120.
77 Commission of the European Communities, 120.

78 Hansen and Jonsson, 1, 2.

7 Hansen and Jonsson, 4.
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its industry, nutrition for its population, land for its overpopulation, labour
for its unemployed, and markets for its products”s—wwithout the unfor-
tunate connotations of colonialism. Although studies have appeared
within recent years that shed light on the relationship between European
integration and colonialism, they are few.s! In the study at hand, my focus
is on the geographical, physical, and symbolic resources and means used
in the EU’s collective identity formation—on what is there; but I invoke
Philip Wander’s concept of the #hird persona in chapter 5 to address what is
not there.s

In sum, the research on European identity in relation to the EU stresses
important perspectives relating to the dynamic, interdependent, and am-
biguous nature of identity formation, including its multiplicity in various
contextualised forms and its multidirectional movements. Furthermore,
much of the existing literature goes against the more traditional reliance
on quantitative analysis based on survey instruments and polls. However,
a common denominator of these studies, aside from their social science
background, is their reluctance to discuss what the concept of European
identity actually signifies and the symbolic forms it takes. To varying de-
grees, they discuss narratives, myths, and/or discourse as important parts
of identity formation, but few examine how this discourse and other sym-
bolic practices involved actually manifest.

80 Hansen and Jonsson, Ewurafrica, 28. They quote Richard Coudenhove-Kalergi’s “Aftika”
in Paneurope 5:2, 1929, 3. It may seem illogical that Europe should be overpopulated in
the immediate years after World War I, but the acceleration of population growth in the
nineteenth century, which “was a direct consequence of declining death rates and stable or
even tising fertility rates”, did actually predict overpopulation. In fact, despite two devas-
tating wats, we can observe a population growth from 1900 to 1950 (from 296.000 to
393.000). Haines, “Population of Europe”.

81 See, e.g., Aman, “EU and the Recycling of Colonialism”; Bhambra, “Whither Europer”;
Bhambra, “Current Crisis of Europe”. Hansen and Jonsson explain that Eurafrica is ren-
dered insignificant in existing scholarship for several reasons: First of all, the history of the
EU is Eurocentric in the sense that the history of Europe and Africa are seen as insular
and distinct narratives, meaning that European history is viewed as what takes place on or
beginning on the European continent. Secondly, colonial history is viewed not as a global
world history, but as matters of the specific nation states. As a consequence, “Euaftrica
drops out of the picture”. See Hansen and Jonsson, Eurafica, 14, see also 259 ff. Further-
more, two historiographical paradigms have dominated the view on European and African
post-war relations: the Cold War and decolonisation. The Cold War has formed a domi-
nant analytical framework in historiographical accounts of EU history, specifically neglect-
ing the impact of Aftrica and colonialism on European integration, a neglect which is fur-
ther underscored by the general view that the Cold War instituted a period of decolonisa-
tion. Hansen and Jonsson argue that such efforts of decolonisation are actually redefined
relationships of interdependence. See Hansen and Jonsson, 269.

82 Wander, “Third Persona”.
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In light of this dearth of scholarship, it is interesting that Garcia notes
a recent narrative turn “in the literature on European studies and in insti-
tutional and political practice”, identifying New Narrative as an example.s3
Indeed, we see many validations of such a turn in historical, sociological,
and political scientific areas of EU scholarship, and many of these scholars
rely on discourse analysis.s* However, with notable exceptions, such as an-
thropologist Cris Shore’s work on the EU’s collective identity formation
through cultural policies, and Peo Hansen’s work on the EU’s political
efforts to form such identity,> many scholars engaging with narrative are
not attentive to how the narrative in question is voiced and crafted: they
paraphrase texts and/or reconstruct their arguments, but do not analyse
and interpret the symbolic forms and practices.ss

83 Garcia, “New Narrative Project”, 350.

84 See, e.g., Diez, “Europe as a Discursive Battleground”’; Forchtner and Kolvraa, “Narrat-
ing a ‘New Europe’; Hansen, “Europeans Only?”’; Hoffmann, “Re-Conceptualizing Legit-
imacy”; Howarth and Torfing, Discourse Theory, Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”; Kaiser, “One
Narrative or Several?”’; Manners and Murray, “End of a Noble Narrative?”’; Sala, “Europe’s
Odyssey?”; Sala, “Narrating Europe”; Wodak and Angouri, “From Grexit to Grecovery”;
Wodak and Weiss, “Analyzing European Union Discourses”.

85 Shore, “Inventing the ‘People’s Europe™; Shore, “Imagining the New Europe”; Shore,
Building Eurgpe; Shore, “In Uno Plures”; Hansen, “Europeans Only?”. Although not as
encompassing, it is still worth noting Forchtner and Koelvraa’s analysis of narratives of old
and new Europe and how they are interrelated and Holmes’s ethnographic analysis of the
expetimental character and interconnectedness of post-Maastricht identity formation.
Such identity formation stems from a range of very different voices and thus atise bottom-
up as well as top-down, he argues. See Holmes, “Experimental Identities (after Maas-
tricht)”’; Forchtner and Kolvraa, “Narrating a ‘New Europe.”

86 A notable example of this lack of engagement with the text is Vivien Schmidt’s analyses
of the European Central Bank’s and EU leaders’ rhetorical handling of the sovereign debt
crisis. Her argument is compelling, but her analysis consists mainly of her own reconstruc-
tions of the differing discourses (coordinative and communicative). She neither shows the
empirical examples that lay the foundations for interpretation, nor explains how she arrives
at these interpretations. In fact, neither in the text nor in the bibliography does she list the
artefacts she analyses. See Schmidt, “Arguing about the Eurozone Crisis”; Schmidt,
“Speaking to the Markets”. Another example is Ian Manners and Philomena Murray’s anal-
ysis of six different EU narratives (among which, one is the New Narrative) and their
interaction. After describing and paraphrasing the New Narrative declaration in one para-
graph, their analysis consists of a slightly longer paragraph in which they apply a set of
predefined analytic concepts, as in the following: “From the perspective of temporal or-
dering of events, the New Narrative did not provide any cohetrent narrative structure. Alt-
hough it did have a beginning (“The Mind and Body of Europe”), a middle (“Europe’s
Evolving Narrative”) and an end (“The Renaissance Meets Cosmopolitanism”), the narra-
tive linking these parts of the story was unconvincing. Thus in terms of narrative identity, the
New Narrative was not able to constitute a recognisable story of what Europe is for most
Europeans; instead, it tended to identify a partial, culturalist sense of Europe”. See Man-
ners and Murray, “End of a Noble Natrrativer”, 191. Although their conclusion may be
right, I am less convinced by the way they arrive at that conclusion.
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Rhetorical scholar Robert Asen identifies a similar and more general
“discursive turn to policy analysis”.s” Policy is of course only a small part
of the rhetorical artefacts produced within the EU, but his point merits
extension to other areas of EU studies. Often, he claims, scholars from
disciplines not traditionally preoccupied with discourse “treat concepts
like metaphor and narrative as a critical smorgasbord assembled in the in-
terests of taxonomy”.#¢ This critique resonates with Just’s demarcation of
a rhetorical approach from a discourse analytical approach. Discourse
analysis, she argues, is most often interested in establishing general cate-
gories, compartmentalising artefacts, and in seeking “differences and or-
der”;# contrastingly, rhetorical analysis, as exemplified by Just and the
study at hand, aims at illuminating interdependence, nuances, and complex
relationships between artefacts.”

In other words, explorations of narrative and discursive aspects of the
EU and its citizens are employed by disciplines well-stablished in EU stud-
ies, but rhetorical scholarship can make valuable contributions. It can do
so by engaging closely and thoroughly with communications concrete
manifestations and the symbolic—discursive as well as nondiscursive—
practices of the EU in a back-and-forth movement between theoretical
concept and artefact, and by keeping an open stance towards ambiguous,
processual, and interrelated dynamics of the artefacts analysed.

Analytical Approaches: Rhetorical and Topological
Readings

Rhetorical analysis, then, is important if we truly want to understand Jow
¥y p y
political myths and narratives of collective identity are crafted and the dif-
ferent ways they work.
The readings presented in this thesis rely on a hermeneutical under-
standing of human beings’ position in the world and in history. From this
perspective, “the prejudices and preconceptions that occupy the

87 Asen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 124.

88 Asen, 124. Asen’s critique refers to Frank Fischer, Reframing Public Policy: Discursive Politics
and Deliberative Practices New York: Oxford University Press, 2003) and Deborah A. Stone,
Paradox: The Art of Political Decision Making New York: Norton, 2002).

8 Just, “Constitution of Meaning”, 19. Just takes Gilbert Weiss as the primary representa-
tive of this type of discourse analysis. Other notable examples of this approach is Manners
and Murray’s article mentioned above and Ruth Wodak who has also done a lot work on
the EU. See Wodak and Weiss, “Analyzing European Union Discourses”; Wodak and An-
gouri, “From Grexit to Grecovery”; Angouti and Wodak, “They Became Big”.

90 Just, “Constitution of Meaning”, 19.
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interpretet’s consciousness™! are not freely available for them to dispose
of as they like, but are rather a universal human condition, and the critical
task is to lay bare the conditions that constrain meaning formation and
understanding. More concretely, this perspective forms the basis of a con-
viction that our understanding of an artefact (as a whole) is based on a
constant process of comparison between artefact and our disciplinary as-
sumptions about its meaning.”2 From this, the two analytical approaches
that inform this study are derived: conceptually driven rhetorical criticism
and topological reading.

Conceptually Driven Rhetorical Criticism

Conceptually driven rhetorical criticism is presented as a critical practice
by James Jasinski in his article “The Status of Theory and Method in Rhe-
torical Criticism”,% in which he offers a metacritical history of how critical
rhetorical practices and the ideas informing these practices have shifted
during the second half of the twentieth century. Jasinski does not so much
present a new way of doing rhetorical criticism as offer a concept for what
he observes is being performed in the scholarly community of rhetorical
scholars. He calls it “one of the most significant recent developments in
rhetorical studies”% a change from method-driven to theory-driven rhe-
torical criticism, which is also characteristic of this thesis.’

The central concern of this approach to rhetorical criticism is the rela-
tion between concept/theory and object/analysis. Theory is understood
as serving criticism by offering a vocabulary (concepts) to help us

91 Gadamer, Sanning Och Metod, 142. From the Swedish: “De férdomar och férhandsme-
ningar, som ockuperar tolkarens medvetande, stir honom inte fritt till férfogande”.

92 Villadsen, “Dyre ord”, 13.

93 Jasinski, “Status of Theory and Method”.

94 Jasinski, 254.

95 Jasinksi argues that whereas wethod was seen as one of the most important components
of rhetorical criticism in the 1940s—1960s, #heory becomes the centre of attention in the
1970s onwards. The purpose of a strong methodological ground in rhetorical criticism was,
he argues, to foster the ability to make thorough analytical contributions, evaluated on a
systematic grounding instead of on the critic’s individual preferences. Method was thus
understood as a systematic process viewed as a “a means of redemption” from a historically
tarnished reputation and thus as a way to achieve “academic respectability”’. See Fisher,
“Method in Rhetorical Criticism”, 102-3. This methodological focus led, however, to a
counterreaction in the 1970s, informed by the question: Have we become too preoccupied
with the ow of the criticism instead of the analysis, the criticism, itself? Centring theory
instead of method in the critical practice is thus an answer to this question.
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understand our material % and criticism serves theory by testing hypothe-
ses, illustrating, modifying existing theory, and so forth. In this approach,

the concept(s) remain essentially works in progress; our understanding of
the concept(s) evolves through the back and forth movement between
concept and object. Similarly, the critic’s understanding of the object
grows or develops as conceptual thickening helps illuminate its diverse
qualities.”

Thus, the critical practice is imagined as a movement between concept and
object, mutually illuminating each other. The often-cited metaphor concep-
tual thickening is especially valuable as it highlights the various ways a con-
cept or a theory evolves: by exemplification, by (small or extensive) mod-
ification, by broadening its subject area, by narrowing its application, and
so on.

Jasinski’s conceptualisation is largely inspired by Michael Leff, whose
scholarly work was concerned with practicing and conceptualising rhetor-
ical close reading. Leff argues that each rhetorical criticism vibrates theo-
retical principles “against the particular case”;% ot, to use another one of
his metaphors, in rhetorical criticism, “theory moves along the broken
ground covered by the specific material of the discipline”.® This dynamic
indicates, firstly, that the critic must get a sense of the unevenness, the
multifaceted character of a body of material in order to know what theo-
retical concepts prove relevant; secondly, it implies the locus of the critic’s
attention: the ground, wherefore it might not be possible to use the same
concepts on the entire body of material. Close reading thus opens up the
object not just to one theory or concept predetermined by the critic, but
to several theories and concepts in their interaction with the object and
each other.100

I find this particular reading practice useful and relevant when working
with my material: How is the idea of European identity, as it is articulated
in this specific material, understandable using the vocabulary of, among
others, the theory of constitutive rhetoric? How does it interact with the
theory of semiology? And how are these concepts elaborated along the
way?

96 Jasinski, “Status of Theory and Method”, 257. Jasinski references Clifford Geertz, The
Interpretation of Culture, NY: Basic Books, 1973, 26-27.

97 Jasinski, 256.

98 Leff, “Interpretation”, 347.

99 Leff, 347.

100 Jasinski, “Status of Theory and Method”, 261-62.
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Specifically, rhetorical close reading, like the readings I perform in this
study, entails that the critic, in different measures, “linger|[s] over words,
verbal images, elements of style, sentences, argument patterns, and entire
paragraphs and larger discursive units within the text to explore their sig-
nificance on multiple levels”.101 This approach is, in other words, largely
attentive to the intrinsic values and functions of rhetorical material. The
disadvantage of this focus is that it also potentially isolates the specific
artefact from larger discursive phenomena, neglecting to explore the “ex-
ternal influences the text has had on its context”,102 or the cultural, politi-
cal, historical influences oz the text, for that matter. This valid critique is
all the more relevant when analysing discourse with multiple audiences, as
is the case with the EU’s discourse on European identity. As a remedy to
this critique, Leah Ceccarelli suggests adding an intertextual element to the
textual analysis through historical research on the reception of the rhetor-
ical practices being studied.!03 I will not provide a full account of the his-
torical reception as Ceccarelli suggests, but I have sought to find reviews
of and studies on historical and contemporary press coverage of the EU
initiatives and incorporated these external views of the five initiatives into
the chapter on their rhetorical and historical context (chapter 3). In other
words, I use the reception as a way of understanding how others have
perceived the EU’s rhetoric on European identity and not as a systematic
checklist to see if the arguments I make are true or not. Thus, I hope to
show that it is possible to engage in a reading that captures cultural, polit-
ical, and historical influences both o7 and of the text, although my primary
commitment remains close readings of the EU’s rhetorical practices of
collective identity formation.

Topological Reading: Patterns and Tensions

Although not referring to her analytical practice as close reading, this is
arguably what Maria Johansen does in her study on raison d'état and the
Swedish intelligence and security service in a series of White Papers [SOU:
Statens Offentliga Utredningar] published in the 1960s onwards.!4 Her analy-
sis is concerned with the text’s topology, a practice inspired by Roland
Barthes’s reading of Balzac’s Sarrasine, in which he offers the metaphor of
starring the text: “We shall therefore star the text [on éfvilera done le texte|,
separating, in the manner of a minor earthquake, the blocks of

101 Jasinski, Sourcebook on Rhetoric, 93.

102 Ceccarelli, Shaping Science with Rhetoric, 6-T; Leff, “Things Made by Words”, 228.
103 Ceccarelli, Shaping Science with Rbetoric, 6.

104 Johansen, Offentlig skrift.
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signification of which reading grasps only the smooth surface”.105 “Ezil-
era” has several translations, one of which is “to star”. Another translation
invoked by Barthes’s imagery is “to crack into the shape of a stat” |féler en
Jforme d'étoile]; for example, when a small stone hits a window-pane without
breaking it. In conjunction with the metaphor of starring—putting the text
on stage, viewing it from all possible angles, but also considering the shape
of an (iconic) star—‘starring the text” signifies, on the one hand, the plu-
rality of a text, that it does not have one single reading, or meaning, but
several, and that they are ongoing and never-ending: we will never reach
its true meaning. On the other hand, starring the text entails separation,
separating different units of a text in order to map its different significa-
tions.

In Johansen’s adaptation, topological reading involves reading with an
eye toward the topological characteristics of a body of zexts.106 She pays at-
tention to different blocks of signification within the texts and how these
blocks appear, sometimes side by side, intertangled or in tension with one
another, how they break, and sometimes even form new blocks of mean-
ing through these movements. Johansen studies “the kaleidoscopic dis-
placements of form in the text’s topology. Topology means the study of
objects with regard to form—to the mutual layers and relations between
different points—and not distance”.1” Such an approach aims to attend
to recurring patterns in a text or a body of texts, even though they may be
remote in space, time, and/or theme. Hence, reading with what we could
call a topological sensitivity means being sensitive to the (formal) charac-
teristics that #uite a body of texts, rather than to read with a focus on dis-
tance. This sensitivity allows Johansen to read the SOU White Papers as a
coherent body of texts, going back and forth between the texts, instead of
reading five single texts temporally apart and thematically different; a
stance that prompts questions such as: Which patterns appear in the texts?
What tensions appear within or when juxtaposing these patterns? And
what are the implications of such tensions?

What I take from Johansen is a step back from the obvious chronolog-
ical order of the five EU initiatives in order to approach a more topological

105 Barthes, S/ Z: An Essay, 13.

106 This move from a single to a collection of texts is a significant deviation from Barthes,
who ascribes the structuring of texts into large volumes as “classical rhetoric and second-
ary-school explication”, something he warns against: “Whence the idea, and so to speak
the necessity, of a gradual analysis of a single text”, in which case I interpret ‘text’ quite
literally. Barthes, 12.

107 Johansen, Offentlig skrift, 211. From the Swedish: “kalejdoskopiska formférskjutningar i
textens topologi. Topologi utgor helt enkelt studiet av objekt dér hinsyn tas just till
form—till de inb6rdes ligena och relationerna mellan olika punkter—och inte avstind”.
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order. When I began this work, I almost intuitively imagined a chronolog-
ical development; a process automatically indicating progress or change of
some sort. Changes definitely occur but, at the same time, many arguments
and thematic figurations appear over and over again. My initial hypothesis
that the EU was creating an institutional identity in the 1970s and 1980s
and a collective, cultural identity in the 1990s onwards is at once true and
not true. It is true that there is such a development, a change in scope and
focus from an institutional level to a citizen level, but at the same time,
very similar stories of the EU’s relationship with its citizens are narrated
repeatedly. Thus, the central challenge for the EU as an institution, from
the point of view of the institution itself, seems to be the same today as it
was in the 1970s: How do we connect with our citizens?

To the work at hand, this tension between chronology and recurrence
is interesting on an analytical and theoretical level, and challenging on a
pragmatic level: how does one structure an analysis of material that ex-
tends over time without using a chronology of some kind? I have chosen
to view the material as a body of texts and study the patterns they make
up, across time and incoherent thematic perspectives. This process in-
volves reading these texts both in and out of their chronological sequence.
I do, however, within each thematic section seek to keep a chronological
order as a pedagogical means of making my diachronic arguments clearer
to the reader.

In sum, what I adopt from the two analytical approaches described above,
is, firstly, attention to the reciprocal process between concept and object
in rhetorical criticism, whereby the critical act is a theory of the case, illu-
minating the object and thickening the concept simultaneously; and, sec-
ondly, a view on the plurality of the artefacts while at the same time taking
a step back from their chronological order and viewing the body of texts
as a topology with both uniting features and tensions. These two ap-
proaches might seem contradictory, one pulling critical attention to the
specific object of study, the other to uniting features and tensions in a
body of artefacts. We may understand this approach as a combination of
macro and micro level analysis:

At the macro level, the statements of individuals may be mixed and
matched to reconstruct larger themes. Discourse appears as the rhetor,
and situation refers to the larger political, economic, and social forces
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informing policy debate. At the micro level, particular exchanges obtain
significance for both their representativeness and their exceptionalism. 108

Consequently, I aim at doing justice to the singular artefact when repre-
senting it in the larger thematic structures. By closely engaging with the
symbolic practices of the EU and focusing on their ambiguities and inter-
relatedness, this approach is, as noted, markedly different from other EU
studies that take an interest in narrative and discourse.

Finally, it is worth noting the methodological challenge of studying an
institution and a topic in constant change. This flux is a general challenge
to everyone studying contemporary phenomena and thus not exceptional
to this study, but the effects warrant mention. Firstly, this fluidity compli-
cates delimitation. I have drawn a rather strict temporal line from 1973 to
2014 in terms of delimitating my objects of study, but they need to be
viewed within their broader historical and contemporary context. Sec-
ondly, not only the contemporary EU and European identity is in constant
change, the past is also. The understanding of historical material changes
in light of contemporary political and societal changes as well as changing
historical insights. It is difficult—and not necessarily desirable—to detach
my readings from contemporary phenomena such as Brexit and the Eu-
ropean debate on migration and refugees and, more recently, the Covid-
19 pandemic and its political consequences for the internal cohesion of
the EU: the Polish government’s passing of anti-abortion laws in the
shadow of the pandemic and the following demonstrations, and Italy’s
difficult fight against the pandemic and the resulting anti-EU sentiments
in Italy, as solidarity from other EU countries has lacked. All of these phe-
nomena have provoked the reappearance of well-known internal divisions
of power across the EU: North/South as well as East/West. This does
not mean that I do continuous readings of such present phenomena as
well, but rather that they inform my readings of the material at hand and
continuously add to the context within which I view my objects of study.
They appear throughout the study as examples and contextual perspec-
tives.

Selection and Delimitation

My primary objects of study are: the Declaration on European Identity,!®
a short declaration signed in 1973 by the then nine member states of the

108 Asen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 134.
109 Commission of the European Communities, “Declaration on European Identity”.
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Community; the two ‘A People’s Europe’ reports, !0 written by a commit-
tee founded at a European Council in 1984 and presented in 1985; the
Maastricht Treaty,!!! signed in 1992 and fully ratified in 1993; the Treaty
establishing a Constitution for Europe,!'2 signed in 2004, but never ratified
and thus never in effect; and the publication The Mind and Body of Eurgpe:
A New Narrative13 the result of the project New Narrative for Europe
initiated in 2013 by the European Parliament and since then taken over by
the European Commission. This publication includes different types of
artefacts such as political speeches, art work, philosophical and other
scholarly texts, as well as the “Declaration: The Mind and Body of Eu-
rope”.

Together, these primary artefacts represent a broad view of how the
rhetoric on European identity has developed over time and in different
genres within first the Community and since then the EU. With these pri-
mary artefacts as my starting point, I explore the communication sur-
rounding them—among others, relevant press releases, speeches, and of-
ficial statements—in order to create a broader picture of how the initia-
tives were communicated publicly and the conversations of which they
were a part. Furthermore, I trace the wider distribution and circulation of
the themes and ideas of the five initiatives in nondiscursive symbolic rep-
resentations and in scholarship (the mechanism of circulation is explained
further in chapter 3). For this reason, previous research on the five initia-
tives relevant to this study are presented and analysed in the historical
background (chapter 3) and in the analytical chapters (4-0).

These five EU initiatives do not cohere as a self-evident body of arte-
facts; in fact, we might conceive of this material as rather eclectic. Artefacts
of multiple authorship do not form readily identifiable thematic units, but
this does not mean that they are chosen arbitrarily.!+ With reference to
Michael McGee’s dictum that “our first job as professional consumers of
discourse is inventing a text suitable for criticisn?’ 115 Asen argues that although
the critical practice involves judgment and creativity, it does not neces-
sarily follow that the critic has “unconstrained agency in creating a text
from cultural materials”.116 The specific thematic assemblage arises from

110 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”.

111 Council of the European Communities, “Treaty on European Union”.
112 BEuropean Communities, “Constitution for Europe”.

113 Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of Eurgpe.

114 Asen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 132.

115 McGee, “Text, Context”, 288. Emphasis in the original.

116 Asen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 142.
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the “copresence of these competing positions [in the artefacts|, not the
creative assembling of the sovereign rhetorical critic”.117

In this spirit, the five EU initiatives have been chosen due to their call
for European identity, formalised with the Declaration on European Iden-
tity in 1973. Not all of them mention European identity as an explicit ob-
jective, but they articulate other related aims: to create a sense of belong-
ing, a European destiny, as well as to foster common European values.
Some of the initiatives studied presuppose the existence of a European
identity; others articulate this identity as a concrete goal. While some of
the initiatives are evidently relevant to this study, others might appear less
obvious, however. Among the more evident texts is the Declaration on
European Identity, which indicates “the first significant step towards de-
fining a cultural basis for European unification” and is thus a unique initi-
ative of its time.!!s The same can be said about ‘A People’s Europe’, which
“marks . . . an overall re-orientation within the EC towards a heightened
concern with questions of identity, culture and citizenship”.1? Further-
more, it was not until ‘A People’s Europe’ that the issue of European iden-
tity was explicitly discussed within the Community.120 ‘A People’s Europe’
may appear as rhetorically unremarkable, which us why it is worth empha-
sising that in policy debates, “mundane statements often are more influ-
ential than exceptional rhetorical performances”.!2! Even though the spe-
cific language use in the two reports is rather mundane, the texts are event-
ful as rhetorical practices.

Contrastingly, the Maastricht Treaty and the Constitutional Treaty are
not in the same way self-evident parts of my material and also take a less
prominent position in the analysis, but nonetheless each has its specific
traits that makes it particularly interesting to this study. Both treaties were
in several member states heavily contested by politicians and citizens alike
which, in connection to the Maastricht Treaty, resulted in opt-out solu-
tions for the UK and Denmark. The Maastricht Treaty is often described
as a turning point in Buropean integration, not least because it marks the
introduction of a single currency, “without doubt the most significant
move toward European integration so far’”.122 This is of course under-
scored by the timing, the kairotic moment of post—Cold War Europe, but
also due to the restructuring of the Community into a Union with its three-

117 Asen, 133.

118 Shore, Building Enrope, 44.

119 Hansen, Ewurgpeans Only?, 32.

120 Hansen, 54.

121 Asen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 133.
122 Risse et al., “To Euro or Not”, 148.
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pillar structure and the implementation of the Union Citizenship.123 The
scholarly literature often describes the Maastricht Treaty as a defining mo-
ment in the history of the EU, marking a before and after.12+ As Garcia
notes, not until the adoption of the Maastricht Treaty did the EU and
scholars alike begin to reflect upon the potential need “to complement
economic integration by fostering cultural and political bonds among Eu-
ropeans”, thus justifying the existence of the EU to its citizens.!2s

In the case of the Constitutional Treaty, contestation led to its complete
abandonment after the rejections following the Dutch and French refer-
enda. Thus, the federal idea of a common constitution for all member
states was rejected by the same polity it was supposed to constitute. The
question is, then: why study a text as an example of constitutive rhetoric,
when it was never in effect? Although the text was never ratified, it actually
did have effects, among which as a draft for the Lisbon Treaty, ratified in
2009. Furthermore, the preambles to both the Maastricht Treaty and the
Constitutional Treaty are remarkable in that they introduce the ideas of
European identity and a common European destiny, respectively, into the
constitutional framework. These aspects, taken together, indicate that spe-
cifically these two treaties are valuable texts for this study.

Another interesting aspect of a treaty or constitution is the performa-
tivity of the genre. Although in the case of the EU most treaties are
amended or replaced after some years, a treaty has an effective lifetime
until it is officially replaced by a new one—it has a performative force
quite different from the other initiatives (and can be forceful, as just noted,
even when legally not in function). While a political report such as ‘A Peo-
ple’s Europe’ would become politically irrelevant once its proposals were
implemented,!2s a treaty or constitution has a more continuous influence
and significance returned to over and over again. For instance, the phrase
“a more perfect union” from the preamble to the Constitution of the
United States was a fgpos in Obama’s eponymous speech in 2008 as well as
Joe Biden’s inaugural speech in 2021; it was the title of an episode of the
popular TV show The Good Wife; and it served as the title of a book from
2015 by Ben Carson, who served in the Trump administration. It is thus

123 Cris Shore asserts that this is an idea first advocated in the reports from ‘A People’s
Europe’, but I do not find any mentions of citizenship in the reports. See Shore, “In Uno
Plures”, 15-16.

124 See, e.g., Shore, Building Enrope, 53; Hansen, “Europeans Only?”, 53, 121; Holmes, “Ex-
perimental Identities (after Maastricht)”, 52.

125 Garcia, “Introduction”, 286.

126 At least that is most often the case; in this particular instance, the phrase and vision of
‘A People’s Europe’ circulates for many years after. See Sternberg, S#ruggle for EU Legitimacy,
78-79.
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returned to across the political spectrum and in different spheres of soci-
ety. Similatly, the vision of “an ever closer union” from the preamble to
the Treaty of Rome, 1957, is often referred to and quoted; the crucial dif-
ference is, though, that the circulation of this topos is restricted to the
political and academic sphere and has not, to my knowledge, reached
mainstream culture.

New Narrative, like the Declaration on European Identity and ‘A Peo-
ple’s Europe’, more naturally lends itself to a study on rhetorical perspec-
tives of collective identity formation. The project explicitly calls for a com-
mon European natrrative to connect citizens across generations and
thereby create “a sense of belonging to Europe, to a community of values,
culture and interests”,12” and it did so only shortly after the EU received
the Nobel Peace Prize in 2012. Furthermore, New Narrative specifically
targeted EU citizens, particularly the “younger generation” and thus more
clearly formed patt of a communicative discourse (rather than coordina-
tive).12s Finally, the bricolage nature of the publication Mind and Body ena-
bles the incorporation of a broad range of genres as well as types of con-
tributors (artists, intellectuals, politicians), on the one hand, while, on the
other hand, the bricolage diffuses responsibility of what is said, written,
and depicted. While the contributors of publications such as Mind and Body
may understand their task differently, their participation and significance
are constrained by the multiple authorship because the authors “must ne-
gotiate his or her participation in light of the others with whom he or she
directly interacts as well as others who may participate at different times
and settings”.12 In this way, the result is an artefact that both induces pol-
ysemy and coheres at the same time. These characteristics—the explicit-
ness about its identity formation strategy, its target audience and its brico-
lage nature—makes it a highly interesting object for this study, which is
also why it takes a prominent place in the thesis on a whole.

The selection of these five initiatives invokes the question of genre. If
we understand genre as “the recurrence of similar forms”,130 such forms
constrain the range of possible symbolic forms and thus create expecta-
tions in the mind of its audience: “form is the creation of an appetite in
the mind of the auditor and the adequate satisfying of that appetite”.13t It
is, of course, not always possible to satisfy this appetite, and it also does
not mean that it is impossible to say anything unexpected or new; the

127 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 25.

128 This difference is explained in the above section “Who is the EU?”. See also Schmidt,
“Arguing about the Eurozone Crisis”; Schmidt, “Speaking to the Markets”.

129 Asen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 133.

130 Campbell and Jamieson, “Form and Genre”, 20.

131 Burke, Counter-Statement, 31.
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constellations of forms, the concrete tactics, and the situational context
are some of “the unique elements in the rhetorical act, the particular means
by which a genre is individuated in a given case”.132

Even within a specific genre, several genres can co-exist and, as a result,
different constraints and expectations. For example, a treaty is a legal text
and therefore must live up to expectations of clarity and specificity. The
preamble, on the other hand, has an epideictic character allowing for more
lofty statements about the values and principles characteristic of the be-
spoken community or institution. Similarly, the Maastricht Treaty and the
Constitutional Treaty suggest more than a common legal framework; they
express ideas about European values, heritage, history, and societal as well
as political norms. As a result, treaties are of rhetorical interest not only as
legal documents.

For these reasons, the preamble is often regarded as having less legal
importance since it introduces the principal framework to the actual law,
it is not the law. However, the preamble is not unimportant. In 1971, the
preamble in the French constitution was given constitutional value and
thus placed alongside the constitution text, and a similar change happened
in Bosnia in 2000, where the preamble was given “normative force”.13
Likewise, as I will return to, the draft for the Constitutional Treaty undet-
went much debate specifically due to the preamble. The preamble carries
importance, in other words, and is often one of the most cited passages in
a constitution.

The main result from New Narrative, the publication Mind and Body,3+
is a mix of not only different contributors (fifty in total), but also different
textual and visual genres (political speech, philosophical essays, and con-
versation along with infographics, art installations, and photo collages)
juxtaposed under one heading, a genre best described as a bricolage. Many
of the contributions are speeches held at the New Narrative general as-
semblies and thus perform both deliberative and epideictic functions, cel-
ebrating the initiative and the people involved while pushing a specific
political agenda. So, in terms of genre and the expectations they create,
how are we to understand New Narrative as a whole? That the fifty con-
tributors have agreed to participate in the publication and to vatious de-
grees participated in the initiative (at general assemblies and other forums)
and thus are constrained by one anothet’s presence, does not mean that

132 Campbell and Jamieson, “Form and Genre”, 14.

133 The Constitutional Council of France. “Decision No. 71-44 DC of 16 July 1971. Law
Completing the Provisions of Articles 5 and 7 of the Law of 1 July 1901 on Association
Agreements”, July 16, 1971. The Constitutional Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina. “Partial
Decision U 5/98 1117, July 1, 2000, 9.

134 Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of Eurgpe.
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they have coordinated their contributions with each other, nor that they
can be individually held accountable for the collected whole. Several of
the so-called miscellaneous contributions were held or written for other
occasions, but reprinted in Mind and Body. Thus, each contribution has its
own purpose that cannot be assumed to be identical with the general pur-
pose of the publication as a whole. Moving from one speaker to fifty in-
dicates a distribution of agency and, consequently, a diffusion of respon-
sibility that we can understand as a way of engaging (parts of) the Euro-
pean community, but such a shift complicates the analysis of audience and
speaker and runs the risk of blurring the distinction between politicians
and various civil society ambassadors: is the “we” articulated in these con-
tributions the same or different? We see indications of both. The contri-
butions can be understood as smaller, varying, and sometimes contradic-
tory narratives in a larger narrative frame with an explicitly polyphonic
design—but, initiated by the European Patliament and organised by the
European Commission, the general frame and voice is that of the EU,135
and I explore this voice even when exploring the others. All of these traits
make New Narrative distinctive in comparison to the four other initiatives.

The question is, then, how are the expectations created through genre
conventions suited to the purpose of collective identity formation? What
expectations are raised by a visionary text in contrast to a political report?
Constitutive rhetoric is characterised by a distinct temporality: it seeks to
constitute a community in the present on the basis of an affinity with key
values and norms of a past community, thus indicating a direction and
guidance for the community and its actions in the future. If we relate this
temporality to the five EU initiatives, we note that a treaty contains ele-
ments of stability (this is the law)136 and more visionary elements (this is
what we strive towards). A preamble is expected to briefly articulate the
values and norms of the community, drawing a line from the past to the
present and onto the future. It would, however, be unconventional to have
a preamble that extended this articulation into a longer historical narrative
of the nation or the institution. This is also the case with the Maastricht
Treaty and the Constitutional Treaty—rwarratio takes up very little space. It

135 Mind and Body was edited by Emiliano Battista, Nicola Setari, and Els Rossignol. Aside
from Nicola Setari, the editors were not participants or otherwise involved with the content
of the initiative. I go into details about the New Narrative process in chapter 3, but it is
worth mentioning here that since the members of the New Natrative cultural committee
failed to deliver the declaration they were supposed to write, the European Commission
commissioned one of the editors of Mind and Body, Nicola Setati, to draft the declaration.
See Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 371.

136 For a discussion of Hannah Arendt’s analysis of the relation between law and stability,
see Buhre “Speaking Other Times”, 167 ff.
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is worth noting, then, that not all texts are natural sites to process the
traumas of the past, be that watfare, crusades, colonisation, or the Holo-
caust. A treaty is expected to create a stable foundation for the members
of its community, not to poke at issues that might create division. Such
expectations of proportionality, however, indicate that the few historical
narratives that do exist are all the more interesting: how is the past concep-
tualised in the two treaties?

The Declaration on European Identity and ‘A People’s Europe’ are
both characterised by a visionary outlook: the declaration declates a vision
and direction for the Community’s future work and contains no historio-
graphical elements; ‘A People’s Europe’ seeks to promote the image of the
Community by changing its perception and relating its future work to the
enhancement of the everyday lives of its citizens instead of institutional
structures and bureaucracy. As such, they contain almost no elements of
historical narrative.

New Narrative’s publication Mind and Body more easily lends itself to
explorations of both past and future endeavours. While Kaiser argues that
historical experience plays a marginal role in the New Narrative declara-
tion and the general assembly workshops, I find that, when exploring the
entire publication, Mind and Body contains elaborate narratives of Europe’s
and/or the EU’s past, all of which are coupled with visionaty elements.!3’
How are we to understand, then, efforts at collective identity formation in
visionary texts? Visions for whom? This question is discussed more co-
herently in chapter 6.

These five initiatives compose a very small selection out of many po-
tentially fruitful artefacts that in some way or another touch upon the sub-
ject of European identity. For instance, as Shore consistently shows, cul-
ture in general and cultural heritage in particular have increasingly become
large focal areas within the EU since the 1990s, especially with the legal
basis provided by the Maastricht Treaty to act in areas of culture and ed-
ucation.3 The connection between the EU’s cultural policy initiatives and
collective identity formation is an interesting and timely topic, the rele-
vance of which will only increase. Culture has, indeed, become “an omni-
present topos” in the rhetoric of the EU, and is also central to New

137 Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 368-69; Kaiser, “One Narrative or Several?”, 221.

138 Shore, “Inventing the ‘People’s Europe™; Shore, “Imagining the New Europe”; Shore,
Building Europe; Shore, “In Uno Plures”; see also Hansen, “Europeans Only?”. For exam-
ple, Creative Eurgpe is a major funding programme in the cultural and creative sector, and
in terms of heritage, European Heritage Days, launched in 1985 by the Council of Europe,
has been a co organised event with the EU since 1999 and the European Union Prize for
Cultural Heritage has been organised since 2002. Further, 2018 was the Ewrgpean Year of
Cultural Heritage.
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Narrative, exemplifying what Berg and Just calls the fourth perspective on
culture: the discursive perspective, meaning the explicit articulation of cul-
ture, not as a background to discourse, but as the centre of attention.!?
The New Narrative publication speaks of culture as an important factor
in terms of connecting with citizens, but offers few specific suggestions
for cultural initiatives. In this sense, culture will also be a topos in the study
at hand, but I focus on initiatives that take a broader perspective on the
institution at large in order to see how constitutive rhetoric works not just
in one particular area of the EU’s work, such as cultural policy, but in
various genres in different political contexts.

Many more initiatives and campaigns focusing on European culture
have emerged in the wake of New Narrative—from the EU and its partner
organisations, but also as a more general political development, not least
in the populist rhetoric the EU has set out to combat. I discuss this con-
temporary development briefly in chapter 7.

Outline and Content

Following this introduction (1), I present my theoretical framework (2).
The concept of collective identity is introduced along with the notion of
identity politics and how it relates to the theory of constitutive rhetoric,
the latter of which guides this study. I also revisit this theory and highlight
various ways in which we can—and should—widen its scope.

Chapter 3 provides a chronological presentation of the objects of study
in their diverse historical contexts and rhetorical situations. I view them as
constituting various rhetorical ecologies that circulate across time and
within different spheres.

Aside from providing an analytical focal point for this study, the theory
of constitutive rhetoric provides a structure for the main body of this
study, namely the three analytical chapters, in which I investigate how the
EU works rhetorically with collective identity formation, from a thematic
as well as diachronic perspective (1973-2014). Chapter 4 centres on he
making of a collective subject and traces the transition over time from the for-
mation of an institutional identity to the formation of collective identity

139 Berg and Just, “Nar kultur sattes til debat”, 28, 35 ff. Berg and Just take Barbara
Johnstone’s three perspectives on culture as their starting point and adds to those this
fourth perspective. See Barbara Johnstone. ‘Communication in Multicultural Settings: Re-
sources and Strategies for Affiliation and Identity’. Language, Culture and Identity Language
and Cultural Contact, no. 27 (1999): 25-40. As Gordon notes, although the article on cul-
ture in the Maastricht Treaty according to him has had little effect, the “EU is multiply-
ing its usages of the word ‘culture”’. Gordon, “Great Expectations”, 115.
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and, ultimately, to their fusion. It also explores the vatious functional,
physical, and symbolic means and resources the EU employs and through
which the EU seeks to connect (with) its citizens.

In chapter 5, I investigate how the collective subject is positioned within a
transhistorical frame and thus explores the EU’s historical narratives. A new
narrative—an archive of glory—is crafted in relation to the founding nar-
rative of peace. Central mechanisms in this historiography are the discur-
sive ambiguity between Europe and the EU as a means to gain access to a
broader, richer past and the politics of time through which different im-
aginaries of time are put to political use.

Chapter 6 focuses attention on how zhe collective subject is positioned and
constrained by the EU’s constitutive rhetoric. I explore its visionary rhetoric
through topoi of omnipresence and eternity—FEuropean cosmopolitan-
ism, a Buropean destiny, universality as European essence, and a Euro-
pean state of mind—that, in conjunction, provide a frame for what it sig-
nifies and entails to be an EU citizen. This frame is characterised by a
tension between abstract ideals of mobility, plurality, and deliberative de-
mocracy and the concrete practices of both the EU and its citizens
through which these ideals are enacted.

Finally, I end with a conclusion and further discussion (7), in which 1
summarise and discuss the main results of the study and point to tensions
and tendencies that warrant further discussion and research. I also discuss
my analytical approaches and point to theoretical implications of my study
valuable to future research on collective identity formation on an institu-
tional level.
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2. Theoretical Framework: Constitutive
Rhetoric and Collective Identity Formation

If identification is locating oneself in space and time,4 identity is “done”
continuously—we are always ongoingly locating ourselves in different
groups, places, times, contexts. How can we account for the process of
locating not only ourselves but others as parts of a larger collectivity that
extends back and forth in time? Or, in the words of Maurice Charland:

If it is easier to praise Athens before Athenians than before Laecedemoni-
ans, we should ask how those in Athens come to experience themselves
as Athenians. Indeed, a rhetoric to Athenians in praise of Athens would
be relatively insignificant compared to a rhetoric that constitutes Atheni-
ans as such.14

This is the central question in this chapter: how can we understand the
rhetorical process through which those inhabiting the EU come to expe-
rience themselves as EU citizens, of, as is often preferred, as Europeans?

The five initiatives studied in this thesis are situated in different histor-
ical and rhetorical contexts, they are written in different genres, and their
aims diverge. One feature uniting them, though, is their efforts at collec-
tive identity formation—of constitutive rhetoric. In this chapter, I prob-
lematise the general acceptance of conceptualising this practice as identity
politics and seek to clarify how the concepts of identity politics and con-
stitutive rhetoric interrelate but also diverge. In many ways, constitutive
rhetoric and identity politics cover the same ground. They are concerned
with how collective identities are enacted in and related to the political
realm and political claims made on the basis of collective identity. The
conceptual challenges with the concept of identity politics are, however,
important to bear in mind. Consequently, I argue that as a critical lens,

140 Dickinson and Maugh, “Placing Visual Rhetoric”, 261.

141 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 134. Jean-Jacques Rousseau made a similar claim in
The Social Contract: “It would be better, before examining the act by which a people gives
itself to a king, to examine that by which it has become a people; for this act, being neces-
sarily prior to the other, is the true foundation of society”. Rousseau, Social Contract and
Discourses, book 1, chap. 5, 173.
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constitutive rhetoric is preferable even if identity politics is widely used
and well-known not only in the scholarly community but also the general
public.

In the present chapter, I begin by presenting the concept of identity,
and then turn to identity politics and the research on the EU and identity
politics. Following this, the theoretical frame of constitutive rhetoric is
presented and discussed with the aim of challenging and elaborating this
theory. This elaboration is informed by the work of Judith Butler, Ernesto
Laclau, Roland Barthes, and Frida Buhre.

Identity and Politics

According to sociologist Martin Kohli, the concept of identity has
“haunted the sociological imagination” since the 1950s. Because of its in-
herent vagueness on the one side and its ability to capture something sig-
nificant on the other,'2 Kohli observes that “each time the concept of
identity has been proclaimed dead, it has been speedily reanimated”.14
Berg and Just make a similar point about the concept of culture, and write
that when a concept becomes “an omnipresent topos”i# in politics, aca-
demia, and civil society, it takes, on the one hand, an almost all-encom-
passing meaning; on the other, very concrete meanings connected to dif-
ferent, specific contexts. Likewise, rhetorical scholars Jon Viklund and
Patrik Mehrens draw our attention to such processes of conceptual am-
bivalence. In their analysis of the singular notion of “the people” and how
it is used in different historical contexts, they argue that when the fre-
quency of symbolic representations of a concept and the amount of new
topoi guiding the meaning of a concept increase, meaning becomes am-
biguous and destabilized.’s So, too, with “collective identity”, which
sometimes leans on primordial notions such as race and ethnicity, some-
times civic notions such as democratic polity and civilisation.s In other
words, we might view identity and collective identity as empty signifiers:

142 Kohli, “Battlegrounds of European Identity”, 114-15.

143 Kohli, 115.

144 Berg and Just, “Néir kultur sattes til debat”, 28. From the Danish: “et al-
lestedsnzrvarende topos”.

145 Viklund and Mehrens, “Retoriseringen av begreppet folk”, 62—63.

146 Risse, Community of Eurgpeans?, 27-28; Kohli, “Battlegrounds of European Identity”.
This distinction corresponds to that between ezhnos, signifying “the ‘people’ as an imagined
community of membership and filiation”, and demos, “the ‘people’ as the collective subject
of representation, decision making, and rights”. See Balibar, We, #he People of Europe?, 8; see
also Habermas, Between Facts and Norws.
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omnipresent, emptied of specific content but also contingent upon differ-
ent specific contexts.!47

This proposition, however, should not lead to the conclusion that the
concept of collective identity should be discarded as an analytical tool.
Similar to Laclau, Viklund and Mehrens posit that the uncertainty and am-
biguity that follow from conceptual destabilisation creates a space for new
meaning to emerge.'4 Thus, although difficult to manage, the aforemen-
tioned vagueness can be viewed as a space of invention, compelling schol-
ars to take seriously the ambivalence and vagueness not as weaknesses of
the concept, but as a realistic conceptualisation of the world in which we
live. In this sense, we can view the conceptual destabilisation as a mirror
image of empirical destabilisation. For instance, the empirical material I
study invokes various ideas and notions of European identity and a range
of topoi, themes, and arguments based on such ideas that, then, undergo
different transformations. Sometimes they are articulated as issues of iden-
tity, sometimes as belonging, sometimes as the need for a common des-
tiny. To better understand these varying and sometimes contradictory
ideas, arguments, and transformations, 1 use the concept collective identity as
an umbrella term—despite its messiness and vagueness. As Burke has fa-
mously said, theory should not eliminate ambiguity, but display it.14

As Kohli advocates, taking “identity seriously”15 requires a broader un-
derstanding of European identity that moves between the different levels
of identity: personal, social, and collective.’5! In this study, I focus solely

147 T return to the concept of the empty signifier below. See Laclau, “Death and Resurrec-
tion”.

148 Viklund and Mehrens, “Retoriseringen av begreppet folk”, 68.

149 Burke, Grammar of Motives, xviii.

150 Kohli, “Battlegrounds of European Identity”, 116. Kohli refers to Martin Schmidber-
ger. “EU-Akzeptanz Und Europiische Identitit Im Deutschfranzosischen Grenzgebiet”.
Aus Politik Und Zeitgeschichte 25, no. 6 (1998): 18-25.

151 By operating between these levels, Kohli argues, it is possible to grasp the postmodern
hybridisation of identities, the “ambivalences and dilemmas, based on fuzzy boundaries
and hybrid recombinations of diverging logics of action” See Kohli, 116. This approach
leads Kohli to interesting empirical evidence of hybrid identities and explorations of the
conditions required for conflicts to contribute to hybridisation rather than fundamentali-
sation of identities. Kohli, 133-34. Another interesting example is border populations un-
derstood as carriers of hybrid identities, and a study on the acceptance of European inte-
gration in the border region between France and Germany shows that, compared with
their respective national populations at latge, citizens in border regions were more accept-
ing of European integration and had a higher level of trust in the neighbouring population.
See Kohli, 132. See also Balibat’s notion of the border as the melting pot for the formation
of a people in Balibar, We, the People of Europe?, 1. Much has changed since Kohli’s article
was published—FEastern enlargement, in patticular—which have caused new lines of disa-
greement within the EU, but his conclusions in many ways foresee the conflicts we are
now living in.
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on the official discursive and symbolic practices of European identity, and
thus concentrate my analysis on the level of collective identity. But if we,
as a point of reference, assume that personal identity refers to a person’s
sense of “coherence and continuity” across time and space,!52 social iden-
tity can be understood on an “interperson-intergroup-continuum”, with
interpersonal relations such as those within a family at the one end and, at
the other, identifications based on being “members of a social group or
category, i.e. not as individuals but as types”.153 According to Kohli, col-
lective identity, then, belongs to this latter end of the continuum and refers
to “social identities that are based on large and potentially important group
differences, e.g. those defined by gender, social class, age, or ethnicity”.!5+
And like identity politics, collective identities in this conceptualisation can
be understood as strategies to distinguish one group from another or a
search for “strong categories” that can lead to political mobilisation.!5s
Kohli’s definition of this third—and, to this study, most important—
level of collective identity lacks precision, though. He uses the terms na-
tional, political, institutional, and collective identity somewhat inter-
changeably.5 In this study, I limit my use to collective identity and institutional
identity, but insist on their difference. They both indicate the subject of the
identity: the collective subject and the institution, respectively. This dis-
tinction, however, does not mean that the empirical articulations of Euro-
pean identity do not, at times, overlap, but I find it useful to conceptually
separate the two—not least because doing so enables me to see one par-
ticular change in a diachronic perspective, namely that from institutional
to collective identity and, ultimately, their fusion, thematised in chapter 4.
Therefore, institutional identity is used instead of political identity to

152 Kohli, “Battlegrounds of European Identity”, 116.

153 Kohli, 116-17.

154 Kohli, 117.

155 Kohli, 117.

156 Although Kohli’s study, indeed, is a serious attempt to achieve a more complex under-
standing of European identity, the attempt to foreground the complexity slightly obscures
his analysis in the sense that it moves between the different levels without specifying these
levels. As mentioned, particularly his definition of collective identity lacks precision. Kohli
mentions national identity as an example of collective identity based on a territorial refer-
ence (Kohli, 117.), and his notion of political identity is particulatly broad. If we think in
the terms of the distinction between ezhnos and demos (see Balibar, We, the People of Eurgpe?,
8; see also Habermas, Besween Facts and Norms.), political identity sometimes is very similar
to a collective identity in the sense of e#hnos (“the massive mobilizing potential of political
identities has become evident in the recent surges of ethno-nationalism”. See Kohli, “Bat-
tlegrounds of European Identity”, 119); sometimes to a collective identity in the sense of
demos, referting to “a ‘civic’ conception of Europe” (Kohli, 129.); other times again, political
identity refers to what I would suggest to call institutional identity: “the political identity of
the Community itself” (Kohli, 120.)
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signify “the political identity of the Community itself”.15” Accordingly, the
theoretical and analytical use of the concept of identity is also justified
based on the empirical use of the concept in the artefacts I explore.

Identity Politics and the EU

The fact that identity is political has led many scholars to make the argu-
ment that when the EU is engaging with the question of European iden-
tity, that engagement can be described as identity politics. But is talking
about identity in a political context necessarily the same as engaging in
identity politics? In this section, 1 problematise the concept of identity
politics generally and more specifically how the concept has slipped into
EU studies and the implications of this slippage. I thus wish to separate
the notion of collective identity formation from identity politics and argue that the
theory of constitutive rhetoric is a more fitting framework for exploring
collective identity formation.

Many of the EU’s political practices of the 1980s onwards have been
concerned with, not solely but importantly, collective identity formation:
the making of traditions (Europe Day, the European anthem), the pro-
duction of symbols (flag, emblem), and ensuring mobility across the inter-
nal EU borders. And if we take a broader look, identity, indeed, seems to
be the core around which politics revolve today—from the alt-right move-
ment to the feminist movement and political patties on both ends of the
left-right spectrum. To grasp how these very different practices relate to
one another, the philosophers Silas Marker and Vincent Hendricks iden-
tify a narrow and a broad understanding of identity politics. In the broad
understanding, identity politics is a political field on the same level as eco-
nomic politics or health care politics. It thus incorporates the entire above-
mentioned spectrum, feminism and nationalism, left wing as well as right
wing politics. Identity politics in this sense is quite simply a claim that
identity matters politically.!5s

The narrow understanding of identity politics, on the other hand, aligns
with a more traditional conceptualisation in which identity politics has
been reserved for the description of practices of social movements such
as the feminist movement and the civil rights movement in the 1960s and
1970s. Identity politics in this sense is conceived as a strategy to decentre
the working class as the primary political subject in order to increase the
focus on marginalised groups in society, such as women, people of colour,

157 Kohli, “Battlegrounds of European Identity”, 120.
158 Hendricks and Marker, Os og dem, 16.
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and ethnic minorities.!® Sociologist Mary Bernstein similarly points out
that identity politics—which to her signifies a “collective identity approach
to social movements”190—traditionally was understood as “a distinct po-
litical practice in contradistinction to class politics”.16t In this narrower
sense, identity politics is thus viewed as a practice performed by a certain
type of actor: marginalised societal groups who fight to be understood and
accepted as valid rhetorical agents. Conceiving the EU, a global political
actor with the competence to act forcefully on behalf of and with conse-
quences for others, as engaging in identity politics is, in other words, very
far from this conceptualisation.

Nevertheless, this conceptualisation has become the scholarly trend
within EU studies. While a few EU scholars view identity politics as com-
munitarianism, 162 or dismiss it, rather condescendingly, as “a wide range of
claims for recognition from women’s groups, gays and lesbians, aboriginal
peoples, immigrants, ethnic groups, and other who feel deprived of self-
confidence, self-respect and self-esteem”,163 most EU scholars use the
term to signify a top-down approach to collective identity formation. But
who or what is defined as the top varies. Some understand identity politics
as very similar to nationalist movements in current or prospecting EU
member states,! but the majority understands it as practices performed
by the EU.165 Based on observations of a series of anthropological studies,
Jonathan Hill and Thomas Wilson note the emergence of a distinction
between studies of top-down and bottom-up approaches to identity poli-
tics, respectively, where particularly studies of the former seem to increase.
They therefore propose distinguishing between identity politics and politics of
identity:

“Identity politics” refers mainly to the “top down” processes whereby var-
ious political, economic, and other social entities attempt to mould collec-
tive identities, based on ethnicity, race, language, and place, into relatively
fixed and “naturalized” frames for understanding political action and the
body politic. . . . The “politics of identity” refers to a more “bottom up”
process through which local people challenge, subvert, or negotiate culture

159 Hendricks and Marker, 15.

160 Bernstein, “Identity Politics”, 67.

161 Bernstein, 49.

162 Fornas, Europe Faces Enrope, 8.

163 Fossum, “Identity-Politics in the European Union”, 375.

164 See, e.g., Pavlovaite, “Being European by Joining Europe”; Tamminen, “Cross-Border
Cooperation”; Lihdesmiki, “Identity Politics”.

165 See, e.g., Risse et al., “To Euro or Not”; Risse, “Euro and Identity Politics”; Risse,
Community of Enropeans?; Bérzel and Risse, “From the Euro to the Schengen Crises”; Cross,
“Identity Politics”; Hansen, “Europeans Only?”’; Keridis, “Turkey and the Identity of Eu-
rope”; Shore, Building Eurgpe, Shore, “In Uno Plures”.
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and identity and contest structures of power and wealth that constrain
their social lives.166

Here, the terminology has been reversed: the bottom-up process tradition-
ally thought of as identity politics is termed politics of identity, and identity
politics has become attributed to top-down approaches to identity for-
mation akin to what has been connected to the practices of the EU (which
is also mentioned as an example of this category).167

In light of this conceptual change—or even reversal—a striking feature
of the scholarship on identity politics in an EU context is how little the
concept is theorised, if at all; often identity politics is taken to be under-
stood beforehand, without any further explanation. Mai’a Cross, for in-
stance, reviews four scholarly contributions in her article “Identity Politics
and European Integration”, but does not offer any clarification as to how
she or any of the reviewed authors understand the concept; and identity
politics is mentioned in the title only, not in the article itself. Out of the
four books reviewed, only two actually mention identity politics. For ex-
ample, A Community of Europeans?iss is written by Thomas Risse who, on
several occasions, has written about European identity and Europeanness
“in the framework of identity politics”.1¢» He argues “that one cannot even
begin to understand EU enlargement without taking identity politics into
account”,1” but he, still, does not offer any satisfactory conceptualisation
of identity politics. According to him, identity politics is enacted when po-
litical actors “frame their preferred courses of action in . . . identity terms”
and when “collective nation-state identities . . . delineate the realm of ap-
propriate and legitimate political choices”7'—in other words, when dis-
course about identity guides the norms of political debate and judgment.

»

Often, he changes unnoticeably between “identity politics”, “identity dis-

LT3

course”, “identity talk”, and “identity arguments”,”2 which indicates that

166 Hill and Wilson, “Identity Politics”, 2.

167 Hill and Wilson, 2. Although “politics of identity” is less frequent in the literature, Hill
and Wilson’s distinctions can become confusing; Keridis, for instance, names a section
“Politics of Identity”, which then turns out to be about identity politics as a top-down
approach, thus making no distinction between the two. See Keridis, “Turkey and the Iden-
tity of Europe”, 2. Hansen also does not distinguish between the two concepts, as is clear
in the quote later on in this section. Hansen, “Europeans Only?”, 51.

168 Risse, Community of Eunrgpeans?

169 Risse, “Euro and Identity Politics”, 1, 13. See also Risse et al., “To Euro or Not”’; Borzel
and Risse, “From the Euro to the Schengen Crises”.

170 Risse, Commmunity of Europeans?, 204.

171 Risse et al., “To Euro or Not”, 158.

172 See, e.g., Risse, Community of Enropeans?, 2, 32, 63,79, 208; Borzel and Risse, “From the
Euro to the Schengen Crises”, 97-99.
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identity politics indeed has come to mean simply “identity talk”; any talk
about identity.!7

Other scholars view identity politics in relation to how the EU handles
marginalized groups in society. Political scientist Peo Hansen, for exam-
ple, argues that identity politics (also referred to as politics of identity)
generally has become an almost exclusively derogatory term, when used
to describe the actions and debates involving marginalised groups—the
head scarf debate, debates about nonbinary gender identifications, gender
equality, and so forth:

There is thus a need to question how the concept of identity politics is
being employed and, even more importantly, to question why it is that
only certain groups and expressions have come to be associated with the
politics of identity. One of the problems with this conception of identity
politics is that it excludes other and perhaps more important cites [s7] from
where this politics is also being waged.174

According to Hansen, we therefore need to recognise that not only mar-
ginalised groups in society engage in identity politics: “such articulatory
practices . . . are taking place at, for instance, the level of the state [which
therefore] must be scrutinized as constituting a type of identity politics as
well”.175 In other words, while Hill and Wilson argue that we need different
concepts for the top-down and bottom-up approaches, respectively, Han-
sen proposes that these practices are contingent upon one another and
should therefore be seen as reciprocal and relational: when marginalised
groups engage in identity politics, this may be seen as a response to insti-
tutional identity politics—as a tactical response to institutional strate-
gies'’—which in many cases has assigned and thus externally imposed
identities for these groups as “others”.1”7 An example would be racial ste-
reotypes such as Native American headwear appropriated by sports teams
and children costumes.!7s

173 The other book reviewed by Mai’a Cross is the aforementioned anthology Ewurgpean
Identity, in which the editors broadly define “European identity politics” as any effort of
collective identity formation, regardless of its starting point—top or bottom, left or right—
—which is why it can signify both “ccosmopolitan and populist forms of European identity
politics”. No further definition is given. Checkel and Katzenstein, Ewrgpean Identity, 13.

174 Hansen, Ewurgpeans Only?, 51.

175 Hansen, 52.

176 T here allude to Michel de Certeau’s distinction between strategies and tactics developed
in de Certeau, Practice of Everyday Life, xix.

177 Hansen, Eurgpeans Only?, 52.

178 'The visual identity of the ice hockey team Frolunda Indians in Gothenburg, Sweden,
was until recently built up around the stereotypical Native American, like several sports
teams in the US, such as Washington Football Team (until 2020 known as the Washington
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Hansen therefore scrutinises the identity politics of the EU with a focus
on how it constructs difference and otherness via categories such as -
grant and immigrant.’™ Though valuable, this contribution does not get us
far when we seek to understand not only exclusionary mechanisms in col-
lective identity formation, but also inclusionary, visionary categories. I do
not mean to argue that the EU does not contribute to exclusion and to
furthering elitist visions of the EU citizen; my claim is simply that this is
not the complete, complex picture.

In sum, then, the question is whether we can take these conceptualisa-
tions of identity politics and move them from one sphere to another, as
EU scholars have. As I hope to have made clear, I claim that we cannot. I
agree with Hansen that identity political practices should be studied re-
gardless of where they arise;'® and when we look at the diverse aims of
identity politics described by Bernstein—*to change institutions; to trans-
form mainstream culture, its categories, and values, and perhaps by exten-
sion its policies and structures; to transform participants; or simply to ed-
ucate legislators or the public”18'—surprisingly, they could be the aims of
the EU as well. Yet, one crucial distinction is the difference between the
two in terms of power and agency. As Robert Asen writes, “some debate
participants . . . may be better positioned than others to draw attention to
an issue and affect the pace of the debates”.1s2 In the same way, while the
empowered institution has the agency (not least economically) to try to
reach these objectives, social movements of any kind are in less resource-
ful positions and in a very different manner have to adjust to the institu-
tional structures and communication channels laid out for them.

An important consequence, then, is that the EU and similar agents do
not necessarily have to “transform mainstream culture, its categories, and
values, and perhaps by extension its policies and structures”; they can ap-
proach it the other way around: change policies and structures and, by
extension, change culture, categories, and values.'$ Consequently, moving

Redskins) and Cleveland Indians. This video makes a good example:
https://youtu.be/pFhT]Y4opDs. Accessed on April 9, 2021.

179 This reciprocity also works the other way around, as Bernstein shows: “Identity politics
has been coopted by the state through the commodification of diversity itself”, for instance
by including books by African American authors in the cutricula, “without African Amer-
icans having equal access to those college campuses as either faculty or students”. See
Bernstein, “Identity Politics”, 64. Bernstein refers to Patricia H. Collins, Fighting Words:
Black Women and the Search for Justice. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1998.

180 Hansen, Ewurgpeans Only?, 51.

181 Bernstein, “Identity Politics”, 62.

182 Asen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 136.

183 An example of this, albeit from a very different context, is the law against corporeal
punishment of children. When it was introduced in Sweden in 1979, it did not enjoy
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identity politics from a marginalised to an empowered setting is not simply
a move from a bottom-up to a top-down perspective; it entails a difference
in terms of agential status and range of power as well as objectives and the
concrete measures taken to reach these objectives.!s+

I argue, therefore, that the casual manner in which the concept of iden-
tity politics has been transferred from a marginalised to an empowered
setting is problematic because of these inherent complexities when using
the concept in a scholatly context. Furthermore, this transference ob-
scures the challenges that arise from such a movement by turning differ-
ence in agential status, power, available objectives, and the concrete
measures available to reach these objectives into simply a change in per-
spective: from bottom-up to a top-down. Consequently, in its place, I pro-
pose the theory of constitutive rhetoric.

Constitutive Rhetoric: How Europeans Come to Life

The question is, then, how can we account for the rhetorical process
through which an audience is projected in a set of artefacts?1ss How do
collective identities come to life?

Drawing on literary and rhetorical scholar Kenneth Burke and philos-
opher Louis Althusser, Charland explains this process of collective iden-
tity formation as a process of identification and interpellation, respectively. To
exemplify these functions, Chatland takes as his starting point a political
movement (Mouvement Souveraineté-Association) that arose in the Ca-
nadian province Quebec during the late 1960s with the purpose of

popular support, but according to the Swedish Children’s rights organisation, Bris, the law
has had “a normative effect” Rydberg, “Hénad lag”.

184 Michel de Certeau’s distinction between strategies and tactics can help clarify this point.
In simplified terms, strategies are, according to him, developed by people in power with
institutional backing. Tactics are used by those not in power, within the parameters of the
strategies laid out and thus offers other kinds of agency. See de Certeau, Practice of Everyday
Life., and for further developments and critiques of de Certeau’s distinction, see Buchanan,
Michel de Certean; Andres et al., “Negotiating Polyvocal Strategies”.

185 Or, in other words, who is the text’s second persona? The concept of the second persona
was presented by Edwin Black in 1970 and has since become part of the modern rhetorical
canon. It signifies “the projected . . . image of a man [si], and though that man may never
find actual embodiment, it is still a man that the image is of”. Black, “Second Persona”,
113. In other words, the second persona is a textual category implying the audience fitting
for the text; the audience to whom the text will be meaningful. Charland mentions Black’s
discussion of the second persona as a similar process of interpellation, but argues that
Black does not fully account for the process through which this interpellation happens,
most importantly he fails to account for the ontological status of the audience and persona,
respectively. See Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 136.
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claiming sovereignty for /e peuple Québécois, a previously unestablished cat-
egory. The question is how and why almost half of the voting electorate
in Quebec went from identifying as French-Canadian to Québécois—how did
les Québéeois become les Québécois—and how did this change in signifier re-
late to the claim for sovereignty? To make such a claim, Charland argues,
it was necessary to first call upon the subjects—the French-speaking citi-
zens of Quebec—as Québécois and collectively as le peuple Québécois, to insert
them into a transhistorical narrative, and thus to constitute them as the
future citizenry of Quebec.

According to Althusser, interpellation is the act of hailing—calling
upon—a subject which, in self-recognition (or guilt!ss) turns around (liter-
ally or metaphorically) and, consequently, accepts the subject position and
ideology this hailing brings with it:187 Québécois! Europeans! Charland
views the process through which people accept this hailing and come to
understand themselves as Québécois, Basque, European, and so on, as a
process of identification, and he is interested in the material implications
of such processes of constitutive rhetoric: What ideology is inscribed in
these interpellations? And what practices are rendered possible as a con-
sequence thereof? Following Althusser, Charland argues that this process
of calling upon and, in the specific cases of le people Québécois and Eu-
ropeans, inviting a subject to be part of a collective identity, inscribes the
subject into ideology.'ss This process is not an act of persuasion; rather, it
is a process of identification understood as a rhetorical consequence of
the collaboration happening 7z and through a given discourse: an audience
must be created rhetorically before it can be persuaded rhetorically,!s? and
this creation happens through identification. The subject does not exist as
an entity prior to and separated from discourse; it is created again and
again in several—and potentially divergent—narratives, fields, and com-
munities through ongoing identification.!

Consequently, constitutive rhetoric is founded on an inherent paradox,
as it must presuppose the subject as a given, extra-rhetorical entity (Euro-
peans) and at the same time create this subject through rhetoric (Europe-
ans):

186 Althusser mentions guilt and uses religious ideology as one possible example of inter-
pellation out of many, but by doing that, Butler argues, “the divine power of naming struc-
tures the theory of interpellation”. She thus seeks to show “how interpellation is essentially
figured through the religious example”, compelled by conscience and/or a desite to be.
Butler, “Conscience Doth Make Subjects”, 10, 12.

187 Althusser and Jameson, Lenin and Philosophy, 118.

188 Chatland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 138.

189 Burke, Rbetoric of Motives, 50; Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 133-34.

190 Chatland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 138.
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The ideological “trick” of such a rhetoric is that it presents that which is
most rhetorical as the existence of a pexple, or of a subject, as extrarhetor-
ical. . . . Thus this rhetoric paradoxically must constitute the identity of
“Québécois” as it simultaneously presumes it to be existing outside of
rhetoric and form the basis for a rhetorical address. 191

In this way, continuous articulation of an identity as /it already exists can
become a step towards actually creating this identity; or, if the members of
the audience fail to recognize themselves in such interpellations, they
might simply be perceived as continuous calls without any responses. This
constitutive paradox highlights the strategic aspect of identity claims; they
are not necessarily indicators of an ontological position, but rather seeks
to attain specific goals of identification and, as a result thereof, political
goals.

This point, then, not only matters on an ontological level, but also has
empirical consequences. According to Charland, constitutive rhetoric can
articulate and potentially provide an explanation and answer to contradict-
ing subject positions. Québécois is framed as a reconciliation of the two sub-
ject positions in French-Canadian: the ethnic French subject, and the polit-
ical Canadian subject. Constitutive rhetoric thus potentially provides a re-
sponse to discourses that no longer match one’s understanding of self:
“Tensions in the realm of the symbolic render possible the rhetorical re-
positioning or rearticulation of subjects”.12 In Québec, the Mouvement
Souveraineté-Association framed this tension as the distortion of “the
‘natural’ principle that peuples attain control of their future”.13 Why do
some peoples preside over their own future but les Québécois do not? Why
should the Canadian government have this right?

What constitutive rhetoric offers, then, is to reconceptualise and thus
transcend contradicting subject positions. In other words, constitutive
rhetoric is action-oriented and seeks to attain concrete political goals, but
it also provides a response to perceived inconsistencies: being French-Ca-
nadian means, in Charland’s example, to be part of “an impotent minority
without a homeland”.1+ Being Québécois, on the other hand, “serve[s] to

191 Chatland, 137.

192 Chatland, 147.

193 Chatland, 145. James B. White also writes about constitutive rhetoric in his reading of
Edmund Burke’s speech about the British constitution. An important point in his concep-
tualisation concerns reciprocity and congruence between the textual universe and reality as
expetienced by the audience in order for them to be able to translate the textual logic into
the material world without experiencing a rupture; a criterium closely related to what Wal-
ter R. Fisher calls narrative fidelity. See White, When Words Lose Their Meaning, 220; Fishet,
“Narration”, 8.

194 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 142. This “impotent minority” is, we must not for-
get, also former settlers who colonised this land. Reading Charland’s article today, it is
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overcome or define away the recalcitrance the world presents by providing
the subject with new perspectives and motives”.1% In this way, constitutive
rhetoric “captures alienated subjects” and provides them with meaning
and motive.

Chatland’s argument about the ontological status of the subject is fun-
damentally about “our symbolicity” and, more specifically, the “textual
nature of social being”.1% I es Québécois—as a subject in history and in the
present—are made real through narrative representation: as individual
subjects and a people, they “exist only as a series of narrative ideological
effects”.17 Or, as Charland writes straightforwardly: “In the telling of a
story of a peuple, a peuple comes to be” .19 Narrative functions as a stabilising
structure by creating coherence and meaning out of “temporally and spa-
tially separate events”,1% thus rendering human beings and the events we
experience meaningful and coherent. Since “the locus of yesterday’s act
becomes that of today’s . . . narratives offer a world in which human
agency is possible and acts can be meaningful” .20 They provide order and
a place to dwell.201

Narrative, then, is a very broad term that encompasses genres in the
realm of fiction—a poem, a lullaby, a drama—and nonfictional genres
such as documentaries or news stories as well as more general discourses
in society.22 This latter, more general discourse in society is the focus of
this study: the EU’s historiography, contemporary discourse on European
identity, and future-otiented visions of Europe/EU. The artefacts studied
in these pages do not have the characteristic features of a drama or epos,
but they contain traditional narrative elements such as mythological anal-
ogies, narratives of the past and the future, and narrative as a general dis-
course—in other words, a narrative, discursive topology.

difficult not to be struck by the incredible lack of self-insight in the historiography of the
Mouvement Souveraineté-Association.

195 Chatland, 142.

196 Chatland, 137.

197 Charland, 139. Even more so as a people. The correlation between individual subject in
the material world and in the textual wotld might lead one to think that they are the same,
but, as Charland argues, “it does not even have a unitary body corresponding to its imputed
unitary agency and consciousness”. Charland, 139.

198 “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 140.

199 Chatland, 139.

200 Charland, 139.

201 Charland, 142.

202 Fisher, “Narration”, 7.
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Three Ideological Functions of Constitutive Rhetoric

According to Charland, the interpellated subject exists only as a narrative
ideological effect: a rhetorical, ideological construction, not an extra-rhetorical
entity existing independently of ideology. In this study, 1 speak of narrative
ideological functions instead, rephrasing simply to highlight the unending, re-
ciprocal, and uncomplete nature of constitutive rhetoric. Charland dis-
cerns three such functions, which consist of (1) transcending the individ-
ual subject in order to constitute a collective subject; (2) positioning this
collective subject in a transhistorical narrative, and (3) positioning and
constraining the subject to act in accordance with the narrative logic.203

The first narrative ideological function of constitutive rhetoric con-
cerns how the subject becomes part of a collective subject. Charland ex-
plains this movement as a result of what Burke terms w/timate identification,
as it transcends the interests of particular subjects or groups in order to
create this collective identity.2+ As Michael McGee points out, the paradox
of abstract categories such as “people” or “Europeans” is that not even
the rhetors addressing this subject—FEuropeans, for example—attribute
the same codes of identity to this abstraction.2s

In this sense, ultimate identification is similar to what political philoso-
pher Ernesto Laclau calls the empty signifier. 1f we see an image of a placard
that says “justice”, we understands what it means and the values it
acknowledges—regardless of its mediation and how distanced we are in
time and space from the actual situation in which the placard is used, we
understand.2os This phenomenon explains why individuals can act in the
name of a larger group and how we can interpret their actions as a collec-
tive act while remaining aware that only “within the formal structure of a
narrative history . . . is [it] possible to conceive of a set of individuals as if
they were but one”.27 So, in the same way that “justice” can be meaningful
to people in different places and with different histories and experiences,
“European” can be meaningful to people in Germany, France, Poland,
Greece, and so forth, while meaning different things.

The second ideological function concerns the transhistorical commu-
nity created between the collective subject today and in the past. The nar-
rative of Québécois independence that was fought for in specific military

203 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 139—41.

204 Charland, 138.

205 McGee, “In Search of ‘the People,” 239; Chatland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 139.

206 Taclau, “Death and Resurrection”, 306-7. Laclau borrows this example from Michael
Walzet, Thick and Thin. Moral Argument at Home and Abroad (Notre Dame/London: Univet-
sity of Notre Dame Press, 1994). For a more thorough explanation of how the empty

signifier functions and how it relates to the floating signifier, see Laclau, 305-11.
207 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 140.
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battles, referenda, political debates, and so on, indicates a clear continua-
tion and development from a past collective agent to a present collective
agent, and the former (Québécois of the past) thus becomes the ground
for the existence of the latter (Québécois of the present) as well as the
specific goals fought for on this basis. In other words, the collective sub-
ject gains rhetorical agency in the present moment from a sense that it
extends through time. Chatland comments that

this interpretive stance is perfectly reasonable. It is also perfectly tautolog-
ical, for it is a making sense that depends upon the a priori acceptance of
that which it attempts to prove the existence of, a collective agent, the
peuple Québécois, that transcends the limitations of individuality at any his-
torical moment.208

Charland does not define what he means by transhistoricity in more spe-
cific terms. It signifies the extension of the present into the past, a con-
substantiality “between the dead and the living. . . . Time is collapsed as
narrative identification occur” 2 Transhistoricity thus assumes that a cer-
tain or a set of characteristics transcend the boundaries between past, pre-
sent, and future. In this sense, when I speak of transhistoricity, I do not
mean to indicate that it is ahistorical or atemporal in the sense that it is
beyond the influence of historical events or temporal movement; rather,
transhistoricity assumes a sameness degpize historical events and temporal
movement. This is what makes it extraordinary. Within the context of the
narrative form, events are meaningful, not only as causal relations but also
on the basis of a consubstantial connection between a past and present
collective agent.2!? An example of this function is the anachronistic use of
pronouns (our land) and nouns (Québécois) to signify a territory and a
people who existed centuries ago and who called themselves “Canadian”.
In this way, the peusple Québécois is presented as existing prior to the Cana-
dian state.2!! We see similar strategies in the EU initiatives in which the
distinction between the EU and Europe is blurred not only in name but
also in time, a function I dwell upon in chapter 5.

208 Charland, 140.

209 Charland, 140.

210 Charland, 139.

211 Charland, 145. This anachronism is very common. One clear example is the textbook
for the British naturalisation test in which citizens of the time before the Acts of Union in
1707 are repeatedly referred to as British. See Home Office of the United Kingdom, Life
in the United Kingdom. The Acts of Union makes the anachronism very obvious, but often it
is rather a temporal sliding slope. Consider also how often we speak about Danes, Swedes,
Germans, the French, and, indeed, Europeans, when signifying people living long before
these categories were established. See Delanty, Inventing Eurgpe, 17 ff.; Heilo and Nilsson,
“Back to Byzantium”, 89 ff.
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Finally, on this basis, inscribed into a narrative with a “history, motives,
and a felos”, constitutive rhetoric positions and constrains the subject,?12
calling on them to provide narrative closure: “While classical narratives
have an ending, constitutive rhetoric leaves the task of narrative closure to
the constituted subjects”.213 But not just any closure; the people addressed
are, through their interpellation, compelled to act in accordance with the
continuation and vision projected by the narrative in order not to dispat-
age their position within the narrative, and hence their ability to act.24
Consequently, the narrative logic is compulsive in the sense that it is char-
acterised by a teleological movement toward emancipation.2ts Relying on
Althusset’s materialist conception of ideology, Charland asserts that this
third function, the insertion of a narrative agent in the material world, re-
veals the ideological nature of constitutive rhetoric.2!6

Not all efforts at constitutive rhetoric fit with the process as outlined
by Charland, however. In the following, I go into more detail with the
specific functions and operations of constitutive rhetoric in a discussion
of various reconceptualisations and alterations with the help of, among
others, Judith Butler, Ernesto Laclau, Frida Buhre, and Roland Barthes.
The main issue is how we should understand efforts at constitutive rheto-
ric that seem to divert from the seminal example of /es Québécois. The EU,
for example, provides alternative subjectivities not as a response to ten-
sions perceived by the EU citizens, but rather to tensions perceived first
and foremost within the EU itself. The symbolic means used to interpel-
late the collective subject exceeds the mere discursive, and plural temporal
imaginaries intersect and create different foundations for transhistoricity.
Finally, the narrative closure projected is less distinct than the fight for
national independence and thus also more difficult to evaluate. I explore
these and related complexities in the following section.

Widening the Scope of Constitutive Rhetoric

The readings and theorisations discussed in this section are not explicitly
related to Charland’s theory of constitutive rhetoric, but they deepen and
further this theory in different ways. I am interested first and foremost in
how these theorisations can interact with the theory of constitutive

212 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 140.
213 Charland, 143.
214 Charland, 141.
215 Charland, 144.
216 Charland, 143.
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rhetoric and less in how they inform, for example, Althusser’s general the-
ory of ideology.

Interpellation: Reciprocity, Dispersion, and Agency

As Judith Butler has pointed out, Althusser’s concept of interpellation
needs revision.2!” Butler views interpellation as a reciprocal and, conse-
quently, a decentred process that affects the subject even in its absence. If
we begin with the issue of reciprocity, one of the examples of interpella-
tion Althusser uses is that of a police officer hailing an individual in the
street: “Hey, you there!” As a result, “the hailed individual will turn
round” .28 The reciprocity of this operation is exemplified most tragically
by Althusser himself who in his posthumously published autobiography
describes how he,219 after killing his wife, went out to hail a police officer
in the street, turning himself in—“turning around (to face the law, to find
a face for the law?)”.220 The Brexit referendum provides a more recent
example of this inversed hailing. We might consider whether the 48 per-
cent that voted against Brexit was indirectly calling on the politicians in
order to “turn themselves in” as not only UK citizens, but also EU citi-
zens. Thus, it could be argued that it was not until after Brexit that the 48
percent was truly interpellated as EU citizens—not as a consequence of
being hailed as such by the law or the state, but by themselves.2!

This reversal of the scene exemplifies how hailing is not exclusively
restricted to the representative of the law and thus how both parties are
constituted in the process of interpellation. Although Althusser is not as
specific in his theorisation of the inversed hailing as Butler is, his discus-
sion of the Subject (capital S) does contain elements of this reciprocity.
This Subject is the something or someone who does the interpellation,
who hails, who calls, and it is separate from “ordinary subjects, with a
small s”.222 With Christianity as his general example, he continues:

God needs them, the Subject needs the subjects, just as men need God,
the subjects need the Subject. Better: God needs men, the great Subject
needs subjects, even in the terrible inversion of his image in them (when
the subjects wallow in debauchery, i.c. sin).223

217 Butler, “Conscience Doth Make Subjects”; Butler, Excitable Speech.

218 Althusser and Jameson, Lenin and Philosophy, 118.

219 Althusser, I avenir Dure Longtemps.

220 Butler, “Conscience Doth Make Subjects”, 6; Althusser, L avenir Dure Iongtemps.
221 T owe this great example to David Payne.

222 Althusser and Jameson, Lenin and Philosophy, 121.

223 Althusser and Jameson, 122.
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Ideology, the Law, the Subject is thus co-constituted by the subjects in a
reciprocal process in “a turning back and turning toward” .22+ This dynamic
is visible in the EU initiatives as well, probing the question: Who is hailing
whom? To what tension is European identity a response? In this sense,
the five EU initiatives studied in this thesis differ from /fes Québécois because
the search for European identity does not start from citizen demands; ra-
ther, it is an EU endeavour. And these endeavours provide different an-
swers to the question of where the perceived tension is to be found—
between institution/citizen, East/West, old/young, nationalist/cosmo-
politan, and, perhaps most importantly, within the EU itself.

Secondly, and as a result, this reciprocity questions the unitary status
and power of the Subject. Butler dissociates the constitutive power from
the voice, the hailing Subject:

The interpellative name may arrive without a speaker—on bureaucratic
forms, the census, adoption papers, employment applications. Who utters
such words? The bureaucratic and disciplinary diffusion of sovereign
power produces a terrain of discursive power that operates without a sub-
ject, but that constitutes the subject in the course of its operation.22s

Butler thus questions the power of the Subject in order to show that power
and agency are often diffuse and difficult to identify. As Berg argues, con-
stitutive rhetoric works through language already in circulation—by dif-
ferent rhetors in different spheres at different times.?2o Indeed, paraphras-
ing Foucault, Butler writes: “The time of the discourse is not the time of
the subject”.227 Words might be read temporally, spatially, culturally apart
from the specific point or time of utterance which, as Erin Rand notes,
means that the speaker or writer has no control over how the words ut-
tered are received and understood; and interpellations operate under the
same conditions. Like Butler, Rand wishes to “resist the assumption of a
necessary and predictable relationship between an intending agent and an
action’s effect”,228 due to “the irreducible distance between the polemic
and its uptake” and thus the inability of the rhetor to control both 7fand
how the audience understands the message.22? The point of highlighting this

224 Butler, “Conscience Doth Make Subjects”, 13.

225 Butler, Excitable Speech, 34.

226 Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”, 23 ff.

227 Butler, Excitable Speech, 31. Foucault writes: “Discourse is not life; its time is not yours”.
See Michel Foucault, “Politics and the Study of Discourse”. In G. Burchell, C. Gordon,
and P. Miller (Eds), The Foucanlt Effect: Studies in Governmentality, Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 1991, 71.

228 Rand, “Inflammatory Fag”, 297.

229 Rand, 298.
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lack of control is not that we should disregard the power of the Subject
with a capital S. As I will show in the chapters that follow, several aspects
of the EU’s constitutive rhetoric are circulated by other rhetorical agents
in the public and scholarly sphere (and, in a few cases, the direction is
reversed). Even if this circulation is not an explicit strategy of the EU, we
can still trace it back to the EU—to the Subject.

My point is rather that the severance of the relationship between the
intending agent and the effects of their actions suggests an openness or
potentiality, as Butler phrases it: “We might reread ‘being’ as precisely that
potentiality that remains unexhausted by any particular interpellation”.23
In other words, any one interpellation will always be insufficient but pro-
ductively so. This insufficiency highlights the ontological and agentic in-
stability of the Subject which is crucial when trying to understand the EU’s
continuous but also widely dispersed calls for European identity.

The dispersed and decentred voice of interpellation also affects the
question of means: through what means are subjects interpellated and con-
stituted? Althusser and Butler understand ritual as an act of interpella-
tion, ! and Charland briefly mentions “aesthetic practices” such as drama,
imagery, music, architecture, and design as other “ideological rhetorical
practices”, but his focus is largely on text.22 He views the subject as a
symbol-using, though primarily textual being. But, as Barthes shows, a
wide range of materials—books, commercials, films, sports, iconography,
toys, and so forth—interpellate subjects as part of a collective subject
through our cultural habits.23 Historian Eric Hobsbawm describes how
rapid societal transformations weaken recognizable social patterns, and
when familiar traditions seem incapable of incorporating such change,
new traditions are called for.z+ So, in the same way that Charland con-
ceives of constitutive rhetoric as a means to transcend contradicting sub-
ject positions, Hobsbawm views the invention of traditions as a way to
cope with the instability brought about by rapid change. Indeed, he defines
such invented traditions as

230 Butler, “Conscience Doth Make Subjects”, 26. Butler borrows this point from Agamben
whom she quotes as saying the following: “There is in effect something that humans are
and have to be, but this is not an essence nor propetly a thing: 17 is the simple fact of one’s own
existence as possibility or potentiality”’. See Giorgio Agamben (1993). The Coming Community,
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, section 11.

231 Althusser, Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays, 117 ff.; Butler, ‘Conscience Doth Make
Subjects of Us All’, 19 ff.

232 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 148.

233 Barthes, Myzhologzes.

234 Hobsbawm, “Mass-Producing Traditions”, 4-5.
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a set of practices, normally covered by overtly or tacitly accepted rules and
of a ritual or symbolic nature, which seek to inculcate certain values and
norms of behavior by repetition, which automatically implies continuity
with the past.23

Such traditions are of course perceived in language use, but also in a wide
range of other symbolic gestures, not least those of the EU: images
(stamps, coins, bills), rituals (annual sports events), symbols (flags, em-
blems), music (anthems), architecture (the EU quarters in Brussels and
Strasbourg), and many more. Language interpellates subjects in specific
subject positions, but it works in a close and contingent relationship with
other nontextual symbols and embodied practices. In this study, focus
rests primarily on textual processes, but I include other types of symbolic
and embodied practices in the analysis as well, and I hope it will become
evident that they too ate instances of constitutive rhetoric. I argue, there-
fore, that such nontextual rhetorical practices deserve to be brought to the
foreground in a theorisation of constitutive rhetoric.23

Finally, Butler argues that interpellation constitutes the subject also in
its absence, “without the subject’s knowing” 23" because “the subject need
not always turn around in order to be constituted as a subject”.238 This is
so even when the subject protests the interpellation offered: “Indifferent
to your protests, the force of interpellation continues to work. One is still
constituted by discourse, but at a distance from oneself”.23 Butlet’s exam-
ple is hate speech, which might be uttered in absence or in protest, and we
can also think about unwanted gender identifications (e.g., he/she to sig-
nify a person identifying as nonbinary). To the material at hand, the ques-
tion is slightly different: what is the consequence of a continued hailing if
the subjects called upon are out of earshot or simply refuse the call—do
not turn around, do not even protest? This important point is relevant to
all five initiatives studied here; if we were to follow Althusser’s stricter
conceptualisation—that in order for the interpellation to be completed,
the hailed subject must acknowledge the hailing, must turn around—we
would have to dismiss several of the practices in the initiatives as instances
of interpellation, depending on whom we judge to be the audience.

There is agency, then, in the acts of declining to identify with the audi-
ence projected in a discourse, the closure projected by the narrative, or the

235 Hobsbawm, 1.

236 For instance, Per Liljenberg Halstrom and Per Galle argue that design can be viewed as
an example of constitutive rhetoric. See Halstrom and Galle, “Design as Co-Evolution”.
237 Butler, Excitable Speech, 33.

238 Butler, 31.
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interpellation contained in the ritual—for example, rejecting to sing the
national anthem during a football match, taking the knee, rejecting to take
communion at a service, or sitting down where you are not supposed to
sit. Rejecting an interpellation is of course not the same as annulling the
interpellative force, but it is a counteraction with agency of its own. Re-
turning to the idea of conceptual destabilization and the space it creates
for new meaning to emerge mentioned at the opening of this chapter, we
might observe the same potentiality here. As Rand argues, agency
“emerges not as the ability to create intentionally a certain set of effects,
but as a process made possible by the very undecidability or riskiness of
those effects” 240 which resembles Butler’s notion of insurrectionary
speech.2#t But where Rand’s focus is on (polemical) speakers’ inability to
control their message, Butler’s focus is on the hailed subject’s ability to
resist: “The name one is called both subordinates and enables, producing
a scene of agency from ambivalence, a set of effects that exceed the ani-
mating intentions of the call”.2#

In the context of this study, my point is to highlight the indeterminacy
of constitutive rhetoric; the agentic instability of not only the hailing sub-
ject, the EU, but also of the hailed subject, whether we regard this collec-
tive subject to be EU citizens or the EU itself. This indeterminacy high-
lights an important prerequisite of collective identity formation within the
EU (after all, enlargement, which inevitably destabilises, has been one of
the driving forces of the EU in the post—Cold War era) that simultaneously
constitutes an immense challenge. As will become clear, balancing myths
of European greatness and more pragmatic, civic codes of identity is not
at all easy—Ilet alone figuring out how thick or thin these myths can be
without becoming either too substantial, and thus static and unproductive,
or too insubstantial and, as a result, meaningless.2#

Ideology: A Dream of the Undistorted

These indeterminacies—of the Subject, of the subjects, of their agency
and, consequently, constitutive effects—can be further illuminated by
Laclau’s conception of ideology in response to, among others, Althusser.
In very general terms, Althusser perceives ideology as various societal

240 Rand, “Inflammatory Fag”, 312.

241 Butler, Excitable Speech, 163.

242 Butler, 163.

243 The metaphor of thick and thin myths is an adaptation from Michael Walzer’s concep-
tion of thick and thin morality in Thick and Thin. Moral Argument at Home and Abroad (Notre
Dame/London: University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), described in Laclau, “Death and
Resurrection”.
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structures (i.e., education, the public health system, religion) that funda-
mentally work to maintain the economic conditions and thus to continue
cycles of repression.2# His attention therefore rests on ideology embodied
in institutions, its rituals and its mundane practices (going to school, eating
in the cafeteria with other children, participating in its social activities, con-
tributing to the bake sale, etc.).2# These practices are understood as dis-
tortions of something original and primary—something undistorted. In
this sense, even though this primary meaning—that which is undistorted—
—might be unattainable in Althusser’s view (there is no extra-rhetorical
place from which critique of ideology can be made), by concentrating on
distortion, he still posits the existence of something undistorted.24

In contrast to this view, Laclau asserts that the primary product of ide-
ology—and thus what the analysis of ideology should pay attention to—
is not distortion but the idea that something undistorted exists in the first
place. He states that “the original meaning is illusory and the distortive
operation consists in precisely creating that illusion—that is, to project
onto something which is essentially divided the illusion of a fullness . . .
that it lacks”.27 As an example, a specific political proposal—say, free
movement across the EU—is not in itself ideological; it becomes ideolog-
ical when it “starts incarnating something more and different from itself
. . . the possibility of constituting the community as a coherent whole”:24
a cosmopolitan spirit, cultural unity, and a specifically European inclina-
tion towards tolerance and curiosity. Only through the fiction of some-
thing undistorted, something complete, does the collective identity of the
community acquire coherence.2# This operation—of attributing fullness
to something divided—is, in other words, both necessary to ideology (to
create the fiction of fullness) and impossible (it is an illusion),?5 in much
the same way as constitutive rhetoric paradoxically must presuppose the
subject as a given, extra-rhetorical entity (Europeans) and at the same time
create this subject through rhetoric (Europeans).2st

244 Directly through the Repressive State Apparatus, inditectly through the Ideological
State Apparatus. Althusser and Jameson, Lenin and Philosophy, 95 ff.

245 Tt is beyond the scope of this thesis to discuss Althusser’s conception of ideology in-
depth. For a critique and further development of Althusset’s theory of ideology, See Butler,
‘Conscience Doth Make Subjects of Us All’; Laclau, “The Death and Resurrection of the
Theory of Ideology’; Zizek, The Metastases of Enjoyment, Zizek, Absolute Recoil. For a discus-
sion of how Zizek’s and Althusset’s conceptions differ, see Stagnell, “Ambassador’s Let-
ter”, 56—62.
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Although Charland’s theory builds on a conception of ideology that
focuses on material, ideological effects—it is the insertion of a narrative
agent in the material world that reveals the ideological nature of constitu-
tive rhetoric2>—and thus on ideology as distortion, it does so also with
the aim of analysing the efforts to create the undistorted, such as the cre-
ation of an original and transhistorical peuple Québécois governed by “the
‘natural’ principle that pexples attain control of their future”.2s

In the context of this study, these considerations are relevant because
they provide a different purpose to the analysis. While Charland may not
have inherited Althusser’s focus on ideology as mainly repressive, he does
maintain his attention to determinate, ideological effects. Laclau, con-
trastingly, concentrates on the functions through which dreams and illu-
sions of closure, of whole and full identities, are created. The interesting
questions to be asked, then, are not how distortion or deception ate cre-
ated, but rather, how the idea of pure, coherent, and unifying meaning is
created and the function such creation fills in the formation of collective

identity.

Transhistoricity and Temporality

Another contribution to the rereading of Charland concerns the issue of
time. As mentioned, the transhistorical subject creates a consubstantiality
between the past subject and the present subject. But the transhistorical
subject and narrative are more complex than simply extending through
time. Particularly relevant to this study is the historiographical use of the
past (how the past is depicted and the role it has in relation to the present),
and how this historiography is used in political argumentation. Frida
Buhre’s theory of temporal imaginaries and how they enable different rhe-
torical practices is fruitful for clarifying this use—particularly her concep-
tualisation of the notions remembrance and foundation. These same concepts
are also theorised by historian of ideas Victoria Fareld. Both Buhre and
Fareld base their conceptualisations on the political philosophy of Hannah
Arendt and view remembrance as a key concept in trying to understand pre-
sent times’ recourse to the past. Buhre argues that remembrance has a
double function in Arendt’s thinking.25 It can, on the one hand, challenge
the past and the narrative of origin (Buhre terms this agonistic remem-
brance), or it can serve the function of repeating and managing the past
(anthoritarian remembrance).

252 Charland, 143.
253 Charland, 145.
254 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 141.
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Agonistic remembrance engages in a plural relationship with the past.2ss
As Fareld writes, this kind of remembrance allows us to go back to a be-
ginning in the past not in order to repeat it, but in order to imagine our
foundations and beginnings, to engage with them critically and thus enable
new alternative beginnings in the future; it allows a “renewing [of] the
world by starting over once again”—“to go backwards in order to move
forward” .25 In Arendt’s thinking, agonistic remembrance is a collective,
political responsibility that potentially enables social, political change. The
latter kind, authoritarian remembrance, does not seek plurality but instead
seeks to repeat the past. The “present political culture is imagined as a
continuous heritage and testimony to a past event of foundation”.257 Re-
membrance, in this latter sense, potentially incorporates dominative fea-
tures if remembrance of the past and anticipation of the future collapses
into sameness. Buhre exemplifies such temporal collapse with a passage
from the New Narrative declaration that states: “Europe is a source of
inspiration from the past, emancipation in the present and an aspiration
towards a sustainable future. Europe is an identity, an idea, an ideal”.25s
Europe as past inspiration sets limits to actions in the present, and Europe
as future aspiration sets limits to identity formation in the present. It thus
forms an “a-temporal political imaginary”.2 The past, present, and fu-
ture—inspiration, emancipation, aspiration—have collapsed and there-
fore impair political agency, as all that is left to do is a future repetition of
what already was: “the future is nothing but what the past has already
given” 260

According to Buhre, both the agonistic and the authoritarian turn to
the past is based on the need to become real; the reality and continued
existence of an institution or a government depends upon “the presence
of others who have seen and heard and will remember” 26! Both types of
remembrance—in fact, any relation with both the past and the future—

255 Buhre, 140.

256 Fareld, “Temporalt ansvar”, 158, 150. From the Swedish: “f6rnya virlden genom att
bétja om pa nytt”. And: “att ga bakit for att réra sig framat”.

257 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 152. The distinction between agonistic and authori-
tarian remembrance is similar to Svetlana Boym’s conception of reflective and restorative nos-
talgia. Whereas the former “does not follow a single plot but explores ways of inhabiting
many places at once and imagining different time zones”, the latter seeks an origin and
“attempts a transhistorical reconstruction of the lost home”. See Boym, The Future of Nos-
talgia, XVIII.

258 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 141. Buhte quotes the New Narrative declaration. See
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261 Buhre, 150. Buhte quotes Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition, 204 edition, Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1998, 95.
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are inherently anachronistic, since both are “rhetorically produced as a
trace in the present”.2e2 Anachronisms, then, are not necessarily problem-
atic, as Buhre argues throughout her study; an anachronistic relationship
to the past can, in fact, be freedom-enabling, lest this relationship is plural.
It is this latter characteristic that fails to appear in authoritarian politics of
remembrance. In this type of remembrance, the foundation—or constitu-
tive event, origin (e.g., the birth of Christ and Aeneas’s founding of
Rome)—is a “beginning for eternity”.263 In such events, the original foun-
dation both “acknowledges a radical change (foundation)” and “refuses to
address the possibility of further change (no new foundation is possible;
it is unrepeatable)” 264

The search for origin and a proper foundation is central to the EU’s
historiography thematised in chapter 5, and the notions of remembrance
and foundation are helpful in deepening the understanding of temporality
in the EU’s constitutive rhetoric.

Myth and Historiography

Lastly, Roland Barthes’s theory of myth serves as an exploration in more
specific terms of the dreams of fullness described by Laclau as well as the
EU’s historiography of the European past.

In his Mythologies, Barthes defines myth as a type of speech (writing,
spoken words, imagery, sports, and so forth) that places “Nature at the
very bottom of History” and thus transforms social belief, culture, and
history into natural conditions.2s5 It is therefore important, he argues, to
show that nature is itself historical; a construct in much the same sense as
Laclau views the primary meaning, the idea of fullness, as fiction. Mythical
speech, then, is an extension of the semiotic model of the sign (e.g., a
golden star) as composed of a signifier (the image of a golden star) and a
signified (a fixed luminous point in the night sky). He adds to this first-
order language system a second-order mythical system as a means to show
how myths emerge and function (figure 1). In this second-order system,
the szg7 of the first system (a golden star), becomes the signifier of a mythical
signified (e.g., divinity, transcendence, eternity). So, while the language sys-
tem refers to the denotative level of signification, the mythical system thus
refers to the connotative level.

262 Buhre, 24.

263 Buhre, 156. Buhre quotes Hannah Arendt, Besween Past and Future: Eight Exercises in Po-
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1. Signifier | 2. Signified
Language 3. Sign

MYTH I SIGNIFIER II SIGNIFIED
III SIGN

Figure 1. Barthes’s semiological system.266

What singles out myth from any other system of connotation is the fact
that the signified in the mythical system “is determined, it is at once his-
torical and intentional”.26” The fundamental operation of myth, then, is to
naturalise the connection between the star (signifier) and divinity (signi-
fied). However, there is no natural connection between the stat and divin-
ity; the signification is historical and contextual, and, moreover, it is aided
by other signs in the same cluster (in the EU’s flag, the golden pentagram
forms a circle with eleven other golden pentagrams).2es

The linguistic sign (meaning) and the mythical signifier (form) thus oc-
cupy the same slot in the system: the linguistic sign is also (potentially) a
mythical signifier, and this double occupation enables a back-and-forth
movement between the linguistic and the mythical level. As Barthes ex-
plains:

The meaning will be for the form like an instantaneous reserve of history,
a tamed richness, which it is possible to call and dismiss in a sort of rapid
alternation: the form must constantly be able to be rooted again in the
meaning and to get there what nature it needs for its nutriment; above all,
it must be able to hide there. It is this constant game of hide-and-seck
between the meaning and the form that defines myth.269

This rapid alternation, this game of hide-and-seek between form and
meaning, is what enables us to read the EU sometimes as a Jnguistic sign of
the political institution, sometimes as a mythical signifier of Europe (the myth-
tcal signified); and vice-versa: sometimes Europe is simply a Znguistic sign of
the geographical landmass, sometimes a mythical signifier of a specific past,
history, culture, values, and the mythological figure of Europa (the mythical
signified). While I invoke Barthes’s theory of myth in all three analytical
chapters (4-0), it is especially the articulations and functions of this game

266 Barthes, 115.
267 Barthes, 118.
268 Barthes, 129-31.
269 Barthes, 118.
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of hide-and-seck, the ambiguity allowed by the play between the level of
language and the level of myth, that I dwell on, most prominently in the
analysis of the founding and the new narrative, respectively (chapter 5).

When is Constitutive Rhetoric Successful?

As I hope has become clear, constitutive rhetoric is not just symbolic ges-
tures, but a potential means to make concrete political arguments and ma-
terial achievements in the world. But, as indicated, its success is not easily
evaluated. Charland only briefly comments on this aspect. He states, with-
out elaborating, that not all constitutive rhetoric succeeds.2? However,
based on the voting results of the referendum for Québec sovereignty,
where 45 percent had voted for sovereignty, this particular instance of con-
stitutive rhetoric had not been a rhetorical failure; rather, it had been quite
powerful, as it meant that 45 percent had accepted the narrative about /es
Québécois and the claim for sovereignty based on this narrative.2” In other
words, consciousness as a collective subject arguably came into being, and,
consequently, a political movement, but the concrete, material political re-
sult—sovereignty—failed to appear. Does this mean that it was a failure,
as Charland predicts could be a possible interpretation, or was it largely a
success, as he himself would have it? The answer depends on our idea of
the successful interpellation: is the interpellation successful only insofar as
the subjects called upon accept the invitation and thus are interpellated as,
in this case, Europeans? Or do interpellations work even if the hailed sub-
jects are not listening? Or refusing to listen? And does it suffice if some
accept it and others do not?

These questions indicate that the success of constitutive rhetoric is pet-
haps best understood on a scale, and one with multiple dimensions. As
legal scholar James B. White argues, two important success criteria in con-
stitutive rhetoric concern reciprocity and congruence between the textual
universe and reality as experienced by the audience. These criteria are cru-
cial in order for the audience to be able to translate the textual logic into
the material world without experiencing a rupture.27

The question of success is also inscribed with a certain temporality:
how do we account for both short- and long-term changes in collective
identity formation? Most interpellations rarely succeed the first time, but
demand several attempts and from different voices and through different

270 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 141.
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means. A child does not think of itself in terms of national identity from
birth, but gradually, over time, through continuous callings (from the fam-
ily, but also from the educational system, pedagogical philosophies, the
health care system, and so on). This is also true in the case of European
identification in which we furthermore note an aspect of multiplicity: as
several EU scholars point out, European identity often comes in national
colours, indicating, on the one hand, that citizens identify as both national
and European at one and the same time, or, on the other, that they identify
as primarily national in some regards, primatily as European in others.2
This behaviour suggests that the more dispersed and diverse individuals
are, the more difficult it becomes to successfully interpellate them under
one single name such as “Europeans”—at least with the same significa-
tion.

The point here is neither to discard potentially failed constitutive rhet-
oric as being irrelevant nor to build a complex model of the dimensions
of rhetorical success and failure; rather, it is to problematise the concept
in order to make it useful in situations other than that of / peuple Québécois.
In the case of the EU, the situation may be said to be reversed; the citi-
zenry is there, but the identity is still in the making. Or, perhaps, both are
there, they simply take different shapes than what was expected by differ-
ent politicians at different times. We will be better equipped to understand
the implications of constitutive rhetoric by exploring interpellations that
are apparently unsuccessful or only partly successful and thus illuminate
the theory from a different perspective.

Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, I have argued that although most EU scholars use the
notion of identity politics to explain the EU’s efforts at collective identity
formation, the theory of constitutive rhetoric is a more fitting frame. Con-
stitutive rhetoric and identity politics cover, on a general level, the same
ground. Both are concerned with how collective identities are enacted in
and related to the political realm and what political claims are made on the
basis of collective identity. But the casual manner in which the concept of
identity politics has been transferred from a marginalised to an empow-
ered setting is problematic because it obscures the challenges that arise
from such a move by turning difference in agential status, power, available

273 See, e.g., Risse, “A European Identity? Europeanization and the Evolution of Nation-
State Identities”; Risse, A Community of Europeans?; Kohli, “The Battlegrounds of European
Identity”’; Checkel and Katzenstein, Exrgpean Identity.

76



objectives, and the concrete measures available to reach these objectives
into simply a change in perspective: from bottom-up to top-down. This
change has hardly been described or theorised, and the concept lacks an-
alytic precision as a result thereof.

In its place, I propose a turn to the theory of constitutive rhetoric,
which breaks with a traditional rhetorical understanding of the ontology
of the audience. In its place, it offers a frame for understanding the rhetor-
tcal process of collective identity formation. It is, in other words, a theory that
enables us to understand how specific instances of interpellation and col-
lective identity formation operate in their discursive contexts.

I have suggested a set of extensions and alterations to Charland’s theory
based on Butlet’s reconceptualisation of interpellation, Laclau’s revisit of
ideology, Buhte’s explorations of temporality, and Barthes’s theory of
myth, respectively. On a general level, incorporating a more dynamic view
on interpellation that centres reciprocity, dispersion, and agency allows us
to question and better understand the indeterminate, decentred, and pro-
cessual character of collective identity formation: who is hailing whom?
To which tensions is collective identity a response, and who perceives
these tensions? By highlighting the ontological and agentic instability of
both Subject and subjects we will be better qualified to understand why
calls for collective identity ate continuous and changeable.

On a more specific level, these readings suggest elaborations on the
three ideological functions. They suggest, firstly, that we widen our gaze
to include not only text, but also other symbolic as well as physical means
of interpellations. I explore this widened subject field in chapter 4 that
centres on the creation of a collective subject. Secondly, they suggest that we
include plural and intersecting temporal imaginaries in the analysis of the
transhistorical subject since this can help us achieve a more complex un-
derstanding of the different foundations for this transhistoricity. This plu-
rality is exemplified in chapter 5 which focuses on the creation of a transhis-
torical collective subject. And, finally, these readings give reason to believe that
we should broaden our view of the practices projected in constitutive nar-
ratives to include not only concrete political practices but also epideictic
practices of normative and moral orientation. Such practices are discussed
in chapter 6 in which the positioning and constraining of the collective subject
within the narrative frame is thematised.

This extended constitutive rhetoric, then, provides a theoretical frame-
work but also a structure and analytical focal point for this study. But be-
fore turning to the analysis, I provide a historical and rhetorical back-
ground to the five EU initiatives.
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3. Rhetorical Ecologies: Historical Context
and Situation

Since the early 1970s, European identity has been a theme within, first, the
Community and, since then, the EU. Different historical and political con-
straints have formed varying backdrops to articulations of European iden-
tity, and these are the focus of this chapter. It offers a chronological
presentation of the five EU initiatives in their interconnected historical
contexts and rhetorical situations in order to understand the conditions
and constraints of the specific time, the exigences they are responding to,
and whom they address.

From a historical perspective, the EU is surely not the first institution
to approach the question of and actively provide shape and form to Eu-
ropean identity. The expansive road system and the aqueducts of the Ro-
man Empire, for example, were effective ways of demarcating the Empire
and simultaneously interweaving the culturally very diverse peoples within
the Empire. The same can be said about Emperor Augustus’s use of coins
to communicate his position: his image literally travelled across the Em-
pire millions of times.

What is interesting about this analogy is the striking parallel between
such ancient efforts to shape collective identity and many of the sugges-
tions of, first and foremost, ‘A People’s Europe’ to bring together the peo-
ples of the Community: Community-wide sports contests with teams bear-
ing the emblem of the Community; television shows broadcast in all mem-
ber states; and the symbols of the Community figuring on number plates
transported along the European road system, on coins and bills travelling
through commerce, and on flag posts in every member state.

This parallel also highlights the circulation of rhetorical practices and
discourses across time and space. From a Bitzerian perspective, the five
EU initiatives studied in this thesis can be viewed as each responding to a
rhetorical exigence, a problem that can and needs to be solved through a
rhetorical response.?’+ Equally important to bear in mind, though, are fac-
tors of distribution and circulation; as Jenny Edbauer argues, the theory

274 Bitzer, “Rhetorical Situation”.
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of the rhetorical situation tends to conceptualise rhetoric within a scene
of objectively existing, discrete exigences, constraints, rhetorical re-
sponses, rhetorical agents, and audiences that form a totality.2”s Although
this model is informative when it comes to the rhetorical elements of a
particular situation, it often “mask[s] the fluidity of rhetoric”.27 In contrast
to this view, Edbauer proposes that scholars pay attention to rhetorical ecol-
ogies in which we may take notice of how “situation bleeds into the con-
catenation of public interaction” and “public interactions bleed into wider
social processes”.2”7 In other words, this perspective views rhetoric as a
process of distribution and ongoing circulation, in which a specific coun-
ter-rhetoric can add to and/or co-opt the original rhetoric.2”s Rhetorical
networks in this extended conception—encompassing both the original
rhetorical practices as well as the counter-rhetoric and other types of dis-
tribution that arise as a result—are “held together trans-situationally”.27
Rhetorical practices and strategies circulate, and they move.

We see such processes of distribution and circulation in the EU’s rhet-
oric as well. Language, concepts, and narratives circulate both diachroni-
cally and synchronically. As Berg shows, concepts such as intercultural di-
alogue circulate synchronically across institutions and fields,2s0 and Garcia
likewise notes both a production and circulation of narratives among
scholars and civil society. As such, “it may not be surprising that the Com-
mission has turned towards narratives after the subject has been articu-
lated by academic authors”, as several of these same authors did so within
their EU-funded research.zs! In other words: the EU calls for and funds
research on the European public sphere which, in turn, cultivates research
highlighting the importance of narrative that then encourages a turn to-
wards narrative in the political agenda of the EU. This procedure is not
suspicious, but it creates an amplification of, in this case, the role of nar-
rative in the formation of a public sphere in and through circulation.

In much the same manner, many of the ideas articulated in the initia-
tives studied here circulate over time and in different spheres. They are
articulated within different situational constraints, but are at the same time
interconnected; the political transition from Community to Union and the
deeper economic and political integration it brought about are concrete
results of the fall of the iron curtain and the reunification of Germany—

275 Edbauer, “Unframing Models”, 7.

276 Edbauer, 20.

277 Edbauer, 9.

278 Edbauer, 13.

279 Edbauer, 20.

280 Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”.

281 Garcia, “New Narrative Project”, 344.
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but the idea of a union and a united Europe was debated long before then.
It was even a topic in ‘A People’s Europe’ (1985) and in the Declaration
on European Identity (1973). In the same way, the Constitutional Treaty
(2004) would not have been possible to draft without the Maastricht
Treaty (1993), and these previous texts are significant to initiatives such as
New Narrative (2014); as Claudia S. Sternberg argues, the vision and rhet-
oric of ‘A People’s Europe’ circulated long before and after the epony-
mous initiative in 1984—1985. This rhetoric contextualises and enables the
idea of a “Buropean state of mind”, a central metaphor in New Narrative.

I do not intend to make the argument that these artefacts are interwo-
ven in any extraordinary manner; as I have pointed out, other artefacts
could also have been part of this study. I also do not intend to impose a
causality in what, through a chronology such as this, might easily seem a
line of events. We often tend to interpret the past from the vantage point
of a particular, contemporary event which tends to obscure the fact that
other events or actions were possible as well—once the call for a sense of
belonging and European identity is articulated, we no longer see other po-
tential calls, as Kendall Phillips explains.2s2 Such a viewpoint creates the
false impression of coherence and causality. In line with this argument,
although I grant the most recent initiative New Narrative a more promi-
nent position as the point of departure from which I explore the four pre-
vious initiatives, they do not form a causal line of events—the direction
taken in New Narrative is not the only possible result of the previous ini-
tiatives.

In the following, I describe and contextualise the five initiatives in
chronological order and conclude the chapter with some general thoughts
on the purpose of European identity formation from the viewpoint of the
initiatives and scholarly accounts, respectively.

Declaration on European Identity (1973)

European identity became an official endeavour with the Declaration on
European Identity (1973-declaration), a four page document that consists
of twenty-two numbered sections structured in three chapters. While the
first chapter focuses on the why and how of European identity, the second
chapter looks outwards and dedicates two-thirds of the text (section nine
to twenty-one) to the nine member states’ relations with every other part

282 Phillips articulates this Foucauldian argument in a discussion of articulated acts of dis-
sent and the spaces of dissension from which they arise. See Phillips, “The Event of Dis-
sension”’, 62—63.
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of the world, parts which are mentioned and dealt with each in their own
section in the following order: “the Member Countries of the Council of
Europe, and with other European countries”; “the Mediterranean and Af-
rican countries”’; “the countries of the Middle East”; “the United States”;
“industrialized countries, such as Japan and Canada”; “the USSR and the
East Buropean countries”; “China”; “other Asian countries”; “the Latin
American countries”; and, finally, “the less favoured nations”—no one is
left out (although some are more present than others). All of these sections
express hope of either continuing existing or initiating future cooperation
and indicate the overarching orientation in the 1973-declaration towards
the world.

Nevertheless, as Sternberg notes, the declaration is “commonly re-
ferred to as the first step in the ongoing creation of belonging’2s3 and con-
stitutes a reference point for many future efforts at identity formations
because it provided a framework for the issue of European identity
through formulations such as the following:

The diversity of cultures within the framework of common European civ-
ilization, the attachment to common values and principles, the increasing
convergence of attitudes to life, the awareness of having specific interests
in common and the determination to take part in the construction of a
united Europe, all give the European Identity its originality and its own
dynamism.28+

Its gaze, in other words, is directed both inwards and outwards.

The declaration was published shortly after the first enlargement of the
European Community turning “the Six” into “the Nine”, with the UK,
Ireland, and Denmark as its three new member states. An issue heavily
debated during this period was universal suffrage for the European Parlia-
ment.2s5 But in1984, all member states agreed, and the first election was
held in 1979 with a voter turnout of 61.99 percent, which, at least in hind-
sight, was quite impressive; in fact, it has never since been that high.2s

283 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 92.

284 Commission of the European Communities, “Declaration on European Identity”, 119.
285 Universal suffrage had been discussed regularly since the 1950s but was contested
chiefly by France. For example, French president Charles de Gaulle feared that although
universal suffrage might seem to increase the legitimacy of the Parliament, potential low
voter turnouts would, instead, decrease it. But in 1974, French president Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing agreed to change the French position on the matter. See Deschamps and
Maufort, “The New European Parliament”.

286 Despite the fact that the Parliament’s powers and policy areas have only increased, the
voter turnout has correspondingly decreased until the most recent election in 2019. In
2014, the turnout was 42.54%, and in 2019 it was 50.66%. The voter turnout increased in
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In other words, the Community was in a process of democratisation;
the Parliament came to be elected directly by the populations instead of
by the national parliaments, the first ever international body with a demo-
cratic election.?s” But the competences held by the Parliament—although
gradually increasing—were still limited. Like the Common Assembly that
was its predecessor, the Patliament had a primarily advisory function.

The European Council in Copenhagen, December 14-15, 1973, during
which the 1973-declaration was agreed upon, was constrained by the 1973
Arab-Israeli War and the resulting energy crisis, highlighted by the pres-
ence of the Foreign Ministers of Algeria, Tunisia, the Sudan, and the Emir-
ates.2s8 Shortly before this Council, French president Georges Pompidou
had expressed worry over the fact that the Community had not taken part
in the negotiations between the Arabs and the Israeli and thus left this task
to other powers. This was regrettable, he said, first of all because confron-
tations between the USA and the USSR often led to an escalation of con-
flict (rather than the hoped for de-escalation),2 but also due to obvious
economic interests. Indeed, the oil crisis pushed the narrative of the Com-
munity as a peace project to the background and instead, national, eco-
nomic interests prevailed.2

In his opening address at the Council, president of the European Coun-
cil and Danish prime minister, Anker Jorgensen, emphasised the im-
portance of “European co-operation and the sense of a common Euro-
pean bond” in order to tackle “the problems faced by the European na-
tions as a consequence of the Middle East conflict”.! At the European
Council in Hague four years eatlier, in December 1969, West German
chancellor Willy Brandt had stated it more bluntly:

If all were well with Europe, we would not be meeting today. If the Com-
munity were able to speak with one voice our main topic here would be
foreign policy: the question of the peaceful organization of Europe,

21 out of the 28 member states in the 2019 election. European Parliament and Kantar,
“2019 European Election Results”.

287 Deschamps and Maufort, “The New European Patliament”.

288 Today, the meetings of the Heads of State or Government are called European Coun-
cils, but sometimes also Council summits/meetings/conferences in order to differentiate
the meeting from the institution itself. However, up until their formalisation at the Euro-
pean Council in Copenhagen in 1973, they were called European Summits and is often still
referred to as a “summit”, “summit conference”, or “conference”. I have chosen to use
European Council throughout this text, but quotes that use other terms do appeat.

289 Commission of the European Communities, “Preparation for the Summit Conference”,
25 (point 1403).

290 Manners and Murray, “End of a Noble Narrative?”, 189.

291 Quoted in Commission of the European Communities, “Copenhagen Summit Confer-
ence”, 8.
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negotiations with the countries of Eastern Europe and our interests with
regard to the conflict in the Middle East.292

Brandt further argued that the Community needed to grow in order to be
able to take a solid position in matters of foreign policy.2 According to
Brandt, a balance between large and small member states was paramount,
and the Community would need to be large enough to constitute a real
counterweight to “the superpowers and meet its worldwide responsibili-
ties”:2+ those who feared that Germany “could upset the balance within
the Community ought to favour enlargement” .25

In this sense, the call to speak with one voice is a prerequisite to taking
a common stance in foreign affairs and thus an important aspect of the
Community’s role in the world. In addition, it is connected to visions of
enlargement which may seem contradictory in light of internal disagree-
ments, but it is articulated as a requirement in order to constitute a real
counterweight in global politics: the Community needs to take solid polit-
ical positions not only in European matters but also globally; and, as a
consequence, it needs to grow.

These same issues—the necessity to speak with one voice and, conse-
quently, form a common stance in foreign affairs—formed the back-
ground to the European Council in Copenhagen four years later in 1973
which, correspondingly, resulted in two concrete outputs: the introduction
of a common energy policy (in light of the Arab-Israeli War and the re-
sulting energy crisis) and the 1973-declaration. The reception in the media,
however, focused primarily on the former:2% the common energy policy
and the presence of the Arab ministers at the Council, an asymmetry also
noted by the German newspaper Stuttgarter Zeitung: “The Arabs [who, it is
worth noting, were invited] turned the Summit into a show. Nobody is
interested in the Declaration on European Identity or in the great worties
about the future of the European institutions”.2” This picture reverberates

292 Brandt, “Statement by Willy Brandt”, 35.

293 This was an inditect comment to France who in 1963 and 1967 vetoed UK membership
in the Community due to British economy, its alliance with the USA, and differences in
their respective farming industries.

294 Brandt, 37.

295 Brandt, 37.

296 This following account of the media reception of the Declaration on European Identity
is based on the press review made by the Commission of the European Communities. All
translations from the German and the French are mine, and Martijn Wackers kindly helped
me with the translation from the Dutch. All quotations can be found in Commission of
the European Communities, “Revue de Presse”.

297 Stuttgarter Zeitung v. 15.12., S. 3/1-3. From the German: “Die Araber machten aus dem
Gipfel eine Schau. Niemand interessiert sich mehr fiir die Deklaration tiber die europdische
Identitit oder fiir die groBen Sorgen um die Zukunft der europiischen Institutionen”.
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in the general press review. Besides from the German press, only the
French, the Belgian, and the Dutch even mention the 1973-declaration.
The Belgian newspaper De Standard simply notes its existence,%8 whereas
the Dutch newspaper NCR Handelsblad is critical and finds it “dangerous™:

The limitation of the cooperation to the Nine shows the illusion that some
of the most important problems of our time could in principle still be

solved regionally within a European framework. . . . Therefore, the docu-
ment should already be regarded as completely outdated upon its publica-
tion.2%”

The French press notes the “hijacking” of the European Council by the
“Arab diplomatic commando”, the general focal point of the press, but
also briefly mentions the 1973-declaration in this summation: “This morn-
ing’s dailies insist to varying degrees on the renewed political unity and on
the implementation, however difficult, of the European identity”.30

The German press review is both the most extensive and the most crit-
ical. Whereas Frankfurter Allgemeine is if not positive then at least open to
the idea of a declaration of identity (“Even if numerous formulations were
already contained in earlier official declarations, the Nine are the first to
lay down the European identity in a kind of charter”), 31 other larger news-
papers are generally critical. Siddentsche Zeitung, for instance, both critiques
the minimal exposure the 1973-declaration received at the Council, em-
phasised by its character as “foundation for a future European constitu-
tion”, and its content: “What unites Europe is, for the time being, only an
awareness of its weakness. This is particularly clear in the document on
the European identity”.32 Dije Welt comments that the search for

298 In the press review, it says: “Ook in DE STANDAARD, p. 3: blauwdruk voor Europese
identiteit”.

299 NCR 15-7. From the Dutch: “Uit de beperking van de samenwerking tot de Negen
blijkt de illusie dat eer aantal van de belangtijkste problemen van onze tijd in principe nog
regionaal in eein Europees kader oplosbaar zouden zijn. . . . Het stuk moet daarom bij zijn
publicatie al als volstrekt verouderd worden beschouwd”.

300 I e Figaro 17, 1-1/1.a Nation 17, 1-1/Herald Tribune 17, 1-6. From the French: “Les
quotidiens de ce matin insistent a des degrés divers sur 'unité politique retrouvée et sur la
mise en pratique, méme difficile, de I'identité européenne”.

301 Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung v. 15.12., S. 7/5-6. From the German: “Sind auch zahlrei-
che Formulierungen bereits in fritheren offiziellen Bekundungen enthalten gewesen, so
legen doch erstmals die Neun die europdische Identitit in einer Art Charta nieder”.

302 Siiddentsche Zeitung, S. 4/1-2. From the German: “Grundstock einer kiinftigen europii-
schen Verfassung”. And: “Was Europa eint, ist vorldufig nur das BewuBtsein seiner Schwi-
che. Dies wird besonders deutlich in dem Dokument tiber die europdische identitet”.
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European identity is necessary, but “becomes nonsensical if the search
consists primarily in demarcation from the USA”.303

All in all, the press review shows that the 1973-declaration did not re-
ceive much attention, neither at the European Council where it was signed,
nor in the national press of the nine member countries. The little press
coverage it received mostly focused on its illusionary character (the Neth-
erlands) or how European identity is mostly envisioned through negative
definition—a demarcation from the USA, a distraction from the Commu-
nity’s own weakness (Germany).

In sum, at the time of the 1973-declaration, the Community was in the
process of establishing and envisioning itself and its role in the world
around it. It wanted to play a decisive role in matters of foreign affairs
which, however, demanded internal agreement among the Nine as well as
enlargement in order to be a valid counterweight in global affairs. In many
ways, the 1973-declaration can thus be viewed as part of the process of
interpellating itself, of coming into being, as a means of enabling the Nine
to better understand their position in and relations with the world:

the time has come to draw up a document on the European Identity. This
will enable them [the Nine Member Countries of the European Commu-
nities] to achieve a better definition of their relations with other countries
and of their responsibilities and the place which they occupy in world af-
fairs.304

What this passage indicates is thus, on the one hand, its audiences (the
other global powers and the Nine member states of the Community), and
on the other hand, its exigence: the Community wishes to make clear and
simultaneously figure out its place in the world and, more concretely, to
be able to take a stance in matters of foreign affairs as they affect the
Community—in 1973, very concretely through the oil embargo.

303 Dije Welt, S. 4/1-2. From the German: ”doch wird dies unsinnig, wenn das Suchen vor
allem in der Abgrenzung gegentier den USA besteht”.
304 Commission of the European Communities, “Declaration on European Identity”, 118.
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‘A People’s Europe’ (1984-1985)

Five years after the first direct election to the European Parliament, the
Adonnino committee for ‘A People’s Europe’ was founded at the Euro-
pean Council in Fontainebleau, June 25-26, 1984.305 The committee was
chaired by Pietro Adonnino, Italian MEP until June 1984, who also had
the function of representing the president of the European Council, Bet-
tino Craxi, on the committee. The work of the committee resulted in two
reports, the first report (11 pages, including paratext) was presented at the
European Council in Brussels, March 29-30, 1985, and the second report
(16 pages, including paratext) three months later at the European Council
in Milan, June 28-29, 1985.506

While the first report concentrates on what we might understand as
functional Community (de)regulations, such as the free movement of peo-
ple, goods, and services, the second report considers proposals of a more
symbolic nature: television shows, sports events, city twinning along with
proposals for a European flag, anthem, stamps, and Europe Day. Many
suggestions were offered, the majority of which were implemented shortly
after and today constitute quotidian elements in the lives of EU citizens.
That is, until recently: Brexit made explicit, first to the UK citizens, then
to the EU citizens, the practical implications of leaving the EU. During
Christmas 2020, Brexit debates no longer focused on migration and sov-
ereignty but on very practical discussions of fishing quotas, trade agree-
ments, taxation, and travel between the two parties.

‘A People’s Europe’ explicitly refers to the 1973-declaration and can be
viewed as a political concretisation of the intentions formulated in the
1973-declaration: a more definite response to indefinite intentions. The
vision of transforming the Community into ‘A People’s Europe’ had cit-
culated in the Community institutions since the mid-1970s, and the draft
Treaty Establishing the European Union from February 1984 articulated
this aim as a concrete political goal.3” From this perspective, the project
that crystallised during 1984 and 1985 was simply the culmination of these
rhetorical and political efforts. Likewise, the “People’s Europe rhetoric”,
as Sternberg terms it, circulated throughout the 1980s up until the Maas-
tricht debates—years after the practical implementation of its proposals.30

305 The committee was officially named the ad hoc committee, but it is often referred to as
the Adonnino committee and the Adonnino reports. I have therefore chosen this later
more descriptive term.

306 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”.

307 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 78-T9.

308 Sternberg, 79.
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The explicit purpose of the initiative was to suggest measures to
strengthen the identity and image of the Community based on “the expec-
tations of the people of Europe” as well as the interest of the citizens.3
The reports do not explain how the committee came to know about these
interests and expectations, however, or if they are rather just assumed ex-
pectations. The latter seems to be closer to the truth: ‘A People’s Europe’
sought the acceptance of the citizens, but it did not consult or invite its
citizens to express their interests and will; rather, the Adonnino Commit-
tee was tasked with proposing concrete measures that could assure the will
of the citizens and thus had “unequivocal agency in both interpreting and
shaping citizen ideals”.310

Why this rather new preoccupation with the interests of the citizens?
First of all, the recession of the 1970s had not increased popular support,
and to many, the Community was perceived as a technocratic and ineffi-
cient institution.3!! Furthermore, the second direct European Parliament
election in 1984 was less than a success, with a voter turnout even lower
than the first one in 1979. This “disappointingly low turn-out”, Shore ar-
gues, was one of the reasons for founding the Adonnino Committee on
‘A People’s Europe’ only months after the election.32 Moreover, the Com-
munity made enlargements in 1981 (Greece) and 1986 (Spain and Portu-
gal), and the Single European Act was signed in 19806, a crucial step to-
wards completing the single market. In other words, European integration
continued as planned, but citizens seemed to have been left behind. As a
result, the Community was to transition from being a primarily financial
and trade community—A Trader’s Eurgpe—to being a community of cul-
ture, education, and labour as well: .4 Pegple’s Enrgpes13 According to
Shore, the extension of its purview to include also culture and education
as well as its citizens constituted “a major shift in elite approaches to Eu-
ropean integration”.31+ As the second report states, it is

through action in the areas of culture and communication, which are es-
sential to European identity and the Community’s image in the minds of
its people, that support for the advancement of Europe can and must be
sought.315

309 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 5. See also 9, 11, 18.
310 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 81-82.

311 Sternberg, 77.

312 Shore, “Imagining the New Europe”, 100.

313 Deschamps, “A People’s Europe”.

314 Shore, Building Europe, 25.

315 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 21.
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By suggesting promoting the institution culturally rather than solely
through economic integration, this initiative marks the first time that the
Community made advancements outside of its core areas as defined in the
Treaty of Rome of 1957.

In terms of rhetorical exigence, the reports state that their proposals
respond to the expectations of Community citizens while simultaneously
seeking to improve its image no longer solely as a global political actor,
but likewise in the minds of its citizens—through concrete political sug-
gestions of both material and symbolic significance. ‘A People’s Europe’
aims at forging EU citizens by creating discursive and symbolic links be-
tween Europe, the Community, and culture,316 as well as between Euro-
pean citizenship and Europeanness.3” It thus anticipates the immense fo-
cus on culture we witness today.

Although ‘A People’s Europe’ centres on the life of Community citi-
zens, the reports are first and foremost policy papers written with the pur-
pose of reaching the consent of the Council, the Commission, and the
member states; not citizens.3!s This intention is evident also when looking
at the paratext of the reports: Both reports are framed by a cover letter
from Pietro Adonnino, the chairman of the Adonnino committee, to the
president of the European Council, Bettino Craxi! and are concluded by
a letter from Craxi to Adonnino, expressing gratitude for the work per-
formed and reiterating the formal consent of the Council.320 Hence, there
was—at least formally—a specific rhetor and recipient, although the par-
atext emphasizes that the Commission and Parliament had been valuable
resources in the committee’s work.32! Although making claims about the
interests of the citizens as its reason for appointing the committee, this
initiative was, in other words, an initiative with a performative, constitutive
function first and foremost for the institutions (Council, Parliament, Com-
mission) within the institution itself (the Community as a whole), not un-
like the 1973-declaration.

316 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 90.

317 Sternberg, 99.

318 The reports did receive some citizen response, though. In 1984 and 1985, an Irish and
a French citizen wrote to the president of the Commission—Gaston Thorn and Jacques
Delors, respectively—with proposals for a flag design, including thorough reflections on
the symbolism of their chosen designs. Moreover, a German citizen and camping club
president wrote a letter to Jacques Delors asking if he could have a large Community flag
for a meeting with his camping club, and he even kindly offered to pay for it; to which a
Commission official answered that it unfortunately did not exist yet, but had been agreed
upon. See Commission of the European Communities, “Embléme et Logo Européens”.
319 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 7-8, 17.

320 Adonnino, 16, 32.

321 Adonnino,8, 18.
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This aim also seems clear in light of the media coverage. As Christiane
Barth and Patrick Bijsmans notice, “despite their assigned significance for
the emergence of a European public sphere, mediated debates on Euro-
pean integration in the early 1990s have hardly been studied” 322 and there
are grounds to believe that the same is true for earlier debates as well. I
have not found any studies on the media coverage of ‘A People’s Europe’.
Instead, my own small-scale study of the media coverage in [yllands-Posten,
the second largest newspaper in Denmark, during the three Councils in
1984 and 1985, respectively, lays the ground for the hypothesis that per-
haps the lack of studies has to do with a lack of material: out of the total
158 articles mentioning the European Community in the immediate weeks
before and after the three Councils, only six mention ‘A People’s Eu-
rope’.32 These six articles largely focus on what is termed the “Iyrical ele-
ments” in contrast to the “heavy issues”.3+ Especially the proposals for
Community symbols are portrayed as unnecessary artifice. In an opinion
piece by Jorgen Bogh, MEP from the People’s Movement against the
EU,35 ‘A People’s Europe’ is mentioned as an example of what he calls

bombastic European mythology with its dreams of resurrecting the Ro-
man universal Empire, with its nonsense about European identity, its EC
passport, EC flag, EC driving license, EC stamps, and EC football team—
—its military aspirations of becoming a superpower, and its propaganda for
the United States of Europe.326

Bogh thus accentuates its hyperbolic dimension and interprets these pro-
8 yp P p

posals as part of the desire by “the German and Italian union propagan-
dists™’327 to “distance themselves from the past and start anew”.328 Conse-
quently, “they have contributed significantly to the fact that Danish poli-
ticians and editorial journalists have seen with forbearance on these

322 Barth and Bijsmans, “Maastricht Treaty and Public Debates”, 215.

323 The articles are listed in appendix I.

324 June 28, 1984, see appendix I.

325 The People’s Movement against the EU is a cross-party movement founded in 1972 in
connection to Denmark’s referendum on Community membership. Jorgen Bogh was
elected for the European Parliament in 1979 and again in 1984.

326 Bogh, [yllands-Posten, April 1, 1985, see appendix I. From the Danish: “Den flommeeu-
ropziske mytologi med dens dromme om genopstandelse for det romerske universal-kej-
serrige, dens tigetale om europeaisk identitet, dens EF-pas, EF-flag, EF-kerekort, EF-fri-
marker og EF-foldboldhold—dens militere stormagtsaspirationer og dens propaganda for
Europas Forenede Stater”.

327 From the Danish: “de tyske og italienske unionspropagandister”.

328 From the Danish: “legge distance til fortiden og begynde pé en frisk”.
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pompous southern Europeans and hence on the union plans as a
whole” 32> Bogh is cleatly critical of such mythological inventions, but at
the same time he attributes to them the power to obscure the critical re-
sponse to be expected from national politicians and the press. Johan For-
nis, who writes specifically about the EU’s symbols and their implemen-
tation in connection with ‘A People’s Europe’, notes the unfavourable re-
ception in the political as well as public debate when these symbols years
later were proposed to be part of the Constitutional Treaty.330 Even if the
symbols were implemented many years before, their signification changed
when they were about to become consolidated legally—which to this day
is yet to happen.

The Maastricht Treaty (1992)

The Maastricht Treaty, “a milestone in the history of European integra-
tion”,31 was in a concrete, material way a result of a geopolitically changing
Europe. With the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the reunification of
Germany, borders changed, nation states were rebuilt, and the idea of a
united Europe across the East-West axis for the first time became a real-
istic possibility. As West German chancellor Helmut Kohl expressed it in
the ruins of Dresden, only weeks after the fall of the Berlin Wall: “The
‘house of Germany’—our common house—must be built under a Euro-
pean roof. That must be our political goal”.332

As a backdrop to the geopolitical events in Europe leading to unifica-
tion and the, albeit temporary, end of a binary world order, the Yugosla-
vian Wars unfolded. Although the wars supported the argument that Eu-
ropean integration was necessary in order to make sure Europe would not
once again fall prey to nationalism and war, they also “firmly put a nail in
the coffin of the peace narrative and the narrative of ‘Europe’ as saviour
and solution to conflict”.33 The Community made a few efforts at diplo-
matic engagement, but the twelve member states could not agree on how
to approach the civil war, besides denouncing the previous cooperation

329 From the Danish: “De har bidraget vesentligt til, at danske politikere og lederskribenter
har set med overbarenhed pi disse svulstige sydeuropzere og dermed pa unionsplanerne
i det hele taget”.

330 Fornis, Signifying Europe, 79.

331 Medrano, Framing Enrope, 1.

332 Kohl, “Rede des Bundeskanzlers”. From the German: “Das ‘Haus Deutschland™—un-
ser gemeinsames Haus—muf3 unter einem europdischen Dach gebaut werden. Das muf3
das Ziel unserer Politik sein”.

333 Manners and Murray, “End of a Noble Narrative?”, 189; Sternberg, Struggle for EU Le-
gitimagy, 114.
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agreement with Yugoslavia due to violations of human rights.3+ Instead,
they called on the UN Security Council in November 1991 to intervene,
but the UN was reluctant as well.3 The Community simply did not have
a foreign policy that could guide them in matters of this kind and allow
the Community to speak with one voice. This ability, strained during the
Arab-Israeli War in 1973, along with the peace narrative was tested once
again.

These two issues—geopolitical changes in Europe and the need for a
mandate that would allow the Community to act on the basis of a common
foreign policy—were crucial to the Community and central to the efforts
at European integration at the turn of the decade. As Sternberg argues, the
fall of communism, German reunification, and the Yugoslavian Wars
“could all be interpreted as manifesting greater-than-ever need for—but
also the failure of—FEuropean integration. The biggest challenges to the
EU and its legitimacy were also its greatest raison d'étre” 3%

The idea of a European Union was heavily debated already in the 1980s.
In 1983, a Draft Treaty establishing the European Union was prepared
with Altiero Spinelli, one of the founding fathers of the EU, as its main
architect. It was adopted by the European Parliament in 1984 with a large
majority (237 votes to 31, 43 abstentions), but the draft treaty was never
even taken up for national debate and, consequently, never ratified by the
member states.37

In April 1990, Helmut Kohl and Francois Mitterrand urged the Euro-
pean Council to, before the end of the year, initiate the process of drafting
and proposing a new treaty of a political as well as economic and monetary
union.’ “The profound upheavals in Europe” justified this urgency, as
the two leaders urged:

334 They did this on November 25, 1991. See Council of the European Communities,
“CELEX1, 91/602/EEC”. For instance, the Nethetlands, during their presidency of the
Council of the European Communities in 1991, wanted to send an intervention force to
Yugoslavia, a proposal which was supported by France and Germany, but opposed by the
UK, Denmark, and Portugal. See Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance sur ’'Europe, “Vain
Mediation Attempts”.

335 Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance sur ’'Europe, “Vain Mediation Attempts”.

336 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 114.

337 Deschamps, “European Parliament’s Proposals”. The reason was that the Heads of
State or Government had been circumvented during the process of drafting the draft
treaty, and, as a consequence, the treaty was ignored by the member state parliaments who,
in turn, did not want to circumvent their governments. In 1985, at the European Council
in Milan during which the second ‘A People’s Europe’ report was presented, president of
the European Council Bettino Craxi convened for an Intergovernmental Conference later
that same year in order to draft a new treaty of a European Union. But due to Greek,
British, and Danish protests, the attempt failed once again.

338 Mitterrand and Kohl, “Gemeinsame Botschaft”, 1.
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we consider it necessary to accelerate the political construction of the Eu-
rope of the Twelve. We believe that the time has come to “transform re-
lations as a whole among their States into a European Union and to invest
it with the necessary means of action”, as envisaged by the Single Euro-
pean Act.3¥

Mitterrand and Kohl reiterated this message later that same year, in De-
cember 1990, and highlighted the need for a common foreign and security
policy, whose aim should be “to promote the essential interests and com-
mon values of the Union and its Member States, to strengthen their secu-
rity, to promote cooperation with other states, and to contribute peace
and development in the world”.34

Although the UK, Portugal, and Denmark were reluctant, the timing
seems to have been better. The Maastricht Treaty was drafted at two In-
tergovernmental Conferences in 1991, signed in February 1992 and rati-
fied in May 1993 after difficulties in Denmark, France, and the UK. In
France, the treaty was passed with a slight majority (51 percent) and
spatked a debate “of a previously unseen force”, politically and publicly.3+
The UK was granted an opt-out clause from the Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU), which specified that the UK was not required to introduce
the Euro. There was no popular referendum in the UK, but the treaty
came close to be rejected by the British Parliament. In the case of Den-
mark, the difficulties had a more violent character. Following the referen-
dum on the Maastricht Treaty, which was rejected by a slight majority (50.7
percent), the Edinburgh Agreement was negotiated and accepted, again
with a slight majority (56.7 percent). The agreement granted Denmark
four opt-outs from the Maastricht Treaty concerning the policies on secu-
rity and defence, justice, European Citizenship, and the EMU, three of
which are still in force.3# The night of the vote, May 18, 1993, protests

339 Mitterrand and Kohl, 1. The quote in Mitterrand and Kohl’s statement is a merging of
two passages following one another from the Single European Act. 1 have therefore used the
official English version of the Single Enrgpean Act in this translation. From the German:
“Wir halten es fiir notwendig, den politischen Aufbau des Europas der Zwolf zu beschleu-
nigen. Wir glauben, daf3 es an der Zeit ist, ‘die Gesamtheit der Beziehungen zwischen den
Mitgliedstaaten in eine Europdische Union umzuwandeln und diese mit den notwendigen
Aktionsmitteln auszustatten’, wie es die Einheitliche Akte vorgesehen hat”. From the
French: “Nous jugeons nécessaire d’accélérer la construction politique de I’Europe des
Douze. Nous pensons que le moment est venu de ‘transformer 'ensemble des relations
entre les Etats membres en une Union européenne et de doter celle-ci des moyens d’action
nécessaites’, ainsi que I'a prévu ’Acte unique”.

340 Mitterrand and Kohl, 3.

341 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 105.

342 With the Amsterdam Treaty, which entered into force in 1999, the opt-out concerning
Citizenship was nullified since it adopted the Danish opt-out phrase, saying that European
citizenship does not replace national citizenship, which meant that the opt-out now applied
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turned into violent encounters between protesters and the police, and for
the first time in Danish history gunshots were fired against civilians in a
time of peace.

From this perspective, how are we to understand the rhetorical audi-
ence of the Maastricht Treaty? As is typical of political communication
and thus of all the initiatives studied in this thesis, multiple audiences are
invoked at the same time. In the specific case of the Maastricht Treaty, the
primary audience changes during the different steps of the process, begin-
ning with the Heads of State or Government of the member states nego-
tiating and drafting the treaty text and ending up in the hands of either the
national Parliament or, in a mediated form, the population.3

Thus, processes of persuasion and identification vary accordingly. Dur-
ing the Intergovernmental Conferences in which the treaty was drafted,
differing national and common interests were negotiated and prioritised.
What was then presented to either the national Parliament or the general
public for ratification was a combination of performative speech acts (for
instance, the proclamation of the European Citizenship) as well as recip-
rocal promises made by the signing partners and more symbolic state-
ments of common aims, visions, values, and principles, as we usually see
in the preamble.

In the case of the Maastricht Treaty, this process became very pro-
nounced due to the differing evaluations of the treaty by the Heads of
State or Government, national patliaments, and national populations, re-
spectively. Out of the three member states that held popular referenda on
the Maastricht Treaty, two resulted in less than clear-cut results: in France,
the treaty was marginally accepted, in Denmark, marginally rejected.

Another aspect of the relation between the treaty and its different au-
diences is highlichted by the public debate that arose. The Maastricht
Treaty was widely debated and highly contested in the media and by citi-
zens, but with national variations. Studying the struggles over EU legiti-
macy, Sternberg has mapped vatious discursive themes in the public de-
bate in Germany and France preceding and following the Maastricht
Treaty.3* She highlights how the discourse adopted with of ‘A People’s
Europe’, which promised that the EU served citizen interests and

to all Member States. The justice opt-out was put to vote in December 2015, and the result
was negative, meaning the exception is still in force. See The Danish Parliament EU Infor-
mation Centre, “Danish opt-outs”.

343 A treaty must be ratified by each member state, and how this is done varies from state
to state. Most often, the national Parliament votes on the treaty text, as in the case of the
UK mentioned above, but some states have public referenda; in the case of the Maastricht
Treaty, France, Ireland, and Denmark.

344 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, chap. 4.

93



expectations, was severely damaged by the debate about the EMU, be-
cause many viewed it as directly counterproductive to citizen needs for
economic stability in times of recession and unemployment.3 In the
French debate (and most others), opposition to the EMU framed it as a
loss of national sovereignty; in Germany, as a loss of national identity, an
identity “embodied in the Deutsche Mark as a symbol of German wealth,
stability, and reconstruction . . . Losing it implied losing much more than
just a national currency’.346

Another important issue raised in both countries was the EU citizen-
ship. It was problematised especially in France, where many viewed it as a
threat to the national citizenship. Democracy belonged within the nation
state, it was argued.’ In Germany, the issue was framed somewhat differ-
ently and was connected to the lack of a European people; for that reason,
democracy at a supranational level would be meaningless.3# This argument
has since then circulated and become part of the topical map of the EU;
not least in the EU scholarship on what is termed the “no-demos the-
sis”.34

The Maastricht debate reflected more than ever the gap between the
political EU elite and the citizens, made visible especially by the Danish
“no”, and caused by “the inherent distance and opacity of European de-
cision-making procedures to the European citizens”.3 Both Die Zeit and
Le Monde thus called for Ubergengungsarbeit and pédagogie, respectively,!
which further accentuates the “communication deficit”-argument often
circulated within the EU, as well as in EU scholarship: if only European
integration was explained better to its citizens, they would realise its ben-
efits. 352

A more expansive survey of the media reception in all of the twelve
member states shows that the Maastricht debate was, first of all, domesti-
cised, and secondly, divided along a North-South axis, although with dif-
ferent approaches. In the fall of 1991, following the two

345 Sternberg, 126.

346 Sternberg, 107.

347 Sternberg, 127.

348 Sternberg, 109.

349 Sternberg, 127. For studies on the no-demos thesis, see, e.g., Jolly, “Demos for the
European Union”; Risse, “No Demos?”; Mueller, “Public No Demos”; Wolkenstein,
“Demoicracy, Transnational Partisanship”.

350 Sternberg, 124.

351 Sternberg, 125.

352 See Shore, “Inventing Homo Europaeus”, 57-59, for a discussion of the circulation
within the EU. For scholarship on the EU’s communication deficit, see, e.g., Meyer, “Po-
litical Legitimacy”’; Anderson and McLeod, “Great Non-Communicator?”’; Martins, Lech-
eler, and De Vreese, “Information Flow and Communication Deficit”.
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Intergovernmental Conferences during which the treaty was drafted, the
German newspaper Frankfurter Aljgemeine Zeitung (FAZ) conducted a sur-
vey of the European public opinion in relation to the Maastricht Treaty.
Starting with observations about the German public debate, where “the
chances and risk of the double jump into the Economic and Monetary
Union and into a Political Union” as well as the loss of the national cur-
rency and “European centralism” were the main subjects,’s3 the F.AZ jour-
nalists asked: “Sober considerations have replaced European pathos. Are
the Germans alone in this attitude, or has the enthusiasm of their Euro-
pean partners also waned”?35¢ While the public debate was largely non-
existent in Belgium and Portugal 35 in Ireland, the debate revolved around
Ireland’s abortion ban and whether it would be possible to uphold this
ban with the Maastricht Treaty. Thus, it also touched on the question of
national sovereignty.3 In the UK, the debate was—quite surprisingly—
during this period of drafting almost solely a political debate that centred
on the pace of European integration and the common currency. The ab-
sence of the public debate was largely due to the concurrent national elec-
tion during which the Maastricht debate did not receive much attention,
thus leaving UK citizens with the impression of “having slept . . . through
the entire Maastricht epoch”357—at least during this initial stage of the de-
bate.

While debate in Greece, Italy, and Spain revolved above all around
economy,’ sovereignty was central to the French and Danish debate. In
general, the wealthier member states—France, Denmark, the Netherlands,
and Germany—worried about losing something, be that jobs and social
security (the Netherlands), sovereignty (France and Denmark) or a stable
currency—and, as mentioned, national identity (Germany). In France, the
debate about whether the Maastricht Treaty would demand a waiver of
sovereignty had turned into “a domestic policy game” and thus primarily

353 The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, “European Public Opinion”, 73.

354 The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 73.

355 The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 76, 79.

356 The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 80.

357 The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 78.

358 In summation, Greek citizens worried about harsher demands of austerity while na-
tional politicians did not want to risk losing the subsidies from the Community. The his-
torically pro-EC Italy experienced a growing discontent among Northern Italians towards
the government’s unwillingness to make political changes to Italian economy in order for
Italy to be able to join the EMU, but their concern did not resonate with national politi-
cians. The same mainly positive attitude to the Maastricht Treaty was observed in Spain,
where the government was resolute in its wish to be among the first to join the EMU which
resulted in a harsh convergence plan that was objected ptimarily by the trade unions, not
the population. The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 74-77.

95



a debate at the political level,3® but this issue prevailed in the Danish pop-
ulation, which was largely sceptical about European integration. As the
FAZ journalists note, Denmark had largely benefited from Community
membership (strong currency, low inflation), but the idea of a political
union was “exclusively linked to losses of sovereignty”.360

The public debate was extensive, and it was critical, in other words.
But, as Barth and Bijsmans note with regards to the public debate in Ger-
many and the UK in the immediate years before and after the Maastricht
Treaty referenda (1990-1994),

While media representation of European integration in the early 1990s was
characterised by a national rather than an ideological divide, media in both
countries increasingly discussed the same issues of equal relevance at the
same time. The increasingly critical debate was accompanied by cross-na-
tional convergence and did not mean a complete rejection of European
integration, but rather more critical scrutiny of this process.36!

So, while increasingly critical, the debate also converged cross-nationally,
and Barth and Bijsmans interpret this increased criticism as well as the
convergence as signs of an emerging Buropean public sphere; scrutiny is
not the same as rejection. Still, in the years following the Maastricht Treaty,
the EU had “historically low levels of support”.362 These first traces of the
EU’s legitimacy crisis thus lay the foundation for the public (and political)
attitude towards the Constitutional Treaty a decade later.363

The Constitutional Treaty (2004)

Aside from their genre specific characteristics, the Maastricht Treaty and
the Constitutional Treaty have other similarities. Both treaties aimed at
fundamental changes to the legal structure and extended competences of
the EU, and they both prepared for wider integration of Northern, Cen-
tral, and Eastern Europe. With German reunification in 1990, the former
German Democratic Republic was integrated into the Community. In

359 The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 74.

360 Conducting their study before the referenda had taken place, the FAZ journalists argued
that “the result of the referendum in Denmark [the first of the three] is of special im-
portance because it could have a signal effect on the other EC countries. For this reason,
critics say it is unwise to hold the first referendum in a country which eyes the prospect of
a European Union with patticular scepticism”. See The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung, 79.

361 Barth and Bijsmans, “Maastricht Treaty and Public Debates”, 230.

362 Medrano, “The Public Sphere and the European Union’s Political Identity”, 85.

363 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 104.
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1995, Austria, Finland, and Sweden joined the EU, and in 2004, the acces-
sion of another ten member states marked the largest in the EU’s history:
Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta,
Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia; all besides Malta former members of the
Eastern bloc. This new situation was, on the one hand, what the Consti-
tutional Treaty aimed to manage; on the other, and paradoxically so, part
of the reason that the Constitutional Treaty from the outset caused disa-
greements. Already before drafting had begun, the fifteen member states
disagreed on how best to move forward—if moving at all.3+ This disagree-
ment on the political level was based largely on institutional structure and
the delegation of competences between the Council, Commission, and
Patliament.3s5 It also included the question of appointing a President of
the Council and a Minister for Foreign Affairs.

As a result of these increasing debates and disagreements among mem-
ber states, the fifteen Heads of State or Government decided to convene
a Convention on the Future of the European Union which was a new step
in the procedure; normally, drafting a treaty would take place at the Inter-
governmental Conference. The Convention included not only represent-
atives of the fifteen Heads of State or Government, but also members of
national parliaments, members of the European Parliament, as well as the
European Commission.3 Furthermore, the ten member-states-to-be were
represented, though without the power to block a consensus, and citizens
were indirectly involved through

organisations representing civil society (the social partners, the business
world, non-governmental organisations, academia, etc.). It will take the
form of a structured network of organisations receiving regular infor-
mation on the Convention’s proceedings. Their contributions will serve as
input to the debate.37

Steps had, indeed, been taken to make sure everyone had, to a certain ex-
tent, been heard.

The Constitutional Treaty was drafted during this Convention in 2002—
2003, making the necessary preparations for the Intergovernmental Con-
ference in 2003—-2004. On October 29, 2004, the treaty was signed by the
now twenty-five Heads of State or Government at the European Council
in Rome, after which a large majority (500 votes in favour, 137 votes
against, 40 abstentions) of the European Parliament endorsed the

364 Gerbet, “European Convention”, 2.

365 Gerbet, 3.

366 European Union, “Lacken Declaration”, 23.
367 Buropean Union, 23.

97



Constitutional Treaty through a resolution on January 12, 2005, which was
another unusual step in the procedure to procure public endorsement.36s
However, following France’s and the Netherlands’ rejections of the treaty
in May 2005, a “period of reflection”3 was instigated after which the rat-
ification process was postponed indefinitely.370

In other words, although a consensus on the political level was reached,
that consensus was built on a fragile foundation, itself accentuated by the
debate in the media and the general public. Like the Maastricht debate, the
constitutional debate increased and was characterised by contestation; and
like Barth and Bijsmans’ conclusions about the Maastricht Treaty, Chiara
Jasson notes that patterns of increasing debate in the EU member states
can be interpreted as signs of an emerging European public sphere.3!
Based on empirical studies of news coverage in Spain, France, the UK,
and Italy, she observes that both the quality and quantity of articles about
the Constitution published in the countries that held a public referendum
increased, and these, in turn, stimulated debate in other member states:
“Articles about the Constitutional Treaty became more frequent, more an-
alytical, EU-focused and polarised”.32 Jasson argues that critical debate
and polarisation are not necessarily signs of weakness but rather signs of
a Buropeanisation of national public spheres.

Although the high-spirited debate about the Constitutional Treaty also
attended closely to issues of institutional structure and competences,
Medrano notes that we fail to see the complexity of the popular discontent
if we “assume that the themes that motivated a majority of French and
Dutch voters to vote ‘No’ on the Constitution are the same as those that
pitted leaders of the EU member states against each other for two
years”.373 For example, one theme that resonated pootly in the national
populations was the issue of enlargement, which was mainly opposed, not
least in France, where only 31 percent supported the move from fifteen to
twenty-five member states. The constitutional referendum was thus a
“unique opportunity to express this rejection indirectly”.5# While the
Maastricht Treaty bore the promise of unification and the end of the East-
West divide, it also imported this historical conflict and made it a business
of the EU, which then became the background against which the 2004
enlargement and the Constitutional Treaty should be understood. In the

368 Buropean Parliament, Dazly Notebook, 2005.

369 European Council, “Declaration by the Heads of State or Government”.

370 Maufort & Bribosia, The Treaty of Lisbon, 2016.

371 Jasson, “Developing Discourser”, 171.

372 Jasson, 4, 173.

373 Medrano, “The Public Sphere and the European Union’s Political Identity”, 85.
374 Medrano, 87.
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same way as the Community prior to the Maastricht Treaty had success-
fully imported and defused conflicts between different Western European
nations, 3 one could expect that the member states would continue this
praxis of importing and smoothing out conflicts after the 2004-enlarge-
ment, but the referenda results showed otherwise. And as present-day de-
bates—such as the EU’s dilemma concerning whether or not to impose
sanctions against Hungary due to breaches to the rule of law, and the
Brexit debate about “the Polish plumbers”—show us, the East-West axis
is alive and well. 376

So, when Medrano argues that “popular discontent helped undo the
fragile consensus that had been achieved by the European Union Elites
around the constitutional project”,?” his point is twofold: Firstly, the po-
litical and the public debates did not revolve around the same issues, which
means that the public debate was not simply an extension of the political,
but also an enlarged debate in other areas as well. But, secondly, this in-
creased engagement can be interpreted as a positive development: EU cit-
izens are—albeit critically so—engaging in EU matters: “One should not
conclude that when European citizens oppose an EU initiative, regardless
of its scope, they are expressing their opposition to the European integra-
tion project”; rather, low voter turnouts and ‘no’ to referenda are “normal
political outcomes in a democratic polity”.37

Another key issue during the drafting of the Constitutional Treaty was
the question of whether or not the treaty should declare a Christian origin
and heritage. Philip Schlesinger and Francois Foret note that 9/11 and the
fear of a “clash of civilizations” provoked a new impetus to the issue of
religious identity during the constitutional debate.3” Although the issue of
Christianity had been discussed before, the unusual and highly symbolic
context of constitution-making raised the stakes of the matter.3 The spe-
cific debates were not only situated between different confessions of
Christianity or different religions, but also between degtrees of secularisa-
tion, all of which was complicated by the special procedure of the drafting

375 Kohli, “The Battlegrounds of European Identity’, 128.

376 The Hungarian government has enforced reforms to the constitution and to media and
electoral law since 2012, and the country has the “highest percentage of financial irregular-
ities in its handling of funds received from the EU”, as Bea Baké writes. The central di-
lemma concerns “how to punish a country’s government without punishing the citizens
and the opposition”? See Bakd, “Europe’s Sanctions Dilemma”. For a study on the figure
of “the Polish plumber” from a critical race perspective, see Bérocz and Sarkar, “Unbeat-
able Whiteness”.

377 Medrano, “The Public Sphere and the European Union’s Political Identity”, 81.

378 Medrano, 86.

379 Schlesinger and Foret, “Political Roof and Sacred Canopy?”, 60.

380 Schlesinger and Foret, 60.
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that included the ten prospective new member states and even the larger
civil society, many of which were active in this particular debate.3s! The
proponents of including a Christian origin argued, for instance, that the
EU populations were, and still are, predominantly Christian; that the
founding fathers of the EU had—besides an economic and political com-
munity—envisioned a cultural and first of all Christian community; and
that Christian morals had instilled in European societies the universal val-
ues of human dignity, equality, and social justice.32

Just as the debate among the EU leaders, the public debate about Chris-
tian heritage had different national faces. In France, how the Constitu-
tional Treaty could affect Turkey’s accession to the EU was very contro-
versial,333 and the issue of whether to include a reference to Europe’s
Christian heritage was viewed in this context.3+ In Poland, on the other
hand, the issue of a Christian heritage was not connected specifically to
Turkey-EU relations, but to the importance of Christian values to Polish
culture 385

The compromise solution was to exclude any references to God and
Christianity and instead include the phrase of a “cultural, religious and hu-
manist inheritance of Europe, from which have developed the universal
values of the inviolable and inalienable rights of the human person, free-
dom, democracy, equality and the rule of law” .38 But, as Schlesinger and
Foret note, the debate about Christian heritage,

most notably in respect of the negotiations over the Turkish candidacy for
EU membership during the latter months of 2004, shows that while reli-
gion no longer entirely frames the debate, it can become strikingly relevant
when it assumes a different role—that of demarcation.37

381 Barbulescu and Andreescu, ‘“References to God”, 209 ff.
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383 Maatsch, “Struggle to Control Meanings”, 261.
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385 Wyrozumska, “Who Is Willing to Die”, 330.

386 European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 9. Another important inclusion to
the Constitutional Treaty—also included in the Lisbon Treaty—is the article on the rela-
tions between the EU and the church as well as other religious organisations. It stipulates:
“1. The Union respects and does not prejudice the status under national law of churches
and religious associations or communities in the Member States. 2. The Union equally
respects the status under national law of philosophical and non-confessional organisations.
3. Recognising their identity and their specific contribution, the Union shall maintain an
open, transpatent and regular dialogue with these churches and organisations”. See Euro-
pean Communities, 42. As Jo Hermann notes, with especially the third point churches and
other religious organisations were given the opportunity to communicate regularly and on
a formalised basis with EU politicians. See Hermann, Hvis Gud er svaret—hvad er si sporgs-
mdlet?
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The issue with Christianity was not so much a question of heritage and
foundation, but of difference in relation to, first and foremost, Turkey.
And it was also in the debate concerning the accession of Turkey into the
EU that the issue of a Christian heritage continued to circulate in the years
after the Constitutional Treaty had been abandoned.3s

Finally, although the EU symbols were not the main issue in the con-
stitutional debate, they played an important part.3s The symbols had been
in use since ‘A People’s Europe’, for almost two decades, when they were
incorporated into the Constitutional Treaty. Still, they were left out of the
treaty. As Risse notes,

interestingly, the latter [Lisbon] treaty which went into force at the end of
2009 strips the EU’s foundational texts of all symbols such as the flag.
Whereas the failed Constitutional Treaty was full of identity talk and sym-
bols, the Lisbon Treaty delivers a European “identity lite” in order to make
the document acceptable to a skeptical public.3%0

To this day, the EU’s symbols are not legally consolidated, which indicates
that these symbols constitute important points of dissension. Because the
political content of the Constitutional Treaty is mainly intact in the Lisbon
Treaty, one could argue that the symbols were largely unimportant; once
they were left out (along with the notion of a constitution, a common
destiny, and everything else reminiscent of a federal United States of Eu-
rope), the EU could continue as planned. But their absence also indicates
their importance. In the constitutional debate, the symbols became not
only signifiers of the EU, as intended, but also signifiers of the unresolved
plans for the EU’s future: How far can integration go? As Armin von Bog-
dandy argues,

the terminology used to designate the document [the Constitutional
Treaty] is remarkably ambivalent. Given the relevant public debate, ‘treaty’
suggests much less of a ‘we” among Union citizens than does ‘constitu-
tion’. Thus, the ambivalence in the terminology is actually an ambivalence
over the unions course of development.3!

Bogdandy’s article was published in May 2005, the same month the Con-
stitutional Treaty was put to a vote in France and the Netherlands. He
therefore could not have foreseen how it would end, but Bogdandy’s
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outlook is perhaps indicative of a broader sense of hope in the Constitu-
tional Treaty:

If this term becomes commonplace . . . then the constitution will become
a powerful entry in the dictionary of European collective identity. Union
citizens will frequently come across a term that consistently promotes their
self-concept as a group organized by the European Union.392

The referenda did not support this hopeful interpretation, though, and
blame was largely placed on nationalist discourse. The EU leaders there-
fore took pragmatic measures to reduce fears of social dumping and to
clarify “that despite the beginning of accession negotiations, Turkey’s
membership would not happen any time soon”.3 The Turkey-question
has since been put on ice, not least due to recent developments in Turkey
under Recep Erdogan’s rule and the tense relations between the two pat-
ties of the EU-Turkey agreement from 2016.3% Both situations are con-
nected to issues of democratic governance and the protection of human
rights and thus to the criteria for EU membership. As recent topics of
heavy debate, criticism has been raised of Erdogan’s ongoing attempts to
boost his own powers,?s and the EU-Turkey agreement has met with dis-
approval by human rights organisations such as Amnesty International
due to the poor living conditions in the refugee camps in Turkey as well
as basic human rights, such as applying for asylum.3%

Plans for other enlargements continued, though, and most of the con-
tent of the Constitutional Treaty was incorporated into the Lisbon Treaty.
In short, with the Lisbon Treaty, the EU ended up with a more transparent
structure and a strengthened parliament as promised by the Constitutional
Treaty, but without the federal connotations of a constitution.

As debates such as these show, the Constitutional Treaty instigated a
rhetoric of origin, heritage, and belonging that has continued to circulate
in the EU’s constitutive rhetoric. It is also central to the New Narrative
initiative.

392 yvon Bogdandy, 304.

393 Medrano, “The Public Sphere and the European Union’s Political Identity”, 88.

394 The agreement sought to relocate Syrian refugees arriving in Greece to Turkey, and
then resettling Syrian refugees already in Turkey in the EU. See BBC News, “Migrant ctisis:
EU-Turkey deal comes into effect”, BBC News, 20/3 2016.

395 This has been an ongoing effort enabled by a two years state of emergency pronounced
after the failed coup d’état on July 15, 2016, which led to wide-going purges not only in
the political sphere but also in the military, the media, and educational institutions. See
Kenyon, “Turkey’s State Of Emergency Ends”, NPR, 26/7 2018.

396 Gogou, “The EU-Turkey Deal”.
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New Narrative for Europe (2013-2014)

New Narrative was launched in April 2013, initiated by Morten
Lokkegaard, MEP, who was shortly after supported by then-president of
the European Commission, José Manuel Barroso. According to Batroso,
the reason for initiating New Narrative was “the resurgence of populism,
sometimes extreme nationalism” as well as the indifference towards the
EU as a political project, which was attributed—among other factors—to
a lack of historical awareness among young European citizens.?” There-
fore, a new narrative was needed, “namely for the new generation that is
not so much identified with this [the current| narrative of Europe”.3% Ac-
cording to Lokkegaard, younger generations must see that “Europe is
more than just crisis and economy”.3 The Commission and Barroso
therefore collaborated with the Centre for Fine Arts (Bozat), a prestigious
cultural institution in Brussels, to appoint a cultural committee that was
given the task to write “a manifesto” based on workshop debates during
three general assemblies that were held over a period of one year.#0 The
cultural committee consisted of seventeen members, among whom were
prominent figures such as the artist Olafur Eliasson and the architect Rem
Koolhaas; but the activity of the members varied. Koolhaas quickly pulled
out of the project (not on paper, but in practice), and the journalist Per
Nyholm decided to leave the committee shortly before the manifesto
(since then known as the “Declaration: The Mind and Body of Europe”)+1
was presented to the public on March 1, 2014.402

The general assemblies were held in Warsaw July 11, 2013, in Milan
December 8-9, 2013, and Berlin February 28—March 1, 2014, with 250
invited artists, scientists, and intellectuals in total who were given the task
to initiate the debate on a new narrative for Europe. In contrast to the
other four EU initiatives, New Narrative explicitly turned to the citizen
and, as a result, the general public was initially supposed to be included in
the making of a new narrative through an online portal.#3 However, this

397 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”, para. 11.

398 Barroso, para. 5.

399 Frid-Nielsen, “EU satser stort pa kulturen”.

400 Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 367.

401 Deventer et al., “Declaration”.

402 Per Nyholm withdrew from the committee because he thought the declaration was
“pootly thought and poorly written” and that “the work in the committee was dominated
by insufferable artists and cultural entrepreneurs [from the Danish: komitéarbejdet domineredes
af utalelige kunstnere og kulturentreprenorer)”. [yllands-Posten, November 2, 2014, see appendix
III. Kaiser likewise notes that “Nyholm immediately distanced himself from the text and
refused to endorse the declaration”. Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 371.

403 New Europe Online, “New Narrative for Europe Assembly”.
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portal was not set up until the initiative had ended and therefore contained
reactions to the New Narrative declaration rather than actual input. The
assemblies were also supposed to consist of open debate, but, as Kaiser
asserts—based on document analysis, interviews, and observation at the
three general assemblies—these public events were “rigidly structured”
and “nearly entirely staged” by European Commission officials: during the
project launch in Brussels, participants were “warned in advance of the
meeting to prepare statements on certain topics and ‘questions’ for the
‘debate”’;#4 and, in Warsaw, panels were “chaired by committee members,
which went overtime and left practically no space for questions from the
floor let alone open discussion”.#5 After criticism from the cultural com-
mittee of what was supposed to be a bottom-up procedure, eight work-
shops with eighty participants were organised for the second assembly in
Milan.#s The Commission thus gradually surrendered some of the control
with the public events, but all events that Barroso attended were strictly
planned and orchestrated.+7

The cultural committee, on the other hand, was left more or less to
itself. The Commission let the members do their work as they saw fit; the
only specific demand was that the aforementioned declaration was pro-
duced.#s This work turned out to be more difficult than expected, though.
The composition of the declaration was in many ways chaotic. The cultural
committee appointed three writing members (the two writers Gyorgy
Konrad and Tomas Sedlacek as well as the journalist Per Nyholm) to draft
the declaration, but instead they each wrote their own—and thus compet-
ing—text. The cultural committee could not agree on any of the drafts,
which meant that one month before the final general assembly in Berlin,
at which the declaration was to be presented, there was still no draft:4

At this point, the Bozar team [the Centre for Fine Arts] was charged with
writing it, and it in turn engaged Nicola Setari, who was formally employed
by Teamwork, the French company that had won the tender for the pro-
ject’s practical organisation. His draft drew on some of the ideas in the
older texts. It was circulated to the committee members several times at

404 Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 371.

405 Kaiser, 371.

406 Kaiser, 371.

407 For example, “the participants who made short statements at the ‘informal’ dinner
event in Betlin [at Olafur Eliasson’s art studio] were still selected and warned in advance
and called up by the chair. In all the other meetings with Barroso over the course of the
project, spontaneous exchange of views was equally absent”. Kaiser, 372.

408 Kaiser, 372.

409 Kaiser, 370-71. Kaiset’s argument about the work with the declaration builds on peer
obsetvation at cultural committee meetings.
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short notice giving them an opportunity to voice any criticism before the
final version was sent out on 26 February.410

In short, although the declaration formally is signed by the committee
members (all but Nyholm), they had little if anything to do with writing it.

In addition to the difficulties with the public events and the more pri-
vate work of the cultural committee, the New Narrative process at large
faced various obstacles. Initially, the unveiling of the New Narrative dec-
laration was said to “mark the completion of the first stage of [si] process
to elaborate such narrative”, as the original website said.+!! But apparently
minds were changed, because on October 28, 2014, The Mind and Body of
Eurgpe: A New Narrativen2 (Mind and Body), which contains the “Declara-
tion: The Mind and Body of Europe” (New Narrative declaration), was
published on the platform Issue and unveiled at an event attended by,
among others, Barroso.#3 On December 15, 2014, the website was taken
down, and comments from citizens along with all other content were, as
a consequence, no longer available. That is, until February 2016 when the
initiative was relaunched with a new website,#+ together with an archived
version of the previous one, which features citizens’ comments.#5 After
this relaunch, the initiative continued its so-called second phase explicitly
directed at young people.#16

What is puzzling about this process is the release of the publication and
the closing down of the website. For instance, in a mail correspondence
from August 23, 2016,47 almost two years after the book was published,
one of the Commission’s Policy Officers in charge of New Narrative, Inés
Servulo Correia, sent me the New Narrative declaration, but not the pub-
lication and did not mention it either. Not until our second mail corre-
spondence from October 3, 2018, did she mention the publication. Fur-
thermore, in all of the fifty Danish articles and the three German articles
mentioning the New Narrative initiative, only one article mentions the
publication and that is an opinion piece by aforementioned cultural com-
mittee member Nyholm and the initiator Morten Lokkegaard a week after

410 Kaiser, 371.

411 European Commission, “The Declaration on the New Natrrative to Be Unveiled in
Betlin (Archived on 15/12/14)”.

412 Battista, Setati, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of Enrope.

413 European Commission, “Tangible Literary Legacy”.

414 European Commission, “New Natrative for Europe”. Accessed on January 8, 2019, but
no longer available.

415 Buropean Commission, “New Narrative for Europe (Archived on 15/12/14)”.

416 Buropean Commission, “YOUrope for Youth”.

417 Inés Servulo Correia, email message to author, August 23, 2016.
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the publication was released.#8 These circumstances suggest that the at-
tention to the publication was somehow unwanted, or, perhaps more
likely, that there was no clear-cut plan with the initiative, including its
funding. In the context of this study, it also means that although scholatly
attention has been paid to the New Narrative declaration, Mind and Body
has largely gone unnoticed.#*

There is generally very little information available about the initiative.
For instance, there is no information about the assemblies (Who partici-
pated? Why were they chosen?) and the composition of the cultural com-
mittee (Why them?).420 The “miscellaneous contributions” at the end of
Mind and Body are, except from one, not provided with a date, which ob-
fuscates whether these contributions were made specifically for this pub-
lication or for different purposes. Several do, however, refer to the New
Narrative initiative in the text, which indicates that they were written for
this purpose. Likewise, the round table discussion summarised in Mind and
Body, a “lively discussion, with over 30 people—participants, active ob-
servers and a moderator” 22! was the result of “an effort to gather some
responses and perspectives on the Declaration”.42 Although the names
and job description of the people who figure in the publication are listed,
questions remain: What does it mean to be an active observer? Were they
invited to the discussion or did they simply pass by? Although Kaiser fills
in some of the gaps, these questions remain, by and large, unanswered.

Process aside, Mind and Body (249 pages) is a bricolage of scholatly, po-
litical, and artistic contributions, small and large, from fifty different con-
tributors.+2s The New Narrative declaration is a central part of the publi-
cation, appropriately located precisely in the middle of the book and ap-
pears as a subject of debate in many of the publication’s fifty contribu-
tions. Although it is a mix of both different genres and has contributors

418 Jyllands-Posten, November 8, 2014. See appendix III.

419 Even in Kaiser’s later article about the New Narrative initiative from 2017 in which he
specifically refers to Mind and Body, he only briefly mentions it in the main text. He does
not comment on the publication process or its content. See Kaiser, “One Narrative or
Several?”, 222. Besides from Luis B. Garcia referenced throughout this study, Mind and
Body is also considered briefly by Caspar Pearson and Yudhishthir R. Isar and it is reviewed
by Alina-Carmen Brihan, in strictly descriptive terms. See Brihan, “Imagining and Shaping
the EU’s Future”; Isar, ““Culture in EU External Relations™’; Pearson, “Imaginative Strug-
gles of Europe”; Gatcfa, “Introduction”; Garcia, “New Narrative Project”.

420 Kaiser notes, though, that the choice of members was biased towards the performing
arts, according to the wishes of Barroso and the Bozar team. Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”,
367.

421 Battista, Setati, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 132.

422 Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 131.

423 See appendix IT for a list and description of the New Natrrative contributors referred to
in this study.
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from different spheres, the publication has a logical composition in its
chronological order: Foreword by Barroso; contributions from the launch;
contributions from the three general assemblies; the declaration published
at the last assembly; a round table debate about the declaration in May
2014; a domino conversation about the initiative at large in September
2014; posters made for that event; miscellaneous contributions; and, fi-
nally, afterwords by Lekkegaard and Paul Dujardin, Bozar director and
chair of the cultural committee. It is available as a PDF and has been pub-
lished in print with 2,500 copies, which have been distributed to “Mem-
bers of the European Parliament, Members of the Commission, EC Rep-
resentation Offices in the Member States, EU Delegations, EU Libraries
and Documentation Centres, Historic Archives in the Member States,
Universities” as well as to cultural institutions such as “Fine-Arts Schools
and Faculties”, “cultural centres”, “Creative Europe Programme Desks in
the Member States”, and “youth stakeholders”. Finally, “upon request it
has been sent to individuals, mainly for academic purposes, and to institu-
tions organizing debates on Europe’s today and tomorrow” .42+ I have also
obtained a printed copy after corresponding with Inés Servulo Correia,
who co-organised the public events and made sure the declaration was
written.+2s

Turning to the situational aspects of the initiative, “the resurgence of
populism, sometimes extreme nationalism”#¢ as well as the indifference
towards the EU as a political project in the younger generation were, as
mentioned, the explicit exigences articulated by Barroso and Leokkegaard,
who argued that “younger generations need to see that Europe is more
than just crisis and economy” .47 Barroso and Lokkegaard perceive a rift
between older generations who experienced World War 11, the Cold War,
and totalitarian regimes and therefore remember why the Community was
established, and younger generations who have been spared these experi-
ences and therefore might not see the importance of the EU in similar
ways. The initiative thus reflects a perceived need to bind the generations
in a common cultural European narrative in order to overcome national-
ism and populism.

This exigence overlaps, to some extent, with that of ‘A People’s Eu-
rope’, as both initiatives reflect the notion that the Community/the EU
needs to do and be more in the eyes of its citizens, and both explicitly

424 Inés Servulo Correia, email message to author, October 3, 2018.

425 Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 366. Cotreia was at the Bureau of European Policy Ad-
visers and she reported directly to the Commission President. The other assigned official
was Jaime Andreu Romeo from Citizens in the Directorate-General for Communication.
426 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”, para. 11.

427 Frid-Nielsen, “EU satser stort pa kulturen”.
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mention “young people” as a primary focus area; in the case of ‘A People’s
Europe’, through education initiatives.+s Likewise, both assert that citizens
must recognise the important role the Community/EU plays in their life.
But while the spring 1984 issue of the Commission’s survey instrument,
the Eurobarometer, in some ways supports the need to improve the visi-
bility of the Community, the Eurobarometer from autumn 2012, in fact,
does not support such a tendency.#? Although it does not pose questions
capable of unveiling nationalistic tendencies, it does poll “a sense of be-
longing” and actually concludes that it has increased, especially among
young citizens.# Young citizens feel a greater sense of belonging to the
EU, are more likely to feel they benefit from the EU’s achievements, and
are more likely to actively participate in European politics.#! This demo-
graphic picture is similar to the one exposed by the Brexit referendum,
where older groups in the UK generally were more eager to leave the EU
than young people.

Why, then, specifically target young people when it seems they are more
on board than other demographics? One presumption would be that the
Commission seeks to place its stakes with a group that already sympathises
with the EU as a political project—and who, furthermore, represent the
future.

In the process of writing this thesis, many debates and crises relevant
to—or positioned in the midst of—the EU have come and gone: the ref-
ugee crisis, Brexit, the Trump Administration, the climate crisis, and the
Covid-19 pandemic, just to mention some of the most important ones. It
is difficult not to view New Narrative’s efforts to counter populism and
nationalism in light of perhaps especially the Brexit debate, but also the
refugee crisis. However, in 2013-2014 one of the most prevalent debates
in the general public centred around the aftermath of the financial crisis
of 2008, which we see reflected in Mind and Body with its many references
to the “economic crisis”, “financial crisis”, or implicitly “the current cti-
sis”. Moreover, election to the EP was held on May 25, 2014, shortly after
the third and final general assembly in Betlin on March 1, 2014. In the
media, growing populism and nationalism were often brought into the

428 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 23.

429 The Eurobarometer is a quantitative and qualitative survey commissioned by the Euro-
pean Commission and performed twice a year since 1973. In spring 1984, 20% of the
interviewed citizens failed to respond to survey questions concerning “Europe”, and in a
section about the abundance of names for the Community, the report states that “journal-
ists, for their part, have invented or sanctioned a number of simpler or shorter names . . .
Such proliferation or terms could well generate or perpetuate confusion”. Commission of
the European Communities, “Eurobarometer 217, 32; see also 43, 50.

430 TNS Opinion & Social, “Standard Eurobarometer 787, 22.

431 TNS Opinion & Social, 18, 23, 37, 41.
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election debate, as many feared that the political far-right would win more
seats in the EP,+2 a fear solidly confirmed by the election result. Further,
the EU received the Nobel Peace Prize in 2012 as recognition of its
achievements in establishing and maintaining peace and democracy in Eu-
rope. Thus, the EU found itself in a position of simultaneous recognition
and retribution, which is what New Narrative can be seen as attempting
to address. Therefore, although some of Barroso’s and Lokkegaard’s wor-
ries seem partly misplaced, the situation was complex and offered no clear
indication of a fitting response.

The New Narrative differs from the previous initiatives in terms of au-
thorship and the character of its rhetorical agents. On the one hand, the
declaration, for instance, is signed by sixteen of the cultural committee
members; on the other hand, it was drafted by Setari, who is not one of
the signatories but rather a ghost writer and indirectly appointed by the
Commission to do this drafting. Furthermore, the initiative is financed,
hosted (online and offline), and presented by the European Commission.
It is born within an EU framework, but voiced by fifty different contrib-
utors who are mainly artists, intellectuals, researchers, and politicians.
Agency and accountability are dispersed across various sphetes of society,
while the Commission provides the framework, the order, the selection,
the distribution, and the invitations. The rationales guiding these decisions
are not made public, and there is no explicit hierarchy between the con-
tributors, aside from titles and space given: the contributions made in the
round table debate and the domino discussion are rather short and repre-
sented in dialogue form. Most of these interventions are from citizens—
handpicked and planned as they may be.#3

In this sense, the bricolage nature of the publication Mind and Body en-
ables the incorporation of a broad range of gentes and types of contribu-
tors (artists, intellectuals, politicians, citizens) even as it diffuses the idea
of a single, coherent rhetorical agent that we can hold accountable. As
mentioned in the introduction, the contributors of publications such as
Mind and Body may understand their task differently, but their participation
and significance are constrained by interactions with other contributors
and with interlocutors in the future and in other places.#+ In this way, the
result is an artefact that both induces polysemy and coheres at the same
time.

This general distribution of agency is also reflected in the New Narra-
tive declaration’s call on its audiences. In the final call for action, the text

432 Simons, “EU Elections 2014”’; Handelsblatt, “Europawahl 2014”.
433 Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 372.
434 Asen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 133.
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encourages efforts firstly from “political leaders” who need to understand
that Europe is “energized by culture”; secondly, from “artists and scien-
tists, educators and journalists, historians and sociologists, entrepreneurs
and civil servants”, who need to take on undefined “new responsibilities”;
and, finally, from “citizens” who need to

raise their voices and to take part in the European public space of debate
by sharing their stories and concerns. These narratives will tell the story of
what it means to be a European in the 21st century.+35

What this effort entails and how citizens will be able to do it remain un-
clear, but the initiative calls on culture to help channel this engagement.

The public debate about the New Narrative initiative largely failed to
appear.$6 My own study of the press coverage in Germany and Denmark
covering the time period from the launch to the presentation of Mind and
Body shows that in Germany, only one of the seven national newspapers
in Germany reported on the initiative,*7 and when including international
and regional newspapers, the number rises to three: Die Zeit (national),
Dentsche Welle (international), and GiefSener Anzeiger (regional).+3% Each had
one article on New Narrative. In contrast, the coverage was more exten-
sive in the Danish national newspapers,»® with especially [y/lands-Posten’s
twenty-six articles.

Both countries were featured in the New Narrative process and, con-
sequently, coverage would be expected. Morten Lokkegaard, co-initiator
and promoter of the New Narrative, is a well-known Danish MEP and a

435 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 129.

436 Kaiser, “One Narrative or Several?”, 227. Kaiser asserts that the press coverage of the
assemblies and the declaration in European media was limited and delimited to the coun-
tries where the events took place, but he provides neither reference nor empirical data to
support this claim.

47 Two important differences between the media landscape in Germany and Denmatk are
worth noting. Regional newspapers play a large role in Germany due primarily to its de-
centralized, federal tradition which is apparent when comparing the circulation figures of
Siiddentsche Zeitung (the largest national broadsheet newspaper with a circulation of 428,745)
and Westdentsche Allgemeine Zeitung (the largest regional newspaper with 27 local editorial
departments and a circulation of 410,000). See Kleinsteuber and Thomas, “The German
Media Landscape”, 112—13. In contrast, national newspapers in Denmark receive very little
competition from regional newspapers due to the size of the country. See Sendergaard and
Jauert, “The Danish Media Landscape”, 84-85.

438 See appendix II1.

439 Six out of the eight national newspapers in Denmark covered the initiative: [y/ands-
Posten (26 articles), BT (9), Berlingske Tidende (6), Information (4), Politiken (4), Weekendavisen
(1). Borsen and Ekstra-Bladet did not cover the initiative. See appendix III.
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former journalist with a large network in Danish media.+ Likewise, Ny-
holm, journalist at [y/ands-Posten, the second largest newspaper in Den-
mark, was the only journalist member of the cultural committee. On the
German side, the first stage of the project culminated in Berlin with the
presentation of the New Narrative declaration in the presence of Chan-
cellor Angela Merkel and Barroso. On a more general level, Germany and
Denmark are also interesting to compare due to their different EU dis-
courses and cultures—traditionally pro-EU and Eurosceptic, respectively.
Therefore, the lack of press coverage in Germany is noticeable without
any obvious explanation. One account could be that New Narrative simply
did not seem important enough. There was a financial crisis, including a
lurking North-South divide in the Eurozone. An initiative about narrative,
identity, and belonging could, in this light, be perceived as a less pressing
issue.

None of the German articles mentions the New Narrative declaration,
and they all predate the publication of Mind and Body. The second article
in Dentsche Welle and the third in Gieffener Anzeigert+2 are both reports from
the third and final assembly in Berlin during which the declaration was
unveiled. They do not take a critical or complimentary stance, but simply
recount the main content of the speeches given. The first article in Die
Zeir# is of another character, though. It is published before the declaration
is unveiled. The author Berthold Franke, then-leader of the Goethe Insti-
tute in Brussels and a frequent EU commentator, reacts to the idea of
writing constitutive narratives:

If only it was that easy! “Narratives” that have the capacity to create mean-
ing and understanding are not simply constructed, but result from histor-

ical experience . . . In order to seize people, narratives have to describe a
positive future and be appreciated spontaneously. They are found, not in-
vented. 444

Franke is not critical towards the thought that people have and need such
meaningful narratives, but in his view, they cannot be constructed; they

440 Lokkegaard was a member of the European Parliament 2009-2014 and again from
2016—present.

441 Dentsche Welle, Deude, March 1, 2014, see appendix ITI.

442 GiefSener Anzeiger, Gianz, March 7, 2014, see appendix II1.

443 Die Zeit, Franke, January 2, 2014, see appendix III

444 Die Zeit, Franke, January 2, 2014, see appendix III. From the German: “Wenn es denn
so einfach wire! Sinn- und identifikationsstiftendende ‘Erzihlungen’ werden nidmlich nicht
einfach konstruiert, sondern ergeben sich aus historischer Erfahrung. . . . Um Menschen
zu ergreifen, missen Natrative eine positive Zukunft beschreiben und spontan einleuch-
ten. Sie werden gefunden und nicht erfunden”.
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are projected from history. Thus, he is critical of the idea that narratives
have a constitutive potential.

The Danish media reception is of a different character. Three clear
tendencies appear: Firstly, the coverage (31 articles out of a total 50) is
centralised around the process prior to the unveiling of the declaration and
the publication, respectively. Only three articles actually mention the con-
tent of the declaration, and the publication is mentioned only once by Ny-
holm after it was published, and only as a reference for the interested
reader.#s Second, despite the work of key stakeholders such as Lokkegaard
and Nyholm,#s the Danish press coverage is largely polemical and almost
exclusively critical. Much like Franke in Die Zeit, the articles are critical
towards the core project idea of composing constitutive narratives. While
the critical nature of the reception is general, with the two newspapers
Information and Politiken as the two exceptions, the polemical nature is dom-
inant in Jyllands-Posten (26 articles) and BT (9 articles). Aside from articles
in which Lekkegaard—the primary spokesperson for New Narrative in all
the Danish newspapers—is given space as an interviewee or an author,
both newspapers interview only politicians who are against the EU in gen-
eral and the initiative particularly (Morten Messerschmidt and Anders
Vistisen from the Danish People’s Party, Rina Ronja Katl from the Peo-
ple’s Movement against the EU). BT also conducted an opinion poll in
which its readers were given the opportunity to answer the question:
“What do you think about the fact that the EU has spent 10 million kroner
on ‘the New Narrative for Europe”’?4” Two possible answers were given.
5,029 votes were cast, and 11 percent answered: “That’s good, such work
can unite Burope”, whereas 89 percent answered: “Shame on them, that
is a squandering of tax money”.#$ Thirdly, and as a result, narrative is
mainly understood as a deluding strategy. New Narrative was portrayed as
an expensive, arrogant, elitist, and unnecessary initiative with the intention
to convert the infidels and persuade them that the EU is indispensable.
The central themes in this critique ate the ideas of creating a narrative for
Europe, the elitist character of the initiative specifically, and the EU gen-
erally; and the costs versus benefits of such a project.

445 Berlingske, Lokkegaard and Nyholm, November 9, 2014, see appendix II1.

446 As mentioned, Nyholm ended up leaving the cultural committee, and his opinion pieces
are therefore of a mixed kind: though he still expresses enthusiasm about the project idea,
he is critical of the declaration.

447 BT, opinion poll, October 18, 2014, see appendix III. From the Danish: “Hvad synes
du om, at EU har brugt 10 mio. kr. pa Den nye fortelling om Europa’”

448 From the Danish: “Fint, arbejdet kan samle Europa” and “Foj, det er fris med skatte-
kroner”.
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This critique approaches the question of purpose: why are narratives of
collective identity and collective identity formation important to the EU?

Why? The Purpose of European Identity Formation

Like no other continent, Europe is obsessed with its own meaning and
direction. Idealistic and teleological visions of Europe at once inform, le-
gitimate and are themselves informed and legitimated by the political de-
velopment of something called the European Union.+4

What my question above points to is the purpose of identity as such, and
the purpose of identity formation as a process. Intuitively, we might view
the process of identity formation as precedent to an identity formed, and
we are thus led to believe that what is most important is the result: Euro-
pean identity. What is clear from the context descriptions given above, is
that identity formation is an ongoing endeavour. Of course, this does not
mean that European identity has not or does not exist, but simply that its
purpose, shape, and content changes over time, which, in turn, suggests
that the process of formation itself is the central endeavour of the EU.

We also see that European identity (formation) sometimes serves the
purpose of giving meaning to a set of already-established policies, some-
times of enabling policies in the future: the purpose of the 1973-declara-
tion was to craft an institutional European identity that would allow the
Community to speak with one voice, first and foremost in global affairs.
Recognising that such a position did not exist, identity was viewed as that
which would enable the Community to do so in the future; ‘A People’s
Europe’ sought to form European identity as a way of making meaningful
what to many was perceived as a technocratic and inefficient Community
with very little public support,+° but also to legitimise political integration
in the near future; the Maastricht Treaty and the Constitutional Treaty calls
for Buropean identity and destiny in order to legitimise policies that liter-
ally would be implemented at the time of the call—deeper and wider inte-
gration, a changed legal structure, and extended competences; and, finally,
New Narrative’s calls for a cross-generational sense of belonging built on
a common cultural heritage and set of values with the aim to provide
meaning to an EU in internal crisis of different dimensions.

European identity formation, then, serves the purpose of making sense
of either future policies or policies already adopted, sometimes both, and

449 Garton-Ash, “Europe’s Endangered Liberal Order”, 51.
450 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, T7.
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in this way create popular legitimacy. Identity plays a role in areas such as
enlargement (a horizontal widening of European integration), but also in
the functional, core areas of the EU, such as the monetary union and se-
curity policy (a vertical deepening of European integration).#s! Or, in more
polemical words, interventions in the domain of European culture serves
the purpose of enlarging “the scope of EU governance and control”.452
The purpose of European identity formation, in other words, relates to
areas of governance and how wide and deep this governance is understood
to be—or sought to become. It is thus closely related to the question of
what kind of behaviour the EU secks or even expects from its citizens.
On this subject, Klaus Armingeon argues that

as long as the European Union does not require extensive and far-reaching
solidaristic behavior from its peoples, full-fledged collective identity is
hardly needed. This would change dramatically if the Union begins to levy
high taxes and to redistribute major resources.453

This remark evokes Benedict Anderson’s notion of an imagined commu-
nity and its behavioural consequences: “Ultimately, it is this fraternity that
makes it possible, over the past two centuries, for so many people, not so
much to kill, as willingly to die for such limited imaginings”.++ In this un-
derstanding, then, the crafting and promotion of a collective identity is
valuable insofar as it enables political action or substantial legislative
changes, such as the Maastricht Treaty or the Constitutional Treaty. As
Kaiser notes, EU politicians tend to presume that “greater cultural inte-
gration can provide a stronger foundation for its economic and political
integration”;*5 the former legitimises the latter. One particularly important
means of cultural integration is natrative, which is understood to
strengthen “feelings of cultural commonality and social community within
the EU to foster a trans- and supranational collective identity”.45¢ Such
feelings of commonality, in turn, are supposed to “help legitimize Euro-
pean integration and the EU and make it more popular among its citi-
zens” 457

451 Risse, Community of Enropeans?

452 Shore, “In Uno Plures”, 8; see also Shore, “Inventing the ‘People’s Europe™’; Shore,
“Imagining the New Europe”; Shore, Building Enrope.

453 Armingeon, “From the Europe of Nations”, 236; as qouted in Kohli, “Battlegrounds
of European Identity”, 119.

454 Anderson, Imagined Communities, 7.

455 Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 374.

456 Kaiser, “One Narrative or Several?”, 215.

457 Kaiser, 215.
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Legitimacy is also at the heart of Jiirgen Habermas’s work on the EU .43
In his view, the process of identity formation requires “the emergence of
a Buropean civil society; the construction of a Huropean-wide public
sphere; and the shaping of a political culture that can be shared by all Eu-
ropean citizens”#9 all of which is, according to Habermas, yet to hap-
pen.s0 In combination with a more democratic institutional structure,
these conditions are crucial in order to authorise the EU to go beyond
“market-enhancement policies”;#! the indirect authorisation through na-
tional governments that is the reigning order today does not suffice for
this purpose. To become legitimate as not only an economic union but
also a more encompassing political union, the legitimisation of shared val-
ues is required in the form of a civic collective identity shaped as “a soli-
darity among strangers” .42 In other words, the question of legitimacy in
relation to identity formation is fundamentally a question of governance:
how far does the EU want to go?

Concluding Remarks

Summing up the historical and rhetorical context of the five EU initiatives,
two general characteristics appeat. Firstly, the constitutive rhetoric of the
five initiatives is interconnected. The specific constraints, rhetors, and au-
diences vary, but the rhetorical exigences and proposed responses are
characterised by ongoing circulation and distribution. Language, concepts,
and narratives circulate over time and in different spheres. In this sense,
we can view each initiative within its own specific rhetorical and historical
situation, but also as part of a larger rhetorical ecology “held together
trans-situationally” .43 Because this study is a close reading of material
stretching over forty years, this observation is important to bear in mind.
Secondly, the character of rhetor and audience becomes increasingly com-
plex over time.

In the most recent initiative New Narrative, both positions are less
transparent, more encompassing, and, in terms of functionality and
agency, less distinct. In the following analytical chapters, I discuss these

458 See, e.g., Habermas, “Why Europe Needs a Constitution”; Habermas, Crisis of the Euro-
pean Union; Habermas, “Europe, Hungary”’; Habermas, “Democracy in Europe”; Haber-
mas, “Citizen and State Equality”.

459 Habermas, “Why Europe Needs a Constitution”, 16.

460 Habermas, “Europe, Hungaty”’; Habermas, “Citizen and State Equality”.

461 Habermas, “Why Europe Needs a Constitution”, 14-15.

462 Habermas, 21.

463 Edbauer, “Unframing Models”, 20.
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issues of circulation and complexity in a diachronic and thematic perspec-
tive. I turn, first, to the making of a collective subject, and trace a change
in scope over time as well as the different means of interpellation; I then
turn to the crafting of a transhistorical collective subject and explore the
EU’s historical narrative and various temporalities; and, finally, I direct
attention to the EU’s visionary rhetoric of omnipresence and eternity and
how it positions and constrains the collective subject: the EU citizen—the
Eurostar.
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4. From Institutional to Collective Identity
Formation

When EU citizens visit a foreign university as Erasmus students or teach-
ers—perhaps arriving in a car that has travelled through Europe with the
EU emblem on its number plate—they probably do not think much about
the EU as something other than a generous facilitator. But exchange pro-
grammes such as Erasmus+ and the EU symbols are not just policies and
symbolic representation; they are effective parts of the EU’s ongoing ef-
forts at collective identity formation.

In this chapter, I aim to show that the EU’s constitutive rhetoric not
only performs through discourse, but also uses functional, symbolic, and
physical resources. If ultimate identification allows subjects to engage with
the world both as individual subjects and as members of a collectivity,#6+
we need to explore the various means and resources the EU employs and
through which the EU seeks to realise such identification. To this end, we
must broaden our view on the means of constitutive rhetoric and ask not
only how this rhetoric transcends the individual subject and its particular
interests in order to constitute a collective subject, but also, what are the
means of such ultimate identification?

The constitutive character of the five EU initiatives studied in this the-
sis changes over time. One notable change is a shift in focus, from the
shaping of an iustitutional identity to the formation of collective identity, and,
ultimately, to their fusion, a transformation that coincides with a relatively
fast and extensive growth within the EU. This growth illuminates the
need, according to the EU, to create social cohesion: the more citizens,
the more diversity, and thus the need to commit to one another. A massive
apparatus of representative mechanisms has been designed with the pur-
pose of coping with the growing number of citizens. Paradoxically, this
apparatus is also partly why citizens feel distanced from their EU leaders
and thus serves as a common point of critique. As a result, the EU has
explored other ways of compelling the growing number of member states
and citizens to commit to one another, many of which centre around the

464 Burke, Rbetoric of Motives, 195.
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idea of European identity formation as a means of invoking a sense of
belonging across national borders. In this chapter, I explore these efforts
from a diachronic perspective and trace the transition from functional and
structural measures to a broad range of physical and symbolic means of
constitutive rhetoric—from a focus on the institution and its role in the
world to a focus on citizens’ daily lives and emotions. The eclectic mould
of the EU’s constitutive character is necessarily reflected in the character
of this chapter as well, but I hope to have brought clarity through its
chronological order.

The increased debate around and attention to e/ture within the EU and
in EU scholarship during the last three decades is somewhat indicative of
this transition. This cultural turn is significant, and indicates the origin of
vatious identity formation practices of the EU that, according to Peo Han-
sen, are largely based on ethnocultural attributes (in contrast to identity
based on social and political rights).+> Hansen and Cris Shore, who both
pay attention specifically to the cultural and educational policies of the EU,
identify the Maastricht Treaty as a clear evidence that these practices ex-
ist,#6 but they both, along with Claudia S. Sternberg, see the Maastricht
Treaty as the culmination of a process that began much earlier+’—and, as
I will show in this chapter—a process that has continually intensified in
the decades following the Maastricht Treaty. Sternberg says:

A shift is notable between the eatly 1970s and the 1980s even within those
discourses addressing the cultural underpinnings of European integration.
In the eatly days, cultural measures tended to be referred to as instrumen-
tal, and subordinate, to achieving economic development and integration
.. .. However, soon the competing discourse emerged that fostering a
collective European identity and a feeling of belonging to a European cul-
ture was an ‘objective’ in itself.468

This emergence of a “People’s Europe rhetoric” 4 the first seeds of the
EU’s constitutive rhetoric, thus extends back to the Declaration on Euro-
pean Identity. Whereas Shore and Hansen assert the birth of an ethnocul-
tural Buropean identity, bread within the EU through cultural and educa-
tional policy, I propose viewing the EU’s identity formation process from
a perspective that highlights the change in subject (from institution to col-
lective and, at the end, their fusion) and the diversity of constitutive

465 Hansen, Enropeans Only?

466 Shore, “Inventing Homo Europaeus”; Shore, “In Uno Plures”; Hansen, “Europeans
Only?”, 36, 53.

467 Shore, “Inventing the ‘People’s Europe™; Hansen, “BEuropeans Only?”, 54, 119.

468 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 89.

469 Sternberg, 81.
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rhetorical means and practices. These means and practices are varied and
involve discursive changes, institutional arrangements, geographical, phys-
ical, and symbolic interweaving as well as narrative and cultural invoca-
tions. It is therefore important to notice how these resources diverge in
order to see how they also overlap and intersect. Although I agree that the
EU’s identity formation practices contain ethnocultural components, they
also involve principles and values that explicitly diverge and counter such
components. This odd weave of identificatory threads distinguishes the
constitutive rhetoric of the EU.

The three parts of the chapter follow chronological order. In the first
part, I focus on the Declaration on European Identity (1973-declaration)
and ‘A People’s Europe’ (1984-1985), and trace the change in subject
from a primarily institutional identity to a collective identity. In the second
part, I further explore the efforts at collective identity formation in the
invention of traditions and interweaving practices in ‘A People’s Europe’
and follow their traces in the Maastricht Treaty (1992) and the Constitu-
tional Treaty (2004). Finally, in the third part, New Narrative (2013-2014)
takes a central position. Here, I examine the topos of ominous crisis and
the articulated need for a new narrative that understands the crucial role
of culture in collective identity formation.

Facing the World, Facing the Citizens: Tentative Self-
Interpellations

In the eatly EU initiatives, a collective subject is in the making while at the
same time occupying a primarily peripherical position in the EU’s rhetoric.
Although mostly a subject spoken about, citizens are also articulated as a
collective subject with power and responsibility to act. One such crucial
role is to confirm the self-interpellation, the coming into being, of the EU
itself.

The 1973-declaration was published at a time when the Community
was still in the process of envisioning itself and its role in the world around
it. It had just moved from the transitional stage to the final stage of inte-
gration as stipulated in the Treaty of Rome, and in many ways the 1973-
declaration can be viewed as part of this process of interpellating itself.
The purpose of the declaration was thus to make clear and simultaneously
figure out the Community’s place in the world. This process of self-con-
stitution is visible in the continuous interpellation of “the Nine”—which
unavoidably evokes images of superhero collectives such as the Fantastic
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Four#0—as the predominant and united actor in the declaration, on one
occasion substituted by the indefinite “Europe”: “Europe must unite and
speak increasingly with one voice if it wants to make itself heard and play
its proper role in the world”.s" Both the stance as “the Nine” and the
argument that Europe must speak “with one voice”, which we recognise
from Willy Brandt’s call in 1969,472 should be viewed in relation to the
geopolitical context and the need and wish to play a role as a global polit-
ical power: forming European identity means creating a position for the
Community in order, for example, to be a decisive factor in creating sta-
bility in the Middle East and thus financial stability in Europe, but also to
be able to have a say among powers such as the USSR and the USA.

The declaration is short, and, in comparison with the latter initiatives,
offers rather few insights into the constitutive rhetoric of the EU. But,
although its most important contributions are as points of comparison and
as the formal origin of the EU’s efforts at identity formation, a few points
should be made about the declaration in its own right.

Indeed, the overarching orientation in the 1973-declaration is towards
the world. It dedicates two-thirds of its total four pages to the Nine’s re-
lations with every other patt of the world—from “the countries of the
Middle East” to “the USSR and the East European countries” and “the
less favoured nations”. Although some ate more prominent than others in
this descending order of importance, no one is left out. This orientation is
also made clear from the introductory statement recounting the reason for
writing the declaration: it is the result of a wish to “achieve a better defi-
nition of their [the Nine’s] relations with other countries and of their re-
sponsibilities and the place which they occupy in world affairs”.473

In this statement, we also see the tentative self-constitutive nature of
the aim of the text: to “achieve a better definition of their relations”, and, in
the next line, the Nine have “decided to define the European identity with the
dynamic nature of the Community in mind”.+7# This stance is reflected in
the final section of the declaration as well:

The European identity will evolve as a function of the dynamic construc-
tion of a United Europe. In their external relations, the Nine propose pro-
gressively to undertake the definition of their identity in relation to other
countries or groups of countries. They believe that in so doing they will

470 The Fantastic Four dates back to 1961. Like the EU, it grew and became the Fantastic
Five (1977).

471 Commission of the European Communities, “Declaration on European Identity”, 120.
472 Brandt, “Statement by Willy Brandt”.

473 Commission of the European Communities, “Declaration on European Identity”, 119.
474 Commission of the European Communities, 118, my emphasis.
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strengthen their own cohesion and contribute to the framing of a genu-
inely European foreign policy.473

European identity must be thought of “in relation to other countries”; this
will “strengthen their own cohesion”.

In contrast to later initiatives, European identity, then, is first and fore-
most connected to the Community as an institution when facing the
world; it is imagined neither as belonging to nor as addressing Community
citizens. This is particularly clear in the following quote, in which we see
how the institutional and legal framework—a whole “machinery”—is “an
essential part of the European Identity”:

The Nine have the political will to succeed in the construction of a united
Europe. . . . They have created a common market, based on a customs
union, and have established institutions, common policies and machinery
for co-operation. All these are an essential part [sz] of the European Iden-
tity.476

In other words, the 1973-declaration focuses on the institutional and con-
stitutional arrangements of society, arrangements that do not involve citi-
zens in any possible way—neither as political nor social, cultural beings.+7
Elections for the European Parliament by universal suffrage was still to
come, which is one of the reasons why peoples’ participation is imagined
not as direct but as something enacted through their national representa-
tives.

Finally, it is striking that all ten mentions of European identity—the
one exception being the title of the declaration—are provided with the
definite article: #h¢e European identity. The definite article brings a finitude
and singularity to the concept, a contrast to the otherwise more indefinite,
tentative, and very open conception presented in the text. This contrast
gives the impression that one might not yet know what it is, boundaries
and content are fluid and open for discussion, but #does exist. An element
of stability is introduced “in order to cope with the fluidity of society and
the world”;+8 As Sine N. Just argues, “the idea of constituting the EU once
and for all is not consistent with the purpose of the European political
project. The EU may . . . be a content before it is a container, but it is also
a process before it is a product”.#” In other words, process and product

475 Commission of the European Communities, 122.

476 Commission of the European Communities, 119.

477 “Buropeans” (120) and “peoples” (119) are mentioned only once, respectively.

478 Eisenstadt and Giesen, “‘Construction of Collective Identity”, 82.

479 Just, “Constitution of Meaning”, 219. Just refers to Lionel Jospin, prime minister of
France, who on May 28, 2001, said: “Europe is first and foremost a political project, a
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are co-constitutive—FEuropean identity formation is just as important as
European identity.

‘A People’s Europe’ marks a change in focus. As we shall see, in the
two reports, not only institutions but also the civic and social codes of
collective identity are in a very concrete way in the making.

Progress, Efficiency, and Simplification

Although ‘A People’s Europe’ in 1984-1985, like the 1973-declaration,
first and foremost envisions an institutional identity, the strength of which
is seen as an indication of the EU’s power and position in the wotld, this
aspect becomes less prevalent and focus is directed towards the process
of improving the lives of its citizens. ‘A People’s Europe’ thus matks a
change in perception within the Community, demonstrated by a transition
from a trader’s Europe to a people’s Enrgpe. This change induced a new pre-
occupation with the interests of the citizens, motivated by decreasing pop-
ular support of what many perceived as a technocratic and inefficient in-
stitution.# Therefore, the Adonnino Committee was given the task of
proposing concrete measures that could capture the will of the citizens.
This process demanded efficiency. The pure extent and width of the
proposals in ‘A People’s Europe’ brings an air of energy and positivity in
its outlook on the future; at the same time, this energy is often combined
with a sense of urgency, even stress. Indeed, many of the proposals were
implemented shortly after the reports had been presented first in Brussels,
then in Milan. The committee wanted fast implementation, intended as a
means to achieve another goal, namely recognition and presence in the
minds of the Community citizens and, as a result, popular support.
Progress and efficiency are frequent topoi in the two reports which
state that the committee offers “a combination of specific proposals to be
implemented without further delay, and longer term objectives which
would make the Community more of a reality for its citizens” .4t However,
most suggestions indicate that the Community needs to act on the short-
term rather than on the long-term span, which is why it presents proposals
that are “complete in themselves and susceptible of leading to concrete
decisions here and now”.482 Especially the second report encourages im-
plementation of its proposals “in the most timely and effective manner”,

‘content’ before being a ‘container””. From the French: “L‘Europe est d’abord un projet
politique, un “contenu’ avant d’étre un “contenant””. Just’s translation, see Just, 169.

480 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, T7.

481 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 19.

482 Adonnino, 7.
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seeking “earliest possible ratification”#3 implementation “without de-
lay” 44 to “accelerate” 5 and “to demonstrate also an ability to take deci-
sions within a short time” 46 which means that “within 12 months decisive
progress should have been made on a considerable number of these pro-
posals”.487

This sense of energy is, at times, accompanied by a stressful and dis-
pleased tone, reflecting irritation over the lack of practical implementation
of integrative steps already agreed upon. This discontent is displayed in a
passage about obsolete but still publicly visible border signs at internal
borders that supposedly “ignore the existence of the common market and
thus undermine the credibility of the Community’:

It cannot indeed be beyond the imagination of a Community which strives
for a ‘Burope sans frontieres’ and which should now endow itself with a
common emblem . . . to abolish inadequate and obsolete signs at internal
borders and devise border signs of a common design correctly reflecting
the progress made towards a genuine single market and the unity of the
European Community.488

Here is a combined embarrassment in the eyes of the world and displeas-
ure of the Community member states’ inability or lack of interest in work-
ing to the advantage of the Community as a whole, implicitly asking: Is it
really too much to take down outdated road signs? Progress does not sig-
nify what is to come, but what has already been achieved. Progress will
not be recognised if member states keep displaying internal disunity; or
simply a lack of effort.

The aggravation over member states’ reluctance to fully unite, politi-
cally but also in these concrete, material practices, is connected to the new
impetus of the Community to be more closely connected to its citizens,
which is a recurrent theme: to make “the Community more credible in the
eyes of its citizens”,#9 to give citizens a “clearer perception of the dimen-
sion and existence of the Community”.4° The Community needs “to point
out to people what the costs would be if the Community did not exist”.41
The cognitive link between the Community and everything it contributes

483 Adonnino, 18.

484 Adonnino, 5, 9, 24.
485 Adonnino, 20.

486 Adonnino, 18.

487 Adonnino, 30.

488 Adonnino, 30.

489 Adonnino, 9.

490 Adonnino, 30.

491 Adonnino, 22.
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to its citizens is missing because “the people of Europe do not receive
satisfactory information about the construction of Europe”.#2 Hence, the
Community needs to improve its visibility, to “make Europe come alive
for the Europeans”—one of the more spectacular suggestions being a
Euro-Lottery, because “an event with popular appeal could help promote
the European idea” .+ In other words, the lack of popular support for the
Community seems to motivate a reciprocal need to see each other: the
Community needs to see its citizens, but citizens also need to see the Com-
munity. Now that the Community has made the people of Europe “its
new reality” %+ the Community likewise needs to be “more of a reality for
its citizens”.#5 The topoi of progress and efficiency thus move in two di-
rections: seeking to make what has already been achieved visible as pro-
gress and secking to move forward at a pace that makes such efficiency
visible to the world—but first of all to the citizens of the Community. This
argument of a general communication/information deficit on the part of
the Community circulates vividly especially in the decade to come,*s and
‘A People’s Europe’ thus instils a new paradigm of strategic communica-
tion within the Community.

These calls for progress and efficiency ate justified as a response to “the
expectations of the people of Europe”.#7 Therefore, focus is on citizens’
concerns and irritations;#s in this way, “the European Community will re-
spond to the views of its citizens only if it fully reflects their wish to work
together more closely and provides a channel for their ideals”.#? However,
this turn to citizens’ expectations and concerns was not founded on citizen
consultations or similar invitations to express concerns or wishes.5® The
Eurobarometer provided some statistical data, but, as Sternberg notes, it
is “difficult to detect a popular will from statistical enquiries”.5t The

492 Adonnino, 23, see also 19.

493 Adonnino, 22.

494 Adonnino, 17.

495 Adonnino, 19.

496 Shore, “Inventing Homo Europaeus”, 57-59. Shore highlights the de Clercq Report
from 1993, written on behalf of the president of the Commission, Jacques Delors, follow-
ing the only marginal “yes” in French Maastricht referendum. Here, the problem is under-
stood to be firstly, that the treaty is too difficult for people to understand, secondly, that
“European identity has not yet been engrained in peoples’ minds”. Europe should there-
fore be viewed as a “brand product” and the EU as a “good product” with benefits to the
individual. As quoted in Shore, 58.

497 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 5, 18.

498 Adonnino, 9, 12, 28.

499 Adonnino, 19.

500 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 81.

501 Sternberg, 83. For a critical analysis of the measurement of attitudes towards “immi-
grants” in the Eurobarometer, see Essay IV in Hansen, Europeans Only?, 137-54.
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Adonnino committee, in other words, had complete freedom to both in-
terpret and shape citizens expectations: “The people’s will was a malleable
object of instrumental benefit, rather than the location of popular sover-
eignty”.52 It did not occur to the committee that the people might think
differently; or that citizens, signified as a singular, coherent group, might
not exist as such.

A further source of motivation and legitimation of ‘A People’s Europe’
is the improvement of the everyday lives of Community citizens: “The aim
of the Committee is to propose arrangements which will be of direct rele-
vance to Community citizens and which will visibly offer them tangible
benefits in their everyday lives”.5 Hence, these arrangements must be
“meaningful to the citizen in various aspects of his [si] daily life”.504 They
include proposals to simplify administrative formalities and procedures
when crossing borders, moving goods, changing residence, needing med-
ical assistance in another member state, and studying in another member
state, as well as to simplify Community regulations generally and divergent
national laws specifically.

This attention to deregulation, tangible, measurable (economic) bene-
fits is an indicator of the neoliberal agenda of the 1980s that called, among
others, for lowered trade barriers. Similarly, the reports exhibit an im-
mense focus on simplification. As evidenced in the cases mentioned
above, simplification is key to making “the Community more of a reality
for its citizens”.505 In fact, the terms “simplify” or “simplification” occur
sixteen times in the two documents, stressing the need to simplify in order
to make politics more efficient and thus beneficial to Community citizens.
Further, “legislation should be more easily understood and more accessi-
ble to citizens” 5 although “steps forward are not always a question of
adopting new rules and regulations. Progress in the view of citizens is of-
ten best obtained by implementing decisions already adopted and by their
administration in real-life situations”.5” This last statement suggests that
citizens are interested in concrete results and fast implementation, in what
they can see with their own eyes in favour of more time demanding and
less tangible kinds of progress.

In short, ‘A People’s Europe’ gives significance to the daily life of the
citizens, to their “real-life situations”, in order for the Community to be-
come a reality to its citizens as they, reversely, are the Community’s new

502 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 81.

503 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 9; see also, 7, 11, 17.
504 Adonnino, 18; see also 20.

505 Adonnino, 19.
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reality; it is a guid pro quo. The goal is to make a “substantial contribution
to the realization of an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe” 508
which is achieved by displaying the worth of what the Community has
already achieved and is to achieve in the future—in a simplified and thus
comprehensible and efficient manner, because simplicity and efficiency
are presumed to be expected by the citizens.

This reciprocity indicates a notable change in the years from the 1973-
declaration to ‘A People’s Europe’ in 1985. We see a shift in the discourse
on Huropean identity within the EU as the formation of an zustitutional
identity comes to include the formation of collective identity. The citizen is
increasingly moving to the centre as the new reality of the Community,
but this move entails reciprocal expectations to see the Community now
that the Community sees its citizens. Citizens are thus given the crucial
role of confirming the self-interpellation, the coming into being, of the
EU itself.

Next, I bring attention to the new reality proclaimed by ‘A People’s
Europe’ the invention of traditions as exemplified by the physical and
symbolic interweavings in ‘A People’s Europe’ with outlooks onto how
they have been legally consolidated in the Maastricht Treaty and the Con-
stitutional Treaty.

Inventing Traditions: Physical and Symbolic
Interweavings

‘A People’s Europe’ can be viewed as a political concretisation of the ra-
ther vague intentions formulated in the 1973-declaration. As we have seen,
the task to suggest “measures to strengthen its [the Community’s] identity
and its image” resulted in extensive proposals in a wide range of areas.’®
In this way, ‘A People’s Europe’ displays an energetic perspective on the
future—deepening and widening integration, anticipating the end of the
Cold War, and extending its reach to include culture and education as well
the everyday lives of its citizens.

The first report concentrates on functional Community (de)regulations
concerning the free movement of people, university credit transfer, im-
proving the internal market, and easing the bureaucracy of the Commu-
nity—again, we see the traces of neoliberal deregulation, articulated first
and foremost as beneficial to Community citizens but also as a means to
liberate “the Community from an endless carousel of meetings at vatious

508 Adonnino, 18.
509 Adonnino, 5.
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levels” and thus to “break this vicious circle”.510 The second report,
though, makes proposals of a more symbolic nature and suggests what can
be interpreted as “a reconfiguration of the ritual calendar”:5!1 it calls for
annual Community sports events, recurring Commounity television events,
city twinning, European Years and Europe Day, all of which are to be
recognisable through symbolic representations of the Community in the
forms of, among other proposals, a European emblem, flag, anthem, and
stamps.512 Such suggestions can be seen as a catalogue of potential new
traditions and rituals that we may understand as nvented traditions, defined
as “a set of practices . . ., which seek to inculcate certain values and norms
of behavior by repetition, which automatically implies continuity with the
past”.513 Such inventions are often of “a ritual or symbolic nature” 514 and
we therefore must explore the values and norms of behaviour connected
to these invented traditions, ritual practices, and symbols in order to un-
derstand their function in the constitutive rhetoric of the EU.

Connecting (with) Citizens

A predominant aspect of the proposals in ‘A People’s Europe’ is the wish
to connect and bring citizens closer together—in the first report in very
literal ways (better transport services, free movement) and in more sym-
bolic ways in the second report: through sports, education, television, and
the Community symbols (flag, emblem, anthem). These proposals seck to
weave Community member states and Community citizens together phys-
ically and symbolically; a vision that significantly distinguishes this initia-
tive from the 1973-declaration. The aim to create an ever-closer union
among the peoples of Europe thus has a physical and symbolic dimension
as well, both of which are based on movement—Iliteral (tourism, border
populations), metaphorical (audio-visual means), and both (sports, educa-
tion).

Indeed, movement seems to be a general constitutive strategy of the
EU: the patliament literally moves back and forth between its headquarter
in Strasbourg and its Brussels campus, and, up until 2003, the European
Council drew threads across the EU map when it moved from member
state to member state every six months. Many of the proposals in ‘A Peo-
ple’s Europe’ focus on enhancing movement, though not for its

510 Adonnino, 7.

511 Shore, “Inventing Homo Europaeus”, 57-58.

512 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 21, 26, 29.

513 Hobsbawm, “Introduction: Inventing Traditions”, 1.
514 Hobsbawm, 1.
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institutions and politicians, but for its citizens and business sector: the pol-
icy of free movement of goods, money, and people as well as the single
market enables mobility and, as a result, intertwinement and connectivity
between EU citizens. Enhancing mobility means opening borders “to fa-
cilitate frontier traffic for the citizens of Europe” 55 but also to improve
the lives of citizens living in border areas:

By nature of the Community’s geographical structure, border areas occupy
a large part of its surface area. . . . What for other citizens is an occasional
or intermittent nuisance has the nature of a serious daily problem for the
inhabitants of border areas.516

Borders must be opened in order to enable physically interweaving citizens
and member states. So, while tourism often is thought of as people coming
to a country from abroad, in ‘A People’s Europe’, tourism is first of all
articulated as tourism within the Community. Hence, the committee en-
courages “radio and TV broadcasts of news, weather and tourist infor-
mation in languages of other Community States” and proposes making
“efforts towards a more rational staggering of holiday periods across the
national borders on the basis of a regional analysis of holiday traffic”.517
These proposals encourage movement, not least by removing obstacles.

Others actively seek to create new types of movement. The reports
suggest youth camps with physical, bodily interaction around a common
cause and twinning “to be organized between towns or cities with similar
features” with the participation of all parts of the population, but particu-
larly schools.s's The purpose is “to promote cultural and human links
across frontiers” 5! which has proven effective in the past: “Solidarity be-
tween the citizens of the Member States and mutual understanding and
cooperation—essential for the building of Europe—have been widely
promoted and facilitated by the twinning of towns and cities”.52 The sug-
gestion, then, is to do this on a regular and formalised basis.

Physical movement across state borders also plays an important role in
the sports proposals in ‘A People’s Europe’. Sports was mentioned as early
as 1957 in the Treaty of Rome, but without any proper legal basis; prior
to Maastricht, the EU could not be involved in matters of culture and

515 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 9.
516 Adonnino, 12.
517 Adonnino, 10.
518 Adonnino, 29.
519 Adonnino, 23.
520 Adonnino, 29.
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sports other than nonbinding proposals and declarations of intent made,
for instance, in ‘A People’s Europe’.52! The second report proposes the

@) ... organization of European Community events such as cycle and run-
ning races through European countries;

(i) creation of Community teams for some sports to compete against joint
teams from geographical groupings with which the Community has spe-
cial links;

(iif) inviting sporting teams to wear the Community emblem in addition to
their national colours at major sporting events of regional or worldwide
interest;

(iv) exchanges of sportsmen, athletes and trainers between the different

Community countries.>22

In these four proposals, geographical and bodily movement and inter-
weaving as well as visual recognition are integral. Human exchanges create
physical, embodied links between member states and citizens (iv), and run-
ning and cycling (i) have the capacity to link member states geographically
and to make this link visible in a very physical sense, both to the contest-
ants but also to citizens watching such events in the media. The types of
sport deemed suitable for Community events are thus significant. Like-
wise, the invitation to use Community emblems (iii) suggests creating a
visual, symbolic connection between the Community and the individual
member states as well as among the member states. At the same time, we
can read these efforts as a radical attempt at federalism: weakening the
strict national boundaries that normally apply to sports.

While these three proposals all thematise internal connection between
member states and citizens, the second proposal goes further in suggesting
Community teams. The Community is positioned opposite “geographical
groupings with which the Community has special links”. The vagueness
of this formulation is a striking contrast to the otherwise very carefully
chosen types of sport and types of proposals. It suggests that emphasis is
not on who the opposing team/community is but rather the internal loy-
alty—in war and sports alike—fostered by the actions of commonly de-
fending one another against an enemy: when members of a community
feel a sense of fraternity with people whom they do not know, they are
willing to fight on behalf of these same people, which, in turn, accentuates
the sense of fraternity.52

521 Shore, “In Uno Plures”, 12.
522 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 26.
523 Anderson, Imagined Communities, 7.
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Physical movement and feelings of fraternity are also invoked in the
proposals for a “Buropean dimension in education”, first articulated in ‘A
People’s Europe’.52+ This educational dimension continues to take form
throughout the 1980s and 1990s, ushering in a movement that is both
physical and metaphorical. The notion concerns the call for Community-
wide information and education initiatives:

Information about the Community should aim to explain the fundamental
themes which undetly [s] the crucial importance of the Community for
the Member States—the historical events which led to the construction of
the Community and which inspire its further development in freedom,
peace and security and its achievements and potential in the economic and
social field. Member States can show how national action is reinforced by
Community action.525

This need for more—and better—information about the Community pet-
tains to the aforementioned hope to be seen and recognised by its citizens;
but it also has a more long-term concern with influencing the social imag-
inary of the citizenry. For instance, ‘A People’s Europe’ suggests preparing
“appropriate school books and teaching materials”, setting up “voluntary
work camps for young people”, which involves work “for social purposes,
for the preservation of the heritage, or the restoration of historic build-
ings” 526 and establishing what we know today as the Erasmus programme
(student exchange within higher education and cross country credit trans-
fer).527 Accordingly, the “European dimension” implies both organised ed-
ucational initiatives (education material) and a more implicit type of in-
struction (work camps, student exchange) that is bodily acquired; a social
type of learning where norms and routines are embodied through social
and physical interaction around a common project that many will recog-
nise from school (decorating the class room together, fixing the school
yard).

A similar implicitness is found in the suggestions for common Euro-
pean TV programmes and production:

In order to bring the peoples of Europe closer together, the Committee
proposes . . . [to] consider which legal and technical steps . . . should be
taken so that every citizen may have access to the greatest number of

524 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 24.
525 Adonnino, 22.
526 Adonnino, 24.
527 Adonnino, 25.

130



programmes broadcast by the various channels of the Community coun-
tries.528

As Benedict Anderson attends to the role of the printing press in creating
national consciousness,’2 the Adonnino committee focuses on television,
both in terms of financially promoting the industry, but also by creating
“joint television programmes”, with “emphasis being laid on the need for
broadcasting to be multilingual”.53 Anderson notes how the printing press
enabled the fixation of a common language (one French among all the
varieties of French), but the Adonnino committee and, more generally, the
Community focus on keeping the multilingual nature of the member states
a positive characteristic.53 This confidence in television can be interpreted
as awareness of the medium’s potential to reach and influence a large au-
dience. While theorists such as Marshall McLuhan and Pierre Bourdieu
have argued that this potential is not without democratic and societal
risks,532 Shore asserts that the EU’s audio-visual strategy is “naive” in its
assumptions about a “causal connection . . . between media consumption
and collective identity formation”;3 media consumers are not simply
“passive recipients of televisual images and ideologies, devoid of agency
or critical faculties” .53 Although the Community’s audio-visual policies
(then and now) are certainly enthusiastic, I am not fully convinced that the
motive ascribed by Shore has bearing. Instead of interpreting the motive
as pacification for the purpose of ideological indoctrination, it could be
seen as an encouragement to interact and engage with other countries’
cultures, languages, and norms. This, of course, is also a way of influencing
citizens—making them co-creators of the common European weave, the
outline of which is partly predetermined—that itself is ideological, but it
is not built on agentic paralysis, as Shore suggests.

What characterises this type of influence is its elusiveness, which we
recognise in all three types of proposals. It is a type of infra-power, in
Cornelis Castoriadis’s words. As he explains, “the greatest conceivable

528 Adonnino, 21-22.

529 Anderson, Imagined Communities, 44 ff.

530 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 22.

531 The Eurovision Song Contest is a successful example of such joint ventures, although
produced by the European Broadcasting Union, which is unrelated to the EU. For a study
on how Europe has been narrated in Eastern European contributions to the Eurovision
Song Contest, see Fornis, Eurgpe Faces Enrope, 179-236.

532 Either of damaging the political debate and thus public opinion formation, as Bourdieu
suggests or, more generally, of changing the way people think, perceive, and act in the
wotld we live in, as argued by McLuhan. See Bourdieu, O televisionen; Mcluhan, Under-
standing Media.

533 Shore, “Governing Europe”, 180.

534 Shore, 180.

131



power lies in the possibility of shaping someone in advance in such a way
that they will do what one wants of their own accord, without any need for
domination (Herrschaf?) ot excplicit power” 555 Intra-power is not governed by
law or any specific state institution; rather, it is a more indirect type of
influence of citizens’ social imaginary significations—their norms, beliefs,
and values—borne and thus instituted by the citizens themselves.536 Writ-
ing about civic codes of collective identity, Shmuel N. Eisenstadt and
Bernhard Giesen note:

Considering the implicitness of most of the rules and routines, any special
instruction and education will fail—except civil socialization whether the
more informal daily or more organized civic education to participation in
civic life.537

In other words, although civic codes such as those taught at a youth work
camp or through public television are distinguished by a lack of clear in-
structions, ‘A People’s Europe’ demonstrates the makings of such (othet-
wise tacit) codes with its specific proposals for civil socialisation and or-
ganised civic education from an eatly age. Such proposals make specific
events, symbols, and the value system they are connected to parts of citi-
zens’ doxa, creating coherence through symbolic as well as physical con-
nection, and to do so in rather implicit and elusive manners. The European
dimension in education articulated in ‘A People’s Europe’ was, quite
simply, designed to “strengthen in young people a sense of European
identity and make clear to them the value of European civilization” 53 in
much the same way that sports has the symbolic function of representing
a set of values connected to a specific society.

Historically, sport has played an important role in the invention of tra-
ditions and community formation, especially in European nation states;
first, to show class affiliation (middle-class tennis, proletarian football)

535 Castoriadis, “Makt, Politik, Autonomi”, 114. From the Swedish: “den storsta tinkbara
makten ligger i mojligheten att pa férhand forma négon pi ett sidant sitt att denne av sig
ydly gor det man vill, utan nigot behov av herravilde (Herrschafl) eller explicit mak?”.

536 Rosengren, “Riconsiderando ‘il Politico™, 33. T have consulted the unpublished English
translation of Rosengtren’s text. We can also understand this type of power as the indirect
ideological practices of the Ideological State Apparatus, in contrast to the more explicit
Repressive State Apparatus. Althusser and Jameson, Lenin and Philosophy, 95 ff.

537 Eisenstadt and Giesen, “Construction of Collective Identity”, 81.

538 Commission of the European Communities, “Commission Communication on a Peo-
ple’s Europe”, 13. For a historical trajectory and analysis of the European dimension in
education, see Hansen, Europeans Only?, essay III. Hansen argues that the discourse on
education has moved in an ethno-cultural direction and exemplifies this with, among oth-
ers, the EU’s discourse on multilingualism and its work to enhance “indigenous minority
languages” at the dispense of “immigrant minority languages”. See Hansen, 129.
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and, thereafter, with mass sports events such as football and cycling, as “a
medium for national identification and factitious community”.5® The
choice of mass sports is thus an important characteristic of the EU’s sports
policy and the sports proposals in ‘A People’s Europe’. These proposals
are efforts to invent traditions that would physically and symbolically in-
terweave member states within the Community, as emphasised by the
joined emblematic visibility (national and community emblems together).

If we take a look at the status of these proposals today, many of them
were never implemented, and while, for example, some of the sports sug-
gestions would be feasible, one can easily think of reasons why tourna-
ments between the European Union and, say, the African Union, are yet
to appear. Furthermore, if we look at the legal status of these areas within
the EU, they are all rather vague and often remains on the level of “pro-
moting cooperation” and “encouraging development”.5# Nonetheless, all
three areas have made their way into EU treaties, and this inclusion should
not be underestimated; after all, it has turned sports, education, and audio-
visual production into official EU policy.5# Scholars have traced the EU’s
work in these areas as means of collective identity formation back to ‘A
People’s Europe’,542 and they have all become large focus areas of the EU.

539 Hobsbawm, “Mass-Producing Traditions”, 300.

540 Education received its own article in the Maastricht Treaty, which specifically mentions
the aim to develop “the European dimension in education”, to promote “cooperation be-
tween educational establishments”, and to encourage “the development of youth ex-
changes and of exchanges of socio-educational instructors”; aims that since then are reit-
erated in the Constitutional Treaty. See Council of the European Communities, “Treaty
on European Union”, 47; European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 133. Sports
was mentioned for the first time in the Maastricht Treaty, and the Amsterdam Treaty,
signed in 1997, “emphasises the social significance of sport, in particular its role in forging
identity and bringing people together”. It was also included in the Constitutional Treaty
and again in the Lisbon Treaty. See European Communities, “Treaty of Amsterdam”, 136.)
European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 133. Culture also received its own
article in the Maastricht Treaty that states that the Community shall work to bring “the
common cultural heritage to the fore”, to improve “the knowledge and dissemination of
the culture and history of the European peoples” and support “artistic and literaty creation,
including in the audiovisual sector”. These formulations are reiterated in the Constitutional
Treaty and the Lisbon Treaty. See Council of the European Communities, “Treaty on Eu-
ropean Union”, 48—49; European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 131-32; Eu-
ropean Communities, “Treaty of Lisbon”, 83.

541 Vermeersch makes this point about sport. See Vermeersch, “Future EU Sports Policy”,
5. Vermersch distinguishes between the indirect sports approach (initiatives to remove bat-
riers and obstacles) and the direct approach (e.g., to go beyond removal and creating a tour-
nament or a cup). Shore argues, though, that the indirect approach is a manoeuvre to work
in a policy area without legitimacy. See Shore, “In Uno Plures”.

542 Regarding education, see Hansen, “Europeans Only?”, essay IV. Regarding audio-visual
production, see Shore, “Governing Europe”. And when it comes to sports, see Hedetoft,
“Nation-State Meets the World”’; Roche, “Citizenship, Popular Culture”; Shore, “In Uno
Plures”; Vermeersch, “Future EU Sports Policy”.
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For example, the Creative Europe programme provides funding for audio-
visual production, and these calls often come with very specific require-
ments—rfor example about cross-country cooperation.s Likewise, the
Constitutional Treaty (and since then, the Lisbon Treaty) stipulates that
the EU shall aim at “developing the European dimension in sport, by pro-
moting fairness and openness in sporting competitions and . . . by protect-
ing the physical and moral integrity of sportsmen and sportswomen, espe-
cially young sportsmen and sportswomen”,5# and today, the EU and the
Union of European Football Association (UEFA) cooperate on issues
such as “youth development” and “sporting ethics”.5

We can, in other words, interpret the “European dimension in sport”
quite literally, as competitions and exchanges performed in Europe; but
these actions are signifiers of something more—a certain kind of integrity,
values of fairness and openness, and as a social and cultural means of
“forging identity and bringing people together”.54 So, while the EU’s legal
basis in the cultural and educational sector may seem rather insignificant,?
it has ensured the EU’s ability to be an active and important actor in this
domain—although through means of funding, not active cultural politics.

In sum, what I have shown in this section is how ‘A People’s Europe’
presents a wide range of different proposals that seek to interweave and
connect citizens across nationalities. I suggest that we view these various
and intersecting measures as means of ultimate identification—means that
transcend the individual subject in order to constitute a collective subject.
These connections ate built on both physica/ movement through which cit-
izens interact in youth work camps, in sports competitions, on holidays
and metaphorical movement of the mind through which values and norms
of behaviour ate fostered: sports teaches a certain ethical code and it fos-
ters a sense of belonging; education teaches children and young adults
about the European dimension of their diverse histories and cultures; and
audio-visual cooperation encourages citizens to engage with the cultures,
languages, and norms of other EU member states.

The last and most extensive measure of ultimate identification in ‘A
People’s Europe’ is of a purely symbolic nature.

543 See European Commission, “Creative Europe (CREA)”.

544 European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 133; European Communities,
“Treaty of Lisbon”, 82. For an example of how the EU has removed obstacle and barrier,
see Croci, “Taking the Field”. And for an overview of EU funded sports, see Partish, “Ju-
dicial Intervention”, 365-366.

545 Chaplin, “UEFA-EU Agreement”.

546 European Communities, “Treaty of Amsterdam”, 136.

547 Gordon, “Great Expectations”, 109.

134



Symbolic Interweavings: Stamps, Anthem, and Emblem

The proposed symbols in ‘A People’s Europe’, include, among others, the
EU emblem, flag, anthem, and stamps. They form part of the extensive
catalogue of invented traditions, rituals, and vatious forms of symbolic
representation: practice that ritualises certain norms and thus “implies
continuity with the past”.5 How, then, should we understand the use of
symbols in institutions such as the EU as means of constitutive rhetoric?

In much the same way as Barthes asserts that the primary function of
myth—and thus the symbols it uses—is to naturalise history,* Castoriadis
states that a “symbol never imposes itself with a natural necessity, but nei-
ther does it ever lack all reference to reality”.5 The symbolic order of an
institution such as the EU is not constituted completely arbitrarily; it is
“built on the ruins of earlier symbolic edifices and uses their materials” 5
since human beings are situated downstream. Our actions and understand-
ings are conditioned and constrained by specific social, historical, and em-
pirical contexts.52 The power of symbols derives from their relatively in-
dependent character: a symbol does not belong exclusively to anyone or
anything specific, which is why they are significant in building collective
identity—they can be appropriated as points of identification by people
from different national and cultural contexts. As means of ultimate iden-
tification, symbols allow subjects to engage with the world as individual
subjects and as members of a collectivity, “to confront the world at once
specifically and generally”.5 As an empty signifier, a symbol carties spe-
cific meaning that distinguishes it from other symbols even as it is emptied
of this same specificity in order to float freely and thus carry a more uni-
versal meaning.5s This instability also indicates that symbols change over
time.

The same dialectics between the general and the specific are visible in
the symbolic function of consecration through which “the matter related
to the sacred”ss is sanctified. We see this exemplified with the EU

548 Hobsbawm, “Introduction: Inventing Traditions”, 1.

549 Barthes, Mythologies, 101.

550 Castoriadis, Imaginary Institution of Society, 118.

551 Castoriadis, 121.

552 Castoriadis, “Greek Polis”, 270. On the concept of being downstream, Mats Rosengren
writes: “Even though we have the ability—always potential, sometimes actualized—to
think and act against the general drift, we always have to start right where we are and work
with the concrete as well as the conceptual tools available for us, right here and now. This
is the essence of our being downstreans”. See Rosengren, “The Need for an Imaginative Pol-
itic”, 27.

553 Burke, A Rbetoric of Motives, 195.

554 Laclau, “Death and Resurrection”.

555 Castoriadis, Imaginary Institution of Society, 119.
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adopting the flag of the Council of Europe,5 which consecrates the EU
that, in turn, provides the flag with new mythical significations. This ad-
aptation is related to the perhaps most peculiar characteristic of the EU
symbols, namely that they are all suggested and, for the most part, imple-
mented within a year. Accordingly, and perhaps precisely because they are
appropriated from the Council of Europe, they appear as a coherent sys-
tem. As Castoriadis notes, “the conquest of the symbolic logic of institu-
tions and its gradual ‘rationalization’ are historical processes”,’” meaning
that the coherence we attribute today to a network of symbols and the
institutions they represent—as for example the Christian institutions, their
icons, and texts—is the result of a century-long rationalisation and, we
might add, naturalisation process.’ Due to this immense time span, we
fail to notice the strategic level in the formation of the system and tend to
petceive both the symbols and the system as natural and static.

However, the EU’s symbols do not go unnoticed. In the context of
further enlargement (Spain and Portugal), the ratification of the Single Eu-
ropean Act, both in 1986, and the Community’s position in a divided Eu-
rope and world, the Adonnino Committee thought the Community
needed a coherent group of symbols and, as a consequence, consecration
of a unified Community. Therefore, the many proposals for symbolic rep-
resentation of various kinds (music, image, spotts) are not only presented
simultaneously and thus as a group of symbols that indicates coherence;
they are also presented as parts of a conscious strategy—assuming a place
that is proper to the EU5s®—to increase public attention:

There is clearly a need, for both practical and symbolic reasons, for a flag
and an emblem to be used at national and international events, exhibitions
and other occasions where the existence of the Community needs to be
brought to public attention.560

As mentioned, ‘A People’s Europe’ instilled a new paradigm of strategic
communication within the Community that forms the foundation of the

556 The Council of Europe is an institution established in 1949 with forty-seven member
countties, working to uphold human rights, democracy, and the rule of law in Europe. It
should not be confused with the European Council and the Council of the European Un-
ion, both of which are institutions within the EU.

557 Castotiadis, Imaginary Institution of Society, 123.

558 Castoriadis, 123.

559 T allude here to Michel de Certeau’s distinction between strategy and tactic. One of the
defining functions of a strategy, according to him, is to assume “a place that can be cit-
cumsctibed as proper (propre) and thus serve as the basis for generating relations with an
exterior distinct from it”. See de Certeau, The Practice of Everyday Life, xix, emphasis in the
original.

560 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 29.
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general “communication deficit” argument prevalent in the EU, as well as
in EU scholarship. The proposals for a set of EU symbols offer another
example of the eatly stages of this paradigm.

If we briefly consider some of the proposals, Community stamps, alt-
hough never implemented, were proposed as a way to “highlight the Com-
munity or its underlying values, or . . . commemorate particularly im-
portant events in Community history”,5! such as the founding fathers, the
first general election to European Parliament in 1979, and the accession
of Spain and Portugal in 1986. This proposal is a very concrete effort of
creating collective memories. As Kendall Phillips writes, memorties are liv-
ing and dynamic, “suggesting that societies are both constituted by their
memories and, in their daily interactions, rituals, and exchanges, constitute
these memories”, which indicates that memories are continuously revised
and sometimes even rejected. Creating and speaking of memory, then, is
“a highly rhetorical process”.522 The same is true when choosing which
memories to represent the Community, its values, and its founding
event(s).

Another proposal was for a Community anthem, implemented imme-
diately (1985). The final movement and melody of Beethoven’s ninth sym-
phony was already “recognized by the Council of Europe as being repre-
sentative of the European idea”.563 The Adonnino Committee therefore
recommended that it be adopted by the Community as well and “played
at appropriate events and ceremonies” 5+ and in this way become ritual-
ised. The Community decided to include only the melody, though, not the
text of Friedrich Schiller’s poem An die Freude (Ode to Joy), both to avoid
having a monolingual anthem (highlighting the national rather than the
European level of identification) and to avoid highlighting a universal ra-
ther than a European community (which Schiller’s poem arguably does
with its vision of a fraternity of mankind).5¢> The choices around the

561 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 29.

562 Phillips, “Introduction”, 2.

563 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 29.

564 Adonnino, 29. The European anthem is also thematised in Krzysztof Kieslowski’s film,
Blen from 1993, the first film of the trilogy Trois couleurs, where the musical piece “Unity in
Europe” forms the backdrop of the natrative of the film. It exemplifies the joyous spirit
of unity in the time around the Maastricht Treaty (at least in some parts of the Community),
but, at the same time, this piece is often played in scenes centring on the immense pain the
main character is experiencing; and we rarely hear more than just a single chord or a short,
unfinished piece taken out of the entirety. See Bradshaw, “Three Colours Trilogy”, for a
revisit of all three films.

565 The fact that it was a German text also mattered, not least since the poem was one of
Adolf Hitlet’s favourites. It “was played at the 1936 Berlin Olympics, for Hitler’s birthday
and in concentration camps”. Fornis, Signifying Eurgpe, 155, see also 178. Even without
Schiller’s poem, the melody invokes movement between people, but also between the
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anthem thus exemplify the difficult balance between universality and Eu-
rocentrism that the EU seeks to achieve: “In practice, the use of an iden-
tificatory anthem lies in using it, and in particular for crowds to sing it
jointly”.566 The result, however, was an anthem that cannot be sung and
thus has limited identificatory potential.

The EU Flag: Balancing the Terrestrial and the Divine

Perhaps the most well-known symbol of the EU is its emblem featured,
among other places, on its flag. The Community flag was almost immedi-
ately implemented (1986). The Adonnino committee argued that a flag
was needed “for both practical and symbolic reasons” with the purpose of
using it at events where “the existence of the Community needs to be
brought to public attention”.57 Moreover, the committee stated that the
flag should be

basically that chosen by the Council of Europe. However, bearing in mind
the independence and the different nature of the two organizations, the
Committee proposes to the European Council that the European Com-
munity emblem and flag should be a blue rectangle with, in the centre, a
circle of 12 five-pointed gold stars which do not touch, surrounding a gold
letter E, of the design already used by the Commission.568

The result was an adaptation of the flag of the Council of Europe without
the suggested golden E (see figure 2, the suggestion with a golden E in
figure 3). By using the flag of the Council of Europe, the signification of
the flag partly relies on former significations attributed to the international
organisation, for instance in its work for human rights; partly on new
meaning formed on the basis of the significations attributed to the Com-
munity and its use of the flag. Simultaneously, by virtue of being drawn
from a somewhat broader and well-established context, the flag has a le-
gitimising function for the Community in much the same way that the
anthem borrows legitimacy from the Council of Europe, which had al-
ready recognised it as representative of “the European idea”.

terrestrial and the divine and thus performs the symbolic function of sanctifying the spe-
cific by relating it to the universal. Fornis discusses this balance specifically in the pages
165-167. For an extensive analysis of both text and melody as well as the anthem in its
entirety, see Fornds, 158-80.

566 Fornds, 177. The Council of Europe has gathered a range of different versions of the
anthem, including a hip-hop version with lyrics. These are, however, not those of Schiller.
See The Council of Europe, “The European Anthem”.

567 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 29.

568 Adonnino, 29.
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* 4 *

Figure 2. Official flag of the EU.

AD HOC COMMITTEE
«ON A PEOPLE’S EUROPE »

REPORT
TO THE
EUROPEAN COUNCIL

Figure 3. The proposed flag in the second report of ‘A People’s Europe’.

According to the EU’s official description, the flag depicts a blue sky with
the circle of twelve golden stars “representing the union of the peoples of
Europe. The number of stars is fixed, twelve being the symbol of perfec-
tion and unity”,5 and therefore “the symbol par excellence of European

569 European Union, “Graphical Specifications for the European Emblem”.
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identity and European unification”.5 In other words, the description is
an instruction on how to decipher the denotations of the signs of the flag.
It also hints at some of the mythical significations, but only its most obvi-
ous. In the following I explore the signs of the flag—the colour, the pen-
tagram, the number twelve, the circle—and their connotations to the Vir-
gin Mary as well as Europa (the mythical figure) on the level of myth.

With the controversial role of religion in the political imaginary of the
EU in mind, it is striking how, while being (safely) anchored in mundane,
earthly signification, all signs on the flag connote different aspects of di-
vinity and transcendence. This connection is made explicitly by Arsene
Heitz, the flag’s main designer, who stated that the twelve stars in a crown
was inspired by the vision of the Virgin Mary in the Book of Revelation:s™
“And there appeared a great wonder in heaven: a woman clothed with the
sun, and the moon under her feet, and upon her head a crown of twelve
stars”.572 The Virgin Mary is also signified by the colour blue. Through its
reference to the sky, blue has, since the twelfth century, signified “divine
presence and intervention”, which is why it is associated with the Virgin
Mary, who is often depicted wearing a blue mantle (figure 4).5 These
religious connotations, however, also relate to worldly missions of pro-
moting peace. As “the West’s favorite color” 5+ blue has represented high
nobility and elites since the Middle Ages and today is used by institutions
to signify consensus, neutrality, and “the mission of promoting peace and
understanding between peoples”.57

570 Commission of the European Communities, “Commission Communication on a Peo-
ple’s Europe”, 5.

571 The Economist, “Real Politics, at Last?”. Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance de 'Europe
also notes that “the number twelve together with stars, the crown of stars, reflects the
vision of the Virgin Mary of the Book of Revelation (12:1) and is the symbol pat excellence
of popular Marian iconography”. See Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance sur I’'Europe, “Flag
of the European Union”, 3. This research database is run by the University of Luxembourg.
No author name is provided in this document.

572 Revelation 12:1 AV.

573 Pastoureau, Blue, 41, 50. See also Gercke, Blan, 87-88. Jesus, on the other hand, often
carries red. Orthodox iconography, though, sometimes differ from this depiction and sym-
bolism and depicts the Virgin Mary in red and Jesus in blue with opposite symbolic mean-
ing as well. See Kushnirskiy, “Garments and Their Meaning in the Orthodox Icons of the
Mother of God”.

574 Pastoureau, Blue, 179.

575 Pastoureau, 180-81.
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2 A

Figure 4. The Wilton Diptych, c. 1395-1399, the National Gallery, London.

We can therefore understand the signification of blue in the EU flagin a
dual mythical sense: representing a mission, something to be promoted in
the world, and thus signifying the Community as a peace-promoting insti-
tution while simultaneously being a symbol of stability, eternity, and tran-
scendence, underscored by the crown of twelve stars.

The circle of stars, the number of stars, and the five-pointed star all
symbolise perfection.s” Because it can be drawn in a single, closed line,
this star is “the symbol of man as an individual possessing five fingers and
toes, five senses and five limbs”, which is why the Pythagoreans attributed
the pentagram “a mystical meaning of perfection”.577 At the same time, we
recognise the pentagram from mundane uses on military badges worn to
communicate excellence, power, and status; and, although not five-
pointed, the compass rose in NATO’s flag resembles a glowing star ex-
tending its reach to all corners of the world, thus signifying (universal)
power, stability, and elevation. Consequently, the star signifies, on the one
hand, the individuality of human beings and political institutions and, on
the other hand, transcendence, eternity, and perfection.

This duality is underscored by the number of stars. Twelve has numer-
ous mystical and religious connotations (twelve months, days, and hours;
twelve signs of the Zodiac; the twelve sons of Jacob; the twelve apostles;
etc.), while also symbolising the member states of the community. Alt-
hough the EU does not explicitly make the reference to member states
(because this number varies), this interpretation is easily made. The EU

576 Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance sur ’'Europe, “Flag of the European Union”, 2.
577 Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance sur "'Europe, 2.
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Commission’s video campaign from 2012, Growing Together,578 is a good ex-
ample, and shows that this is an interpretation difficult to avoid for the
EU as well: the Ki// Bill-style video begins with the image of a woman
dressed in yellow walking through what resembles an abandoned train sta-
tion. One by one, three men appear, each coded with different ethnicities
(Asian, Middle Eastern, South American),’” seemingly with the purpose
of attacking her. She closes her eyes and channels eleven other women
looking exactly like her, each connected by the palms of their hands
(though not touching, in the same way that the stars do not touch). To-
gether, they are now capable of surrounding the three men. The video
ends with the twelve women and three men sitting down in lotus positions
in order to deliberate instead of fighting, after which the twelve women
dressed in yellow metamorphose into the twelve stars in the EU flag. The
twelve stars, then, symbolise the entities of the EU, who in community are
capable of not only securing their own safety, but also helping others do
the same: deliberate, not fight. Again, the twelve stars signify the individ-
uality of human beings as well as the parity and community of citizens vis-
a-vis citizens, member states vis-a-vis member states, and the transcen-
dental realm of the eternal and sacred connected to the institution and its
ability to foster dialogue and peace.

A final aspect worth paying attention to is the void of the circle and its
feminine connotation. The Marian references in the flag are rather explicit,
but they also allude to the mythical figure of Europa. The Virgin Mary
generally signifies the relation between the human and the divine, a con-
nection symbolised by her clothing as well: a blue mantle covering a red
dress, the divine covering earthly and motherly love.5 In a similar manner,
Europa was a woman in close contact with a deity. The daughter of
Agenor and Telephassa, Europa was a princess in Phoenicia, an area that
covers today’s Lebanon, the southern part of Syria, and the northern part
of Israel. Europa was abducted by Zeus in the shape of a bull (an abduc-
tion we see depicted on the Greek 2-Euro coin). He took her to Crete,

578 The purpose of the video was to visualise the benefits of both the 2004 Eastern En-
largement, and the upcoming enlargement in 2013 of Croatia which would increase the
number of member states to twenty-eight. The campaign was, however, quickly withdrawn
due to allegations of being racist: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kKNG7ImpO4k.
Accessed on February 5, 2022.

579 Tt is notable that Africa is absent among these ethnicities, not least in light of the “long-
standing links” between Europe and Africa. See Commission of the European Communi-
ties, “Declaration on European Identity”, 121. One possible explanation is that the differ-
ent ethnicities should be seen as merely representatives of a broader range of potential
friends and foes.

580 Although, as mentioned above, orthodox iconography sometimes reverses this symbol-
ism and colour scheme.
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where she became the first Cretan queen and gave birth to three of his
children, among these, King Minos.

The affinity between the Virgin Mary and Europa can be traced back
to the fourteenth century and it is visualised in the famous Renaissance
map Euwuropa Prima Pars Terrae in Forma Virginis by theologian Heinrich
Bunting (figure 5), which shows Europe/Europa in the shape of a queen
wearing a crown of twelve gems that represent the Virgin Mary, who has
“upon her head a crown of twelve stars”.51

Figure 5. Europa Prima Pars Terrae, by Heinrich Bunting, 1581.

Europa and the Virgin Mary were both mortal women in intimate relations
with the divine. But the connection between their gender and the flag is
invoked through the empty space at its centre. Fornis argues that

the central ‘hole’ [of a circle] in several ways connote femininity, far from
any phallic masculinity . . . . Both in a material and a metaphorical sense,

581 Revelation 12:1 AV. In a description of the map, it is stated that “the depiction of
Europe as a queen began in the 14th Century. . . . The eatliest depiction of Europe as a
woman is believed to be by the 14th Century Pavian Cleric Opicinus de Canistris for the
papal court, then at Avignon”. See Standford Libraries and Stanford University, “(Europe
in the Shape of a Queen)”. Geographer Jacques Keilo argues that the map functioned as
an attempt to visualise and thus create a continental border according to a Habsburgian
vision of European geopolitics. According to him, queen Europe is “wearing Chatles V’s
Spain as a crown and Ferdinand’s Austtia as a medal at her waist, representing the triumph
of the Hapsburgs. The queen’s crown (Spain), orb (Sicily) and heart (Bohemia) form a
triangle that directs the viewer’s eye away from eastern Europe toward the West. The Brit-
ish Isles are a shapeless blob perched near her shoulder. Her skirt is composed of the
Baltics and Greece; Turkey and Russia are beneath her feet”. See Keilo, “Europa Prima”.
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the open circle seems to construct Europe as female gendered, in tune
with the Europa myth.582

While it could be argued that the circle of stars surrounding this emptiness
renders it closed, self-sufficient, and static,5 Fornds maintains that the
twelve stars form an open circle “with permeable space in between”.5s4
The circle, in this reading, symbolises the agora, the political space whose
centre is void: “The public sphere has a centre, but, unlike the role of the
absolute monarch in the feudal representative public domain, nobody pet-
manently occupies it”.585 Fornids exemplifies this meaning with the Tahir
Square in Cairo in 2011 and the Syntagma Square in Athens in 2010-2012,
concretely showing how an open space provides a centre to be occupied
when needed. This interpretation is underscored by an anecdote Fornis
recounts: when visiting a conference in Istanbul, the organisers had
“placed the Turkish crescent inside the European star circle as a temporary
actor on the open arena”; and he therefore concludes that such symbolic
use of the circle is “one of its main affordances. Is Europe primarily uni-
fied or diverse, egalitarian or elitist, empty or open? These are indeed open
questions”. 586

But even without a specific content at the centre (for instance, by re-
moving the suggested E in the middle, see figure 3), the circular shape
paradoxically highlights the centre. As the analysis of the signs of the EU
flag shows, the empty circle indicates a desire on the part of the EU to
impregnate it/her with transcendent signification in the form of divine
elevation: the Virgin Mary’s and Europa’s interlinking of the human and
the divine, the blue sky and golden stars connoting both the sky and the
Virgin Mary, the perfection and unity symbolised by the number twelve,
the geometrical shape of the circle, and the pentagram. The flag thus re-
flects a tension between the desire for transcendence and unity and an
ideal of openness and diversity. The centre of the circle is neither static
and fixed, nor completely free to be occupied, as Fornis suggests. It ex-
presses a desire for something unchangeable, a centre of “invariable pres-
ence”—be that “transcendentality, consciousness, God, man”37 or har-
monious petfection, unity, transcendence in the shape of both secular and
divine elevation, and balance between the terrestrial and the divine. At the
same time, an ideal of openness is conveyed through the open circle. This

582 Fornis, Signifying Eurgpe, 125.

583 Hersant, “Douze Etoiles d’or”, 103.

584 Fornis, Signifying Eurgpe, 120.

585 Fornas, 127.

586 Fornis, “Symbols and Narratives”, 94.

587 Derrida and Bass, Writing and Differance, 353.
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openness connects to the general constitutive strategy of the EU in terms
of movement: an ever-closer and expanding union. If we understand the
institutions of the EU to be its centre, the centre of the EU literally moves.
Similatly, the emblem of the EU flag is used as a flag, but also as a logo in
digital arenas, on printed material, road signs, and number plates. In this
sense, the centre is never static. According to this ideal, it does not have
to be in Brussels or Strasbourg; it is where one wants it to be, where one
acts it into being—a function rather than a fixed locus.5ss

Fornis likens the continuous distribution of moving number plates in
the EU to “blood circulation with the roads as veins and arteries, and
Brussels as the pumping heart”.5% In this comparison, number plates ex-
emplify the interweaving of citizens and member states; they literally carry
the European flag from state to state, from citizen to citizen on the net-
work of the European routes—much like the Euro, carrying the same
twelve golden stars in a circle. The same metaphor is invoked in the New
Narrative declaration. After a historical narrative about the EU’s role in
putting “an end to war” and transforming “a polarised Europe to a multi-
polar Europe”, the section ends with a description of the EU, personified
as the heart of Europe:

It was the European Union that provided the visionary framework and
the sense of purpose that was necessary in responding to the tremendous
challenge of reunifying Europe. Europe began to beat as one, its many
arteries found a heart.5

Here, the EU is distinguished as the agent, who has provided a vision and
a purpose for Europe: Europe was divided but reunified by the visionary
framework of the EU. The EU is thus distinguished from Europe in order
to become the centre that provides the vision for Europe as a whole.
The metaphor of heart and arteries alludes to Thomas Hobbes’s idea
of the Commonwealth in Leviathan. The image of citizens and/or EU
member states as arteries united by the heartbeat of the EU, both connotes
the violent state of nature—the “war of everyone against everyone”s—if
no sovereign existed, and to the voluntary and thus legitimate handing
over of power to the sovereign in order to avoid slipping back into the
state of nature. Although the famous frontispiece of Leviathan (figure 6)
shows the subjects looking towards the head, the rational mind, and not

588 Dertrida and Bass, 353.

589 Fornis, Signifying Eurgpe, 119.

590 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 127.

591 Hobbes, Leviathan, 84, X111, 8. This phrase appears first in De Cive (On the Citizen) from
1642.
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the heart, the imagery is very similar. The many arteries of the body search-
ing for one central, unifying point of direction. The ambiguity of this im-
age—who/what, exactly, are “the arteries” of Europe?—reflects the inter-
twined and close relationship between citizens and their representatives,
between member states and the Union, linking both individuals and mem-
ber states to the myth of the EU.

Figure 6. The top of the frontispiece to Thomas Hobbes’s Leviathan, 1651.

What these metaphors and analogies show is that in the imagery of the
EU, the centre is—in contrast to Fornds’s argument—not free to be oc-
cupied when needed; it is already occupied by mythical signification that
invokes unchanging and invariable presence in the shape of transcend-
ence, divinity, and eternity. As a substitute for substantial openness stands
the EU’s material forms: emblem, currency, flag, institutions. They move
and are distributed to all corners of the union.

Returning to the reports of ‘A People’s Europe’ as a whole, the act of
suggesting a set of symbols in order to better represent the EU in the
minds of its citizens, clearly distinguishes ‘A People’s Europe’ from the
1973-declaration and contributes a whole new dimension of the collective
subject in the making. In his reading of ‘A People’s Europe’, Shore argues
that “the EC appears to have misunderstood the fluid and ambiguous
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nature of symbols” 52 and that each symbol could be “appropriated and
repatriated by the nation states (i.c., Beethoven was German, Aristotle
Greek, Erasmus Flemish)”.53 Although I am not convinced that the Com-
munity/the EU has misunderstood this nature entirely, what Shore rightly
highlights is how the process of signification is less than stable: a symbol
does not belong to anyone or anything specific, which is why they are
significant in building collective identity—they can be appropriated by an-
yone as points of identification and thus, in the words of Habermas, make
solidarity between strangers possible.* Two recent examples demonstrate
this mechanism. During the first wave of the Covid-19 pandemic, mayors
in otherwise pro-EU Italy decided to take down the EU flag and replace
it with the Italian flag in protest of what they found was a lack of solidarity
from other EU member states;s in Poland, on the other hand, the EU
flag has been raised during protests as a symbol of pro-EU sentiment in
the face of new laws that provide the governing party increased control
over the national courts and are thus perceived as anti-democratic.5%
These acts show the more than symbolic importance of the flag as a point
of ultimate identification, and how its symbolicity can be either appropri-
ated or discarded; understanding the flag as an interpellation, it also exem-
plifies Butlet’s argument about the possibility of rejecting an interpellation.
Replacing a flag does not annul the initial interpellation, but the act of
replacement does have agency of its own.

Omnipresent European identity: Institution,
Collective, Individual

In this third and final part of the chapter, New Narrative takes a central
position. The formation of an identity and a collective identity are brought
together in New Narrative. One of the most striking aspects in New Nat-
rative is how citizens are expected to “to feel the European project”7 and
to partake in a particular “BEuropean state of mind”.58 While I discuss
these phenomena in detail in chapter 6, in the chapter at hand, I want to
stress how European identity is described as weaved into every fibre of

592 Shore, “Imagining the New Europe”, 110.

593 Shore, 111.

594 Habermas, “Why Europe Needs a Constitution”, 21.

595 Hoe, “Coronakrisen viste”.

596 Reuters Staff, “Thousands in Poland Protest”; BBC News, “Mass Protests in Poland”;
Gera, “Polexit”.

597 Eliasson, “Your Inner We”, 193.

598 Deventer et al., “Declaration”.
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the Huropean community: its institutions as well as its citizens, but not
only as a point of identification that enables the emergence of political
subjects; European identity is imagined as an embodied practice, pos-
sessing citizens’ minds and bodies. In this discourse, it is no longer possi-
ble to distinguish the identity of the institution from that of its citizens.

In continuation of this development, European identity is in Mind and
Body predominantly understood as something already existing that simply
needs to be brought to citizens’ awareness: “We must make the point,
clearly and distinctly, that our European identity is diverse and open”;*
that “the new European narrative should, first of all, make the European
peoples aware of their postmodern, plural identity” s “aware of the values
of Christian civilisation, which is the basic source of our identity; aware of
the frequent betrayals of these values by both Christians and non-Chris-
tians”.o0t Open, plural, postmodern, at times even disruptive—European
identity is there for EU citizens to discover.

The means for this ultimate identification is c#/ture, understood as the
arts, heritage, a common history, and a set of values. These aspects are
communicated through narrative which thus constitutes another im-
portant resource. In the following, I examine the function of narrative and
culture in the collective identity formation in New Narrative, but first, I
explore the topos of ctisis, which the contributors in Mind and Body artic-
ulate as the cause of this turn to culture.

A Permanent State of Crisis

Crisis has always been part of the EU. Different contextual elements of
crisis have throughout the time period studied in this thesis been decisive
to the EU and its discourse on European identity: the First and Second
World Wars, the Arab-Israeli War and the oil crisis, the Cold War, financial
crises, and so on. Likewise, there have always been elements of crisis
within the union itself, both in terms of horizontal and vertical integration
(how far, how soon, if at all?). But the frequent articulations of many dif-
ferent types of crises in Mind and Body suggest that the EU is searching for
crisis as well. In Mind and Body, ctisis is ubiquitous. Most prevalent is the

599 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 25.

600 Arjakovsky, “How to Write a New Narrative”, 189.

601 Tusk, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus Cen-
tre, Warsaw, on 11 July 20137, 55.
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“economic crisis”, 602 which has entailed “a moral crisis”’63 as well as a “so-
cial crisis”, 0+ a “dramatic crisis”,®5 and a “crisis of confidence and deep
foreboding for the future”.s% These crises ate joined by a “crisis of moti-
vation and justification”,007 a “crisis of legitimacy”,0% and, finally, “an inti-
mate identity crisis”.o® Furthermore, the urgency of the crisis is high-
lighted by underscoring how the crisis is unfolding today or poses a loom-
ing threat; the authors speak of “the current crisis”, 510 “the present cri-
sis” o1t “today, in times of crisis and uncertainty”,¢2 “the threat of a
looming environmental crisis”,613 and “our current existential crisis”.ot
Crisis is, in other words, articulated as a spatial modus that permeates all
spheres of society: economy, politics, culture, morality, and identity, and
as a temporal modus that highlights the present moment. This extensive
figuration functions as justification for the general turn to culture as the
means through which European values, European identity, and a deeper
sense of belonging among EU citizens is fostered.

As mentioned, it is difficult not to view New Narrative in light of more
recent crises—rtefugee policies, Brexit, climate crisis, and the Covid-19
pandemic, but the “today” the contributors refer to was 2014 and domi-
nated by the aftermath of the financial crisis as well as growing populism
and nationalism in the EP and national patliaments. Although the crises
invoked in Mind and Body belong to different spheres, they ate expressed
as interrelated: the economic crisis has led to the crisis of confidence,

602 Reding, “Stimulating the European Public Sphere”, 33; Letta, “Speech Delivered by the
Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 December 20137, 77; Bratusek, “Speech
Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Slovenia at ISPI, Milan, on 9 December 2013”,
83; Merkel, “Translation of the Speech Delivered by the Federal Chancellor of Germany
at the Academy of the Arts, Berlin, on 1 March 20147, 116, 117; Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢,
“Towards Europe’s New Renaissance”, 123; Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 128; Haber-
mas, “Europe, Hungary”, 179, 181, 182, 184; Carras, “Revelation of Europe”, 207;
Lokkegaard, “Need for a Natrative”, 232.

603 Gescinska, “Intellectuals, Populist Rhetoric”, 63; Portabella, “Europe as a Space”, 66.
604 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 34; Portabella, “Eutrope as a Space”, 66; Letta,
“Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 December
2013, 77.

605 Tetta, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 De-
cember 20137, 77.

606 Carras, “Revelation of Europe”, 207.

607 Ferry, “Telos, Nomos, Ethos”, 89.

608 Reding, “Stimulating the European Public Sphere”, 32.

609 Koolhaas in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of Eurgpe, 161.

610 Reding, “Stimulating the European Public Sphere”, 35.

611 Bratusek, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Slovenia at ISPI, Milan, on
9 December 2013, 84.

612 Habermas, “Europe, Hungary”, 184.

613 Dujardin, “Reinventing Europe”, 235.

614 Carras, “Revelation of Europe”, 210.
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identity, and existence, and thus laid the ground for the atmosphere of
omnipresent crisis. As then-president of the European Commission, José
Manuel Barroso, argued in his launch speech, the economic crisis along
with globalisation has led to unemployment, uncertainty, inequality, and
anxiety, which, in turn, has led to the return of populism and national-
ism.615 Variations of this causal argument is reiterated by other contribu-
tors in the publication, such as philosopher Alicja Gescinska, philosopher
Jurgen Habermas, and then-prime minister of Italy, Enrico Letta: Eco-
nomic crisis leads to social crisis which leads to populism.éte

Crisis is a circulating topos, then, but we also see arguments in circula-
tion, such as the argument that connects economic crisis to identity
and/or social crisis. This argument, in turn, forms the basis of another
pervasive claim, namely that this identity crisis is prevalent particularly
among young people because they were affected most by the economic
crisis.&'” The implicit reasoning that can be deduced from this is that
(young) people are attracted to populism and nationalism because these
discourses offer attractive natratives of stability and safety. Therefore, the
EU needs to construct a natrrative with the same appeal. Both of these
assertions—that a crisis of economy leads to a crisis of identity and that
this crisis is particularly prevalent among young people—were initially
made by Barroso and Lokkegaard at the launch of the project and then
circulated in Mind and Body by contributors from both the political and
cultural sphere.

There is a general tendency among the EU representatives in Mind and
Body to argue that (young) citizens are simply not getting the EU (right).
For example, then-Commissioner Androulla Vassiliou states that “many
Europeans hold the EU at fault for their financial woes, and this keeps
them from seeing the shared benefits of our union”, which means that
“Europe needs to have a human and social face that our citizens, the

615 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”.

616 Gescinska, “Intellectuals, Populist Rhetoric”, 62; Habermas, “Europe, Hungary”, 185;
Letta, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 Decem-
ber 2013”, 77. Habermas does, however, distinguish between two different ways of react-
ing to such crisis, namely “self-affirmation of a democratic society”, which, he believes, is
a rational response, and “the reactionary response of clinging to invented features of the
ethnic/national myth of origin that feeds right-wing populism”—although, as he notes,
the first often leads to the second.

617 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 27; Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 37—
38; Tusk, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus
Centre, Warsaw, on 11 July 20137, 51; Bratusek, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime
Minister of Slovenia at ISPI, Milan, on 9 December 20137, 83—84; Matjasic, “Perceptions
Matter”, 103; Domingo, “Europe as Gesamtkunstverk”, 212—13.
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young in particular, can understand and associate themselves with”.61
Lokkegaard similarly argues that

In times of crisis, a good many Europeans seem to have huge difficulties
in relating to the whole idea of a more integrated Europe. And the EU
became the ‘other’, the problem, the scapegoat and no longer the solution.
All of which is to say that a new narrative is needed.61?

The argument of these EU representatives seems to be that these mecha-
nisms of scapegoating and othering are grounded in misconceptions that
can be remedied with a new narrative. “You have to go abroad, some-
where outside Europe, to get a valid image of who we are as Europeans”,
as Lokkegaard says; “we cannot see ourselves through our own lenses any
more [sz]”.620 Buropeans cannot see themselves; or, citizens cannot see the
EU in the way the EU wishes to be perceived. An example of such a mis-
conception, according to Leokkegaard, is the idea that citizens need to
choose between a national and a European identity, which has led to “false
conclusions, such as the notion that Brussels is the ‘othet’ and the EU the
enemy imposing crazy decisions from on high”.62!

Related to such “false conclusions™ is the idea expressed by then-MEP
and former vice-president of the European Commission, Viviane Reding,
that the European electorate has “forgotten” why the EU was built:

The fact that 25% of the European electorate voted for extremist and anti-
European parties shows that they must have somehow ‘forgotten’ the rea-
sons for which the European Union was built. This presents a particular
challenge for a new narrative for future European integration. It needs to
give ‘heart and soul’ to Europe and help prevent people from repeating
the mistakes of the past as citizens are increasingly swayed by dangerous,
populist rabble-rousers.622

In other words, in order to escape from the present crisis of legitimacy,
the task of the EU is to remind citizens of their past and—once again—
guide EU citizens in the right direction. As mentioned, this argument is
widely circulated and debated in the scholarly literature as the EU’s “com-
munication deficit” 23 the foundation of which we can trace back to ‘A

618 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 36, 37.

619 Lokkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 232.

620 Tokkegaard, 233.

621 Tpkkegaard, 233.

622 Reding, “Stimulating the European Public Sphere”, 32.

623 See, e.g., Meyer, “Political Legitimacy”; Anderson and McLeod, “Great Non-Commu-
nicator?”’; Martins, Lecheler, and De Vreese, “Information Flow and Communication Def-
icit”.
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People’s Europe’ and subsequent initiatives.2+ The circulation of this
claim in the New Narrative discourse also received criticism in the Danish
press coverage as arrogant and ignoring the views of the citizens.®? Indeed,
this argumentation is fundamentally counterproductive to the explicit call
for action stated in the New Narrative declaration that forms the premise
of the initiative as a whole: citizens are encouraged to “tell their story”, to
engage, to let their voices be heard—but the EU seems interested in only
a selected part of them.

Although Per Nyholm and Rem Koolhaas, both members of the New
Narrative cultural committee, explicitly go against the grain of crisis mode,
stating that it is “unwise” that the EU leaders persist in calling the eco-
nomic and financial problems a “crisis” 626 and that it is “crucial” that they
abandon this “strange atmosphere of permanent crisis”,2” on the whole,
ctisis in Mind and Body pervades every aspect of society: it is economic, it
is moral, it is social, it is cultural. In this way, crisis is a spatial category
(ctisis is everywhere, it is all-encompassing) but also a temporal category
(the “now” is prolonged), and it is sustained through circulation among
the different authors of the publication. In this sense, as Nyholm and
Koolhaas note, omnipresent ctisis can be understood as stasis and immo-
bility. In such a state, agency is compromised in light of surrounding dan-
ger, and the present is all there is. But crisis also entails that judgment is
formed on how to act and, as a result, abandon the crisis.s28 As Stathis

624 Shore, “Inventing Homo Europaeus”, 57-59.

625 Particularly Morten Messerschmidt, member of the Danish People’s Party, then-MEP,
and one of the most active critics of the New Narrative initiative in the Danish press cov-
erage. He said: “Europeans become more and more critical of the EU, not because they
need a narrative about Europe, but because the political projects launched by the EU do
not work. It is arrogant to believe that it is because the Europeans have not understood
the greatness of the EU project as a whole” (BT, Messerschmidt, November 22, 2013;
similar arguments in Jy/lands-Posten, December 6, 2013 and Berlingske, April 26, 2013). In an
article shortly before the 2014 election, Messerschmidt broadened the argument to the EU
in general and said that the EU arrogantly neglects to take its citizens seriously—be that in
elections, where treaties are turned down only to reappear under new banners, or in the
understanding that such responses from the populations are merely “communications
problem(s]” (Politiken, Messerschmidt, May 12, 2014). Messerschmidt explicitly refers to
Nicole Fontaine, then-president of the European Patliament who, when the Irish popula-
tion voted against the Lisbon Treaty in June 2008, explained: “We have a communications
problem . . .. We haven’t explained enough the benefits of European construction”. See
Fontaine, “Speech at the European Commission Conference “35th Anniversatry of the Eu-
robarometer.”” According to Messerschmidt, then, the “communication deficit” thesis is
simply a way of elite-splaining citizens’ critical response to the EU and its political work.
Messerschmidt’s appearance in the Danish media is listed in appendix III.

626 Nyholm, “Denmark in Europe”, 42. An argument he reiterates in an opinion piece in
Jyllands-Posten on October 13, 2013. See appendix III.

627 Koolhaas in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of Eurgpe, 161.

628 ‘Crisis’ is derived from the Greek ‘%isis’ that can be translated as udgment’.
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Gourgouris argues, the constant use of the word ¢risis “prevents us from
pushing up against, not only what ‘crisis—as a word with multiple mean-
ings—might signify, but also what has been recently instituted in its name
or even in reaction to its existence”.6?9 If crisis is either always just around
the corner (thus indicating the need to hurry) or permanently present, how
is it possible to act responsibly?

The Performative Power of Narrative and Culture

As the arguments above exhibit, narrative and culture play important roles
in this escape from crisis. According to Barroso, while economic integra-
tion was once a means to overcome populism and nationalism, today
something different is needed:

We need, for the new generation especially, to continue to tell the story of
Europe. This is like a book: we have to push ahead past the first pages.
We have to continue our narrative, to continue writing the book on the
present and the future of the EU project.630

Lokkegaard circulates this claim in his numerous opinion pieces in the
Danish newspapers as well.$3t In mind and body, narrative thus signifies
the concrete practices of writing a new narrative and thoughts about what
should be included and excluded, but it is also constitutes a metadiscourse
about the performative power of narrative. In this metadiscourse, narra-
tive is understood as belonging to the realm of strategic communication,
as a form meant to have an effect on people, an instrument to carry some
kind of content.

Indeed, Garcia notes a recent narrative turn “in the literature on Euro-
pean studies and in institutional and political practice”,s32 and New Narra-
tive exemplifies this turn, he argues. Although the strategic cultivation of
narratives is not a new practice within the EU, New Narrative was the first
initiative to explicitly use the label “narrative”.s3 Garcia explains this turn
within the EU as a response to the lack of popular legitimacy which, in
turn, is the result of a politicisation of the EU in national politics in recent
years—above all in the wake of the financial crisis. The EU “has never
been so present in the public sphere”,s and thus neither as contested.

629 Gourgoutis, “Crisis and the Ill Logic”, 67.

030 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 20.

631 Berlingske, November 7, 2013, and November 9, 2014; BT, November 22, 2013, and
October 16, 2014; [yllands-Posten, November 28, 2013. See appendix ITI.

032 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 350.

633 Kaiser, “One Narrative or Several?”, 215.

634 Garcia, “Introduction”, 286.
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From this contestation rises a need for cohesion and community. Accord-
ing to Kaiser, “processes of narrative construction”, such as New Narra-
tive, “are geared towards strengthening feelings of cultural commonality
and social community within the EU to foster a trans- and supranational
collective identity”, and the hope is that “such narrative will help legitimize
European integration and the EU and make it more popular among its
citizens”.635 On a more cynical note, Garcia adds that the EU’s preoccu-
pation with narrative is less surprising when considering that narrative’s
benefits as a point of identification are brought up by scholars funded by
the EU and responding to its calls for research on the formation of a Eu-
ropean public sphere.3

From this scholatly perspective, the interest in a narrative approach to
the EU is grounded in the argument that both “EU studies and institutions
have for too long turned their back on cultural phenomena . . . and over-
looked how European societies experience integration”,637 an argument we
can trace back to ‘A People’s Europe’, which made citizens and their ex-
periences and daily lives the Community’s new reality. Manners and Mur-
ray argue that a narrative approach is necessary in EU studies as a correc-
tive to established narratives, such as the peace narrative, which may not
be “at an end, but must be understood as one of several narratives”.s3 A
narrative approach, then, will enable researchers to better understand the
EU’s trials and challenges, and, by extension, help the EU navigate these
challenges.s» On a metalevel, what these explanations show, is how similar
discourses of a need for narrative circulate among scholars and politicians;
sometimes even enabled financially.

Turning to the EU, the contributors in Mind and Body argue that Euro-
pean culture exists as a resource for collective identity formation; what is
missing is the narrative, the form, capable of reaching European citizens:64

You will never get the attention, the engagement and the trust of Europe-
ans, unless you tell them the truth and engage them as Europeans. And
that takes a narrative, a story about who we are, where we come from and
where we are going.64

635 Kaiser, “One Narrative or Several?”, 215.

036 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 344.

637 Garcia, 344—45.

638 Manners and Mutray, “End of a Noble Narrativer”, 186.

639 Manners and Mutray, 199.

640 Letta, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 De-
cember 20137, 75; Lokkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 232.

041 Lokkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 233.
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In other words, we see a distinction between culture and narrative as con-
tent and strategy, respectively, but also interlinked: “Culture is the com-
mon field of narratives, the field for the construction of diversity and the
field for the construction of identity and cohesion” .+

The notion of culture Mind and Body invokes is rarely defined. It is un-
derstood sometimes as a more general term that includes narratives, ma-
terial objects, and concrete practices of artists; sometimes as more elusive
phenomena such as values, beliefs, and norms. Since the incentive of the
New Narrative initiative is to introduce culture into the conceptual frame-
work of and about the EU with the help of a new narrative, narrative is
generally believed to hold great power: it is a catalyst of change; it creates
understanding, cohesion, and identity; and it holds the ability to communi-
cate a broader picture and complex processes in an accessible language.
Lokkegaard, for instance, sees the New Narrative initiative as a catalyst for
action and calls on it to “to give voice and form to our common European
destiny, and to act as a tool for the future, for making the right choices”.s4
And the New Narrative declaration expresses a need for “compelling nar-
ratives” in times of financial crisis:

At a time when culture is perceived as optional rather than essential, it has
become difficult to tell each other the simplest of stories, let alone articu-
late compelling narratives about the values that underpin our society. And
yet the moment for compelling narratives rather than simple number
crunching is now.s4

In times of crisis, we need hope, and hope is disseminated through narra-
tives that enable people to feel attached to the culture and values that con-
nect them, especially after a financial crisis that may induce a sense of be-
ing scattered and a lack of social cohesion. Composer Jonathan Mills, one
of the cultural committee members, paraphrases the formulation in the
declaration:

Now is the moment for compelling narratives rather than narrow statis-
tics. Narratives in which we make the case for culture and the arts, as an
essential enlargement of the circumstances in which we imagine our lives;
and in which we recognise the substantial advantages, in terms of educa-
tion, infrastructure and traditions, which Europe enjoys over almost every
other region or sovereign entity throughout the world. If Europe is not a
cultural enterprise, then what is itP645

642 Xavier, “What Matters Is the Present”, 207.
643 Lokkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 232.
644 Deventer et al., “Declaration”; 128.

645 Mills, “Some Reflections”, 202.
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The argument is the same: we need to focus on the unifying and positive
elements in times of disconnection: the importance of culture and the arts
in our lives and “the substantial advantages” Europe enjoys over the rest
of the world—a Eurocentric rhetoric I discuss in the following chapter.

The function of narrative, then, is to provide “a certain cohesion and
sense of direction” 4 to build bridges. Artists and storytellers, author Elif
Shafak argues, “have a more accessible language: we do connect, we can
bridge those big gaps. Against the populist xenophobia that is seizing
much of the world, what we need is to create accessible, cosmopolitan
counternarratives”.®# To bridge a gap requires a broader perspective than
a personal viewpoint. According to Shafak, storytellers have this capacity
to identify connections where other people cannot, to see the cosmopoli-
tan in what to other people appears as difference. Indeed, stories

give us the space to imagine being someone else, being many characters.
Many of my readers in Turkey are very homophobic and xenophobic; and
yet I know that they connect with the gay character in the book and feel
for the Jewish one. I have seen this happen over and over and over
again. 648

Narrative has the ability to exemplify plurality and thus make other life
situations accessible to its audience. They potentially serve as didactical
exempla, without dictating to their readers how they are supposed to feel,
think, and act. Accordingly, narrative transcends the perspective and ex-
periences of the individual—narratives “show us what it means to put our-
selves in the shoes of another”.¢# They present an opportunity to connect
with a person or a world view far from one’s own and, consequently, in-
duce tolerance.

Culture is likewise understood to stimulate the ability to understand
complexity; specifically, the arts. Art enacts complexity and, by extension,
enables the audience to handle complexity. Artist Luc Tuymans and his
studio director Tommy Simoens view visual arts as a means to handle the
complexity inherently involved in the debate on identity. They ask: “How
can contemporary art stimulate the debate about the perception of the
EU’s identity?” 6 and propose that the EU provide the framework for a
recurrent exhibition of contemporaty art that would show “how the arts
constantly deal with and generate complex imagery, and would provide a

646 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towards Europe’s New Renaissance”, 122.

647 Shafak in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Domino Conversation”, 152.

648 Shafak in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 164.

649 Shafak in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 164.

650 Tuymans and Simoens in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 142.
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platform wherein the issues that surround identity are always in question”,
thus constituting a “celebration of complexity” that could “help the EU
lluminate its ever-changing debates about identity”.s5! Imagery, according
to Tuymans and Simoens, is uniquely capable of showing, describing, and
questioning complexity in ways that are perhaps closer to the reality people
live in compared to theoretical or political discourse.

This ability to engage with complexity is articulated in other contribu-
tions in which focus often falls on artistic practices and objects that induce
tolerance. For example, artist and member of the cultural committee
Olafur Eliasson says that “the aesthetic expetience requires that there is
not simply me, but also my mind, and not simply my mind, but a host of
others”;652 author and art historian Carolyn Christov-Bakargiev maintains
that “art . . . brings doubts and uncertainties. It is not propositional”;ss3
Mills “believels] that the place occupied by the arts is a prism through
which to perceive the equilibrium of any society”;6 and museum director
and chair of the cultural committee Paul Dujardin proposes that artists can
help citizens “think ‘out of the box’, develop new images and visions and
forge open identities”. He adds, “I strongly believe in the performative
and speculative strength of the arts”.65 In this way, “artists could be in-
strumental in enhancing a bottom-up approach towards top EU decision-
makers and the whole EU administration” .65

Doubt, uncertainty, open identities, and the nonpropositional modus
of art is echoed in Eliasson’s argument about “culture”:

Culture is one of those few systems that offer space for deliberation and
interhuman exchanges. It trusts its users. It rarely operates only locally,
stretching out instead to embrace global perspectives. This is why I am
confident that culture is a reality-producing machine that may forge closer
inter-European relationships without polarising the small ‘we’s against the
big ‘we’s.657

The notion of culture as a ‘reality-producing machine’ is ambiguous. On
the one hand, culture offers space for deliberation, and it trusts its users:
it does not provide an answer or a solution to anything, it simply offers a
free space. On the other hand, it produces reality, according to Eliasson,

651 Tuymans and Simoens in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 143.

052 Eliasson, “Your Inner We”, 192; quoting Timothy Morton speaking at a conference in
2011.

653 Christov-Bakatgiev in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Domino Conversation”, 155.
654 Mills, “Some Reflections”, 204.

655 Dujardin, “Reinventing Europe”, 230.

656 Dujardin, 237.

657 Eliasson, “Your Inner We”, 193.
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and not just the reality reflected from the deliberations of its trusted users,
but a reality with a specific purpose, namely that of “forg[ing] closer inter-
European relationships without polarising the small ‘we’s against the big
‘we’s”. Culture in this understanding offers an open space for deliberation,
while simultaneously projecting a specific, normative outcome: closer in-
ter-European relationships.

These accounts of culture and the arts and their role in society invoke
an understanding of culture as a means through which complexity is un-
derstood, tolerance induced, and identity formed. Like narrative, culture
and identity formation are thus closely connected. For example, Vassiliou
argues that culture, “as a vector of identity, citizenship and diversity, and
as a vehicle of values, symbols and the imaginary, holds a fundamental, if
sometimes overlooked and often misconstrued, place in the European
project”.ss Eliasson also views culture as a catalyst for identity formation.
“Identity does not simply grow from shared prosperity”, he says, “feelings
of identity and identification with others require culture, history and trust.
If we atre to create a European ‘we’ for the future, we have to include
culture and historical awareness”.s® Lokkegaard sums up the argument:
“This time around, culture is the key word. It’s all about identity [sz] about
who we atre, how we see ourselves, how to live up to and fulfil our role in
the world” e “The original narrative” of peace and prosperity, though still
valid, needs “add-ons” in the shape of culture—identity grows from cul-
ture, not peace and prosperity.

A few contributors are critical of the connection between culture and
identity. Philosopher Jean-Marc Ferry criticises this “inward-looking ‘iden-
tifying identity’ constructed around its spiritual roots and desiring above
all to assert its distinctiveness” and warns against “turning them [heritage
values] into a promotional catalogue to be used as grounds for excluding
anything that is not ‘European’ from a cultural heritage perspective”.sst A
related argument is offered by architect Stefano Boeri. Florence in the
fourteenth century, he argues, was at one and the same time a flourishing
site of cultural exchange and a site of economic depression and looming
civil war, an indication that cultural and economic capital do not neces-
sarily correlate: “That precedent [the Florence example] could help us un-
derstand how Europe today might be able to play, in relation to the world,
the role that Florence played in relation to Europe in the 14t century”.6s2

658 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 34.

659 Eliasson, “Your Inner We”, 193.

660 Lokkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 232.

661 Ferry, “Telos, Nomos, Ethos”, 92-93.

662 Boeri in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 139.
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The role Boeri imagines for Europe is as a “hub for cultural exchanges” 63
and the analogy between Florence and Europe thus becomes a synecdo-
che in which Florence, the face of the Renaissance, is the part that repre-
sents the whole of Europe. In a similar synecdochical relationship between
Europe and the world, Europe can provide the space for the Renaissance
of the world.

At the same time, though, Boeri argues that understanding the situation
in Florence in the fourteenth century can

help us escape from the obsession with European identity—that insistence
on what it means to be ‘European’ is for me one of the weak points of the
Declaration. If you want to strengthen European identity, nothing is more
useless than to focus on European identitylos+

What Boeri’s implicitly argues is that historical awareness about the lack
of correlation between cultural and economic prosperity is key to realising
that cultural prosperity and, by extension, European identity, is not some-
thing the EU can “create” in the same way as it can create integrative
structures for economic prosperity. By calling attention to the obsession,
the insistence that something distinctively European exists, Boeri high-
lights the inherent paradox of constitutive rhetoric: that creating European
identity is a rhetorical endeavour that entails articulating European identity
as an already existing, extra-rhetorical entity. Creating it means presuppos-
ing it. As Jorge Barreto Xavier, then-Secretary of State for Culture in Por-
tugal, says: “We [European citizens| need to tell narratives we believe in,
because if we do not believe in ourselves, how could others possibly do
sO?’665

Whereas the “we” in most of the passages cited—and throughout Mind
and Body—is as versatile as the narrative (ranging from signifying EU citi-
zens or BU politicians to artists and intellectuals), in this passage the “we”
is contrasted to “others”: European citizens must believe in themselves;
otherwise, “others” will not either. Recalling the self-interpellating func-
tion of the constitutive rhetoric in the 1973-declaration and ‘A People’s
Europe’ discussed in the beginning of this chapter, we see a similar func-
tion articulated here: collective identity formation has an internal function
(social cohesion, fostering tolerance) as well as an external (becoming a
credible and united entity in the eyes of others).

663 Boeri in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 139.
664 Boeri in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 139.
605 Xavier, “What Matters Is the Present”, 207.
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Although a few voices in Mind and Body express reservations towards
illusory “great 20th-century narratives”ss and the need for “a grand narra-
tive”’e’— notably both expressed by former citizens of the Eastern bloc—
—narratives are generally understood to be productive. They create mean-
ing, they make their audiences aware of certain relations and interconnec-
tions that they otherwise would not be able to see. Creating a new narra-
tive, then, is understood to be the spark that will hopefully initiate a larger
process of identification and, as a result, cohesion. Narrative acts; it has
performative power.

At the same time, the contributors do not always invoke the same no-
tion when they speak of narrative. It takes many different forms, ranging
from stories in novels and imagery to historiography and grand ideological
narratives, and sometimes narrative is equated with storytelling and thus
describes the specific act of telling stories. It is characteristic, though, that
narrative is primarily discussed through its instrumental function. Itis only
partially valued through its epistemic function: narratives foster the ability
to understand the complexity and hybridity of social and political identity
and display other life situations that would perhaps otherwise be beyond
one’s imagination. But these epistemic functions are appreciated primarily
through their instrumental value: they foster tolerance and social cohesion,
and thus are judged to be essential to European integration and collective
identity formation—not least in light of the lack of popular legitimacy and
increasing contestation of the EU in the national public spheres. Interest-
ingly, we see a very similar pattern when it comes to culture. Likewise,
culture is valued through its epistemic and normative function of enacting
complexity and enabling the understanding and tolerance thereof, but first
and foremost through its instrumental value: to forge European identity.

In this sense, the discourse on European culture in Mind and Body does
not diverge from the direction laid out in earlier discourse and politics of
the EU. Even though culture has an ambivalent status within the EU, and
its specific cultural policies are often confined to different types of funding
(e.g., cultural heritage preservation and audio-visual production), Shore
and Hansen both show how the EU’s cultural policies and the discourse
on European culture date back to ‘A People’s Europe’, invoked specifi-
cally as means of crafting collective identity.6s8 The immense focus on cul-
ture in New Narrative (after all, it is referred to 169 times in Mind and Body)

666 Tusk, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus Cen-
tre, Warsaw, on 11 July 20137, 52.

667 Merkel, “Translation of the Speech Delivered by the Federal Chancellor of Germany at
the Academy of the Arts, Berlin, on 1 March 20147, 118.

668 Hansen, “Europeans Only?”; Shore, “Inventing the ‘People’s Europe™; Shore, “Gov-
erning Europe”; Shore, Buzlding Enrope.
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can thus be read as a rather conservative substitute for socially progressive
political visions.s® What differs, though, from previous initiatives is the
rhetorical agent: where once the EU was the primary agent of this dis-
course, in New Narrative, this discourse circulates among contributors
from the cultural, scientific, and political sectors.

We also see a duality between, on the one hand, culture as a means to
initiate debate, and create uncertainty and doubt and, on the other, as pro-
jecting a specific outcome: closer inter-European relationships. As a result,
when Dujardin says that “artists could be instrumental in enhancing a bot-
tom-up approach towards top EU decision-makers and the whole EU ad-
ministration” s it is questionable how much a bottom-up approach is ac-
tually wanted.o7!

In sum, narrative and culture constitute the primary resources in the
constitutive rhetoric of New Narrative. As Eisenstadt and Giesen posit,
such cultural codes of collective identity invoke an “element of something
unchanging, something sacred . . . in order to cope with the fluidity of
society and the world”.s2 In times of seemingly ominous and permanent
crisis, the idea of a common culture—be that artistic, heritage, norms, or
values—can provide stability and, as I hope to have shown, points of iden-
tification capable of transcending the interests of individual citizens, al-
lowing them to confront the world at once as individual subjects and as
members of a larger community.s73

Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, I have explored the different resources of the EU’s con-
stitutive rhetoric from a diachronic perspective. While the 1973-declara-
tion focused on institutional arrangements of the community, ‘A People’s
Europe’ along with the Maastricht Treaty and the Constitutional Treaty
invoked a “European dimension” of education and sports, which intro-
duced a measure of civil socialisation and physical intertwinement through
literal and metaphorical movement. Symbolic interweaving also plays an
important role in ‘A People’s Europe’ with the proposed and implemented
set of symbols. As the analysis of the EU flag showed, the mythical signi-
fications of the flag communicate both the desire for invatiable presence

669 Privot, “New (Progressive) Narrative”’; Manners and Murray, “End of a Noble Narra-
tive?”, 191.

670 Dujardin, “Reinventing Europe”, 238.

671 T investigate this tension more closely in chapter 6.

672 Eisenstadt and Giesen, “Construction of Collective Identity”, 82.

673 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 139.
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in the shape of transcendence and divinity and the wish to promote open-
ness and diversity. Finally, in New Narrative, the performativity of narra-
tive and culture constitute the primary means of identification. Culture is
not understood as cultural policy, but as a set of (artistic) practices that
embody complexity and diversity and, as a result, induce tolerance and
closer inter-European relationships. Narrative, in turn, makes culture un-
derstandable to EU citizens and helps build European identity on this
foundation. Culture is, in other words, the means through which Euro-
pean identity is crafted and therefore the solution to the perceived omi-
nous crisis. In New Narrative, then, European identity is figured both as
something that needs to be crafted and as something already given. The
material is there; the form is not.

Widening our analytical gaze to include not only text but also the in-
vention of traditions, symbolic representations, and physical encounters
as means of interpellation, allows us to capture various dimensions of con-
stitutive rhetoric.

The second argument of the chapter concentrates on changes in scope
and focus. The change in types of constitutive resources corresponds to a
simultaneous transition from an initial focus on institutional identity to a
focus on collective identity. Gradually, crafting collective identity and a
sense of belonging became “an ‘objective’ in itself”.67 While ‘A People’s
Europe’ aimed to break ground in new areas of policy-making, New Nar-
rative has moved in a different direction by devising the emotional and
physical embodiment of European identity, which is why it promotes cul-
ture as the predominant resource for collective identity formation. We
thus see a transition from an invocation of a European demos to a Euro-
pean ethnos.s” As is clear from the metaphor of the EU as the heart con-
necting and providing a sense of purpose to the many arteries of Europe,
citizens, member states, and the EU as an institution are intertwined and
thus reciprocally constituted.

This change in scope and focus furthermore indicates two constitutive
objectives that we recognize from ‘A People’s Europe™ to draw the con-
tours of the EU as an institution “in the mind of its people” and to weave
its citizens together in a cultural, collective identity. In New Narrative, the
frustration with not being perceived correctly by its citizens persists. New
Narrative might not, as Manners and Murray argue, “constitute a

674 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 89.

675 European demos signifies “the ‘people’ as the collective subject of representation, de-
cision making, and rights” and European ethnos “the ‘people’ as an imagined community
of membership and filiation”. Balibar, We, the Pegple of Europe?, 8.

162



recognisable story of what Europe is for most Europeans”, s but it may
provide a recognisable story for Barroso, Lokkegaard, and many other EU
representatives as well as the scholarly community and thus provide onto-
logical stability to the EU by circulating the same argument in these
spheres. At the same time, the “communication deficit’-argument circu-
lates across time and in different sectors: the citizens do not understand
the EU propetly, and the EU therefore need to communicate better. In
both ‘A People’s Europe’ and New Narrative, although mostly a subject
spoken about, citizens are articulated as a collective subject with power
and responsibility to engage by confirming the self-interpellation, the com-
ing into being, of the EU itself. In this sense, the lack of visibility in the
eyes of the citizens reflects back on the EU: the process of coming into
being, of interpellating itself, hinges on the gaze of its citizens, which is
one reason that constitutive rhetoric is an ongoing endeavour within the
EU whose effect is continuous. Indeed, European identity formation is
just as important as European identity.

In the next chapter, I explore another important resource in the EU’s
constitutive rhetoric: European history. In the EU’s invocations, the past
is figured both as a burden to be relieved from and a Golden Age to revisit
in order to overcome disconnection.

676 Manners and Mutray, “End of a Noble Narrativer”, 191.
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5. An Archive of Glory: Disconnection and
Restoration

If you visit the House of European History, a project initiated by the Eu-
ropean Parliament and situated in the European Quarter in Brussels, your
visit takes you through four floors of European history, ending on the
only floor about the history of the EU.¢7 The museum design in many
ways illuminates how narratives of the past are crafted: they are always
composed in retrospect; the present situation determines what origin and
which events from foundation to the present are appropriate today—the
end determines the beginning.s”s The museum design and content also en-
capsulates the argument made in this chapter: the EU’s constitutive rhet-
oric seeks to create a transhistorical collective subject by drawing on a his-
tory more extensive and more glorious than that of the EU itself.

The three ideological functions of constitutive rhetoric—creating a col-
lective subject, positioning that subject within a transhistorical frame, and
calling upon the subject to act in accordance with the narrative logic con-
structed—are intertwined and reciprocally interdependent.s” This chapter
thus hinges upon and further develops arguments made in the preceding
one. While the previous chapter explored a change in the scope and focus
of European identity and different types of resources put into use in order
to create such a collective identity, this chapter studies how this collective
subject is positioned within a transhistorical frame. Consequently, I ex-
plore the historical natrrative central to the rhetorical construction of a
transhistorical collective subject in the five EU initiatives.

As explained in chapter 2, the collective subject is transhistorical in the
sense that the creation of a past collective subject (Europeans of the past)

¢77 European Union, “House of European History”. Since its opening in May 2017, much
research has been done about the House of European History. For a reception analysis
focusing on the visitors of the museum, see Dupont, “Between Authority and Dialogue™.
For a study on the representation of gender relations in the European history presented in
the museum exhibition, see Ighe, “Never Mind Patriarchy”. And for an exploration of
representations of colonialism and efforts at decolonization in, among others, the House
of European History, see Turunen, “Decolonising European Minds”.

678 Forchtner and Kolvraa, “Narrating a ‘New Europe,”” 382.

679 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 139—41.
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serves as the basis for the existence of a present collective subject (Euro-
peans of the present) and the arguments made on the basis of this exist-
ence. That is, the collective subject is not only constituted but also gains
rhetorical agency in the present moment from the sense that it extends
through time. In this chapter, I further develop this theorisation of the
transhistorical subject by elaborating and exploring this transhistoricity.
The creation of a transhistorical subject does not simply extend through
time; this creation invokes plural temporal imaginaries, and they intersect
in various ways that create different foundations for transhistoricity.

A central argument in this chapter is that the EU initiatives, in different
ways, position EU citizens in a state of disconnection: they have, accord-
ing to the initiatives, been disconnected from the EU and/or from the
European past. Such disconnection is, according to the initiatives, rectified
by reconnecting with different times, places, figures, and ideas in the past.
We therefore need to examine the EU’s historiographical efforts to com-
pose a founding narrative and a new narrative, respectively, and how these
two narratives relate to one another: what are the central sites, epochs,
figures, and ideas of the European past with which EU citizens need to
reconnect? How are these historical resources made available in the con-
struction of a narrative of the European past? How are different origins
and legacies constructed? And what are the political and rhetorical impli-
cations of this historiography?

Central to this chapter are the concepts bistoriography, transhistoricity, and
temporality that are related though not identical. When using the concepts
historiggraphy and historiographical work, I rely on the definition proposed
by Conal Furay and Michael J. Salevouris, who simply state that it is “the
study of the way history has been and is written . . . . When you study
‘historiography’ you do not study the events of the past directly, but the
changing interpretations of these events”.s0 In this sense, historiography
is inevitably political as well as rhetorical: these interpretations are the
foundation of political arguments and action. The same is true when it
comes to constructions of historical relations (historicity) as well as tem-
poral relations (temporality). While Aistoriography is a specific practice, bis-
toricity, according to historian Christopher Clark, denotes “a set of assump-
tions about how the past, the present, and the future is connected”.ss! So,
a collective subject said to be #anshistorical indicates the assumption that
a set of characteristics transcend the boundaries between past, present,
and future. The connection, then, between past, present, and future is one
of consubstantiality. As Maurice Charland explains, transhistoricity

680 Furay and Salevoutis, The Methods and Skills of History, 223.
681 Clark, Tzme and Power, 1.
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signifies the extension of the present into the past, a consubstantiality “be-
tween the dead and the living. . . . Time is collapsed as narrative identifi-
cation occur”.682 Transhistoricity is not ahistorical or atemporal in the
sense that it is beyond the influence of historical events or temporal move-
ment; rather, transhistoricity signifies assumptions about sameness despite
historical events and temporal movement.

Transhistoricity, in other words, indicates assumptions about femporal-
7. Buhre understands temporalities as imaginaries of time and distin-
guishes between three levels of temporality: the material (the distribution
of and, consequently, access to and experience of, e.g., work/leisure/travel
time), the imaginary (the “clusters of connotations” that guide our under-
standings of time), and the rhetorical (specific tropes of time).®$ As Buhre
notes, these levels intersect and are reciprocally constituted.ss Particulatly
relevant to this study are the two latter levels: the imaginary and the rhe-
torical—although the imaginary takes precedence in the artefacts studied.
To grasp these temporal and historiographical aspects of the EU’s consti-
tutive rhetoric requires a close reading of the EU’s rhetorical practices and
the patterns they compose.

Rhetorical Functions of the EU’s Historiography

In this first part of the chapter, I turn to the most important functions of
the EU’s historiography: the politics of time, norms of selection, and dis-
cursive ambiguity. These three functions in different ways enable the his-
torical narrative of Europe and the EU by providing access to a time and
space that extends beyond that of the EU and, consequently, makes pos-
sible the creation of a transhistorical collective subject.

Chronopolitics: The Politics of Time

“The Other is Europe’s past (fragmentation), and those further away from
the center are not defined as anti-Europe, only as less Europe”.s$5 This
often-quoted argument of political scientist Ole Waver indicates that
those less Europe (either decentred or temporally set in the past) can be-
come more Europe. In this way, temporality serves as a political and rhe-
torical tool, what has been termed chronopolitics—the politics of time

682 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”, 140.

683 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 14-16.

684 Buhre, 16.

085 Waever, “Insecurity, Security, and Asecurity”, 100.
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through which certain temporal imaginaries “become implicated in pro-
cesses of decision making” and political thinking.6s

Particulatly relevant to this chapter is the historiographical use of the
past (how the past is depicted and the role it has in relation to the present),
and how this historiography is used in political argumentation. In chapter
2, I discussed Buhre’s and Fareld’s reconceptualisations of Arendtian re-
membrance (anthoritarian ot agonistic) and foundation, both of which are key
concepts in trying to understand present times’ recourse to the past. Ac-
cording to Buhre, institutions turn to the past as a means to become real;
the reality and continued existence of, in this case, the EU, depends upon
“the presence of others who have seen and heard and will remember” .67
Any relation to the past is inherently anachronistic, as both are “rhetori-
cally produced as a trace in the present”.s8 An anachronistic relationship
to the past, then, is not necessarily problematic; if this relationship is plu-
ral, it can be freedom-enabling. It is this latter characteristic that fails to
appear in authoritarian politics of remembrance. In authoritarian remem-
brance, the foundation—or constitutive event, origin (e.g., the birth of
Christ)—is a “beginning for eternity”.6s9

Sara Edenheim similatly views anachronisms as inevitable in historiog-
raphy, the recognition of which serves as a way “to acknowledge the oth-
erness of the past”.e® In her study of temporal claims in Governmental

686 Clark, Time and Power, 14. The notion chrongpolitics has been used most famously by an-
thropologist Johannes Fabian, but before him, George W. Wallis used the notion in his
article “Chronopolitics: The Impact of Time Perspectives on the Dynamics of Change”.
In Fabian’s seminal and at the time of its publication in 1983 much contested book, Tizze
and the Other: How Anthropology matkes its Object, Fabian studies “oppressive uses of time” in
academia. See Fabian, Time and the Other, 2. The central argument Fabian makes is that
anthropology (in 1983) rests on assumptions from the colonial, imperial era that conceived
the West as existing here and now and the Other as existing then and there. He calls this
mechanism a denial of coevalness (cf. the German gleichzeitigkeil) through allochronic dis-
course. As a contrast to anachronism, allochronism is a specific device: “Anachronism
signifies a fact, or statement of fact, that is out of tune with a given time frame; it is a
mistake, perhaps an accident. I am trying to show that we are facing, not mistakes, but
devices (existential, rhetorical, political)”. See Fabian, 32. By calling these devices al-
lochronic discourse, Fabian underlines its intentional, strategic dimension—the temporal
allocation, the strategic devices that places other people in other places and other times. In
this sense, time is political. Fabian, 144.

687 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 150. Buhre quotes Hannah Arendt, The Human Condj-
tion, 204 edition, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998, 95.

688 Buhre, 24.

689 Buhre, 156. Buhre quotes Hannah Arendt, Besween Past and Future: Eight Exercises in Po-
litical thought, rev. edition, edited by Jerome Kohn. New York: Penguin, 2006, 121 as well
as The Promise of Politics, edited by Jerome Kohn. New York: Schocken Books, 2005, 49.
690 Buhre, 24. Buhre draws on Edenheim in her own argument about anachronisms. Buhre,
23-24. See Sara Edenheim, Anakronismen: Mot den bistoriska manin. Glinta hardcore 05. G6-
teborg: Daidalos, 2011.
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White Papers in Sweden,®! Edenheim notes a specific type of anachro-
nism, a “politics of double time”, in which rea/ time and ideal time intersect:
Real time is something that can be off-track,2 a Shakespearean trope we
recognise from Hamlet, who proclaims that “The time is out of joint. O
cursed spite, That ever I was born to set it right!”.e3 Time is unhinged. But
time is also imagined as something progressive, whereby the present is
viewed as a restoration of an incomplete past.©* Hamlet is, albeit against
his will, tasked to “to put things back in order, to put history, the wotld,
the age, the time upright”.e%

Edenheim exemplifies this latter progressive, ideal time with statements
such as “unfortunately there s#/ exists prejudice”,® or in the idea that
some people, societies, or systems are somehow stk in the past, often
iterated in colonial and imperial discourses (about Native Americans, the
Middle East, etc.), but also in statements about countries in Eastern and
Central Europe that have to cazeh #p with the member states of the EU in
order to become viable EU candidates.®” In the context of the artefacts
studied in this thesis, then-president of the European Commission, José
Manuel Barroso, stated in his Nobel Lecture in 2012, which he held with
then-president of the European Council, Herman Van Rompuy: “In the
215t century it is simply unacceptable to see parents powetless as their baby
is dying of lack of basic medical care, mothers compelled to walk all day
in the hope of getting food or clean water”.o% It is another way of saying
that the wortld is not on schedule. Edenheim explains:

From this it is possible to discern a historiography based on determinism
and teleology . . . where legal righteousness always has to be prepared to
step in against the dark forces of ‘untimeliness’ that wishes to delay the
determined path towards (the now already accomplished) perfection.s?

In other words, knowledge belongs to the present; it is the job of the pre-
sent to fix and restore time by discarding phenomena belonging to the
past, such as prejudice and poverty. These examples highlight how linguis-
tic choices such as “still” and “in the 21st century” reflect a progressive
temporal imaginary in which both phenomena rightfully should be a thing

691 From the Swedish: Statens Offentliga Utredningar.

692 Edenheim, ‘“Politics out of Time”, 38.

693 Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act 1, Scene V.

694 Edenheim, ‘“Politics out of Time”, 38.

695 Derrida, Bernd, and Cullenberg, Specters of Marx, 23.

696 Edenheim, “Politics out of Time”, 38.

697 Bottici and Challand, Imagining Europe: Myth, Memory, and ldentity, 76.
698 Barroso and Van Rompuy, “The Nobel Lecture”.

699 Edenheim, ‘“Politics out of Time”, 38.
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of the past, because human kind today &nows better, because that which
comes from “the past in the form of ‘remains’ . . . is not only bad but can
never, according to this logic, inhabit anything but the past”.7 Colonial-
ism, for example, is generally condemned in the EU and beyond, so even
though it does exist in the present, also within the EU, it necessarily has
to be figured as a thing of the past.

Examples of double time exist, then, in the EU’s rhetorical practices as
well. European history is figured both as a trauma in the European mind-
set (real time), which the EU has helped overcome (ideal time), but also as
a resource to mobilize a nostalgic longing for the past—practices of re-
membrance—that extends into the future.

Colonial Traces: Historiographical Exclusions and Inclusions

According to Hansen and Jonsson, the founding narrative of the EU, con-
solidated by and circulated among politicians and scholars alike, is colonial
to its core,! but the EU remains largely silent about this foundation. Af-
rica “is ‘a basket case of absences’ that calls for European presence”,2
and this silence is a commonality in both the founding and the new narra-
tive explored in this study. As the authors argue, colonialism’s role in the
birth of the EU is both completely absent and “a controversial matter in
EU scholarship”.73 The consequences of the EU’s colonial practices and
foundation (manifested in the programme Eurafrica, active during the
1920s—1950s) are “still with us today”.7+ In fact, it could be argued that
colonialism—settler as well as exploitation’s—might be one of the rela-
tively few transhistorical characteristics of Europe. In a way, it unites Eu-
rope and the EU, which is why it should have a place in the EU’s histori-
ography. Instead, it is what Philip Wander has termed the #hird persona:

700 Edenheim, 39.

701 Hansen and Jonsson, Eurafrica.

702 Hansen and Jonsson, 11. Hansen and Jonsson quote Paul Zeleza, “Africa: the changing
meanings of ‘African’ culture and identity”, in Horigons: Perspectives on a Global Aftica, edited
by Elisabeth Abiri and Hakan Thorn, Gothenburg: Museion, Gothenburg University,
2005, 43.

703 Hansen and Jonsson, 13.

704 Hansen and Jonsson, 16.

705 While settler colonialism means that inhabitants from the colonising country settle
down and often take over the colonised land (the United States is a good example), exploi-
tation colonialism signifies the exploitation of inhabitants and resources without emigra-
tion (for example, the Congo and the West Indies). This distinction is common and dates
back to (at least) Rene Mauniet’s The Sociology of Colonies from 1949 (trans. E. O. Lotimer,
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul). It is also problematised by, among others, Krautwurst
on the grounds that it creates theoretically clear lines between practices that, indeed, often
overlap. See Krautwurst, “What Is Settler Colonialism?”.
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What is negated through the Second Persona forms the silhouette of a
Third Persona—the “it” that is not present, that is objectified in a way that
“you” and “I”” are not.”06

In this case, such negation is expressed as that or those “whose presence,
though relevant to what is said, is negated through silence”.”” In contrast
to the second persona (for example, figurations of the EU citizen), the
third persona is found in the “silence of the text”.70s

In the five EU initiatives, colonial silence is pervasive but also, to a
certain degree, expected. The two first initiatives are not preoccupied with
the past, and the two treaties are legal documents and thus the little histo-
riography that is included is restricted to the preambles. Accordingly, apart
from the Article I1-65 of Title I: “Prohibition of slavery and forced labout”
in the Constitutional Treaty, the only initiative that mentions colonialism
and slavery is New Narrative, and it does so mostly through allusions and
euphemisms or in passing that are addressed in this chapter. Thus, while
Hansen and Jonsson focus on the interwar and immediate post-war pe-
riod—prtior to and around the establishment of the EU—I focus rather
on the relation between the founding and the new narrative of the EU in
a contemporary context. However, my analysis attends to what is visible
in the texts, including visible omissions.

Discursive Ambiguity: The EU/Europe/Europa

The EU’s historiography is characterised by a general discursive ambiguity
that allows for the interweaving and separation, respectively, of Europa (a
mythical figure), Europe (a geographical area),’ and the EU (political pro-
ject and institution). The titles of the initiatives—A People’s Europe’,
Constitution for Europe, and New Narrative for Europe—are themselves
examples of such ambiguity; what is meant is the peoples of the European
Community and a constitution as well as a new narrative for the member
states and the citizens of the EU, respectively. This is not necessatily prob-
lematic, but, as I will show, the rhetorical function of such ambiguity not
only makes the past available by turning European history into a histotio-
graphical resource of the EU, but also has political consequences when

706 Wander, “Third Persona”, 209.

707 Wander, 210.

708 Wander, 215.

709 Whether or not Europe is a continent in the geological sense or not is much debated
and a mine field I do not wish to tread; not least, since it is beyond my competences. I will
simply remark that the outer borders of the EU as well as Europe throughout history have
undergone much change (see, for instance, figure 5, chapter 4). I have chosen to use the
term geographical area instead of continent in order to signify this indeterminate nature.
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related to the EU’s external borders (since they differ from Europe’s) and
the question of accountability (Europe or the EU?).

We can understand this ambiguity as a play between meaning and form.
If we recall the two semiological systems (see figure 1, chapter 2) concep-
tualised by Barthes, the Anguistic sign (meaning) and the mythical signifier (form)
occupy the same slot: the linguistic sign is also (potentially) the mythical
signifier. According to Barthes, myth functions through “a sort of rapid
alternation”, a “game of hide-and-seek” between form and meaning. This
alternation allows the mythical signifier to be rooted in the linguistic sign
when needed in order to get “what nature it needs for its nutriment”.710
This game enables us to read the EU sometimes as a /Znguistic sign of the
political institution, sometimes as a mythical signifier of Europe (the mythical
signified). But also, to sometimes read Europe simply as a Znguistic sign of
the geographical landmass, sometimes a mythical signifier of a specific past,
history, culture, values, and the mythological figure of Europa (the mythical
signified). These practices of intertwining and separating, respectively, at
times serve important functions of denoting a broader historical epoch
(when articulating a time before the 1950s, when the Community was not
a reality, at least not in practice) or wider geographical area (when one
needs to speak about the geographical area of Europe and thus denote
something wider than the member states of the EU). Precisely this ambi-
guity allows for the play between the level of language and the level of
myth, and I explore this play in the analysis of the founding and new nar-
rative, respectively.

The discursive intertwining of Europa, Europe, and the EU is com-
mon; in the communication of the EU (e.g., its website, www.europa.cu),
in the wider public and media terminology, but also in the initiatives stud-
ied here, with the exception of the 1973-declaration. Even though “Eu-
rope” in many European languages is actually termed “Europa” (German,
Dutch, Polish, Italian, Spanish, Rumanian, the Scandinavian languages,
and more), the ambiguity between Europa and Europe is often implicit.
Besides from the depiction on the Greek 2-Euro coin, the story of Eu-
ropa’s abduction by Zeus is never fully retold. Her presence in the five EU
initiatives is subtler: in the feminisation and general personalisation of Eu-
rope, which allows for the interweaving of Europa, Europe, and the EU.
The metonymy the EU/Europe, on the other hand, is widespread and
normalised to the extent that it often goes unnoticed, and it is amplified
by the fact that it is paralleled in the naming of other parts and institutions
of the world. One such example is “America”, which is more often than
not used synonymously with “USA”, the same way an American citizen

710 Barthes, Mythologies, 118.
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most often is understood as a citizen of the USA, not of any of the South
or Central American countries or Canada.

This normalisation renders it unimportant if not banal to even notice
the metonymy, and we see this lack of attention in the scholarly literature
as well, with a few exceptions. Claudia Wiesner notes that “most people
(including scholars) rarely distinguish clearly between Europe and the Eu-
ropean Union . . . thus, debating Europe today often means debating the
EU and easily entails a mixture of different rhetorical objects and political
levels”.71 And Garcia notes the involvement of EU institutions in creating
“museums intending to embody EU integration into the history of the
continent”,”12 such as the House of European History mentioned in the
beginning of this chapter. What both of these scholars call attention to are
the implications of the intertwining of Europe and the EU. This ambiguity
creates a link between the EU and Europe which turns Europe into both
a resource in the past and a future ideal for the endeavour of becoming.
While the EU may be futile, Europe does not dismantle as easily—it has
larger transhistorical value. In this chapter, I flesh out these implications
and map the role they play in terms of gaining access to a past and a history
and thus are crucial to the making of a transhistorical collective subject.

Finally, while it is quite clear what is meant with the more specific term
“the EU”, “Europe” is inherently vague: The “word ‘Burope’ has been
used and misused, interpreted and misinterpreted in as many different
meanings as almost any word in any language”.”13 More often than not, the
signification is ambiguous: It can signify the EU, a geographical area, a
mythical figure, an historical political/geographical entity, a future entity,
and so forth. Such discursive slips are easily made, and not always in-
tended. However, the lack of intention does not make it any less interest-
ing to explore how such slips work to open up the gates to a European
past. Some of the most noticeable examples of this mechanism are dis-
cussed in the following part of the chapter.

Constructing an Archive of Glory

The historiographical account in the five EU initiatives materialises
through continuous and performative repetitions of what is known vari-
ously as the EU’s founding narrative and a new narrative for Europe. A hy-
pothesis of various European disconnections articulated in the three latter

711 Wiesner, “Rhetorical Construction of EU-Europe”, 129.
712 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 347.
713 Seton-Watson, “What Is Europe”, 9.
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initiatives expresses a need to exceed the founding narrative and reconnect
through a new narrative that reaches beyond the current constellation of
the EU in time and place. That is, EU citizens have been disconnected
from the political union, from their past, or from each other, and some-
times these disconnections intersect.

This hypothesis is not unfounded. As Garcia notes, “it seems that EU
integration has happened thanks to the lack of involvement of public opin-
ion rather than because of a general consensus”.”# In other words, the
general public was never really invested in European integration—citizens
were always, in a sense, disconnected—and had they been more invested,
integration would probably not have happened as (relatively) smoothly.
Among EU scholars, this disengaged acceptance or passive approval of
European integration is often termed the EU’s “permissive consensus”.715
Although the permissive consensus was for several decades not regarded
as a problem,’1s Sternberg traces the EU’s dissatisfaction with the disen-
gagement of its citizens as early as in the 1970s and 1980s, which is one of
the reasons for the origin of the broader “People’s Europe rhetoric”, dis-
cussed in chapter 3.717 Furthermore, the permissive consensus was not as
permissive as often assumed; dissenting voices did exist both in the politi-
cal and public debate.”s

The EU’s strategies to articulate and counter these various disconnec-
tions differ over time. While ‘A People’s Europe’ directs its attention to-
wards its citizens, “its new reality”, as a way to bridge the perceived gap
between the two parties—to “make Europe come alive for the Europe-
ans”71%—the Maastricht Treaty, Constitutional Treaty, and New Narrative
refocus attention on the disconnections brought about by past division
and conflict. These disconnections and, importantly, the EU’s efforts to
reconnect are central to the founding narrative, but also to the new narra-
tive. In New Narrative, these two disconnections (with the EU and the
past, respectively) are brought together and articulated as interrelated in
that if citizens can once again reconnect with their past and thus reconnect
with themselves, they will be able to see the benefits of the EU as well.

In the following, I begin by scrutinizing the founding narrative centring
on the immediate post-war period and the strategies and resources

714 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 348.

75 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 14.

716 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 348. Garcfa argues that it was the increasing Euro-
scepticism in the late 1990s that caused the EU to worry and thus sets the date much later
than Sternberg.

7 Sternberg, Struggle for EU Legitimacy, 81.

718 Sternberg, 15.

719 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 22.
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employed to preserve and dismantle it, respectively—by the EU, by schol-
ars, and by public discourse exemplified by the Norwegian Nobel Com-
mittee. I end by examining the new narrative and the European heritage
brought to the fore herein. While the founding narrative focuses on the
event of Europe becoming the EU, the new narrative reverses this direc-
tion, turning from the EU to Europe in its search for a transhistorical col-
lective subject. As discussed in the previous chapter, the turn from insti-
tutional towards collective identity formation in the rhetoric of the EU is
particularly evident in New Narrative, and the same is true in terms of
historicizing Europe and Europeans. New Narrative therefore takes a
prominent place in the readings of the EU’s archive of glory.

A Founding Narrative: Representing Peace

The idea of a “founding narrative” of the EU is a recurring topos in the
rhetoric of the EU—along with related topoi such as “founding fathers”
and “peace and prosperity”’—and also a frequent point of reference in the
construction of a new narrative.

The founding narrative is largely stable and normalised, not only within
the EU but also in public and scholatly discourse: the EU is a project of
peace beginning in the immediate post-war period. Peace was achieved
and since then withheld through the union of, first, resources (The Euro-
pean Coal and Steel Union, 1951), then, trade (The European Economic
Community, 1957). Peace and prosperity thus go hand in hand, as the lat-
ter is a precondition of the former; by tying national economies and trade
together, it would be both irrational and unwelcome to wage war against
each other. This narrative is disseminated in the political, public, and
scholarly sphere and thus circulates across both time and spheres.

Not until fairly recently has this narrative been challenged in the schol-
arly community. For example, Manners and Mutray argue that the narra-
tive of peace, the “Nobel narrative”, is only one of several narratives that
attracts different populations, competing narratives being, among others,
the New Narrative for Europe (viewed as a replacement of the “old”),
Economic Europe, Social Europe, and Global Europe. While the peace
narrative served an important function during and immediately after the
Cold War, both to the member countries of the Community and to the
Central and Eastern European countries as an attractive and stable con-
struction, the end of the Cold War and the EU’s inability to take action
and prevent the genocide in Yugoslavia has left “its [the Nobel narrative|
reputation somewhat tarnished, as its central legitimizing role has
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effectively ended”.”? Vincent Della Sala concludes that the founding nar-
rative of peace has worked well for the constitution of the EU, but not for
Europeans, for one, because it is challenged by very similar national nar-
ratives.”?! Miinevver Cebeci maintains that the EU’s view of the past as an
achievement of peace projects a normative model that shapes the EU’s
present peacebuilding/statebuilding activities in a way that depoliticise
fundamentally political questions.’22 And Anthony Pagden finds the not-
mative dimensions of “the regulative idea” that liberal democracies by def-
inition do not wage war against one another—simply because there has
not been war within the EU since its foundation—empirically weak.723 He
still, however, contributes to the circulation and thus preservation of the
narrative of the EU as a peace project: “The founders of what was to be-
come the European Economic Community sought above all to suppress
the horrors of two world wars, initiated by Europeans and fought between
European states and their overseas dependencies”. 24

These “overseas dependencies” or, as they are called in proper EU lan-
guage, “Overseas Countries and Territories”,25 are present-day colonies
within the EU. These are, as Hansen and Jonsson assert, “fundamentally
at odds with the EU’s dominant self-understanding”.¢ This self-

720 Manners and Mutray, “End of a Noble Narrativer”, 188.

721 Sala, “Narrating Europe”.

722 Cebeci, “Representing Peacer” Cebeci uses the terms “peacebuilding” and “statebuild-
ing” in conjunction, because, as she argues, “The EU’s statebuilding efforts have remained
confined to a liberal peace logic”, but “the EU usually refrains from using the term
‘statebuilding’ in its foreign policy discourse and employs the term ‘peacebuilding’ to define
the same set of activities”. See Cebeci, “Representing Peacer”, 295. On the connection
between building peace and building liberal/neoliberal states, see Richmond, Bjorkdahl,
and Kappler, “Emerging EU Peacebuilding Framework”. On the general difference be-
tween statebuilding and peacebuilding, see Richmond, “Failed Statebuilding”. For another
kind of view from the outside, see Natalia Chaban et alia, who argue that the peace narra-
tive is contested among strategic Asian partners and therefore cannot be taken for granted.
Chaban, Miskimmon, and O’Loughlin, “EU’s Peace and Security Narrative”.

723 Pagden, The Idea of Eurgpe, 6—7. For example, Kohli states that “in modern democratic
polities, citizens do well to conceive of their loyalties not as natural and boundless but as
reflexive and conditional. This may be one of the key reasons why democracies have so far
never waged war against each other”. See Kohli, “Battlegrounds of European Identity”,
119. This is, indeed, a truth in need of some modification.

724 Pagden, 7.

725 On the EU Commission’s website, it says: “As a result of Brexit, the number of Over-
seas Countries and Tetritories associated with the EU has been reduced from 25 to 13. As
of 1 February 2020, they are: Aruba (NL), Bonaire (NL), Curacio (NL), French Polynesia
(FR), French Southern and Antarctic Territories (FR)*, Greenland (DK), New Caledonia
(FR), Saba (NL), Saint Barthélemy (FR), Sint Eustatius (NL), Sint Maarten (NL), St. Pierre
and Miquelon (FR), Wallis and Futuna Islands (FR)” See European Commission, “Over-
seas Countries and Tertitories”.
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understanding is upheld by the scholarly community in its failure to scru-
tinise the colonial archive,?” including the EU’s official story and the strat-
egies employed to keep it intact—historiography being one of the most
important such strategies. The peace narrative, then, both contrasts and
neglects the colonial project that, according to Hansen and Jonsson, was
just as foundational to the constitution of the EU as was the wish for
continual peace.

If we turn to the rhetoric of the EU, the founding narrative is first and
foremost focused on the origin and foundation of the EU in the immedi-
ate post-war period and thus the EU’s quest for enduring peace: “What
has been achieved until now [1985] in Europe has been the work of those
who experienced the horrors and destruction of war”.70 Therefore, the
transcendence of these horrors is a salient part of the founding narrative:

The Nine European States might have been pushed towards disunity by
their history and by selfishly defending misjudged interests. But they have
overcome their past enmities and have decided that unity is a basic Euro-
pean necessity to ensure the survival of the civilization which they have in
common.’?

Here, the 1973-declaration draws a clear line between before and after,
marked by the overcoming of past enmities and the decision to strive to-
wards unity.

This effort to establish a ground zero is a general trait throughout the
five initiatives, although with different ideas of temporal unfolding: one of
continuity, and one of rupture. The Maastricht Treaty and the Constitu-
tional Treaty articulate rupture as caused by past division. In the Maas-
tricht Treaty, the member states are “RECALLING the historic im-
portance of the ending of the division of the European continent”,”3! and
in the Constitutional Treaty, Europe is “reunited after bitter experi-
ences”,2 and “the peoples of Europe are determined to transcend their
former divisions and, united ever more closely, to forge a common des-
tiny”.73 As a result, division is both articulated as something Europeans
have already left behind (the divisions are “former”), and as something that
Europeans should leave behind: they are determined to transcend them.
Bitter experiences and division represent specific moments of rupture in

727 Hansen and Jonsson, 35.

728 Hansen and Jonsson, 4.

729 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 18.

730 Commission of the European Communities, “Declaration on European Identity”, 119.
731 Council of the European Communities, “Treaty on European Union”, 3.

732 European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 9.

733 European Communities, 9.
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the past, and they can be preserved in the past if these experiences are
transcended. The disconnection can—in progressive, ideal time—be rem-
edied.

At the same time, the historical account of Europe’s violent past is
characterised by continuity. The Maastricht Treaty marks this focus with
verbs such as confirming attachment, enbancing further, to strengthen, reaffirm,
and continue;3* the Constitutional Treaty describes continuity as drawing in-
spiration from the past, to continune along the path of civilisation, and to 7e-
main an open continent.”s As in the 1973-declaration, in which it was de-
cided to strive towards unity instead of division, both treaties highlight the
acts of decision-making and determination: the peoples of Europe are de-
termined to transcend previous division, and Europe “intends to continue
along the path of civilisation, progress and prosperity’.73

These examples show how the two World Wars and the Holocaust are
constructed as ruptures in an otherwise continuous and progressive path
of civilisation. Rather than articulating war and genocide as recurrent
events or the concentration camp as the continuation of the historical de-
velopment of the modern sovereign state,” in the EU’s rhetoric the two
World Wars and the Holocaust constitute an extraordinary break from
history. This double construction of rupture and continuity enables the
EU to assert itself as a peace project. As Cebeci argues, the fact that the
EU has achieved internal peace in the past is the key factor in the con-
struction of the EU as representing universal peace. Cebeci argues that
this founding narrative “helps dissociate it [the EU] from its past of violent
conflicts and colonialism”.738 In this way, positioning WWI and II as rup-
tures in European history enables the “representing peace”-narrative,
which, in turn, enables the EU’s position as a normative model and actor
for others to imitate, which legitimises present policies of peacebuilding
in accordance with this specific model.

Distinguishing the EU from Europe/Europa

Turning to New Narrative, the main purpose of creating a new narrative
is the fact that citizens have forgotten the founding narrative: They have
forgotten the raison d’étre of the EU (to prevent war from happening again)
and are now repeating past mistakes (nationalism in the face of economic

734 Council of the European Communities, “Treaty on European Union”, 3—4.

735 European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 9.

736 European Communities, 9. My emphasis.

737 Agamben, Homo Sacer, § 7, part 3.

738 Cebeci, “Representing Peace?”, 300. As Cebeci notes, this function is particularly evi-
dent in cases of “contested statehood” such as Kosovo where the EU has been a peace-
building/statebuilding actot.
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recession) because they are swayed by populism. This is the argument
stated by Barroso at the project launch and circulated in Mind and Body.7
The disconnection between the EU and its citizens is thus grounded in a
lack of memory of the two World Wars and the Holocaust, which is why
citizens must be reminded of these events and the social, political, and
cultural context within which they took place—“reminding people—es-
pecially the people who take it all for granted—of the historical path trav-
elled by the European integration process, of recalling that Europe is at
heart a peace narrative”.740

The discursive ambiguity between Europe, Europa, and the EU is cen-
tral to this peace narrative as it is told in the New Narrative declaration.
Both Europe/Europa and the EU are personified and as such ascribed the
agency to be the driving force of war and the agent leading the way to
peace, respectively. As mentioned, apart from the depiction on the Greek
2-Euro coin (figure 7), the story of Europa’s abduction by Zeus from
Phoenicia to Crete and her life on Crete, her role as mother of future King
Minos, and so on, is never fully retold. Her presence in the five EU initi-
atives is subtler: in the feminisation and general personalisation of Europe
that allows for the interweaving of Europa, Europe, and the EU.

Figure 7. The abduction of Europa by Zeus, on the Greek 2-Euro coin.

In the New Narrative declaration, agency is enacted in a triangular rela-
tionship among these three parties, dramatised in a story about the Euro-
pean integration project and another mythical figure, the bird Phoenix:

The European integration project was born like a Phoenix out of the ashes
of two world wars. A hundred years ago, Europe lost its soul on the bat-
tlefields and in the trenches. Later, it damned itself with its concentration
camps and with the totalitatian systems associated with extreme national-
ism . . .. Since the World War II, however, the ideal of a Europe united by

739 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”; Barroso in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol,
“Domino Conversation”, 165-66; Letta, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister
of Ttaly at ISPI, Milan, on 9 December 2013”; Gescinska, “Intellectuals, Populist Rhetoric”.
740 Quaedvlieg-Mihailovic in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 137.
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the principle of mutual respect and the values of freedom and democracy
has brought redemption. Europe’s soul has been restored. Today the Eu-
ropean integration process stands against all forms of war.741

According to myth, the Phoenix is a bird (figure 8) continually reborn and
arising from the ashes of its predecessor, existing only one at a time. The
Phoenix is often depicted with a halo taken to indicate its connection to
the sun, an attribute we recognise in Christian iconography (e.g., on the
Virgin Mary, as discussed in chapter 4), but which was well-established in
ancient Greek religion and myth, for example in descriptions of heroes in
the l/iad* and depictions of Greek deities such as Poseidon and Apollo.3

Importantly, the Phoenix arises not out of the ashes belonging to some-
one or something else; it arises out of the ashes of itself and thus keeps its
identity intact; it is a rebirth not of something new, but of what (always)
was. Therefore, in ancient Greek mythology and in Christian symbolism,
the Phoenix is a symbol of continuity: “The phoenix could symbolize re-
newal in general as well as the sun, Time, the Empire . . ., life in the
heavenly Paradise, Christ, Mary, virginity, the exceptional man, and certain
aspects of Christian life”.7+

741 Deventer et al., “Declaration,” 127.

742 In the I/iad (book V, trans. Alexander Pope), Diomedes is crowned with a helm of
“celestial lightnings™:

“But Pallas now Tydides’ soul inspires,

Fills with her force, and warms with all her fires,

Above the Greeks his deathless fame to raise,

And crown her hero with distinguish’d praise.

High on his helm celestial lightnings play,

His beamy shield emits a living ray;

The unwearied blaze incessant streams supplies,

Like the red star that fires the autumnal skies,

When fresh he rears his radiant orb to sight,

And, bathed in ocean, shoots a keener light”.

743 E.g., the mosaic “the Chariot of Poseidon”, 2nd century, Bardo National Museum, in
Tunis, Tunisia, and Apollo is depicted with a halo in a Roman floor mosaic the 20d century
in the Archaeological Museum Thysdrus in El-Jem, Tunisia.

744 Broek, Myth of the Phoenix, 9.
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W,

Figure 8. The Phoenix, Friedrich J. Bertuch’s Bilderbuch fiir Kinder, 1806.

Given this symbolism, the Phoenix alludes to a personified Europe as
the cause of war and destruction, underscored by the Phoenix bursting
into flames, which is not the result of external events, but of its own doing:
the Phoenix sets itself on fire. Likewise, the two World Wars were not
inflicted upon Europe but were its own doing. In this conceit, the Phoenix
is reborn as the new Europe. Therefore, the Phoenix also alludes to the
EU. Accordingly, a close connection between Ewurope and the Eurgpean in-
tegration project is articulated as they are both symbolised by the Phoenix,
but if we turn our attention to the agency projected in this narrative, they
are also distinct from one another: the European project is a product of
Europe, but it is Europe that loses its soul and condemns itself. The Eu-
ropean integration project rises from the ashes, brings redemption and
rebuilds Europe’s soul. Europe has sinned, but is redeemed through ideals
of freedom and democracy, enabled by the political project, a reading
which is supported by the shift from active to passive modus: “Europe
lost its soul” = “BEurope’s soul has been restored” (by something other
than itself). Animated as this mythical bird, the European integration pro-
ject is the project capable of creating continuous peace in Europe. The
EU is viewed not as the continuation of history, but breaking with history,
initiating a new beginning. This is the weak link of the analogy: the Phoe-
nix will, at some point, burst into flames once again. The separation of the
EU from Europe means that when it happens, this fire will be the work
of Europe, not the EU. But since the EU is dependent on Europe as its
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primary resource, the interweaving of the two, both animated as the Phoe-
nix, at the same time blurs this distinction.

The personification of Europe in this narrative can be interpreted as an
analogy to the mythical figure Europa who, like Europe, exemplified ex-
cessive behaviour. Picking flowers is, as Susan Deacy notes, “an activity
with strong sexual overtones, associated with imminent exposure to male
sexuality”,”» and she does so in the unordered spaces of the meadows and
the wild, antithetical to the polis, which makes them sites of divergent sex-
uality.# But, as James E. Robson reminds us, young women like Europa
are reintegrated into society after their fall:'# Europa marries the Cretan
king Asterius, who adopts her children by Zeus. Likewise, in the story of
the Phoenix, Europe is reintegrated into the world order through mortifi-
cation and/or victimage: the EU—the integration project—rtises from the
ashes like a Phoenix and saves Europe/Europa, synecdoches of the Eu-
ropean populations: crucial to the project, but also self-destructive, or,
fiery.

Kenneth Burke’s notions of guilt and redemption help explain the pro-
cess of redemption we see in this drama. He writes that

the negativistic principle of guilt implicit in the nature of order combines
. . . the principles of thoroughness (or “perfection”) and substitution that
are characteristic of symbol systems in such a way that the sacrificial prin-
ciple of victimage (the “scapegoat”) is intrinsic to human congregation.’

In other words, guilt is the result of a disruption of the social order. Such
guilt, in whatever form it appears (tension, anxiety, fear), is debilitating to
society which therefore needs to be redeemed from this guilt. Redemption
happens either through mortification or through victimage, the latter of
which is a process of substitution and externalisation; substituting own
guilt with that of a scapegoat, thus simultaneously externalising this guilt.
Hereby, it becomes possible to rid society of this particular guilt (symbol-
ically but also physically, exemplified with the Holocaust). This process
will, however, repeat itself, as this cycle is “intrinsic to human congrega-
tion”.

745 Deacy, “Vulnerability of Athene”, 45.

746 Robson, “Bestiality and Bestial Rape”, 77. Robson further argues that in the ancient
Greek world order gods may give into lust (Zeus had 100+ sexual partners), whereas hu-
mans may not which is why Zeus’s abduction and rape is not excessive or divergent—in
contrast to Europa’s part in this sexual meeting. See Robson, 82. For an extensive list of
Zeus’s partners, see Burkert, Greek Religion, 128-29.

747 Robson, “Bestiality and Bestial Rape”, 77.

748 Burke, “Dramatism”, 342.
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Returning to the passage about Phoenix, Europe/Europa, and the EU,
this process of redemption likewise works by means of both mortification
and victimage. On the one hand, the separation between Europe and the
European integration project is a way of externalising guilt by assigning
Europe blame. On the other hand, though, a complete substitution and
externalisation is not possible as Europe is fundamental to the European
integration project. Therefore, we also see a process of mortification
through expressions of self-damnation and the losing of one’s soul.

In this sense, the guilt expressed through mortification is related to Al-
thusser’s notion of guilt in the act of interpellation: the subject turns
around in self-recognition and/or guilt, which in Althusset’s case, as But-
ler argues, is first and foremost religious guilt, compelled by conscience
and/or a desire to be:™ through mortification, the subject receives a name,
it is interpellated. In the analogy between the Phoenix and the EU, the EU
names the guilty party (Europe), which is at one and the same time an
object of victimage and mortification, part of itself and extrinsic to it. Eu-
rope is left behind and reborn at the same time.

A crucial component in this circle, not addressed by Burke, is for-
giveness. As Fareld argues, forgiveness in Arendtian terms is conditioned
by the act of remembering, not forgetting, and it “has the power of termi-
nating something that otherwise would continue in infinity”.7s0 Forgiving
through remembering enables starting anew—again: Europe is forgiven,
reintegrated, and rises again as the new Phoenix, a process that throughout
is represented as an internal dynamic between Europe and the integration
project. In the Phoenix analogy as composed in the New Narrative decla-
ration, however, remembrance is not enacted in order to engage in a plural
relationship with the past; rather, redemption fills the function of dissoci-
ating the EU from its violent and imperialist past;75! to construct through
fragmentation Burope’s past as the Other.752 In relation to Cebeci’s cti-
tique of the EU’s founding narrative as representing peace, this process of
victimage and mortification thus gains a new meaning. The redemption
offered by victimage and mortification is no longer simply a part of the
process of healing society, but a stepping stone to the representation of
the EU as a normative exemplum for the future and for other parts of the
world that legitimises present policies of peacebuilding in those areas.

749 Butler, “Conscience Doth Make Subjects”, 10-12.

750 Fareld, “Temporalt ansvar”, 149. Quotes Arendt, Manniskans villkor. Vita activa, trans.
Joachim Retzlaff (Géteborg: Daidalos 1998), 240. From the Swedish: “Forlatelsen har kraf-
ten att ‘avsluta nigot som annars skulle fortsitta i det odndliga™”.
751 Cebeci, “Representing Peacer”, 300.

752 Waever, “Insecurity, Security, and Asecurity”, 100.
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If we explore the broader context of the New Narrative initiative, the
personification of Europe with a soul to lose appears as a general frame
of understanding. On March 3, 2014, two days after the New Narrative
declaration was presented, Barroso gave a speech at a conference called
“A Soul for Europe” in honour of an eponymous EU project, launched
in 2004. In Barroso’s speech, he referred to the New Narrative initiative
and declaration, and encouraged the audience to read and engage with the
declaration. Furthermore, in her contribution in Mind and Body,
Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢ cites “A Soul for Europe” as one of many plat-
forms meant to promote New Narrative.’> Going back one year, Barroso
stated in his New Narrative launch speech that “Europe calls on you be-
cause we cannot let people think that Europe is technocratic or bureau-
cratic. Europe has a soul, and that soul is its civilisation in all its rich crea-
tivity, its unity in diversity and, even, its contradictions”.7s+

Notably, this more general personification of Europe strikes a religious
tone in the New Narrative declaration (Europe has lost its soul only to be
redeemed and have its damaged soul restored) in conjunction with the
image of the EU in the role of the saviour. The thought of losing one’s
soul appears in three of the four gospels of the New Testament, here the
Authortised King James Version (AV):

For whosoever will save his life shall lose it; but whosoever shall lose his
life for my sake and the gospel’s, the same shall save it. For what shall it
profit a man, if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul?75

In the New Revised Standard Version (NRSV), the last phrase, “lose his
own soul”, is replaced with the phrase “forfeit their life”.7¢ This change
from soul to life displays a general affinity between life and soul in the
different translations of the Bible into English, but also in Greek, as in
each instance, life/soul is translated from the Greek psyche (Yvyn), meaning
spitit, soul, or breath. The passage is often interpreted as a dissociation
between a finite life in the material world and an eternal life in the city of
God, in the words of Saint Augustine.’” Those who believe in God, and
follow the values and norms laid out by his gospel may die, but live on in
the heavenly realm. Those who care only for their earthly life die—or lose
their soul.

753 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towards Europe’s New Renaissance”, 121.

754 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”, para. 30.

755 Matrk 8:35-36 AV. Versions of these verses appear in Matthew 16:25-26 and Luke
9:24-25 as well.

756 Mark 8:35-36 NRSV.

757 Augustine and Merton, City of God.
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In the New Narrative declaration, God has been replaced by the Euro-
pean integration project in the figure of the reborn Phoenix as the idea
transcending individual human beings, the idea that has restored Europe,
redeemed its peoples, and thus given back life and soul to Europe. In this
way, the EU is figured as a transcendent, invariable presence, in much the
same way as we saw in analysis of the myth of the EU flag in the previous
chapter. However, through the discursive ambiguity between the EU and
Europe specific to this engagement with the past, the character of Europe
is ambivalent almost to the point of incongruency: Europe/Europa is, on
the one hand, that which needs to be transcended; on the other, Eu-
rope/Europa functions as a gateway to a much larger context and history
than the specific political union: Europe as a transhistorical idea, soul, and
population.ss

Restoring or Replacing the Foundation?

As I hope to have illustrated, the founding narrative plays an important
role in the EU’s constitutive rhetoric as the story of its inception. It centres
on the immediate post-war period and the motivation to end war and the
quest for enduring peace. But while none of the rhetorical agents in the
initiatives explored here would disregard its importance, we see divergent
opinions as to its significance today. Some contributors wish for a resto-
ration of the founding narrative of peace. For example, Sneska
Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢, Secretary-General of the cultural heritage organi-
sation Europa Nostra and member of the New Narrative cultural com-
mittee, states that “the entire European project . . . is a project for and
about peace” and finds it necessary to recall “that Europe is at heart a
peace narrative, a narrative about solidarity, mutual prosperity and, not
least, about culture and a shared heritage”.”® This is why it is important to
repair the disconnection with the European values:

758 Forchtner and Kelvraa notes a very similar religious streak in a speech by Romano
Prodi in 2003 when he was the president of the European Commission called Europe: The
Dream and the Choices. Prodi states: ““Never again’, said the founding fathers of Europe, and
meant it, and so it was”. As the two authors write, “On the one hand, ‘Never again’ (line
5) has—against the background of the Holocaust—become a rallying cty against contem-
poraty anti-Semitism and evil in general. On the other, lines 5-6 contain an implicit biblical
reference as Prodi aligns with the basic sentence structute of the story of Genesis (1:3), in
which each account of an act of creation is introduced by the words ‘God said” and con-
cluded by ‘and so it was™’. In much the same way as the personification of Europe and the
discursive ambiguity between the EU/Europe, this teference to the story of the Genesis
indicates “the sacredness of the founding fathers, making them the secular saints of the
Union”. Forchtner and Kolvraa, “Narrating a ‘New Europe,” 390.

759 Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢ in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 137.
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There’s been a lot of discussion about disconnectedness. . . . [I]t’s been
used to pinpoint a disconnect between the EU and its citizens. When we
were sort of working with this document [the New Narrative declaration],
however, we had a different sort of disconnectedness in mind: our guiding
sense was that there is, in Europe and especially in its political leadership,
a disconnect with the values that are at the core of the European narra-
tive.760

In other words, returning to the founding narrative and its core values of
peace, solidarity, and prosperity is crucial in order for the EU citizens to
reconnect, with each other and with the EU. Likewise, former prime min-
ister of Slovenia Alenka Bratusek asserts that

Drafting a new narrative for Europe means we are recreating the moment
in which the idea of a European Union was created. Its founding fathers
wanted to build a better Europe — because they knew that war was not
the answer. They dared to translate their dreams into reality. Peace became
an absolute objective, cooperation a daily mission.s!

She ends her speech with an encouragement to not give up in times of
difficulty, instead “we should look forward, always reviving anew the spirit
of the founding fathers of the European Union”.72 This wish to return to
the moment of one’s own foundation, to recreate the moment, to revive
the spirit of the founding fathers, is contrasted to contributions that stress
the fact that the founding narrative, at least partially, has lost its funda-
mental attraction. Economist and member of the cultural committee
Tomas Sedlacek states that “war and peace were the issue in the old nar-
rative. Thankfully, this is no longer the case: we now consider peace some-
thing normal and natural”, and concludes: “The original intent of the
founding fathers of the EU is fulfilled”.7s> Peace is “normal and natural”,
it is “standard” and “automatic”, “not a goal but a starting point; so are
freedom and trade”.764

Journalist and cultural committee member Per Nyholm makes similar,
and rather bold, arguments, such as the following: “In the 21st century,
war in Europe is no longer an option”,’ss which he justifies by arguing that
when “Europeans encounter problems”, they will be solved through dis-
cussion, not war: “Through the EU, we have made the transition from

760 Quaedvlieg-Mihailovic in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 136-37.

761 Bratusek, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Slovenia at ISPI, Milan, on
9 December 2013, 82.

762 Bratusek, 84.

763 Sedlacek, “Europe: Hidden in Plain Sight”, 191.

764 Sedlacek, 191.

765 Nyholm, “Denmark in Europe”, 42.
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canons to coffee tables”.766 These arguments are enabled by a conflation
of Europe and the EU throughout his text. By Europe, he de facto means
the EU, which he also terms “the Europe that works”.7s” The allusion to
Habermas (also one of the contributors to Mind and Body) in the transition
from canons to coffee tables, underscores the conflation of area and insti-
tution by drawing on a much-idealised and normative view of a European
public sphere of the eighteenth century. Consequently, the Europe in
question signifies not simply the EU in its present form, but becomes a
mythical signifier of a Europe that extends beyond the present moment:
“This Europe is a never-ending story, and the unification of its many peo-
ples, cultures and traditions will take time, possibly the rest of the 21st
century’’.768

Some of those who find the founding narrative outdated articulate a
need for something new, something that can attract younger generations.
According to then-Commissioner Androulla Vassiliou,

in the aftermath of World War II, the European founding fathers worked
to build a community of people . . . in order to make peace an irreversible
feature of Europe. . . . The power of western [sz] Europe’s founding nar-
rative has, almost unsurprisingly, started to fade as the terrible story and
pain of World Wars I and II started fading from our collective memory.76?

Vassiliou proposes instead, in rather vague terms, a new vision, a new nar-
rative, and a new legitimacy.770

In this way, the founding narrative in Mind and Body refers to an origin
and a specific set of principles that are both given value and deemed out-
dated. It is thus problematised in a double sense: the founding narrative is
regarded as valuable but has been neglected and fallen out of the collective
memory even as it is viewed as outdated. It was a rightful place to begin,
but has already been achieved and is thus less compelling today.

Others are more ambivalent about the state of the founding narrative.
In his launch speech, Barroso seeks a “fresh impetus”: “We must also rec-
ognise that, while our Europe arose 60 years ago from the reconciliation
between long-standing enemies, it must now find a fresh impetus in a new
rapprochement”.”! The notion of “our Europe” is worth noting, as he
uses the same expression in his introduction to Mind and Body:

766 Nyholm, 42.

767 Nyholm, 42.

768 Nyholm, 43.

769 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 35.

770 Vassiliou, 34, 36.

771 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”, para. 16.

186



Tearing down walls and building bridges has been our European story for
the last six decades. We tore down the walls of mistrust, extreme nation-
alism and hatred, which had led to two world wars and to the worst gen-
ocide of the 20th century. And we built bridges. Working together, we
have forged a new type of Union. A Union built on the shared values of
peace, democracy, respect for human dignity and justice. That is the
founding narrative of the European Union: to make war impossible
among us by coming together through economic integration.”72

Statements about “our Europe” and “our European story” function on
two levels. They denote a demarcation of the member states of the EU in
relation to Europe as a wider geographical area. But they also function as
mythical signifiers of something more: an attitude towards each other, a
wish for reconciliation, underlined by the idea of a “new rapprochement”,
which indicates a previous rapprochement: we had the ability to reconcile
before; we will be able to do it again. The second paragraph highlights
similar traits: the ability to work together, tear down walls, and build
bridges—this is the work of “our Europe”. In much the same way as the
Phoenix analogy, “our Europe” and “our European story” exemplifies a
discursive ambiguity that demarcates the boundaries between the EU and
Europe while simultaneously intertwining the two. Barroso could simply
have said “the EU”—so why does he not? The key is found in the pro-
nouns we/onr. Had he said that the EU built bridges and tore down walls,
worked together and forged a new union, the message would, at best, be
judged as slightly arrogant. Declaring that »e built bridges and tore down
walls, that we worked together and forged a new union allows Barroso to
speak on behalf of not only EU supporters but also a wider range of citi-
zens from old, new, and pending member states and to attribute all of
these values and achievements to all of them.

Barroso continues to dwell on the importance of the values and
achievements to “our European story”, arguing that we must not take
them for granted. However, “without calling into question the validity of
the European Union’s founding narrative, as a political project aimed at
ensuring peace in Burope through economic integration, we should still
ask: is that enough?”. He answers by saying that we need “to move beyond
that”.73 The founding narrative is, in other words, still valid and useful,
but needs to be amended.”

772 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 21-22.

773 Barroso, 23.

774 Another example of this ambivalent relationship with the founding natrative is found
in the contribution of Michal Kleiber, who addresses “the overwhelming need to create a
natrative that rightly interprets the past and successfully translates it into a prosperous
future. Our strength lies in our past contributions and our contemporary ability, through
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Accordingly, even if many of the contributors find it to be outdated
and seek a new narrative, none except one contributor questions the peace
narrative as the EU’s founding narrative. During the round table debate
on May 21, 2014, in which the New Narrative declaration was debated,
Ritter turns to the section about the two World Wars and criticises the
idea that war should be a thing of the past:

I don’t see that. I see that the European Union, the member counttries, are
still very much involved in war. It is true that they may not be waging war,
but they are selling weapons. There is, then, an indirect connection be-
tween the EU and the escalation of war situations outside of our so-called
safe territory.”’s

Ritter refuses to recognise the dividing line between a before and after war
and instead insists on a different kind of continuity than the one otherwise
professed (to reaffirm values, to continue the path of civilisation, retrace
the routes of European forefathers); the continuity Ritter insists on is a
continuity of war. She views neither the two World Wars nor the enduring
peace sought for by the EU as ruptures in history; war continued, and
peace was never an irreversible fact.

Ritter’s intervention receives no response, and the EU’s contemporary
involvement in war on foreign territory or weapon production’s is not
brought up elsewhere in the publication.””” The only exception is then-
German chancellor Angela Merkel, who similarly highlights how the mo-
tive of peacebuilding within Europe remains relevant:

Many people say that the peace mission has been accomplished. . . . How-
ever, we also know that the last war on our continent took place less than
a generation ago—indeed, in the western Balkans, we are still trying to

art and science, to concentrate on the pursuit of wisdom and beauty, not destruction and
violence”. See Kleiber, “Humanistic and Scientific Sources”, 100. Kleiber is keenly focused
on the present and the future, and believes that the past is useful on the condition that it
is useful to future endeavours. The “pursuit of wisdom and beauty” is, “destruction and
violence” is not. This seems, according to Kleiber, to be the “right” interpretation.

775 Ritter in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 134.

776 The weapon production in EU member states in the years 2015-2019, including the
UK, holds a market shate of 26% of the global weapon export, which places the EU at
second place worldwide, only surpassed by the United States. See Kobes¢ak Smodis and
European Patliament, “EU Arms Exports”.

777 Responses and other such interventions may have taken place during the live debates,
which were edited for the purpose of the publication of Mind and Body. The debate on May
21, 2014, in which Ritter participated, lasted for two hours and the editors therefore “ex-
tracted a series of interventions that, between them, are representative of the range of
reactions, positive and negative, offered that day”. Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, Mind and
Body of Eurgpe, 132.
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ensure lasting peace. We have to continue to stand up resolutely against
extremism and inhumanity, which unfortunately are still present in today’s
Europe.7

In contrast to the general narrative in which war signified a time out of
joint in the past meant to be unthinkable today, Merkel and Ritter both
insist that time is still out of joint, that inhumanity is “still present in to-
day’s Europe”.7 As such, this narrative breaks with the politics of double
time in which the present has restored ideal time. But in fact, though, the
time of restoration has simply been moved from the present to the future.
To Merkel, this restoration is a collective, political responsibility of the EU
marked by a going forward and outward: “For peace in the western Bal-
kans—and this must be said—can only be ensured via the promise of Eu-
ropean Union membership”.7s0 Merkel’s speech thus coheres with the
founding narrative in general: the “representing peace”-narrative reaches
beyond the past and into the present and future in Europe and elsewhere.

In sum, although none of the contributors opposes either the content
of the founding narrative (representing peace) or its importance in terms
of collective identity formation, its status in New Narrative is ambivalent
(should it be restored or replaced?). The predominant view in the EU ini-
tiatives, most notably New Narrative, is that the EU/Europe is finished
with violence and war and has entered a state of peace, which indicates a
readiness to move forward, to continue the story, as Barroso phrases it.
At the same time, we see a turn to the initial founding purpose in order to
articulate visions of eternity: “to make peace an irreversible feature of Eu-
rope”7st and “to make war impossible among us”.7s2

Exterior Validation of the Founding Narrative

In the same way as the scholarly literature, public discourse functions as
exterior validation of the EU’s founding narrative. The latter is perhaps
most clearly and publicly manifested by the Norwegian Nobel Committee
(NNC) who in 2012 awarded the EU the Nobel Peace Prize. The awarding
of the prize corroborates that the quest for peace was and still is founda-
tional to the EU and provides substance to the argument that the EU has
succeeded in this endeavour:

778 Merkel, “Translation of the Speech Delivered by the Federal Chancellor of Germany at
the Academy of the Arts, Berlin, on 1 March 20147, 114.

779 Merkel, 114.

780 Merkel, 115.

781 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 35.

782 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 22.
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The union and its forerunners have for over six decades contributed to
the advancement of peace and reconciliation, democracy and human
rights in Europe. . . . The dreadful suffering in World War IT demonstrated
the need for a new Europe. Over a seventy-year period, Germany and
France had fought three wars. Today war between Germany and France
is unthinkable.783

The NNC chairman Thorbjern Jagland further states that the NNC
wishes to “call to mind what the European Union means for peace in Eu-
rope”, because “what this continent has achieved is truly fantastic, from
being a continent of war to becoming a continent of peace. In this process
the European Union has figured most prominently”.7+ In accordance with
the Phoenix analogy, the EU is figured as the agent responsible for setting
the time straight: the EU has turned the world on its head and restored
ideal time.

In much the same way as the contributions in Mind and Body, peace is
represented in a double sense in the NNC’s rhetoric: The EU both repre-
sents (vertreten) and re-presents (darstellen) peace, internally as well as exter-
nally. The prospect of becoming a member of the union is a driving force
in the work for peace, democracy, and human rights which, in turn, means
following the model laid out. This was so after the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, when “the new democracies, too, wished to become parts of the
West, militarily, economically and culturally. In that connection member-
ship of the EU was a self-evident objective”.”ss Moreover, “the admission
of Croatia as a member next year, the opening of membership negotiations
with Montenegro, and the granting of candidate status to Serbia all
strengthen the process of reconciliation in the Balkans” in the same ways
as “in the past decade, the possibility of EU membership for Turkey has
also advanced democracy and human rights in that country”.7ss This view
of the EU as the normative model is encapsulated in the Jagland’s final
words: “Congratulations to Europe. In the end we decided to live to-
gether. May other continents follow”.s” The fact that the situation in Tur-
key today looks very different—both in terms of democracy and human
rights and the status of their membership—only highlights the indetermi-
nacy of “the end” to which Jagland pledges. Unfortunately, recent tensions
in the Balkans might indicate a similar development.

783 The Norwegian Nobel Committee, “Nobel Peace Prize 2012 Press Release”, para.
1-2.

784 Jagland, “The Nobel Peace Prize 2012 Ceremony Speech”, para. 51.

785 Jagland, pata. 26.

786 The Norwegian Nobel Committee, “Nobel Peace Prize 2012 Press Release”, para. 4.
787 Jagland, “The Nobel Peace Prize 2012 Ceremony Speech”, para. 55.
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Both the purpose and realisation of EU’s founding narrative as a pro-
ject of continuous work for peace as well as the EU’s normative aspira-
tions in contemporary peacebuilding/statebuilding practices ate thus en-
forced and validated through the awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize.7ss
This narrative and its validation is problematic not only because it is mis-
leading (the quest for peace was not the only founding purpose of integra-
tion, as Hansen and Jonsson show). It is also problematic because, as Ce-
beci argues, in places of contested statehood, such as Kosovo, the EU’s
normative model of peacebuilding is applied in ways that turn political
questions into technocratic and thus depoliticised questions because the
EU prioritises stability over reform,” but also due to its normative model:
“By imposing their own model and ‘best practices’ through a claim to be
representing peace, Europeans maintain the right to decide about the fu-
ture of the target societies and set what is normal for them”.7%

We can read these political and narrative practices as examples of the
politics of double time through which redemption and forgiveness is
sought by restoring a time out of joint in other places. “Today the Euro-
pean integration process stands against all forms of war”,1 as the New
Narrative declaration announces. The real time of the EU’s neighbouring
countries and continents should be fixed.7

Finally, it must be noted that the prevalence and normalisation of this
narrative obscures the possibility of other foundations at odds with the
narrative of peace. For instance, many candidate countries and newer
members from the 2004 and 2007 enlargements are members of the for-
mer Soviet Union and the former Yugoslavia. The peace narrative does
not represent their experiences and interpretations of the past. Although
the “structural similarities in the way European identity has been formu-
lated” in both Eastern and Western Europe are masked by the supposed
opposition between the two, there is no getting around that Eastern and

788 Cebeci, “Representing Peacer”, 301.

789 Cebeci, 305.

790 Cebeci, 306.

791 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 127.

792 Alexander Stagnell takes a different approach and argues that this effort to bring per-
petual peace to Europe (and beyond) “should be approached as nothing more than a mi-
rage so that out of its solution the proper contradiction, signified by the rabble, may
emerge”. See Stagnell, “Alliance of War and Peace”, 212. In other words, the contradiction
between war and peace serves as a distraction from the original, internal contradiction
between—in my simplified account—neo-liberal and socialist forces within the EU insti-
tutions and among its citizens.

793 Case, “Being European: East and West”, 131. Historian Holly Case argues that the
diverging historiographies of East and West are false opposites because the understanding
of ‘Europeanness’ is structurally similar in both ‘halves’, as she terms them: “Historically,

191



Central European countries have very different historical experiences and
memories than their Western neighbours. Therefore, as Chiari Bottici and
Benoit Challand argue, “when it comes to writing the history of Europe,
the center of gravity must be readjusted, giving more space to Central and
Eastern European experiences, voices, and projects”.* Imposing “a cer-
tain past” and “a certain mode of dealing with it” on countries and popu-
lations that only recently were rid of external domination goes against the
fundamental value of freedom and autonomy.?%

As the recent conflict between EU member Bulgaria and EU candidate
North Macedonia exposes, other disconnections (e.g., language, national
identity, and national historiography) than the ones highlighted in the
EU’s historiography are important to bear in mind. And in this case, they
have very tangible consequences for North Macedonia’s aspirations to be-
come a member of the EU.

In the next section, we turn our attention towards the new narrative.
While the founding narrative focuses on the event of Europe becoming
the EU, the new narrative reverses this direction and turns from the EU
to Europe in search of a collective identity.

A New Narrative: Revisiting the Past

This turn to Europe and thus to a past beyond the EU may be one of the
most noticeable characteristics of the search for a new narrative. In New
Narrative, two disconnections—with the EU and the past, respectively—
are articulated. The contributions in Mind and Body therefore propose to
revisit the grandeur of a past, which seems to have been forgotten, in order
for citizens to reconnect with their past, and by extension, the EU. Verbs
such as “restore”, “reinstate”, “regain”, “reaffirm”, “retrace”, and “revive”
are prominent and suggest a return to and retrieval of something glorious,
which Europe—and, again by extension, the EU— has always embodied:
“Confidence in Europe needs to be regained. In light of the current global
trends, the values of human dignity and democracy must be reaffirmed’.7%
And more elaborately,

attempts to conceptualize a European identity are rooted in these localized . . . experiences
and initiatives” but “national elites [have] cast [them] in universalist terms”. Case, 111-12.
794 Bottici and Challand, Imagining Europe, 83.

795 Bottici and Challand, 67, 81. The authors rely on Cornelis Castoriadis’s concept of au-
tonomy understood as “the ability to give the law to oneself through formal rights and,
more generally, the capacity of autoinstitution on a cognitive level”. A society, then, needs
“to be able to choose both the institutions by which to govern itself . . . and the cognitive
ways through which it thinks and speaks of itself”. Bottici and Challand, 67. Collective
remembrance is an example of the latter and therefore must not be decided upon by othets.
796 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 126, my emphasis.
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Europe is a state of mind rooted in its shared values of peace, freedom,
democracy and rule of law. Today, vigilance is required to continuously
reaffirm and build upon those fundamental values and principles that, from
the outset, have been deeply embedded in the “raison d’étre” of Europe.
They need to be reactivated and made relevant for the European citizens.”?

The origin of these values (peace, freedom, democracy, and rule of law) is
ambiguous: What does the prefix re- refer back to? To the “peace, free-
dom, democracy and rule of law” established in the post-war period and
thus with the EU as a driving force? Or to Athenian democracy and Ro-
man law? We see the implications of this ambiguity most clearly in the idea
of a ““raison d’étre’ of Europe”. Europe is figured as much more than
simply a geographical landmass or a collection of nation states; Europe
has a purpose of its own, a characteristic underlined by the fact that the
expression “raison d’étre” most often is used in conjunction with the EU,
a political agent—not Europe.

So, as we shall see in the following, even though the EU is inconsistent
in its relationship with the past (should we transcend former divisions or
should we remember and thus return to them in order to invoke the foun-
dational values of the EU that helped us overcome these divisions?), the
EU’s politics of remembrance is consistent in its search for a proper foun-
dation—a beginning that has lasting potential, as the former no longer
works, a beginning that can provide a whole and unified source of identi-
fication for time to come. For this reason, most of the contributions ana-
lysed in this section speak almost exclusively about Europe. In only very
few places, when conclusions based on the historical narrative are made
about the current state of affairs, is the discursive ambiguity—central to
the founding narrative—present in the new narrative. In the context of
the new narrative, then, the general and publicly normalised ambiguity be-
tween the EU, Europe, and Europa enables the construction of this his-
torical narrative in the first place.

As Gerard Delanty obsetves, in ancient times, “the term ‘Europeans’
was rarely used. . . . This suggests that the notion of Europe was at most
a geographical idea and was not yet a cultural idea of significance, still less
a political identity”.7 Nevertheless, the rhetorical practice of creating a
transhistorical community between, for example, Europe of Antiquity and
contemporary Europe is a practice not solely within the EU, but in schol-
arship and public discourse as well. Historian Christopher Clark notes in
the ZDF documentary A Story of Enrope, that Pax Romana, the territorially
extensive peace among the large and diverse population of the Roman

797 Deventer et al., 127, my emphasis.
798 Delanty, Inventing Enrope, 22.
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Empire, could be described as a “proto-European” civilization, although
the territory of the Roman Empire looked very different from what we
today call Europe—Ilet alone the territory of the EU. Similatly, in his in-
troduction to the anthology The Idea of Eurgpe, historian and political sci-
entist Anthony Pagden posits:

One feature of this difference [from other areas of the world], which in
various ways has remained constant over time, is the belief that Europeans
have always pursued roughly similar political ends. The forms of govern-
ment . . . have, of course, varied widely. But all of the governments have
subscribed to the idea that freedom of individual choice and protection by
a universal system of law was the necessary condition for what the Greeks
defined as ‘the good life’.800

Pagden proceeds to argue that “observers of the peculiar identity of Eu-
rope”, ranging from Strabo to Montesquieu, have identified “some con-
ception of liberty as the defining feature of all the societies of Europe”,
ofr, at least, “the Christian Latin West”.801

Clark’s and Pagden’s much-idealised versions of European history is
balanced by discussions about colonialism, religious wars, and other atroc-
ities that have accompanied principles of liberty, freedom, and the rule of
law. Clark allocates much time to explain imperialism, the triangular trade,
enslavement, and colonialism. Likewise, Pagden critiques existing writings
of European history, such as the idea that “only Europe possessed the
‘Faustian power’ to reconstruct it in its own image”, 32 which, according
to Pagden, is founded on “shaky empirical and historical evidence” .83 As
a result, he does not claim that the principle of liberty—or “the triumph
of a conception of the world”,304 as he writes—is used solely for morally
acceptable purposes; he simply claims its existence as a kind of transhis-
torical European ideology. In this way, Pagden constructs a red thread
from Antiquity up until today by way of pointing out transhistorical Eu-
ropean characteristics.

Of course, historical foundations exist and are important to historiog-
raphy, but there is more than one thread, and they end at different places
and at different times and interweave in various ways. As many before me
have pointed out, what we include or leave out of our historical narratives

79 ZDF, 2018, first episode: https://cutiositystream.com/seties/371/the-story-of-eu-
rope-with-historian-dr-christopher-clark.

800 Pagden, The Idea of Eurgpe, 3—4.

801 Pagden, 4.

802 Pagden, 11.

803 Pagden, 11.

804 Pagden, 10.
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and how we frame and contextualise these parts, matters. And in this spe-
cific case, it matters to the EU’s formation of a transhistorical collective
subject.

The specific topoi and broader themes used as historiographical re-
sources in these narratives are often difficult to separate in the reading and
interpretation of the artefacts in which one topos can serve different func-
tions. For instance, the Renaissance often signifies a specific, historical
epoch and thus functions as the denotative, linguistic sign, but at times, it
also signifies a certain way of thinking, a way of looking at the world—a
transhistorical trait—and in this sense functions as a connotative, mythical
signifier. Similarly, Antiquity often signifies an historical period or physical
site (most often ancient Greece and Rome), but just as often figures in
contexts that bring critical thinking, cultural richness, and democracy to
the fore.

In the following, I explore the EU’s revisit of the past in New Narrative
and trace the most important heritage in order to unfold their significa-
tions and implications: a cultural and Christian heritage, and a critical, po-
litical, and philosophical heritage. At the end, I explore the rhetorical prac-
tices of managing the colonial heritage.

A Cultural and Christian Heritage

Important cultural epochs and origins, specific places and architecture, as
well as a set of values and norms are at the centre of this heritage, often
described in a romanticised and, in some cases, Eurocentric rhetoric.
Costa Carras, president of the Hellenic Society for the protection of Cul-
tural Heritage and Environment, exemplifies this tendency when he high-
lights a cultural legacy embodied by the Greek island Patmos that serves
as a guiding figure throughout his contribution. Patmos thus functions as
“a revelation of Europe™:

Patmos is an island of exceptional beauty. Its indented coastline rivals the
finest lace-work. The houses of the world heritage site of Chora, densely
clustered around the 11t century monastery fortress of St John the Evan-
gelist, are each one very different yet all in harmony with one another.
Patmos has a unique history of creative survival against long [s/] odds.805

This romantic description of Patmos serves as an analogy to Europe, after
which Carras takes a step back and wonders where the cultural legacy on
Patmos comes from:

805 Carras, “Revelation of Europe”, 208.
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Assuming that it is indeed unique, does that mean that its culture is re-
gional, or national? The more I examined this proposition, the more in-
correct it appeared. The architecture of the houses in Chora reflects a mix-
ture chiefly of Byzantine and Gothic features, combined with a few added
elements from the Renaissance and the Islamic world, a style created in
Rhodes under the Knights of St John between 1309 and 1522. The major-
ity of icons on Patmos were painted between the fifteenth and seventeenth
centuries by artists from Crete, which at the time was under Venetian rule.
These artists were used to painting in both the western and the eastern [si]
Christian styles.80¢

Carras shows how the cultural heritage on Patmos has accumulated over
a long period of time and how it is marked by different styles (Byzantine,
Gothic, Christian, Islamic), places (Crete, Rhodes), and persons (the
Knights of St John, artists from Crete), all of which intersect on this small
island. They function as linguistic signs, then, but also mythical signifiers:
together, they turn Patmos into a synecdoche for Europe and a projection
of how it could be in the future: diverse, but in harmony.

Several other Mind and Body contributors trace a European cultural leg-
acy, often in similar romanticised descriptions. Composer Jonathan Mills,
member of the New Narrative cultural committee, focuses on “moments
throughout history when Europe has been at its most innovative”, mo-
ments characterised by a “close proximity and collaboration” between the
arts and sciences:

We see this in Athens during the Golden Age, in Rome during the Augus-
tan era; we see it in the openness and energy that was regained during the
Renaissance, especially in Italy, and brought with it a ‘sudden efflorescence
of creative life in the sciences and the arts’.807

The ancient Athenian and Roman world as well as the Renaissance are
highlighted as especially useful eras that embody certain ways of thinking
and interacting with the community. From this account, he turns to a de-
scription of a European cultural heritage in which Europe is measured
against other places in the world:

Compared to places such as China or India, Europe enjoys a significant
advantage, even in many less developed regions, due to centuries of careful
nurturing and local patronage, with an impressive array of public buildings

806 Carras, 208-9.

807 Mills, “Some Reflections”, 202. Mills does not provide a reference to his quote, but in
a text written in a different context, he refers to psychiatrist and literary scholar Iain
McGilchtist’s book The Master and His Enissary; the Divided Brain and the Making of the Western
World. See Mills, “Jonathan Mills”.

196



from ancient amphitheatres, mediaeval churches and monasteries, to ba-
roque theatres and modernist museums. Europe is quite simply the envy
of the world for the quality and authenticity of its cultural architecture.808

In this comparative setting, the idea of European exceptionalism is funda-
mental to his claim: Europe is the envy of the world. He presents the
highly questionable claim that European architecture is not only more im-
pressive than Chinese and Indian architecture, it is also more authentic.
Mills refrains from considering that most of what we today call Europe,
but certainly not the entire region, has been in the privileged situation to
be able to go through “centuries of careful nurturing and local patronage”,
while not extending the same privilege to former colonies—such as India
and areas in China.

The New Narrative declaration also describes specific places worth re-
visiting and detives a cultural origin and genealogy. The declaration’s first
part (out of three) is characterised by an anaphora, initiating six consecu-
tive paragraphs with the phrase “Europe is a state of mind . . .”. In the
third paragraph, this state of mind consists of

students, researchers, scholars, artists, professionals and politicians who
live, study, work, think and travel across national borders . . .. They retrace
and revive the routes of the men and women who, since Antiquity, and
increasingly during the Renaissance and the Enlightenment, developed for
Europe a shared grammar of music and art, a common body of science
and philosophy, an astonishingly rich literature and a thriving trade net-
works.809

This appraisal of a European “state of mind”, which I examine more
closely in the next chapter, draws upon two different temporalities. On
the one hand, time is progressive (Antiquity = Renaissance = Enlighten-
ment); on the other hand, this progression is cyclical and directs progres-
sion back to its origin. Contemporary EU citizens are reliving, retracing,
and reviving the routes of men and women since Antiquity. As a result,
time seems to be progressive and cyclical at the same time and aims at a
restoration and repetition of both the initial foundation and the historical
development.

Both progressive and cyclical temporality appear throughout the decla-
ration. The movement past-present-future is especially ubiquitous:

Europe’s history has been marked by splendours and miseries. Its Jewish,
Greco-Roman and Christian foundations were always confronted with the

808 Mills, “Some Reflections”, 203.
809 Deventer et al., “Declaration,” 126.
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beliefs of other religions and systems of government. Europe’s state of
mind matured and found a balance only in the modern era and after the
terrible disasters of the 20 century led to the idea of unity in diversity.810

Strikingly here is how time is progressive and simultaneously comes to a
halt in the present. Europe has been emancipated, Europe’s state of mind
has “matured and found a balance”. Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢ similarly
writes that Burope’s raison d'étre “has been in the making in the course of
many centuries and crystallised in the last 100 years”.s1! We see a tension
in these arguments between the image of a history in the making over
several centuries and the claim that the twentieth century marks the time
of maturity and balance, its crystallisation. The last century, then, stands
out among all previous centuries as the one taking interpretative primacy
of Europe’s raison d’étre. Recalling the prominent position of the founding
narrative in both the declaration and in other contributions in Mind and
Body, we can read this tension as a way of highlighting the founding narra-
tive of the EU: the new narrative needs to be founded on European his-
tory in its entirety, but the founding narrative still constitutes its core, the
break in history that enabled the current epoch of peace. But this histori-
ography also exemplifies the ideal, progressive temporality in which
knowledge and advancement characterise the present. From this position
a restoration of the incomplete past is possible.

The movement past-present-future is also figured in the previously cited
paragraph: “Europe is a source of inspiration from the past, emancipation
in the present, and an aspiration towards a sustainable future”.s12 As de-
scribed, Buhre uses this passage as an exemplification of temporal col-
lapse. Although it seems to invoke a movement from the past into the
future, the temporal imaginary in this passage sets limits both in terms of
action and identity formation, and thus forms an “a-temporal political im-
aginary”.813 In other words, the seemingly temporal movement (past-present-
Jfuture) in the two paragraphs above do suggest a going back to move for-
ward, but of the authoritarian kind. The past, present, and future—inspi-
ration, emancipation, aspiration—have collapsed and therefore political
agency is impaired, because all that is left is a future repetition of what
already was.

In short, the concurrence of progressive and cyclical time creates a
sense of continuity and transhistoricity that enables the argument that EU
citizens will find the future in the familiar, they need to go back to move

810 Deventer et al., 127.

811 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towards Europe’s New Renaissance”, 122.
812 Deventer et al., “Declaration”; 126.

813 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 142.
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forward, but not through critical engagement as envisioned in Arendtian
remembrance. Rather, what is envisioned is an authoritarian and restora-
tive engagement with the past.s4 The resources of this restoration are not
figured solely as specific physical sites or heritage in the denotative sense
of the word, but rather connote something esoteric—a spirit, a way of
thinking, a mental space.

As presented in chapter 3, an issue of debate during the drafting of the
Constitutional Treaty in 2001-2004 was whether the treaty should declare
a Christian origin and heritage. The compromise solution was to exclude
any references to God and Christianity and instead include the paragraph

DRAWING INSPIRATION from the cultural, religious and humanist
inheritance of Europe, from which have developed the universal values of
the inviolable and inalienable rights of the human person, freedom, de-
mocracy, equality and the rule of law.815

The debate continued, however, even after the Constitutional Treaty had
been put on ice, and it continues today, most predominantly in the debate
concerning the accession of Turkey into the EU 816 the process of which,
has grown increasingly tense and put on hold.

In Mind and Body, the question of a Christian foundation and its role in
European identity formation is never discussed explicitly. The invocation
of a Christian heritage is rather implicit. We see references to specific
themes of Christian aesthetics, architecture, and co-existence with other
religionss!” and to “the values of Christian civilisation”, which is a “basic
source of our identity”’s18 and part of Europe’s “Jewish, Greco-Roman and
Christian foundations” 81 Furthermore, although two of the primary sym-
bols of transcendence and continuity in the publication, the Phoenix and
Europa, are not Christian but rather taken from folklore and mythology,
both myths have strong religious ties, as I hope to have made clear (Eu-
ropa through her affinity with the Virgin Mary (see chapter 4), Phoenix
through its figuration of the EU as the saviour, as explored earlier in this
chapter).

Europa appears explicitly in Nyholm’s wide-ranging narrative of Euro-
pean history, although in this narrative, she is contrasted to Christianity.

814 Buhre, 152.

815 European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 9.

816 Barbulescu and Andreescu, “References to God”, 211.

817 Carras, “Revelation of Europe”, 209; Mills, “Some Reflections”, 203.

818 Tusk, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus Cen-
tre, Warsaw, on 11 July 20137, 55.

819 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 127.
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Nyholm identifies two origins: a mythical Antiquity and a real and Chris-
tian Middle Ages, here quoted in near entirety:

Real Europe emerges in the 7% century, a civilisation located along the
eastern coast of the Atlantic. Gregory the Great is dead, Charlemagne not
yet born. Byzantium is nearing its apogee, only to sink slowly. . . . Soon
the Norse, the Balts, the Poles, the Czechs, the Slovaks, the Hungarians
and many in emergent Rus will join the new religion of the West. Suddenly
Europe is there, the Europe of artists and artisans, of peasants and work-
ers, of cities and universities, of Roman and Gothic churches, the Renais-
sance and the Baroque, the Europe of crusades and pogroms, of the
plague and discoveries, of witch-hunts and humanists, of revolutions and
liberties. The Europe of Antiquity was a Phoenician princess on the back
of Zeus, the white bull; Medieval Europe turns her into a political idea and
a continent of human flesh and blood. This Europe is a never-ending
story, and the unification of its many peoples, cultures and traditions will
take time, possibly the rest of the 21st century.820

In Nyholm’s narrative, the emergence of “real Europe” coincides with the
dawn of Christianity (“the new religion of the West”) and the Middle Ages.
Nyholm defines this realness as being “a political idea and a continent of
human flesh and blood”, manifested by a long list of examples from artists
and peasants to witch-hunts and revolutions, the accumulation itself a tes-
timony to the emergence and the realness. But he identifies another, much
earlier, origin as well, namely the “Europe of Antiquity”’, ambiguously sig-
nifying a geographical area at a specific time, but also the mythical figure
Europa. Nyholm juxtaposes Europe of Antiquity and Medieval Europe
and describes a transformation from something purely mythological (a
princess carried away by a god, in the shape of a bull) to something polit-
ical and tangible (human flesh and blood), something opaque turning
translucent: “Suddenly Europe was there”, a place and civilisation arises.
By specifying origin as the time when Christianity spread across Europe,
space (Europe), time (seventh century), and religious world order (Chris-
tianity) to a large degree align.s2t We also see a transition from passivity to
action: Europa was abducted, taken away against her will; Medieval Eu-
rope turns Europe around, it acts, builds, travels of its own will and force.
In this way, “Europe” signifies a way of thinking that has the power to act
in the world; we almost get the sense that history begins through this trans-
formation.

820 Nyholm, “Denmark in Europe”, 43.
821 A good example of how easily continental delimitation coincides with a cultural and/or
religious delimitation.
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A very similar pattern unfolds in Nyholm’s narrative about Denmark’s
role in Europe: “Denmark is an inseparable part of the European drama,
which began with the disappearance of Western Rome in the 5% century.
The following centuries are covered by darkness. But from 800 on, the
Danes are there. As Vikings they give and they take” .82 Again, we see a
transformation from a period of darkness to emergence, an emergence
that aligns with that of the Vikings and Denmark’s transition to Christian-
ity.s23 Interesting in this context is how the specified origins—Denmark’s
entrance into Europe and the emergence of the “Real Europe”—coincide
with their Christianisation.

A Critical, Political, and Philosophical Heritage

As the previous examples have shown, Antiquity is a rich resource in the
historiography of the EU, sometimes signifying a specific historical period
or a physical place, other times connoting a broader meaning as a cultural
and political dwelling point. For instance, “ancient times” is referenced
briefly in ‘A People’s Europe’ in relation to sports—it was “an important
forum for communication among peoples”, then as now.s2¢ In the context
of creating a transhistorical collective subject, the topos “ancient times”
enthymematically becomes an argument about continuity and tradition,
because something that has been part of European cultures for so long
should probably continue to be so. This is of course not a particulatly
good argument, but nonetheless common.

A recurrent theme in Mind and Body is the critical, political, and philo-
sophical heritage of Antiquity. Carras, for example, states that democratic
legitimacy builds on “a model first formulated in ancient Athens and re-
vived by radical thinkers of the Enlightenment” and “administrative and
legal legitimacy, flowing from above, on the pattern set by Ancient Rome
and developed in many European states over subsequent centuries”.s25
Antiquity is invoked to mobilise a political legacy, a practice as well as
principle whose origin can be traced to a historical time and place. Editor
of Mind and Body and curator Nicola Setati similarly resorts to a “Greek
origin” to invoke a philosophical and critical legacy. Perhaps Euroscepti-
cism is not the enemy it is made to be, he says: “What if instead we decided
to subvert the negative understanding of scepticism and recover the criti-
cal legacy the word and philosophy vehicle starting from their Greek

822 Nyholm, 42.

823 Denmark’s Christianisation is generally thought to have happened around 950, testified
on a runestone (Jellingestenen), but it followed from a long transitional period starting with
the conversion of the Vikings.

824 Adonnino, “People’s Europe”, 26.

825 Carras, “Revelation of Europe”, 210.
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origin? [szc]”.526 In his view, this is the platform New Narrative seeks to
create. Kleiber likewise invokes “the Greeks” to highlight how European
philosophy has set “standards for the world™:

European philosophy and its daughter, science, come from the Greeks
and, speaking broadly, from the systems created by Plato and Aristotle. . .
European philosophy and science have created standards for the world,
whose indisputable foundations include rationalism, empiricism, thor-
oughness, courage and a never-ending search for truth.s2’

Kleiber furthermore claims that European philosophy, from Plato to He-
gel, has been “a source of inspiration for humanity’s greatest discoveries
and scientific achievements”.s28 In this way, both Setari and Kleiber iden-
tify specific places, times, or persons from Antiquity as well as correlations
between these origins and their legacies today. While Setari indicates a
break in history (since this legacy needs to be recovered), Kleiber creates
a continuous, transhistorical and Eurocentric narrative in which European
philosophy has set “standards for the world”.

The different aspects of this heritage—political, philosophical, and crit-
ical—merge in the contribution by philosopher Jean-Marc Ferry, although
he does not trace it all the way back to Antiquity. Ferry wishes to create a
conceptual framework wherein an “open identity” that renounces the idea
of roots and heritage values can be created. Such an identity

contains none of that inward-looking ‘identifying identity’ constructed
around its spiritual roots and desiring above all to assert its distinctiveness.
Political Europe would misjudge its philosophical principle if it were to
fall back on its heritage values, turning them into a promotional catalogue
to be used as grounds for excluding anything that is not ‘European’ from
a cultural heritage perspective.82?

Ferry therefore calls for a “decentred narrative” of Europe and a “critical
history”, by which he means a narrative

which, contrary to a propagandist apology, does not ovetrlook the urgent
need for a critical history, that of an integration which, inspired by the
noblest of energies, was also blighted by delusions, blindness and

826 Setari in Battista, Setati, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 133. The sentence is incom-
plete, probably due to the fact that it was part of an oral debate. What is meant is perhaps:
“to recover the critical legacy, the word [rhetorical practices?] and philosophical vehicle”.
827 Kleiber, “Humanistic and Scientific Sources”, 98.

828 Kleiber, 98.

829 Ferry, “Telos, Nomos, Ethos”, 92-93.
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disappointments, and is now opening up to challenges which have not yet
been propetly responded to.830

To perform such critical history, “the long-severed link with the philo-
sophical Europe”s3t must be re-established, a Europe which, according to
Ferry, begins in the Enlichtenment and continues up until the end of
WWILs32 The continuity between these two points is established by “a
civilisation of writing, dialogue, deliberation, argumentation and debate—
this is where “the uniqueness of political Europe stands out” 83

Ferry thus cites the failures of the EU in dealing and engaging with the
past in a critical manner and its efforts at collective identity formation,
and, instead, suggests an open identity paired with a critical history: one
without the other will not do—“mutual recognition” is only possible if it
follows from a “recognition of the violence . . . inflicted on each other in
the past”.s3 Ferry thus revisits the philosophical past with which he seeks
to re-establish severed links, but he does not consider the role of this phil-
osophical past in the blindness and delusions he criticises; blindness and
delusions that he, furthermore, refrains from specifying and naming. Ferry
seeks to engage with the past in an agonistic—plural and critical—manner;
but he does so by reconnecting with and restoring a philosophical heritage
that in many ways was instrumental to the violence and blindness of the
past and thus with that which, according to Ferry, must be critiqued. It is,
of course, possible to use those same tools in a critical history, but doing
so requires that critique be directed towards not only the concrete actions
of violence and blindness, but also towards the tools with which they were
made possible.

A final example of the invocation of this heritage is made by philoso-
pher Czestaw Porebski, who argues that “Europe” has a responsibility to
be an active participant in global politics:

Taking the appropriate share of responsibility is a duty that Europe has
imposed on itself. This duty is grounded in centuries of European involve-
ment in global politics, in culture that Europe brought to different parts
of the world and in those basic values that Greeks and Christians be-
queathed to Europe and the world. A very special ground for living up to
this duty is to be found in Europe’s recent history, a history of totalitarian
experiments, of two world wars and of the export of revolutions and

830 Ferry, 94.
831 Ferry, 92.
832 Ferry, 93.
833 Ferry, 93.
834 Ferry, 93.
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virulent nationalisms. Europe then became the debtor of the rest of the
world. It is high time to pay back one’s debts.835

Porebski identifies a history of European involvement with the world, po-
litically and culturally, emanating from the Greeks and Christians—in-
volvement with both positive consequences in the distant past (bringing
culture and “basic values” to the world) and negative consequences more
recently with the beginning of the twentieth century (fascism, totalitarian-
ism). According to Porebski, those negative consequences should not
cause Burope to retreat as they make Europe “the debtor of the rest of
the world”, in terms not of an economic but rather a moral responsibility
to continue this history of involvement; to assume “a global role”; to “be-
come a global player”, which, according to Por¢bski, is the hope and ex-
pectation of the “rest of the world”.s36 Porgbski’s argument is based on
the premise that “Europe’s current role, that of a more or less hands-off
observer and critic, will not be enough”#7 and that other candidates will
step in and fill the vacuum if Europe fails to live up to this responsibility.
Here, we see traces from the call made by Willy Brandt in the years before
the 1973-declaration, and many EU politicians since then, to foster the
ability to “speak with one voice”. Therefore, Europe needs to retrieve the
substance of its former urge to involve itself; to turn a former negative
urge to involve itself (colonialism, imperialism) into positive involvement
(this positive involvement, the global role of Europe, is formulated in ra-
ther vague terms, but Porgbski mentions facing and solving “the main,
global, problems” and preventing “political and humanitarian catastro-
phes”).838

In other words, according to Porgbski, to pay the debt resulting from
global involvement in the past, Europe must recontinue this involvement,
but in a better way, by retrieving and drawing on a positive heritage.

A Colonial Heritage? Euphemisms, Allusions, and Silences

Porgbski and Ferry exemplify the general reluctance to specify the delu-
sions and omissions of the past by using allusions and euphemisms instead
(“European involvement” is an example of the latter). This tendency high-
lights the political nature of the practice of naming. In Mind and Bod)y, the
EU’s relations with neighbouring countries and continents in the past and
present in terms of colonial traces are first and foremost thematised
through hints and allusions: There is a critique of “‘progress’, which

835 Porebski, “Borders of the European Union”, 59—60.
836 Porebski, 59.
837 Porebski, 59.
838 Porebski, 59.
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implies the concept of conquering the (supposedly virgin) space before
us”,$% “the costs” of past achievements are mentioned, 3% and the afore-
mentioned “delusions, blindness and disappointments”.s+

Even in more extensive examples, this ambiguity and ambiguity around
naming is striking. For example, curator and museum director Okwui En-
wezor asks Barroso about

the presence of subminorities, by which I mean those inhabitants of Eu-
rope whose connection to Europe are, at best, at least in the political sense,
tenuous, indeterminate and extremely fragile. And so Mr President, my
question is this: in this moment of what I would call intense proximity,
proximity between different constructs, between citizens and inhabitants,
how do we deal with subminorities, and not with the minorities encom-
passed by the New Narrative for Europers+2

Enwezor does not specify whom he means by “subminorities” with a frag-
ile and indeterminate “connection to Europe” or “intense proximity”, and
remains vague about these allusions to, in my interpretation, colonial rela-
tions between Europe and Africa that today are made visible through the
presence of African migrants in the EU. Barroso answers Enwezor’s ques-
tion in terms of xenophobia and nationalism in Europe, problems which
the EU actively seeks to counter, not least through laws against discrimi-
nation, Barroso posits.8$ In accordance with the Phoenix analogy, Eu-
rope—EU citizens who vote for anti-EU parties and xenophobic move-
ments—are at fault while the EU is trying to make things right.

Architect and member of the cultural committee Rem Koolhaas, who
also participated in the domino conversation, interacts tellingly with Bar-
roso. Koolhaas says:

There are indeed problems in Europe, and perhaps one of them is that the
European narrative is always constructed around achievement. . . . Of
course, we have the right to be shocked by every ISIS beheading, but, at
the same time, considering our own history, it would maybe be more sym-
pathetic or more profound if we started to collaborate on the basis of our
own terrible past, and not on indignation about how other people be-
have.8+

839 Pistoletto, ““Third Paradise”, 196.

840 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towards Europe’s New Renaissance”, 123.

841 Ferry, “Telos, Nomos, Ethos”, 94.

842 Enwezor in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Domino Conversation”, 160.
843 Barroso in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 160-61.

844 Koolhaas in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 162.
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Further along, he says that “we are represented everywhere based on our
colonial history. It would be a really great gesture if we stepped back from
that”.345 Barroso answers this intervention by first agreeing that Europe
should “be modest and not arrogant . . . . It’s a project built to avoid some
of the problems of the past: extreme nationalisms, impetial and colonial
visions of Europe and so on”.84 He ends his response, though, by high-
lighting how the worst and brightest moments in history needs to be in
balance:

When the European Union received the Nobel Peace Prize 3 [sz, it was 2]
years ago in Oslo, it was recognition to some extent that the European
Union had managed to overcome some of the problems we have in Eu-
rope. And we should be proud of that. I think this deserves some credit,
and T still believe that the European Union is one of the best antidotes to
ultra nationalisms [sz], or to the arrogance that has indeed also been a part
of the European history and narrative. But that history is also one that has
had amazing moments in terms of civilization and creativity. That this has
come together with very awful and dark moments, including some of the
worst moments history has known, like the Shoah, should not blind us to
our bright moments.847

These silences, euphemisms, and balancing acts—Barroso’s assertion of
the greatness of the EU when asked about the arrogance and extensive
colonial representation of the EU; the calls for a new Renaissance in the
Mind and Body without articulating the silent co-pilot through these great
endeavours of the past;3 and the construction of euphemisms such as
“costs” and “delusions” in order to be able to talk about enslavement,
conquering of land, and the extinction of peoples through murder and
illnesses brought from Europe—compose the texts’ #hird persona expressed
as that or those “whose presence, though relevant to what is said, is ne-
gated trough silence”.s% In conjunction with other kinds of heritage—cul-
tural, Christian, critical, political, and philosophical—this third persona is
part of a European historiography that promotes transhistoricity, stability,
and balance. But in fact, as I noted in the beginning of this chapter, it
could be argued that colonialism constitutes another and just as important
fundamental transhistorical characteristic of Europe and the EU.

845 Koolhaas in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 162.

846 Barroso in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 163.

847 Barroso in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 163—64.

848 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towards Europe’s New Renaissance”; Deventer et al., “Dec-
laration”; Pistoletto, “Third Paradise”.

849 Wander, “Third Persona”, 210.
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Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, I have explored how the collective subject is positioned
within a transhistorical frame and the historiography central to this rhe-
torical construction. In the five EU initiatives, a transhistorical collective
subject rhetorically manifests in three intersecting ways: through an argu-
ment about European disconnections, the construction and defence of a
founding narrative, and the quest for a new narrative.

The hypothesis of European disconnections—sometimes with the EU,
other times with the European past (culture, values, achievements)—is
implicitly stated in ‘A People’s Europe’ and made explicit in the Maastricht
Treaty, the Constitutional Treaty, and New Narrative, where division, wat,
and bitter experiences are articulated as something Europeans already
have or should leave behind—something that ought to belong to the past.
At the same time, though, the disconnection from the EU is the result of
a memory lapse. Citizens have forgotten the EU’s central purpose: to pre-
vent division and war from happening again. As a result, the two World
Wars and the Holocaust play ambiguous roles: they represent specific mo-
ments in the past that can be preserved as such in so far as these expeti-
ences are transcended. But they are also central to the founding narrative
of the EU, which is why younger generations must be reminded of these
events and their social, political, and cultural context.

The founding narrative—normalised and stabilised within the EU and
circulated and validated in scholarly as well as public discourse—thus cen-
tres on the successful actions of overcoming war and division and creating
long-lasting peace. The First and Second World Wars and the Holocaust
are constructed as ruptures in an otherwise continuous and progressive
path of civilisation, as a break with history and the origin of a new begin-
ning—not the continuation of centuries of war and atrocity. This relation-
ship between rupture and continuity enables the EU to assert itself as a
representation of peace—continuity is the norm, rupture is the anomaly.
So, the achievement of peace in the past, the ability to return Europe to
the norm, enables the EU to assert itself as a contemporary and universal
representation of peace that extends into the future as a normative exem-
plum for others to follow.

A key mechanism in the efforts to create a transhistorical collective
subject is a game of hide-and-seck between the linguistic sign (meaning)
and the mythical signifier (form). Interchangeably shifting between mean-
ing and form means that it is always possible to hide the connotations of
Europe/Europa in the denotation of the EU. This play creates a discursive
ambiguity between the EU, Europe, and Europa through which the three
categories are separated or interweaved. They are separated as a way of
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assigning guilt and thus distance to a violent past. By distinguishing the
EU as the figure of the saviour that can bring redemption through the
mortification and victimage of Europe and thus re-establishes continuity,
Europe can continue to be a representative of peace. In other instances,
they are interweaved in order to open up a window to an immense past
beyond the EU. By incorporating Europe into its discourse on past and
present identity and heritage, the EU gains access to an archive of glory
otherwise inaccessible.

This relationship between rupture and continuity and between separa-
tion and intertwinement constitutes a bifocal politics of double time. Re-
demption and forgiveness serve to internally restore the ideal time of the
EU through the mortification of Europe; externally, they serve to restore
time out of joint beyond the EU’s borders. The internal redemption is
thus not simply a part of the process of healing society, but also functions
as a stepping stone to the representation of the EU as a normative exem-
plum elsewhere.

Neither the content nor the function of the founding narrative is op-
posed by any of the rhetorical agents in the initiatives studied here, but its
status in the composition of a new narrative is ambivalent. While some
contributors in Mind and Body articulate visions of eternity by seeking to
recreate the founding moment in order to create evetlasting peace, others
indicate a readiness to amend this narrative with something new since
peace has already been achieved, and the narrative has thus served its pur-
pose. The former contributors exemplify an authoritarian remembrance
that seeks to restore and thus repeat the past, whereas the latter turn away
from remembrance and towards the present and the future. The founda-
tion, however, remains intact. What is more, the insistence on one founda-
tion obscures the possibility of other foundations at odds with the narra-
tive of peace—for instance, in former members states of the Soviet Union
and Yugoslavia.

While the founding narrative thus centres on the event of Europe be-
coming the EU, the new narrative reverses this direction, instead turning
from the EU to Europe in its search for a transhistorical collective subject.
The search for a new narrative is found in the most recent initiative, New
Narrative, and the publication Mind and Body. The new narrative refers to
the founding narrative, but citizens’ disconnection from the EU and the
European foundation requires a return to a more distant past that presents
itself as more authentic than the present: they must to “regain” confidence
in Burope and “reaffirm” values found in a cultural, Christian, critical, po-
litical, and philosophical heritage. Antiquity, Christianity, the Renaissance,
and the Enlightenment are some of the topoi invoked to connect specific
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places, epochs, architecture, and events to properties and values such as
critical thinking, deliberation, democracy, civilisation, specific values, and
cultural richness. Again, we see a play between the linguistic sign (the Re-
naissance signifying a specific, historical epoch) and the mythical signifier
(the Renaissance signifying a certain way of thinking, a way of looking at
the world). In this way, they hold transhistorical value: Europe becomes a
way of thinking, a mental space.

The readings presented in this chapter disclose a discrepancy between
two differing temporal imaginations of the past. In the temporality of the
founding narrative, the past is comprised of that which has been trans-
cended: division, bitter experience, war, and totalitarian regimes. The pre-
sent is figured as emancipation from the past (the ideal time), and EU
citizens today fail to appreciate the value of the present, as they do not
understand the past. Therefore, they, paradoxically, also must be reminded
of this specific historical period and events.

In the temporality of the new narrative, the past is the solution to the
present: citizens need to retrace the routes of their European forefathers.
In this narrative, emancipation is still to come. The organic continuation
from Antiquity until present times has been broken, by nationalism, pop-
ulism, young generations without historical awareness, all of which con-
tinually causes further disconnection. The future is the time of reconnec-
tion and thus emancipation. But these two figurations of the past share
the belief that the past is the ultimate resource of reconnection in the pre-
sent, whether as a reminder in order to appreciate the present or as a re-
source in the crafting of a new narrative. The resources are already there,
in the physical places, cultural heritage, values, and norms embodied by
EU citizens; they simply need to be reactivated.

In accordance with Charland’s theory, then, the creation of a past col-
lective subject (Europe was the centre of cultural richness, civilisation, de-
mocracy, critical thinking; Europeans tore down walls, built bridges) be-
comes the ground for the existence of a present collective subject (Europe
constitutes the centre of cultural richness, civilisation, democtracy, critical
thinking; Europeans are uniquely capable of tearing down walls and build-
ing bridges), and this transhistorical collective subject gains rhetorical
agency in the present moment from a sense that it extends through time.
However, as I have shown, the transhistorical subject does not simply ex-
tend through time; plural temporal imaginaries are invoked—rtup-
ture/continuity, circulation/progress, transcendence/eternity—and they
intersect in various ways that create different foundations for transhisto-
ricity. Engagement with the past through remembrance enables new be-
ginnings, but in the EU initiatives studied here, this engagement is
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characterised not by plurality, but by restoration and repetition. The inter-
est is not in new beginnings, but rather in restoring the same, tried and
tested, beginning—with crucial omissions, such as colonialism, slavery,
and imperialism. In the vocabulary of Buhre, the revisit of the past is char-
acterised by authoritarian rather than agonistic remembrance. The put-
pose of this remembrance is to reconstruct “the lost home”:85 to create a
transhistorical community across different times, spaces, and ideas.

In this way, the remembrance of the past sets very strict boundaries on
the present and future in terms of agency: to repeat what already was. This
type of remembrance is problematic for several reasons. It is Eurocentric
and romanticising and has political consequences for areas outside the EU
in terms of peacebuilding policies. But it also has implications to the self-
understanding of the EU and EU citizens as well as their agency. New
Narrative in similar ways to ‘A People’s Europe’ positions the EU citizen
as a crucial—and co-responsible—agent in the acts of remembrance: they
have become disconnected, they need now to reconnect—in the manner
proposed by the EU.

In this chapter, focus has rested on the historiographical functions and
resources used in the EU’s collective identity formation—on what is #here.
As a contrast, Europe’s colonial past (and present, for that matter) appears
first and foremost through silences, allusions, and euphemisms. The con-
tributors in Mind and Body insist on the need for balance between the hos-
rors and the greatness of the past. Consequently, we can view colonialism
as the third persona in the EU’s historical narrative, the silhouette of the
archive of glory.

In the next chapter, we turn from the EU’s historiography to its vision-
ary rhetoric and how this rhetoric positions and constrains the rhetorical
agency of the EU citizen.

850 Boym, The Future of Nostalgia, XVIII.
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6. An End Beyond Europe? A European
State of Mind

For most people, the Eurostar probably invokes images of trains and trav-
elling through Europe.$! For others, Eurostars do not signify moving
trains, but moving EU citizens.s32 In this spirit, I suggest that the Eurostar
can be seen as signifying the model EU citizen—the second persona of the
EU’s constitutive rhetoric. Like the train, movement is central to the vi-
sion of the EU citizen.

Accordingly, in this chapter I explore how the narrative of a transhis-
torical collective European subject—presented in the previous chapter—
positions and constrains this subject and the types of practices and dispo-
sitions it is meant to embody and perform. In other words, I move from
exploring the second ideological function of constitutive rhetoric to the
third.ss3 While the previous chapter studied the EU’s historiographical ef-
forts to connect the past and the present, this chapter focuses on the vi-
sionary rhetoric connecting the present and the future and the projection
and constraints of agency in this narrative.

This practice of connecting the present with the future is created
through topoi of ommnipresence and eternity. According to the five EU initia-
tives, however, these visions are blurred by a chain of crises that have de-
veloped into a seemingly permanent mode of crisis (chapter 4). In this
framework, a spark must instigate, refocus, and thus confirm these visions:
a specific type of citizen—the Eurostar.

Political visions are characterised by a certain temporality. They ate
composed of a vision—an image—of the future, of how society should
be formed in an ideal future, but they also necessarily build on a narrative
of today’s situation; most importantly, they seek to enhance and further
develop existing favourable and constructive characteristics of society.s5
Jon Viklund defines vision as a rhetorical form that seeks to “exceed the

851 The Eurostar is a high-speed train that has connected the UK, France, Belgium, and
the Netherlands since 1994.

852 Favell, Eurostars and Enrocities.

853 Charland, “Constitutive Rhetoric”.

854 Viklund, “Den politiska visionens retorik”, 80-81.
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limitations of objectivity—it aims at what we cannot yet see”,55 while sim-
ultaneously showing and narrating, “the ideas, aspirations, and values that
characterize our society”.s56 For example, the EU has since its origin been
guided by several visions condensed in statements such as “peace and
prosperity”’, “Europe sans frontieres”, and “an ever closer union among
the peoples of Europe”. Although interconnected, they seek different
goals—perpetual peace through economic integration, the removal of in-
ternal borders, and hotizontal /vertical integration, respectively. They also
take as their starting point a common heritage of culture, values, and
norms that is assumed to be foundational to the European communities
at large and thus transcend their differences.

In this way, a political vision functions not only as a guiding point for
politicians in policy-making, but also as a way to create political commit-
ment among stakeholders and citizens more broadly. By blurring the
boundaries between the political and the nonpolitical domain (for exam-
ple, by using scholars, intellectuals, and artists as New Narrative ambassa-
dors), political messages can be distributed by nonpolitical agents, and the
language of nonpolitical agents can be used in political rhetoric.s5” This
makes it increasingly more difficult to distinguish different actors from
one another: when the president of the European Commission appears
alongside a renowned artist and a respected philosopher with similar mes-
sages, are their messages of a political nature or not? This kind of citizen
involvement therefore runs the risk of depoliticising politics.s3

Involving citizens in debates about specific political issues as well as a
community’s foundational values can have positive implications in terms
of democratic involvement and social cohesion, as Viklund argues; but the
risk is that the political language becomes disconnected from the political
actors as well as from their arguments: “The democratic conversation re-
quires distance, between clearly distinguishable parties but also between
politicians and citizens”;$% because, if it is no longer possible to distinguish
political from nonpolitical arguments, it becomes difficult to hold some-
one accountable for the specific policies that are made.3 This does not

855 Viklund, 79. From the Swedish: “6verskrida saklighetens begrinsningar—den tar sikte
pé det vi dnnu inte kan se”.

856 Viklund, 79. From the Swedish: “idéer, 6nskningar och virderingar som priglar vért
sambhille”.

857 Viklund, 78.

858 Viklund, 88-92, 94.

859 Viklund, 94. From the Swedish: “det demokratiska samtalet kriver en distans, bide
mellan tydligt urskiljbara partier och mellan politiker och medborgare”.

860 Viklund, 94.

212



mean that certain issues are inherently private or political 3! but rather that
it is important to be able to distinguish the different roles citizens play in
society—when do they speak as political agents, and when do they speak
in their capacity as artists/scientists/private citizensP—in order to be able
to identify political arguments from other arguments.

As I showed in chapter 4, we see many such tendencies of blurring the
distinction between politicians and citizens, institution and collective, in
New Narrative especially. In this most recent project, the institutional level
and the collective level have even become intertwined. In this chapter, I
explore, first, how this lack of distinction relates to the topoi of eternity
and omnipresence and, second, to the role of the citizen and in terms of
rhetorical agency. As in the previous two analytical chapters, I rely on Ro-
land Barthes’s theory of myth to explore and discuss these topoi and their
function in the constitutive rhetoric of the EU. While I focused on a game
of hide-and-seck between the linguistic sign and the mythical signifier in
the previous chapter, in this chapter, focus is rather on the extent and
variety of mythical signifieds connected to signifiers such as cosmopoli-
tanism, universality, and destiny.

We can understand these constructions of myth as expressions of a
dream of fullness. As discussed in chapter 2, in contrast to the Al-
thusserian understanding of ideology as distortion, Ernesto Laclau argues
that the primary product of ideology is not distortion but the idea that
something undistorted exists in the first place. Only through the fiction of
something undistorted, something complete, does the collective identity
of the community acquire coherence.’2 This operation is both necessary
to ideology (to create the fiction of fullness) and impossible (it is an illu-
sion).ss The interesting questions to be asked, then, are not how distortion
is created, but rather, how the dreams of fullness are created and the func-
tion such creations fill in the formation of collective identity. Both Barthes
and Laclau are helpful in this endeavour.

As in the previous chapter, I examine all five initiatives, but New Nar-
rative takes a more prominent position. I begin by exploring the topoi of
omnipresence and eternity (the most extensive part of the chapter), and I
end the chapter and the overall analysis by zooming in on the Eurostar

861 This is arguably Habermas’s argument in his theory of the public sphere: “Conflicts
hitherto restricted to the private sphere now intrude into the public sphere”, he writes.
According to him, the boundaries between the public, technical, and private spheres should
be reestablished so that we become capable of differentiating between publicly relevant
and private issues. See Habermas, “Public Sphere”, 54.

862 Laclau, “Death and Resurrection”, 302.

863 LLaclau, 302.
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and the role this model citizen plays in terms of recontinuing and confirm-
ing the visions of eternity.

Topoi of Omnipresence and Eternity

The vision of omnipresence and eternity invokes ideas of permanence that
intuitively seem apolitical: politics is about deciding for the future in a con-
text of uncertainty and contingency. We try to prepare for the future, but
we will never know for sure. This is why political visions take favourable
characteristics of the present as their starting point, but, as Frida Buhre
argues, attempting to control and thus “robbing the future of its uncer-
tainty” also potentially removes the contingency of political rhetoric
simply because the beginning and end collapse.s+ In the first part of this
chapter, I explore such practices of connecting the present to the future
by examining the topoi of omnuipresence and eternity: A European cosmopol-
itanism, a common destiny, universality as European essence, a European
state of mind.

European Cosmopolitanism as Physical Movement

What does it mean to be a citizen of the world? The idea of cosmopoli-
tanism can be traced back to the Stoics of ancient Greece and Rome, and
was reimagined by Enlightenment thinkers such as Jean-Jacques Rousseau
and Immanuel Kant in the eighteenth century. In this philosophical tradi-
tion, cosmopolitanism takes on many different meanings. In moral con-
ceptualisations, focus rests on the equality and equal worth of all human
beings as members of a single moral community, whereas in political cos-
mopolitanism emphasis is on political institutions, systems of government,
and human rights—but often such political ideas likewise rest on a set of
moral assumptions, as for example in Kantian cosmopolitanism. More re-
cently, rhetorical scholar Alessandra Beasley von Burg has proposed a spe-
cifically rhetorical cosmopolitanism that to a higher extent than the previous
conceptions take emotions into account. Emotions can drive “fear, angst,
and mistrust, [but] can also generate excitement, curiosity, and deep con-
nections” and are not solely sensations that can and should be controlled
through a process of rational training, as the Stoics and Kant argued.s6
Emotions pull apart and bring together. They do, as Kant suggested, need

864 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 133, see 125-133 for theorisations of different anach-
ronisms combining eternity and futurity.
865 Beasley Von Burg, “Toward a Rhetorical Cosmopolitanism”, 120.
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to be trained, but it is possible to preserve “their legitimate place as a driv-
ing force for human action”, she argues.se The locus of this positive, emo-
tional drive is in the rhetorical cosmopolitan encounter between citizens.
Taking the discrimination and prejudice against the Muslim population in
the EU as her example, Beasley von Burg argues that if citizens actually
encounter one another, speak with one another, the negative emotion of
fear can be replaced with the positive emotion of “curiosity and deep con-
nection”.87 We see traces of both Kantian and rhetorical cosmopolitanism
in Mind and Body, in which cosmopolitanism plays an important role as a
moral code, but is also reconceptualised; not as a cohesive theory formally
presented, but implicitly in the sense that it is given different significations
throughout the publication.

These significations range from spatial and visionary ideas of Europe
as “one big city” as well as the doctrine of free movement and theoretical
arguments about a cosmopolitan system of government to more explicitly
morally coded conceptualisations.sss Exploring these significations visibil-
ises how cosmopolitanism as an ideal is present in several of the previous
initiatives as well and thus functions as a unifying vision within the EU on
a more general level. I note two main strands: cosmopolitanism as physical
movement with the purpose of creating social cohesion and cosmopolitan-
ism as a movement of the mind with the purpose of guarding against national-
ism. These conceptualisations form a particular European cosmopolitan-
ism. This seemingly oxymoronic imaginary is proposed as a guiding logic
for EU citizens both when facing each other and when facing the world.
As a result, it positions and constrains the rhetorical agency of the citizens.

866 Beasley Von Burg, 121.

867 Beasley Von Burg, 120, 123-24.

868 Political cosmopolitanism in this sense is, however, surprisingly absent from the cos-
mopolitan ideal promoted in New Narrative. Two exceptions are the philosophers Jean-
Marc Ferry and Jirgen Habermas. Ferry explicitly refers to cosmopolitan law in his contri-
bution to Mind and Body. He does not explicate whether he believes the EU’s level of jutis-
diction cotresponds to the transnational/cosmopolitan level, but elsewhete he conceptu-
alizes it as a way forward for the EU. See Ferry, “European Integration”; Ferry, “Telos,
Nomos, Ethos”. Habermas’s construction of the double sovereign (pouvoir constituant mixte,
see note 914) bears resemblance to Kant’s concept of cosmopolitan law developed in To-
ward Perpetual Peace, which is envisioned as a third pillar of the law that complements the
national and international pillar, whereby citizens would consider themselves and have
rights as “citizens of the earth” rather than separate individuals or national citizens. See
Kant et al., Toward Perpetnal Peace, 6:353, 7:333. Habermas does not directly refer to Kantian
cosmopolitan law, but it is clear that he sees the EU as a kind of middle ground between
the national and the international level. The EU, he says, “constitutes a form of democratic
self-assertion against the constraints of a, so fat, only systemically networked world com-
munity resilient to regulatory constraints”. See Habermas, “Europe, Hungary”, 180. For a
review and critique of the link between the EU and Kant’s cosmopolitan law in scholarship,
see Brown “European Union and Kant’s Idea”.
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The scholatly debate about the EU and cosmopolitanism peaked
around the turn of the millennium.s® This was a time of economic pros-
perity, forthcoming enlargement of the EU, a constitution in the making,
and Turkey as an official EU member state candidate. Everything seemed
possible. However, the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty in 2004 and
the financial crisis in 2008 signalled an end to this cosmopolitan dream,
which was replaced by a populist and nationalist turn in EU member
states, thematised extensively in New Narrative; a nationalism that the
contributors, in turn, imagine to replace with a reinvigorated cosmopoli-
tanism.

Whether we think of cosmopolitanism as a moral stance or an urban
environment of “anywheres” 87 it requires at its most basic level move-
ment—either of the mind or of the body: urban, cosmopolitan environ-
ments requite people to move, and tolerance is engendered through phys-
ical meetings with others that potentially lead to a movement of the mind.
Very little of the literature on the EU and cosmopolitanism petceives cos-
mopolitanism in connection to movement and mobility, though. A telling
example is Beasley von Burg, who has written about both movement and
cosmopolitanism, both in relation to the EU, but she rarely makes the
connection between these two strands.st Favell, in contrast, views the
EU’s mobility programmes and free movement as intrinsically tied to a
cosmopolitan vision. One of his main conclusions is that although the
EU’s programmes and policies of movement are remarkable and unique
to their form, very few EU citizens actually decide to reside in other EU
member states, thus impairing a cosmopolitan Europe.s7

As thematised in chapter 4, movement is a general constitutive strategy
of the EU. The institutions of the EU literally move from country to coun-
try, drawing threads across the EU map. Likewise, the connectivity ena-
bled by free movement is supported and enhanced by policies within the
cultural and educational sector. The seeds of these policies were planted
in ‘A People’s Europe’ in 1985, in which the EU actively sought to enable
mobility and, as a result, intertwinement and connectivity between EU cit-
izens—among others, through financial and political support for

869 Favell, Eurostars and Eunrocities, 220.

870 T am alluding here to David Goodhart’s hypothesis that citizens today can be partitioned
into anywheres (people with a global outlook) and somewheres (people who feel attached to a
place and a nation), respectively. See Goodhart, The Road to Somewhere. Goodhart’s theory
has received much attention, but also been criticised for being too simplified, reductionist,
and strongly biased. See Rogaly, “Brexit Writings”; Bloomfield, “Progressive Politics”.

871 See, e.g., Beasley Von Burg, “Public Discourse”; Beasley Von Butg, “Toward a Rhetor-
ical Cosmopolitanism”; Beasley Von Burg, “Muslims and Multiculturalism”.

872 Favell, Eurostars and Eunrocities, 223.
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European film production, through European sports events, and through
different types of exchange programmes. The EU has since then continu-
ously produced extensive amounts of information material that seek to
encourage people to make use of their right to move freely within the un-
ion.87 Mind and Body is an addition. In a previously cited part of the New
Narrative declaration, movement signifies a range of signifieds:

Europe is a state of mind shared by citizens across the continent. The
students, researchers, scholars, artists, professionals and politicians who
live, study, work, think and travel across national borders do so in order
to deepen and expand their knowledge, unleash their creativity and widen
their opportunities. They retrace and revive the routes of the men and
women who, since Antiquity, and increasingly during the Renaissance and
the Enlightenment, developed for Europe a shared grammar of music and
art, a common body of science and philosophy, an astonishingly rich lit-
erature and thriving trade networks.874

The visions and ideas of ‘A People’s Europe’ ate echoed and connected
to the rich cultural heritage that such movement has created from Antiq-
uity to the present, notably embodied by the creative/EU elite (students,
researchers, scholars, artists, professionals and politicians). The capacity
to move—mobility—enables deepened knowledge, unleashed creativity,
and opportunities, and in this way, the physical sense of movement is con-
nected to a metaphorical—and mythical—level at which movement is un-
derstood as a movement of the mind. The former leads to the latter.

The connection between mobility and cultural enrichment/deepened
knowledge is circulated by several of the Mind and Body contributors. They
call for “communication spaces that enable the endogamic tendencies of
national cultures to be overcome, so that, bit by bit, cultural debates take
on a continental dimension”;$7s they celebrate that “immobilities of every
sort have been removed”s76 and cite the Erasmus programme and the
Schengen agreement as important tools to enhance mobility as they pro-
vide the opportunity “to study, have friends and enjoy themselves in other
parts of Europe”; such experiences enable people “to be aware of the con-
cerns in other places”.8”7 Then-Commissioner Androulla Vassiliou makes
a similar point about the benefits of travel: “Europe must continue to

873 Favell, 240. See, for instance, the brochure I#’s Your Europe: Living, Learning and Working
anywhere in the EU, published as a patt of the Europe on the Move programme: “It’s no secret.
Europe can change your life if you want to”. European Commission, 1#’s Your Europe, 3.
874 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 126.

875 Portabella, 65.

876 Sedlacek, “Europe: Hidden in Plain Sight”, 191.

877 Merkel, “Translation of the Speech Delivered by the Federal Chancellor of Germany at
the Academy of the Arts, Berlin, on 1 March 2014, 117-18.
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provide creative opportunities for all Europeans to interact with one an-
other, to travel, to get to know each other, to work together and to create
networks that help talent, innovation and creativity to circulate”.s”s Her
first-hand evidence is derived from her meetings with Erasmus students
and Marie Curie researchers:

Their vision of Europe, and of themselves in Europe, changes profoundly,
and for the better: the EU means an opportunity to prove their worth and
contribute to the collective good at the same time. It means developing a
profound respect and appreciation for difference and for the other.87

In Vassiliou’s account, movement helps the circulation of talent, innova-
tion, and creativity, but also fosters tolerance, as it entails a more profound
appreciation of the other. Again, the types of citizens and ideas highlighted
as the ambassadors and carriers of a better Europe represent mainly the
creative and scholatly elite: students, Marie Curie researchers, talent, inno-
vation, and creativity.

Erasmus and other EU mobility programmes first and foremost re-
move obstacles and make everyday life easier, but, as we have seen, they
also seck to engender creative interaction, deeper knowledge, and a toler-
ant stance towards other people. According to Architect Pier Paolo
Tamburelli, they embody a particular ideological project: “There was a
project then [in the 1960s], a sort of hidden project: we sent all these kids
to study abroad, hoping that they would marry someone from another
country, and slowly micro-events would develop into Europe”.ss0 The
same argument appears in the final pages of Favell’s book, which consist
of an epistolary exchange between an interviewee called “Richard” and
himself. To Favell, the free movement of people, goods, services, and
money is “the most remarkable achievement of the EU” .81 So when Fa-
vell, slightly disillusioned, says that he regrettably does not think a cosmo-
politan Europe will ever happen, Richard, a retired mathematician, reas-
sures him that “mobility s transforming Europe”, because “Europeans are
marrying each other. . . . It will just take two or three generations to see it.
Nobody understands the sweeping changes that have come from globali-
zation” 882

Tamburelli does not share the disappointment, though. The hidden
project, he says, is based above all on a fear of conflict; a fear that if the

878 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 37.

879 Vassiliou, 37.

880 Tamburelli in Battista, Setati, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 135.
881 Favell, Eurostars and Eurocities, 3.

882 Favell, 228.
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EU appears conflicted, the perceived unity since its inception until today
will be disrupted. Diversity is appreciated, but conflict is not. As former
prime minister of Slovenia Alenka Bratusek says: “Mobility is the most
reliable guarantee of creating a new European identity—overcoming cen-
turies of national stereotypes, prejudice, egoism and intolerance”.ss3 Ac-
cording to this vision—or ideology, as Tamburelli calls it—movement will
keep conflict at bay because it increases tolerance.

The New Narrative declaration likewise connects the EU’s legal frame-
work for free movement to overcoming restricted mindsets:

The establishment of the free circulation of people, goods, services and
ideas was an extraordinary victory over mindsets that sought to impose a
single vision on reality and raise barriers. The transformation from a po-
larised Europe to a multipolar Europe led to a new era of interconnected-
ness and interaction amongst people and countries.884

Free movement, multipolarity, and interconnectedness are the tools
needed to dismantle the singlemindedness of previous times and regimes.
The most poignant example of this vision of connectedness—of fullness—
—appears in the idea of Europe as one “mega-city”. According to the ar-
chitects Rem Koolhaas and Stefano Boeri, this idea was born in a conver-
sation between the two at an encounter “about 15 years ago”. “Then”,
Boeri notes, “it was only a metaphor. But if we look at a satellite image of
Europe at night today, we’ll see that this metaphor is now a reality”.sss
Similarly, the New Narrative declaration states:

Europe as a political body needs to develop a new cosmopolitanism for
its citizens, one that includes dynamic and creative urban environments
and healthy competition between cities. . . . Why not begin to imagine
Europe as one great mega-city interconnected by means of transportation
and communication?88e

>

The image of “one great mega-city” embodies the vision of internal cohe-
sion—that, when looking from abroad, in this case looking down from
the sky, the particular lights of all the cities and places in the EU member
states converge, forming one big shining city—an image that invokes the

heart and arteries metaphor discussed in chapter 4 in which imagines

883 Bratusek, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Slovenia at ISPI, Milan, on
9 December 2013, 83.

884 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 127.

885 Boeri in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of Europe, 153.

886 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 129.
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cohesion through the physiological metaphor of arteries leading to a cen-
tral unifying heart.

The “new cosmopolitanism” described in this passage of the New Nar-
rative declaration resembles what Ulrich Beck has termed banal cosmo-
politanismss’—a kind of cosmopolitanism found in cities characterised by
“many-coloured mixtures of food, drinks, nourishments, restaurants,
menus, music” but not reflected by the citizens and communities them-
selves.sss While banal cosmopolitanism is banal in the sense that it is su-
perficial, an unreflective juxtaposition of things of different origin that
form a diversity in name only, the image of one big city, a creative urban
environment, does not simply envision the juxtaposition and transporta-
tion of people and cultures, it connects the banality with a f/os: to “create
dynamic and urban environments” and “healthy competition”.

The political vision of Europe as one big city furthermore relates to the
oppositional pair urban/rural and the aforementioned elitist component
in the EU’s cosmopolitan ideal of movement, in which the urban environ-
ment and the citizens inhabiting this environment is highlighted as the
embodiment of this vision. These are the Eurostars. A very small portion
of EU citizens practice this type of movement, though. Favell is convinced
that, in order to achieve this cosmopolitan Europe, EU citizens must make
use of their right to move (like himself, and myself, I should probably add).
He is therefore puzzled by the fact that, despite the many efforts of the
EU, so few Eurostars make use of their free movement. The explanation,
according to Favell, is that what for the Eurostars in the beginning often
seems like a liberating and romantic new chapter in life, later on is experi-
enced as a “set of closed doorss and a feeling of having to “run up
against the informal barriers of residual national cultures that fear their
[the Eurostars’] presence”.s® He therefore argues that these movers are
the “pioneers of a better, more cosmopolitan Europe, they embody the
kind of liberalism that is, in these darker days of the eatly twenty-first cen-
tury, in danger of being lost” .8

The Other Movement

But if movement is really what is sought, there is plenty in Europe. If we
direct our attention towards the internal migration from East to West, we
see that the post-enlargement East-West movers are frequent and, in many

887 Beck, Cosmopolitan Vision.

888 Beck and Grande, “Cosmopolitanism”, 72.
889 Favell, Eurostars and Enrocities, 215.

890 Favell, 223.
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ways, use their rights in the manner expected by the EU. Although Favell
firmly believes in a cosmopolitan Europe, he is not blind to such differ-
ences. In a study published shortly after Eurostars and Eurocities, he writes
that the East-West movers “arguably [mark]| the biggest social change in
Europe in half a century: the definitive end of the Cold War, and a Euro-
pean social experiment that will leave neither the West nor East un-
changed”.#2 Along with postcolonial and guest-worker migrants, East-
West movers take on types of jobs that the Eurostars—EU citizens from
Western Europe—do not want: blue-collar, 3D jobs—dirty, dangerous,
and demanding.s”» And if we compare with the Eurostars, the East-West
movers and the migrant workers face even worse challenges in terms of
prejudice and exclusion, but they move anyway.

So, although mobility from East to West from an economic perspective
is positively aiding European integration, since these movers enhance the
“circulation of talent and capital flowing back into development”+ they
are, from a sociocultural perspective, considered as immigrants, threaten-
ing to take up school seats and medical facilities.s?5 According to this logic,
it is crucial that they “take the secondary, temporary, flexible roles”s% so
that they keep circulating and return home. Indeed, as we witnessed during
the Brexit debate, “the Polish plumbers” were not invoked as a sign of
cosmopolitanism, but rather as the enemy by nationalist movements.s7?

Another type of movement often overlooked in terms of free move-
ment, is that of the Roma population, even though this group is already
practicing freedom of movement. Often on the verge of citizenship, na-
tional as well as European, this population is ambiguous. Formally, many
are EU citizens and thus have the right to move, but they are not consid-
ered as such because they move without looking to settle, and they often
do not own a passport.#% As Beasley von Burg argues,

Roma are potentially the best example of EU citizens because of their long
tradition of uprooting themselves and living beyond nations. However,
they are not embraced as an EU model . . . even as the EU celebrates
freedom of movement as a right for all EU citizens.8%

892 Favell, “Immigration, Migration”, 183.

893 Favell, 184.

894 Favell, 183.

895 Favell, 183.
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897 For a study on the figure of “the Polish plumber” from a critical race petrspective, see
Borocz and Sarkar, “Unbearable Whiteness™.

898 Beasley Von Burg, “Free to Move”, 84.

899 Beasley Von Burg, 84.

221



The same could be said about the “Polish plumbers” and other stereotypes
about EU citizens from Eastern and Central Europe. In many ways, they
are model EU citizens: they move, and they take the jobs that EU citizens
from Western Europe do not want. Cleatly, though, these practices are
not what is meant by cosmopolitan Europe, focused as this vision is on
the movement of the creative/scholatly elite. So perhaps the important
question is not why Eurostars do not move, but rather why the EU seems
so focused on this very small part of the EU population. Why is the very
large part that actually moves not the embodiment of cosmopolitanism?

There is a tension, then, between an abstract ideal of cosmopolitanism
and its concrete practices as performed by EU citizens from East-West mov-
ers and the Roma population. The cosmopolitan ideal often presents di-
versity as a positive value, but as Peo Hansen argues, when looking at con-
crete EU policy, or, as in this case, concrete practices, diversity is framed
in “much more limited terms” .90

Free movement, then, when used by a designated few, signifies the cos-
mopolitan, liberal values of free interaction, cultural exchange, exchange
without obstacles, and thus freedom at its core, and it is articulated as a
means of enhancing tolerance, cultural enrichment, and social cohesion
among the EU citizens—a generator of European identity, as Bratusek
expressed it. When used by others, who constitute the large majority of
movers, it signifies the flow of capital and workforce. In this way, the
topos of cosmopolitanism establishes values of tolerance and creative in-
teraction that are worth uniting around, while simultaneously creating di-
vision by assigning these values to a select few: the Eurostar should toler-
ate, the East-West mover should be tolerated.

European Cosmopolitanism as a Movement of the Mind

While the cosmopolitan ideal of concrete, physical movement seeks to
forge social cohesion by physically bringing different nationalities to-
gether, the cosmopolitan ideal of abstract movement of the mind intends
to forge social cohesion through mutual understanding. Both types of cos-
mopolitanism intend to (re)create unity, to expose a fullness out of

900 Hansen, “Europeans Only?”, 57. Historian of ideas, Maria Johansen, makes a similar
point when she notes the threat of contamination posed by the concrete to the putity of
the abstract, although in a very different context, namely raison d’état and the Swedish in-
telligence and security service. In concrete form (societal critique of and debate about in-
telligence and security service) transparency threatens transpatency in its abstract purity
(democracy in need of protection). In the context of this study, we could say that the ab-
stract value of difference and diversity seems contaminated by the concrete enactment of
said difference and diversity. See Johansen, Offentlig skrift, 244.
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disparate phenomena; but as a signifier, cosmopolitanism connects to dif-
ferent signifieds: in the former, to cultural exchange, creativity, physical
interaction; in the latter, to tolerance, empathy, and cutiosity—they seek a
physical and a mental unity, respectively. These two kinds of unity often
overlap, however, and the movement of the mind hinges upon physical
movement—tolerance is fostered in the meeting with people different
from yourself. European cosmopolitanism thus signifies a European gen-
erosity towards the other, an ability to see oneself in the other. This ability
will help EU citizens overcome their initial xenophobic sentiments follow-
ing from globalisation and recognise that the EU is a help in the face of
globalisation; not the enemy.

In other words, cosmopolitanism is understood in a triangular relation-
ship with globalisation and nationalism in Mind and Body. Globalisation is
perceived as an uncontrollable development that mandates a cosmopoli-
tan rather than a nationalist perspective. The writer Elif Shafak says:

There was, 10 years ago, great optimism about the idea that the world
would turn into a global village, that technological advances and the fast
flow of capital would connect us all and render national borders redun-
dant. None of that has happened. Still, we should not underestimate the
fact that there are two tides today: we are indeed becoming more global
souls, more cosmopolitan, and we’re learning to appreciate this intercon-
nectivity. Unfortunately, and at the same time, the countercurrent is also
becoming very strong.%01

In the wake of Francis Fukuyama, who claimed “the universalization of
Western liberal democracy” to be “the end-point of mankind’s ideological
evolution” 2 globalisation was the hope at the turn of the millennium, but
nationalism is what seems to be replacing this hope today, Shafak argues.
The problem is that nationalism views identity as “either/ot”, whereas a
“cosmopolite sees identity as plural: there are concentric circles of iden-
tity”.203 Shafak herself identifies as “Istanbulite”, “attached to the Bal-
kans”, “Mediterranean”, “Middle Eastern”, and she would “like to think
I’m European as well, why not?””.%04 To this, Barroso answers: “What we
need, more and more, is an attachment to the cosmopolitan order. The
European Union is a great laboratory in the context of globalisation”.%05
So, whereas cosmopolitanism is portrayed as the positive replacement of
nationalism, globalisation is viewed both as a (positive) precondition but

901 Shafak in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Domino Conversation”, 150-51.
902 Fukuyama, “End of History?”, 4.

903 Shafak in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Domino Conversation”, 151.

904 Shafak in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 151.

905 Barroso in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 152.
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also as an element of disruption. Jonathan Mills, composer and member
of the cultural committee, notes that “ours is increasingly a world in which
knowledge comes, simultaneously, from various and divergent technolog-
ical, ethical, cultural and philosophical sources and locations. Such an un-
usual alignment of forces has the capacity to disrupt and dislodge many of
our preconceptions’”—Ilike “European hegemony” in the domains of
science, technology, culture, philosophy, industrialisation, and finance
during “the past millennium .97

If we recall Mills’s characterisation of European cultural heritage—"the
envy of the world”"s—a noticeable sorrow characterises Mills’s descrip-
tion of European greatness and fall; he sees globalisation and Europe as
metonymically related to one another—FEurope the signifier of globalisa-
tion, and globalisation the signifier of Europe. Instead, it has caused a dis-
connection between the movement of the world economy (integrating
more and more) and that of the social and political world (continuously
fragmenting).®® As a result,

politicians and citizens start to feel powerless to act and define what is
happening, with the result that, as a psychologically understandable but
paradoxical defence mechanism, they cling ever more tenaciously to the
nation state and its borders, which have long since grown porous.?10

So, citizens are not clinging to the nation state because they are racist,
Habermas argues here, but because they are afraid of losing the rights fos-
tered and guaranteed by the nation state, uncertainty caused by globalisa-
tion.1! Barroso both echoes and contradicts this diagnosis: “You know,
one of the problems facing the EU is not that many people in Europe
think the EU has made Europe too open. The main objection is that the
EU does not protect enough”.92 Nevertheless, he continues by stating
that, in Europe “populism simplifies complex issues and mobilises nega-
tive sentiments, like xenophobia and ultranationalism, which go against
the values of those men, women and children in Europe who want peace
and freedom”.913 Echoing ‘A People’s Europe’ and its complaint that citi-
zens do not really understand and appreciate the many achievements the
Community has offered, Barroso argues that EU citizens do not really

906 Mills, “Some Reflections™, 202.

907 Mills, 202.

908 Discussed in the previous chapter. See Mills, 203.

909 Habermas, “Europe, Hungary”, 180.

910 Habermas, 180.

911 Habermas, 185.

912 Barroso in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Domino Conversation”, 165.
913 Barroso in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 166.
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think Europe is too open; they are simply swayed to think so by simplified,
yet successful, interpellations of the advancing nationalist parties in Eu-
rope. Barroso thus implicitly suggests that what needs to be changed is
EU citizens’ perception, not the EU policies or the EU as such.

Habermas’s argument bears similarities. Near the end of his contribu-
tion, Habermas proposes a “thought experiment” that challenges the au-
dience to view the legal structure of the EU from a different perspective:
Maybe it is, in fact, cosmopolitan? Maybe EU citizens simply need to
change their perception of the EU to see that it is exactly what is needed?914
In this sense, Mills, Habermas and Barroso are not negative towards glob-
alisation as such, but rather towards its consequences—how it causes dis-
connection, disruption, and dislodgement and thus potentially invalidates
our preconceptions. The problem is not globalisation, but citizens’ reac-
tions to this process. Not unlike Favell’s argument, in which long-term
Western European movement within the EU is thought to be impeded by
prejudice and discrimination s in Mind and Body nationalism is perceived
as that which hinders the EU to reach its full potential.ot6

So, instead, EU citizens need to go with the global flow. In an era of
globalisation, cultural debate must take on a “continental dimension” 17
Europe needs “debate that transcends notions of exclusive national

914 Habermas, “Europe, Hungary”, 184-85. Habermas here proposes a simplified version
of his recent conceptualization of a double sovereign, the EU’s pouvoir constitnant mixte: “1
propose the thought experiment of imagining a developed EU as if its constitution had
been brought into existence by a double sovereign. The constituent authority [of the dou-
ble sovereign] should be composed of the entire citizenty of Europe, on the one hand, and
of the sum of the citizens of the participating nation states, on the other”. See Habermas,
“Citizen and State Equality”, 174. In the words of Mark Patberg, this means that “in the
decision-making processes of the EU some institutions primarily represent the perspective
of the community of European citizens, while others focus on channelling the interests of
the citizen communities of the member states”. See Patberg, “Introduction”, 166. Re-
versely, citizens adopt different perspectives depending on whether they are voting as
members of a nation state or of the supranational community. See Habermas, Crisis of the
Eunropean Union, 137. Note the similar proposition of a thought experiment and also how
Habermas refrains from consistently distinguish between European and EU citizen, which
in this specific case has consequences for the interpretation. Ewurgpean in the meaning peo-
ple living in Europe would provide a very different and radical argument: all Europeans,
within and outside the EU, to be represented in the EU’s institutional structure.

915 Favell, Eurostars and Eurocities, 223.

916 Garcfa makes a similar argument when he posits that New Narrative “emphasises the
diversity of Europe, but not that of the EU integration project”, exemplified with the pre-
viously quoted passage by Reding: “the fact that 25% of the European electorate voted for
extremist and anti-European parties shows that they must have somehow ‘forgotten’ the
reasons for which the European Union was built”. Garcia, “New Narrative Project”, 347.
See also Reding, “Stimulating the European Public Sphere”, 32.

917 Portabella, “Europe as a Space”, 65.
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characteristics and borders” 18 and historiography must take a cosmopol-
itan perspective—which in this case means a European perspective—to
see the bigger picture.? This perspective requires “open-mindedness” and
accepting that the gain of a larger perspective requires a loss of the local
perspective.?0 In other words, a cosmopolitan vision entails that distinc-
tive characteristics at the local level will be blurred and perhaps even lost,
but it also effects the gain of a more important “truly continental dimen-
sion and global outreach”.%!

European cosmopolitanism thus signifies a set of values and norms of
behaviour that embraces this larger perspective. Gyorgy Konrad, writer
and member of the New Narrative cultural committee, says:

Now that our countries are linked and travelling has become easier, we are
beginning to feel like our cities, our great minds and their achievements
belong to us all. European curiosity is receptive to the mysterious tastes
offered by minorities, disparate peoples and diverse personalities. The lit-
erature of small nations is also European, even if their masterworks have
yet to be translated. A single bookshelf can hold foreign classics and bet-
ter-known modern works translated into one’s national language, all mar-
inating together.922

The synecdochical movement between part and whole, the marinade of
nations and Europe, “our personal ego and our collective identity”, has
fostered not only a feeling of like-mindedness and ownership among Eu-
ropean nations, but also a “European curiosity”’—although it is one-direc-
tional, from Europe towards minorities, from large nations towards small
ones.

The movement between part and whole as fostering cosmopolitanism
is also articulated by artist and member of the New Narrative cultural com-
mittee Olafur Eliasson. His contribution is titled “Your inner we” and

918 Tuymans and Simoens in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 143.

919 Arjakovsky argues that “historical research in Europe is still organized very much along
national lines” and warns that “if, in the end, there has been no European history of Eu-
rope up to the present, this is because sovereign and Eurosceptic historiographical schools
have dominated debates in Europe from 1990 to 2000. European historiograph-
ical schools favour the national novel over the cosmopolitan novel”. See Arjakovsky,
“How to Write a New Natrative”, 188. His own research project “The past and future of
European civilization”, presented briefly in his text in Mind and Body, sets out to rectify this,
according to him, faulty historiography. See Arjakovsky and Arnaud, “Passé et avenir”.
920 Portabella, “Europe as a Space”, 65.

921 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 23.

922 Konrad, “European Ars Poetica”, 39.

923 Konrad, 39.
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appeared on the front page of Politiken, a large, national Danish newspaper
(figure 9). Eliasson explains:

The front page reads Dit (your) and vi (we); on the reverse of the front
page, printed backwards, is the word indre (inner). The ‘inner’ shimmers
through the normal newspaper page to form the phrase “Your inner we’
in varying intensities of black.924

The artwork thus embodies the different and changing relationship be-
tween the “I” and the various “we’s” we experience over time and in dif-
ferent settings: “There are large ‘we’s and small ‘we’s, inclusive and exclu-
sive ‘we’s, static and transformative ‘we’s”.925 But the artwork is also not-
mative in its quest for a European “we”, the fostering of which Eliasson
ties to fostering an “ability to be empathically in the world with others”.926
The call for “a vision that transcends national borders™?7 is linked to sig-
nifications of generosity in the meeting with the other—either as an exist-
ing Buropean curiosity and receptiveness, or as empathy waiting to

emerge.

Figure 9. Dit indre vi, Olafur Eliasson, 2014. © Studio Olafur Eliasson GmbH.

Finally, traits such as curiosity and receptiveness ate connected to desctip-
tions of co-existence, tolerance, and European responsibility. Mills leans
on Ulrich Beck’s definition of cosmopolitan tolerance when he envisions “a

924 Eliasson, “Your Inner We”, 192.
925 Eliasson, 193.
926 Eliasson, 193.
927 Eliasson, 192.
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cosmopolitan, as opposed to multicultural, future for Europe”.”2s Beck
contrasts cosmopolitan tolerance to multiculturalism, understanding the
latter as mere acceptance of the other as a necessary burden, whereas cos-
mopolitan tolerance “is more than that. It is neither defensive nor passive,
but instead active: it means opening oneself up to the wotld of the Other,
perceiving difference as an enrichment, regarding the Other as fundamen-
tally equal”.229 Mills returns to the tenth and eleventh century to provide
an exemplum for his vision of a future cosmopolitan Europe: “At the
height of the Caliphate of Cordoba in 10th and 11th century Spain, Islam,
Judaism and Christianity not only ‘coexisted’, but cooperated and collab-
orated harmoniously”.% These three world religions enriched one an-
other, Mills argues. Therefore, “the opportunity to participate in a genu-
inely new narrative for Europe requites us all to embrace the challenge of
a cosmopolitan approach to the relation between ‘minds, mentalities and
imaginations’ as well as to ‘nations, localities. . . and institutions™.! Like
many other contributors in Mind and Body, Mills’s cosmopolitan vision is
imbued with a moral content—tolerance, openness, equality, and harmo-
nious collaboration. Cosmopolitanism thus hinges on globalisation, but
provides a moral content that is able to guide the vision for the future of
the EU.

This vision is striking in its support of the status quo. Many of the con-
tributors in Mind and Body, including Barroso and, to a certain extent, Ha-
bermas, seck explanations and solutions that reside with the citizens. In
this way, change is bestowed upon the citizens, not the EU: nationalism,
prejudice, and discrimination ate citizen matters and should therefore be
solved on a citizen level: if they change perspective, if they are informed
better, then they will realise that nothing needs to change.

We see similar arguments in Favell’s and Beasley von Burg’s studies as
well: the EU provides ample opportunities to move (Favell), and it pro-
vides cosmopolitan ideals (Beasley von Burg). The fact that Eurostars are
so few, and that cosmopolitan ideals are not propetly exercised in practice,
is explained by turning to citizen behaviour (citizens are prejudiced). While
Favell does not specify any concrete solutions, Beasley von Burg proposes
the rhetorical encounter between citizens as the place where the negative
emotion of fear can be replaced with the positive emotion of “curiosity

928 Mills, “Some Reflections”, 204.

929 Mills, 204. Mills quotes Ulrich Beck, German Eurgpe, Translated by Rodney Livingstone,
Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2013.

930 Mills, 203.

931 Mills, 205. Mills quotes Ulrich Beck, German Eurgpe, Translated by Rodney Livingstone,
Cambridge, UK: Polity Press, 2013.
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and deep connection”.2 Although I too am convinced of the many ben-
efits of the rhetorical encounter as a foundation for creating mutual un-
derstanding, Beasley von Burg’s account is simplified and, most im-
portantly, it turns societal, institutional, and structural problems into an
issue of interpersonal relations. The need to attend to interpersonal rela-
tions should not be underestimated, but the fact that one of Beasley von
Burg’s own examples is the discriminatory rhetoric of Italian senator and
former minister, Roberto Calderoli, only undetlines its connection to an
institutional level.?33

Looking beyond this cosmopolitan discourse, one can find other ex-
planations for why citizens “cling” to their nation state, as Habermas
phrases it. Too often, Doreen Massey argues, place is understood as co-
terminous with community, which is why longing for community is inter-
preted as a longing for a delimited, specific place and therefore “neces-
sarily reactionary” .93 But communities are most often 7o gathered in one
place, but rather a “particular constellation of social relations”, weaved
“together at a particular locus”.9% A global sense of place of this kind is
not necessatily a reactionary response to globalisation’s temporal and spa-
tial disruptions, but could just as well be interpreted as a response to the
uneven development of globalisation, perhaps even as a way to create con-
nectivity and a sense of belonging.93

This perspective allows us to see a tension in the cosmopolitan vision
of the EU: connectivity and a sense of belonging along with values such
as tolerance and curiosity in many ways correspond to emotions the EU
wants to foster within the framework of a postnational cosmopolitanism;
but, at the same time, these emotions and values are tied to a specific place:
Europe. The Mind and Body contributors wish for EU citizens to move to
other EU countries and, in the face of difference, develop a sense of em-
pathy and tolerance, which they can take with them back home. In this

932 Beasley Von Burg, “Toward a Rhetorical Cosmopolitanism”, 120, 123-24.

933 In 2007, Calderoli (Northern League Party, served in two Betlusconi governments)
called for a pig protest against plans of building a mosque in Bologna, Italy. According to
Reuters, “he was ready to bring his own pig to ‘defile’ the site whete the mosque is due to
be built”. Aloisi, “Muslims Irked”.

934 Massey, “Global Sense of Place”, 258. As Massey points out, this idea of rapid change
and, as a result, “a sense of dislocation” represent a Western, colonial view: it might be a
new sensation to people living in the West, but not to colonised peoples who have felt it
for centuries.

935 Massey, 262.

936 Massey, 263. Uneven in the sense that mobility is distributed unevenly; some can move
(financial, social, and cultural means allow it), others not (restricted financial means or
physical mobility). And yet others move involuntarily (refugees) or in ways that are un-
wanted (Roma). Massey develops this thought on 258-260.
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way, diversity is highly appreciated, but needs to be embodied and enacted
in a specifically European way—cosmopolitanism is first and foremost
European. Itis thematised as physical movement to create social cohesion,
which we can trace back to ‘A People’s Europe’, and as a movement of
the mind, primarily thematised in New Narrative. But the latter hinges
upon the former: the purpose of physical movement is to serve a move-
ment of the mind with tolerance and curiosity at its core. While physical
movement is first and foremost envisioned as internal to the EU, move-
ment beyond Europe is not necessarily physical, but rather an exportation
of values and norms.

In conclusion, the ideological dream of fullness and unity in the EU’s
cosmopolitan vision has both a physical and a metaphorical dimension to
it that are reciprocally constituted: physical encounters increase tolerance,
and tolerance facilitates physical encounters with the unfamiliars of glob-
alisation. The cosmopolitan vision is based on characteristics considered
specifically European, and we see how the citizen thus becomes the engine
of the EU’s political vision. In this way, the distinction between the polit-
ical domain and the public/private is blurred.

This cosmopolitan vision is an example of how the EU’s constitutive
rhetoric positions and conditions the transhistorical collective subject and
the types of practices and dispositions it is meant to embody and perform.
The vision of the EU connects the present and the future through a vision
of omnipresence: the political imaginary of the EU is envisioned as em-
bodied by, and distributed and circulated within the EU first and foremost
through its citizens, not its institutions.

A European Destiny

While the topos of European cosmopolitanism is first and foremost a spa-
tial category signifying different types of movement, the topos of destiny
projects both a temporal and a spatial vision that encompasses Europeans
throughout time. The vision of a common European destiny first appears
in the Constitutional Treaty and indicates a new orientation within the EU
that has continued ever since. On January 9, 2022, French President Em-
manuel Macron announced that if he had to sum up his main goal for the
French presidency of the Council of the EU, it would be the “need to
move from being a Europe of cooperation inside of our borders to a pow-
erful Europe in the world, fully sovereign, free to make its choices and
master of its destiny”.®” Going back to the Constitutional Treaty, the

937 Macron, “Press Conference Speech”, para. 2.
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preamble states that the Heads of State or Government of the Member
States are

CONVINCED that, while remaining proud of their own national identi-
ties and history, the peoples of Europe are determined to transcend their
former divisions and, united ever more closely, to forge a common des-
tiny.938

The inclusion of “destiny” was controversial in the context of the EU and
one of the passages that was excluded when the Constitutional Treaty was
configured into the Lisbon Treaty. But “destiny” reappears in New Nar-
rative, both through the specific term and through other related thoughts
and concepts, such as “telos” and “sense of purpose”.

Destiny connotes necessity and predestination and thus something be-
yond the reach of human agency while simultaneously—and paradoxi-
cally—requiring human agency in order to be fulfilled. On an individual
level, we have, for example, the notion of taking destiny into one’s hands,
and on a collective level, this paradox is exemplified in the projection of a
manifest destiny. In the United States, it connects to an expansionist, cul-
tural imperialist vision and a set of virtues of the North-American people:
it is the duty of the citizens to help forge this destiny.®» Destiny in the
passage from the Constitutional Treaty is less determined; it negotiates a
balance between national identities and European values, between na-
tional identity and European destiny. It calls on “the peoples of Europe”
to forge a common destiny, thus emphasising the indeterminacy of this des-
tiny.

In New Narrative, we witness a similar vagueness when it comes to the
content of a European destiny. To Barroso and several contributors in
Mind and Body, the articulation of a destiny provides a telos and a vision, a
sense of purpose to the European integration project; but this rather open
signification is accompanied by a fuller signification such as ensuring and
promoting peace; and often both of these traits intersect. In Barroso’s
New Narrative launch speech, destiny is both pre-given and open. He says:

We won’t have real unity until we acknowledge a sense of belonging to a
community which is bigger than the nation or the region, a sense of a
shared European destiny which we are ready to work together to
achieve. %40

938 European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 9.
939 Miller and Furse, Native America.
940 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”, para. 32.
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Destiny is understood as a sense of belonging that, on the one hand, must
be acknowledged (it already exists) and, on the other, has to be worked for
(it does not yet exist in the desired form). We see a similar doubleness in
his foreword to Mind and Body with a reference to the Constitutional Treaty
and the phrase “to forge a common destiny””:

The fact is that it is not enough to say that we, Europeans, share a com-
mon destiny. A sense of belonging to Europe, to a community of values,
culture and interests is essential to the effort of forging such a common
destiny.o#!

Again, destiny is both something pre-given, “a community of values, cul-
ture and interests” that Europeans already share, and something that needs
work in order to be achieved. The call for a common destiny is linked to
Barroso’s appeal to imagine and shape the future—in order not to “miss
out” on the future:

it is now our turn to go on imagining and shaping our future as our pre-
decessors did in their time. The world system is adapting itself as well,
forging a new world order. Either we contribute to reshaping it—not by
trying to impose our solutions, but by proposing some of our ideas—or
we miss out on the future.%42

Barroso underlines that agency exists and is necessary, that through imag-
ination it is possible to shape the future—“we” should propose rather than
impose. At the same time, he argues that “we” might “miss out on the
future”. Barroso does not specify the content of this future. His focus rests
on the process, but in order to not miss out on the future, “we” must
contribute to reshaping it; otherwise, other parts of the world will overhaul
Europe, and Europe will lose its position in the “new world order”. There-
fore, ““we have to give a telos, a renewed sense of purpose, to European
integration in the age of globalisation, and to reflect on how we can move
towards it”.94

The “we” in Barroso’s text is ambiguous, especially in this passage. The
“we” is a continuation of “our predecessors”, and a couple of paragraphs
later, he stipulates “we, Europeans”, but right after stating that we cannot
miss out on the future, he says: “We can indeed have a leadership role in
shaping this world”.%# As we saw in the previous chapter, ambiguities of
this kind serve to expand the constitutive horizon: “predecessors” can, on

941 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 25.
942 Barroso, 25.

943 Barroso, 25. Emphasis in the original.
944 Barroso, 25.
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a purely denotative level, signify the predecessors of the EU, the founding
fathers, and today’s EU leaders should thus follow in their footsteps and
dare to imagine a better future; but since Barroso later stipulates “we, Eu-
ropeans”, “predecessors” can also signify European predecessors more
broadly. The latter reading connotes a much richer past.

Many of the other contributors connect the idea of a European destiny
to the question of survival. Then-prime minister of Italy Enrico Letta ar-
ticulates a fear of becoming obsolete in the new world order in which
“countries that are twice the size of the European Union are among the
decisionmakers on the global scene”.%5 Today, “the European dream” is
absent, %46 and this is what needs to reawakened: in order for the EU to
have a seat at the table, member states must integrate fully, this is the Eu-
ropean dream. Likewise, “Europe should be a shared purpose or, quite
simply, it will not be at all”,%7 Vassiliou argues, without specifying exactly
what it is that will not be—the EU? Peace? Democracy? The raison d'étre,
the justification of existence, is thus the fear of nonexistence. This has two
closely connected meanings: on the one hand, it signifies the fear that,
should the EU cease to exist, its member states might once again wage
wars against another and thus pose a threat to their own existence. So, the
existence of the EU is justified as a means to uphold the existence of its
citizens. On the other hand, the fear of nonexistence can also signify a fear
connected to the EU itself: that the existence and growth of the EU is
justified as a means to sustain its institutional existence.

MEP and co-initiator of New Narrative Morten Lokkegaard’s notion
of destiny likewise revolves around the ambivalence of the EU’s role in
the social imaginary of its citizens and the rest of the world. According to
him, the purpose of New Narrative is “to give voice and form to our com-
mon European destiny, and to act as a tool for the future, for making the
right choices” .4 Destiny needs a form, it is an agency to guide future de-
cisions; but it is also a safeguard from what seems to be understood as a
European disposition, namely self-destruction:

Like any other union or group of people with a common destiny, the EU
needs a narrative, a common story that invests our daily lives as Europeans
with a sense of purpose and togetherness. Without that, we’ll end up doing

945 Letta, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 De-
cember 20137, 78.

946 T etta, 74-75.

947 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 38.

948 Lokkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 232.
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what we have been doing to each other for millennia, namely, slaughtering
one another every second or third decade.?

Destiny, here, is pre-given (all communities have one) and provides “put-
pose and togetherness” mediated through narrative. What is needed is
something that can remind EU citizens why they need each other. Much
like Habermas’s vision of the catalytic effects of a constitution,’ destiny
can be understood as a commitment to one another—regardless of what
this destiny may be or bring; an idea echoed by Letta who states that in-
fluence hinges upon unity: “more things unite us than things that divide
us. . .. We must ensure that the values that unite us influence the global
decision-making”.%5! If “you emphasise only the differences, then you are
being very short-sighted indeed”.”s2 EU leaders/EU citizens must look at
the bigger picture and form strategic commitments.

If we return to the first articulation of European destiny and consider
the context of both the Constitutional Treaty and New Narrative, we find
an EU undergoing institutional, political change and an EU in a changing
Europe, respectively. The year 2004 was, one the one hand, marked by
upcoming enlargement, the most extensive in the EU’s history in terms of
member states, population, and territory; on the other hand, disagree-
ments among existing member states that arose even before the drafting
of the constitution text had begun, and which led to a markedly more ex-
tensive drafting process with the inclusion of civil society and the member
states to-be, ran as a smouldering undercurrent to the EU’s success in
terms of growth. In 2014, the EU had recently (2012) been awarded the
Nobel Peace Prize, acknowledging the EU for its peacebuilding and dem-
ocratic work so far, but was also met by growing EU-sceptical, nationalist
sentiments all across the EU member states, which influenced the com-
position of the EP. In this light, it may seem odd to insist on the existence
and/or the crafting of a common destiny when the member states cleatly
disagree on how to move forward—if to move at all. But if we interpret
the articulation of destiny as a sign of future commitment, we can under-
stand the fact that the soon-to-be quite many and quite diverse parties in
2004 signed the Constitutional Treaty as a sign of commitment, not just
in spirit but in a legally binding manner, to make past disagreements the
less important narrative in favour of continued peace and prosperity.
From this perspective, these formulations could be seen as performative

949 Lokkegaard, 233.

950 Habermas, “Why Europe Needs a Constitution”, 16-17.

951 Letta, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 De-
cember 20137, 78.

952 I etta, 79.
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speech acts, as examples of the constitutive paradox of needing to presup-
pose that which is simultaneously created through continuous interpella-
tions—as a constitutive effort of writing into being. Thus, the mere fact
that the Heads of State or Government of the existing member states ac-
tually agreed on these statements, is a significant achievement, despite the
fact that the Constitutional Treaty was never ratified: since they agreed
once and made this agreement public, the chance of their agreeing again
is not inconsiderable. If we sign a treaty that ensures the forging of a com-
mon destiny, it is difficult to abandon that promise.

In short, destiny provides guidance, it is a tool to make “the right
choices”, to “serve as inspiration” and thus a strategic commitment that
potentially enables global influence, but also future commitment of the
enlarged and increasingly diverse EU. European destiny is built on “a
community of values, culture and interests”, and it should be true to the
EU’s “original purpose” of peace and prosperity. Of course, this frame-
work is rather vague—a community of which values, what culture, and
which interests>—but, as shown in the two previous chapters, these rather
vague categories are filled with historical, cultural, and symbolic meaning
elsewhere.

Universality as European Essence

The European destiny has two sides, in other words. One focuses on in-
ternal commitment, the other on global influence. As Lokkegaard formu-
lates it, “the EU has to be true to its original purpose” of peace and pros-
perity.?s3 This requires that the EU member states and Europeans alike
stand together in solidarity so that they can “survive as a region, and as a
culture” 95 but also that they can “fulfil our role in the world” %5 since the
EU has “created a unique model that serves as inspiration to the rest of
the world”.

Following the Second World War, the Community sought a neutral re-
lationship with other parts of the world due to the risk of neo-colonial
charges, and it was not until after 1989 that the EU once again took a more
assertive and conditional stance in questions of human rights and democ-
racy outside of the EU.%¢ Sanctions (e.g., trade agreements for human
rights) go against the otherwise often promoted characteristic of the EU,
namely its “soft powers”. Colonialism was, as Hansen and Jonson argue

953 Lokkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 233.

954 Lokkegaard, 233.

955 Lokkegaard, 232.

956 Smith, “Limits of Proactive Cosmopolitanism”, 156.
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never not part of the EU’s political imaginary,’7 and we can also speculate
about the meaning of the wish to “play its proper role in the world”,’8 as
the 1973-declaration states, but the more explicit proactive stance is faitly
new.

This stance can be conceptualised as “proactive cosmopolitanism”,
Poul Taylor argues. It is “a deliberate attempt to create a consensus about
values and behaviour—a cosmopolitan community—among diverse com-
munities”, which means promoting “the civil and political values of West-
ern liberal states in other parts of the world”.% As Hansen and Jonsson
phrase it: “Whereas Russia, China and the US continue to play the old
game of power politics, the EU travels the world on soft power; it does
not make adversaries, it negotiates, it creates partners, it associates”.90 Pro-
active cosmopolitanism is thus a “long-term security strategy”, founded
on the often-cited belief that democracies do not wage war against each
other. But “it also reflects the belief, shared by the member states and EU
institutions, that human rights and democracy must be promoted interna-
tionally, for their own sake”, Karen Smith argues.®t We can understand
this universalistic and missionary orientation as an effort to cope with the
fluidity and ever-changing nature of society by invoking elements of some-
thing unchanging and eternal.?2 In the EU initiatives studied in this thesis,
this orientation is reflected in the assertion of the EU’s soft powers and in
the invocation of European, universal values. Bernhard Forchtner and
Christoffer Kolvraa write:

The ‘standard narration’ of Europe’s transition from war to peace, comes to serve as
‘beginning’ and ‘middle’ for a whole new narrative ‘end’. 'The end which ‘finds’ its
beginning in Europe’s tragic history is no longer simply the goal of unify-
ing the continent, but an emerging ambition to play a role beyond Eu-
rope.?3

Their argument springs out of the EU receiving the Nobel Peace Prize in
2012 and thus relates to the narrative of the EU as a peace project in gen-
eral. This narrative is two-directional: it has an inward direction—the EU
has created peace in Europe and must make sure it stays peaceful—and

957 Hansen and Jonsson, Eurafrica.

958 Commission of the European Communities, “Declaration on European Identity”, 120.
959 Taylor, “United Nations”, 540.

960 Hansen and Jonsson, Exrafrica, xv.

961 Smith, “Limits of Proactive Cosmopolitanism”, 175. It is beyond the scope of this study
to explore how the EU succeeds in its proactive cosmopolitan engagement. See Smith for
an analysis of the EU’s policies towards Burma, Cuba, and Zimbabwe.

962 Eisenstadt and Giesen, “Construction of Collective Identity”, 82.

963 Forchtner and Kolvraa, “Natrating a ‘New Europe,” 394. Emphasis in the original.

236



an outward direction as a normative model worth exporting due to its uni-
versal value. While chapter 5 focused on the EU’s past achievements (its
founding narrative) and the ambition to teach the world how to live in
peace, the proactive cosmopolitanism thematised here centres on the am-
bition to transform universal values into European values that are then
exported to the rest of the world—to turn universality into a European
essence. This dream of fullness, the vision of an original meaning to the
constitution of the EU, is temporally and spatially expanded.

In Mind and Body, the EU’s soft power is interpreted as a benefit both
to the EU itself and beyond. Internally, it is a strength that enables Euro-
peans “to concentrate on the pursuit of wisdom and beauty, not destruc-
tion and violence” %64 and therefore it is crucial to the future of the EU.
Externally, it is a power that reaches beyond the borders of the EU. For
example, in a notably economistic, new public management language,
Letta foresees that European values “will be winning values thanks to our
extraordinary soft power”’;%6 although “small in geographical terms”, Eu-
ropeans are “‘extraordinary in terms of soft power”.%6 But only if used
together, he warns; the basis of this soft power is the fact that “we have
managed to do away with war” %7 and Europeans therefore owe it to fu-
ture generations to make sure “European values prevail” in the time to
come but also throughout the world.oss

There is no shortage of claims about European values in Mind and Bod)y.
“Tolerance is something like the soul of Europe” 2 and “Europe’s es-
sence” is “the desire for freedom”.90 We also see invocations of “those
basic values that Greeks and Christians bequeathed to Europe and the
world”7t and a “return to Europe’s ‘fundamentals’—to its corpus of cul-
tural values, based on ethics, aesthetics and sustainability”.972 Letta argues
that “we [Europeans]| all share the same values and we must ensure that
these values are expressed in a European way’™7 and, as quoted eatlier,
the “European state of mind” is founded on a certain set of values:

964 Kleiber, “Humanistic and Scientific Sources”, 100.

965 Letta, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 De-
cember 20137, 78.

966 T etta, 78-79.

967 Letta, 79.

968 I etta, 79.

969 Merkel, “Translation of the Speech Delivered by the Federal Chancellor of Germany at
the Academy of the Arts, Berlin, on 1 March 20147, 116.

970 Konrad, “European Ars Poetica”, 40, 41.

971 Porebski, “Botders of the European Union”, 59-60.

972 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towards Europe’s New Renaissance”, 122.

973 Letta, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI, Milan, on 9 De-
cember 20137, 78.

237



Europe is a state of mind rooted in its shared values of peace, freedom,
democracy and rule of law. Today, vigilance is required to continuously
reaffirm and build upon those fundamental values and principles that,
from the outset, have been deeply embedded in the raison d’¢tre of Eu-
rope.o7+

These references to Eurgpean values can signify either that they are origi-
nating from Burope (as when referring to Roman law or Athenian democ-
racy as fundamentally European), or they can signify values to which Eu-
rope adheres (thus potentially also African, Asian, Australian, etc.). In the
five EU initiatives, we find both functions in the articulation of European
values. The difference between them, however, is not always clear. Alt-
hough taken from a different context, Christian Joppke’s examination of
the British state rhetoric on immigration and citizenship serves as a clari-
fying example:

The British state is caught in the paradox of universalism: it perceives the
need to make immigrants and ethnic minorities parts of #his and not of any
society, but it cannot name and enforce any particulars that distinguish the
‘here’ from ‘there’.975

Difference between this/here (Britain, Europe) and any/there (the uni-
versal) is evoked, but without substantial difference. It is this ambiguity
that I seek to explore in this section.

Ambiguous articulations of values appear in all five initiatives. Whereas
the 1973-declaration, ‘A People’s Europe’ (by quoting the 1973-declara-
tion), and the Maastricht Treaty speak of attachment to a set of principles,
the Constitutional Treaty and the New Narrative are concerned with va/ues
as well. The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, spec-
ifies that the EU is founded on universal values:

Conscious of its spiritual and moral heritage, the Union is founded on the
indivisible, universal values of human dignity, freedom, equality and soli-
darity; it is based on the principles of democracy and the rule of law . . . .
The Union contributes to the preservation and to the development of
these common values while respecting the diversity of the cultures and
traditions of the peoples of Europe.?7¢

According to the logical principle that what inspires a creation must pre-
exist this creation, these values are a resource to the EU, but are not

974 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 126—27. Empbhasis in the original.

975 Joppke, “Immigration and the Identity of Citizenship”, 538.

976 European Communities, “Constitution for Europe”, 47, see also 432. The Charter is
patt of the Constitutional Treaty, today a separate charter alongside the Lisbon Treaty.
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essentially European. We see the same order elsewhere in the Constitu-
tional Treaty,””” but in the preamble the order is reversed. The member
states are

DRAWING INSPIRATION from the cultural, religious and humanist
inheritance of Europe, from which have developed the universal values of
the inviolable and inalienable rights of the human person, freedom, de-
mocracy, equality and the rule of law.978

Here, the principles described in the 1973-declaration, referred to in ‘A
People’s Europe’ and again in the Maastricht Treaty are no longer univer-
sal and then European, but European and then universal. They have de-
veloped from a European cultural, religious, and humanist inheritance and
since proved to have universal validity and therefore spread to the rest of
the world. The preamble, in other words, claims a European origin of the
universal values “inviolable and inalienable rights of the human person,
freedom, democracy, equality and the rule of law”.

Turning to Mind and Bod), the contributions for the most part follow
this recasting of the order of events: values are first and foremost essen-
tially European and, consequently, values of universal worth. For example,
as previously quoted, scientist and member of the New Narrative cultural
committee Michal Kleiber argues that “European philosophy and science
have created standards for the world” that form the basis of a set of values,
among these “a never-ending search for truth”.97 Konrad regards freedom
as part of Europe’s essence: “Two centuries after the outbreak of the
French Revolution . . . we will only be worthy of the name ‘European’ if
we remain unified in support of each othet’s individual right to free-
dom” .9 Implicitly, he indicates that the yearning for these freedoms is
specifically European—there is a reason that the French Revolution hap-
pened on European soil: “Our [Europeans’] history is an uncompleted
path to freedom, which constitutes humanity’s gradually unfolding es-
sence” .98 And, finally, he ends his text by declaiming: “You can stave off
the desire for freedom, but never bury it. Unless you bury all Europeans
along with it”.92 European history is a continuous striving for freedom; in
fact, if Europeans were eviscerated from the planet, so too would the

977 Buropean Communities, 137.

978 Buropean Communities, 9.

979 Kleiber, “Humanistic and Scientific Sources”, 98.
980 Konrad, “European Ars Poetica”, 40.

981 Konrad, 38.

982 Konrad, 41.
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desire for freedom, he says. In this way, the desire for freedom—the es-

sence of humanity—is turned into a specifically European characteristic.
Others are more explicit in their claims for European universality.

Then-president-elect of the European Council Donald Tusk states:

We must not forget that, as Europeans, we have patent rights: it was here,
after all, that democracy, free economy and the rule of law were invented
and worshipped the most. And this patent, once adopted by others, also
changed their lives for better.983

The notion of patent rights as a frame for European principles and values
turns these values and principles into intellectual property, something that
the owner has exclusive rights to make, use, and sell. Tusk does not sug-
gest that non-Europeans are excluded from adhering to these principles
(others adopt it), but the sense of ownership is inescapable: they were in-
vented and even worshipped the most in Europe.fs+

Claims of this kind are not representative of Mind and Body as a whole,
but they foreground a tendency to essentialist articulations of European
values and principles. Tusk’s origin narrative and Konrad’s invocation of
the French Revolution and the European search for freedom provide con-
texts and thus function as narrative anchors of universal values of free-
dom, democracy, and tolerance. Europe is often characterised as a com-
munity of various values, but “democracy, freedom, the rule of law, peace
and tolerance” recur.’s To frame these universal values as European, these
values are therefore tied to a specific event in European history.*s In his
reading of the New Narrative declaration, philosopher Carl Cederberg
similarly argues that “the ‘new narrative’ unproblematically assumes and
accepts that universality is a European property”.®s” Through Hegel and
Husserl, Cederberg wishes to “understand the seeming paradox of a peo-
ple who hold [si] universality as their particularity”,’s who holds the uni-
versal as its essence. Cederberg does not disentangle the text, but the fol-
lowing previously-cited passage can serve as an example:

983 Tusk, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus Cen-
tre, Warsaw, on 11 July 20137, 54.

984 A very similar imagery was used by Macron in his speech marking the French takeover
of the presidency of the Council of the EU in January 2022, when he claimed that concept
of asylum “was invented on the European continent”—after which he presented three
concrete proposals that are to enforce the EU’s borders. See Macron, “Press Conference
Speech”, para. 3.

985 Forchtner and Kolvraa, “Narrating a ‘New Europe,” 387.

986 Forchtner and Kolvraa, 387.

987 Cederberg, “Europe as Identity and Ideal”, 39.

988 Cederberg, 39.
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Europe is a state of mind that also exists beyond its borders. Multitudes
of people are attracted to Europe by its common values and principles.?s9

As the European state of mind and its common values extend in space,
the declaration defines a border (Europe) and confines the ownership of
certain principles and values within it, while reaching beyond this border
in its claims of universality.

In conjunction with these examples, this passage shows how many of
the contributors in Mind and Body promote European values that often
signify a primordial characteristic, not in the sense that these values are
founded in the biological nature of Europeans, but rather in the sense that
they existed from the beginning, as part of the formation of Europe, and
are passed on across generations in the cultural community. Thus, others
can accept and abide by them: European values are universal and express
an ambition to shape the world in the image of Europe—a proactive cos-
mopolitanism in which European values, principles, and a European
model of peace are both means to an end (mutual understanding, peace)
and ends in themselves (promoted for their own sake). We see this proac-
tive role particularly cleatly in Letta’s idea of the “winning values in the
world” expressed in a “BEuropean way”’; in Kleiber’s thoughts about Eu-
rope’s contribution to wortld civilization; and in philosopher Alicja Ges-
cinska’s formulation of Europe as “a moral project” founded on “moral
values”.9 But we also see it in the cosmopolitan vision discussed eatlier
in this chapter, of Europe “as one great mega-city interconnected by
means of transportation and communication”.?! The image invokes the
biblical analogy of a “city on a hill” from the Sermon on the Mount, a very
common phrase in US politics, invoked by Democrats and Republicans
alike.”2 Jesus says to his followers:

You are the light of the world. A city that is set on a hill cannot be hidden.
Nor do they light a lamp and put it under a basket, but on a lampstand,
and it gives light to all who are in the house. Let your light so shine before
men, that they may see your good works and glorify your Father in
heaven 93

989 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 127.

990 Gescinska, “Intellectuals, Populist Rhetoric”, 60—61.

991 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 129.

992 For example, John F. Kennedy, Barack Obama, Ronald Reagan, Mitt Romney, and
Mike Pompeo. It was also invoked by Amanda Gorman in her poem “The Hill We Climb”
which she recited at the inaugural of Joseph Biden on January 20, 2021. The final lines
read: “For there is always light / if only we are brave enough to see it / if only we are brave
enough to be it”.

993 Matthew 5:14-16 AV.
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This light—signifying Christian faith—on the top of a hill indicates both
the impossibility of hiding it (because it is too powerful) and a summoning
of Jesus’s followers to jointly shine for those in the dark: let your light so
shine before men. As a political vision in a US context, the city on the hill
signifies the United States as a beacon for others to be inspired by, both
referring back to the first settlers and their vision and also as a vision of
the future—to continue to be or to be again that shining city on the hill.»
Mind and Body conjures a similar image; the founding narrative of the EU
serves as a normative exemplum, a beacon for others to follow.”s We see
the same function in the proactive cosmopolitan ideal exemplified here:
the vision of the EU as a cosmopolitan ideal, showing the people every-
where how to be citizens of the world.

It follows, then, that not only EU citizens and prospective citizens, but
also citizens of the world (literally, not in the cosmopolitan sense) are in-
scribed in the universalism promoted by the EU most explicitly in New
Narrative—as a moral project® that impels the EU to shape a more civi-
lized world.?” This, however, does not mean that citizens of the world are
the intended audience of the EU’s constitutive rhetoric. Rather, as I return
to at the end of this chapter, it is a specific segment of the EU citizens,
the Eurostars, who are invited to identify with a narrative in which Euro-
peans are the originators and distributors of universal and cosmopolitan
values; in which Europe is the city on the hill.

Both Hegel and Husserl saw a concurrence between the development
of universal reason and the history of Europe which led to the belief that
Europe constitutes the beginning, the foundation of the world, as
Cederberg explains. Husserl believed that universal reason should and
could be distributed into the world, but, as Cederberg comments, the co-
lonial project of civilizing the world has shown “how aggressive the gen-
erosity of universalism can be”.98 The problem with the New Narrative
declaration, Cederberg concludes, is that it does not differentiate between
idea (in the Platonic sense), ideal (that which you strive for) and identity
(the sensible things, that which is). In his reading of the passage also

994 For example, in Reagan’s farewell speech to the nation on January 11, 1989, he de-
scribed how he had always envisioned this city: “But in my mind it was a tall, proud city
built on rocks stronger than oceans, wind-swept, God-blessed, and teeming with people
of all kinds living in harmony and peace; a city with free ports that hummed with commerce
and creativity. And if there had to be city walls, the walls had doors and the doors were
open to anyone with the will and the heart to get here. That’s how I saw it, and see it still”.
Reagan, “Farewell Address”.

995 T discuss this in chapter 5.

996 Gescinska, “Intellectuals, Populist Rhetoric”, 60.

997 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 24.

998 Cederberg, “Europe as Identity and Ideal”, 44.
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discussed by Buhre,” which states that “Europe is a source of inspiration
from the past, emancipation in the present and an aspiration towards a
sustainable future. Europe is an identity, an idea, an ideal”,00 Cederberg
suggests that

it is better not to talk of Europe as harbouring the idea of universality, and
not to confuse ideal with identity. Or to put it otherwise, in order for the
idea of universality to be Europe’s ideal, it cannot be thought of as consti-
tuting its identity.1001

If universality is that which Europe strives for, it logically cannot simulta-
neously be what Europe stands for at this moment, Cederberg argues. This
supposition is true when taken at face value, but as Buhre’s analysis shows,
identity (past, inspiration), idea (present, emancipation), and ideal (future,
aspiration) are both temporally separated and collapsed, as all that is left
to do is a future repetition of what already was.1002 As such, the separation
is only seeming, and political agency is impaired. But we can add to this a
spatial separation. What Cederberg misses in his interpretation is the pos-
sibility that the idea of universality is an ideal that encompasses not only
Europe, but the rest of the world as well. When the declaration says that
“Europe is an identity, an idea, an ideal”,10 it does not have to be illogical,
if we understand it to mean that Europe is an idea and an ideal for others
to strive for. As Viklund highlights, as a rhetorical form, the political vision
builds on a community’s existing, positive characteristics; this is a way to
demonstrate that although the vision “aims at what we cannot yet see”,1004
it is nonetheless realistic. It is founded on the existing (identity) while seek-
ing the not-yet-existing (ideal).

Cederberg is right when he argues that idea, ideal, and identity must be
disentangled and, more specifically, that “Europe needs to be discon-
nected from the notion of universality”;!%5 they need to be separated from
one another, but not for the reasons Cederberg provides. European uni-
versality ¢can be all three at once, but for different subjects and with differ-
ent implications. Only by disentangling these subjects, does the missionary
attitude become visible: European universality marks the temporal and
spatial expansion of the dream of fullness. This tension between

999 See chapter 5.

1000 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 141. Buhre quotes Deventer et al., “Declaration”,
126.

1001 Cederberg, “Europe as Identity and Ideal”, 57.

1002 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”, 141.
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1004 Viklund, “Den politiska visionens retorik”, 79.

1005 Cederberg, “Europe as Identity and Ideal”, 56.
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universality and essentialism is reflected in the Constitutional Treaty and
reinforced in the New Narrative declaration with its articulation of univer-
sal, borderless, yet fundamentally European values. As we shall see in the
next section, these values are embodied by EU citizens as a state of mind.

“Europe is a state of mind”

Universality as European essence thus combines visions of omnipresence
and eternity, spatiality and temporality. With the metaphor of a European
state of mind, this intersection is complete, as this vision permeates even
the private sphere of the human being. This quest to enter the hearts and
minds of its citizens, which these four topoi exemplify, distinguishes New
Narrative from the four previous initiatives.

The metaphor “Europe is a state of mind” functions as an anaphora
that initiates six consecutive paragraphs in the first part of the New Nar-
rative declaration, here in abbreviated form: “Europe is a state of mind,
formed and fostered by its spiritual, philosophical, artistic and scientific
inheritance, and driven by the lessons of history”;10% “Europe is a state of
mind shared by citizens across the continent”;107 “Europe is a state shared
by the men and women who, with the force of their beliefs both religious
and secular, have always provided light in the darkest hours of European
history”;1008 “Burope is a state of mind rooted in its shared values of peace,
freedom, democracy and rule of law”;10 “Europe is a state of mind that
exists also beyond its borders”;010 and, most noticeable,

Europe is a state of mind that goes beyond a grouping of nation states, an
internal market and the geographical contours of a continent. Europe is a
moral and political responsibility, which must be carried, not only by in-
stitutions and politicians, but by each and every European.1011

Grounded in history and spiritual, philosophical, artistic as well as scien-
tific inheritance, founded on shared values, shared by citizens all over the
continent but also beyond and by determined men and women throughout
time, the European state of mind turns Europe into a moral and political
responsibility. This responsibility is connected to a geographical (as well
as political, cultural, financial) space (Europe, not the EU) and rests with

1006 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 126.
1007 Deventer et al., 126.
1008 Deventer et al., 126.
1009 Deventer et al., 126.
1010 Deventer et al., 127.
1011 Deventer et al., 126.
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institutions, politicians, each and every European, from the past into the
future. The vision of a European state of mind is, in other words, spatially
and temporally all-encompassing and permeates both the public and the
private spheres. We can understand this vision as an expression of “the
illusion of fullness™1012 that, according to Laclau, is the primary object of
ideology: to project onto divided phenomena the illusion of a pure, origi-
nal fullness or wholeness. As stated in the beginning of this chapter, the
questions are, then, how the idea of pure, coherent, and unifying meaning
is created, and what function such creation fills to the formation of col-
lective identity.

The state of mind metaphor is central to the New Narrative declaration,
but it is also circulated elsewhere in Mind and Body, among others by Vassil-
iou, who comments:

The authors’ [of the declaration] ambition is to forge an inspiring sense in
our citizens’ minds of an inclusive Europe: an economic project to deliver
growth and prosperity, but also a political and cultural project that embod-
ies shared values and emotions about who we are and where we stand as
Europeans. Europe is not just an economic project, but ‘a state of mind’,
as the authors aptly put it.1013

Vassiliou’s interpretation focuses on the importance of being able to reach
citizens’ hearts and minds and investing them with inspiration—culture,
shared values, and emotions. Culture is important, because it is viewed as
the gateway to a more emotional attachment to Europe and/or the EU.
As Bratusek says: “We fear our Union will suddenly become something
nobody really identifies with—estranged from our minds and hearts”,1014
and Gescinska in a similar vein notes that recognizing the true value of
intellectual debate “is not only a matter of opening one’s mind, but also
one’s heart” and continues by arguing that Europe “is a moral project and
a representation of values . . . The only true measure of Europe’s success
is the good that lives in the hearts and minds of its citizens”.115 Both
Bratusek and Gescinska thus extend their call for identification to include
the hearts of the EU citizens, and even if Gescinska does not establish
what goodness is or who the rightful judge of that should be, she goes as
far as to make the good of EU citizens’ hearts and minds the measure of

1012 [ aclau, “Death and Resurrection”, 301.

1013 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 36.

1014 Bratusek, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Slovenia at ISPI, Milan,
on 9 December 2013, 82.

1015 Gescinska, “Intellectuals, Populist Rhetoric”, 64.
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the EU’s success. Indeed, the EU and its citizens have become inter-
twined, if not inseparable.

After the six consecutive paragraphs initiated by “Europe is a state of
mind” comes a short paragraph about “Europe’s evolving narrative”. It
says: “Europe’s state of mind matured and found a balance only in the
modern era and after the terrible disasters in the 20t century led to the
idea of unity in diversity”.1016 Comparing this passage to the previous six,
we see how Europe is imagined as both possessing a “state of mind” (“Eu-
rope’s state of mind matured”) and being a “state of mind” possessed by
others (“BEurope is a state of mind shared by citizens”). European identity
is embodied by the individual and shared by the collective in a common
state of mind, and in this way becomes a physical category: the citizen
takes part of, embodies a collective mindset. In chapter 4, we saw how
member states, citizens, and the EU were interwoven in various images
and figures, one of them the heart and arteries metaphor which depicts
the EU as the heart and the member states/EU citizens as the arteries
finding their way to the heart. This image exemplifies how the EU, EU
member states, and EU citizens are interconstituent and inseparable, and
we see a similar intertwinement when the imagery in this section shifts
from heart to mind. Europe’s state of mind is institutional, but also indi-
vidual, and these two levels reciprocally constitute one another.

A less prevalent theme related to the state of mind metaphor is Europe
as a “way of life”. In his launch speech, Barroso declares that “we must
never give up any of our values, our culture or our way of life, our Euro-
pean way of life”,107 which is then echoed by Vassiliou: “Europe is not
presented simply as a means to an end, but as a way of life based on such
shared values as the commitment to freedom, democracy, equality, soli-
darity and respect for fundamental rights and the rule of law”.1018 These
statements resemble George W. Bush’s 9/11 statement that terrorism is
“a threat to our way of life”101” and Barack Obama’s insurance that “we
will not apologize for our way of life, nor will we waver in its defense”.1020

1016 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 127.

1017 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”, para. 14.

1018 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 37.

1019 Bush, “Address to a Joint Session of Congress”; Bush, “Address to the Nation on 9-
11-01”. Bush uses this phrase in the first sentence of the address from September 11, 2001,
and reiterates it on September 20, 2001.

1020 Obama, “President Barack Obama’s Inaugural Address”. Both Donald Trump and
Joseph Biden have used this same phrase; Trump warned that Biden would destroy the
“American way of life” if he were elected president, and in the context of the Covid-19
pandemic, Biden reminded his audience that there is “nothing guaranteed about our way
of life. We have to fight for it, defend it, earn it”. See Quinn and Watson, “Trump Accepts
GOP Nomination”; Biden, “Remarks by President Biden”.
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“Way of life” signifies something more than simply the mundane day-to-
day activities or the institutional structure of our societies; “way of life”
connotes, in Barroso’s example, certain cultural attributes, that are, how-
ever, unspecified, and in Vassiliou’s statement, it connotes a range of ab-
stract values and principles. Like a state of mind, a way of life is enacted
both on an individual and a collective level; it is constituted by the physical
actions performed in everyday life, although these actions are not speci-
fied.

In this way, New Narrative reminisces of ‘A People’s Europe’, but in a
distinctly different manner. ‘A People’s Europe’ focused on the everyday
life of EU citizens as something citizens do and therefore the suggestions
made in the two reports are concrete proposals intended to enhance their
quality of life. By contrast, citizens and their lives are purely abstractions
in New Narrative. Furthermore, while ‘A People’s Europe’ may be said to
enter the private sphere in the sense that it tried to deregulate obstacles
and make certain things, such as traveling, studying, and working abroad,
easier, New Narrative goes further by making claims on citizens’ minds
and hearts and seeking to become one with its citizens.

In the next and final part of the chapter, we direct our attention towards
the EU citizens.

Eurostars

In combination, European cosmopolitanism, a common European des-
tiny, universality as European essence, and a European state of mind fur-
ther establishes the transhistorical community discussed in the previous
chapter, in which I focused on the historiographical use of the past as a
resource to create a coherent, transhistorical European subject. In this
chapter, focus has so far rested on how the transhistorical subject in the
EU initiatives extends into the future, thus connecting past, present, and
future through topoi of eternity and omnipresence. According to the ini-
tiatives, however, these visions have been interrupted by a seemingly per-
manent mode of crisis (chapter 4). Therefore, something new is needed in
order to instigate, recontinue, and thus confirm these visions: a new nar-
rative that can spark the involvement of EU citizens.

New Narrative is a potential “catalyst, a platform of cultural exchanges
across languages, disciplines, practices, etc”,102! the purpose of which is to
“trigger” debate.122 Some claim that “the future cannot be predicted, it

1021 Boeri in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 139-40.
1022 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 126.
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must be invented. Let us start inventing it!”’;102 others call for “a second,
and secular, revolution, which smashes the nationalist endogamy of EU
states”.102+ Crises are potential for change. They “have the virtue of being
revealing. The current crisis has brought to light something of a cultural
and moral crisis in Europe”.1025 In this sense, crisis in itself is the spark that
instigates change and, as such, is a potentially positive force. Still others
call for “positive shocks and positive symbols” for Europe,1026 and invite
the reader to “join forces, let us work together to give to the entire process
of European integration a ‘positive shock’ through the creative energy and
inspirational power of our culture and heritage”.1027

In short, the contributors of Mind and Body invoke a “now” that de-
mands catalysts, triggers, positive shocks, a revolution in order to live up
to its potential—the time is ripe for change. Garcia argues that the moti-
vation behind New Narrative was to “re-create a new form of permissive
consensus”, 1028 the tacit acceptance that characterised the early days of the
EU when citizens were mostly indifferent about the EU and thus com-
plaisant. As this old paradigm is beginning to be—or already has been—
replaced by a new constraining dissensus, New Narrative is thought to be
a counteract and sets out to instigate the process towards a new renais-
sance, a new narrative, a new cosmopolitanism, a new type of citizen. In
this sense, both citizens and the EU are catalysts who can create such a
spatk—the EU is the catalyst for its citizens through initiatives such as
New Narrative, and citizens (laymen and cultural protagonists alike), in
turn, are legitimising catalysts for the EU.

Citizens thus perform a salient role in New Narrative but also in the
previous initiatives, although in very different ways. Whereas the Declara-
tion on European Identity (1973) does not focus on the citizen at all, but
rather on the institution and its role in relation to global powers such as
the United States and the USSR, ‘A People’s Europe’ (1985) places the
citizen at the centre. It does not speak # the citizen, but it is designed to
enhance the quality of life for the citizens within the Community in very
concrete ways by making it easier to move within the Community—be it
to work, travel, or study abroad. As thematised in the beginning of this
chapter, movement has been central to the EU since its inception, which
is why these life-enhancement policies come with certain expectations: by
moving, citizens are expected not only to enhance their life quality, but

1023 Kleiber, “Humanistic and Scientific Sources”, 101.

1024 Portabella, “Europe as a Space”, 67.

1025 Portabella, 66.

1026 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towatds Europe’s New Renaissance”, 121.
1027 Domingo, “Europe as Gesamtkunstverk”, 214.

1028 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 347.
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also to reinforce and strengthen values such as tolerance and intercultural
understanding.

Although the Maastricht Treaty (1993) and the Constitutional Treaty
(2004) do not focus on the citizen in the same manner, their epideictic
celebrations of European inheritance, religious and cultural values, and
norms of transcending division provide a framework for citizen’s action
and behaviour. In New Narrative, citizens are central as the carriers of
European values distributed and circulated in the EU. But citizens are also
called upon to engage in the public sphere, which is articulated as a moral
responsibility, enacted rhetorically through conversation and debate. In
the following, I explore the call on the collective subject, the EU citizen,
to engage themselves, to live up to their moral responsibility, and to do so
by debating within a plural and diverse but highly structured frame.

The Moral Responsibility of Citizens

The two afterwords in Mind and Body call upon the citizen as a welcome
and needed contrast to politicians and bureaucrats. Museum director and
chair of the New Narrative cultural committee, Paul Dujardin, writes that
New Narrative is a way to “reach out and listen to citizens” and proposes
a “listening’ approach” in order to “restore trust”.12 One of the more
concrete outcomes of the initiative, aimed specifically at EU citizens, was
four posters (figure 10),10%0 distributed during the 14th International Ar-
chitecture Exhibition in Venice, September 2014. The first poster simply
says: “EUROPE IS”. This poster is meant to be paired with one of the
three other posters, where the following statements are printed, respec-
tively: “A STATE OF MIND. What ideas can you share?”/“A POLITI-
CAL BODY. Can you help shape it?”/“A PUBLIC SPACE. Where is
your voice?” When the first poster is put on top of one of the three others,
they together form the message: “EUROPE IS A STATE OF MIND.
What ideas can you share?”, and so on.

1029 Dujardin, “Reinventing Europe”, 237. See also, Lokkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”,
233.

1030 New Narrative for Europe Posters in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of
Eurgpe, 173-75.
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EUROPE
IS

What ideas can
you share?

Figure 10. Poster campaign for New Narrative for Europe. © Leftloft.

Mind and Body does not supply any information about the design, distribu-
tion, or purpose of the posters, but the Lara Caputo, who co-designed the
posters with Leftloft, reiterates the words and purpose stated in the Mind
and Body colophon. She writes that New Narrative “provides [s] a plat-
form in which cultural practitioners shared their views on and for the de-
velopment of a European social imaginary and public space for debate”. 1031
Furthermore, Caputo states that their purpose was to promote “european
[s7] engagement via asking questions”.102 This listening approach is in-
tended, then, for an audience that ranges from Europeans in general to
cultural practitioners, and, more specifically, to those attending the exhi-
bition.

The poster design resembles Eliasson’s intervention “Your inner
we”,1033 described earlier in this chapter (see figure 9). He also plays with
transparency through the use of transparent paper and letters with the
purpose of exemplifying and encouraging reflection about the intertwined
relationship between the individual and the collective. The transparency

1031 Caputo, “New Narrative for Europe”. See also Leftloft, “New Natrative for Europe”,
for a similar formulation. The idea of a European social imaginary appeats only two times
in Mind and Body, in the colophon cited here and in the afterword by Dujardin. See Dujar-
din, “Reinventing Europe”, 236. It is not further explained, but gives impression of some-
thing worthy of striving for; an end in itself, regardless its content. In Cornelius Castori-
adis’s theory of the social imaginary, it is composed by the collective social imaginaty sig-
nifications and thus should be understood as a snapshot of what a specific community
holds true at a specific time, but a state that is constantly changing. It is however, difficult
to think of it as an end itself; it simply is. Instrumentalised as something to strive for, Mind
and Body highlights the ambiguous nature of European community—that it might not exist.
See Castoriadis, Inaginary Institution of Society, 135—45.

1032 Caputo, “New Narrative for Europe”.

1033 Eliasson, “Your Inner We”.
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of the first poster highlights the multifaceted and omnipresent nature of
Europe—it is a state of mind, a political body, and a public space all at
once. In both designs, the purpose seems to be reflection. Art “verbalizes
something that you may or may not have already discovered inside
you”.1034 In Lokkegaard’s words: “Culture broke the silence, made a move,
decided to act. The next step will be for the citizens of Europe to react: to
speak up, join the discussion, give their take on what it means to be Euro-
pean”.1035 Culture sets a development into motion—now it is up to the
citizens to respond to its call.

Whether New Narrative actually did break the silence is questionable if
we look at the media reception!® and circulation on social media,!*3” but
according to the Mind and Body contributors, responding to this call is not
just an option, it is a responsibility. The New Narrative declaration states:
“Europe is a moral and political responsibility, which must be carried, not
only by institutions and politicians, but by each and every European”,103s
a formulation reiterated by Barroso in his introduction03 and by Vassiliou
as well.140 “Europe is us, each of us”, Barroso continues, “Europe is ours
to make or break, never to take for granted”,104 and we find a similar for-
mulation in Sneska Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢’s text: “Europe is us, all of us.
And we have a shared responsibility to tend to the positive results already
achieved and to nurture future ones”.1942 Tusk argues that what is “missing
the most” in Europe is “the sense of shared responsibility for Europe . . .
a shared responsibility founded . . . on the deep, profound belief that we
want and need to be co-responsible for Europe as a whole”.1043

These contributions share a vagueness when it comes to designating a
subject—who shares this responsibility? Who is this we and #? And what

1034 Eliasson, 193.

1035 T gpkkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 234.

1036 See overview of the press coverage in chapter 3.

1037 T have not conducted any extensive research on the social media circulation, but
searches on the official hashtag #EUnarrative on platforms such as Facebook, Twitter,
and Instagram during 2014 shows little circulation and minimal interaction. However, the
hashtag has spread to a variety of other projects such as Open European Societies (civil,
but co-funded by the EU) as well as EU projects such as Creative Europe and European
Youth. Interaction on these posts are minimal as well, though. This bears witness of a
circulation among the creative elite, but not the intended trickle-down effect. See, e.g.,
https:/ /www.instagram.com/explore/ tags/ cunarrative/.

1038 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 126.

1039 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 25.

1040 Vassiliou, “Europe as a Shared Purpose”, 37.

1041 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 20.

1042 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towatds Europe’s New Renaissance”, 120.

1043 Tusk, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus
Centre, Warsaw, on 11 July 20137, 54.
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does it mean that “Europe is us, each of us”’? The phrase creates a meto-
nymical bond between #s and a place/set of values/moral code/critical
legacy, and so on, while never specifying who we are. As a result, respon-
sibility is with everyone—with the citizens in general, but also the cultural
practitioners that are positioned as the ambassadors of the project, capable
of developing “a European social imaginary and public space for debate”
through what we may view as a trickle-down effect.

Viewed as an example of strategic communication, it fails (in Bitzerian
terms: who are the mediators of changer). But viewed as an example of
constitutive rhetoric, its success is more difficult to evaluate: it calls upon
whoever identifies as European to comply with the narrative provided by
acting in accordance: accepting a moral responsibility for the future of
Europe by engaging in public deliberation.10+

A Responsibility to Debate

Europe calls on you because we cannot let people think that Europe is
technocratic or bureaucratic. Europe has a soul, and that soul is its civili-
sation in all its rich creativity, its unity in diversity and, even, its contradic-
tions. In a word, Europe needs you and your ideas, your creativity to real-
ise its full potential as a project in which every citizen is an actor. . . . Let
the debate begin!1045

As I hope to have made clear by now, Mind and Body contains input to a
new narrative, speeches about the idea of writing a new narrative, a decla-
ration on a new narrative, reactions to and debate about this declaration.
What comes closest to actually being a new narrative is the New Narrative
declaration. And this is exactly the point, as Lokkegaard continuously
states in the Danish press coverage; a new narrative will evolve from the
debate created by the initiative.!04 In this way, talk of a European debate
becomes a narrative in itself that seems to be almost self-fulfilling; the call
for debate is the primary function, not what or if it actually follows.
Parallel to this narrative are visual enactments of debate by the mem-
bers of the cultural committee and the invited participants at the three
general assemblies—the New Narrative ambassadors. The images in fig-
ure 11 show different types of debate (the singular speaker, the round cir-
cle debate, informal conversation), and presents different types of roles in

1044 T gpkkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 234.

1045 Barroso, “Speech by President Barroso”, para. 30-31, 40.

1046 Iy [yllands-Posten, November 28, 2013; Berlingske, November 7 2013, and November 9,
2014. See appendix III.
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a debate. The image in the top left corner, for example, shows a speaker
in the foreground, but he is blurred, which means that focus is directed
towards the listening parties in the background. These images—which are
representative of the rest of images from the general assemblies—are also
characterised by a notable 1960s or 1970s aesthetic: the style of the inte-
rior, the editing style of the images, but most of all the appearance of the
participants invoke the past. If we consider these epochal signs in con-
junction, they function as mythical signifiers of an idealised debate remi-
niscing of what often seems a simpler time: before enlargement, before
globalisation, before the fall of the iron curtain.

Figure 11. Pictures of the debates during the Second General Assembly of New
Narrative for Europe, December 8-9, 2013.1047

The talk about, and visualisation and enactment of debate thus fill im-
portant functions in New Narrative as a whole and play a central role in
Mind and Body as the projection of a specific deliberative model in which
debate itself is the ideal: “Through the EU, we have made the transition
from canons to coffee tables”.104 But it also needs participants outside the
institutions of the EU. As Lokkegaard says, New Narrative “is not about
telling people something, but about asking them . . . to ask Europeans to
tell the European story”.14 This chiasmus reverses the relationship

1047 Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, Mind and Body of Europe, 72.
1048 Nyholm, “Denmark in Europe”, 42.
1049 T pkkegaard, “Need for a Narrative”, 234.
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between the EU and its citizens otherwise the norm: the EU should not
tell citizens their story top-down; rather, the story should arise bottom-up.
Citizens should “give their take on what it means to be European”1050 and
“share ideas”, an activity that is, according to Batroso, the responsibility
of “each and every European”.105! Likewise, the declaration states: “As art-
ists, intellectuals and scientists, and first and foremost as citizens, it is our
responsibility to join the debate on the future of Europe, especially now,
when so much is at stake. Confidence in Europe needs to be regained”.1052
Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢ recalls that the declaration was imagined

as a kind of manifesto; a sort of wake-up call to all European citizens, and
especially to those working in the wider field of culture (arts, heritage, sci-
ence) and education; an invitation for them to get engaged in formulating
and implementing a New Narrative for Europe.1053

Further on, she states that “a new renaissance of Europe is possible, pro-
vided that all of us ‘occupy’ the European public space”.105+ These contrib-
utors call upon the citizens, requiring that they live up to their moral re-
sponsibility and engage in debate—that they wake up and occupy the Eu-
ropean public space. Other contributors focus on how to create the nec-
essary preconditions for such encounters to happen, how to empower
citizens to take part in the debate. Former president of the European
Youth Forum Peter Matjasi¢ states, “Europe needs to become a synonym
for participatory democracy. Its citizens should be heard and respected,
but also empowered to fully take part in society”,155 something Portabella
likewise finds lacking in Europe, where there is “barely any space at all for
citizen participation, for democratic legitimacy”.105 Koolhaas says that the
problem is not how to make “this or that public space available” but rather
how to create “connections between them”.1057

This deliberative ideal is paralleled by an ideal of diversity and plurality.
Pluralism is “Europe’s strength”,105 it is one of the “undeniable values of
our European heritage”,10% and it is the basis of “European unity”,

1050 T gpkkegaard, 234.

1051 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 25.

1052 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 126.

1053 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towatds Europe’s New Renaissance”, 121.

1054 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, 123.

1055 Matjasic, “Perceptions Matter”, 103.

1056 Portabella, “Europe as a Space”, 67.

1057 Koolhaas in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, “Domino Conversation”, 165.
1058 Portabella, “Europe as a Space”, 64.

1059 Tusk, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus
Centre, Warsaw, on 11 July 20137, 53.
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achieved “through a fruitful blending of differences, contrasts and, some-
times, even tensions”.100 Europe must, quite simply, care “not only for
biodiversity but also for cultural diversity and pluralism”;10t Europe is
where “the culture of war was replaced by a culture of peace, with its
recognition of the diversity of human acts”, as Tusk argues.!062

Mind and Body thus projects a particular frame of plurality and diversity
for the debate in which citizens are expected to engage.1%3 This delibera-
tive space foregrounds a norm of openness and accessibility: everyone can
(and should) patticipate, the approach is to ask questions and to listen,
diversity and plurality are appreciated. This deliberative ideal is highly in-
formed by the political theory of Habermas, not only through his contti-
bution to Mind and Body,'9s+ but, above all, through his theory and historical
analysis of the public sphere. This work focuses on the (ideal) characteris-
tics, norms, and functions of public debate, and one of the most funda-
mental of these is to guarantee access “to all citizens”, who can “confer in
an unrestricted fashion—that is, with the guarantee of freedom of assem-
bly and association and the freedom to express and publish their opin-
ions”.1065 In other words, protected by civil liberties, all citizens are given
the opportunity to confer unrestrictedly.

The problem is that the public sphere is not accessible to all—neither
as historical fact nor as a realistic vision. Declaring it so only obscures
“strategies employed to maintain exclusion of certain marginalised

1060 Barroso, “Interweaving Narratives”, 23.

1061 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 128.

1062 Tusk, “Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus
Centre, Warsaw, on 11 July 20137, 53. See also, Xavier, “What Matters Is the Present”,
205; Konrad, “European Ars Poetica”, 39, 40; Boeri in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol,
“Domino Conversation”, 153.

1063 The ideal of plurality is also expressed in the visual contributions in Mind and Bod).
Whereas the pictures visualizing the debates during the events of the initiative show pre-
dominantly white people, especially the last contribution before the afterwords is a visual-
ization of diversity and plurality. One Day (Rue Neuve, Brussels, June 2014) by photographer
Beat Streuli shows fourteen whole page pictures taken on a street in Brussels, one person
per picture. Although predominantly young, all colours, genders, and ethnicities are repre-
sented, and the same applies in terms of their emotional state: some look worried, some
thoughtful and in the middle of a conversation, a majority is wearing headphones, and
some look happy. The totality—the place (one of the EU headquarters), the representa-
tional plurality—gives the impression of an ideal EU microcosmos; in contrast to the vis-
ualisations of the actual debates. See Streuli, “One Day”.

1064 His main concern in this contribution is his perspective on the governmental structure
of the EU and the previously discussed thoughts on how to properly understand the rise
of the far-right in Europe. Habermas, “Europe, Hungary”; see also Habermas, “Why Eu-
rope Needs a Constitution”; Habermas, “Democracy in Europe”; Habermas, “Citizen and
State Equality”.

1065 Habermas, “Public Sphere”, 49.
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communities from public deliberation”, as Kendall Phillips argues.%6 Such
discourse projects an idealised vision of public deliberation in which rhe-
torical agency is taken for granted: if a platform is provided, citizens will
automatically step onto the stage. But, as Erin Rand points out, rhetorical
agency “can be exercised only through available and socially recognizable
forms of discourse”196” which is why not only who is speaking but also how
debate is conducted, the norms of rhetorical practice, require scrutiny.!06
In New Narrative, such norms are projected as a moral responsibility to
debate, share ideas, and engage oneself within the framework set by the
EU: embracing plurality, diversity, and a cosmopolitan mindset and prac-
tices—moving, tolerating, being curious, engaging in creative exchange.
The EU has opened up a deliberative space; now it is up to the citizens to
use it. But, as I have shown in this chapter, the model EU citizen, the
Eurostar, make up a very little part of the EU citizenry, and, what is more,
participation is more structured than the invitation to free and open delib-
eration suggests.1069

The deliberative space given, in other words, comes with certain rhe-
torical expectations. Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢, whom I quoted above for
saying that the declaration was an invitation to occupy the European pub-
lic space, also explicates, partly in the words of the declaration, the purpose
and expected result of this occupation. It is “with the aim to achieve the
necessary ‘realignment of emphasis’ that leads to the acknowledgment that
‘culture is a major soutce of nourishment and supply for Europe as a social
and political body™”.1070 Kleiber is surprisingly explicit in his motive to
shape the awareness and appreciation of the collective subject: “How
should we shape young people’s awareness of their cultural affiliation and

1066 Phillips, “Spaces of Public Dissension”, 237. In his critique of public sphere theory,
Kendall Phillips deduces six characteristics or ideals of the public sphere: It is (or should
be) open, impartial, intersubjective, rational, it should establish boundaries between
sphetes, and it projects consensus as a cure to misunderstanding and fragmentation. Phil-
lips describes and critiques the public sphere theory not only of Habermas, but also of G.
Thomas Goodnight and Gerard Hauser, but I focus on Habermas because he plays an
important role in New Narrative.

1067 Rand, “Inflammatory Fag”, 299.

1068 Such norms are one of the focal areas of studies in rhetorical citizenship. Christian
Kock and Lisa S. Villadsen propose rhetorical citizenship as a fourth and complementary
perspective on citizenship to more traditional perspectives of status, rights, and identity.
They define rhetorical citizenship as “a conceptual, analytical, and critical approach to stud-
ying the discursive aspects of civic life” and as signifying “‘real life’ communicative prac-
tices” See Kock and Villadsen, “Rhetorical Citizenship”, 571, 574. See also Kock and Vil-
ladsen Rhbetorical Citizenship and Public Deliberation.

1069 In much the same way as the EU’s concept of intercultural dialogue aims ““at generating
a particular kind of civic engagement”. See Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”, 276.

1070 Quaedvlieg—Mihailovi¢, “Towards Europe’s New Renaissance”, 123; quoting the dec-
laration by Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 128.
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sense of belonging so that they successfully operate on the global scene
and still remain European?”107t And Mills states that

As artists and cultural leaders, it is our particular mission to offer ideas and
inspiration as to . . . how the contours of our imaginations must inspire
each and every citizen of our Union to appreciate that a new narrative is
an essential part of being European in the 21st century.1072

What Tamburelli notes about the declaration, we can use to describe the
New Narrative initiative on the whole: “It’s very institutional. As if the
one thing the European Union didn’t want was conflict. It doesn’t want
to appeat conflicted”.107 But conflicting visions of Europe do exist, and
such conflict is constructive, he says.1+ Considering rural areas where the
EU first and foremost signifies cheap and competing labour from other
parts of the region, the EU needs to be able to speak honestly about these
issues. It needs “to reach these people and say something, say something
that is in fact conflictual”, and be able to discuss these issues in an honest
manner, “without saying: ‘Don’t worry, it will all end well”.1075 Because, as
Tamburelli remarks, it might not end well for everyone. Conflicting vi-
sions exits, and they must not align.

We recognise these expectations from Habermas public sphere theory
as well: citizens should “confer in an unrestricted fashion ... about matters
of general interest”.107 The question is who will be in a position to decide
what matters are of general interest or not. If such matters are based on
what citizens have in common, then “resistant communities have little
hope of overturning oppressive structures”;1077 not least because rhetorical
agency is restricted to available and socially recognisable rhetorical prac-
tices.107

Elsewhere in Mind and Bod), citizens are invited to take part and have
their say in the content of the new narrative—communicated, for instance,
through the three posters: “What ideas can you share?”/“Where is your
voicer”/“Can you help shape it [the political body]?”—but the question
of whether a new narrative is needed is not up for discussion. Conse-
quently, a tension appears between the abstract ideal of plural, open, and
accessible debate and the concrete enactments and practices of the EU—

1071 Kleiber, “Humanistic and Scientific Sources”, 100.

1072 Mills, “Some Reflections™, 205.

1073 Tamburelli in Battista, Setati, and Rossignol, “Round Table”, 135.
1074 Tamburelli in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 135.

1075 Pier Tamburelli in Battista, Setari, and Rossignol, 135.

1076 Habermas, “Public Sphere”, 49.

1077 Phillips, “Spaces of Public Dissension”, 241.

1078 Rand, “Inflammatory Fag”, 299.
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between the intention of a bottom-up procedure and the reality of the public
events that were “rigidly structured” and “neatly entirely staged” by offi-
cials of the European Commission:19” a space for free deliberation is of-
fered (debate and diversity are valuable), but it comes with a frame of mind
(a specifically European cosmopolitanism, a common destiny, a state of
mind, Buropean values) and certain expectations (movement of the body
and mind, identification with and care for Europe and/or the EU)—even
though the concrete outcomes are rarely defined in terms of specific for-
mats, genres, or plans for action.

Citizens’ practices—deliberative engagement (or not), physical and
cognitive movement (or not)—interpellate the EU as an institution; such
practices (or nonpractices) are the face of the institution.100 Moving focus
from the citizens to the EU institutions clarifies the crucial role of the
citizens in terms of calling the EU into being. The need for ontological
stability,!08t and thus the need for citizens to recognise the EU in its right
capacity, creates a tension between invitation and projection, uncon-
strained debate and ready-made solutions. Speaking with Charland, the
new narrative does not provide any particular closure, but it constrains and
projects its own continuation. And the Eurostar is the citizen capable of

continuing this process, providing ontological stability and thus fullness to
the EU.

Concluding Remarks

In this chapter, I have argued that the collective subject, the EU citizens,
is positioned and consequently constrained by topoi of omnipresence and
eternity—FEuropean cosmopolitanism, a European destiny, universality as
European essence, and a European state of mind—that, in conjunction,
provide a frame for what it signifies and entails to be an EU citizen. As a
result, it positions and constrains the rhetorical agency of the citizens.

I note two main strands of the cosmopolitan vision: cosmopolitanism
as physical movement with the purpose of creating social cohesion and cos-
mopolitanism as a zovement of the mind with the purpose of guarding against
nationalism. Physical movement is first and foremost envisioned as inter-
nal to the EU, whereas movement beyond Europe is not physical, but
rather an exportation of values and norms. But the latter hinges upon the
former: the purpose of physical movement is to serve a movement of the

1079 Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 371.
1080 Butler, Excitable Speech, 33.
1081 Manners and Mutray, “End of a Noble Narrativer”, 191.
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mind with tolerance and curiosity at its core: EU citizens are expected to
move to other EU countries and there, in the face of difference, grow a
sense of empathy and tolerance which they can take with them back home.

The spatial and temporal topos of a common European destiny pro-
vides guidance and serves as “inspiration”—it is a tool to make “the right
choices” and thus positions and constrains citizens to actively choose and
shape their common future, envisioned within the narrative frame put for-
ward by the EU. This narrative extends beyond Europe through a Euro-
peanisation of universal values and a proactive cosmopolitanism. By turn-
ing universal values of freedom, tolerance, democracy, and the rule of law
into essentially European values, the EU claims originality and ownership
of these values. They become ends in themselves, the exportation of which
is articulated as the political and moral responsibility—of the EU, EU
leaders, national politicians, and EU citizens.

With the metaphor of a European state of mind, the institution, the
collective, and the citizens have become intertwined. Europe’s state of
mind is institutional, but also embodied by the individual, and these two
levels reciprocally constitute one another: A personified Europe is imag-
ined as possessing a state of mind even as this state of mind is shared and
embodied by its citizens. This vision is, in other words, spatially and tem-
porally all-encompassing and permeates even the private spheres of its cit-
izens.

This quest to enter the hearts and minds of the citizens of the EU dis-
tinguishes New Narrative from the four previous initiatives. While ‘A Peo-
ple’s Europe’ takes an interest in the private lives of its citizens by seeking
to deregulate obstacles and make traveling, studying, and working abroad,
easier, New Narrative makes claims on citizens’ minds and hearts and
secks to become one with its citizens.

In this way, citizens, member states, and the EU as an institution are
mutually imbricated, and the distinction between the political domain and
the public/ptivate is blurred. Diminishing the distance between politicians
and citizens can have positive implications in terms of democratic involve-
ment, political commitment, and social cohesion,!0s2 but in New Narrative,
the citizen becomes the engine of the EU’s political vision: the political
imaginary of the EU is envisioned as embodied by and distributed within
the EU first and foremost through its citizens, not its institutions. We see
this referral of political responsibility in the narrative about globalisation
and nationalism. Globalisation as such is not the problem; rather, the so-
cial imaginary of the citizens, what the community holds true, is at fault.

1082 Viklund, “Den politiska visionens retorik”, 94.
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The nationalist response to globalisation is a citizen matter, not a matter
of the EU, and as such it is depoliticised.

If we understand New Narrative as an attempt to recreate the permis-
sive consensus of the eatlier days of the EU83—a consensus built on de-
liberation instead of tacit acceptance—it is impaired by the Commission’s
normative and restrictive top-down approach to deliberation. It may, then,
instead lead to a strengthening of the constrained dissensus. This is not
necessatily problematic. The notoriously contested nature of the EU is
often claimed to be a key element in the EU’s identity—and a legitimating
one.!%+ As Just shows, citizens often do not respond to any singular invi-
tation in a unified fashion as one might hope for. This plurality may im-
pede the formation of unified European public opinions, but not Euro-
pean public opinions as such.10s5 What my analysis has shown is that the
will on the part of the EU to control this meaning is strong: EU citizens
are the engines of a political vision already decided upon. This kind of
inclusion is problematic from a democratic perspective, as it is only seem-
ing. It thus not only weakens the political engagement of the citizens, but
also impairs the more long-term democratic legitimacy of the EU.

This tension between unconstrained debate and ready-made solutions
exemplifies how the temporality of this political vision depoliticises poli-
tics. As I wrote in the beginning of this chapter, the vision of omnipres-
ence and eternity invokes ideas of permanence, which can be viewed as
tools to grapple with the uncertainty and contingency of the future. But
attempting to control the future by eliminating uncertainty potentially re-
moves the contingency of political rhetoric: if uncertainty is eliminated,
deliberative rhetoric is meaningless, simply because the present and the
future collapses. The political character of a temporal vision is assessed
based on its measure of plurality: just as a relationship with the past must
be plural to be emancipatory (going back to the beginning to begin anew),
the relationship with the future must be plural as well;10% otherwise, visions
of eternity may be dominative. The constitutive rhetoric of the EU ex-
plored in this chapter does contain measures of plurality: the content of
the future, of European destiny, is left partly open, and exactly what will

1083 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 347.

1084 See, e.g., Jasson, “Developing Discourse?”’; Medrano, “The Public Sphere and the Eu-
ropean Union’s Political Identity”’; Barth and Bijsmans, “Maastricht Treaty and Public De-
bates”. Just, however, notes that although this perspective is valuable due to its focus on
communicative processes, otherwise often neglected in EU studies, it is problematic since
it “depends on an idea of consensus whose realisation, however, is denied”. See Just, “In-
direkte kommunikativ konstituering”, 27. From the Danish: “afhangige af en forestilling
om enighed, hvis realisering imidlertid benagtes”.

1085 Just, “European Public Debate”, 92-93.

1086 Buhre, “Speaking Other Times”.
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bring a sense of purpose and belonging is undetermined, but these points
of uncertainty are maintained within a highly structured frame that pro-
jects a model for how to act.10s7

The readings in this chapter have aimed at showing how the topoi of
European cosmopolitanism, European destiny, universality as European
essence, and a Buropean state of mind function as mythical signifiers of a
variety of mythical signifieds that provide a moral content to collective
European identity: it signifies a certain way of thinking, a certain way of
approaching the other, a certain way of life. These invocations serve to
further extend the EU’s temporal horizon (into the future) and its spatial
horizon—to create identification with a cosmopolitan, universal, yet Eu-
ropean state of mind.

Taken together, we can understand these constructions of myth and
the collapse of institutional, collective, and individual identity as efforts to
create fullness—to project onto divided phenomena the illusion of a pure,
original wholeness.!% But, as indicated by the word illusion, this pureness
is casily tarnished. A tension arises between abstract ideals of mobility, plu-
rality, and deliberative democracy and the concrete practices of both the EU
and its citizens: mobility is not accessed equally and not used by those
intended; plurality in practice is restricted to a certain European mindset;
and deliberative practices are rigidly structured.10s9

The search for original, pure meaning exemplified in the readings in
this chapter gives us reason to believe that we must broaden our view of
the practices projected in constitutive narratives to include not only con-
crete political practices but also epideictic practices of normative and
moral orientation that can confirm and continue the EU’s visions of om-
nipresence and eternity.

1087 Buhre connects this way of coping with the uncertainty of the future to Plato’s concept
of zechne. See her discussion in Buhre, 129-31.

1088 [aclau, “Death and Resurrection”, 301.

1089 Hansen, “Europeans Only?”, 57; Kaiser, “Clash of Cultures”, 371.
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7. Conclusion and Further Discussion

European identity has become an increasingly central issue in the EU’s
political imaginary. In recent years, European identity—and related no-
tions of a European destiny, European culture, and a European narrative—
—has been deployed as a weapon against the rise of the political far-right
across Burope. This political landscape has prompted the EU to seek ef-
fective ways of countering the mythologies of the far-right that often con-
centrate on origin, the nation as the fundamental and delimited unit of
community, and thus on values of continuity, tradition, and stability. Based
on the rationale of counteracting nationalism with its own tools, these
counter-strategies focus on promoting European culture and a shared des-
tiny, creating a common cultural narrative and, as a result, a collective Eu-
ropean identity: if populist national parties are successful in creating myths
of cultural unity and national origin, then the EU must create its own
myths. Andrew Breitbart, journalist and founder of the alt-right platform
Breitbart News, has diagnosed today’s political situation as one in which
“politics is downstream from culture”.10% In rhetorical terms, we could
claim that epideictic rhetoric is at the heart of today’s political debate, and
not only in the metapolitical rhetoric of the far-right,!! but in the strategy
of the EU to challenge the far-right as well.

The purpose of this study has been to investigate how the EU works
rhetorically with collective identity formation from a thematic as well as
diachronic perspective (1973-2014), and to examine the implications of
such formations for both the EU and its citizens. In this final chapter, 1
summarise and discuss the main results of the study and point to tensions
and tendencies that warrant further discussion and research.

1090 This quote is attributed to the late far-right journalist Andrew Breibart, founder of
Breithart News, whetre former Trump strategist Steve Bannon was also employed before
working in the Trump Administration. I have not been able to find the original source, but
it is mentioned in several other soutces. See for instance Weatherby, “Politics Is Down-
stream from Culture, Part 17,

1091 For example, rhetorical scholar Karl Ekeman explores the role of culture in the meta-
political strategies of the Eutropean alt-right. See Ekeman, “Solecism or Batbatism”;
Ekeman, “On Gramscianism of the Right”.
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Since the advent of the European Community, the prospect of crafting
European identity has been and still is conceived of as a positive and de-
sirable quest with an almost self-evident justification:102 It is viewed as a
necessaty step to further integrate member states and, simultaneously, as
a marker of the plurality as well as the unresolved and always-in-the-mak-
ing nature of the EU. Thus, varying, if not even contradictory, demands
and hopes are invested in the notion of European identity: it shall create
unity while reflecting diversity.

But, as I have shown, while the quest for European identity was for-
malised already in the founding days of the EU, its scope has changed over
time. The identity formation practices in the geopolitically unstable 1970s
and 1980s revolved around the image of the institution on the global scene
and in the face of its new reality, the Community citizens. However, fol-
lowing the reunification and the end of the Cold War, the scope of Euro-
pean identity gradually became the collective citizenry and has today be-
come an endeavour to reach the mind and body of EU citizens. This move
is particularly visible in the visionary rhetoric of the New Narrative initia-
tive: citizens are expected to take patt in a European state of mind and a
cosmopolitan way of life—more concretely, it is their political and moral
responsibility to identify with, advance, and confirm the European inte-
gration project.

Concurrently with this change, the means of constitutive rhetoric have
both altered and increased—functional and structural instruments have
been supplemented with practices of interweaving the citizenry through
physical movement, social education, sports exchange, and a range of EU
symbols. In the most recent initiative, the performative power of narrative
and cultural practices is brought to the fore; through natratives about Eu-
ropean culture (heritage, artistic practices, norms, and values), EU citizens
will reconnect with each other and with the EU—they are “cultured by
culture”.19 These different types of constitutive means replace one an-
other while also accumulating: EU citizens today move freely across the
internal borders, they go abroad to work and study, they watch EU-funded
film productions, and they have accepted and incorporated the EU em-
blem into their daily lives (driving their cars) and political practices (pro-
testing). The current move towards the mind and body of its citizens thus
further develops this direction towards an all-encompassing identity.

These findings suggest an intertwinement of the institutional, collec-
tive, and individual levels of identity formation. Although the primary fo-
cus changes, the institutional level never completely disappears. The

1092 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 345.
1093 Sedlacek, “Europe: Hidden in Plain Sight”, 192.
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institutional identity is confirmed by the existence or formation of collec-
tive identity—the collective subject exists as a confirmation of the Subject,
in Althusserian terms. So, the questions arise: what if the collective subject
refuses? If the scope of the EU’s identity formation already includes the
institution, the collective, and the individual, how, then, can the EU pro-
ceed? Will the EU return to its former means of identity formation
through functional and symbolic policymaking or will it try even harder to
capture the European state of mind? This balance will need to be moni-
tored closely.

Furthermore, this intertwinement blurs the distinction between the cit-
izen as a political agent and the citizen in their own public or private life.
This envelopment can have positive implications in terms of democratic
involvement and social cohesion; but the risk is that the political language
becomes disconnected from the political actors as well as their arguments:
if it is no longer possible to clearly discern the political agent, holding a
specific someone accountable for the specific policies that are made be-
comes difficult.!+ The consequence is a partial relocation of political re-
sponsibility onto the citizens: globalisation is only a problem insofar as we
perceive it to be the cause of nationalism; if, contrarily, it is perceived as
the counterpart of cosmopolitanism, globalisation is an enrichment. Na-
tionalism, in other words, becomes a citizen matter.

Another central component of the EU’s constitutive rhetoric high-
lighted in this study is the historiographical work with a founding and a
new narrative, respectively. Both narratives focus on locating a proper
origin as the foundation for the EU—in the founding events of the first
half of the twentieth century and in a more distant, broader, and richer
past—Antiquity, the Renaissance, the Enlightenment. Similarly, both op-
erate with a discursive ambiguity between Europe, Europa, and the EU
that, on the one hand, helps distinguish the EU from Europe/Eutopa,
thus providing the EU with the role of the saviour—in the founding nar-
rative, the saviour of Europe; in the new narrative, the saviour of the world
beyond. On the other hand, though, this ambiguity allows for an inter-
twinement of Europe and the EU, which enables the latter to reach be-
yond its own lifetime in search of a more authentic past to reconnect with:
a set of values and a cultural, philosophical and scientific heritage. An ar-
chive of glory.

In this archive, twentieth-century European history is figured as a
trauma that the EU can help overcome (the founding narrative), while
what came before the twentieth century is figured as a cultural resource in
present and future mythology (the new narrative). While the founding

1094 Viklund, “Den Politiska Visionens Retorik™, 94.
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narrative thus directs its attention towards the event of Europe becoming
the EU, the new narrative reverses this direction and turns from the EU
to Europe in its search of cultural collective identity.

The relationship between these two narratives exposes a tension in the
EU’s understanding of the past. The new narrative is built on the assump-
tion that (especially young) EU citizens have become disconnected from
their European past. They have forgotten the atrocities of war and division
during the First and Second World Wars and thus the raison d'étre of the
EU. As such, EU citizens are encouraged to remember and thus return to
these founding events to invoke the foundational values of the EU that
helped Europe overcome these divisions in the past. At the same time,
war and division are generally figured as events of the past that has been
or should be transcended. In this historiography, remembering the past
has the overall purpose of locating and reconnecting with European traits
and capacities that can get Europe back on the track of civilisation.

In other words, the EU constructs the First and Second World Wars
and the Holocaust as ruptures in an otherwise continuous and progressive
path of civilisation. The historiography of the EU thus invokes plural tem-
poral imaginaties that enable the EU to assert itself as a representation of
peace: a past achievement of peace has empowered the EU to become a
general representative of peace and, as a result, a normative exemplum
that extends beyond the EU. The redemption of Europe after the Holo-
caust is thus not simply a part of the process of healing society after its
decay, but also functions as a stepping stone to the depiction of the EU as
a universal representative of peace that, in turn, is framed as an essentially
European trait.

Crucial to this temporal logic is the idea of historical rupture. If war
and genocide were articulated as recurrent events (as history would sug-
gest), or the Holocaust figured as the culmination of a historical develop-
ment rather than an extraordinary break from history,!0 the narrative of
the EU as a universal representation of peace would be weakened. This
selective historiography suggests that, while peace is generally a desirable
goal, the “representing peace” narrative and its implications for peace-
building practices beyond the EU is problematic. Essentialising the uni-
versal reveals an imperialist tendency improper to the political imaginary
of the EU, but, on a more pragmatic level, the narrative is quite simply
misleading: without underestimating the achievements of the EU during
the past seventy years, calling Europe a representative of peace would be
historically inaccurate. Of course, it might be argued that it is not Europe,
but the EU that represents peace. The question is, then, is it acceptable to

1095 Agamben, Homo Sacer, § 7, part 3.
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incorporate Europe into the historical narrative of the EU only when it
fits the overall purpose of collective identity formation? It seems the EU
deploys the figure of Europe when in need of historical and mythical rich-
ness in both its historiographical and visionary rhetorical practices. When
it comes to the founding event, Europe is redeemed for its own atrocities,
but still identified as the guilty party, which is why it cannot represent
peace.

It is certainly not clear-cut whether the EU’s exertion of its soft powers
in other countries—member state or not—is valuable or problematic, but
while the analysis of the EU’s historiography in this study cannot yield a
clear answer to this dilemma, it does reveal tensions that further problem-
atise such endeavours.

The EU’s urge to be of importance beyond its own borders, I have
argued, is driven by visions of eternity and omnipresence that constrain
the agency of the model EU citizen: the Eurostar. Topoi of European
cosmopolitanism, destiny, and universality create visions of fullness by in-
corporating the whole world into its own imaginary, while simultaneously
projecting a specific set of norms with which the Eurostar is expected to
comply: a space for free deliberation is offered (debate is valuable), but it
comes with a frame of mind (a specifically European cosmopolitanism, a
common destiny, a state of mind, European values) and certain expecta-
tions (movement of the body and mind, identification and appreciation).

As noted in the introductory chapter, the inconsistent, differentiated,
and always potentially changing nature of the EU citizenry makes it “dif-
ficult to articulate narratives of belonging beyond the thin notion of ‘unity
in diversity™”.10% From this perspective, it is not surprising that the analysis
has shown that although the categories used—EU citizens, Europeans—
are inclusive, the interpellations are not for all citizens, but for the model
EU citizens. What is surprising, though, is the narrowness of this group
(Western movers) and the fact that other, much larger groups in the EU
citizenry, would make for better candidates (Eastern movers). EU citizens
from Western EU member states have been part of the union for a much
longer period of time; still, few move on a long-term basis. In contrast,
EU citizens from Eastern EU member states have shown an incredible
incentive and motivation to move and circulate capital back into the de-
veloping regions of the union, thus enacting the ideal envisioned by the
EU’s economic policies. One of the crucial differences is that that Western
and Eastern movers usually take different types of jobs (well-paying white
collar vs. low-paying blue collar jobs) and thus fill different functions in
society.

109 Garcfa, “New Narrative Project”, 346.
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What is at stake is the issue of culture, “a major source of nourishment
and supply for Europe as a social and political body”.17 The culture fig-
ured in the New Narrative initiative does not include citizens with blue
collar jobs. The Eurostar moves for studies and cultural exchange, for ur-
ban creativity and cosmopolitan meetings among strangers. They do not
move for a job that pays the bills.

If we take a broader look at the contemporary context, culture has be-
come an omnipresent topos in EU rhetoric. In much the same way as the
founding narrative of the EU as representing peace is externally validated
by, for example, the Norwegian Nobel Committee, New Narrative has
exemplified how this rhetoric of culture is circulated by scholars, journal-
ists, and cultural agents, making it all the more difficult to locate the centre.
In this way, the performative power of the EU’s language, already defused
due to the EU’s complex structure and different centres, is further dis-
persed. In the years following New Narrative, a range of initiatives and
campaigns have emerged that circulate this rhetoric and its attention to
European culture and identity. These campaigns sometimes stem from the
EU (most often, the European Commission),!0 at other times they ate in
different ways affiliated with but not, on a formal level, products of the
EU (e.g., Why Eurgpe?, EU & U).1 This distribution and circulation of
the EU’s rhetorical practices further complicates the search for a coherent
rhetorical agent. If we understand the EU as both a strategic agent assist-
ing in creating a specific language and an agency of this language, what are
the words of the EU? Whom do we hold accountable for rhetorical prac-
tices that circulate among different agents from both the political domain
and civil society?110 Is this vagueness an expression of inclusion and dem-
ocratic legitimacy or is it a strategy to disperse political responsibility and
thus counter claims of top-down identity formation? This balancing act is
worth paying more scholarly attention to in the future.

1097 Deventer et al., “Declaration”, 126.

1098 See, for example, the Instagram profile of the Commission: https://www.insta-
gram.com/europeancommission/. Most posts are accompanied by the hashtag #ThisIs-
TheEU, which we see used by the two initiatives mentioned below, Why Eurgpe? and EU
and U. We also see examples of smaller platforms, seemingly consisting only of a few peo-
ple, such as Realize Eurgpe, that circulate the New Narrative rhetoric. On its “about” page
on Facebook, Realize Enrgpe says: “Dialogue with Europe’s cultural pioneers, to REALIZE
the narrative that is present in their heatts and minds”. See https://www.face-
book.com/RealizeEurope/.

109 See the Why Enrgpe?-website: https:/ /www.whyeurope.otrg and the EU & U website:
https:/ /www.cuandyou.cu/

1100 Berg, “Intercultural Dialogue”, 23 ff; Segal, Health and the Rhetoric of Medicine, 14. See
also Viklund, “Den Politiska Visionens Retorik”.
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So, to conclude on this first part: what language is this EU language?
Politics is a constant mutual interpellation that amounts to several layers
of interpellations. Contradictory rhetorical practices—on the one hand ap-
proaching mythology, on the other hand refraining from ideology; work-
ing with ethnocultural components while involving principles that explic-
itly counter such components—create a peculiar mythical but anti-ideo-
logical language specific to the EU that reflects the EU’s ambivalent rela-
tionship to ideology. This odd weave of identificatory threads
distinguishes the constitutive rhetoric of the EU.

The same ambivalence is visible in the figuration of the EU as a rhe-
torical agent. On the one hand, the constitutive rhetoric of the EU sug-
gests a desire to become recognised and mythologised as the Subject (with
a capital S)—as the heart of Europe, as a state of mind, as a symbol of
transcendence, eternity, peace, and tolerance in the social imaginary of the
citizens. On the other, it seeks to be viewed as the silent benefactor and
facilitator of peace and deliberation, the arbiter of soft, nonideological
power.

At the centre of this ambivalence is the Eurostar. It is their job to con-
firm the self-interpellation of the EU’s ambivalent position and to embody
the culture of nonideological deliberation in the face of the ideology of
others.

While this study primarily aims to contribute to rhetorical scholarship by
providing a deeper understanding of the relation between the EU’s rhe-
torical efforts at collective identity formation and the specific narrative and
discursive tensions, it also contributes to EU studies. Despite recent turns
to narrative and discourse in the social sciences and humanities, one of the
most important contributions of rhetorical scholarship is its concern with
communication’s concrete manifestations, its explicit and close engage-
ment with the symbolic—discursive as well as nondiscursive—practices
of, in this case, the EU.1101 Rhetoric’s contribution is thus also methodo-
logical and an important supplement to both quantitative and theoretical-
deductive approaches. So, while adding to the growing body of literature
on the subject within political science, sociology, anthropology, history,
and philosophy that valuably informs this study, my aim has also been to
offer a different perspective than what these disciplines more familiar to
EU studies present. I have done so by highlighting the rhetorical and

1101 Just, “Indirekte Kommunikativ Konstituering”, 28.
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symbolic dimensions of collective identity formation as well as the inter-
connections between discourse and its sociocultural context. Rhetorical
analysis, then, is important if we want to understand how political myths
and narratives of collective identity are rhetorically crafted and the differ-
ent ways in which they work.

The specific analytical approaches I have chosen for this purpose have
advantages and disadvantages. I have focused, on the one hand, on how
the discourse of European identity evolves over time, and, on the other
hand, explored different thematic topologies. To this end, the combined
rhetorical and topological reading has proven fruitful, because it has al-
lowed me to attend to the specific artefacts and their plurality while at the
same time taking a step back from their chronological order and viewing
the body of texts as an entity, a topology with uniting features as well as
tensions. As noted eatrlier, these two approaches may seem contradictory,
one pulling critical attention to the specific object of study, the other to
uniting features and tensions in a body of artefacts. We can view it as a
combination of macro and micro level analyses in which “the statements
of individuals may be mixed and matched to reconstruct larger themes”
while, at the same time, “particular exchanges obtain significance for both
their representativeness and their exceptionalism”.1102

The crucial question is whether I have done the singular artefacts jus-
tice when representing them in the larger thematic structures. Have my
readings been generous enough? Regardless of how truthful I have tried
to be in the presentations and interpretations of the singular artefacts, I
will undoubtedly have missed something. This is true both when it comes
to the singular initiatives and to the singular contributions to New Narra-
tive. The diachronic perspective has prompted me to look at the larger
contexts and not to dwell on a specific theme or contextual element salient
to a couple of New Narrative contributions but not to the initiative at
large. For example, a speech by a former Slovenian prime minister could
have been read in its own right and informed us on specific Slovenian-EU
questions, and, in a larger perspective, enhanced our understanding of
East-West dynamics within the EU. Another approach would have been
a synchronic study focusing specifically on New Narrative in a context of
renewed focus on European culture. Instead, through a long-term per-
spective on the constitutive rhetoric of the EU, the most recent initiative,
in which the motive of European identity formation appears most cleatly,
has helped me perceive similar, but weaker tendencies in the earlier initia-
tives.

1102 Agen, “Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric”, 134.
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At the end, “Znventing a text suitable for criticisn?’1103 is the critic’s job. The
body of artefacts chosen in this study and explored through rhetorical and
topological readings are suitable for criticism due to their ability to inform
us about larger thematic tendencies in the EU’s constitutive rhetoric as
well as its development over time. Although I may not have read the sin-
gular contributions in their own right, I have sought to represent their
arguments and views truthfully when reading them as part of larger dis-
cursive patterns.

The theoretical frame for this study is constitutive rhetoric, informed and
enhanced by vatious other theories. I have suggested a set of extensions
and alterations to Maurice Charland’s theory that, on a general level, sug-
gests that incorporating a more dynamic view on interpellation that cen-
tres reciprocity, dispersion, and agency allows us to question and better
understand the indeterminate, decentred, and processual character of col-
lective identity formation: who is hailing whom? To which tensions is col-
lective identity a response, and who perceives these tensions? By highlight-
ing the ontological and agentic instability of both the Subject and subjects
we will be better qualified to understand why calls for collective identity
are continuous and changeable.

The analytical findings further indicate the need to broaden the scope
of constitutive rhetoric. Firstly, dissociating the constitutive power from
uniquely pertaining to the voice and the text entails that we widen our gaze
to include not only text, but also other symbolic, geographical, and physi-
cal means of interpellations. This process, in turn, allows us to include the
invention of traditions, symbolic representations, and physical encounters
as resources for constitutive rhetoric. If we want to capture various di-
mensions of constitutive rhetoric, we must attend to all of these aspects
of the socially imaginary. Of course, constitutive rhetoric does not always
have this multidimensional character, and even if it does, not all dimen-
sions are equally important. But understanding how these dimensions
might work will help us notice them in the first place. In addition, disso-
ciating the interpellation from the voice means that we dissociate it from
the present moment. This step enables us to understand that constitutive
rhetoric takes time. Sometimes it works surprisingly fast, but most often
crafting collective identity is an ongoing endeavour and the effect is con-
tinuous while simultaneously difficult to measure. This study exemplifies
this ongoing, continuous character.

1103 McGee, “Text, Context”, 288. Emphasis in the original.
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Second, including plural and intersecting temporal imaginaries in the
analysis of the transhistorical subject helps us achieve a more complex
understanding of the different foundations for this transhistoricity. In this
study, transhistoricity is formed primarily through the temporal imagi-
naries of remembrance, rupture, continuity, and eternity, but others could
be included. Tuning in to how these imaginaries function and how they
converge or diverge can help us understand how these foundations of
transhistoricity are crafted rhetorically.

Finally, the search for original, pure meaning exemplified in the read-
ings in this chapter gives reason to believe that we must broaden our view
of the practices projected in constitutive narratives. These practices in-
clude not only concrete political practices (such as voting and debating),
but also epideictic practices of normative and moral orientation. This
broadened view indicates the need to adjust the ideological perspective of
constitutive rhetoric to permit us to explore the functions through which
dreams of undistorted, pure, and full identities are created.

In this thesis, I have studied how such dreams are crafted rhetorically
within the EU in its search of European identity. I have shown that epi-
deictic rhetoric works in tandem with politics. But dreams of fullness are
not restricted to a specific political ideology—they are crafted in the alt-
right movement, in party politics on both sides of the spectrum, in parlia-
ments all over the world. We need to be better equipped to understand
these rhetorical practices and, on a more general level, how epideictic and
deliberative rhetoric increasingly intersect. This tendency is worth paying
more scholatly attention to in the future.
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Appendices

Appendix I: List of articles mentioning A People’s
Europe in the Danish newspaper [y/lands-Posten, 1984-

1985

Jyllands-Posten  Author

Title

June 27,1984

Journalist not specified

Mitterrand: Europes
borders must be opened
[Mitterrand: Enropas gran-

ser skal abnes|

June 28, 1984

Editorial, Journalist not

Europe on course

specified — again? [Ewuropa pa vej —
jzen?)
June 28, 1984 Correspondents Per Ny- Victory rush after settel-

holm/Niels Levinsen

ement in the EC [Sersrus
i EF efter forlig)

April 1, 1985

Opinion piece,
Jotrgen Bogh

The EC is entitled to a
critical press [EF har
kray pd kritisk presse]

July 1, 1985 Journalist not specified ~ Schliiter denies that the
EC is threatened by divi-
sion [Schliiter afviser, at
EF trues af splittelse]

July 4, 1985 Opinion piece, Denmark’s course after

Knud P. Pedersen

the coup in Milan [Dan-
marks ve efter kuppet i Mi-
lano)
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Appendix II: List of contributors in Mind and Body of
Eurgpe: A New Narrative cited in the study

The descriptions are detived from Mind and Body of Europe: A New Narra-
tive. Those marked with an asterisk (*) were also members of the New
Narrative for Europe cultural committee and signed the declaration as co-
authors. Besides from those listed below, the following persons were also
members of New Narrative cultural committee:

Kathrin Deventer, Rose Fenton, Cristina Iglesias, Yorgos Loukos,
PLANTU (associate member), and Luisa Taveira.

Antoine Arjakovsky, historian and Research Director at the College des
Bernardins, Paris.

José Manuel Durdo Barroso, then President of the European Commis-
sion. Spokesperson for the initiative.

Stefano Boeri, architect and one of the initiators of the project the To-
MOIrow.

Alenka Bratusek, former Prime Minister of Slovenia.

Costa Carras, President of Hellenic Society for the Protection of Cultural
Heritage and Environment.

Carolyn Christov-Bakargiev, Italian-American author, art-historian and
curator; artistic director of dOCUMENTA (13) in Kassel and is drafting
the 14th Istanbul Biennial in 2015.

Paul Dujardin* Director of the Centre for Fine Arts, Brussels, and
hosted the event on October 28, 2014 when the publication The Mind and
Body of Europe: A New Narrative was released. Chair of the cultural commit-
tee.

Placido Domingo, opera singer and conductor, the President of Europa
Nostra.

Olafur Eliasson * artist.

Okwui Enwezor, curator, art critic, writer, and director of Haus der
Kunst, Munich, Was the curator of Documenta 11 and is the Director of
the 56th International Art Exhibition, Venice.

Jean-Marc Ferry, philosopher, professor at the University of Nantes.
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Alicja Gescinska, philosopher, former post-graduate fellow at Princeton
University.

Jurgen Habermas, philosopher.

Michal Kleiber,* professor of Computational Science and Engineering
has twice served as President of the Polish Academy of Sciences.

Gyorgy Konrad,* novelist and essayist.

Rem Koolhaas,* architect and the curator of the 14th International Ar-
chitecture Biennale, Venice. Associate member of the New Narrative for
Europe cultural committee.

Enrico Letta, politician and former Prime Minister of Italy.

Morten Lokkegaard,* journalist and MEP (ALDE), promoter of New
Narrative for Europe. Observing member of the New Narrative for Eu-
rope cultural committee.

Peter Matjasic,* former President of the European Youth Forum, cur-
rently programme officer at OSIFE, in Barcelona.

Angela Merkel, Federal Chancellor of Germany.

Sir Jonathan Mills * composer, former Director of the Edinburgh Inter-
national Festival.

Per Nyholm,* journalist at the Danish daily, the Jyllands-Posten. Nyholm
decided to step out of the cultural committee and did not sign the decla-
ration.

Michelangelo Pistoletto,* artist.

Czestaw Porebski, professor of philosophy.

Pere Portabella, film director and producer, as well as a politician.
Sneska Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢,* Secretary-General of Europa Nostra.

Viviane Reding, former Vice-President of the European Commission
and then MEP.

Luea Ritter, curator whose work focuses on community building and
questions of sustainability.

Tomas Sedlacek,* economist and university lecturer.

Nicola Setari, curator. Setari moderated the round table discussion, he
co-edited Mind and Body, and drafted the New Narrative declaration on
behalf of the cultural committee.
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Elif Shafak, novelist.
Tommy Simoens, Director of Studio Luc Tuymans.
Beat Streuli, Swiss photographer.

Pier Paolo Tamburelli, architect and one of initiators of the project the
Tomorrow.

Donald Tusk, former Prime Minister of Poland and President of the Eu-
ropean Council.

Luc Tuymans, artist.

Androulla Vassiliou, then Commissioner for Education, Culture, Multi-
lingualism and Youth.

Jorge Barreto Xavier, Professor of Cultural Policy at the Lisbon Univer-
sity Institute ISCTE-IUL) and Secretary of State for Culture.
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Appendix I1I: List of articles mentioning New
Narrative for Europe in Germany and Denmark

Newspapet/ Gentre, author Title

Date

Zeit Opinion piece, Berthold On size and stupidity

02-jan-14 Franke, the leader of the (Grifse macht dumm)
Goethe Institute in Brussels

Deutsche Journalist Deude A new narrative for Eu-

Welle rope [Ein neues Leitmotiy

01-mar-14 [fiir Enropa. Leitmotiv’

would normally perhaps
rather be translated into
‘Tleitmotif’ or ‘theme’, but
this is the official trans-
lation of the name of the
initiative into German.]

Gielener An- Reportage, journalist Gianz

New renaissance for Eu-

zeiger rope [Neue Renaissance in
07-mar-14 Europal
Weekendavi-
sen
03-jan-14 Opinion piece, Catja For ordinary people [For
Gacbel, Candidate for the  de almindelige mennesker]
EP
Information
17-aug-13 Article, journalist Michelle  The search for the Euro-
Faerch pean narrative [Jagten pa
den europaiske fortalling)
26-sep-13 Chronicle, Lene Otto, rese- Remembering Hitler and
archer Stalin cannot unite Bu-
rope |Erindringen om Hit-
ler og Stalin kan ikke samle
Europal
26-sep-13 Interview, journalist Ditte ~ The EU needs a com-
Jensen mon starting point [EU

mangler et faelles ndgangs-
punkd]
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01-mar-14

Ritzau telegram

Lokkegaard: We need a
new Enlightenment in
Europe [Lokkegaard: Der
skal vere en ny oplysningstid
i Europal

Politiken
11-dec-13 Signature, Journalist Chris- The EU should face the
toffer Emil Bruun Europeans where they
are [EU skal mode europa-
erne, der hvor de er]
01-mar-14 Danish translation of the Calling for a new Re-
New Narrative declaration,  naissance in Europe [I/7
signed by the cultural com-  efterdyser en ny renwssancetid
mittee i Europe]
12-may-14 Opinion piece, Candidate ~ EU citizens feel power-
for EP Morten Messer- less
schmidt [EU's borgere er fulde af af-
magl]
25-may-14 Interview with Olafur Eli- ~ Why the newspaper has
asson, journalist Birgitte switched to att on the
Kjer front page [Derfor er
avisen gaet over 11} Runst pd
forsiden)
Betlingske
26-apr-13 Correspondent Morten Distrust of the EU has
Crone never been greater [Mis-
tilliden til EU har aldrig
veere storre|
09-oct-13 Opinion piece, Nichlas Are the liberals the party
Vind and Josefine Kofoed  of the Super-Europeans?
Christiansen, EP-candidates [Er venstre super-europeeer-
nes parti?]
12-oct-13 Opinion piece, Ellen Trane Conservative change of
Norby and Jens Rohde, EP-  course? [Konservativt kurs-
candidates skifter]
07-nov-13 Opinion piece, Morten Europe —a common re-
Lokkegaard sponsibility and a narra-
tive [Europa som opgave —
Europa som fortelling)
09-nov-14 Opinion piece, Morten The narrative of Europe
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Lokkegaard and Per Ny-
holm

— the beginning of suc-
ces [Fortallingen om Eu-
ropa — en succes starter|



20-nov-14

Opinion piece, Danny
Malkowski, national politi-
cian

Fantasies of Europe
[Fantasier om Enropal

BT
12-july-13 Note, no journalist speci- A new narrative of Eu-
fied, edited by Mette Fleck- rope must reflect the re-
ner and Seren Henrik Ja- ality of its citizens
cobsen [Ny Enropa-fortwlling skal
afspejle borgernes virkelighed)
22-nov-13 Morten Lokkegaard and Controversy: Is it good
Morten Messerschmidt that the EU has put 20
have been asked the same  personalities from the
question, answer in opinion cultural sphere in charge
pieces of writing ‘a new narra-
tive of Europe’? [Kontro-
vers: Er det godt, at EU har
sat 20 kulturpersonligheder
til at skrive ‘en ny fortalling
om Europa’?]
16-oct-14 Interview with EP-candida- Angry politicians [I/7ede
tes Rina Ronja Kari and politikere]
Anders Vistisen, Journalist
Uffe Jorgensen Odde
16-oct-14 Interview with Morten Lok- “Nonsense’ and ‘ridicu-
kegaard, Journalist Uffe Jor- lous’ /'Vrovl’ og “latterligt)
gensen Odde
16-oct-14 Interview with Per Nyholm, Author: A failure [Forfar-
Journalist Utfe Jorgensen  fer: En fiasco)
Odde
16-oct-14 Journalist Uffe Jorgensen  EU narrative for 10 mil-

Odde

lion kroner: Morten
Lokkegaard’s EU project
is met with sharp cri-
tique [EU-fortelling 1l 10
mito. kroner: Morten Lokke-
gaards EU-projekt moder
skarp Rritik)
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18-oct-14

Opinion poll

What do you think
about the fact that the
EU has spent 10 million
kroner on ‘The new nar-
rative of Europe’? [Hyad
synes du om, at EU har
brugt 10 mio. kr. pd "Den
nye fortelling om Europa’?]

23-oct-14

Columnist Lotte Reimar

There is so much
women do not undet-
stand! |Der er sa meget,

kvinder ikke forstar!]

23-oct-14

Journalist Utfe Jorgensen
Odde

Spent 10 millions on 5
pages of text: Lokke-
gaard's EU project recei-
ves more funding |Brugte
10 millioner pa 5 sider
tekst: Nu far Lokkegaards
EU-projekt nye millioner]

Jyllands-Pos-
ten

07-may-13 Translation of Barroso's A new narrative of Eu-
speech at the launch of New rope [En ny fortalling om
Narrative Europal
08-may-13 Opinion piece, Per Ny- Europe, a global hope
holm, journalist at JP [Europa, et globalt hab)
10-may-13 Letter to the editor, Johan-  Narratives of Europe
nes Bundgaard, priest [Europa-fortellingen]
06-june-13 Correspondent Jette Elbak  The wings of history are
Maressa beating against the crisis
in BEurope
[Historiens vingesus slar mod
krisen i Enropal
13-oct-13 Column, journalist Per Ny-  No truth checking in the
holm EU [Ingen sandhedskontrol
15-nov-13 Chronicle, Cecilie Banke, Does a new narrative of
researcher Europe exists? [Findes der
en ny fortelling om Eu-
ropa?]
21-nov-13 Correspondent Jette Elbaek  Europe’s new right chal-
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Maressa

lenges the EU [Europas
nye hojre udfordrer EU]J



21-nov-13 Correspondent Jette Elbak  Narrative of Europe re-
Maressa ceives critique even be-
fore it is ready [Europa-
Jfortalling far kritik for den
er klar]
21-nov-13 Correspondent Jette Elbak  Can culture save the
Maressa EU? [Kan kulturen redde
EU?Z
21-nov-13 Opinion piece, Morten A cure that does more
Messerschmidt harm than good [En kur,
der gor mere skade end
gavn]|
28-nov-13 Opinion piece, Morten Invitation to Dr. Doom
Lokkegaard [Invitation til Dr.
Doom]
30-nov-13 Letter to the editor, A. Mar- Populism and ropaganda
tin Jensen [Popaulisme og propagandal)
02-dec-13 Letter to the editor, Kjeld ~ Who is whor
Mogensen
05-dec-13 Chronicle, Johs. H. Chris-  Spread the old message
tensen in BEurope [Udbred det
gamle budskab i Enropal
06-dec-13 Opinion piece, Morten Those who pay decide
Messerschmidt [De, der betaler musikken,
bestemmer|
14-dec-13 Column, journalist Henrik A common narrative of
Jensen Europe [En felles fortel-
ling om EU)|
15-dec-13 Correspondent Jette Elbak  Cheers to Europe [Skd/
Maressa for Europal
18-dec-13 Column, journalist Palle Oh, Europe [Ab,
Weis Europal
21-dec-13 Opinion piece, Povl Hen- A new natrative of Eu-
ningsen rope — report from Mi-
lan [En ny fortelling om
Europa — rapport fra Mi-
lano)
27-dec-13 Opinion piece, Ole Schmidt The EU debate is almost

dead [EU-debatten er na-
sten dod)
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01-mar-14

Ritzau telegram

Lokkegaard: We need a
new age of Enlighten-
ment in Burope [Lokke-
gaard: Der skal vere en ny
oplysningstid i Enropal

13-mar-14 Correspondent Jette Elbxk  Yes please, dear José
Maressa Manuel [Jo tak, kere José
Manuel)
28-apr-14 Editorial, Journalist not Denmark in the EU
specified [Danmark i EU|
28-may-14 Editorial, Journalist not European severity
specified [Enropaisk alvor]
13-june-14 Chronicle, Cecilie Banke, Europe is more than war
researcher and peace [Europa er mere
end krig og fred)
02-nov-14 Column, journalist Per Ny-  The future has arrived

308

holm

[Fremtiden er ankomme]



List of Figures

Figure 1. Barthes’s semiological SyStem. ........ccoeuniiiiciniiniciniinicinisiesccesecnis 74
Figure 2. Official flag of the BEU. ...ccccccoiiiiiiiiiicicicccccccs 139
Figure 3. The proposed flag in the second report of ‘A People’s Europe’. ......139
Figure 4. The Wilton Diptych, c. 1395-1399, the National Gallery, London. .141
Figure 5. Europa Prima Pars Terrae, by Heinrich Bunting, 1581....................... 143
Figure 6. The top of the frontispiece to Thomas Hobbes’s Leviathan, 1651.....146
Figure 7. The abduction of Europa by Zeus, on the Greek 2-Euro coin. ........ 178

Figure 8. The Phoenix, Friedrich J. Bertuch’s Bilderbuch fiir Kinder, 1800........... 180
Figure 9. Dit indre vi, Olafur Eliasson, 2014. © Studio Olafur Eliasson

GMDbBH s 227
Figure 10. Poster campaign for New Natrative for Europe. © Leftloft. .......... 250
Figure 11. Pictures of the debates during the Second General Assembly of

New Narrative for Europe, December 8-9, 2013........ccccooviiivicinininnnne. 253

309



Index of Names

A

Adonnino, Pietro, 86, 88

Agamben, Giorgio, 67, 177, 265

Aloisi, Silvia, 229

Althusser, Louis, 58-59, 64—65,
67-71,132, 182, 213, 264

Aman, Robert, 31

Anderson, Benedict, 114, 129, 131

Anderson, Peter 94, 151

Andreescu, Gabriel, 100-101, 199

Andres, Lauren 58

Angouri, Jo, 32-33

Arendt, Hannah, 45, 71-73, 167,
182.

Arjakovsky, Antoine, 148, 226, 300

Armingeon, Klaus, 114

Asen, Robert, 33, 38, 40—41, 43,
57,109, 269

Augustine, 183

Augustus, 78

B

Balibar, Etienne, 27, 50-52, 162

Bannon, Steve, 262

Barbulescu, Iordan G., 100-101,
199

Barth, Christiane, 21, 89, 96, 98,
260

Barthes, Roland, 3637, 50, 64, 67,
73-75, 77,135,171, 213

Bako, Bea, 99

Beasley von Burg, Alessandra, 28,
214-216, 221, 228-229

Beck, Ulrich, 220, 227-228

310

Berg, Kristine M., 18, 27-28, 40,
48, 50, 66, 79, 256

Bernstein, Mary, 54, 57

Barroso, José Manuel, 14, 43, 103—
107,109, 111, 148, 150, 153,
163, 168, 178, 183, 186187,
189, 205-206, 223-226, 228,
231-233, 242, 246-247, 251—
252, 254, 300, 306

Bertuch, Friedrich J., 180

Bhambra, Gurminder K., 31

Biden, Joseph, 42, 241, 246

Bijsmans, Patrick, 21, 89, 96, 98,
260

Bitzer, Lloyd F., 78

Bjorkdahl, Annika, 175

Black, Edwin, 24, 58

Blair, Tony, 24

Bloomfield, Jon, 216

von Bogdandy, Armin, 101-102

Boeri, Stefano, 158-159, 219, 247,
255, 300

Bottici, Chiari, 168, 192

Bourdieu, Pierre, 131

Boym, Svetlana, 72, 210

Bradshaw, Peter, 137

Brandt, Willy, 82-83, 120, 204

Bratusek, Alenka, 149-150, 185,
219, 222, 245, 300

Breibart, Andrew, 262

Brihan, Alina-Carmen, 106

Broek, Roel B. van den, 179

Brown, Garrett W., 215

Bruter, Michael, 29

Buchanan, Ian, 58



Buhre, Frida, 45, 50, 64, 71-73, 77,
166-167,198-199, 210, 214,
243, 260-261

Bunting, Heinrich, 143

Burke, Edmund, 60

Burke, Kenneth, 18, 20, 24, 43, 51,
58-59, 62,117, 135, 181-182

Burkert, Walter, 181

Bush, George W., 246

Butler, Judith, 19-20, 50, 59, 64—
70,77, 147, 182, 258

Borzel, Tanja A., 54-55

Boroez, Jozsef, 99, 221

Bogh, Jorgen, 89-90, 299

C

Calderoli, Roberto, 229

Campbell, Katlyn K., 43

Caputo, Lara, 250

Carras, Costa, 149, 195-196, 199,
201, 300

Case, Holly, 27, 191-192

Castoriadis, Cornelis, 131-132,
135-136, 192, 250

Cebeci, Munevver, 175, 177, 182,
191

Ceccarelli, Leah, 36

Cederberg, Carl, 28-29, 240, 242—
243

Chaban, Natalia, 175

Challand, Benoit, 168, 192

Chaplin, Mark, 134

Charland, Maurice, 16, 24, 49, 58—
64, 67,70-71, 75,77, 161, 164—
166, 209, 211, 258, 270

Checkel, Jeffrey T., 29, 56, 76

Christov-Bakargiev, Carolyn, 157,
300

Clark, Christopher, 165, 167, 193—
194

Correia, Inés S., 105, 107

Coudenhove-Kalergi, Richard, 31

Craxi, Bettino, 86, 88

Croci, Osvaldo, 134

Cross, Mai'a, 16, 54-56

D

De Vreese, Claes H., 94, 151

Deacy, Susan, 181

Delanty, Gerard, 14, 63, 193

Delors, Jacques, 88, 124

Derrida, Jacques, 144145, 168

Deschamps, Etienne, 81-82, 87, 91

Dewandre, Nicole, 27

Dickinson, Greg, 49

Diez, Thomas, 27, 32

Domingo, Placido, 150, 248, 300

Dujardin, Paul, 107, 149, 157, 161,
249, 300

Dupont, Christine, 164

E

Edbauer, Jenny, 78-79, 115

Edenheim, Sara, 167-169

Eisenstadt, Shmuel N., 121, 132,
161, 236

Ekeman, Karl, 14, 23, 262

Eliasson, Olafur, 103104, 147
157-158, 226227, 250-251,
300, 304

Enwezor, Okwui, 205, 300

Erdogan, Recep, 102

F

Fabian, Johannes, 167

Fareld, Victoria, 71-72, 168, 182

Favell, Adrian,29-30, 216218,
220-221, 225, 228

Ferry, Jean-Marc, 149, 158, 202—
205, 215, 300

Finlayson, Alan, 22

Fischer, Frank, 33

Fisher, Walter R., 34, 60-61

Fligstein, Neil, 25-26

Fontaine, Nicole, 152

Forchtner, Bernhard, 32, 164, 184,
236, 240

Foret, Francois, 99—100

Fornis, Johan, 27-28, 54, 90, 101,
131, 137138, 143146

Fossum, John Erik, 54

311



Foucault, Michel, 66, 80
Franke, Berthold, 111-112, 303
Frid-Nielsen, Niels, 103, 107
Fukuyama, Francis, 223

Furay, Conal, 165

Furse, Elizabeth, 231

G

Gadamer, Hans-Georg, 34

Galle, Per, 68

Garcfa, Luis B., 14, 16, 23, 25-206,
32,42, 79,106, 153-154, 172—
173, 225, 248, 260, 263, 266

Garton-Ash, Timothy, 113

de Gaulle, Chatles, 81

Geertz, Clifford, 33

Geisler, Cheryl, 20

Gera, Vanessa, 147

Gerbet, Pierre, 97

Gercke, Hans, 140

Gescinska, Alicja, 149150, 178,
241-242, 245, 300

Giesen, Bernhard, 121, 132, 161,
236

Giscard d’Estaing, Valéry, 81

Gogou, Kondylia, 102

Goodhart, David, 216

Gordon, Christopher, 22, 46—47,
134

Gorman, Amanda, 241

Gourgouris, Stathis, 153

Grande, Edgar, 220

Gunn, Joshua, 20

H

Habermas, Jirgen, 50, 52, 115, 147,
149, 150, 186, 213, 215, 224—
225, 228-229, 234, 255-257,
301,

Haines, Michael R., 31

Halstrom, Per L., 68

Hansen, Peo, 16, 22, 27, 30-32, 41,
46, 54-57, 118, 124, 133, 160,
169-170, 175176, 191, 222,
235-236, 261

Hedetoft, Ulf, 133

312

Hegel, Georg W. I., 202, 240, 242

Heilo, Olof, 63

Heitz, Arsene, 140

Hendpricks, Vincent, 53-54

Hermann, Jo, 100

Hersant, Yves, 144

Hill, Jonathan, 54-56

Hitler, Adolf, 137

Hobbes, Thomas, 145-146

Hobsbawm, Eric, 67-68, 127, 133,
135

Hoe, Sidsel, 147

Hoffmann, Julia, 32

Holmes, Douglas R., 27, 32, 41

Howarth, David, 27, 32

Husserl, Edmund, 240, 242

1

Ighe, Ann, 164
Isar, Yudhishthir R., 106

J

Jagland, Thorbjern, 190

Jamieson, Kathleen H. 43

Jasinski, James, 34-35

Jasson, Chiara, 21, 98, 260

Jauert, Per, 110

Johansen, Maria, 36-37, 222

Johnstone, Barbara, 46

Jolly, Mette, 94

Jonsson, Stefan, 22, 30-31, 169—
170, 175-176, 191, 235-236

Joppke, Christian, 238

Jospin, Lionel, 121

Just, Sine N., 15, 18, 21, 27-28, 33,
46, 50, 121-122, 260, 268

Jorgensen, Anker, 82

K

Kaelble, Hartmut, 27

Kaiser, Wolfram, 27, 32, 4540,
103-107, 109-110, 114, 153—
154, 257, 261

Kappler, Stefanie, 175

Kant, Immanuel, 214-215



Katzenstein, Peter, 29, 56, 76

Keilo, Jacques, 143

Kennedy, John F., 241

Kenyon, Peter, 102

Keridis, Dimitris, 54—55

Kieslowski, Krzysztof, 137

Kjeldsen, Jens E., 18-19, 24

Kleiber, Michal, 187-188, 202, 237,
239, 241, 248, 256, 301

Kleinsteuber, Hans J., 110

Kock, Christian, 256

Kohl, Helmut, 90-92

Kohli, Martin, 29, 50-53, 76, 99,
114,175

Konrad, Gyorgy, 104, 226, 237,
239-240, 301,

Koolhaas, Rem, 103, 149, 152,
205-206, 219, 254-255, 301

Krautwurst, Udo, 169

Kushnirskiy, Oleg, 140

Kolvraa, Christoffer, 32, 164, 184,
236, 240

L

Laclau, Ernesto, 51-52, 62, 64, 69—
71,73, 77,135, 213, 245, 261

Lecheler, Sophie, 94, 151

Leff, Michael C., 35-36

Letta, Enrico, 149-150, 154, 178,
233-234, 237, 241, 301

Lundberg, Christian, 20

Lokkegaard, Morten, 103, 105, 107,
109-110, 112, 150-151, 153,
155, 158, 163, 233, 235, 251—
253, 301, 304-308

M

Maatsch, Sénke, 100

Macron, Emmanuel, 230, 240

Manners, Ian, 22, 25, 32-33, 82,
90, 154, 161-163, 174-175, 258

Marker, Silas, 53—-54

Martins, Ana Isabel, 94, 151

Massey, Doreen, 229

Matjasic, Peter, 150, 254, 301

Maufort, Laurence, 81-82, 98

Maugh, Casey M., 49

Maunier, Rene, 169

McGee, Michael, 40, 62, 270

McLeod, Aileen, 94, 151

McLuhan, Marshall, 131

Medrano, Juan Diez, 90, 96, 98-99,
102, 260

Mehrens, Patrik, 50-51

Merkel, Angela, 111, 149, 160,
188-189, 217, 237, 301

Messerschmidt, Morten, 112, 152,
304-305, 307

Meyer, C., 94, 151

Miller, Robert J., 231

Mills, Jonathan, 155, 157, 196197,
199, 224-225, 227-228, 256—
257,301

Miskimmon, Alister, 175

Mitterrand, Francois, 91-92, 299

Monnet, Jean, 16

Morton, Timothy, 157

Mueller, Axel, 94

Murray, Philomena, 22, 25, 32-33,
82,90, 154, 161-163, 174175,
258

N

Nilsson, Ingela, 63

Nyholm, Per, 103-105, 111-112,
152, 185, 199-201, 299, 301,
304-306, 308

O

O’Loughlin, Ben, 175
Obama, Barack, 42, 241, 246

P

Pagden, Anthony, 175, 194

Pastoureau, Michel, 140

Patberg, Mark, 225

Pavlovaite, Inga, 54

Pearson, Caspar, 106

Phillips, Kendall, 80, 137, 255-257

Pistoletto, Michelangelo, 2052006,
301

313



Pitkin, Hanna F.,; 19

Plato, 202, 261

Pompeo, Mike, 241

Pompidou, Georges, 82

Portabella, Pere, 149, 217, 225~
226, 248, 254, 301

Porebski, Czestaw, 203-204, 237
301

Privot, Michel, 161

Prodi, Romano, 184

>

Q

Quaedvlieg-Mihailovi¢, Sneska,
149, 156, 178, 183-185, 198,
205-205, 237, 248, 251, 254,
256, 301

Quinn, Melissa, 246

R

Rand, Erin, 20, 21, 66, 69, 256-257

Rasmussen, Maja K., 26

Reagan, Ronald, 241

Reding, Viviane, 149, 151, 225, 301

Richmond, Oliver P., 175

Risse, Thomas, 16, 26, 29, 41, 50,
54-55, 76, 94, 101, 114

Ritter, Luea, 188-189, 301

Robson, James E., 181

Roche, Maurice, 133

Rogaly, Ben, 216

Romeo, Jaime A., 107

Romney, Mitt, 241

Rosengren, Mats, 132, 135

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques, 50, 219

Rydberg, Jenny, 58

S

Sala, Vincent Della, 32, 175
Salevouris, Michael J., 165
Sandberg, Marie, 27

Sarkar, Mahua, 99, 221
Schiller, Friedrich, 137-138
Schlesinger, Philip, 99-100
Schmidberger, Martin, 51
Schmidt, Vivien, 21, 32, 43

314

Sedlacek, Tomas, 104, 185, 217,
263, 301

Segal, Judy, 18, 20, 27, 267

Setari, Nicola, 104, 109, 201-202,
301

Seton-Watson, Hugh, 172

Shafak, Elif, 156, 223, 301

Shakespeare, William, 168

Shore, Ctis, 16, 23, 27, 32, 41, 406,
54, 87,94, 114, 118, 124, 127,
129, 131, 133, 146147, 152,
160

Simoens, Tommy, 156—157, 220,
301

Simons, Jake W, 15, 109

Smith, Karen, 235-236

Spinelli, Altiero, 91

Spivak, Gayatri C., 19

Stagnell, Alexander, 70, 191

Sternberg, Claudia S., 21, 42, 80—
81, 8688, 90-94, 96, 113, 118,
122, 124-125, 162, 173

Streuli, Beat, 255, 302

Sendergaard, Henrik, 110

Serensen, Catharina, 26

T

Tamburelli, Pier Paolo, 218-219,
257, 302

Tamminen, Tanja, 54

Taylor, Poul, 236

Thorn, Gaston, 88

Torfing, Jacob, 27, 32

Trump, Donald, 246

Turunen, Johanna, 164

Tusk, Donald, 148, 150, 160, 199,
240, 251, 254-255, 302

Tuymans, Luc, 156-157, 226, 301—
302

e

Van Rompuy, Herman, 168
Vassiliou, Androulla, 149-151, 158,
180, 189, 217-218, 233, 245—

247, 251, 302



Vermeersch, Ann, 133

Viklund, Jon, 50-51, 211-212, 243,
259, 264, 267

Villadsen, Lisa, 34, 256

W

Wallis, George W., 167

Walzer, Michael, 62, 69

Weiss, Gillbert, 27, 32-33
Wander, Philip, 31, 169-170, 206
White, James B., 60, 75

White, Jonathan, 21-22
Wiesner, Claudia, 172

Wilson, Thomas, 54-56

Wodak, Ruth, 27, 32-33
Wolkenstein, Fabio, 94
Wyrozumska, Aleksandra, 100
Wahrens, Anne, 27

Waever, Ole, 166, 182

X

Xavier, Jorge B., 155, 159, 255, 302
Z

Zeleza, Paul, 169
Zizek, Slavoj, 70

315






Uppsala Rhetorical Studies URS/SRU Studia Rhetorica Upsaliensia
Editor of the URS/SRU-series, since 2017: Mats Rosengren

. Leif Aslund, Magnus Gabriel De la Gardie och viltaligheten, Diss. Uppsala 1992.
. Nils Ekedahl, Dez svenska Israel. Myt och retorik i Haquin Spegels predikokonst,
Diss. Uppsala 1999.

. Otto Fischer & Ann Ohrberg, eds, Metamorphoses of Rhetoric. Classical Rhetoric
in the Eighteenth Century, Uppsala 2011.

. Peter Lind, "Strunt alt hvad du orerar”: Carl Michael Bellnan, ordensretoriken och
Bacchi Orden, Diss. Uppsala 2014.

. Ann Ohrberg, Samtalets retorik : belevade kulturer och offentlig kommunikation i
svenskt 1700-tal, Uppsala 2014.

. Alexander Stagnell, Louise Schou Therkildsen, Mats Rosengren eds, Can a
person be illegal? : refugees, migrants and citizenship in Eurgpe, Uppsala 2017.

. Vincent Descombes, Florence Giust-Desprairies, Mats Rosengten, eds,
Actualité d’une pensée radicale — Hommage a Cornelius Castoriadis, Uppsala 2018

. Ann Ohrberg, Tim Berndtsson, Otto Fischer, Annie Mattsson, eds, From
Dust to Dawn. Archival Studies After the Archival Turn, Uppsala 2022

. Ingeborg Léfgren, Louise Schou Therkildsen & Mats Rosengren, eds, Pande-
miska reflektioner. Retoriska och litteratur-filosofiska undersokningar i coronas tid,
Uppsala 2022.






	Abstract
	List of Papers
	Contents
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	1. Introduction
	Who is the EU? Agent and Agency
	For Whom? Audience and the EU Citizen
	EU Studies from a Rhetorical Perspective
	Analytical Approaches: Rhetorical and Topological Readings
	Conceptually Driven Rhetorical Criticism
	Topological Reading: Patterns and Tensions

	Selection and Delimitation
	Outline and Content

	2. Theoretical Framework: Constitutive Rhetoric and Collective Identity Formation
	Identity and Politics
	Identity Politics and the EU

	Constitutive Rhetoric: How Europeans Come to Life
	Three Ideological Functions of Constitutive Rhetoric

	Widening the Scope of Constitutive Rhetoric
	Interpellation: Reciprocity, Dispersion, and Agency
	Ideology: A Dream of the Undistorted
	Transhistoricity and Temporality
	Myth and Historiography

	When is Constitutive Rhetoric Successful?
	Concluding Remarks

	3. Rhetorical Ecologies: Historical Context and Situation
	Declaration on European Identity (1973)
	‘A People’s Europe’ (1984–1985)
	The Maastricht Treaty (1992)
	The Constitutional Treaty (2004)
	New Narrative for Europe (2013–2014)
	Why? The Purpose of European Identity Formation
	Concluding Remarks

	4. From Institutional to Collective Identity Formation
	Facing the World, Facing the Citizens: Tentative Self- Interpellations
	Progress, Efficiency, and Simplification

	Inventing Traditions: Physical and Symbolic
	Interweavings
	Connecting (with) Citizens
	Symbolic Interweavings: Stamps, Anthem, and Emblem

	Omnipresent European identity: Institution,
	Collective, Individual
	A Permanent State of Crisis
	The Performative Power of Narrative and Culture

	Concluding Remarks

	5. An Archive of Glory: Disconnection and Restoration
	Rhetorical Functions of the EU’s Historiography
	Chronopolitics: The Politics of Time
	Colonial Traces: Historiographical Exclusions and Inclusions
	Discursive Ambiguity: The EU/Europe/Europa

	Constructing an Archive of Glory
	A Founding Narrative: Representing Peace
	A New Narrative: Revisiting the Past

	Concluding Remarks

	6. An End Beyond Europe? A European State of Mind
	Topoi of Omnipresence and Eternity
	European Cosmopolitanism as Physical Movement
	European Cosmopolitanism as a Movement of the Mind
	A European Destiny
	Universality as European Essence
	“Europe is a state of mind”

	Eurostars
	The Moral Responsibility of Citizens
	A Responsibility to Debate

	Concluding Remarks

	7. Conclusion and Further Discussion
	Bibliography
	Appendices
	Appendix I: List of articles mentioning A People’s Europe in the Danish newspaper Jyllands-Posten, 1984-1985
	Appendix II: List of contributors in Mind and Body of Europe: A New Narrative cited in the study
	Appendix III: List of articles mentioning New Narrative for Europe in Germany and Denmark

	List of Figures
	Index of Names

	1 We witness this increase in Hungary Austria Switzerland Denmark and Belgium just: 
	6 For a presentation of the constitutive dichotomy see Just Constitution of Meaning: 
	9 One of the architects Jean Monnet is often quoted for saying If I were to do it again: 
	12 Battista Setari and Rossignol Mind and Body of Europe: 
	13 Just Indirekte kommunikativ konstituering Berg Intercultural Dialogue Kjeldsen: 
	20 Kjeldsen Speaking of Europe 20: 
	25 Butler Excitable Speech 78: 
	30 Here I am not speaking of the many different national languages within the EU and: 
	33 White Europeanising Ideologies para 3: 
	39 Cultural policy has received scholarly critique precisely on the grounds of this ambiva: 
	41 In other words who is the texts second persona I refrain from using this concept and: 
	44 García New Narrative Project 346: 
	47 Fligstein 133: 
	52 Some relevant examples are Balibar We the People of Europe Case Being European: 
	56 Just Constitution of Meaning: 
	61 Cederberg Europe as Identity and Ideal: 
	71 Favell 184: 
	80 Hansen and Jonsson Eurafrica 28 They quote Richard CoudenhoveKalergis Afrika: 
	83 García New Narrative Project 350: 
	87 Asen Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric 124: 
	91 Gadamer Sanning Och Metod 142 From the Swedish De fördomar och förhandsme: 
	96 Jasinski Status of Theory and Method 257 Jasinski references Clifford Geertz The: 
	101 Jasinski Sourcebook on Rhetoric 93: 
	105 Barthes SZ An Essay 13: 
	108 Asen Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric 134: 
	110 Adonnino Peoples Europe: 
	117 Asen 133: 
	123 Cris Shore asserts that this is an idea first advocated in the reports from A Peoples: 
	127 Barroso Interweaving Narratives 25: 
	132 Campbell and Jamieson Form and Genre 14: 
	135 Mind and Body was edited by Emiliano Battista Nicola Setari and Els Rossignol Aside: 
	137 Kaiser Clash of Cultures 36869 Kaiser One Narrative or Several 221: 
	139 Berg and Just Når kultur sættes til debat 28 35 ff Berg and Just take Barbara: 
	140 Dickinson and Maugh Placing Visual Rhetoric 261: 
	142 Kohli Battlegrounds of European Identity 11415: 
	147 I return to the concept of the empty signifier below See Laclau Death and Resurrec: 
	152 Kohli Battlegrounds of European Identity 116: 
	157 Kohli Battlegrounds of European Identity 120: 
	159 Hendricks and Marker 15: 
	166 Hill and Wilson Identity Politics 2: 
	173 The other book reviewed by Maia Cross is the aforementioned anthology European: 
	Redskins: 
	popular support but according to the Swedish Childrens rights organisation Bris the law: 
	186 Althusser mentions guilt and uses religious ideology as one possible example of inter: 
	191 Charland 137: 
	difficult not to be struck by the incredible lack of selfinsight in the historiography of the: 
	203 Charland Constitutive Rhetoric 13941: 
	208 Charland 140: 
	212 Charland Constitutive Rhetoric 140: 
	217 Butler Conscience Doth Make Subjects Butler Excitable Speech: 
	224 Butler Conscience Doth Make Subjects 13: 
	230 Butler Conscience Doth Make Subjects 26 Butler borrows this point from Agamben: 
	235 Hobsbawm 1: 
	240 Rand Inflammatory Fag 312: 
	244 Directly through the Repressive State Apparatus indirectly through the Ideological: 
	252 Charland 143: 
	255 Buhre 140: 
	262 Buhre 24: 
	266 Barthes 115: 
	270 Charland Constitutive Rhetoric 141: 
	273 See eg Risse A European Identity Europeanization and the Evolution of Nation: 
	274 Bitzer Rhetorical Situation: 
	275 Edbauer Unframing Models 7: 
	282 Phillips articulates this Foucauldian argument in a discussion of articulated acts of dis: 
	283 Sternberg Struggle for EU Legitimacy 92: 
	21 out of the 28 member states in the 2019 election European Parliament and Kantar: 
	292 Brandt Statement by Willy Brandt 35: 
	298 In the press review it says Ook in DE STANDAARD p 3 blauwdruk voor Europese: 
	303 Die Welt S 412 From the German doch wird dies unsinnig wenn das Suchen vor: 
	305 The committee was officially named the ad hoc committee but it is often referred to as: 
	309 Adonnino Peoples Europe 5 See also 9 11 18: 
	316 Sternberg Struggle for EU Legitimacy 90: 
	322 Barth and Bijsmans Maastricht Treaty and Public Debates 215: 
	329 From the Danish De har bidraget væsentligt til at danske politikere og lederskribenter: 
	334 They did this on November 25 1991 See Council of the European Communities: 
	339 Mitterrand and Kohl 1 The quote in Mitterrand and Kohls statement is a merging of: 
	to all Member States The justice optout was put to vote in December 2015 and the result: 
	345 Sternberg 126: 
	353 The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung European Public Opinion 73: 
	359 The Staff of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung 74: 
	364 Gerbet European Convention 2: 
	368 European Parliament Daily Notebook 2005: 
	375 Kohli The Battlegrounds of European Identity 128: 
	381 Barbulescu and Andreescu References to God 209 ff: 
	388 Barbulescu and Andreescu References to God 211: 
	392 von Bogdandy 304: 
	397 Barroso Speech by President Barroso para 11: 
	404 Kaiser Clash of Cultures 371: 
	410 Kaiser 371: 
	418 JyllandsPosten November 8 2014 See appendix III: 
	424 Inês Servulo Correia email message to author October 3 2018: 
	428 Adonnino Peoples Europe 23: 
	432 Simons EU Elections 2014 Handelsblatt Europawahl 2014: 
	435 Deventer et al Declaration 129: 
	440 Løkkegaard was a member of the European Parliament 20092014 and again from: 
	445 Berlingske Løkkegaard and Nyholm November 9 2014 see appendix III: 
	449 GartonAsh Europes Endangered Liberal Order 51: 
	451 Risse Community of Europeans: 
	458 See eg Habermas Why Europe Needs a Constitution Habermas Crisis of the Euro: 
	464 Burke Rhetoric of Motives 195: 
	465 Hansen Europeans Only: 
	470 The Fantastic Four dates back to 1961 Like the EU it grew and became the Fantastic: 
	475 Commission of the European Communities 122: 
	content before being a container From the French LEurope est dabord un projet: 
	483 Adonnino 18: 
	492 Adonnino 23 see also 19: 
	502 Sternberg Struggle for EU Legitimacy 81: 
	508 Adonnino 18: 
	510 Adonnino 7: 
	515 Adonnino Peoples Europe 9: 
	521 Shore In Uno Plures 12: 
	524 Adonnino Peoples Europe 24: 
	528 Adonnino 2122: 
	535 Castoriadis Makt Politik Autonomi 114 From the Swedish den största tänkbara: 
	539 Hobsbawm MassProducing Traditions 300: 
	543 See European Commission Creative Europe CREA: 
	548 Hobsbawm Introduction Inventing Traditions 1: 
	556 The Council of Europe is an institution established in 1949 with fortyseven member: 
	561 Adonnino Peoples Europe 29: 
	terrestrial and the divine and thus performs the symbolic function of sanctifying the spe: 
	569 European Union Graphical Specifications for the European Emblem: 
	570 Commission of the European Communities Commission Communication on a Peo: 
	576 Centre Virtuel de la Connaissance sur lEurope Flag of the European Union 2: 
	578 The purpose of the video was to visualise the benefits of both the 2004 Eastern En: 
	581 Revelation 121 AV In a description of the map it is stated that the depiction of: 
	582 Fornäs Signifying Europe 125: 
	588 Derrida and Bass 353: 
	592 Shore Imagining the New Europe 110: 
	599 Barroso Interweaving Narratives 25: 
	602 Reding Stimulating the European Public Sphere 33 Letta Speech Delivered by the: 
	615 Barroso Speech by President Barroso: 
	618 Vassiliou Europe as a Shared Purpose 36 37: 
	624 Shore Inventing Homo Europaeus 5759: 
	629 Gourgouris Crisis and the Ill Logic 67: 
	635 Kaiser One Narrative or Several 215: 
	642 Xavier What Matters Is the Present 207: 
	fill_1: 
	651 Tuymans and Simoens in Battista Setari and Rossignol 143: 
	658 Vassiliou Europe as a Shared Purpose 34: 
	663 Boeri in Battista Setari and Rossignol 139: 
	666 Tusk Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus Cen: 
	669 Privot New Progressive Narrative Manners and Murray End of a Noble Narra: 
	674 Sternberg Struggle for EU Legitimacy 89: 
	676 Manners and Murray End of a Noble Narrative 191: 
	677 European Union House of European History Since its opening in May 2017 much: 
	680 Furay and Salevouris The Methods and Skills of History 223: 
	682 Charland Constitutive Rhetoric 140: 
	686 Clark Time and Power 14 The notion chronopolitics has been used most famously by an: 
	691 From the Swedish Statens Offentliga Utredningar: 
	700 Edenheim 39: 
	706 Wander Third Persona 209: 
	710 Barthes Mythologies 118: 
	711 Wiesner Rhetorical Construction of EUEurope 129: 
	714 García New Narrative Project 348: 
	720 Manners and Murray End of a Noble Narrative 188: 
	727 Hansen and Jonsson 35: 
	734 Council of the European Communities Treaty on European Union 34: 
	739 Barroso Speech by President Barroso Barroso in Battista Setari and Rossignol: 
	741 Deventer et al Declaration 127: 
	745 Deacy Vulnerability of Athene 45: 
	749 Butler Conscience Doth Make Subjects 1012: 
	fill_1_2: 
	758 Forchtner and Kølvraa notes a very similar religious streak in a speech by Romano: 
	760 QuaedvliegMihailovic in Battista Setari and Rossignol 13637: 
	766 Nyholm 42: 
	772 Barroso Interweaving Narratives 2122: 
	art and science to concentrate on the pursuit of wisdom and beauty not destruction and: 
	778 Merkel Translation of the Speech Delivered by the Federal Chancellor of Germany at: 
	783 The Norwegian Nobel Committee Nobel Peace Prize 2012 Press Release para: 
	788 Cebeci Representing Peace 301: 
	attempts to conceptualize a European identity are rooted in these localized    experiences: 
	797 Deventer et al 127 my emphasis: 
	799 ZDF 2018 first episode httpscuriositystreamcomseries371thestoryofeu: 
	805 Carras Revelation of Europe 208: 
	806 Carras 2089: 
	808 Mills Some Reflections 203: 
	810 Deventer et al 127: 
	814 Buhre 152: 
	820 Nyholm Denmark in Europe 43: 
	822 Nyholm 42: 
	826 Setari in Battista Setari and Rossignol Round Table 133 The sentence is incom: 
	830 Ferry 94: 
	fill_1_3: 
	839 Pistoletto Third Paradise 196: 
	845 Koolhaas in Battista Setari and Rossignol 162: 
	850 Boym The Future of Nostalgia XVIII: 
	851 The Eurostar is a highspeed train that has connected the UK France Belgium and: 
	855 Viklund 79 From the Swedish överskrida saklighetens begränsningarden tar sikte: 
	861 This is arguably Habermass argument in his theory of the public sphere Conflicts: 
	864 Buhre Speaking Other Times 133 see 125133 for theorisations of different anach: 
	866 Beasley Von Burg 121: 
	869 Favell Eurostars and Eurocities 220: 
	873 Favell 240 See for instance the brochure Its Your Europe Living Learning and Working: 
	878 Vassiliou Europe as a Shared Purpose 37: 
	883 Bratušek Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Slovenia at ISPI Milan on: 
	887 Beck Cosmopolitan Vision: 
	892 Favell Immigration Migration 183: 
	900 Hansen Europeans Only 57 Historian of ideas Maria Johansen makes a similar: 
	901 Shafak in Battista Setari and Rossignol Domino Conversation 15051: 
	906 Mills Some Reflections 202: 
	914 Habermas Europe Hungary 18485 Habermas here proposes a simplified version: 
	918 Tuymans and Simoens in Battista Setari and Rossignol Round Table 143: 
	924 Eliasson Your Inner We 192: 
	928 Mills Some Reflections 204: 
	932 Beasley Von Burg Toward a Rhetorical Cosmopolitanism 120 12324: 
	937 Macron Press Conference Speech para 2: 
	938 European Communities Constitution for Europe 9: 
	941 Barroso Interweaving Narratives 25: 
	945 Letta Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Italy at ISPI Milan on 9 De: 
	949 Løkkegaard 233: 
	953 Løkkegaard Need for a Narrative 233: 
	957 Hansen and Jonsson Eurafrica: 
	964 Kleiber Humanistic and Scientific Sources 100: 
	974 Deventer et al Declaration 12627 Emphasis in the original: 
	977 European Communities 137: 
	983 Tusk Speech Delivered by the Then Prime Minister of Poland at the Copernicus Cen: 
	989 Deventer et al Declaration 127: 
	994 For example in Reagans farewell speech to the nation on January 11 1989 he de: 
	999 See chapter 5: 
	1006 Deventer et al Declaration 126: 
	1012 Laclau Death and Resurrection 301: 
	1016 Deventer et al Declaration 127: 
	1021 Boeri in Battista Setari and Rossignol Round Table 13940: 
	1023 Kleiber Humanistic and Scientific Sources 101: 
	1029 Dujardin Reinventing Europe 237 See also Løkkegaard Need for a Narrative: 
	1031 Caputo New Narrative for Europe See also Leftloft New Narrative for Europe: 
	1034 Eliasson 193: 
	1044 Løkkegaard Need for a Narrative 234: 
	1047 Battista Setari and Rossignol Mind and Body of Europe 72: 
	1050 Løkkegaard 234: 
	1060 Barroso Interweaving Narratives 23: 
	1066 Phillips Spaces of Public Dissension 237 In his critique of public sphere theory: 
	1071 Kleiber Humanistic and Scientific Sources 100: 
	1079 Kaiser Clash of Cultures 371: 
	1082 Viklund Den politiska visionens retorik 94: 
	1083 García New Narrative Project 347: 
	1087 Buhre connects this way of coping with the uncertainty of the future to Platos concept: 
	1090 This quote is attributed to the late farright journalist Andrew Breibart founder of: 
	1092 García New Narrative Project 345: 
	1094 Viklund Den Politiska Visionens Retorik 94: 
	1095 Agamben Homo Sacer  7 part 3: 
	1096 García New Narrative Project 346: 
	1097 Deventer et al Declaration 126: 
	1101 Just Indirekte Kommunikativ Konstituering 28: 
	1102 Asen Reflections on the Role of Rhetoric 134: 
	1103 McGee Text Context 288 Emphasis in the original: 
	Speech by President Barroso A New Narrative for Europe: 
	SZ An Essay Translated by Richard Miller New York Farrar: 
	eds Round Table Brussels 21 May 2014 In The Mind and: 
	eds The Mind and Body of Europe A New Narrative Luxembourg: 
	Mass Protests in Poland amid EU Exit Fears BBC News Oc: 
	Migrant Crisis EUTurkey Deal Comes into Effect BBC: 
	Free to Move but Nowhere to Go The Renovation of Free: 
	Muslims and Multiculturalism in the European Union Putting: 
	Public Discourse and Cosmopolitan Political Identity Imagin: 
	Stochastic Citizenship Toward a Rhetoric of Mobility Philoso: 
	Toward a Rhetorical Cosmopolitanism Stoics Kant and the: 
	Whither Europe Postcolonial versus Neocolonial Cosmopoli: 
	A Rhetoric of Motives Berkeley University of California Press: 
	CounterStatement Berkeley University of California Press 1968: 
	Dramatism In Communication Concepts and Perspectives edited: 
	Language as Symbolic Action Berkeley University of California: 
	Address to the Nation on 91101 wwwamericanrheto: 
	Excitable Speech A Politics of the Performative New York: 
	The Greek Polis and the Creation of Democracy In The Cas: 
	The Imaginary Institution of Society Translated by Kathleen Blamey: 
	The Vain Mediation Attempts of the European Community: 
	Declaration on European Identity Bulletin of the European Com: 
	Emblème et Logo Européens Historical Archives of the Eu: 
	Eurobarometer 21 Public Opinion in the European Commu: 
	Preparation for the Summit Conference Bulletin of the Euro: 
	Revue de Presse Sommet Copenhague 1415121973 His: 
	The Copenhagen Summit Conference Bulletin of the European: 
	Treaty on European Union Signed in Maastricht on 7 Febru: 
	Is There a European Identity Global Dialogue 5 no 34: 
	The European Parliaments Proposals Centre Virtuel de la: 
	Solecism or Barbarism Public Seminar September 19 2017: 
	Creative Europe CREA Funding  tender opportunities: 
	Its Your Europe Living Learning and Working anywhere in the EU: 
	New Narrative for Europe European Youth Portal Accessed: 
	New Narrative for Europe Archived on 151214 Ac: 
	Overseas Countries and Territories International Partner: 
	The Declaration on the New Narrative to Be Unveiled in Ber: 
	YOUrope for Youth European Youth Portal Accessed Oc: 
	Treaty of Amsterdam Amending the Treaty on European Un: 
	Treaty of Lisbon Amending the Treaty on European Union: 
	House of European History 2016 httpshistoriaeu: 
	Laeken Declaration on the Future of the European Union 15: 
	Immigration Migration and Free Movement in the Making of: 
	Telos Nomos Ethos Reflections on the Meaning of a Politi: 
	Narration as a Human Communication Paradigm The Case of: 
	Symbols and Narratives of Europe Three Tropes Punctum: 
	The New Narrative Project and the Politicisation of the EU: 
	Teaching the PostModern Rhetor Continuing the Conversa: 
	Citizen and State Equality in a Supranational Political Commu: 
	Democracy in Europe Why the Development of the EU into: 
	Europe Hungary and the Transnational Democracy Project: 
	The Crisis of the European Union A Response Cambridge UK Pol: 
	The Public Sphere An Encyclopedia Article 1964 Trans: 
	Why Europe Needs a Constitution New Left Review II no 11: 
	MassProducing Traditions Europe 18701914 In The Inven: 
	The Status of Theory and Method in Rhetorical Criticism: 
	European Public Debate Offered Identities and Performed: 
	Indirekte kommunikativ konstituering Rhetorica Scandinavica: 
	No Place like Home The Role of the Media in the Framing of: 
	The Constitution of Meaning  A Meaningful Constitution: 
	This Is Not a Pipe Rationality and Affect in European Public: 
	Velkommen til Merkolland Legitimeringsstrategier i den of: 
	One Narrative or Several Politics Cultural Elites and Citizens: 
	Things Made by Words Reflections on Textual Criticism: 
	Text Context and the Fragmentation of Contemporary Cul: 
	The Public Sphere and the European Unions Political Iden: 
	Some Reflections on the Declaration In The Mind and Body of: 
	The Event of Dissension Reconsidering the Possibilities of: 
	The Spaces of Public Dissension Reconsidering the Public: 
	A European Identity Europeanization and the Evolution of: 
	No Demos Identities and Public Spheres in the Euro Crisis: 
	The Euro and Identity Politics in Europe 22 University of: 
	The Need for an Imaginative Politic Social Epistemology Review: 
	Narrating Europe The EUs Ontological Security Dilemma: 
	Speaking to the Markets or to the People A Discursive Insti: 
	Health and the Rhetoric of Medicine Southern Illinois University: 
	Governing Europe European Union Audiovisual Policy and: 
	Imagining the New Europe Identity and Heritage in European: 
	In Uno Plures  EU Cultural Policy and the Governance of: 
	Inventing Homo Europaeus Ethnologia Europaea 29 no 2: 
	Inventing the Peoples Europe Critical Approaches to Euro: 
	The Ambassadors Letter On the Less Than Nothing of Di: 
	The Metastases of Enjoyment Six Essays on Women and Causality: 


