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ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to critically assess the culture heritage policy discourse as
executed by the EU and its main institutional bodies of culture. This in-depth

descriptive analysis of the concrete character of the EU’s supra-national culture

identity project as expressed through culture heritage starts with chapter 1
establishing the wider socio-cultural and socio-political context in which the
cultural past has become of crucial importance for (EU)ropean supra-
nationalism in terms of making this comparatively new imagined community
become real in people’s lives by generating the notion of common cultural
values. Chapter 2 establishes the theoretical and methodological foundations on
which to base the analysis of all following, interrelating case studies.
Examining the planning stage of EU culture heritage generation, asking
questions about how knowledge of the past is being generated in the Eurocratic
context, chapter 3 employs the case study of the Council of Europe’s European
Cultural Routes Project and, more specifically, its The Celts Cultural Route.
Chapter 4 then focuses on the concrete implementation of the EU’s message of
culture heritage on the ground, in the form of the Council of Europe’s Santiago
de Compostela Pilgrimage Routes project. The final case study then critically
illuminates the EU’s creation of supra-national heritage on the symbolic level,
taking the shape of the most omnipresent (EU)ropean symbols of all, the Euro
banknotes iconography (chapter 5). Finally, chapter 6 summarises the preceding
studies, and, on the basis of a final discussion of its findings in terms of the
role played by culture heritage in the Eurocratic context at the planning and
implementation level in relation to general Eurocratic rhetorics, serves to
combine the above individual discourse analytical threads into a catalogue of
practical recommendations, outlining how EU culture heritage management

could be reconciled with Eurocratic notions of openness, diversity, and

inclusivity.

This thesis represents the first systematic in-depth attempt to critically assess

the supra-national culture heritage paradigm underneath the level of general
public-orientated Eurocratic rhetorics. Because it is a first attempt, and deals
with a notoriously large-scale and complex discursive setting (i.e. the EU), this
thesis’ findings must be considered provisional, but establish new study areas

for the future.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE CHALLENGES OF CULTURE HERITAGE
MANAGEMENT IN THE EUROPEAN UNION

Figure 1.1: Drawing: H. H. Grénewald, Idea: G. Mante!

1.1 THE IDEA OF EUROPE

‘[T]he history of a European identity is the history of a concept and a discourse. A

European identity is an abstraction and a fiction without essential proportions.’

(Strdath 2002, 388)

To the surprise of many, geographical and geological Europe is not a continent
at all - that is a landmass separate from other such masses and entirely
surrounded by water. In the true meaning of the word it is thus only possible to
distinguish five continental units: America, Australia, Greenland, Antarctica,
and a large block consisting of Europe, Asia, and Africa. As pointed out by
Champion (1990, 79), widening this definition to include any land mass mostly
separated from others by water, in an attempt to defend and justify Europe as
being of continental status, would turn America into two continents. This
definition would subsequently turn Africa, connected with Eurasia by the

narrow Suez land bridge, into a continent of its own. Yet, still this widened

definition of a continent provides no grounds on which to set apart Europe

from Asia. Even at its narrowest point 2000 kilometres separate the Black Sea

1‘One reads more and more about Europe - I am beginning to get the impression that it must lie somewhere
nearby!’ (my translation)
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from the White Sea. To complicate the issue even further, Armenia and Cyprus
are commonly considered part of Europe while geographically and geologically
lying on the African continent (Wikipedia.org 2005b). In fact, one corner of
Staten Island, New York, is geologically speaking Europe, so is part of
Newfoundland (Bryson 2003, 161). However relaxed a geographical/geological
definition for a continent we might apply, Europe is rather a peninsula forming
the westernmost part of Eurasia (Figure 1.2). One can thus say that “Europe is a
geographical expression with political significance and immense symbolic
weight, but without agreed boundaries” (Wallace 1990, 7; c¢f. Dunford 1998). The

forces defining and binding Europe as an imaginary unit are not to be

discovered between the contour lines of geographical or geological maps.

A3 P A < 4
4 ’}5 {
X
E

Figure 1.2: Satellite image of Europe (WorldCountries.info 2005)

Instead, Europe’s recognition and status as a continental unit must be
considered as predominantly social in character. More to the point, it is cultural
and historical links, the stories that people relate, that provide the grounds on

which Europe becomes Europe. For example, Turkey is often regarded as not

part of Europe due to most of its territory not being located on the European

16
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landmass. Yet, as pointed out by Dobson (2004, 5), no part of Britain or Eire is

part of this landmass either. So what and where is Europe (see figure 1.1)?

The Greek word Europé has two meanings. On the one hand, it names the
mythological figure of the daughter of the king of Tyros and beloved of Zeus,
and later wife of Asterius, the king of Crete. On the other hand, it names a
certain place, a physical relationship with two aspects to it. It seems to have
first designated the ‘continent’ (see below) in relation to the Peloponnese and
the Greek islands. Also, it placed a part of the world in opposition to Asia
Minor and Libya (Thomas-Penette 2000c¢c, 3-4). Since antiquity, the idea of
Europe and European-ness has undergone numerous re-evaluations and
redefinitions (see Delanty 1995). The use of the adjective ‘European’ is first
documented for Pope Pius II (1405-1464 AD). Representing an ideologically ill-
defined concept (Graham 1998a, 3; see also Mikkeli 1997), it did not come into
wider use before the Renaissance (Dodd 2002, 189), reappearing with renewed
vigour at the end of the seventeenth and beginning of the eighteenth centuries
as ‘part and parcel of an early secularisation that sought to replace Judaeo-
Christianity as the continent’s common cultural focus’ (Graham 1998b, 3; see
also Wilson and van den Dussen 1993, chapter 3). During the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries the idea of Europe and European changed with increased
speed. Throughout this time, the contrasting faiths, cultural traditions,
attitudes, and historical experiences ensured a vast array of distinct
identifications and feelings of us and them to be found all across Europe
(Nugent 1989, 5-6; Zeff and Pirro 2001, 1). In particular the continent’s wars
and armed conflicts - leading Werbner (1997, 261) to refer to the European
‘continent’ (see below) as ‘a mass of land delimited by cultural and historical
enmities and exclusions, frequently of the most barbaric kind’, such as the
Napoleonic wars, WWI, and WWII - provided the impetus for the redrawing of

numerous geographical and socio-cultural frontiers (see Elliot 1992; Broers

1996).

With the idea of Europe being dependent on the historical and cultural
environment within which it is pronounced, it is not surprising to find not one
overarching definition of the ‘continent’ of Europe through time, not only one
story that people relate to, but a multitude of changing paradigms (see Strdth
2002 for an in-depth discussion of the historical concept of ‘Europe’). To quote

Morin (cited in Bellier and Wilson 2000, 13, original emphasis),
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[m]odern Europe is the fruit of a perpetual metamorphosis: from Europe
of the states to Europe of the nation-states, from Europe of the balance of
power to Europe of deregulation and outburst, from merchant Europe to
industrial Europe, from! Europe of the Apogee to Europe of the Abyss,

from Europe master of the world to Europe region under control. So its
identity is not defined despite metamorphosis but within

metamorphosis.

Since the coining of the term ‘Europe’ there have been numerous large-scale
redefinitions of its meaning in terms of territorial extent and cultural
characteristics, such as during the transformation from Cold War Europe,
during which it was divided into two parts, each belonging to the opposing
sides in a global conflict, to post-Soviet Europe. Europe as a paradigm has
become its own ‘totem/fetish’ (Swedberg 1994, 383), ‘highlighted whenever it
appears, traced back from the origin of history, juxtaposing ancient myths and
modern institutions, geographical areas, and utopian movements’ (Sassatelli
2002, 446). These redefinitions represent an important focus for scholarly

research, ranging from politics and economy to cultural studies. To quote Paasi

(2001, 8),

[flor almost 3,000 years ideas of Europe have been characterized by

difference, whether geographical and/or mythological. One challenge for
research is to deconstruct the processes in which the ideas of difference

have been created, and to analyse what has been included and excluded

at different times in different spatial contexts.

At the chronological end of this list of large-scale re-conceptions of Europe so
far, and representing ‘the first institutional self-identification of Europe’
(Kenny 2007, 171), is the European Union (henceforth EU) and its idea of a
united supra-national Europe. It is this latest large-scale ‘reinvention’ of
Europe, depending, as did its predecessors, on particular discursive

interpretations, that shall be the focus of this thesis.

1.2 THE EUROPEAN UNION

Representing the ‘largest expanse of peace and widely shard prosperity in the
world’ (Elliott 2007, 25), the EU, founded in 1951 as the European Community
for Coal and Steel (henceforth EEC), is regarded to represent the world’s most

successful example of institutionalised supra-national policy coordination.
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Since the end of WWII and during over four decades of the Cold War (1947-
. 1989), ‘encouraged by self-interest and an expanded sense of a European
identity’ (Heffernan 2001, 29), Western Europe changed from an assemblage of
independent nation-states to a politically and economically at least partially

amalgamated co-operative structure of governance (Keohane and Hoffmann

1991, 4; see Davies 1997). At the present-day the EU has 27 member states,
including three former Soviet republics. Emerging in particular in opposition to
unitary conceptions of state authority prevalent in the ancient régime2, the EU -
or ‘United States of Europe’ (Bakunin 1980, 104; Lipgens 1985, 471-472; see also
Wistricht 1994) as it has been called -~ represents an ““in between” phenomenon’
(Wallace 2000, 100), a structure of governance spanning the domestic (national)
level on the one side, and the intergovernmental (international) on the other
(Mikkeli 1997; Wallace 1999; Lord 2001). This ongoing process places Europe in

the middle of a period of rapid change and transformation unmatched by most

other Western regions (Solomos and Wrench 1993, 3).

Over the last fifty years, a series of legislative and institutional instruments
worked towards the establishment of a supra-national jurisdiction (Pryce 1974,
chapter 1; Ashworth 1997, 69; see George 1991, chapter 1 for a summary of the
EU’s historical development). It is in this context that the year 1993, seeing the
disappearance of the EU’s internal borders with the intent to allow free
movement of capital, goods, services, and (certain categories of) people, has
come to signify a new phase in the relations between the EU member states
(Brah 1993, 9). While the individual member states remain important actors in
the EU’s overall construction process, they also have to share power and
authority with the Eurocratic institutions that make up the EU’s political
system. In doing so, the delegation and distribution of powers, as well as the
increasing competence of EU-wide institutions, has gone so far as to create a
form of governance operating on the local, regional, national, and supra-
national level (Peterson 1999, 255). Instead of the national capitals, European
policy is made in Brussels, the capital of the European Community.
Characterised by a democratic division of tasks and responsibilities, the EU’s

most important institutions are the European Commission, the Council of

2 Meaning ‘Old Rule’ or ‘Old order’ in French, in English, the term denotes primarily the aristocratic socio-
political system established in France under the Valois (1328-1589 AD) and Bourbon dynasties (1589-1792
AD). In its more general use, the term refers to any regime sharing the former’s defining characteristics: a
feudal system controlled by an absolute monarch justified to rule by Divine Right and the explicit consent of
the, usually Christian, Church. In the European context, this system can be traced back as far as the

thirteenth century (Wikipedia.org 2006e).
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Ministers, the European Court of Justice, and the European Parliament
(henceforth EP) (Grant 1998, 148-149; see Moravcsik 1993 for a detailed account
on the EU’s governmental structure). Its institutional structure represents a
highly complex network, comprising linkages and connections between
governments, organisations, institutions, groups, and individuals at the local,
regional, national, and supra-national level (Grant 1998, 151; see Cooper 2003).
Within its institutional framework, a (EU)ropean policy style of decision-
making has emerged. This is characterised by ‘a cumulative process of
accommodation whereby the participants refrain from unconditional vetoing
proposals, and seek, instead, to attain consensual agreement through
compromise in the process complying with institutional regulations’ (Grant
1998, 151; see Mazey and Richardson 1995)3, On this basis, policy actors usually
prefer interaction with one another rather than with bodies from outside the
EU’s institutional system, leading to a distinct policy culture characterised
largely by a complex sub-system of working groups, committees, and expert
panels working under the overall guidance and control of the Brussels-based
Eurocratic élite (Pedler and Schaefer 1996; Grant 1998, 152; Kabakchieva 2002,
2). The interaction between the different institutional network actors leads to
the creation of a EU-specific policy-making culture, history, and frame of
reference for its maintenance (Grant 1998, 151). This policy culture finds

expression ‘in texts of European law, court cases, and other official sources of

news and reports’ (Delgado-Moreira 1997, 1).

The EU’s ‘multi-level governance’ (Bromley 2001b, 289) approach roots in the
understanding that this way it will be possible to transform the European
nation-states from the top down, while multiculturalism - a word initially
plucked out of educational debates about school curricula in a globalising
world - is hoped to transform them from the bottom up (Werbner 1997, 262). As
such, the EU adopts a view on modern-day nations as representing entities
multi-ethnic, multi-lingual, and multi-faith in character (Ben-Tovim 1997, 217;
see Goldberg 1994; Werbner and Modood 1997; Willett 1998 for critical debates

of the multicultural paradigm). Multiculturalism comes to be regarded as a

solution for the perceived decay of present-day society (Radtke 1994, 37). Here

3 It must be mentioned that this represents the (EU)ropean ideal only. Hardly surprising, this ideal, as most,
comes with an ever-growing number of exceptions. France, for example, vetoed the UK'’s application for EU
membership for years, while the UK threatened to undermine all EU business if France did not moderate its
demands in the Council of Ministers and permitting the EU Commissioner to have more flexibility in
particular in terms of trade negotiations (Grant 1998, 155, 161-162).
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it is 1important to emphasise the main aim of this governance of
intergovernmental co-operation and supra-national management as being to
secure economic and political benefits - in this order - for its member states
(Heffernan 2001, 30). This reason for this goes back to the beginning of the EU
during the decades following WWII, when it was thought that an emphasis on
economy and capitalist modernity would avoid undermining national interests
(Kenny 2007, 171; see also Patocka 1983). Social issues are not part of these
primary aims and objectives. Yet, they are of major importance in that only
changes within the social sphere hold the power to generate support for
changes initiated and enforced within the other two spheres. The EU’s internal
structural stability - that is the legitimation of the political objectives of those
in power in order to obtain, maintain, or further their position (Bradburne 2000,
387) - depends on the establishment of a (EU)ropean public sphere in which
individuals identify as fully-fledged (i.e. qualified) citizens (Balibar 1990b, 75;
Schnapper 1997; Bellier and Wilson 2000, 3; Neveu 2000, 121; Rodrik 2000, 299;
Donnan and Wilson 2003, 10). In short, a unified (EU)rope can only exist if the
majority of its citizens feel as united (EU)ropeans. As such, the Eurocratic
meritocracy, holding the power to initiate and implement economic and
political changes in support of a ‘New Europe’ (i.e. the new institutional
Europe) (Bellier and Wilson 2000, 13), realised that, in order to avoid
‘fragmentation, chaos, and conflict’ (Santer 1995)4 and to ‘achieve cohesion,
solidarity, subsidiarity, concertation and cooperation’ (Delgado-Moreira 1997,
7), it was necessary to project and protect a vision of a new comprehensive
order providing stable and lasting social foundations (Eder and Giesen 2000;
van Ham 2001; Petersson 2001; Cronin 2002; see Bauman 1997, 47-50). This
tactical necessity acquires even more importance in that (EU)rope as a socio-
political entity appears trapped between ‘einer grofitenteils fiktiv gewordenen
»nationalen Souverdnitdit« und einer volksfern agierenden »kontinentalen
Flihrungsrolle«’s (Balibar 2003, 13; see also Wallace 1999). In order to tackle and

overcome this, ‘identity’ came to be the label given to the escape sought from

the human uncertainty of where one belongs (Bauman 1996, 19). The EU has to

develop a common (EU)ropean identity:

¢ Throughout this thesis, direct quotes lacking page numbers as part of the reference are referring to
documents, such as speech transcripts or articles, provided on web-pages that are not available in, for

example, PDF-format.
> ‘a mainly fictious ‘national sovereignty’ on the one hand and that of a “continental leader’ distant from the

people on the other’ (my translation)
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The dream of the Community’s founding fathers was, ultimately, to see
the emergence of a European identity. That does not mean that European
identity should replace national identities, but that it should become
strong enough, and be perceived as ‘inclusive’ enough by European

citizens, for Europe to develop a genuine political entity.

(Duchesne and Frognier 1995, 193)

To quote José Maria Ballester (1999, 3), Head of the Cultural Heritage
Department of the Council of Europe (henceforth CoE), the EU’s main body of

education, culture, and heritage,

[t]he real challenge of the process of European construction is not just to
establish a unified legal or administrative area, adopt a single currency,

or set up a common market. What matters is debate about the social

models we are going to offer.

Based on the assumption that supra-national consciousness is based on the co-
existence of politics and culture, as is the case for community, national, pan-
national, and world histories (Balibar 1990b, 59; Ben-Yehuda 1995; Duara 1996,
152; Rowlands 1998, 34), this identity must be rooted in a social justification
myth, an interpretation that presents the present state of affairs as the natural
and legitimate outcome of what went before (in this context, see Zizek 1999,
179; 2001a, 149; 2005, 122, 200-201, 257). Phrased differently, in order to offer a
re-description of the European world by presenting a set of political and
economic beliefs as the more appropriate, the EU has to anchor itself in a social
justification myth, and to provide a European identity model for its subject
citizens to identify with (see Rorty 1989, 3-22; Torfing 1999, 68). The EU will
only maintain its structural stability if the differences between its member state
citizens ‘are relativised and subordinated to the new community. In other

words, these differences appear as secondary and superficial because of the
common “we”’ (Jacobs and Maier 1998, 17). In Badiou’s (cited in Hallward 2003,
223) words, ‘politics can only think as the thought of all’. Only this way it

would be possible for very different members of society (socially, economically,
politically, etc.) to establish a generally stable system of (EU)ropean society. In
the words of the former president of France, Frangois Mitterand, (EU)rope is a

‘continent’ that ‘is returning in its history and geography like one who is

returning home’ (cited in Derrida 1992, 8). The crucial question for the EU is

thus where to identify and how to promote this ‘home’?
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1.3 (EU)ROPEAN CHALLENGES OF CULTURE IDENTITY

‘[I]s there such a thing as “One Europe”, or are there rather several Europes? New
Europe, old Europe, wider Europe, narrower Europe, a Europe of the fifteen, the

twenty five, or forty five, Europe a la carte and Europe plat du jour?’
(Schieder 2003)

In its need for a common identity model, the EU is facing four major entativity®¢
challenges, challenges based on the organic-ness and multiplicity of Europe’s
social, political, historical, and geographical borders. Firstly, there is the
challenge of identity diversity. Distributed over almost fifty states, around 800
million people live in present-day Europe, incorporating as many as forty
recognised ethnic groups (Dunne 1997, 16)?. They speak more than fifty
languages and/or hundreds of local and regional dialects, and exhibit a
plethora of religious and ethnic self-understandings and allegiances working at
the local, regional, and national level (Tolz 1998, 1016; Williams 1998, 189-192;
see also Rief 1993; Bort 1998). As Walter Schwimmer (2004), Secretary General
of the CoE, the EU’s primary tool for the development of society in Europe,
acknowledges, ‘[a]t the heart of the problem we find the simple fact that the

continental unity is marked by structural diversity’. This diversity roots lies in

Europe’s history:

Europe has experienced successive invasions of culturally distinctive
peoples over more time but less space than most other world regions. Its
intricate topographical detail and interpenetration of land and sea have
exacerbated the resulting overlays and intermixtures of cultural
elements... The longevity of recorded history has further sensitised local

identities, not to speak of grievances over territories lost and other

affronts between neighbours.

Tunbridge (1998, 237)

Perhaps more than any other continent, Europe is characterised by a multitude
of distinctive local, regional, and national identities firmly rooted in centuries

or even millennia of history. Cultural conflicts observable between minorities

¢ The socio-psychological concept of ‘entitativity’ refers to the process of an imagined community becoming
real in people’s lives by increasingly sharing what is perceived as joint cultural values, a common fate, and a

feeling of boundedness and belonging (Risse 2003, 3).
7 Due to the fluid and plural nature of the definition of Europe, it is not possible to give precise numbers for

European countries and its total population.
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in some of the oldest and allegedly most stable states of Western Europe
highlight particularly well the deep-going cultural diversity, and often
ruptures, observable in modern-day Europe. For example, the UK is facing
enduring ‘Celtic fringe’ problems as the Scots, Northern Irish, Manx, and Welsh
continue their longstanding drive for autonomy or independence, France is
facing a Breton and increasingly violent Corsican problem, northern
Scandinavia has its Saami minority, while homogenous Spanish national
identity is contested by Basque and Catalonian regionalism (Olsen 1986;
Moreno and Arriba 1996, Tunbridge 1998, 239). Other countries have begun to
challenge the cultural and/or religious diversity of their former empires, such
as in the case of Turks in Germany, North African Muslims in France, and
Hindus and Sikhs in Britain (Tunbridge 1998, 241). In summary, Europe is
characterised by a high level of identity diversity, including, among others,
paradigms of personal, local, and regional identity. Immigration, in particular
of Muslims from Northern Africa, paired with the lack of successful national
integration policies, have led to an intensification of this trend from the
outside. As Farouky (2007, 18) notes, ‘Europe is getting more diverse by the
day’. Closely related, and thus included in the challenge of identity diversity, is
the EU’s democratic challenge. In order to tackle the first, it is necessary for the

EU to develop a democratic approach, to give a balanced voice, to a plethora of

identities.

Secondly, the EU is facing the challenge of the national. The EU’s supra-national
culture identity project must be considered highly problematic in that it is
‘counter-historical’ and ‘designed to run against more basic world procedures
between and with nations’ (Galtung 1973, 12; see also Bromley 2001a). While the
EU aims to develop a supra-national hegemonic? structure, the dominant, if not
only, political unit type to be found across the world today is that of the
nation-state. As numerous scholarly works have demonstrated, Europe’s more
recent history has been characterised by a heightened development and
stabilisation of its nation-states (Eisenstadt and Rokkan 1973; Flora 1983; Elwert
1989; Hahn 1993; Castiglione ¢t al. 2004). It has even been argued that the West
must be considered moving, on the basis of ‘traditional’ animosities and

ruptures between nation-states, towards a civil war to defend primordial

8 The concept of hegemony, employed in particular by Gramsci (Forgacs 1988), refers to ‘forms of power
which depend upon consent rather than coercion’ (Fairclough 2001, 232), and ‘depends upon winning the
consent (or at least acquiescence) of the majority to existing social arrangements’ (Fairclough 2001, 232). As
such, hegemonic struggle penetrates all domains of social reality (cultural, economical, political, etc.).
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attachments, such as identities, heritages, cultures, and languages (Wieviorka
1994, 23; Riotta 2000). This overall trend towards the reinforcement of the
national is sadly exemplified by more and more European members of the
political meritocracy advocating the need for the redevelopment of an inward
looking nationalism or regionalism. For example, the French Front Nationale
and ‘its demagogue Jean-Marie Le Pen liked to claim that France’s four Million
Muslims should be repatriated to the countries of their immigrant grand-
parents, since they could never become ‘French’, never manage to ‘sing the
Marseillaise’” (Kabbani 2001, xvi; see also Crumley 2007). For every European
leader preaching tolerance and common sense, such as former Czech President
Vaclav Havel and former German Foreign Minister Joschka Fisher, there is one
politician in the mould of Austria’s Jorg Haider (former chairman of the Far-
Right Freedom Party) and Italy’s Umberto Bossi (former chairman of the
Lombard League Party) (Bischof and Pelinka 1996; Diamanti 1996; Riotta 2000;

Wodak 2000). Going hand-in-hand with this process, there has been the growing

problem of racially, ethnically, and religiously motivated violence spreading

across Europe:

Racist violence has reached alarming levels all over Europe. By the
1990’s, many groups of people have had to face racist violence and
harassment as a threatening part of life: This is the situation in a
Europe characterised by rapid economic, social, demographical, political,

and ideological changes, and by increasing instability,

(Bjorgo and Witte 1993, 1)

A Eurobarometer® survey conducted by the Commission of the European
Communities (henceforth CEC) in 1997 testifies for ‘a worrying level of racism
and xenophobia in member States, with nearly 33 percent of those interviewed
openly describing themselves as “quite racist” or “very racist”” (CEC 1997a, 1;
see also van Donselaas 1993; Fuchs et al. 1995; de Cillia et al. 1999, 150; Marsh
and Sahin-Dikmen 2003; Delhey 2004). All this taken together led Balibar (2003,

28; see also Kabbani 2001) to speak of the development of a new ‘European
Apartheid’. In this context it is interesting to note that ‘while states were

defining boundaries, governance and sovereignty, they also developed a shared
resistance to Europe being united under the hegemony of a single state or

political master’ (Bellier and Wilson 2000, 13; see, for example, Broers 1996).

9 The Eurobarometer surveys are public opinion polls conducted biannually by the CEC among EU citizens
from 1974 onwards. - -
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This traditional rejection of a unified Europe under a single power can be
observed, for.example, in the case of the Napoleonic Wars and WWII. Only
when facing the threat of Europe falling under the control of a sole political
power, did European nation-states manage to form lose and often
uncomfortable supra-national allegiances. Historically speaking it can thus be

said that European unification only happens in rejection of the same or similar

motives.

Thirdly, there is the challenge of ‘fuzzy’ borders (see Christiansen et al. 2000).
Europe, often referred to as the ‘Old Continent’, is, in fact, the youngest of all
as far as its political boundaries are concerned. Sixty percent of its present-day
borders were drawn during the twentieth century (Foucher 1998; Paasi 2001,
22). Moreover, with the downfall of the world’s second to last superpower, the
USSR, in 1989, Europe has lost one of its cornerstones of identity construction
(Tolz 1998, 993). With the Soviet Union gone, leading to the formation of a
variety of new independent states to the east, the political, economical, as well
as cultural map of Europe has been thoroughly redrawn, resulting in deep-
going changes, not to say ruptures, in the ‘continent’s’ social fabric (Husbands
1991; Balibar 1996, Morley and Robins 1996; Roche and Van Berkel 1997;
Toggenburg 2004; see also contributions to Mannin 1999)1, As numerous
scholarly works, in particular in the context of immigration, demonstrate, it is
through this process of rearrangement that old identities are being challenged;
some are breaking down, and new ones are emerging (e.g. Bovenkerk et al. 1990;
Campani 1993; Carter et al. 1993; Miles 1993a; 1993b; Leman 1998; see also
contributions to Wrench and Solomos 1993; Farnen 1994; Guibernau and Rex
1997). Europe’s traditional border regions are on the move, and with them the
attached concepts of ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’, in-groups and out-groups are
being rearranged (Kofman and Sales 1992). Human identity construction always
depends on the exclusion of certain social elements. Put differently, in order to

include certain people within a socio-political unit, other people must be

excluded:

[Tlhe function of identity lies in providing the basis for making choices
and facilitating relationships with others while positively reinforcing

these choices... In emphasising sameness, group membership provides the

10 In fact, it has been held that EU enlargement and the diversity input going hand-in-hand with it might
easily result in a dilution of the idea of a common (EU)ropean identity. Cynical commentators regard this to
be the reason for the UK's long-standing sympathies for Eastern enlargement, as well as for the force with
which the US backs Turkey’s accession to the EU (Toggenburg 2004, 1; cf. Salesse 1997).
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basis for supportive social interaction, coherence and consensus. As

identity is expressed and experienced through communal membership,

awareness will develop of the Other.

(Douglas 1997, 151)

Identifying always means ‘separating the pure from the impure’ (Young 1993, 7)
through ‘inferiorisation and differentiation’ (Wieviorka 1994, 23). So where the
USSR provided an ideological theme (i.e. the ‘Red Threat’) against which to
define and unite Western, capitalist Europe as a whole (see Neumann 1999), the
EU now faces numerous former Soviet Union member states eager to join the
ranks of capitalist nation-states. With the EU expanding continuously towards
the east since the breakdown of the USSR, at present stretching as far east as
Latvia and Estonia in the north and Romania and Bulgaria in the south!!, the
EU’s external borders have been prone to constant change, making them
unstable and fluctuating (Héritier 1999, 7; Brabant 2001; O’'Dowd 2002; Delhey
2004, 6; Massey 2004; Eder and Spohn 2005; see also contributions to Héritier
1993; Mannin 1999). As has been pointed out by Risse (2003, 3) in relation to EU
enlargement, boundedness represents a crucial - yet obviously not the only -
ingredient for the perceived ‘realness’ of any, in particular national,
community. As such, the ‘fuzziness’ (e.g. Fuchs et al. 1995, 167; Jacobs and
Maier 1998, 13) of the EU borders poses difficulties for (EU)rope’s social
unification in terms of the development of a common identity (Hellstrém 2003b,
32; Risse 2003, 3-4; see also CEC 2003). This finds its most poignant expression
in the fact that although EU membership is restricted to ‘European states’ by
article I-1,2 of the Treaty Establishing a European Constitution (EU 2004b, 11;
see also European Parliament 2003, 17), the term itself is nowhere defined. The
EU is dealing with a ‘moving target’ (Bromley 2001b, 287). As the CEC (1990, 1),
the EU’s executive body and one of its three main institutions of governance,
acknowledges in a report entitled Eurobarometer: Public Opinion in the European

Union, acknowledges:

Since the political changes in Poland and Hungary, and especially since
the Berlin Wall came down in November 1989, people throughout Europe
have been spectators at an exhilarating series of debates which have made

them think carefully about their own identity as Europeans.

11 The Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia joined the EU on 01
May 2004, Bulgaria and Romania on 01 January 2007, The list of candidate countries at the time of writing
includes the Republic of Macedonia, Albania, Montenegro, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Turkey.
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These difficulties are intensified by the fact that the European historical
experience of being part of a political entity has traditionally been based on the
idea of being part of a system relating to a geographically limited territory, a

territory closed off from that of its neighbours (Fuchs et al. 1995, 166). Europe’s

countless wars over territory testify to this tradition.

Fourthly, there is the challenge of novelty causing problems for the EU’s political
architects. With the EU being the world’s first supra-national hegemonic
structure, it lacks any established reference points for instilling feelings of
supra-national identity in its subject citizens. As poignantly phrased by Elliott
(2007, 25), ‘[t]he EU has spawned admirers - how could it not? - but no
imitators. No other multinational grouping - not Mercosur in Latin America, or
ASEAN in Southeast Asia - has anything like the powerful institutions of the
union’ (Elliott 2007, 25). As such, the EU, as well as its individual member
states, is moving in uncharted territory. It is against this background that the
question of being for or against the EU severely divides and separates
countries, social groups, and individuals (CEC 1979, 40). This phenomenon
cannot only be observed for different European nation-state citizens, but also
for the political meritocracy itself. As Risse (2003, 7) observes, while for the
German political élite European Unification represents a means of overcoming
the country’s national, and, in particular, military past of the two World Wars,
the French political élite tends to construct the coming into being of a
Unionised Europe as an externalisation of distinct French values (e.g.
enlightenment) and expression of its mission civilisatrice (civilising mission)
(see Amin 2004, 5). Contrary to Germany and France, the British (mainly
English) élite constructs Europe in opposition to their own understanding of

the nation. In short, many citizens and members of national political élites

actively resist the idea of a supra-national Europe.

It is against these challenges that EU officials are facing the major problem of

having to find a way to recast or commodify the ambiguous idea of Europe in

order to promote unification (Tunbridge 1998, 239; see Schlesinger 1997, 374).
As McCormick (2002, 29; see also Morin 1991, 20) sums up poignantly,

We know where Europe sits on a map, but we have a difficulty in
defining its physical and cultural boundaries, and in being certain about

what makes it distinctive. Europeans have much that unites them, but

much more that divides them. They lack a common history, they speak
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many different languages, they have different social values, their views
of their place in the world often differ, they have gone to war with each
other with tragic regularity, they have often redefined their allegiances

and their identities, and they have frequently redrawn their common

frontiers in response to changes in political affiliation.

Ballester (1999, 3; see also Holmes 2000, 94), Head of the Cultural Heritage
Department of the CoE, describes the (EU)ropean situation as one of
‘contradictions [...] causing very serious distortions [resulting] in an
increasingly unequal society, with even greater differences between countries,
regions, communities, and individuals, a society where cohesion is breaking
down’. Aiming to develop a supra-national identity, the EU’s ‘New European
order’ (Prodi 2000) is in more than one way in the middle of a problematic

frontier experience (Bellier and Wilson 2000, 9).

The EU is in need of a supra-national identity model fashioned in the act of
political and social self-definition. Having identified the major challenges faced
by the EU in its need for a common European identity, what is the primary

Eurocratic means by which to develop, maintain, and further feelings of

communal belonging among EU citizens?

1.4 THE EU AND THE CULTURAL PAST

1.4.1 (EU)ropean beginnings

According to Jean Monnet, first President of the EC and one of the so-called
‘Founding Fathers’ of the EU, the idea of a united Europe goes much deeper
than geographical rearrangements after World War II: ‘We are not forming
collations between states, but union between people’ (Monnet cited in Fontaine
1988, 6). However, during the following decades, such 1950s idealistic
motivations for European unification lost much of their ideological innocence
and idealism. In fact, for most of the EU’s existence, issues of social identity
have been only marginal aspects of Eurocratic interest. As Hart (1998, 164)
summarises, ‘[t]he original objectives to prevent another war in Europe and
create a bloc against the Communist East, while countering the economic power
of the United States, has been overshadowed by an emphasis on economic
integration’. This, ultimately unsuccessful, course taken by the EU was decided
on for historical reasons. During the 1950s, a decision was made to keep the

economic and cultural spheres formally separated (Pantel 1999, 48). By focusing

29




Chapter 1: The Challenges of EU Culture Heritage Management

solely on the economic unification of Europe, the need for the development of a
comprehensive cultural policy or articulation of European culture identity was
largely ignored by the European Coal and Steel Community??2 (Pantel 1999, 48).
It is in this context that the Treaty of Rome (EEC 1957), establishing the EU,
while evoking the existence of a ‘solidarity, which binds Europe’ (CEC 1987a,
217), not even mentions the word ‘culture’ (Dunne 1997, 5). The reason for this
lies in the initial belief in the natural emergence of a common (EU)ropean
identity ‘from below’ (Heintz 2001, 8). According to this line of reasoning, also
termed the ‘Monnet method” (Abéles 2000, 34), a common European identity
represents a ‘popular psychological community’ (Taylor 1983, 3) emerging as an
overflow product of what has been termed a ‘pull model’ (Wessels 1995, 137) or
‘cultivated spill-over effect’ (Taylor 1979, 69; Holmes 2000, 93; see also Haas
1958; George 1991). According to the ’‘spill-over’ theory, rationalisation and
harmonisation within the economic and political sphere is regarded to generate
surplus pressure ‘colonising’, and thus, integrating and harmonising, the socio-
cultural sphere (Haas 1958; Hoffmann 1966, Feld and Wildgen 1976; Taylor
1983; George 1985; Bekemans 1990; Keohane and Hoffmann 1991; Wessels 1995;
Wessels et al. 2003, 9-11). Ideologically, the EU’s technocratic belief in the
‘spill-over’ effect roots in, and is fed by, the underlying assumption that
European unification as such is inevitable (Holmes 2000, 93). The EU’s
architects failed to see, or simply ignored, the need to question and rethink
their nation-state-based ideas about the dynamics of political action and public
mobilisation (Solomos and Wrench 1993, 3). As numerous scholars observed,
‘European institutions [were] operating as if they were establishing something
on whose form everyone agrees’ (Bellier and Wilson 2000, 11; see also Judt 1996,

23-24; Shore 1996, 98-99; Holmes 2000, 93).

As observed by numerous scholars (Castells 2000; Lucas 2001; van Ham 2001;
Petersson and Hellstrédm 2003; Spohn and Eder 2005; Hellstrém 2006), the EU’s

institutional structure and physical enlargements alone were unable to sustain

the EU as a viable political entity above and beyond its constituent member

states. Simply assuming the generation of a (EU)ropean identity at the

12 In 1950, in a speech inspired by Jean Monnet, the French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman put forward
the proposal to integrate Western Europe’s coal and steel industries. As a result, the European Coal and Steel

Community (ECSC) was founded, incorporating Belgium, West Germany, Luxembourg, France, Italy, and
the Netherlands, with Jean Monnet as its first President. Due to the big success of the ECSC, its member

states decided to integrate other economic sectors, leading to the development of the European Atomic
Energy Community (EURATOM) and the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1957 (Treaty of Rome),
and the EU in 1992 (Treaty of Maastricht) (EU 2006).
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Eurocratic administrative centre to go hand-in-hand with its spread to the
peripheries and finally over the social sphere as a whole (Barnard 1983, 240;
Bellier and Wilson 2000, 3), the question of identity remained ill-defined
throughout the 1950s and 1960s. The EU was seriously suffering from what
Dunne (1997, 16) termed an ‘identity gap’, a continuously intensifying deficit of
the social. The EU was in need of active measures towards a common identity

(see Zielonka 1998, 224; see also Harmsen and Wilson 2000).

1.4.2 In search of a shared identity

As late as 1973, European Community leaders at their Copenhagen summit
decided on a policy calling for the review of Europe’s common heritage (CEC
1973, 119). With no practical implementations following this decision, it
remained a call only. Instead, it was through a number of legal and formal
decisions that the 1970s saw the launch of the Common Identity Option
(henceforth CIO) (Wiener and della Sala 1997; Neveu 2000, 123). Fuelled by the
will to create a European identity shared by its member states’ citizens, the CIO
endowed EU members with what the Eurocratic élite considered identity-
forming symbols ‘par excellence of membership of that community’ (CEC 1987c,
4). This present-based ‘Eurosymbolism’ (Jacobs and Maier 1998, 23; see also
Shore 1993) took the shape of the introduction of traditionally national symbols
of identity, such as the EU flag, passport, anthem, and ritual calendar (Shore
1995, 227; Dunne 1997, 16; Sassatelli 2002, 436; Kenny 2007, 171), hand-in-hand
with special rights, such as the free movement of citizens between the member
states (CEC 1988a; 1988b). Once again, a European common identity was simply
assumed to be already in existence -~ all that had to be done was to label
traditional (i.e. national) symbols of state identity as expression of the new
supra-national Europe, and to decide on when to celebrate it. As exemplified
particularly well by the introduction of the EU passport (a passport being per se
~a symbol of identification), the (EU)ropean question of identity became a
question of merely printing and distributing ‘badges’ of belonging.
Unsurprisingly, the centralisation of the European bureaucratic apparatus and
the introduction of traditional symbols of national identity did not lead to the
cultural Gleichschaltung’® of EU citizens as hoped for by the political
meritocracy. As pointed out by Smith (1991, 73-74), ‘[t]here is no analogue to

13 1 am using this German term in the widest sense of its meaning, referring to any kind of social
consolidation or synchronisation by political means, and not in the context of the Nazi party’s desire for total

societal control.
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Bastille or Armistice Day, no European ceremony for the fallen in battle, no
European shrine of kings and saints’. Nevertheless, these symbols have
remained among the most omnipresent aspects of top-down EU symbolism,
firmly written into the draft for a European Constitution in 2003 (European
Convention 2003, article IV-1). Yet, the CIO was bound to remain a project of
desire of the EU administration only. It based on the notion of an external
identity only, tied to the EU’s role as a developing solidary entity in
international, mainly political and economic, relations (Bellier and Wilson 2000,
3). Yet, what was needed in order to generate a feeling of belonging among EU
member state citizens was an internal identity. In this context it is surprising to
find scholars recently calling for the use of even more nation-state symbols as

an effective means of developing a supra-national EU identity (see, for

example, Risse 2003, 8).

Parallel to the CIO, Eurocratic attempts to develop a common identity were
based on two .models. The first, termed a ‘European Model for Society’ by the
Forward Studies Unit of the European Commission!4, rooted in the idea of ‘a
typology of European features’ (Bellier and Wilson 2000, 3). Placing more
emphasis on the social sector, this model’s main aim was to develop and
employ ‘similar family structures, the democratic distribution of political
power, as well as the freedom of the individual vis a vis the state’ (Bellier and
Wilson 2000, 3). (EU)ropean-ness became a matter of civic rights. Such rights,
however, are by no means exclusive to the EU, but reflect the concept of human
rights and freedoms characteristic of Western society in general. As a result, the
EU’s present-based notion of civic identity remained too ill-defined to allow
identification. The second model converged around the notion of a shared
common destiny and interest (Bellier and Wilson 2000, 3; Pombeni 2003, 6, 10).
Yet, as the first model, it failed to produce the results aimed for by the political
architects of the New Europe. The reason for this has to be seen in the notion of

a shared (EU)ropean destiny being projected onto the future, making it ‘rather a

promise or delusion’ (Paasi 2001, 11; see Barker 1990; Mazower 1998) rather
than a justification of the present state of affairs. The flaw integral to this
approach is that identity, at whatever level, is about being in the here and now,
not about becoming in the there and then. Of particular importance in the

context of this thesis, both models lacked any concrete EU identity-forming

14 A small unit attached to the President of the European Commission conducting studies on issues such as
equal opportunity rights, governance, social models, and culture (Bellier and Wilson 2000, 22-23),

32




Sven Grabow

projects. The existence of a shared identity was recognised as crucial for the

success of the (EU)ropean project. Yet, at the same time, the actual character of

this identity remained un(der)-defined.

Analysis of national trends demonstrates feelings of (EU)ropean belonging not
to have increased among EU citizens with the passage of time, but to be
unstable and often counteractive of efforts by Eurocratic agencies (Everts and
Sinnott 1995, 442; Immerfall and Sobisch 1997, 32; Nissen 2004). For example, in
a 1982 Eurobarometer survey (CEC 1982, 42), 43 percent of all respondents
stated never to think of themselves as Europeans instead of belonging to a
particular nation. In 1990, this number had risen to 51 percent (CEC 1990, 2).
Exhibiting similarly low support for the EU, a 1988 Eurobarometer survey (CEC
1988a, 5) showed only 39 percent of respondents to be interested in EU
matters.1> To this point, Brussels’s meritocracy had failed to rid the (EU)ropean
project from tangibility problems. Its Eurocratic élite had to ask itself ‘[w]hat
elements will link people(s) with a variety of histories, references and
aspirations, whether between European societies or within them? What does it

take for Europeans to feel European?’ (Neveu 2000, 128).

1.4.3 The EU’s discovery of culture

‘If one adheres, as many do, to the concept that ‘Modern man [sic] is not loyal to a
monarch or land or faith, whatever he may say, but to a culture’, then the attempt to
promote the idea of a distinctive European culture, tradition, or set of values is of

high political significance.’

(Dunne 1997, 1)

Not until the late 1980s, under the EC presidency of Jacques Delors, did culture
come to be seen as an integral and crucial sector of Eurocratic public policy.
The political élite slowly began to realise culture to represent an active resource

to be managed in order to make the transformation of the plethora of
administrative, judicial, and bureaucratic agreements, procedures, and
regulations representative and meaningful to EU citizens (Dunne 1997, 5; Pantel
1999, 48; Johler 2002). As phrased poignantly by Jacques Delors, then president
of the EC, in an address to the College of Europe in Bruges, 'l find myself

15 For a EU-friendly interpretation of Eurobarometer survey data see van der Veen (2002). See also
Martiniello (1994, 40) and Heintz (2001, 8) for a critical discussion of Eurobarometer reports not so much as
an opinion-monitoring device, but as a Eurocratic tool to give birth to a certain opinion.
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dreaming of Europe [...] which tends its immense cultural heritage so that it
bears fruit’ (Delors cited in Nielsen and Stubb 1998, 68). It was in the wake of
this dawning that an internal policy document labelled Fresh Boost for Culture in
the European Community (CEC 14.12.1987, 1; see also Economic and Social
Committee of the European Union 1990) acknowledged and affirmed that

[t]he sense of being part of European culture is one of the prerequisites
for the solidarity which is vital if the advent of the large market, and the

considerable change it will bring about in living conditions within the

Community, is to secure the support it needs.

In its Commission Communication to the Council and Parliament on the subject
(CEC 1987Db, 5), ‘designed to trigger thought and action among decision-makers
and action-takers throughout the Community’ (CEC 1987b, 5), the CEC further
emphasised ‘that increased Community activity in the cultural sector is a

political and economic necessity (CEC 1987b, 6). To go into more detail, culture

is the basis of European Union, which has goals other than mere
economic and social integration, however important these may be. The
sense of being part of European culture is one of the prerequisites for
that solidarity which is vital if the advent of the large market, and the
considerable changes it will bring about in living conditions within the

Community, is to secure the popular support it needs.

(CEC 1987b, 6)

Eurobarometer surveys conducted in the years following the Fresh Boost for
Culture in the European Community further supported the potential importance of
culture as an identity-forming tool providing a catalyst to transform political
and economic unification into a social one. When asked what respondents
considered as specifically European, and to which they are personally attached,
‘peace’ ranked first (47.0 percent), followed by ‘democracy’ (38 percent) and
‘culture’ (33 percent) (CEC 1990, 3).1¢ Yet, in terms of their usefulness for
concrete identity-forming projects, the first two concepts remain too
insubstantial in character, as well as too general and unspecific. After all,

democracy and, in particular, peace can hardly be considered to represent

16 Recalling the general trend of Eurobarometer surveys, the round table meetings in Vienna in 1994 defined
European values as tolerance, democracy, and human rights (Muller 1995, 4). It should, however, be pointed
out that in contrast to Europe’s contemporary adherence to principles of liberty, peace, and freedom, it has
also been ‘the birthplace for devastating experiments of tyranny’ (Dunne 1997, 7).
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exclusively European values, and even less European achievements?, In
contrast to this, culture, being third in the list, provided two major advantages
over the first two. Firstly, it represents a ‘notoriously elastic concept’ (Graham
1998b, 19) through which to communicate, reproduce, experience, and explore
the envisaged new social order (Williams 1982, 13). This paradigmatic elasticity
would lend itself readily to a supra-national project lacking clear-cut political,
geographical, or ideological boundaries, as well as bring past, present, and
future in line with (EU)ropean ideology (see chapter 1.1-1.3). Secondly, culture
represents a much more concrete concept than democracy or peace in that it is
actively and passively lived and experienced by every citizen on a daily basis.
Recent survey data re-emphasised the potential importance of culture in
furthering a common (EU)ropean identity. In a 2001 Eurobarometer survey,
measuring citizens” general interest in different aspects of society, culture rated
first (56.9 percent) (CEC 2001a; see also CEC 2001b). In fact, Jean Monnet, the
first architect of a United Europe, himself retrospectively acknowledged this
importance when, late in his career, he stated, ‘[i]f I had to start all over again I
would start with culture’ (cited in Dunne 1997, 2; see also Smith 1992, 57;
Bellier and Wilson 2000, 6). Recalling Bourdieu’s (1977) concept of cultural
capital, EU officials realised that any policy-making ruling political
meritocracy, in order to legitimate and justify its authority, must capture the
‘accumulated cultural productivity of society and also the taste for the selection

and valuation of such products’ (Ashworth 1994, 20; see also Friedman 1992b,

336; Graham 1998b, 19; 2002, 1004; Graham et al. 2000). To quote the European
Task Force on Culture and Development (henceforth ETFCD) (1997, 21), a
working group attached to the CoE, imbued by a renewed Eurocratic spirit,
culture found its way into the official EU policy discourse as a ‘powerful
promoter of identity’. In particular after the blow delivered ‘on the political
insiders, government leaders, [and] academics by the initial Danish rejection of
the Maastricht Treaty on European Union’1® (Bellier and Wilson 2000, 1; see also
Deflem and Pampel 1996) in 1992, culture came to be regarded as the weapon of

choice in the EU’s search for a social justification myth that would allow the

Eurocratic meritocracy to present the present state of (EU)ropean affairs as the

17 Nevertheless, the 2003 Draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe (European Convention 2003, 3,
5, 47) states democracy, freedom, equality, human rights, and respect for reason to represent (EU)ropean
values deeply embedded in the ‘continent’s’ history.

18 In France, the same referendum, while still passing, gathered 49 percent of voters being against the
(EU)ropean project, with the general rate of participation being extremely low (Heintz 2001, 8; see Kubicek
2003). Support for the Draft Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe (European Convention 2003)
demonstrates an equally low support rate among many EU citizens. In fact, two of the EU’s founding
members, the Netherlands and France, rejected the draft European constitution in 2005 (Elliott 2007, 25).
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natural and legitimate outcome of what went before (Shore 2000; Tzanidaki
2000; Barnett 2001; see CoE 09.1993 for a detailed Eurocratic account on the
development of the EU’s cultural institutions and policies). As poignantly
remarked by Mercer (1990, 43), ‘identity only becomes an issue when in some
way it is in crisis, when something assumed to be fixed, coherent and stable is
displaced by the experience of doubt and uncertainty’. To quote a CoE report
on the challenges of citizenship and sustainable development, ‘[t]he key role of
cultural practices [is] as cement for the current building of solidarity and that
of cultural references to maintain a coherence between the past, present, and

future’ (CoE 02.12.1996, 6, original emphasis).

With the EU’s newfound ambition to generate and mediate the notion of a
common identity through culture, culture came to be ‘governmentalised’
(Barnett 2001). Yet, (EU)ropean cultural consciousness still had to be considered
underdeveloped at best (CEC 1988a, 7). Even though culture provided an
‘elastic’ mould for the development of a shared (EU)ropean identity, it was still
necessary to give this identity a more concrete shape. It was at this point, in
order to create an ‘emotional identity’ (Mandel 1990, 154), and after the present
and the future had failed to do so, that the Eurocratic eye turned back towards

the past. To quote from the First European Community Framework Programme in

Support of Culture,

[i]f people are to give their full support to, and participate fully, in
European integration, greater emphasis must be placed on their common
cultural values and roots as a key element of their identity and their

membership of a society founded on freedom, democracy, tolerance, and

solidarity.

(CEC 06.05.1998, 5; see also CoE 1998a, 61-64; CEC 09.02.2000, 3)

This way, it would hopefully be possible to give (EU)ropean cultural action a
more concrete meaning. In more direct terms, Eurocratic rhetorics argued for

the existence of ‘long-term factors” (Pantel 1999, 49) woven into the fabric of
Europe’s collective cultural past (see Balibar 1990c¢, 115). These were regarded
to legitimise ‘their own political positions, to influence present social practices
and values, and to naturalise the past so that it appears to lead logically to the

present’ (Skeates 2000, 90; see also CEC 25.07.2001, 27).
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1.4.4 The EU’s discovery of the cultural past

The Eurocratic tide, in particular in terms of policy culture, did not firmly turn
towards the cultural past before the mid- to late-1990s. Special influence in this
process has to be attributed to the CoE, stating as early as 1995, in an internal
policy document entitled A Land Dreamed, Invented and Built, a case study on

how to identify (EU)ropean culture heritage in the regions of its member states,

[t]he vestiges of the past, inscribed on the landscape, in the imagination,
local values, language, and customs, are not mere icons to be admired as
museum pieces. They constitute a rich reserve from which the actions

that we take today should derive their inspiration and their force in

order to embellish it,

(CoE 07.04.1995, 8)

For the EU’s cultural institutions, realising the supra-national state not only to
be a political construct but also a system of cultural representation (see Hall
1994, 200), the cultural past, formerly only of marginal value for the EU’s
architects, took on an active character. The ETFCD re-emphasised this in its
final report, entitled In from the Margins: A Contribution to the Debate on Culture
and Development in Europe, when concluding the establishment of a stable EU to
be dependant on the creation of ‘a cultural area common to all Europeans [...]
in order to develop intercultural dialogue, knowledge about history and
culture, the transnational dissemination of culture, cultural diversity [and] the
promotion of heritage’ (ETFCD 1997, 37). Similarly highlighting this shift of
perceived importance, the CoE (2003a), in the Introductory Note to the Draft
European Framework Convention on the Integration of the Cultural Heritage into
Development, states culture heritage to be no longer perceived as ‘a marginal
sector, but, instead, ‘is now at the heart of societal development’. In particular,
the Eurocratic élite realised the necessity of allowing the notion of a common
identity ‘to crystallise’ (van den Broek 1994) in a concrete and tangible way.
Unlike notions of ‘peace’ or ‘democracy’, the cultural past came readily
equipped with such a ‘crystallisation surface’. This surface took the shape of
the past’s material legacy. To quote from a CoE resolution on culture heritage
adopted by the Committee of Ministers in 1998, ‘to identify [...] common values,
it is necessary to promote an understanding of Europe’s history on the basis of
its physical [...] heritage, so as to bring out the links which unite its various

cultures and regions’ (CoE 1998b). Once again, Eurobarometer data further
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supported the cultural past’'s potential impact on citizens’ notions of identity.
Amongst the six most frequently practiced cultural activities, respondents
ranked ‘visiting a historical monument’ second, while ‘visiting a museum or
gallery’ ranked fourth (Spadaro 2002, 9-10)1, Backed up by survey data, the
cultural past came to be regarded to hold the power to legitimate the current
EU-political discourse as decided in Brussels (Hellstrém 2003b, 124; 2004, 4), as
well as to counteract the intensifying xenophobic tendencies coexisting with the
strong belief in a democratic system and fundamental human rights throughout
the member states (CEC 1997a, 1; 1997b; see also Johler 2003, 7). As a result of
this awareness, governmental bodies began to cultivate, harvest, and winnow
knowledges of the past in support of the (EU)ropean project. For Brussels,
culture heritage took on a whole new dimension. It is in this context that the
EU embarked on the creation of a (EU)rope of knowledge of the past (McDaniel
1991; Mesikimmen 2003, 2; Balibar 2003, 28) in reference to which any EU
citizen could constitute him/herself in relation to what is presented as fact-
based historical conditions (Thomas 1990b, 65; see, for example, contributions
to Martin 2000). As a result, in particular over the last fifteen years, the
Eurocratic realisation of ‘the social functions of the heritage of the past’, to
quote the European Institute of Cultural Routes (henceforth EICR) (2004f,
original emphasis; see also CoE 2003; Thomas-Penette 2000b), one of the CoE’s
primary projects rooted in the notion of a common European culture history,
led to the development of a (EU)ropean discourse on the cultural past (Hill
2000, 431). This discourse 1is systematically sponsored by the EU
administration® and communicated to the wider public through educational
culture heritage projects. As such, the cultural past came to be cemented into
the operational frameworks of EU bodies, its operational context setting the

background for any scholarly analysis of the external and internal culture

heritage discourse at EU level.

1.5 EUROCRATIC USES OF THE CULTURAL PAST

The EU’s use of the cultural past in terms of legitimising the process of
European Unification is dichotomistic in character. On the one hand, it is

presented as an essentially ahistorical endeavour (the absence of a past also

139 'Visiting a library’ ranked first among people’s responses (Spadaro 2002, 10).
20 | am referring to the administration of the EU in its broadest sense, including the activities of the European

Commission, Commission of European Communities, European Parliament of the European Union, Council
for Cultural Co-operation, Council of Europe, Intergovernmental Conferences, and Reflection Groups.
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representing a use of the past), existing independent of European history before
the end of WWIIL. On the other hand, the European past is envisaged as a
natural predecessor of European Unification. Instead of building a New Europe,
the ‘continent’ is argued to have always been united. All the EU has to do is to
uncover this ‘forgotten’ past of previous united Europes, and to present it to its
subject citizens in order for them to remember their common roots. As such, the
supra-national discourse offers two models of the (EU)ropean family: a family
that just planted its sapling to grow strong from the ashes of a recently war-
torn ‘continent’, or one with its genealogy extending back to times immemorial.
In order to draw a closer picture of the discursive construction of both
approaches, expanding on Hellstrdm’s (2004) exploratory study of the general
EU culture discourse, I will focus mainly on speeches by leading figures of the
EU meritocracy, such as Giinther Verheugen, Commissioner of EU Enlargement,

and Romano Prodi, President of the European Commission (1999-2004).

1.5.1 The EU as a dehistorised phenomenon

One of two ways in which the Eurocratic élite aims to construct and justify
(EU)ropean unification through the use of the cultural past is by presenting it
as a dehistorised endeavour, an ahistorical societal process disconnected from
anything but the most recent past. The EU becomes a ‘continental’ state of
affairs exclusively resting in the arms of the here and now. As such, the
(EU)ropean project is rhetorically engineered as a truly New Europe. As José
Manuel Barroso (2004, 3), current President of the CEC stated at the Berlin
Conference for European Culture Politics, European Unification represents ‘a
process unique in history at large’. More precisely, the European past is
envisaged as something that has been left behind through the process of
European Unification: ‘The lesson we all had to learn from the past is the same:
integration is the only instrument we have to overcome the past’ (Verheugen
2001, 2). As Verheugen (2001, 4) further states in a speech entitled Changing the
History, Shaping the Future, ‘[h]istorically, the EU is quite unusual. There has
never before been anything quite like it, and there is still nothing quite like it
anywhere else’. The idea of a shared culture heritage (yet not identity) is
straightforwardly rejected. To quote the CoE (2004) webpage, ‘the history of
Europe reaches far into the past, but the history of European integration is
much more recent - and so cannot be encapsulated into a monolithic identity,

forged by centuries of unity’. The EU is declared as having no historical

predecessor or contemporary equal.
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The catalyst separating the EU from anything the ‘continent’ had experienced in
previous centuries and millennia takes the shape of the historical period of, and
between, WWI and WWII (1914-1945): ‘The experience of this tragedy [...]
fuelled the conviction of the founding fathers of European integration that a
fresh start to European history was both necessary and possible’ (Verheugen
2002, 4). All of Europe’s past negative aspects, its ’‘dissonant heritage’
(Ashworth 1997, 81), it's long history of war and persecution between nations,
classes, ethnic groups, ‘races’, and faiths (see Canning et al. 2004), become a
phenomenon exclusive to the past - a past not to be remembered but to be
undone and forgotten (see Dodd 2002, 191-192). To quote Verheugen (2002, 4;
see also Thomas-Penette 1999, 7; Verheugen 2001; Schwimmer 2004) from the

speech entitled Learn From History and Shape the Future:

Europe’s history books show that over the centuries the small states

became the football of the big states, and, at the end of the day, the big
states became a danger for all, not least of all for themselves... War,
hatred passed down from generation to generation, nations going it

alone, all that belongs to the past.

The image conjured by Eurocratic rhetorics is that of a European past having
neither connection to, nor relevance for, the present or future state of
(EU)ropean affairs. This discursive act of letting Europe’s past pass into
irrelevance for the present state of affairs becomes of particular importance in
the light of EU enlargement. To quote Verheugen (2002, 13) from a speech on

Poland’s then future role as EU member state,

Poland will [soon] have found its place in Europe, thus opening a
completely new chapter in its history, a history stretching back several
hundred years, a history full of threats, dangers, and disasters,

including the loss of its very existence as a state. All that will be

consigned once and for all to the past.

The act of becoming a member state of the EU disconnects and frees states from
their historical baggage. Yet, in doing so, the Eurocratic élite projects nation-
state culture identity procedures onto the EU’s supra-national project. As

Kabbani (2001, 1; see also Mazower 1998) points out, it is the Western nation-

states that are characterised by

the tendency [...] to overlook the past as a direct influence on how we

think and feel. Although there is an oppressive preoccupation with the
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imperial past, children tend to be taught history as something separate

from their own existence, as if to suggest they are products only of

individual circumstances and immediate environment. Only the here and
now counts. For many Americans and West Europeans, the present is so

successful and all-engrossing that it seems to rule out any psychological

need to connect with the past.

The notion of a community of identity as developed by the ahistorical use of
Europe’s past results in a ‘dehistorised Europe (which extends in a time
without memory) and a deterritorialised Community (which is located in a
space with no territory)’ (Abéles 2000, 35), a (EU)rope having experienced the
death of its own past, reappearing cleansed through its nationalist trial of fire.
The supra-national phoenix is reborn from the ashes of its fiercely nationalistic
past. Yet, in doing so, the tangible remains of Europe’s past lose all of their
culture identity-forming potential. (EU)rope’s culture identity becomes
‘badly explained’ (Abéles 2000, 47) at best, and ‘un objet [...] non identifié’x
(Abéles 2000, 35) at worst, with Eurocrats once more being one step behind

the needs of their own culture identity project.

As Peter Schieder (2003), President of the CoE Parliamentary Assembly,
points out in a speech entitled Building One Europe given at the
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, ‘[i]t would be quite wrong
[...] to blame ignorance alone for Europe’s poor popularity rating. Lack of
clarity, for example, is a charge that cannot be easily dismissed’. It is in the
light of this failure that the second Eurocratic use of the past (i.e. its active

embracement) must be read as an attempt to turn (EU)ropean culture into a

well-explained project.

1.5.2 Remembering the New Europe

In order to develop the explanatory substance and density needed, the EU turns

precisely towards what at first it wanted to leave behind: Europe’s cultural
past. According to this paradigm, the New (united) Europe takes the shape of
being simply the latest development in a long, linear, and natural sequence of
old (united) Europe’s. European Unification becomes a cultural family reunion,

with the bureaucratic meritocracy not having to create a new unity, but simply

having to pronounce an edict informing EU citizens about their already unified
21 ‘an unidentified object’ (my translation)
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ancestors. To quote Erhard Busek, former Vice-Chancellor of Austria and

chairman of the Institut fiir den Donauraum und Mitteleuropa (Institute for the

Danube Region and Central Europe),

Europa hat es eigentlich zwischen 1945 und 1989 nicht gegeben... Seit

1989 ist uns die Chance zuriickgegeben, Europe wieder als einen
Kontinent zu begreifen und seine Vielfalt zu nutzen. Damit verdndert
sich die Qualitit der europdischen Einigung... Europa hat noch einmal
die Chance, Europa zu sein. Das verschiebt allderdings den Akzent von

der Okonomie zur Kultur, zur eigentlichen Befindlichkeit des

Kontinents.2

(cited in Egretaud 2004; see also Leniaud 1994, 6)

Along the same lines, the CoE (10.03.1992, 6), in an internal report by D.

Ronconi on the importance of cultural tourism in the context of European

Unification, states that

[p]re-European Europe, by which I mean the eventful periods of inter-

relations during the history of the peoples who lived on the continent,

gave rise, well before our era, to a feeling of belonging, if not to a great

common nation, at least to an arena of continuing and fruitful relations.

This paradigm also found its way into EU educational publications aimed at its
citizens. For example, in A Portrait of Europe, published by the Office for
Official Publications of the European Communities, the CEC states that ‘peoples
of Europe have always been linked together by shared culture’ (CEC 1993, 5; see
also McCormick 2002, 29). Moreover, the Eurocratic meritocracy wrote, and
continues to write, itself firmly into this Euro-vision, stating that ‘before the
advent of nationalism, ‘European careers’ were quite normal’ (CEC 1993, 5). In
doing so, the Eurocratic élite projects itself as eternal (EU)ropeans back into the
past. It 1s in this Eurocratic understanding that it becomes the cultural duty of
every EU citizen to rally behind Europe’s renewed battle-cry for unification,
called to them by all the united Europeans that had preceded them ‘since
prehistory’ (CoE 10.03.1992, 6). Put more poignantly by Verheugen (2002, 5), a
non-united Europe ‘is quite unimaginable’ in that there exists a “clear historical

[...] foundation that no democrat can call into question’. The main characteristic

22 ‘Europe, in fact, did not exist between 1945 and 1989... Since 1989 we were given back the chance to
understand Europe as one continent again and to make use of its diversity. This way the quality of European
Unification changes... Europe has once again the chance to be Europe. However, this redirects the emphasis
from the economy to culture that is the actual essence of the continent.” (my translation)
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of this past becomes that it is ‘purified’ of those darker aspects and periods of
the ‘continent’s’ history that cannot easily be made to fit present-day rhetorics
of unity. In particular, this supra-national (selective) amnesia of the past
includes the many continental wars, such as the World Wars, the Napoleonic
Wars, or the Hundred Years War, to name but a few of Europe’s endless list of
armed conflict. It is in this context that Prodi (2003, 5; see also Beetham and
Lord 1998, 36), in a speech entitled Cultural Diversity and Shared Values,
declared the World Wars to actually represent ‘civil wars’ stemming from the
self-centred protection of ‘misjudged interests’ (CEC 1973, 119), such as the
defence of primordial attachments (e.g. identities, heritages, cultures, and
languages) (see Wieviorka 1994, 23; Riotta 2000), instead of true differences,
rivalries, and animosities between the European nation-states (see Pantel 1999,
49). Instead, Europe’s cultural past is imagined along the lines of Braudel’s
concept of la longue durée (Braudel 1972; see also Butlin 1993; Dunford 1998), ‘in
slow motion, revealing permanent values that can be set against a relatively
unchanging physical environment’ (Graham 1998b, 29; see, for example, Le Goff
2003). (EU)rope’s past becomes a continuous state of affairs observable
throughout the ‘continent’s past’. As such, (EU)ropean culture identity
construction becomes an issue of uncovering historical roots that have always
existed and that have simply been forgotten. To quote Verheugen (2001, 5-6; see
also CoE 10.03.1992, 7) once more, ‘Europe has always been about diverse
peoples with varied cultures, religions, and languages learning to live together
because they share a common destiny. In discovering and respecting each
other’s diversity, we also uncover shared values’. This brings us to the question
of the rhetoric character, the ideological thrust, of this culture heritage

paradigm of the remembered (EU)rope.

1.5.3 ‘In varietate concordia’: The EU’s understanding of culture

In order to bridge the paradigmatic gap between the notion of identity as

organic and fluid entities on the one hand and traditional inward-looking
models of national identity on the other, the EU put forward the rhetorical
device of Unity-in-diversity (Latin: In varietate concordia) (see McDonald 1996;
Pantel 1999; Hellstrém 2004; Toggenburg 2004). Selected from 2.000 proposals
for a slogan submitted by 80.000 school children in the EU member states,
Nicole Fontaine, President of the European Parliament, officially selected the
motto on 4 May 2000 (Toggenburg 2004, 1; see Morin 1991 for an early account

on the EU’s dialogic nature). In 2004, the EU’s supra-national culture motto
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found its way into the latest treaty for the establishment of a EU constitution

(EC 2003, 4; EU 2004b, 5).2

Firstly, it is important to note that by no means does the EU represent the first
governmental body to employ this motto. Various nation-states, such as South

Africa and Indonesia, in their search for a national culture identity, have
preceded the EU in doing so0.2 As such, it can be observed that Unity-in-
diversity by no means represents a new supra-national phenomenon of culture
heritage appreciation. Nevertheless, Eurocratic rhetorics claim this device to
create and communicate a coherent entity rooted in notions of shared culture
heritage and values, while at the same time recognising its internal differences.
To quote Prodi (2003, 2; see also CoE 16.06.1994, 3-4) from his speech Cultural
Diversity and Shared Values, ‘[t]his is a key concept for us, because diversity is a
fact of life in Europe and goes to the heart of the European Union - a Union
“united in diversity” as our motto puts it’. As mentioned above, further
highlighting the EU’s (at least rhetoric) commitment to values of openness,
multiplicity, and diversity, Eurocratic beliefs proved strong enough to declare
in the Treaty of Maastricht the EU’s cultural role to be to contribute ‘to the
flowering of the cultures of the member states, while respecting their national
and regional diversity and, at the same time, bringing the common heritage to
the fore’” (CEC 1992, article 128:1%). In the best Saidian sense, Europe’s past is
perceived as holding the power to see Others ‘not as ontologically given but as
historically constituted’” (Said 1989, 225). It is in this context of diversity that
Prodi (2003, 2) further observes the (EU)rope’s ‘quasi-constitutional obligation
to respect cultural, religious and linguistic diversity’ (Prodi 2003, 2), and, as he
firmly accentuated in a speech entitled Monotheistic Religions and the Futures of
Peoples given at the Interfaith Meeting in Brussels in 2001, to be ‘open to all
traditions and religions’ (Prodi 2001). To better explain this rhetorical device,
the Eurocratic élite employs in particular the notion of a European cultural

family: ‘[W]e all know that the smaller the differences, the more heated the
dialogue may become. Every family knows that!” (Prodi 2003, 2; see also CoE

3 In Article IV-1 of the draft for a European constitution from 18 July 2003, the rhetoric device of Unity-in-
diversity was changed into United-in-diversity (European Convention 2003, 222).

24 The preamble of the South African constitution, adopted in 27 April 2000, contains the motto Unity-in-
Diversity (ke e: /xarra //ke) in /Xam, an extinct Khoisan language, while the Indonesian coat of arms
includes this old Javanese motto (Bhinneka Tunggal lka) since 1945 and is also part of the country’s
constitution. Even more interesting to note is that the Unity-in-Diversity is also similar to e pluribus unum
(Latin for ‘culture out of many, one’), one of the official mottos of the United States of America (Toggenburg
2004, 5; Wikipedia.org 2005a).

3 In the revision of the treaty in 1997 this clause became article 151.
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16.06.1994, 3). Doing so, EU governmental bodies regard it to be possible to
generate ‘sentiments of solidarity similar to those felt by members of a family
who remain united not out of material necessity but out of choice, out of a

desire to remain a family’ (Barnard 1983, 242, original emphasis).

Amongst academic circles, the EU’s need to negotiate difference and otherness
in the face of diversity is generally claimed to offer the possibility for the
deconstruction of essentialist notions of ethnic and racial purity (Hall 1992,
306, Asad 1993, chapter 7; Turner 1993; Habermas 1994, 21; Brah 1996, 178-179;
Pantel 1999; D. ]J. Bell 2001; Olsen 2001, 54; Toggenburg 2004). In particular, it
has been seen as a development leaving behind a state of modernity
characterised by ‘barbaric nationalism’ (Giddens 2000, 160-161; see also
Habermas 2001, 203). Particularly archaeologist and heritage managers have
become interested in the search for, and presentation of, Europe’s united past
(e.g. Leniaud 1994; Ashworth 1997; Werbner 1997; Jacobs and Maier 1998;
Werbart 2001; Carman 2003). As such, scholars began to edit European history,
a European history with a new emphasis on the past’s New Europes. To employ
a concrete example, O’Brian (1994; see also Longworth 1994; Reinhold 1997), in
an article published in the journal European Heritage and entitled The Bronze Age
~ the first Golden Age of Europe, states that ‘all the vital elements of modern
[European] material culture are immediately rooted in the Bronze Age’ (O’Brian
1994, 6). He further states, ‘[t]he story of the Bronze Age is one of great
regional diversity in the face of rapid social change and technological progress’
(O’Brian 1994, 7). Such statements about Europe’s past mirror Eurocratic
rhetorics on the EU’s socio-political present: ‘[T]he great, centralised structures
which typify European states are rapidly changing’ (Muller 1995, 6; see also
CoE 07.04.1995, 7). Two societies, separated by a yawning gulf of 4000 years,
are constructed, if not being the same, as representing the logical and inevitable
basis, as well as result, of each other (see also Dfaz-Andreu 1996). As much as

the Bronze Age is presented as one of the major predecessors of a united

(EU)rope, it is the Eurocratic ethos of a united Europe that becomes the
ideological basis for archaeological interpretations of the Bronze Age. Past and
present become intermingled, turning both into a cultural hybrid Same. In a
similar fashion, Brague (1993) and Sloterdijk (1994) identified the (EU)ropean
spirit in the Roman period. Other scholars even considered Europe’s material
past to represent a source par excellence for the study of Otherness as such

(Trotzig 1994, 3; Beetham and Lord 1998, 39-40). This trend also led to the
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formation of supra-national archaeological institutions, such as the European
Association of Archaeologists (henceforth EAA) (in this context, see Kristiansen
1992). In its declaration of intend, the EAA states its paramount aim to be ‘to
promote the management and interpretation of the European archaeological
heritage’ (EAA 2004). In other cases, this (EU)ropeanisation of the profession
led to the establishment of professional fora devoted to Europe’s unified past,
such as the European Journal of Archaeology (henceforth EJA)%, stating its role to
be

to promote open debate amongst archaeologists committed to the new
idea of Europe in which there is more communication across national
frontiers and more interest in interpretation. The journal |[...]
encourages debate about the role archaeology plays in society, how it

should be organized in a changing Europe, and the ethics of

archaeological practice.

(EJA 2004)

To return to the rhetoric device of Unity-in-diversity, as highlighted by Pantel
(1999, 46-47) and Toggenburg (2004; see also Johler 2003, 7, 8; Dobson 2004, 7-
8), it appears to represent an eminently suitable tool to achieve greater
homogeneity among the actors involved in the process of supra-national
identity construction. To quote Hellstrém (2004, 3), it successfully aims at “the

potential clash between the endeavours to establish a coherent

political/cultural/social entity (unity), and also permits differing internal
identity constellations (diversity)’. Yet, as rightfully pointed out by Hellstrém
(2003a, 196; 2004, 11), the conceptual heart lying at the troublesome centre of
the rhetoric device of Unity-in-diversity is that it “does not help us to answer the
crucial question of what is meant by [European] ‘culture’”. To answer this
question it is necessary to turn towards concrete EU identity-forming projects
based on the cultural past. Europeanisation represents the Eurocratic
reordering and reinvention of ‘territoriality and peoplehood’ (Borneman and

Fowler 1997, 487). Yet, what concrete character does, as stated by the EU (2005,

1) in its newsletter, the ‘Europeanisation of Europe’ take via the medium of the

past?

% From 1993 to 1997 it was published as the Journal of European Archaeology (volumes 1-5).
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1.6 SCOPE AND AIM OF THE PRESENT STUDY

This thesis roots in an understanding of the material evidence of the past as
having no intrinsic value itself, but as being the constantly changing product of

current circumstances. It acquires value through social, political, and economic

processes, disciplinary practices, as well as through the construction,
maintenance, and reproduction of (supra)national identities (see Hobsbawm

and Ranger 1983). Martin (1995, 13; see also Gillis 1994) offers a concise

summary of this relationship:

To put it in a nutshell, the identity narrative channels political

emotions so that they can fuel efforts to modify a balance of power; it
transforms the perceptions of the past and of the present; it changes the

organization of human groups and creates new ones; it alters cultures by
emphasizing certain traits and skewing their meaning and logic. The

identity narrative brings forth a new interpretation of the world in order

to modify it.

As such, the access to, generation, and mediation of culture capital is by no
means evenly distributed throughout society, but rests in the hands of cultural
‘taste leaders’ (Ashworth and Howard 1999, 62). These are themselves
determined in character by the academic capital (archaeological/historical data,
information, and knowledge) within the field of archaeological/historical
production and reproduction, which forms the raw material for the operation of
heritage and culture industries (Hamilakis 1999, 67; 69-70; in this context, see
Zerubavel 1995; Zapatero 1996). As Sahlins (1985, 155; also Thomas 1990a, 18;
cf. Hindess and Hirst 1975, 312) poignantly summarises, ‘culture is precisely
the organisation of the current situation in terms of the past’. Accordingly, the
cultural past is selectively and continually remembered, appropriated, fortified,
invented, contested, marginalised, or forgotten (Jones and Graves-Brown 1996,
6; see, for example, contributions to Brown and Hamilakis 2003a). As such,
what this thesis does not attempt to do is to ask questions such as ‘do we have
a common archaeological heritage in Europe?’ (Werbart 2001, 57). Nor does it
attempt to give an answer to this question. Instead, it puts into contrast the
EU’s rhetoric dedication to cultural diversity with the character of concrete EU
culture heritage projects. Doing so, the Eurocratic notion of what Halbwachs
(1987) terms ‘collective memory’ - ‘the selective recollection of past events
which are thought to be important for the members of a specific community’ (de

Cillia et al. 1999, 154) - allows the identification of connections between
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theoretical discourses on supra-national identity and the symbols and myths of

day-to-day life (see de Cillia et al. 1999, 154-155).

Notions of culture identity, representing an important aspect of EU governance,

continue to represent an under-researched field of scholarly enquiry (Gaffney

1999, 208; van der Veen 2002, 2). To quote Bellier (1997, 74),

[l]es spécialistes des cultures d’ici et d’ailleurs se sont mis a interroger
le sens de la construction communautaire, @ analyser les relations entre

institutions européennes, les cultures, langues et identities nationals, a

observer les effets des politiques [...] sur la perception des frontiers.Z

While the growing amount of energy channelled by EU bodies into identity-
forming projects attracted a growing degree of scholarly attention, mainly
taking the shape of largely theoretical social science and political studies (e.g.
Giordano 1987; Martin 1993; Hedetoft 1994; Preufl 1995; 1998; Landau and
Whitman 1997; Warleigh 1998; Koslowski 1999), it was Tarrow (1994), Borneman
and Fowler (1997), and Parman (1998) in particular, who realised the need for
an intensification of practical involvement for anthropology and other
humanities. This has become the more necessary in that much scholarly work
conducted on the EU’s supra-national model of culture is suffering from ‘the
touch of ‘official line’ of discourse’ (Heintz 2001, 42). In this context, however,
it becomes important to highlight the few, albeit limited in scope, studies
conducted on the subject by archaeologists and heritage managers to this point
(e.g. SlapZak 1993; Holmes 2000; Wolfram 2001; see also Friedman 1993; Johler
2002). In particular, it is necessary to abandon the growing number of analysis
of metaphors in the EU official discourse (e.g. Shore 1996; 1997; McDonald 1996;
Hansen and Williams 1999; Hellstrdm 2003a; 2004), and, instead, embark on an
analysis of the actual ‘substance’ of the cultural past as generated and mediated
by the Eurocratic élite (in this context, see Howard 2003). The lack of such
studies is the more surprising in that, in representing the dominant caretaker of
Western society’s past, archaeologists should be particularly interested in
critically approaching a subject that will undoubtedly shape, if not determine,
the future of their profession in Europe. Further, as pointed out by Holmes

(2000, 111), any inquiry into the Eurocratic notion of cultural belonging

Z ‘The cultural specialists here and elsewhere have failed to question the sense of community construction,
to analyse the relations between European institutions, cultures, languages and national identities, and to
observe the effects of politics [...] on the perception of frontiers.” (my translation)
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intersects with virtually every theoretical problem pursued by anthropologists

working across the EU, ranging from the political and economic to the social.

Here 1t is necessary to insert an important theoretical note on identity. Shotter
(1993, 188) wrote that ‘identity has become the watchword of the times’. And

indeed, without specifying what is meant by the term, it will be difficult, if not
impossible, to handle it in the context of this thesis. To paraphrase Jacobs and
Maier (1998, 16-17), in any proper sense the paradigm of identity can only be
identified within the individual. Ultimately there exists only individual
identity. Individuals, however, do not live in isolation, they organise
themselves in groups and communities at various different levels, and these
associations consequently have impact on individual identities. As such,

identity is influenced and co-determined by other, non-individual, forms of

association. As Balibar and Wallerstein (1991, 94) clarifies,

[i]t is not a question of setting a collective identity against individual
identities. All identity is individual, but there is no individual identity
that is not historically or, in other words, constructed within a field of

social values, norms of behaviour, and collective symbols.

Put differently, the individual social actor holds the power to redefine
him/herself. Yet, this individual identification will always take place within

extra-individual categorisations imposed by various other social actors on

numerous levels (Jacobs and Maier 1998, 17). It is against this understanding of
social identity that it becomes irrelevant whether we adopt universalistic
conceptions of identity (e.g. Habermas 1976; 1994), sociological theories of
identity (e.g. Giddens 1984; 1991), or socio-psychological paradigms (e.g. Tajfel
1981), for they all share some common traits (Jacobs and Maier 1998, 16-17). All
of them regard identity to be dynamic and prone to constant change. Also,
identity is envisaged ‘as a more or less integrated symbolic structure with time

dimensions (past, present, future), and which provides important competencies

to individuals such as assuring continuity and consistency’ (Jacob and Maier
1998, 15). It is in this context that, from the nineteenth century onwards,
European nation-states presented themselves as entities characterised by a
culture identity of their own, one substantially different from those of their
neighbouring countries (Jacob and Maier 1998, 16). As such, the nation-state
generated, and continues to do so, a new type of community based on the

notion of collective identity. The term ‘imagined communities” coined by
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Anderson (1983) highlights especially well this characteristic of the nation-

state. The same mechanism must be assumed to apply for ‘all other communities

that are larger than face-to-face groups’ (de Cillia et al. 1999, 154), including
supra-national state forms of governance such as the EU. To quote de Cillia et
al. (1999, 153), the idea of any political community, may it be national or supra-
national, ‘becomes reality in the realm of convictions and beliefs through
reifying figurative discourses continually launched by politicians, intellectuals
and media people, and disseminated through the systems of education,
schooling, mass communication’. As Billig (1995; see also Paasi 1999; Moser
2001, 280; Lister and Wells 2001; Tusa 2004) demonstrates in his book Banal
Nationalism, the characteristics of such feelings of belonging take place to a
large degree within the symbolic sphere, sustained by non-academic modes of
representation, the mundane world and everyday practices. It is these common
sense assumptions of everyday life that, through ideology, sustain hegemonic
structures (see Fairclough 2001, 232). To explain, scholarly research into issues
of identity-generation has been suffering from a ‘fundamentalisation’ of the
very concept. Traditionally, the notion of nationalism has primarily been used
for the more ‘exotic, rare, and often violent’ (Billig 1995, 43) manifestations of
identity, such as Celtic fringe (see chapter 1.3), Basque, Arab, Catalonian, or
Quebecquois nationalisms (Trevor-Roper 1983; Breton 1988; Keating 1996; see
also contributions to Meskell 1998; Coakley 1992). For example, in The Nation
State and Violence, Giddens (1985, 215) himself states that nationalist emotions
‘are not so much a part of regular day-to-day life [but, instead,] tend to be
fairly remote from most of the activities of day-to-day social life’. Lived
national - or, by implication, supra-national - identity becomes imagined as
being bound in its existence to a kind of psychological crisis situation, fuelled
by ‘‘hot’” nationalist passion’ (Billig 1995, 44). It is in opposition to this
understanding that Billig’s notion of banal nationalism refocused the analytical

gaze towards the day-to-day, naturalised practices of identity (de)construction
and maintenance. Such banal modes of representation, however, should not be

confused with being benign or irrelevant in that they seem ‘to possess a
reassuring normality’ (Billig 1995, 7). In fact, it is precisely their perceived
normality that turns them into powerful measures of influencing notions of
identity. Lastly, this thesis also roots in the basic assumption that the
discursive construction of identity - in this case that of supra-national identity

- is bound to go hand-in-hand with the construction of difference and
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uniqueness (see Hall 1994; 1996a; 1996b; Martin 1995; de Cillia et al. 1999, 153).
To quote Benhabib (1996, 4),

since every search for identity includes differentiating oneself from what
one is not, identity politics is always and necessarily a politics of the
creation of difference. One is a Bosnian Serb to the degree to which one
is not a Bosnian Moslem or a Croat; one is a Gush Emmunim settler in

the West Bank to the extent that one is not a secular Zionist.

Doing so, this thesis rejects ‘the atavistic belief that identities can be
maintained and secured only by eliminating difference and otherness’
(Benhabib 1996, 4). It is against this understanding that supra-national
identities are also regarded to be dynamic and often incoherent, instead
assuming that there exist certain relations between the projections of identity

offered by political élites and day-to-day discourses about supra-national

identities (see de Cillia et al. 1999, 154).

The aim of this thesis as a critical study, then, in going beyond simplifying
analysis of rhetoric metaphors in the EU official discourse, is the in-depth
descriptive analysis of the character of the EU’s supra-national culture identity
project as expressed through culture heritage. It will present theoretical
considerations, followed by an explanation of the methodology employed for
the study (chapter 2). Chapter 3 will then explore the planning stage of EU
culture heritage generation employing the case study of the CoE’s European
Cultural Routes Project (henceforth ECRP) and, more specifically, its ‘The Celts’
Cultural Route®? (henceforth TCCR). Chapter 4 then, focusing on the
implementation of the EU’s message of culture heritage on the ground, turns
towards the CoE’s ‘Santiago de Compostela Pilgrimage Routes’ (henceforth
SCPR) project for a case study. This will be followed by a case study
illuminating the EU’s creation of supra-national heritage on the symbolic level,

taking the shape of the Euro banknotes iconography (chapter 5). Reflecting on

the case studies, chapter 6 will then critically characterise the EU’s culture
heritage project at the planning and implementation level in relation to general
Eurocratic rhetorics, as well as show, by formulating a set of concrete

guidelines, how a common standard in culture heritage management

(henceforth CHM) can be reconciled with notions of equality, diversity, and

inclusivity. Doing so, this thesis addresses the issue of the negotiation of

2 These are also known as the European Celtic Cultural Routes.
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identity (i.e. difference), that is ‘the political problem facing democracies on a

global scale’ (Benhabib 1996, 4).
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORY AND METHODOLOGY

2.1 POST-PROCESSUALISM AND THE SOCIO-POLITICS OF THE PAST

Chapter 1 already told us of the paradigm of ‘Europe’ as being dependent in its
meaning on the social; political, and economic environment at the time of its
formulation, thus resulting in numerous definitions of what is Europe. How
would one approach an assessment of such a construction of Europe in the
context of the EU and its use of the cultural past in pursuit of a common culture
identity shared by its member state citizens? Having highlighted in the
previous chapter how this thesis roots in an understanding of the material
evidence of the past as having no intrinsic value itself, but as being the
constantly changing product of current social, political, and even economical
circumstances, this chapter demonstrates how archaeologists and heritage
managers have become more conscious of the socio-political entanglements of
the past and, thus, their analysis. This awareness takes the shape of post-
processual archaeologyl. Going on from this, by employing critical realism, this
chapter develops an ‘ontological (questions about what exists) and
epistemological (questions about what can be known) position making it
possible to assess the socio-political character and consequences of knowledge
of the past. Further, it provides an analytical methodology, taking the shape of
Critical Discourse Analysis (henceforth CDA), allowing the Eurocratic use of the

cultural past in the context of European identity generation to become subject

of critical analysis.

2.1.1 Intra- and extra-disciplinary context

Also referred to in the discipline as ‘critical’ or ‘interpretive archaeology’, post-
processualism arose out of an Anglo-American rejection of processualism’s
understanding of the archaeologist as an impartial, objective, fact-driven, and
value-free observer and scientist (Shanks and Tilley 1989a, 2; Johnson 2001, 98).

As such, post-processualism set out to challenge ‘the authority of a scientific
and professional knowledge of the past’ (Shanks and Hodder 1995a, 5). It was
in particular the Zeitgeist of the late 1970s to early 1990s that lead to more and

1 It should be pointed out that the singular term post-processual archaeology is misleading in that it
suggests a closely defined post-processual body of theory and practice. Even though I am employing the
term throughout this thesis for reasons of simplicity, I am fully aware that the term post-processual
archaeologies might represent a more appropriate term in that it indicates the post-processual emphasis on

multiplicity and diversity (Johnson 2001, 101-102).
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more self-reflexive/self-critical voices to be heard among archaeologists. This
period, in particular in England, was characterised by social transmutations,
the forging of new social and political alliances, and the dissolution of old
ones, such as iIn the case of university reforms (Patterson 1989, 559-560). Far
from taking root in socio-political neutral soil, post-processualism must be
understood as a reaction to a number of political issues regarded to dominate
processual positivism (see Baker et al. 1990, 1 for a characterisation of post-
processualism as a Salon des Refusés). Regarding themselves to be politically
progressive by struggling against their ‘establishment’ colleagues (Trigger
1995, 263-264), post-processualism represents an essentially left-wing
movement aimed at challenging predominant social and political norms and
structures (Young 1990; Smith 1994, 303; Carman 1995, 99; Berglund 2000, 11;
see Smith 1996, 73 for a critique of this position). In particular, archaeologists
were concerned that the growing heritage industry in the UK was offering a
‘rose-tinted version of the past’” (Champion 1991, 141), serving purely
politically conservative objectives via CHM (Leone et al. 1987, 284). This
political role was regarded to lie especially in supporting Thatcherite
conservative and reactionary uses of the past - a nostalgic wish for a never-
existent past providing confidence for a Britain in economic and political
decline (Wright 1985; Hewison 1987; Smith 1994, 305). Thus, concerns about the
‘abuse’ of the past firmly wrote the profession’s interrelationship with politics
onto the post-processual agenda (Leone 1981a; Gero et al. 1983; Leone et al.
1987; Rowlett 1987; Champion 1991; Wylie 1993; Brown and Hamilakis 2003b;

see Vinsrygg 1988 for a discussion on the importance of the ‘human factor’ for

archaeology).

2.1.2 Post-processual ontology

Contra objectivists who insist that the subtraction of our subjectivity from our
observations leaves us with an ultimate reality cleansed of subjective

experience, and drawing upon established debates within the wider human
sciences (e.g. Foucault 1972; Hempel 1974; Jones 1976, Cohn 1980; 1981; Bailey
1985; Clark 1985; Nora 1985; Clifford 1986; Bennett 1987; Medick 1987; Davis
1989; Outhwaite 1991; Smith and Godlewska 1994), post-processual theory takes
as its ontological starting point the rejection of the ‘myth of objectivity’ (Wylie

1989, 93; Shanks and Hodder 1995a; see also Johnson 2001, 98-99 for the notion
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of ‘the problem of equifinality’)2. To go into more detail, Johnson (2001, 102-108)
identifies eight key tenets of the post-processual ‘manifesto’: the rejection of a
positivist view of science, the emphasis of interpretation as hermeneutical, the
rejection of the dichotomy between material and ideal, the importance of

thoughts and values in the past, the accentuation of the individual as an active

agent, the context-dependency of material culture, and, of particular
importance in the context of this thesis, the understanding of interpreting the
past as a socio-political act in the present, as well as the treatment of material
culture as text. To quote Trigger (1989a, 106; see Murphy 1932, 205 for an early

account on the context-dependency of scientists in general),

people, and not inanimate machines, write and create the past.
Archaeology is a process, a system of social relationships in the present
within which the production of meanings takes place. An essential part
of the process of investigating the past is that the data are constantly re-
articulated in relation to each other. The selfsame materials are
repeatedly placed in different analytical contexts and associations and

put to different uses; new meanings are discovered as the relationships

between them are reshuffled.

Against this conviction, the past lost its status as something irrevocable, ‘eine
in Stein gemeifielte Schrift’3 (Wallerstein 1990, 97), turning - at the very best -
into ‘eine in Lehm gezeichnete Inschrift’'* (Wallerstein 1990, 97) that is the
result of provisional negotiations and solicitations (Friedman 1992a; Baucom
1999, 5; Olivier 2001, 187). Clifford’s introduction to Writing Culture (1986)
must be considered a key text here. Interpreting the past is always a political
act, ‘[i]Jt is always a question of saying more than there actually is’ (Hodder
1984, 25). Knowledge claims of the cultural past came to be regarded as
formulated and accepted not because they are based on facts (i.e. truth), but
because they serve the social, political, and economic interests of stakeholders
and interest groups responsible for their generation and mediation (Wobst and
Keene 1983; Wylie 1983). To quote Johnson (2001, 107), ‘[tlhe meanings we
produce are always in the political present, and always have political
resonance’. It is here that the links between post-processual archaeology and

the archaeology of gender, both closely related to each other and to feminist

2 In fact, the origins of this paradigm can be traced back to German Romantic idealism (Rowlands 1998, 37;

Thomas 2004, 27-34).
3 ‘a text carved in stone’ (my translation)

4‘a text pressed into clay’ (my translation)
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thought in the human sciences, must be mentioned. Developing in the early
1980s, gender archaeology aims at illuminating the constructions of gender in
the past, critiquing existing structures of practice in archaeology, correcting
male bias in archaeology, tackling what is seen as the male-biased nature of
scholarly knowledge, and reassessing the history of archaeology (see, for
example, Gero 1988; 1991; Spector 1993; Johnson 2001, 116-131). This includes
feminist archaeology and its questioning of ‘existing archaeological practice at

a very basic level’ (Johnson 2001, 129).

To illustrate this contextual understanding of knowledge of the past, lets have a
closer look at the Battle of Hastings fought in 1066 AD, one of the most
commonly known “facts’ about the English past. Historical sources tell us when
and where it was fought, as well as by whom. Yet, are facts not simply less
complicated statements of opinion (Dymond 1974, 68)? In fact, the statement of
‘Battle of Hastings (1066 AD)’ contains at least two misstatements of fact and
one expression of religious prejudice already (Dymond 1974, 68-69). Firstly,
unlike the name of the famous battle suggests, it seems to have been fought not
at Hastings but at Senlac, about seven miles away. Secondly, it seems more
likely these days that Christ was not born in the 31st year of the reign of
Augustus. And, thus, thirdly, we can observe the imposition of religious
prejudice in the imposition of a Christian chronology on a largely non-Christian
world, Closely related to this, any present understanding of the past is prone to
‘primal baptism’ (ZiZzek 1989, 90). To employ a somewhat simplified example in
order to explain this concept, the Early Medieval period in England is often
referred to as the ‘Dark Ages’ (e.g. Carver 1987, chapter 3; Hodges 1982; S.
Evans 1997; see ZiZek 1989, 90-91 for a discussion of the term ‘gold’ in this
context). The term is linked to a period that is itself linked to a cluster of
descriptive features through primal baptism. This link holds even if the original
identifying description proves false. To clarify, archaeological research over the
last decades has cast considerable doubt on portraying the Early Middle Ages
as ‘dark’ (i.e. missing the ‘light of civilisationary development’). Instead of the
term ‘Dark Ages’, scholars nowadays prefer the term ‘early historic’ or ‘early

medieval’ in that it is perceived as less misleading (Carver 1999, 13; Lowe 1999,

7; Hamerow 2002, 2-3):

It is not easy to find a convenient name for the period AD 550-850. In
the past it has commonly been regarded as the central centuries of a

period known as the ‘Dark Ages’. This is unsatisfactory, however,
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because it is normally misunderstood. It was originally coined with
regard to the loss of the ‘Eternal Light of Rome’, in the sense both of the
Roman Empire and the Christian Religion, as a result of the barbarian
invasions. It has, however, come to be understood as meaning that the

period is obscure to us, because it is not illuminated by copious written

evidence. This is, however, a gross misconception.

(Alcock 2003, 5)

Yet, independent of this paradigmatic change, the term ‘Dark Ages’ continues
to refer to the same chronological period as before - i.e. most archaeologists
now say that the so-called Dark Ages do not possess the properties hitherto
ascribed to them, not that the period that they have until now taken for a
distinct period is not really a distinct period at all. The same applies to the
counterfactual situation: there might have been a period in the history of
humanity that has all the identification features commonly attributed to the
Dark Ages. We would say that even though this period has all the appearances
initially used to identify the Dark Ages, it still is not the Dark Ages (see Kripke
cited in ZiZzek 1989, 91). The reason for this lies in the period in question not
being bound to the term ‘Dark Ages’ through a causal chain reaching back to

the act of ‘primal baptism’ that established the reference parameters of ‘Dark

Ages’,

With material culture being considered inevitably - and in any socio-political
context - charged with power relations, acting as a medium of reference,
restriction, and communication for and of socio-political practice, thus making
it an important part of the social construction of reality, post-processualism did
for archaeology’s understanding of the cultural past what Einstein’s (1992; see
Fine 1986; Kaku 2005) Theory of Relativity - by re-imagining the concept of
gravity not as a substantial force which ‘bends’ space, but as the name for the
curvature of space itself - did for our understanding of gravity. It was
‘desubstantialized’ (Zizek 2005, 209). Also, it adopted the issue of
incompleteness, a problem highlighted by Heisenberg’'s (1929; see Griffiths
2004) Principle of Tolerances (Tilley 1991, 338; see also Lee 1992, 35), dealing with

the problem that knowledge of some things precludes certainty of other things.

To employ an archaeological example, knowledge of the processes and

5 Heisenberg’s theory is better known as the Principle of Uncertainty. With “uncertainty’ being a positivist
expression, which is the opposite of the theoretical stance adopted by Heisenberg in his principle, Principle of
Tolerance represents the more appropriate term.
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mechanics of destruction or decay in the archaeological record precludes
certainty about what has been destroyed/decayed (see Kristiansen 1985; Patrik
1985; Schiffer 1987; Binford 1981). In short, with ‘facts’ about the cultural past
being situated, contingent, complex and partial by nature, and dependent upon
the producer’s cultural environment, the accurate reconstruction of the past as
it was became impossible (Adams and Brooke 1995, 94; cf. Guba and Lincoln
1989). Placing emphasis on the development of narratives of the past instead of
authoritative models, post-processualism desubstantialised and ‘emotionalised’

the act of archaeology (Hodder 1992, 155-156; see Shanks and Tilley 1987a, 19;
Tilley 1989b; 1990a; 1991; Thomas 1990Db).

On the basis of the above paradigm, post-processualism offers the ontological
tools to allow the archaeological discipline itself, as well as any other
knowledge-producer and knowledge-mediator of the cultural past (including
the EU), to become the focus of critical analysis (e.g. Leone 1981a; Leone et al.
1987; Hodder 1986; Shanks and Tilley 1987a; 1989a; Wylie 1989; 1992; Shanks
1992; Shanks and Hodder 1995a; 1995b). Providing archaeology and CHM with
an important part to play in the politics of culture identity (Smith 1994, 304; in
this context see, for example, Silberman 1982; 1997; Abu El-Haj 1998; 2001;

Hamilakis 1999), it is this framework that determines post-processualism’s aims

and objectives.

2.1.3 Post-processual aims and objectives

Grounded in the above ontological framework, post-processual archaeology’s

main objective became the exploration of meta-theory. Widely paraphrasing

Patterson (1990, 555-556; see also Champion 1991; Hodder 1991a; 1992; Preucel
1991; Trigger 1991a; 1991b), meta-theory, at least in Anglo-American debates,
can be divided into three dominant strands. Even though conceptually distinct,

they are closely related to each other, showing areas of overlap rooted in an

ongoing dialogue over contested theoretical terrain. The works of Leone (1982;
1986; Leone and Potter 1992; Leone and Preucel 1992; Leone et al. 1995) and
Wylie (1985; 1987) represent a first strand. This is characterised by the use of
critical theorists, such as Althusser (1971) and Habermas (1970), as well as the
‘strong school’ of sociologists of science (Bloor 1976; Barnes 1977; 1981; Barnes
and Bloor 1982; Hanen and Kelley 1983). Employing Habermas’ (1980; 1984;
1989) concept of Ideal Speech Situation, archaeology - or, indeed, any knowledge

of the past - is perceived as ideology in the present, revealing the historical
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specificity of knowledge claims and rationality (Smith 1996, 68). ‘Truth’
becomes a title of respectability attached to the dominant disciplinary belief
system put and kept in place through the political power of those who back it
(Blakey 1983; Wobst and Keene 1983; Wylie 1983, 125-126). Ontology is reduced
directly to social realities. Of particular interest becomes the relation between
theory and archaeological practice (Shanks and Tilley 1987a, chapter 1; 1989a).
The second, closely related strand revolves around the radical post-structuralist
works of Shanks and Tilley and their colleagues. Grounded, in particular, in the
writings of Michael Foucault as well as Karl Marx, they focus on ‘politicising’
archaeology, arguing for archaeologists’ professional need and responsibility
for political awareness and action (e.g. Miller 1980; Kohl 1981, Miller and Tilley
1984; Rowlands 1986; Shanks and Tilley 1987a, chapter 7; 1987b; 1987c; 1989a;
1989b; Tilley 1989a; 1991; Bapty and Yates 1990a; 1990b; Shanks 1992; see Mulk
and Bayliss-Smith 1999 for a recent critique) and the development of a
progressive archaeology. Thirdly, there is Hodder’s emphasis on the social
context of theory as being rooted in the post-modern metaphor of ‘text’ (Hodder
1986; 1988; 1989a; 1989b; 1989¢; 1991b; 1992; see also Johnson and Olsen 1992;
see below). Doing so, post-processualism puts an end to theory perceived as
something separate from the actual practice of archaeology, instead making its

main aim to ‘develop a theory of and in practice’ (Shanks and Tilley 1989a, 2).

Common to all three strands is an emphasis on hermeneutics (the process of
interpretation itself). This emphasis makes it possible to become the critical
observer of a particular interpretive field, critically assessing, challenging, and,

when necessary, undermining interpretative practices that appear inadequate or

unhelpful. It is in this context that professional interest in marginalised voices

came to be regarded as representing a particularly good starting point in
developing a critical assessment of the discipline’s subjectivity (Miller 1980;

Baker 1990; see Bender 1989; Nordbladh 1990 for a critique of this position). For
example, in the USA it was, in particular, the attempt to negotiate conflicts over

the interpretation of Colonial Williamsburg and eighteenth/nineteenth century
Annapolis that aimed to challenge normative perceptions and assumptions
through exploring multiple voices in the archaeological record (Leone 1984;
Wylie 1985; Potter 1994; Handler and Gable 1997; see also Leone et al. 1995;
Orser and Fagan 1995, 240-241). It is within the same paradigm, often focusing
on the reclaiming and reburial of Indigenous human remains (in particular in

the US and Australia), that the question of control of the cultural past by
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community groups was firmly written on the agenda (Smith 2007, 5). Diversity
and multiplicity became pillars of the post-processual agenda, allowing, as
Geuss (1981, 2; see also Leone et al. 1987, 284) comments on critical theory in
general, ‘emancipation from coercion, including coercion that is self-imposed’.
In particular, post-processualism provided approaches to notions of culture
identity as organic and multiple entities whether or not these are acknowledged
by official state ideologies themselves (e.g. Jones 1997a, 8; 1997b; Ruppel et al.
2003, 324; see also Ostergard 1992; Osborne 2002, 311). Also, post-processual
writers explicitly acknowledge our understanding of identity as being further
complicated by the nascence of supra-national entities, such as in the case of

the EU (e.g. Brands 1987; Shore 1993; 1996, Janik and Zawadzka 1996; Jones
1997a, 8; Veit 2002, 409).

It is in the above context of challenging a particular interpretive field that post-
processualism acquires its value for the critical exploration of EU practices of

culture heritage generation and mediation. However, does it also provide the

epistemological tools needed?

2.1.4 Post-processual epistemology

Characterised by an anarchistic philosophy of science rejecting all appeals to
factualness, rationale, scientific proof, and reason to be observed within
Western academic circles, post-processual theory incorporates much of the post-
modern debate on knowledge and truth (see Weber 1949; 1972a; Feyerabend
1975, 1978; 1987; Derrida 1978; Norris 1982; 1992; 1995; Lyotard 1979; Lawson
1985, 116; Harré and Krausz 1996). With every decoding of a message (including
archaeological data) representing simply another step of encoding,
archaeological/scientific objectivity becomes a utopian dream filled with
nothing but subjective ‘sense-data’ (Russell 2001, 4; see also Auel 1991),

Whether derived from Saussure (1959), Bernstein (1976), Foucault (1982; 1994),
Rorty (1979; 1982), or Lyotard (1979), post-processual ‘truth’ of the socio-

political (not truth in general) takes on a linguistic character, ‘a kind of
universalized aestheticization whereby ‘truth’ itself is finally reduced to one of
the style effects of the discursive articulation’ (Zizek 1989, 153; see Habermas

1987).6 It is in this context that, for example, science and academia become

6 Notions of linguistic relativity can be traced to Kant’s divide between analytical and synthetic truth,
Hume's distinction between relations of ideas and matters of fact, and Aristotle’s notion of things having
essence but only linguistic forms having meaning (Quine 1980, 20, 22).
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merely labels attached to one currently prestigious, state-supported ‘language-
game, phrase regime’ (Norris 1992, 50; see also Norris 1992, 16; 1995, 118;
Fairclough 1995a; Hodder 1998, 124). However, it must be highlighted here that
not all archaeological approaches situated within the post-processual tradition
share this focus on text. For example, some scholars turned instead to
phenomenology, the study of conscious human experience in day-to-day life as
developed by philosophers like Heidegger and Husserl (Johnson 2001, 114).
Instead of understanding material culture as text, scholars such as Thomas
(1996) and Tilley (1994) focus on the physical experience of the past through the
body. While not providing a helpful concept in the context of this thesis, their

contribution to post-processual archaeology has to be acknowledged.

With post-processual endeavour into the socio-political being rooted, to
varying degrees, in an understanding of interpretations of the past as discourse
and text (Smith 1996, 66; see Shanks and Tilley 1987b; 1989a; Hodder 1988;
1989a; 1989b; 1989¢; 1992; Tilley 1989a; 1989b; 1991; 1993a; 1993b; Norris 1992;
1995; Shanks 1992; Thomas 1993; Carman 1995; Meskell 1996), interpreting past
material culture becomes an act of encoding a particular form of language
through which meanings are communicated in the present (Hodder 1988; 1989c;
see Olsen 1989; Pols 1992 for an objectivist critique). This leads to the power of
language and the use of word and text becoming one of the main media of post-
processual studies of the socio-political (e.g. Johnson et al. 1982; Hodder 1989b;
Thomas 1990a; see also Shiach 1991 for a wider discussion of the relationship
between writing and politics). The multitude of interpretations of the past is
given theoretical corporeality through the importation of semiotics (Smith 1996,

72; see Owoc 1989; Olsen 1990; Silverman 1990; Yates 1990; Tilley 1991).

With the material culture record envisaged as a text read and interpreted by
different stakeholders of the past, archaeologists and heritage managers take on

the role of specialised readers, interpreters, and critics who give meaning to

this text (Patterson 1989, 561-562). At the same time, archaeologists interfere
with the interpretive process itself, holding the power to move it in different
directions by refocusing analytical lenses and redefining spheres of interpretive
gravity inside as well as outside the profession. The methodological tool
allowing the disentanglement of the socio-politics of the past takes the shape of
thick description (see Geertz 1973; 3-30 for an in-depth discussion), a method, as

the term suggests, based on ‘describing thickly the processes through which
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archaeology has become engaged in a practical struggle’ (Hodder 1998, 124). In
doing so, post-processualism emphasises the importance of individual
perceptions, and privileges the cryptographic skills and professional
enunciation of the archaeologist/heritage manager as informed interpreter
(Hodder 1985; 1986; 1987a; 1987b). In doing so, post-processualists reach a
decisive theoretical point of departure away from mechanistic/scientific
procedures and towards assessing the interplay/dialectic between subject and
object within a determinate socio-political field of interpretative practices
(Patterson 1986a; 1986b; Shanks and Tilley 1987b, chapter 3). Yet, while this
achievement deserves recognition, it is at the same time that post-processualism

of the socio-political suffers from a major shortcoming.

As pointed out by Smith (1994, 302; 1996, 66; also Vinsrygg 1988), the post-
processual focus on language and text, instead of bringing the ‘enlightenment’
(Geuss 1981, 2) it heralds, obscures or denies a number of issues raised by post-
modern ‘strong’ sociologists of knowledge in particular (Norris 1995, 105). In
many cases, this shortcoming roots in the post-processualists’ over-reliance on
Habermas (1980; 1984; 1987; 1989) and his notion of Ideal Speech Situation (Smith
1994, 301). Advocating a true participatory democracy by allowing every person
the same opportunity to participate in any given discourse, he proposes three
main rules (Habermas 1980, 86): (1) every subject with the competence to speak
and act is allowed to take part in a discourse; (2a) everyone is allowed to
question any assertion whatever; (2b) everyone is allowed to introduce any
assertion whatever into the discourse; (3) no speaker may be prevented, by

internal or external coercion, from exercising his/her rights as laid down in (1)

and (2). The social world, however, is not characterised by Ideal Speech
Situations, but composed of complex and organic networks of power. As such,
post-processualism employs a rather utopian idea of social reality, directing
only limited attention to post-modern ideas of the nature of science, knowledge,
and power (see, for example, Foucault 1972; 1981; Bhaskar 1978; Hesse 1980;
Bernstein 1983; Edmonds 1990; Norris 1995). It should, however, be pointed out
that there exists a limited corpus of post-processual work explicitly aimed at
addressing issues of knowledge and power (e.g. Hodder 1989a; Tilley 1990b).
Yet, in borrowing heavily from Quine’s influential work Word and Object (1960),
these attempts are limited to stressing narrative, interpretation, and linguistics
as the key feature of investigating the socio-politics of the cultural past (Smith

1996, chapters 2 & 3). In particular, post-processualists turned towards
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hermeneutics in order to identify and understand the conditions that make the
understanding of otherness possible (e.g. Hodder 1991b; 1991c; 1992; see also
Owoc 1989; Sinclair 1989; Moore 1990; Johnson and Olsen 1992). It is in this
context that archaeological enquiry - including its data source, interpretation,
and communication - becomes a text consisting of signs and symbols that must
be deciphered and interpreted. As a result, focusing on words and sentences
rather than on non-linguistic subjects and objects (even when not directly
concerned with linguistics), this emphasis on language, text, and dialogue turns
the post-processualist critical approach into an endless spiral of rhetorics and
‘language games’ (see Harré 1989; Knapp 1990; Norris 1992, 19; 1995, 111;
Bintliff 1993, 97; Purvis and Hunt 1993, 476; Eagleton 2003, 198). As Geertz
(1988, 2) poignantly states, post-processual archaeology becomes nothing but ‘a
mere game of words, as poems and novels are supposed to be’, while Smith
(1994, 300) refers to post-processualism’s ‘introspective loop’. Texts become
more important than practice, and linguistics more important than practical
consequences. As Eggert (2002, 124; see also R. J. Evans 1997) points out, it is
one thing to admit to the organic and multifaceted nature of knowledge of the
past. But it is quite another to deny the past ‘an integrity of its own’ (Evans
1997, 116), as well as having very real consequences within the socio-political
sphere in the present. It is in this respect that, to employ a term coined by
Zizek (1997, 97) in a discussion of ‘the violence of interpretation’, post-
processualism of the socio-political confines itself to the ‘prison-house of
language’. This shortcoming can also be observed for many studies on EU
supra-national identity generation (Pieterse 1991; Shore and Black 1994; Shore
1995; McDonald 1996; Werbner 1997; Zeff and Pirro 2001; Mittag and Wessels
2003). In placing too much emphasis on general, skin-deep Eurocratic rhetorics,
and in advertising them as social reality and linguistic analysis as social

analysis, the actual systems, dynamics, and relationships in terms of power

structures and frameworks are being neglected.

Closely related to the above, the post-processual exploration of the socio-
political functions of the cultural past in the present, in particular in terms of
its concrete practical effects, is limited by many of its proponents’ recourse to
Feyerabend’s (1975; 1978; 1985a; 1985b; 2002; see also Preston 1997; Lakatos et
al. 2001) concept of democratic relativism in the sciences in general. For many
post-processualists of the socio-political, as for Feyerabend, it is pluralism and

‘theoretical anarchism’ (Feyerabend 1975, 15) instead of law and order creating
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progress within the academy: ‘[K]nowledge is not a gradual approach to truth.
It is rather an ever-increasing ocean of mutually incompatible alternatives, each
single theory, each fairy-tale, each myth that is part of the collection forcing the
others into greater articulation’ (Feyerabend 1975, 32). Arguing the notion of
‘anything goes’ to represent the only epistemological principle that can be
defended under all circumstances - a principle ferociously attacked and
caricatured by processualist writers as leading to ‘interpretationism’ (Harding
1990, 2), ‘quietism’ (Keenan 1997, 32), nihilism, and fascism (Flannery 1982;
Renfrew 1984; 1989; Binford 1987; Schiffer 1988; Bender 1989; Rosenau 1992:
Stark 1993, Berglund 2000; in this context, see also Lampeter Archaeology
Workshop 1997; 1998) - post-processualism creates an intellectual environment
in which the ‘"real” world is visualised as a web of competing ideologies, all of
which are equally true and all of which are equally false’ (Anthony 1995, 85),
including, for example, nationalist or racist agendas. Due to its focus on text,
writing, rhetorics, and the unchallenged and unrestricted interpretation of the
past, post-processual archaeology of the socio-political serves every politics in
principle. Yet, in doing so, it either serves none in practice, or has its
practicality determined by semantic availability and ability (Rutherford 1990,
22). Moving archaeology and CHM from ’‘science to séance’ (Schloen 2001, 30),
‘[t]he socio-political role for archaeology as advocated by post-modernists [...]
is proven unrealistic the moment it is faced with real issues, [risking] either

outright instrumentalisation by (integration into) political élites or complete

social insignificance’ (Slap3ak 1993, 194-195).

In summary, post-processualism, while making considerable ontological
advances towards an investigation of the extra-academic context of power of
knowledge of the past, offers very little insight into the practical uses and
consequences of archaeological knowledge and heritage locations outside of
dense rhetorics and professional jargon. Instead, it becomes an expressive
forum for ‘archaeologists writing about archaeologists...with little engagement
with concrete, practical problems posed within CHM’ (Smith 1994, 301; see also
Smith 1996, 104). Due to this cavernous gap between theory and practice
(Brooke 1995), the concrete crystallisations of archaeological discourse, in
particular its actual social relations, structures, and institutions that typify
them (Smith 1994, 302), remain substantially underdeveloped. Leading Carver
(2002, 467; see also Kohl 1993) to refer to it as just another ‘cartel of

professional theory-making’, post-processualist epistemology remains trapped,
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not taking into account that holding on to a system of evaluation principles on
which to chose certain readings of the past as more or less appropriate ‘is not a
matter of closing down the past, but simply recognising that its openness
cannot be infinite if the truths produced there are to prove actionable’ (Bennett
1991, 181). It remains as ‘intimidating and sermonising’ (Bahn 1999, 14) as its
predecessors, offering hardly any insight into, nor explanation of, the practical
consequences of archaeology and CHM, in fact of the cultural past in general,
within the wider socio-political sphere, such as the interaction of archaeological

knowledge and supra-national governmental concerns and ideals.

As pointed out previously, knowledge of the human past in the use of the
present (culture heritage) simultaneously represents a kind of knowledge, a
cultural product, as well as a political resource (Graham 2002, 1007). Due to
this tripartite character, the specific social, political, and intellectual
environment that they rest within always determines the nature of knowledge.
Accordingly, these landscapes lead to a heterogeneous distribution of control
and power within the knowledge/heritage industry (Graham 2002; see also
Livingstone 1992; Sibley 1995, 115). Certain ideas are given more credibility and
subsequently count for more than others. Thus, the key questions when
discussing the practical role played by knowledges of the past are as follows.
Which interpretation of the past, based on what kind of underlying assumptions
(see Tainter and Bagley 2005, 70), is given supremacy over others? Why is this
particular interpretation of culture heritage promoted at the expense of others?
Whose interests are advanced, how, and in what kind of milieu are they

mediated? Post-processualism, tending to shy away from decision-making, and,
instead, waiting for more and different views on the matter, fails to provide the
experience of ‘being in touch’ with the ‘real” world necessary for both action
and a deeper understanding of the cultural past’s socio-political entanglements.
As Parzinger (2002, 49) recently remarked, ‘was die angloamerikanische
Archidologie betrifft, so kdnnen die Postprozessualisten wohl kaum das letzte

Wort sein. Einer “europdischen Archidologie”, wenn sie sich wirklich als solche
vorstellen will und ihren Auftrag ernst nimmt, stehen wichtigere Aufgaben
bevor’?. What is needed in order to prevent the ‘hollowing-out’ of any attempt

to analyse the consequences of knowledge-claims (Norris 1992; 1995) is an

7 ‘In the case of Anglo-American archaeology, it appears to be more than unlikely that post-processualists
represent the final word of wisdom. A ‘European archaeology’, if it wants to perceive itself as such, and aims
to fulfil its duties, will have to deal with more important issues’ (my translation)
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epistemological approach allowing the ‘unpacking [of] practical problems to

which there are equally practical solutions’ (Waterton 2005, 320).

As such, while resting within post-processualism’s ontological paradigm, and
in order to outline a methodology providing the epistemological underpinnings
to allow an assessment of the concrete character and effects of the socio-

political uses of the past in the context of the EU, this thesis turns outside

archaeology. This takes the shape of critical realism.

2.2 CRITICAL REALISM AND DISCOUSE

Reducing the meaning - and thus importance - of the cultural past to exist only
within text and discourse, means to deny the concrete consequences that the
proficiency to interpret and mediate (in short control) the cultural past holds.
As demonstrated by Smith (1996, 95; see also Smith 2001a; 2001b; 2004; 2005;
2006; Smith and Campbell 1998) in the Aboriginal context, it is by anchoring
notions of text and discourse (as focused on by post-processual theory of the
socio-political) within critical realism, that a sense of the concrete effects and

consequences of archaeological discourse and knowledge within CHM is

achieved.

2.2.1 Critical realism

The sociological works of Bhaskar (1978, 1986; 1989a; 1989b), Woodiwiss (1990),
Outhwaite (1991), and Collier (1994) provide a non-reductionist approach
avoiding discursive relativism (see also Gibbon 1989). Even though the term
‘critical’ is to be found attached to a variety of nouns, making it difficult to
identify a closed critical paradigm, a commonality among ‘criticalists’ can be
identified (Kincheloe and McLaren 1994, 139-140; Locke 2004, 25-26; see also
Lopez and Potter 2001): (a) all thought is regarded as fundamentally mediated
by socially situated power relations; (b) understandings and explanations of
reality can never be isolated from ideological inscription; (c) language is central
to the formation of subjectivity; (d) certain individuals and groups within a
society are privileged over others, a phenomenon most forcefully reproduced
when this privilege is assumed to be natural, necessary, or inevitable; (e) un-
‘critical’ research frameworks and practices are generally - although in most

cases unknowingly - implicated in the reproduction of systems of oppression

(e.g. gender, race, class, faith).

66

VOl F o Wk T el w WG A A - AT .“.,_-...LF s - LT F ol - T .

I VT B mi AVl P T R WIT M AT e oy i KT m o ¢ wme

AT S T WS e g [ e



Sven Grabow

Striking an epistemological compromise between objectivism and subjectivism,
critical realists provide an approach to reality that ‘allows for the importance of
language and discourse, but stresses the concrete social relations and
generative and causal structures that underlie discourse’ (Smith 1996, 98).
Realism in this context of ‘explanatory critique’ (Bhaskar 1986; see Chouliaraki
and Fairclough 1999, chapter 2) translates into taking seriously ‘the existence of
things, structures and mechanisms® revealed by the sciences at different levels
of reality’ (Outhwaite 1991, 19). While accepting that intra- and extra-academic
knowledge claims can, ultimately, never be verified or falsified (subjectivist),
critical realists consider extra-discursive knowledge to be possible (objectivist)
(Bhaskar 1978, 250; Woodiwiss 1990, 6). To quote Smith (1996, 99; also
Woodiwiss 1990, 25; Sayer 1992, 5-6; Locke 2004, 25), critical realism

acknowledges that the world exists independently of our knowledge of it,
but that knowledge is fallible and theory-laden, that the production of
knowledge is social practice, and that phenomena such as institutions

and texts are concept dependent, and that knowledge must be

accompanied by scepticism and critique.

It is against this understanding of life (natural and social) as ‘an ‘open system’
in which any event is governed by simultaneously operative ‘mechanisms’ (or
‘generative powers’)’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 19) that «critical
realism’s proponents have argued it not to represent a social theory of its own,
but to act as an ‘underlabourer and occasional midwife’ to the sciences and

social sciences’ (Bhaskar 1989b, 24; also Woodiwiss 1990, 25; Sayer 1992, 5-6;
Smith 1996, 98-98).

Arguing for the existence of things independent of our knowledge of them
(Outhwaite 1991, 19; Norris 1995, 123), critical realism, contrary to the post-
processual focus on social practices as entirely context-dependent, explicitly
understands social structures and relations to ‘always have a material

dimension’ (Bhaskar 1989a, 4; see also Dant 1999). To quote Smith (1996, 99-
100),

society is conceived as an ensemble of social practices in which social

agents, while not creating social practices, presuppose them and thus

8 It should be noted that Bhaskar’s term ‘mechanism’ is misleading. Mechanistic and deterministic notions
are not part of critical realist epistemology. Instead of closed, life is conceived as an ‘open system’
determined by mechanisms and structures, and characterised by complexity (Chouliaraki and Fairclough

1999, 19).
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both reproduce and transform them. The social sciences, in seeking to
identify and describe these social practices, must be dependent on the
understanding and perceptions which agents have about these
practices... In short, the discourses we develop about ‘things’, ‘events’
and practices, while not having a reality in a positivistic sense, are

nonetheless ‘real’ in that they have a material consequence.

Thus, instead of putting forward an epistemological position of relativist
‘anything goes’, critical realism aims at examining how discourses in science
and society at large are conducted, legitimated, mediated, or ignored (Bhaskar
1978; 1989a; Outhwaite 1991, 34; Smith 1996, 100). To employ Bourdieu and
Wacquant’'s (1992, 11; see also Bourdieu 1990; Morrow and Brown 1994)
terminology, critical realism puts forward a constructivist
structuralism/structuralist constructivismd Instead of disengaging from the
socio-political consequences of knowledge-construction, critical realism allows
the understanding of the consequences of discourse and knowledge as being
interlinked in their materiality with social practices, institutions, frameworks,
and relations. As Gee (1996, vii) highlights, ‘[d]iscourses, then, are ways of
behaving, interacting, valuing, thinking, believing, speaking, and often reading
and writing... Discourses are ‘ways of being in the world’, they are ‘forms of
life’’ (Gee 1996, vii). As such, critical realism lifts discourse out of the
epistemologically unsatisfying realm of language games and, instead, ‘provides
discourse with a materiality, a substance, or an ‘identity’ for the subjects of
discourse’ (Smith 1996, 100). In summary, ‘[c]ritical realism thus anchors
discourse in the realm of the real’” (Smith 1996, 100; see also Hamilakis 1999,
74), allowing an examination of the material consequences of the socio-political
use of knowledge of the cultural past in the present. Social reality is explained
in relation to its discursive context. As Pilbeam (cited in Orser and Fagan 1995,

238) states, ‘[w]e do not see things as they are, we see things as we are’. This

requires a brief discussion of the notion of discourse as employed in this thesis.

2.2.2 Discourse

The notion of discourse as employed here, shared by numerous proponents of
social theory (e.g. Foucault 1970; 1977; 1981; 1982; Bourdieu 1977; Giddens 1993;
Castoriades 1987; Bhaskar 1986; Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999), rests on a

9 Critical realism is structuralist in character in that it aims at relational systems that constitute relative
permanences within social practices. At the same time it is constructivist in that it is orientated to illuminate
how those systems are produced and transformed in social action’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 32).
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number of basic assumptions. Firstly, social life is envisaged as consisting of
practices, meaning ‘habitualised ways, tied to particular times and places, in
which people apply resources (material or symbolic) to act together in the
world’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 21). Any practice of ‘production’
becomes the application of ’technologies’ (i.e. any apparatus applied to
materials within a practice of production to achieve particular social effects
(Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 23)) to ‘materials’ within particular social
relations of production. It is in this context that ‘[t]he relative permanence of
practices can be theorised in terms of specific institutions or institution
complexes’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 22), such as, for example, the EU.
This understanding is directly reflected in this work’s case studies, progressing
from an examination of the EU’s culture heritage paradigm at the planning
stage of knowledge-construction (chapter 3), via a critical assessment of the
Eurocratic use of the past’s material resource (chapter 4), to an investigation of
the EU’s symbolic resource (chapters 5 & 6). Secondly, a particular practice
brings together various operative ‘mechanisms’ and ‘agents’, linked in
particular ways to particular materials (knowledges, experiences, semiotic
resources), thus locating each practice ‘within a network of relationships to
other practices, and these ‘external’ relationships determine its ‘internal’
constitution” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 22). These ‘moments of
discursive practice’, or, to employ Laclau and Mouffe’'s (1985) term,
‘articulations’, become the source from which to produce ‘specific accounts of
the form which their dialectic relationship takes in particular practices’
(Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 21). Thirdly, the term ‘practice’ provides an
ambiguous flexibility in that it can be understood both as an active social action
as well as in the sense of a habitual (passive) way of acting (Chouliaraki and
Fairclough 1999, 21-22). Reflecting critical realist epistemology, this dialectic
view of practice avoids both, a determinism grounded in stabilised structures

(see Barrett (1991) and Larrain (1994) for a critique of Althusser) and a
voluntarism focusing exclusively on concrete activity (see Mouzelis (1990) and

Best and Kellner (1991) for a critique of Laclau and Mouffe) (Chouliaraki and
Fairclough 1999, 21-22): ‘The advantage of focusing upon practices in this way

is that they constitute a point of connection between abstract structures and
their mechanisms, and concrete events - between ‘society’ and people living

their lives’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 21).
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The term ‘discourse’, a concept Chouliaraki and Fairclough (1999, 4) understand
as being thoroughly welded onto late modernity, is used to refer to the
different ways of structuring knowledge and, thus, social practice (Fairclough
1993, 3; Smith 1996, 101). Discourses, or ‘coherent ways of making sense of the
world (or some aspect of it) as reflected in human sign systems’ (Locke 2004, 5),
become reproduced by the means of discursive action (Macdonell 1986). Put
differently, ‘discourse is a differential ensemble of signifying sequences in
which meaning is constantly renegotiated” (Torfing 1999, 85), including
language (written and spoken), nonverbal communication (e.g. gestures),
electronic communication (e.g. e-mail), visual images (e.g. photographs), and
televisual (i.e. combinations of speech, image, and sound) and multisemiotic
(i.e. combinations of written language and visual images, with written language
itself becoming a visual surface) ‘texts’l® (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 38,
46, also Fairclough 2001, 231). As such, the term discourse (i.e. the ‘semiotic
elements of social practices” (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 38)) can be
translated into frameworks of knowledge collected into different discursive
disciplines generating and disseminating knowledge (claims) (Smith 1996, 101),
and contributing to the establishment, maintenance, and change of social
relations of power and domination (Fairclough 2003, 9; see contributions to
Lacorne and Judt 2004). Fairclough (2001, 227) refers to this process of
‘meaning-making through language, body language, visual mages, or any other
way of signifying’ as semiosis. Phrased differently, discourse represents an
ideological structure that guides (i.e. limits) people’s thought processes and
actions through a naturalisation process of its normative foundations, making it
appear inevitable (Laclau and Mouffe 1985, 105; Eagleton 1991; Purvis and Hunt
1993; Fairclough 1995b, 27; cf. Flax 1990). Patriarchal ideology, for example,
makes it appear inevitable that men rule and women serve, while European
racist ideology of the eighteenth to early twentieth centuries turned the idea of

Western superiority and the resulting control over those deemed barbaric and

uncivilised into common sense (Billig 1995, 15). In this sense, discourse can best
be defined as a hegemonic socio-political organisation system laying down by
the means of ideology social rules (i.e. social reality) for the actors and
structures that exist within its framework, such as the EU defining and
justifying social reality for its subject citizens through its use of the cultural

past (see Torfing 1999, 13). Discursive practices can be found in the domain of

10 In this context, the term ‘text’, often referred to in the discourse literature, is not ideal as a descriptive term
for this diverse set of discursive forms, because it still suggests an emphasis on the written word. In absence
of any better alternative, it is, however, still in wide use (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 46).
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economy, politics, science, culture, as well as everyday life (Mouzelis 1990;
Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 21; see also Billig 1995). It is against this
teleological paradigm that the totality of social practices in which agents

produce, maintain, transform, and reproduce these practices represent the

building blocks of socio-political reality as such (Bhaskar 1989b, 4).

It is in the above context that social texts - discourse about something being
said or told by somebody to somebody else - become the active components of
discursive practice (Ricoeur 1979; Bourdieu 1999; Taylor 2001a, 9). The reality
of texts, however, is by no means ‘exhausted by our knowledge about texts’
(Fairclough 2003, 9). Undeniably, texts act as an important aspect of ideological
representation (Laclau 1982), and, thus, play an irreducible part of social life
(Fairclough 2003, 2; Scollon and Scollon 2003). Yet, also taking on physical
form, they are not restricted to the realm of mere language games. As
highlighted by Smith (1990) in relation to feminism, and Mason (2004) for
museums in contemporary Britain, texts become active, and, thus, physical, in
that they organise the social relations that they mediate. As emphasised by
Taylor (2001a, 7, original emphasis), in order ‘to understand what is being done
with language, it is necessary to consider its situated use within the process of
ongoing interaction’. Further, as Fairclough (1992, 3) emphasises, discourses
should not be limited to being understood simply as social significations,
structures, or relations. Instead they should be understood as simultaneously
constituting them. While representing different ways of structuring/organising
knowledge, discourse also interacts and influences the character of knowledge
in order to compose, strengthen, and transform it (Cousins and Hussain 1984,
29; see also Smith 1996, 101). This relationship holds true throughout all levels
of discourse, including the individual actor. Thus, an actor’s discursive
statements can be employed to map out his/her institutional position, while at
the same time reinforcing the actor’s institutional position (Macdonell 1986;
Fairclough 1992; Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999), This definition of discourse,
in avoiding a ‘discourse idealism’ (Chouliaraki and Fairclough 1999, 28) in

which texts are treated as exiting within a value-free and extra-social space,

provides a useful conceptual tool for any enquiry into the conditions that make

certain discourses possible, as well as into the character of discourse itself
(Foucault 1970; 1972; see also Smith 1996, 102; cf. Widdowson 1995; 1996; 1998

arguing CDA to blur the distinction between concepts, methodologies, and

disciplines).
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As has been suggested by Purvis and Hunt (1993; see also Smith 1996, 101), the
notion of ideology provides an important concept for any examination of
discourses and their material effects. Criticising Foucault’s work for reducing
ideology simply to a matter of interest, they emphasise the ideological effect of
discourse, and re-establish a sense of discursive consequences (Purvis and Hunt
1993, 491). Discourses become ideology when they are established within, or
related to, systems of domination. The consequences of discourse become
ideological in that they exhibit a material relation to systems of domination,
and, as such, become incorporated into lived experience within the wider social
sphere (Smith 1996, 104-105; see Purvis and Hunt 1993, 486 for the notion of

‘popular discourse’). Here it becomes necessary to theorise the interplay of

power and knowledge systems as discourse.

2.2.3 Knowledge systems as discourse

It is within discourse that power and knowledge come to crystallise and to
articulate themselves. To quote ZiZek (2005, 139; see also Thompson 1982, 41;
Hallward 2003, 210-213), ‘[w]hen knowledge itself assumes the moment of
‘authority’ (i.e. becomes imperative), a short-circuit between the ‘neutral’ field
of knowledge and the ‘performative’ dimension is produced’. In particular,
these crystallisations/articulations take the shape of hegemonic discourses

generating and/or maintaining authority and leadership, such as in the case of

the EU culture heritage paradigm (see chapter 1.4),

Since the 1970s, social science research on discourse has turned its gaze away
from researching the use of words by different social classes towards what was
hitherto considered a neutral area - the discourses of knowledge claims
themselves (Macdonell 1986, 2; see, for example, Habermas 1970; Barnes 1977;
Knorr 1977; Knorr-Cetina 1981; Barnes and Bloor 1982; Nencel and Pels 1991;
Russell 1993: Fricker 1994; Norris 1995; Fink et al. 1996, Lawrence and Débler
1996). This new perspective refocused on knowledge itself as a form of socio-
political power and authority. For some scholars power is regarded as being
grounded in authority and defined as the legitimate right to act, while for
others it is the authorisation of power itself that represents the actual act of
power and imposition (Torfing 1999, 155). Whichever conceptualisation one
prefers, characteristic of both is that power and knowledge are considered
fused: ‘To know is to exercise the power of [...] domination; hence power-

knowledge’ (Gillan and Lemert 1982, x, original emphasis; see Balibar 1990a;
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Keenan 1997, 146-154 for a discussion of the intellectual power-knowledge
concept). The reason for this relationship lies in any social or political force
depending on the creation of an image of itself as the coming into reality of a
wider, fulfilling order expanding into the general population. Phrased
differently, ‘for a class or group to become hegemonic, it must be able to
present its particularity as the incarnation of the empty signifier which refers to
the absent communitarian fullness’ (Torfing 1999, 177). The Eurocratic notion of

and drive towards a united Europe represents a particularly vivid example of

this relational necessity (see chapter 1.2).

It is in the above context that any discussion of knowledge as power must place
major emphasis on élites in terms of power-granting and power-justifying
bodies (see, for example, Russell 1993; Mason 2004). In Western society, this
knowledge-élite often takes the shape of scholars, academics, and other
intellectuals (LaCapra 1983; Martin 1987; Mohan 1987; Robbins 1990; 1993;
Grimshaw and Hart 1994; Wilcken 1995; Jenning and Kemp-Welch 1997; Becker-
Schmidt 2003; see Hodder et al. 1995 for a discussion in archaeology). It is in
this understanding that Bauman (1987) defines the roles played by such élites
as that of the legislator (institution-based authoritative experts) and interpreter
(experts translating discourses created in one knowledge system into another).
However, knowledge-élites also include, for example, politicians and
economists, depending on the field of expertise in question. Knowledge-élites,
in particular in their role as articulations (i.e. practices establishing social,
political, or economic relations between social bodies in order to modify their
identity) (Laclau and Mouffee 1985, 105; Bocock 1986, 36; Torfing 1999, 101),
function as key-protagonists in any larger scale socio-political process (van Dijk
1993a, 179; Conversi 2002, 11; see also Gellner 1983). As ideology is produced,
regulated, and contested through knowledge-élites in government-funded

positions, intellectual practice becomes an important part of the justificatory
cement of any governmental edifice (Smith 1996, 109; see Larrain 1984). This
includes the process of European Unification. As Weiss and Wodak (2000, 75-76)

point out, it is crucial for present-day research to focus on the “‘epistemic
communities’ or ‘transnational knowledge and expertise communities’, which

process, progress and provide common definitions of problems, assumption of

causes and policy recommendations’.
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2.2.4 The EU as discourse

As highlighted in chapter 1.1, the image of Europe as a unit does not exist as a
natural, but as a discursive phenomenon. From the very first medieval notions
of Europe as a distinct cultural entity, via the spread of the concept from purely
scholarly circles to the wider public during the fifteenth century, and down to
the present-day, every single new vision of Europe depended on particular
discursive interpretations of the community in question. As de Cillia et al.
(1999, 149) establish for the nation-state, CDA allows us to ask ‘[w]hich topics,
which discursive strategies and which linguistic devices are employed to
construct national sameness and uniqueness, and differences to other national
collectives on the other hand’. With the notion of cultural discourses
constructing and maintaining ideology and identity being widely accepted
within the social sciences (de Cillia et al. 1999; Glazier 2007, 45), this
relationship must be assumed to be not only limited to the Europe of nation-
states, but also to be applicable to the context of the latest project of common
European identity construction, namely the EU. Borrowing from Hall's (1994,
201; see also Ram 1994) discussion of national identity, supra-national culture,
through constructing identities by creating meanings of ‘the supra-nation” for
its subject citizens to identify with, ‘is a discourse, a way to construct meanings

which influence and organise both our actions and our perceptions of

ourselves’.

Notions of identity always become discursively produced, reproduced,
transformed, and deconstructed. In the words of de Cillia et al. (1999, 153),
‘[tlhe idea of a specific [...] community becomes reality in the realm of
convictions and beliefs through reifying, figurative discourses continually
launched by politicians, intellectuals, and media people, and disseminated
through the systems of education, schooling, mass communication’. It is in this
understanding that the EU, as well as any other politico-territorial unit, can
thus be interpreted as a purpose-built system of identity representations. As

such, identity becomes a major player in the discursive legitimisation of the EU,

for, as pointed out by Martin (1995, 13), it

can fuel efforts to modify a balance of power; it transforms the
perceptions of the past and the present; it changes the organization of

human groups and creates new ones... The identity narrative brings

forth a new interpretation of the world in order to modify it.
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Discursive legitimation aims to make culture and state become identical (Hall
1994, 200, de Cillia et al. 1999, 153), a process relying heavily on the
construction of notions of distinctiveness, difference, uniqueness, and
inevitability (Cillia et al. 1999, 153; see also Hall 1994; 1996a; 1996b; Martin
1995). These notions are, however, not limited to the establishment of cultural
boundaries only, but become the means by which to inaugurate a multitude of
mechanisms and expressions of dominance, resistance, inclusion, and exclusion
(Reisenleitner 2001, 8; see also Alund 1994, 59; Tunbridge 1998). The EU is no
exception to this (Delgado-Moreira 1997, 2; Reisenleitner 2001, 10), its identity
discourse not being limited to ephemeral ‘language games’ (Chouliaraki and
Fairclough 1999, 33; Hellstr6m 2004, 7) only. Instead, rooted in the material
dimension of discourse, it crystallises in the shape of concrete institutionalised
projects having culture identity as their main course, providing the opportunity
to illustrate the interplay of socio-political movements and knowledges of the
past (Hellstrom 2003a, 187; Wodak 2003, 11). What makes the EU a particularly
rewarding object of analysis is the fact that it was ‘cast into being’ by a

political and bureaucratic meritocracy, giving it a definitive starting date, as

well as traceable measures and projects.

It is in this context that it becomes important to ask of each Eurocratic cultural
past-employing discourse which flag it waves, and what its characteristics are.
Yet, it is equally important, if not more so, to ask deeper questions about the
underlying knowledge assumptions, routine policies and rules, as well as any
other procedures supporting and characterising, securing, and mediating a
particular discourse (Ben-Tovim 1997, 219; see Foucault 1970; 1977; 1980; 1981;
1982; see Mathers et al. 2005, 6-7 for an archaeological voice). What are the
practical effects of these assumptions, and whose particular interests do they
serve (either actively or passively)? In short, it is the forms and strategies of
constructing the everyday (EU)ropean world - the naturalisation of what are

merely options of social understanding and organisation - as something

inevitable, which become subject of the following investigation. Here, to point
this out clearly, it must be highlighted that in focusing on the EU’s official
culture identity discourse, this thesis does by no means assume or advocate an
understanding of EU citizens as passive and not engaged in the production of
their own culture heritage/identity. Numerous scholars (e.g. Sarup 1996;
Holstein et al. 1999; Elliot 2001; Bauman 2004; see also contributions to Devine

and Logue 2002; cf. Hough 1992; Jensen and Richardson 2003) have
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demonstrated every person’s process of identity construction to be multi-level
(e.g. national, regional, local, and family identity), plural, continuous, organic,
and porous by nature. This thesis, however, aims to illuminate the generative
powers governing the complex event of EU culture identity construction. As
such, while mechanisms of identity construction within the subject citizen are
of interest, it is Eurocratic discursive practices of culture heritage being the
subject of analytical endeavour, for it is not the citizens’ interpretation of the

EU’s culture heritage paradigm that determine its character and discursive

thrust.

Elite-driven acts of constructing and maintaining notions of culture identity, as

in the case of the EU, must be supported by ideological systems and

mechanisms. In order to legitimise the dominance inherent in any such system
requires the prevalence of certain sets of attitudes (socio-cognitive
frameworks). As P<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>