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1 Introduction:
CHAPTER The Frontiers
of Europe and
European Ethnology

Ullrich Kockel, Mairéad Nic
Craith, and Jonas Frykman

This Companion to the Anthropology of Europe ofters a survey of contemporary Euro-
peanist anthropology and European ethnology, and a guide to emerging trends in
this geographical field of research. Given the diversity of approaches within Europe
to the anthropological study of Europe, the book is intended to provide a synthesis
of the different traditions and contemporary approaches. Earlier surveys — whether
in German (e.g. Dracklé and Kokot 1996), French (e.g. Jeggle and Chiva 1992), or
English (e.g. Macdonald 1993; Goddard et al. 1996) — have approached the subject
through regional ethnographic case studies, mostly concentrating on Western Europe,
or focusing on specific aspects, such as European integration (e.g. Bellier and Wilson
2000); the present volume is different in that its approach is both thematic and fully
cross-European.

Any reader picking up this book may well do so on the assumption that the terms
that frame it, “Europe” and “anthropology,” are reasonably straightforward and that
their meaning is more or less clear. This must surely be why such a volume has been
produced: to summarize and reflect on the engagement of an agreed discipline with
its (more or less) self-evident subject matter. As editors, we have approached this
project in a different spirit, considering that neither “anthropology” (or its cousin,
European ethnology) nor “Europe” are intellectual terrae firmae — historically and
conceptually, both can be described as “moving targets”: in a constant process of
transformation since their first inception — and perhaps, as some would argue, so elusive
that it is doubtful whether they have any reality at all outside the imagination.

The idea that “Europe” may be clusive or indeed nonexistent might strike the
unsuspecting reader as rather strange. Are the origins of Europe not located in Greek
mythology (Tsoukalas 2002):? Is this not the Continent that lays claim to having been
the cradle of (at least Western) civilization? From where the major global empires
were built and administered, and where two world wars originated? And are we not
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witnessing, in our own lifetime, the coming together of diverse European nations to
build a peaceful European Union (EU), aspiring to be a major global economic
power? Is not this list of stereotypes, for all its brevity, full of questionable
assumptions?

Anthropologists have looked critically at these and other themes for some time,
and have even engaged in debates about them with other disciplines. “Europe” as a
sociocultural construct has increasingly come under the magnifying glass and one
cannot help the impression that the keener the gaze, the deeper the subject recedes
into a haze. Part of the problem with the definition of — the drawing of boundaries
around — Europe is that its frontiers to the south and east are rather fuzzy. Is Russia
part of Europe, or where does Europe’s eastern boundary run? Both Turkey and
Israel regularly compete in the Eurovision Song Contest, as do various former Soviet
Republics whose geographical Europeanness depends rather on where one draws an
arbitrary line on the map and whose cultural Europeanness is every bit as debatable,
from the hegemonic point of view, as that of Turkey, nevertheless a long time can-
didate for membership of the EU. Turkey is also a long-standing member of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which has been an important compo-
nent of Europe’s defenses. But are matters any clearer in the north and west? And
what about those who argue that geographically Europe is not a continent at all but
merely a component in a landmass more accurately named as Eurasia? (See Hann,
Chapter 6 in this volume.)

For most of the latter half of the twentieth century, “Europe” was usually conflated
with “Western Europe,” while “Eastern Europe” was at best considered a debatable
land. With the decline of Communism we have witnessed the fragmentation of
Eastern Europe, and that concept has become increasingly fuzzy. It now appears that
there could be a threefold division between East Central Europe, the Balkans, and
Eastern Europe “proper” (i.e. Belarus, Ukraine, and Russia; see Burgess 1997:23).

It has always been problematic to delineate the spatial boundaries of Europe pre-
cisely, perhaps because Europe is more a conceptual than a geographical entity. Even
before the emergence of Benedict Anderson’s (1983) notion of “imagined commu-
nity,” it had become customary to think about Europe in terms of an “imagined
space” (Said 1978), and ideas of Europe have varied considerably between different
geographical locations (Malmborg and Strith 2002; Nic Craith 2000).

And yet, in much of western and northern Europe, “Europe” is considered to be
somewhere else. Looking “over one of their cultural shoulders,” Russians have always
perceived Europe as on their doorstep, while the German and French perspective on
Europe has been tempered by centuries of bloody conflict — for them “Europe could
be just about anywhere they could live peacefully alongside one another” (Kockel
2003:53). From the traditional Danish perspective, Europe was located between their
southern border and the Dolomites, and Danes crossing the German border are
“going to Europe,” as do English people crossing the Channel. Irish people used to
snigger at this as a typically English idiosyncrasy until they discovered, following the
IMF bailout in 2010, that they never belonged to Europe either. And even the center
of the Continent is hard to locate.

A large number of places, as far apart as the German Rhineland and the Lithuanian-
Belarusian frontier, are laying claim to the honor, and definitions of “Central Europe”
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range from “the German-speaking former Prussian and Habsburg lands” to a group
of contemporary states that do not even include any of the latter. Part of that particu-
lar discrepancy lies, of course, in the way language prevalence is defined — whether
it is measured according to the official language of state administration or the lan-
guage spoken by the majority of the population in their everyday lives.

At the turn of the twenty-first century, the concept of Europe has frequently
become confused with that of the EU, and the term “Europe” is often used as
shorthand when journalists make references to EU administrative and political
decision-making bodies (Phillipson 2003:29). Yet the two are not coterminous. Many
states, such as Switzerland and Norway, form part of historical, geographical Europe
but have no representation in the European parliament.

All of this makes interesting study for anthropologists and others concerned with
aspects of culture, history, and society, and so the vagueness of Europe as a concept
and cultural actuality can be intriguing and inspiring rather than being an obstacle
to rigorous research. However, for a book such as this, vagueness of'its subject matter
constitutes a certain quandary — which regions to include or exclude, whether to
focus on the common perception that equates Europe and the EU, and so on. It is
important to recognize that Europe is not a fixed entity, and as an analytical category
it remains in historical flux.

Similarly, the discipline of anthropology, perhaps marginally more so than other
fields, remains in flux. A generation ago, it was claimed (Kosuth 1991) that anthro-
pologists were not suited to the scientific study of their own society — at a time when
anthropologists were increasingly getting ready to “come home” from colonial
and otherwise exotic outposts and do just that. The anthropology of Europe has,
nevertheless, remained very much “in the shadow of a more proper anthropology
elsewhere,” as Nigel Rapport (2002:4) put it with reference to the anthropology of
Britain. Most European regions have at some stage developed the study of their own
culture, usually in association with the respective project of “nation-building.”
Regional and national differences have led to a proliferation of labels for these
approaches, and while the designation “European ethnology” has been extensively
used since it was proposed by Sigurd Erixson in the 1930s, practice in this field
remains firmly focused on the local and regional, with quite limited references to any
wider “Europe” of sorts. In one sense, this is a good thing because its acute aware-
ness of the “Local” is a key strength of European ethnology; in another sense, the
lack of a decidedly European perspective has made the designation a bit of a misnomer
that causes confusion outside the immediate field (and often enough within it). Many
of the departments and institutes of European ethnology have since the 1970s aligned
themselves thematically, theoretically, and methodologically with cultural anthropol-
ogy. Many of the authors in this volume would be Grenzginger, scholars who cross
the boundaries between an anthropology “proper” and those other approaches gath-
ered under the label of “European ethnology.”

Rather than providing a simple, straightforward answer to the question of how
“Europe” should be delineated for the purpose of this book, we have chosen a some-
what shamanic approach, beginning this exploration of the anthropology of Europe
with journeys toward Europe’s cardinal directions. The chapters in the first section
seek to locate Europe with reference to its various — real or imagined — geographical
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frontiers. Christian Giordano reviews the original regional field of Europeanist
anthropology from a perspective encompassing the Mediterranean region as a whole,
identifying current issues and future research directions. He highlights the fluidity of
Europe’s borders by exploring the idea of the Mediterranean space as historical region
which spans over three continents. This critiques some Eurocentric visions concern-
ing both the external and internal boundaries of Europe. In a contribution on
circumpolar anthropology, Hugh Beach addresses social science issues and deals with
indigenous peoples and their relations to the environment.

Reginald Byron looks westward across the Atlantic, contrasting American and
European perspectives. He argues against “neat tidy categories” such as multicultural-
ism, which are useful for the purposes of control but which can result in cultural
boundaries that are unhelpful for society at large. Major issues and controversies
relating to the transformations in the ethnoanthropological study of Eastern Europe
since 1989 are discussed by Michat Buchowski, who explores disciplinary boundaries
in the work of scholars in postsocialist Europe. This contribution reviews the achieve-
ments of academics in the fields of ethnology and anthropology with a view to
bridging the gap between one group and the other and breaking down an inappro-
priate hierarchical division in favor of more egalitarian area studies. Chris Hann also
attempts to break down geographical and conceptual boundaries. Traveling further
cast, he ponders the boundaries of geographical Europe as well as its cultures and
society. He considers the case for a wider geocultural perspective in the context of
debates about the Eurocentric nature of much of anthropology.

The concept of Mitteleuropa or Central Europe has proved fascinating for scholars
in many disciplines (for example: Ash 1989, Bauman 1989, Kundera 1984, Mitosz
1989, Schopflin 1989, Schwarz 1989). In the final contribution in this section,
Gabriela Kilidnovd compares and contrasts the polycentric discipline of European
ethnology with social /cultural anthropological approaches originating from or study-
ing Central Europe. She concludes that contemporary ethnology in Central Europe
finds itself on the frontiers between the historical and social disciplines. Although
ethnologists in Central Europe draw on different methodological approaches, they
remain strongly orientated toward cultural anthropology and the social sciences.

Following this conceptual triangulation of an anthropology and ethnology of
Europe, the remainder of the volume is organized according to thematic rather than
regional foci. Because the political project of European integration continues to
attract a relatively large amount of anthropological research on Europe, we begin
with a thematic section reviewing key aspects of EU policy, practice, and everyday
lived experience. Lisanne Wilken opens the section, considering how a specific
“European” identity is being constructed by European, national, regional, and local
agencies. She explores three different anthropological approaches to questions of
culture and identity in relation to EU integration and suggests that all three contrib-
ute to our understanding of the idea of European integration and its implications for
identity construction.

Since borders are a major issue for European integration, this aspect is addressed
by several of the contributors. Ksenija Vidmar Horvat examines how consumer
culture affects processes of European integration especially since the EU enlargements
in 2004 and 2007. Locating her enquiry in postsocialist regions, she asks how we
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will envison a post—Cold War, post-Western and post-national Europe. She believes
that the postsocialist experience has central relevance for any understanding of Europe
and argues that the problem of Eurocentrism will not be dismantled until the col-
lective perceptions of Europe in postsocialist countries are fully appreciated.

The concept of a “Europe of the Regions,” from the perspective of the lived
experience of internal and external border regions in particular, is discussed by
Thomas M. Wilson. Pointing to the significance of these border regions for the
European Commission itself, as well as for national and subnational governments, he
argues that a “regional Europe” is thriving both in the cores and peripheries of every
country on the European continent. Catherine Neveu and Elena Filippova reflect on
issues of mobility and security in the context of the Schengen acquis and the question
of'a European citizenship. Drawing on their own research in France and Russia, these
contributors focus on the need to distinguish between different conceptions of citi-
zenship across the continent and in particular of its specific connections with issues
of (national) identities.

Turning a spotlight on what may well be the geographical center of Europe but
is currently the Eastern frontier of the EU, Justyna Straczuk discusses issues at the
interface of identity and policy. Suggesting that the new eastern border of the EU
may well be a very strong symbolic sign of a divided Europe, Straczuk examines the
implications of a sealed political border in a particular region which traditionally
enjoyed an open borderland mentality. The chapter explores the contradictions and
full implications of a political border which orientalizes and excludes near neighbors
while promoting the idea of a “unified Europe” which can appear very illusory.
Marion Demossier concludes this section with a discussion of how EU policies are
experienced, negotiated, and sometimes subverted at the grass roots level. This
chapter highlights the contribution that anthropology can make to an understanding
of social and cultural processes in Europe and argues for anthropological expertise at
the core of debates on the relationship between culture and politics in the EU.

In years to come, readers might expect to find in this part of the book a discussion
of anthropological perspectives on the Eurozone crisis. That crisis escalated at a time
when this volume was almost ready (these lines are written as the cancellation of the
Greek referendum on the latest EU bailout of the Greek economy is being announced
on the radio), and so has become one of the inevitable lacunae that occur when
events overtake analysis and publication schedules; a subsequent edition may well
take up this topic, perhaps in the context of a broader evaluation of the cultural
foundations of European social economy and its post-Capitalist transformations.

Culture and identity have always been difficult issues for the EU and the concept
of EU cultural identity usually refers to the sum total of national icons and identities.
The Preamble to the Charter of Fundamental Rights (European Convention 2003:75)
suggests that the Union “contributes to the preservation and to the development of
these common values while respecting the diversity of the cultures and traditions
of the peoples of Europe as well as the national identities of the Member States.”
Inevitably, there are difficulties associated with this process. Cultural elements such
as memory, shared heritage, and history, which unify identities at the national level
tend to divide them at European level (Shore 2000:18). The overarching principle
of unity in diversity has proved very difficult to carry through. “Diversity is a wild
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and chameleonic animal with thousands of heads that can hardly be kept imprisoned
in the case of one legal principle” (Toggenburg 2004:18). The motto “unity in
diversity” could be construed in many different ways. Obviously, it could be regarded
as an acknowledgment and affirmation of the diverse range of European (national)
identities and cultures, as well as including the various regional and minority cultures.
However, it could also be viewed as an appropriation of power and symbolism to the
center — as if “Europe’s ‘mosaic of cultures’ was but a multiplicity of smaller units in
a greater European design.” From that viewpoint, European culture is characterized
as the “over-arching, encapsulating and transcendent composite of national cultures;
a whole greater than the sum of its discordant parts” (Shore 2000:54).

Chapters in the third section of this volume focus on whether there is such a thing
as a single European heritage or collective identity. Sharon Macdonald, looking at how
Europeans have been dealing with their past, both publicly and privately, introduces
the concept of past presencing to avoid the problematic categorization of “history”
versus “memory.” Taking the breakup of Yugoslavia as a case study, Maja Povrzanovié
Frykman considers aspects of conflict and recovery on the continent. She argues for
the importance of fieldwork as a basis for an anthropology of “state-building” that can
draw on the anthropology of “transition,” the anthropology of state, and the anthro-
pology of violence and recovery. Peter Jan Margry reviews the significance of belief
systems in Europe, past and present, with particular reference to popular religion
today. Significantly, he explores the relationship between changes in the history of
Europe and the way in which individual and collective developments have been
inspired by Europe’s (Christian) past. Continuing with the theme of religion and its
political aspects, Gabriele Marranci reviews the study of Muslims in Europe and the
challenges that anthropologists face in engaging with such issues, not least of which
are questions of definition, especially how one defines Muslims in Europe. With this,
Marranci is highlighting a critical aspect of European ethnic ascription. Challenging
conventional definitions of “European,” Sabrina Kopf takes up the theme of “other-
ing” in her study of Roma and Sinti, who represent the largest ethnic minority within
the EU, with an estimated population of 10-12 million. Finally, Norbert Fischer
examines if and how a specific European sense of place may be founded in visions of
landscape. People have always invested landscapes with meaning and the idea of a
European perspective on landscape is not necessarily new. However, the definition of
the concept of landscape has changed and there is greater recognition of its dynamic
and fluid nature as well as its significance for understanding people and society.

Identity and heritage are inextricably linked to cultural practice, but not all such
practice is explicitly aimed at establishing identity and defining heritage. In the fourth
section, contributors offer ethnoanthropological perspectives on key aspects of cul-
tural practice in European everyday life. Orvar Lofgren deals with tourism as a specific
form of mobility and its potential contribution to European integration “from
below.” Exploring the institutionalization of travel and the routines of holiday
making, Lofgren examines the ways in which the tourist Europeanizes Europe. This
exploration is not confined to the continent itself but also to the way European
models of tourism have been exported to other regions of the globe.

In a contribution that takes up threads from the second and third sections, Gisela
Welz discusses aspects of diversity, regulation, and heritage production in relation to
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European food cultures. Since European Union policies impact directly on food
products and on the process of production, it follows that that European consump-
tion habits are strongly shaped by such policies. Welz introduces the concept of
“foodscape” and explores the impact of sometimes contradictory EU policies on what
we eat and drink at the beginning of the new century.

Diftferent cultural perspectives and traditions are an ongoing issue for the EU, and
one of its most difficult challenges is the management of the range of languages
and dialects spoken on the Continent. The changing role of languages in the context
of intercultural identity politics and the challenges that this diversity poses for Europe
are assessed in a contribution by Mairéad Nic Craith. The treatment of cultural rights
by various agencies is a difficult issue, and one of direct relevance for states that query
the right of women to wear a burqa or the right, for example, of Somali migrants to
circumcise their female children according to traditional customs. Valdimar Hafstein
and Martin Skrydstrup explore different ways of telling stories of cultural rights and
the different appeals to tradition or human dignity which can be used to support
such claims. Christina Garsten compares and contrasts different approaches to cor-
porate social responsibility (CSR), assessing their relevance for contemporary Europe.
Arguing that CSR is a concept which impacts on larger issues such as globalization,
Garsten proposes that it has relevance for the relativity or universality of human rights
and values. David Murphy takes us into the dark heart of Europe with his examina-
tion of the Far Right music scene as an aspect of cultural identity. Murphy’s argument
is that in some instances music scenes have offered an alternative avenue of belonging
for young people who are not particularly interested in ideals of nationalism. Finally
in this section, Christiane Schwab takes a critical look at urban life through an anthro-
pological lens. In 2005, more than half of the world’s population lived in urban
environments, and this proportion is on the increase. Schwab’s contribution explores
relationships between anthropologists and cities and the theoretical and methodologi-
cal responses to urban issues.

The fifth and final section deals with areas where disciplinary boundaries are explic-
itly and deliberately being crossed. This may seem a strange notion, given our earlier
pointer toward the blurred disciplinary boundaries of anthropology. It may be said
with some justification that many anthropologists are less concerned with the
maintenance of canonical disciplinary purity than some of their academic peers in
disciplinary ivory towers, and that this willingness to engage is perhaps a result of the
anthropologists’ greater experience of cross-cultural perspectives. There is, of course,
also the “four fields” view of anthropology — physical, cultural (or ethnological),
linguistics, and archaeology — especially in the US-American tradition, which in itself
constitutes a multiple boundary-crossing.

The chapters in this section raise issues in interdisciplinary developments with
reference to key areas of cross-disciplinary collaboration, beginning with Maryon
McDonald’s discussion of the role of anthropology in relation to medicine and
science, both as a contributor to and a critical perspective on these disciplines, which
to some extent connects with that “four fields” tradition. Elisenda Ardévol and
Aldofo Estalella examine the growing uses of the Internet in ethnographic research.
They draw an important distinction between the Internet as a tool of research versus
the Internet as an object of study, which illustrates the complexities of conceptions
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of the Internet for anthropological research and the challenges and opportunities it
poses for fieldwork.

The rise of interactive media and its implications for ethnography is explored by
Terence Wright from the perspective of visual culture. Traditionally, the relationship
between anthropology and the visual arts has not been easy, but in highlighting the
significance of the visual in contemporary culture, Wright emphasizes the pertinence
of'visual culture and visual representations of culture for anthropologists. Elka Tscher-
nokoshewa reviews theoretical and practical implications of the increasing realization
that cultural worlds are hybrid rather than pure. Citing Ina-Maria Greverus (2002:26),
she suggests that anthropologists themselves are becoming more and more hybrid.
The hermeneutic value of creative writing for anthropological inquiry is evaluated by
Helena Wulff with reference to an Irish case study. Engaging with texts is not a new
practice for anthropologists. In 1973, Clifford Geertz proposed the notion of culture
as text. He suggested that the “culture of a people is an ensemble of texts, themselves
ensembles, which the anthropologist strains to read over the shoulders of those to
whom they properly belong” (Geertz 1977[1973]:452). He compared the process
of doing ethnography with “trying to read (in the sense of ‘construct a reading of’)
a manuscript.” Wulff notes that anthropologists have become more reflexive regard-
ing their own writing, and she raises the provocative question: Can writing be taught?

Ullrich Kockel concludes this section with an ethnoecological meditation on issues
of place and displacement, opening up critical viewpoints for an ethnotopology that
has to grapple with the contentious politics of belonging.

In the concluding essay to this companion, Jonas Frykman takes stock of European
ethnology and the anthropology of Europe at this historical juncture, and locates
European ethnology in the wider field of anthropology, especially the anthropology
of Europe, at the beginning of the twenty-first century.

It is inevitable with a project of this scope that one has to be selective with regard
to issues and aspects to be included. There are gaps in the coverage of regions and
themes. Moreover, some of the topics we had originally hoped to cover in the volume
could not be included for various reasons. A different editorial team may well have
chosen a different set of foci and approached the treatment of the overall theme dif-
ferently. In the context of a discipline and subject matter in considerable flux, that
can only be a good thing, engendering debate and further development of the field.
With this in mind, we invited contributions to this volume from both well-established
scholars and emerging researchers, who are, after all, the future of the discipline, and
who will be shaping the agenda for such debate and development. Although this is
a European volume, we did not confine ourselves to scholars located on that
continent, but aimed instead to present a list of contributors who are experts in
Europeanist anthropology/ethnology — regardless of their location. Moreover, we
have encouraged contributors not to confine themselves to English-language material
and resources, instead taking a broad perspective which would embrace the multilin-
gual nature of the European experience. Our aim with this collection has been to be
comprehensive, but not exhaustive, explorative but not definitive. In due course, we
hope to complement this volume with a reader that will cover some of the topics
that could not be included here and provide further food for thought on those that
could.
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2 The Anthropology
CHAPTER of Mediterranean
Societies

Christian Giordano

THE DISCOVERY OF MEDITERRANEAN SOCIETIES AS
AN ANTHROPOLOGICAL SUBJECT

In comparison with other more distant and hard-to-reach geographical areas, anthro-
pologists discovered Mediterranean societies, especially the Mediterranean societies
of continental Europe, as a subject of study, fairly recently." This is not fortuitous,
but neither can it be traced back to negligible and superficial reasons, as some critics
would have it (Moreno Navarro 1972; Gilmore 1979:38). Any claim that it was the
mild climate, the pleasant company of easy-going, amusing, and generous contacts
or, worse still, the proverbial fine dining, that drove northern-European anthropolo-
gists (British and Dutch especially, but also French) to choose the Mediterranean as
a locus amoenus for their researches, would be tendentious. In fact, if this hypothesis
were true, we would then need to wonder why these societies were not studied
sooner. But, as John Cole pointed out, the rationale behind this choice is far less
banal and conceals political reasons (Cole 1979).

Aside from the groundbreaking and isolated research carried out by Charlotte
Gower-Chapman in the small Sicilian agro-town of Milocca at the end of the 1920s,
but discovered only in the 1970s (Gower-Chapman 1971), the anthropology of
Mediterranean societies, according to authoritative opinions, made its first appearance
in 1954 with the publication of Julian Pitt-Rivers’ monograph The People of the Sierra
(Boissevain 1979:81). Along with this study of an Andalusian rural community, we
also need to mention A Turkish Village by Paul Stirling (Stirling 1965) and Honour,
Family and Patronage by John Campbell (Campbell 1974) centered on the Sarakat-
sani community in Epirus (northwestern Greece).

All of these field researches in the Mediterranean area were carried out in the late
1940s and the 1950s — that is during a period of great transformations and upheavals
in extra-European countries. In fact, colonial empires — those territories where

A Companion to the Anthropology of Europe, First Edition. Edited by Ullrich Kockel,
Miiréad Nic Craith and Jonas Frykman.
© 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd. Published 2012 by Blackwell Publishing Ltd.



14 CHRISTIAN GIORDANO

anthropologists, especially British, French, and Dutch ones, had carried out their
researches, were disintegrating. India and Indonesia by then had attained independ-
ence, while many future new nations in Africa and Asia were slowly breaking away
from colonial dominion and were on the brink of independence. It is a well-known
fact that decolonization processes were marked by tensions and conflicts. This epoch
was characterized by nonviolent protests (as in India), nativist revolts (e.g. Mau Mau
in Kenya) guerrilla warfare (e.g. Indonesia), and full-blown wars (e.g. French Indo-
china), all followed by the colonial powers’ brutal repressions. In this world in
turmoil, anthropological field research became increasingly problematic, if not impos-
sible; difficulties were made greater because anthropologists were no longer under
the umbrella of the colonial order, with whom most of them had at least collaborated.
Without this protection, finding a place to study the allegedly untouched traditions
of “savage societies,” as they had been termed by Bronistaw Malinowski and Alfred
Reginald Radcliffe-Brown, was a nearly unthinkable endeavor in such an endemically
unstable situation. Moreover, in countries that had attained independence, anthro-
pologists were increasingly viewed with distavor and were often considered personae
non gratae, since they were suspected of being agents of the former colonial power.

In all likelihood, these specific political circumstances, occurring precisely in the
years just mentioned, played a major role in the rise and development of the anthro-
pology of Mediterranean societies. At first, however, researchers did not change their
methodological paradigm. Indeed, we can trace several continuities between what
we shall call colonial anthropology and the newborn anthropological research in the
Mediterranean region. In the first place, Pitt-Rivers, Stirling, and Campbell chose
extremely peripheral and highly isolated locations for their field researches. Thus,
there is a clear correspondence between field choices in colonial anthropology and
in Mediterranean societiecs. Moreover, we cannot fail to notice a more or less overt
equivalence between African, Asian, and American “primitives” on the one hand and
southern European shepherds and peasants on the other. In itself, this would be
sufficient proof of the link between the earliest anthropologists of Mediterranean
societies and the classic researches of colonial anthropology. Yet, there is also another
interesting correspondence in the nearly identical use of monographs made by Pitt-
Rivers, Stirling, and Campbell, as well as other researchers who followed in these
three authors’ footsteps. In this first phase of studies on Mediterranean societies, the
monographic study of a village, located in the most out-of-the-way area possible, was
still seen as the sole legitimate standard for serious anthropological research.

The monograph approach, based on studies of a single and generally marginal
rural community (and thus one that could be regarded as a virtuous example of an
authenticity still untouched by modernity’s influence) was soon subject to criticism.
Even so, this approach remained prevalent up to the 1980s, notwithstanding due
exceptions such as the pioneering multisided research by Caroline White (White
1980) who studied two neighboring but historically different townships in the Fucino
basin in Abruzzi (south-central Italy). This more or less explicit connection with the
methodology developed by colonial anthropology and its field research was pointed
out by Jeremy Boissevain in particular. Boissevain questioned whether persisting with
the study of Mediterranean societies, and European societies in general, by means of
monographic researches could still be appropriate, since these were based on the
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assumption that the communities examined were actually isolated, thus as truly
autonomous as they appeared to be (Boissevain 1975, 1979). Boissevain’s criticism,
which exposes the tribalization of Mediterranean societies (and of European societies
in general), presents two fundamental arguments. In the first place, the choice of
field investigation sites located in areas known for their socioeconomic marginality
highlights how anthropologists at the time sought out societies in the Mediterranean
area, especially the European one, that were as akin as possible to the segmentary
ones of the “primitives” that had been studied overseas during the colonial epoch.
Second, any monograph research centered almost exclusively on the social life occur-
ring within a purported community microcosm tends to overlook the significance of
the historical dimension, and thus also to underestimate phenomena such as the
presence and incorporating role of the state, the more or less enforced processes of
bureaucratization and national integration, the dynamics of urbanization and finally,
the power relationships and class conflicts between those within the little community
and those outside (Boissevain 1975:11). Accordingly, the condition of subservience,
and thus the structural asymmetries in relation to the hegemonic outer world, is
hardly examined. Identifying ways to surpass the tribalistic and intrinsically ahistorical
viewpoint inherent in village monographs, a crucial goal for the anthropology of
Mediterranean societies, was precisely the most noteworthy contribution of the
volume Beyond the Community: Social Process in Europe, edited by Jeremy Boissevain
and John Friedl (Boissevain and Friedl 1975).

In fact, from the mid-1970s up to the great crisis of the anthropology of Mediter-
ranean societies in the second half of the 1980s, monographs were still published,
but their nature underwent a significant change, since they became less generalistic
and impressionistic. There was no longer that eagerness to describe and interpret the
entire social life of a little community as if withdrawn into itself. The subjects and
the questions involved, as the titles of the publications indicate, became increasingly
specific and targeted. Moreover, history as a long-term process and not as a historicist
vision, that is, a pedantic event-based sequence, began to emerge in the narration’s
background. Amongst the various studies, those by Anton Blok, The Mafia of a Sicil-
ian Village: 1860-1960 (Blok 1974), Jane and Peter Schneider, Culture and Political
Economy in Western Sicily (Schneider and Schneider 1976), David Gilmore, People in
the Plain (Gilmore 1980) and Caroline White, Patron and Partisans (White 1980),
notwithstanding their different theoretic approaches, are probably the most repre-
sentative of this initial shift, not least because their new methodological approach
was explicitly thematized in their books’ introductions.

Finally, we need to add that essays such as those by John Davis (1977) and David
Gilmore (1982) began to appear in print during this highly fruitful phase of the
anthropology of Mediterranean societies. Thanks to a professedly more to-the-point
approach, thus greeted with keen interest for comparisons, these essays went beyond
both the narrow scope of monograph studies and the apparently comparative, yet
ultimately rather fragmentary, character of some miscellaneous texts on specific
themes such as honor and patronage (Peristiany 1965; Gellner and Waterbury 1977),
which will be examined later. In fact, Davis’s main concern seems to be this disregard
for, and unwillingness to undertake, comparison, as he underscores right from the
introduction of his book:
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the reader may think he is in a luxuriant field, but gradually sees there is no controversys;
he may think he is in the company of scientists, but find they do not compare their
results. It is a constant theme of this book that Mediterraneanists have failed in their
plain duty to be comparative and to produce even the most tentative proposition con-
cerning concomitant variations, and so it need not to be elaborated here: one example
will suffice. (Davis 1977:5)

Admittedly, though Davis’s appeal did not go unheeded, it would be followed only
by some and those, moreover, much later (Giordano 1992). Christian Bromberger
also pointed up these misgivings about comparisons in his closing remarks to the
volume of the conference proceedings in Aix-en-Provence in 2001. Bromberger,
going back to Davis’s remarks, confirmed that they were still pertinent and could
very well apply to the new miscellany work (Bromberger and Durand 2001:740).
Maybe we ought to wonder whether other regional anthropologies, such as those
of societies in Southeast Europe or Southeast Asia, are just as unheeding of
comparison.

THE ANTHROPOLOGY OF MEDITERRANEAN SOCIETIES:
MAJOR THEMES

The anthropology of Mediterranean societies is characterized by a remarkable variety
of themes, as the previously mentioned studies by Davis and Gilmore also show (Davis
1977; Gilmore 1982). However, we can identify some topics that were particularly
debated in the past and which, beyond the circumscribed Mediterranean area, have
lost none of their relevance. Under this aspect, we shall consider three main themes:

e honor, status, and gender relationships;
e patronage and political practices;
e history and the past in the present.

Honor, status, and gender relationships

It is widely known that in anthropology the theme of honor in Mediterranean socie-
ties was propagated by two authors in particular: John G. Peristiany (Peristiany 1965;
Peristiany and Pitt-Rivers 1992) and Julian Pitt-Rivers (Pitt-Rivers 1968, 1977; Per-
istiany and Pitt-Rivers 1992). However, before, and contemporaneous with, these
two anthropologists Mediterranean honor had been a very popular subject amongst
leading literary and cinematography figures, and, due to some aspects linked to
criminal law, jurisprudence, and criminology experts, too. We need to add, though,
that all of the above have to do with works of art or strictly juridical, thus normative,
reasoning, the concern of which is not discovering ways to delineate and identify the
various facets of honor.

With reference to Mediterranean societies, Pitt-Rivers was the first to attempt a
structured and thorough characterization that would encompass the various dimen-
sions of honor.



THE ANTHROPOLOGY OF MEDITERRANEAN SOCIETIES 17

Paraphrasing Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s Nouvelle Héloise, Pitt-Rivers begins by dis-
tinguishing between two key aspects of honor, the inner and the outer:

e Honor can be understood as a feeling or, more precisely, as a specific state of
consciousness. This consists of a conviction that there is nothing one should
reproach oneself for, and that consequently one can claim, and indeed has, a right
to pride (Pitt-Rivers 1968:503, 1977:1). This point of view considers the indi-
vidual aspect only, since the sole judge of one’s own honor is the individual — that
is, oneself.

e The second aspect refers to concrete behavior as a manifestation of this state of
mind. This state, therefore, is exclusively relevant if courses of action are regarded
in relation to their reception and their appraisal by the society to which the actor
belongs. Consequently, honor is strictly linked to what may be broadly defined
as public opinion. Pitt-Rivers emphasizes, therefore, that honor felt becomes
honor claimed, and honor claimed becomes honor paid (Pitt-Rivers 1977:2).
Thus, personal expectation is not enough: to be guaranteed, honor requires a
social status validation from a collectivity (Pitt-Rivers 1977:21). Peristiany holds
the same opinion when he highlights that honor is dependent on specific socinl
evaluations (Peristiany 1965:11).

Based on the foregoing rather general observations, researchers have analyzed the
various expressions of honor in Mediterranean societies. The focus has been on
exploring the singly ascribed and acquired qualities as well as the visible and assessable
ones that attribute honor to individuals and groups, since honor in the Mediterranean
area is not based exclusively on personal status. The qualities that bestow honor, thus
ensuring the collectivity’s recognition, also define reputation and position on the
social ladder.

Yet, the most authoritative experts confirm nearly in unison that the above quali-
ties are not the same for all and that a gender divide is crucial: the prerequisite
qualities for men are different from those for women. There is a male honor and a
female honor, thus there is also a rather marked and strict division of social roles.
Male honor is essentially dependent on its visible will and the ability to shield one’s
own and one’s family’s reputation from possible attacks from potential rivals (Pitt-
Rivers 1977:22). Qualities that have been attested and verified by public opinion,
such as nearly heroic courage and valor (Pitt-Rivers 1977:22; Kaser 1992), compo-
sure, presence of mind, readiness to fight, feeling of pride (Campbell 1976:269) as
well as generosity, hospitality, and even mildness of character and patience, are essen-
tial to be acknowledged as a true uomo d’onore.

Female qualities are mainly related to modesty, which most authors believe to be
the cornerstone of women’s honor. Consequently, female honor is strictly linked to
sexual behavior: premarital virginity and absolute fidelity to one’s spouse are the
imperative hallmarks of purity, together with modesty, shyness, self-restraint, and
obedience.

According to some authors however, this difference between the two roles does
not imply an actual social disparity between genders, since the status of the powerful
is counterbalanced by the virtue of the weak (Lison-Tolosana 1966:108).
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Moreover, male and female honor are not two separate, individual phenomena,
but must be considered jointly, since honor is also a collective issue. This led
Pitt-Rivers to state that between the two genders there is a moral division of labor
guaranteeing the honor of the entire family (nuclear or extended) and in some cases
of the entire kinship group (Pitt-Rivers 1977:78).

The concept of honor and shame societies is based precisely on the above-
mentioned division of roles and corresponding social practices in accordance with
gender. This label was created and used to characterize Mediterranean socicties’
specifically, and, despite criticisms of an anthropological nature that we shall discuss
further on, is still in use to some extent in social science parlance.

One of the most outstanding features of the purported honor and shame societies
in the Mediterranean area, in addition to the ones previously mentioned, was their
agonistic character by which groups would vie fiercely for honor, thus triggering an
unremitting competition for recognition, respect, and ultimately reputation and social
status. Yet, in this case as well, we can observe a tendency to substantiate the egalitar-
ian and harmonious nature of honor and shame societies. In fact, the agonism linked
to honor was ultimately regarded as a social strategy to remain equal and not as a set
of practices aimed at reaffirming the disparity between individuals and groups.

Credit for calling into question the theoretical framework based on the notion of
honor and shame societies goes to Michael Herzfeld in particular. He criticizes
anthropologists, especially those of Anglo-Saxon origin, for their ethnocentric view-
point tainted by both heterophilic and heterophobic stereotypes about the concept
of honor and honor-related beliefs and actions (Herzfeld 1984:440, 1987a:9).

For these researchers, the discussion of Mediterranean honor ultimately proves to
be a fatal trap because they project on to the “alien” reality which confronts them
with their own fear of, and longing for, an archaic world, which constantly appears
to them as an ambivalent allegory. Thus, Mediterranean societies are made “archaic”
both artificially and arbitrarily.

The reader gets the impression that these societies are a relic of past epochs, admit-
tedly characterized by violent and bloodthirsty barbarism, along with a primitive
purity, and finally by an earthy simplicity of ways of life and social relationships. What
emerges, therefore, is that the “archaization” of Mediterranean societies by Anglo-
Saxon anthropologists simultaneously and always implies an “exoticization” of these
cultures (Herzfeld 1980, 1987a:64). One can hardly challenge the fact that the
manifest penchant of North American and northern-European researchers for
the theme of honor evokes an “alien,” hence an “exotic,” image of Mediterranean
societies. The entire Mediterranean region is thereby presented as an appendix of the
“wilderness” in both its positive and negative form. Further, the Euro-Mediterranean
space is staged as being nearly unrelated to Europe. According to Herzfeld, the most
serious consequence of the “archaization” and “exoticization” of Mediterranean
countries is the artificial separation of Euro-Mediterranean societies from other Euro-
pean cultures, so that “Mediterranean Studies” ends up regarding the region as an
accumulation of autonomous, yet socioculturally homogeneous primitive societies.

To support his thesis, Herzfeld adds that while the national ethnologies of this
region do not entirely deny honor and shame, neither do they regard it as a central
element in the study of Mediterranean values. This is in pleasant contrast to the
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reports of travelers and researchers from northern Europe and the United States,
because local folklorists strive to resist this explicit or implicit “exoticization” (Herzfeld
1987a:64). Though recognizing their parochial approach (Herzfeld 1987a:13),
Herzfeld is rather lenient with the various versions of Mediterranean folklore studies
since we cannot fail to notice that nearly all of them provided welcome material for
the construction and development of nationalist, separatist, populist, and localist
ideologies precisely via the “archaization” and “exoticization” of their own lower
strata, particularly the rural ones. In doing so, there was a clear will to create far too
idyllic an image of the Mediterranean peasant’s world.

Aside from Herzfeld’s contentions, there are further criticisms regarding the
anthropology of honor in Mediterranean societies. In the first place, we need to
highlight the implicit communitarian vision by which, notwithstanding the previously
mentioned agonism, the single actors have a strong sense of solidarity and reciprocity.
Still, the term agone, that is “contest,” in itself, as used by anthropologists of Medi-
terranean societies, brings to mind loyal competitions, if not between socially equal
persons, at least between people with a similar social status. This construction of the
subject-matter downplays both the importance of social disparity and of the conflicts
and tensions between individuals and groups, while emphasizing the social harmony
of the communities examined. As Jacob Black-Michaud proposed, in several cases
the term “feuding societies,” in which the struggles for recognition, thus honor
contentions, are much more violent, would be more suitable (Black-Michaud 1975).

The point that appears to be particularly questionable — and this is true also of
Herzfeld’s suggestion to replace the notion of honor with other terms such as hos-
pitality (Herzfeld 1987b) — is the tendency to believe that coercive systems of norms
and values mirroring specific forms of morality underpin the idea of honor and its
social practices. We feel quite skeptical about this rather idealistic and perhaps some-
what naive vision.

Given these criticisms, should we then believe that everything that has been
researched and published by anthropology on the subject of honor and shame socie-
ties in the Mediterranean area ought to be regarded as outmoded, unreliable and
unrealistic, thus scientifically irrelevant and not fit to be used? This would definitely
be too drastic, considering that in recent years other social sciences, such as sociology
and social history, have reintroduced the theme of honor and shame societies,
drawing on and reinterpreting anthropologists’ highly criticized results and analyses.
Nowadays, however, the interest in honor goes beyond the limited space of Mediter-
ranean societies and extends to other social configurations, such as specific societies
in the Near and Middle East (Husseini 2009) and the Indian subcontinent, as well
as immigration societies in north-central Europe. Obviously, this rediscovery is also
strictly linked to the rising number of honor killing cases and of the far less frequent
but not less shocking blood revenge in this area of the Old Continent (Wikan 2008).

Most likely Unni Wikan is right when she questions the current validity of the
term honor and shame societies. This is due mainly to the ambiguity of the term
shame, which may convey both the idea of disgrace as in impudence, indignity, and
infamy, and of decency as in modesty, propriety, and purity. It would probably be
more suitable to speak simply of honor and dishonor. Under this aspect, we should
mention the terminological question, that is, honor’s semantic differences from one
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society to another in the Mediterranean area. Without going into much detail, there
seems to be a far more marked variety of concepts in the Arab and Turkish world
(we need only refer to the difference between the notions of namus and sheref) than
in Greece, Spain, and Italy, though all these various representations with dissimilar
connotations always involve reputation, prestige, esteem, standing, saving face, and
good name.

Personally, T believe that we ought to revise those previously mentioned concepts
of honor steeped in romanticism and resume a more transactional approach, as
suggested by Bailey (Bailey 1971:19). Honor in general, thus also honor in the
Mediterranean societies, is not merely a moral code comprising values, norms, rep-
resentations, and a set of practices, but rather a cultural idiom and a combination of
social strategies found in several public arenas. Thus, honor in its various expressions
in terms of representations and social practices alike is a phenomenon set up to high-
light social differences (class and gender especially), and maintain, increase or restore
status and reputation in order to define (better yet, redefine) the social identifications
and auto-comprehensions of individuals and groups (Brubaker and Cooper 2000).
Therefore, as my experience as expert witness in criminal court cases confirms, an
agent acts in accordance with the social logic of honor not so much because he feels
duty-bound by a culturally-defined moral obligation, but rather because he fears
being sanctioned and stigmatized by his significant others.

With specific reference to the Mediterranean, but also elsewhere, the person who
reacts to an alleged or actual offence to his honor (even in a criminally indictable
way ), does so because he fears the annihilation of his social status and personal repu-
tation, including the good name of his primary group (family and relatives) with the
reference community. This loss of status and good repute often implies negative
economic consequences, too. Honor and its social practices are not so much a nearly
genetically set cultural legacy, as much as a system of concrete strategies intentionally
put to use in everyday life. Thus, honor in this specific case stops being a static entity
that the actor cannot escape and becomes a pliant and flexible phenomenon. It proves
to be a cultural knowledge, and consequently an adequate action know-how. There-
fore, honor is a social resource for individuals who will both put it to use to assess
their own social situation and activate it in specific constellations in order to achieve
what is regarded as an opportune goal. To conclude: in line with Max Weber and
Pierre Bourdieu we can state that the actors abide by a given rule to the extent that
their interest in doing so exceeds their interest in not conforming to said rule (Weber
1956; Bourdicu and Wacquant 1996:147). If, on the one hand, interests and rules
are not universal and ought to be regarded, in a sense, as cultural products, on the
other hand, actors are not trapped in their social and cultural habitus, which must
be regarded as a socially acquired disposition and not as a strictly binding behavior
dictated by a coercive morality.

Patronage and political practices

In anthropology, the debate concerning forms of patronage cannot be properly con-
ducted without mentioning what was and still is the most renowned, though probably
the most criticized, study on the political culture of Mediterranean societies, and
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Euro-Mediterranean ones in particular (Pizzorno 1976; Silverman 1968; Davis 1970;
Schneider and Schneider 1976; Pitkin 1985; Herzfeld 1987a). We allude to the book
written by American political scientist Edward C. Banfield, The Moral Basis of n
Backward Society (Banfield 1958). Banfield had carried out field research in the small
community of Montegrano in Basilicata (southern Italy) and, by applying a typically
anachronistic stance borrowed from North American political studies, believed he
observed a lack of civic culture in this town on the margins of Italian society.

His key argument, taken up even recently by two rather ideologically opposed
authors Francis Fukuyama (Fukuyama 1995) and Robert Putnam (Putnam
et al. 1993), was that there was no awareness of the common good in this southern
Italian society, and that in the public sphere its inhabitants were only pursuing the
interests of their own family group. Their attitude was summarized as an “amoral
familism,” which highlighted a condition of moral, social, and economic backward-
ness. Clearly, this vision was so blatantly ethnocentric that we need not comment
further. Banfield’s fundamental error lay not so much in this vision distorted by
ethnocentrism, as much as in reducing Montegrano into an atomistic society consist-
ing solely of family units with the possible addition of nearest kin members. According
to Banfield, beyond this quasi-segmentary sociability there was only a structural
desert. On his quest for an unlikely American-style civil society, this author had
practically disregarded the social complexity based on highly personalized relation-
ships within the community and beyond the family and closest relatives. Wide of the
mark, he had focused exclusively on his search for formal and permanent organiza-
tions (such as voluntary associations, cooperatives, or trade unions) and had utterly
overlooked the less apparent, yet also more informal, changeable, and flexible exist-
ence of quasi-groups and networks.

Anthropological researches on Mediterranean societies have tried to remedy this
serious theoretical and empirical deficit and have provided ample evidence that the
single family units extend their social relationships beyond the limited range of their
own members, including closest relatives and in-laws. Therefore, Mediterranean
societies cannot be likened to fictitious and improbable atomistic societies (Galt 1973;
Gilmore 1975).

The family’s role is definitely central, yet its interests, as Italian anthropologist
Carlo Tullio-Altan highlighted, are managed by its own members through skillful
strategies that may often be in contrast with the proper administration of the state
or to the detriment of the common good (Tullio-Altan 1986). But, in order to
effectively guarantee advantages for the family, the single members need to extend
their network of social relationships by joining extrafamilial coalitions of various types
and dimensions. By means of the asymmetrical and often vertical relationships of
symbolic kinship, such as godparenthood for example, and the rather symmetrical
and horizontal ones of friendship, the anthropologists of Mediterranean societies
(Pitt-Rivers 1977:54; Gilmore 1980; Piselli 1981) were able to observe two principal
forms of extending cooperation relationships beyond the inner circle of parents, rela-
tives, and in-laws. Neighborhood ties, instead, would seem to be less important and
at times rather trouble-ridden (Davis 1973:68; Du Boulay 1979).

Probably though, with his study Friends of Friends (1974 ), which drew inspiration
from the concept of network developed by the Manchester School, Jeremy Boissevain
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revealed the significance of extrafamilial personalized coalitions in Mediterranean
societies, thus indirectly confirming the flimsiness of Banfield’s analysis.

Anthropological researches on the crucial role of patronage relationships and coali-
tions in Mediterranean societies’ political and bureaucratic fabric stem precisely from
this debate and the subsequent study of personalized and barely formalized forms of
social organization. Relationships between patrons and clients on which all these
networks are based were defined as personalized, asymmetrical, and vertical dyadic
links rooted in the reciprocal exchange of qualitatively unbalanced favors (Foster
1963; Miihlmann and Llaryora 1968). The asymmetry was determined by the fact
that the client was more dependent on the patron than vice versa, while the verticality
was due to the palpable social gap between patron and client — the latter belonged
to a lower social class. Therefore, the relationship between patron and client was
characterized by a clear social disparity between the two contracting parties.

With good reason, anthropologists of Mediterranean societies were revealing that,
apart from a few exceptions (White 1980), patronage coalitions permeated the politi-
cal systems of the societies studied (Signorelli 1983). Consequently, personalized
patron—client relationships were typical between political entrepreneurs and electors,
wherein the latter would provide their vote in exchange for a previous or subsequent
counter-favor from the former to their own exclusive advantage. The term “political
entrepreneurs” included both aspirants to a political position and brokers, that is,
middlemen who mobilized the single client for the candidates using door-to-door
strategies. In Sicily, for example, prominent members of Mafia networks would take
on the role of broker.

Yet, the situation described by most anthropologists was typical of the so-called
“clientele system of the notables.” An outmoded and declining form of patronage,
this was a local elite that would disappear from the political scene during the 1960-
1970 decade. In place of the old notables, full-time professional politicians emerged,
especially in Euro-Mediterranean countries (Italy, Spain, and Greece) and what politi-
cal scientists call party clientelism or mass clientelism set in (Weingrod 1968; Belloni
et al. 1979; D’Amico 1993). This brought about a substantial change in patronage
policies, which, moreover, has seldom been studied by the anthropologists of Medi-
terranean societies. The professional politician in his role of party official, or his
broker, no longer aimed at obtaining the single client’s vote, but rather at controlling
entire blocks of votes (Blok 1974:222). From then on, the role played by the old
notables was taken on by the managers of so-called secondary associations, such as
trade unions, cooperatives, youth, professional and sports associations. The manage-
ment can include both professional politicians who control these electoral clusters
directly as well as socially influential persons who, though not directly involved in
politics, can tender the electoral potential at their disposal. Contrary to the old cli-
entele system of the notables, the current forms of patronage policies are based mainly
on the systematic capture and control of votes obtained by exploiting civil society
institutions. However, the personalization of social relationships is also essential in
this case.

The main, as well as the most pertinent, criticism of anthropological researches on
patronage in Mediterranean societies is that they produced, perhaps unintentionally,
a deficit theory. Patronage strategies and policies have been regarded as a systemic
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deficiency or, worse still, as a sociocultural pathology. Thus, patronage has been
held responsible for weakening the state, for subverting the political system based on
democracy, for hindering the construction of a civil society, for corrupting the
bureaucratic organization and, in Marxist terms, for undermining class solidarity. In
brief, either directly or indirectly through this perspective developed in northern
Europe and North America, patronage has been held to be the origin of all political
and administrative malfunctions in the public sphere of Mediterranean societies and
in particular of southern-European ones. At first glance, these interpretations appear
to be unexceptionable and may seem likely. However, they provide cursory explana-
tions that reveal an ethnocentric vision oblivious to the social rationale of the actors
involved and to the historical context in which the various forms of modern patron-
age emerged and took root.

Perhaps we ought to reverse the perspective and wonder whether the state’s fun-
damental and repeated failure to monopolize the use of physical force, thus also to
guarantee peacemaking within its territory, may have engendered what we may call
a clientelistic reaction. From this viewpoint, it was the weakness of the state’s political
and administrative institutions that favored the rise and development of patronage
rather than the other way around. However, national states in the Mediterranean
arca that rose in high hopes from the ashes of centuries-old misgovernment regimes,
greedy foreign rulers and rapacious colonial domination lacked the ability, in turn,
to be acknowledged as legitimate by their own citizens due precisely to their
permanent institutional shortcomings. Given these circumstances, the emergence of
societies guided by the principle that the only reliable form of trust is a personalized
one — that is, the only one that can counter the activities of a state that neither
protects nor respects its citizens — is not surprising. These are not out-and-out low-
trust societies, as Francis Fukuyama thinks (Fukuyama 1995), but rather public
distrust societies, in which patronage becomes a rational strategy to neutralize or
influence to one’s own advantage the state’s activity that most times is regarded as
unfair and detrimental.

With this reversed perspective, patronage becomes a fitting and rational strategy
employed to remedy the state’s failure or shortcomings. It can no longer be regarded
as a set of social practices, nor as a hallmark of sociocultural backwardness or stagna-
tion, nor as the expression of a parasitic attitude, nor, worse still, as the sign of a
mentality lacking public spirit. As Alessandro Pizzorno aptly points up, one cannot
expect people to believe in the state’s legitimacy, to comply with the proper govern-
ance of its institutions, to have a positive attitude toward politics, to organize
themselves in civil society organizations and thus to forgo patronage practices, when
it stands to reason that it would be pointless (Pizzorno 1976:243). This is neither
fatalism nor exotic immobilism, nor organizational inefficiency, but simply a rational
choice within the context of a permanent failing statechood in which the state’s law-
fulness falls short of the requisite legitimacy, that is, the citizen’s recognition and
thus their trust (Pardo and Prato 2011).

Clearly we have to avoid viewing the patronage system and its specific practices
— which disconcert anthropologists since willingly or not they have been brought up
to believe in the universality of the values of enlightenment, civitas and citizenship
—as a nearly exclusive peculiarity characterizing practically all Mediterranean societies.
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This would truly mean exoticizing patronage and disregarding the fact that it can be
found to varying degrees in virtually all societies, including those of the Western
world that are too often hastily extolled as the most civilized, and thus free from such
crude practices.

Indeed, thanks to a broader anthropological outlook we can aim at a fresh assess-
ment of researches on patronage in Mediterranean societies. Under this aspect, anthro-
pological researches on political practices in this part of the world have been very useful,
since they stimulated research in other sociocultural contexts. The fall of the Berlin
Wall and the investigation of Eastern Europe’s postsocialist societies by social scientists
and anthropologists provided paradigmatic evidence that the patronage practices and
networks first observed in the Mediterranean region showed unmistakable similarities
to analogous action strategies and forms of social organization found in postsocialist
scenarios. Moreover, the diffusion of these social facts showed on the one hand that the
Mediterranean could not be reduced to a culture area, and on the other that there were
other social configurations in which a corresponding personalization of social relation-
ships was crucial in a failing statehood context (Giordano and Kostova 2002; Giordano
2007; Georgiev 2008). This provided an opportunity to observe, in line with researches
on Mediterranean societies, that the activity of the state (presocialist, socialist, and
often also postsocialist) was considered inadequate, detrimental, or even unfair, and
practically lacking any legitimacy by most citizens. Therefore, given this situation of
deep-seated, yet justified, mistrust in public institutions, patronage was a possible and
legitimate strategy (along with others, such as corruption) to neutralize a state that
often treated its own citizens like subjects.

History and the past in the present

Aside from the early monographs on villages, in which the historical dimension is
virtually nonexistent, the anthropologists writing about Mediterranean societies had
quite quickly to face the fact that an ahistorical perspective was rather naive and
inadequate in terms of both theoretical and empirical approach, since it led not only
to an exoticizing vision of the societies in question but also to an extremely reductive
one. The absence of history significantly hindered an adequate understanding of the
present, giving rise in particular to interpretations warped by serious oversimplifica-
tions with the consequent construction of stereotypes. As previously mentioned,
however, we can observe that Carmelo Lisén-Tolosana (Lison-Tolosana 1966),
Anton Blok (Blok 1974), and later John Davis (Davis 1977, 1982) along with other
authors (Schneider and Schneider 1976; Gilmore 1980), highlighted the shortcom-
ings of a purely synchronic perspective and stressed the importance of a diachronic
analysis, thus acknowledging the significance of past history to explain the present of
Mediterranean societies. Under this aspect, probably the most revealing study
is Caroline White’s, in which she aimed to show how two neighboring towns in
south-central Italy, which at the time of the research were also economically similar,
developed two different if not indeed opposite political cultures due precisely to two
parallel but fundamentally different histories (White 1980). Through her field research
the author had noticed a predominance of vertical and asymmetrical patronage rela-
tionships in Trasacco, while in Lugo de’ Marsi socially equal individuals interacted
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within more horizontal and symmetrical cooperative structures. According to the
author, the different pasts of these two communities needed to be taken into account
in order to explain this apparently baffling circumstance. This historically determined
difference lay mainly in the fact that for centuries land distribution had been
more unequal in the former community than in the latter. Thus for centuries the
inhabitants of Trasacco had been more vulnerable and dependent on feudal lords and
agrarian capitalists than those of Lugo, and therefore the former were more inclined
to accept patronage relationships than the latter.

As this further example shows, these researchers’ concept of history, though no
longer event-based and albeit taking into account long-term conjunctures, is still
strongly biased by the principle of causality. Consequently, the relationship between
past and present is explained in a rather mechanical and decontextualized way. In
fact, there is an attempt to determine past and present facts, circumstances, and
objective processes and simply correlate them via a direct or nearly automatic cause-
and-effect relationship.

To round oft this rather fruitful way of conceiving history’s role, we need to
highlight the importance of an interpretative turning-point in the analysis of Mediter-
ranean societies, until now seldom employed, which could better thematize, from a
hermeneutical viewpoint, the meaning given by the actors themselves to their past
in the present. Therefore, the aim is not only to determine objective events, but
mainly to observe how they are perceived by those who are touched by these events.
When Paul Ricoeur talks about the efficiency of history, he is referring specifically to
that close connection between the interpreting present and the interpreted past
(Ricoeur 1985, 3:320). In order to move beyond a too-positivistic notion of history
we must be prepared to examine the spaces of experience as well as the horizons of
expectation of a given society as they are constructed and perceived by its members
(Koselleck 1979). Therefore, as Jean Pouillon maintains, history is composed of all
the versions that the members of a present-day collectivity regard as having actually
occurred (Pouillon 1975). Accordingly, all the various revisions of a social aggrega-
tion’s collective memory merge with the official or established version of the past.
Thus, history means above all reviewing past events, including their manipulation
and misrepresentation. To exemplify the above we might consider the bandit Salva-
tore Giuliano in Sicily. Current official history states that he was an outlaw in conflict
with the state. According to the memory of the inhabitants of Montelepre, his native
town, Giuliano is to this day a hero worthy of commemorations and celebrations.
For the inhabitants of Piana degli Albanesi, in contrast, he remains a bloodthirsty
murderer, because he led the Portella della Ginestra massacre on May Day 1947,
in which peasants of this town were killed. If we were to analyze the historical inter-
pretations from a political viewpoint we would find further contrasting versions
regarding this figure (Giordano 1992).

The intention of the latter somewhat abstract paragraph is to highlight the signifi-
cance of moving beyond the dimension of history as a universal objective truth,
especially in the context of anthropological studies on the Mediterranean area where
societies or segments thereof have often been, and to some extent still are, violently
antagonistic. Concurrently, reconstructing the plurality of history and its efficiency
in the present by means of interpretative analyses is essential.
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CONCLUSION: THE MEDITERRANEAN SPACE — FROM
CULTURE AREA TO HISTORICAL REGION?

Perhaps the most incisive, and probably the most legitimate, criticism is the one that
held the anthropology of Mediterranean societies responsible for pigeonholing these
societies into a flat, uniform, and thus homogeneous culture area (Llobera 1986:33).
There has been an effort to substantiate the existence of artificial sociocultural con-
stants, invariably present in the entire Mediterranean space, mainly through the
themes of honor and, to a lesser extent, patronage (Gilmore 1987; Bromberger and
Durand 2001:742). Given these observations, it may seem that anthropologists of
Mediterranean societies have put forward only simplistic and reductionist stereotypes.
So, should we forgo this type of anthropology? I don’t think so.

In the first place, we need to stress that the idea of dividing the Mediterranean
space into separate and probably more homogenous zones, as Llobera and Pina-
Cabral once suggested, seems hardly productive (Llobera 1987; Pina-Cabral 1989).
Maybe this course of action could enhance the comparative approach, but the divi-
sion would also imply a downscale, and would be tantamount to creating a series of
equally artificial and no less stereotyped culture areas.

Instead, building on the notion of historical regions (Giordano 2001) and con-
sidering the Mediterranean space in such terms would seem to be more fruitful. The
Mediterranean space cannot be described as a clearly defined unit (Braudel 1985:10)
so much as a mosaic of societies and cultures that are very different from each other
yet that have had to coexist with each other during millennia of ongoing contacts
and clashes. Despite countless conflicts and constant tensions, they influenced each
other, often mingling with the aid of the sea. This leads these societies to define
themselves and define others through a recurrent complementary relationship with
their neighbors. Consequently, identifications and auto-comprehensions are the
outcome of a permanent, long-term, mirror effect (Brubaker and Cooper 2000;
Bromberger and Durand 2001:746).

However, any attempt to map out clear-cut, unchangeable, and thus static borders
would be specious because the Mediterranean space in terms of a historical region
does not coincide with the limited geographical area. In fact, contacts with other
neighboring societies and their influence were not sporadic. As such, considering this
historical region as a discrete and closed entity would be a misconception (Davis
1977:11). Besides this Mediterranean core that includes coastal peninsulas and the
islands, there are a variety of very fluid transitory zones with shifting borders (Braudel
1982, 1:21, 155). Therefore, we can speak of interpenctrations between the Mediter-
ranean space and the other more or less neighboring historical regions.

This notion of historical region would prevent anthropology from underestimating
the importance of the single spaces of experience, rooted in the past but active in the
present, which, despite shared reference points, should never be considered identical.
As Bromberger and Durand keenly comment, it is not so much the similarities as
much as the historically-shaped differences that determine a system in the Mediter-
rancan space (Bromberger and Durand 2001:743). This perspective would allow the
anthropology of Mediterranean socicties to avoid the tendency to seek impossible
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uniformities and to insist instead on the cognate differences, or better yet, paraphras-
ing Ludwig Wittgenstein, on the family resemblances between societies (Wittgenstein
1958:par. 66—67; Albera and Blok 2001; Bromberger and Durand 2001:743).

This way of conceiving the Mediterranean space also allows us to forgo the idea
of uniqueness specific to this part of the world and begin to observe, interpret, and
compare the family resemblances with those of other historical regions (such as
Eastern Europe, the Middle East, or the Caucasus) where the social representations
of honor or patronage practices, for example, play a major role in several social
fields of these sociceties.

Finally, the idea of the Mediterranean space as a historical region spanning three
continents allows us to highlight the fluidity of Europe’s borders. Another strong
point is that it will bring into question certain increasingly widespread Eurocentric
visions concerning both the external boundaries of the Old Continent and its internal
demarcations.

NOTES

1 In dealing with the anthropology of Mediterranean societies we shall be largely referring
to researches carried out by Anglo-Saxon, French, and, to some extent, German scholars
associated with specific anthropological schools that some critics hold to be hegemonic
(Llobera 1986:30f.; Bromberger and Durand 2001). Accordingly, our presentation will
not include most of the so-called national ethnologies of Mediterranean countries, such as
tradizioni popolari, studi demologici or studi folklorici in Italy, or lnggraphia in Greece. This
partial omission is due essentially to the fact that, unlike the anthropology of Mediterranean
societies, these disciplines lack a comparative project and their research is focused solely on
their own national societies without taking into consideration other countries.
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Nordic Reflections
CHAPTER on Northern Social

Research

Hugh Beach

This chapter provides an introduction to some of the more pressing concerns of
contemporary social science research in the North.! In the pages ahead, points will
be illustrated from cases derived primarily from the Nordic countries, while contrast-
ing and confirming cases will be drawn from a much broader base. What follows is
an anthropological discourse derived from qualitative data and field experience,
making no pretense at representative sampling procedures or the stringency of quan-
titative data methodology. It is hoped that the discourse of patterns and trends will
prove to hold validity that transcends the regional confines used to introduce them.

This effort to address social science issues and rescarch will deal largely with
so-called (and so-contestably-defined) indigenous peoples (Kuper 2003) and their
relations to the environment both as encultured space, landscape (seascape), and also
as what we in the West would define as “resource,” a dis-encultured, and despiritual-
ized, concept of so-called “material substance” needed for food and other material
goods. Despiritualized lands are the more easily plundered, despiritualized animals
the more easily commoditized for wealth rather than just sustenance, and the more
we despiritualize our world, the more too we despiritualize ourselves. Hence, it is
plain that we are dealing with variable views of the universe and humankind’s place
in it, as well as with the concrete policies and regulations controlling access to it or
allocating 7 among those given access. Equally plain is the fact that in today’s world
no adequate description of Northern conditions and no attempted description of any
of its native peoples can be remotely considered without involving the dominating
presence (even when present at a distance) of the ambient, “White” majority (Csonka
and Schweitzer 2004).

Finally, it should be emphasized that just as social science study in the North is
generated through the relations of various peoples and cultures, indigenous and
immigrant, minority and majority, peripheral local and central removed, rural
and urban, so is there a decidedly relational aspect between the pursuit of social
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science research and the pursuit of natural science research. While some might claim
that it is of no significance to the specific “truths” discovered by natural science
research per se, there is no denying that the mere activity of natural science research,
its funding, its inclusion or exclusion of local participation, and not least the policy
impacts of its results, have significant dimensions for indigenous peoples, some of
them liberating, many of them, unfortunately, colonizing. It will not only affect how
they live (often with improvements) and where they live, but also how they think,
how their cosmologies are affected and how they identify. These are certainly social
matters, many of which we still barely understand.

Social science research among peoples of the North is flourishing as never before.
At least three relatively recent major developments are arguably responsible for
increased interest and activity in Northern social science. First, globalization has
brought with it growing mutual awareness and collaboration among the indigenous
peoples of the North. Second, the dissolution of the Soviet Union has opened the
Eurasian continent all the more to Western researchers (even if the wealth and demo-
cratic freedoms of the Western world have reciprocated poorly in the hosting of
Russian scholars to carry out social research in northern North America and Europe).
Third, the threats posed by rapid climatic change have opened the cofters of politicians
and the eyes of scientists ecager to use funds, previously scant, to protect Northern
landscapes and their inhabitants. Yet, the same climatic changes, estimated to occur
with twice the speed in the Arctic as they do in the world in general (Broadbent and
Lantto 2009:341), which have brought about the melting of glaciers and Arctic sea
ice, have also opened the door to the exploitation of new mineral and oil resources,
together with new transportation routes. These have predictably stirred a rash of
economic and geopolitical interests often (but not at all always nor in every respect)
counter to those of Northern local inhabitants, particularly those of indigenous origin.
Social scientists sometimes eagerly rally to, and sometimes find themselves unavoid-
ably dragged into, the fray, as the goals of environmental protection, ethnic and
cultural indigenous rights, and national economic and political interests butt heads.

Adopting a wider historical perspective, and thereby shifting the scale of what we
might consider as relatively recent, one should not fail to recognize that compared
to the habitation of indigenous peoples in the North, the huge influx of peoples from
the core, with their dominance of governance, law, social welfare, education, resource
exploitation, and all the other accoutrements of colonization (much of it a boon to
those impacted), is of recent origin. The creation of the new nations of Canada and
the United States must be regarded in this wider historical frame as part and parcel
of the same European blitz. We need only consider the languages spoken today by
the peoples of the northern regions of the so-called New World. Besides the variety
of indigenous languages spoken by them, the inhabitants of lands stretching along
at least one half of the circumpolar rim speak also, and sometimes only, a European
language, notably English. To the east, with the Russification of the Eurasian conti-
nent, we see an analogous situation, but one which, from an indigenous perspective
(for better in some respects, or worse in others) has followed its own course with
variable colonial intensity according to a number of radically shifting ideologies.

Paradoxical as it may seem, cutting across all these themes has been the continued
decolonialization of the anthropological discipline — at times optimistically but
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mistakenly believed to have been completed with the mere removal of European
colonial regimes from the lands they have ruled in the South — which has brought
with it the recognition of, and inevitable debates about, traditional knowledge as
opposed to any other knowledge. Not surprisingly, the anthropological discipline has
become immersed in a hermeneutic revolution about how we interpret, evaluate, and
present any such knowledge, the so-called data of our science, be it traditional,
Western, phenomenological, or otherwise. As with the struggles over accessibility to
and usage of concrete resources of the sea, of the land, and their subsurface riches
within the indigenous/colonial context, so are there struggles over the authenticity
of tradition, whose voice can represent it, who “owns” traditional knowledge, what
it actually might be, and if its content can be separated from its original purpose
while still maintaining its traditional status (Krupnik and Jolly 2002). Is, for example,
the knowledge of ecological relationships couched in cultural myths, structuring the
identity of a clan group or supporting the survival of its youth by teaching useful
skills by oral traditions, really the same so-called Traditional Ecological Knowledge
(TEK) when used to produce skin creams for European markets?

The mere facile appendage of indigenous data on to the scientific repertoire fails
fundamentally to embrace the essence of indigenous knowledge. So-called “indige-
nous knowledge” may not be uniform among, or universal to, indigenous peoples,
but it often comprises far more than scientifically proven, ineffectual superstitions on
the one hand, or detailed and accurate environmental observations on the other; it
often contains deep understanding of the balance required by humankind to maintain
a place in nature. Most importantly, it can hold a metamessage for us beyond the
scientific truth of its details, through a purposiveness perspective dedicated to
the survival and veneration of life /spirit which goes beyond that of any human ethnic
group or any species alone, to embrace the Whole.

Obviously, these issues are not confined at all to Arctic social science. The Arctic,
like every region of the world, hosts unique cultures and ways of securing a livelihood,
but it also shares many of the same basic general trends of social change and social
problems with the rest of the world. Many differences will be matters of degree rather
than kind, and yet, due to the unique confluence of elements of extreme temperature
ranges, geophysical location, and vulnerability of biotopes composed of relatively few
species, Arctic environmental degradation and its social impacts will tend to adum-
brate developments elsewhere, later.

COLONIALISM, YESTERDAY AND TODAY

With the partitioning of the northern regions of Europe, Asia, and North America
into various nation-states, native peoples as well as immigrants have come to be ruled
by different legal frameworks with different policies of resource access and allocation.
Peoples united by culture and livelihood have been divided by national borders and
colonial policies. Some states, for example, have come to reserve reindeer-herding
rights for their native minority alone, the Reindeer Herding Act of 1971 (Sweden),
while others have shunned any racial criterion in favor of an eligibility system linked
to ownership of land. One finds many different criteria for herding eligibility, even
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distinctions made between reindeer herders and reindeer owners, and a variety of
definitions specifying who qualifies as a native under the law. The resources tapped
by hunters and fishers will commonly fall under regulatory regimes quite distinct from
those controlling pastoralists. This latter group owns real property, and hence domes-
tic stock (lending to the term “stock” a social, and not merely a biological signifi-
cance), whereas the animal resources of hunters and fishers are not owned until killed
or caught (Paine 1971; Ingold 1980) and hence are commonly considered “wild”
even if their future harvest, their kill or catch quotas, might be commoditized, owned,
and sold (Einarsson 2011). As one might anticipate, the negotiations between envi-
ronmentalists and resource users can have a distinctly different character depending
on the status of the resource in question. Owners of domestic property are prone to
enjoy legal protections which the hunters of a wild resource might not, as wild animals
are generally thought to be totally within the environmentalist domain. Predators,
especially, epitomize the wild no matter how managed their every movement, their
reproduction, and survival, in a globalized world traumatized by the awareness of
rapid climatic change and environmental degradation. Native minority policies of
different countries have evolved, often over hundreds of years. With increasing popula-
tion growth, globalization, global warming, discovery of oil in Northern regions, and
increasing conflict over Northern resources, the laws governing ethnic definitions and
the regulation of livelihoods accruing to them, evolve all the more rapidly along paths
blazed by their fundamental, though often conflicting, premises.

It would be simplistic to view colonialism merely as a dominating “Southern” or
“Western” agent exerting its will upon protesting “Northern” victims. Nor does the
character of any constraint or possibility remain fixed; possibilities will shift with time
and context and become constraints in different ways in different degrees to different
parts of any local population. Indigenous peoples, like everyone else, will adapt to
change and adopt creatively, internalizing some of the colonizers’ ways while repu-
diating the rest. Unlike the situation for many other indigenous peoples, the native
peoples of the North American and European circumpolar rim find themselves within
highly developed First World nations that espouse the doctrines of democracy, liberal
market economy, social welfare ideology, and solidarity with international covenants
on human rights. While the core principles of these same practices and ideals can
certainly be found within traditional indigenous societies, the inclusion of these socie-
ties as minority subunits in the frame of the far larger ambient society and nation-state
will necessarily change the conditions of power and all variable relations. As external
social categories become created and imposed upon other groups by intercultural
contact, be it by colonization or any more benign form of globalization, and as
resources become allocated according to them as the result of new pressures and
possibilities, forms of allocation according to traditional social categories become
shifted. A resulting new array of winners and losers, and subsequent new divisions,
will be generated internally and unavoidably.

Indigenous peoples might certainly bemoan the (forced) loss of traditional ways
on the one hand while demanding the right to develop (voluntarily) with new tech-
nologies and education on the other. This is no different from the song sung by
people in general; the distinction between what is forced and what is voluntary is not
always easily drawn, even for an individual, and all the more so for a group. Yet,
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when sung by indigenous peoples, this refrain often arouses deep indignation among
members of the dominant society. The indigenous are accused of wanting their cake
and eating it too — an understandable and not always unjustified attitude by members
of the dominant society — for the “cake” often involves special rights over land and
resources which the nonindigenous, many with long generational depth of permanent
local residency, do not share. During the last 50 years (especially since the discovery
of vast oil and gas resources in the North), social science in the North has been very
much concerned with consideration of what is, or should be, the indigenous “cake.”
The degree to which this question is considered to be ruled either by national histori-
cal legality (e.g. treaties or courtroom precedent) or by newly devised political
policies varies among the Northern nations, and also within each nation over time.

Nonetheless, the last half of the last century witnessed the birth of the Sami parlia-
ments, the revision of Sdmi herding laws, the establishment of Greenlandic Home
Rule (and more recently Greenlandic Self Rule), the creation of Nunavut (and other
comprehensive land claims acts in Canada), and, in the United States, the passage of
the Alaskan Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA) for Alaska. The Russian Associa-
tion of Indigenous Peoples of the North, (RAIPON) born as the Soviet Union
dissolved — since 1993 officially called the Association of Indigenous Peoples of the
North, Siberia and Far East of the Russian Federation — has been exceptionally dra-
matic and, especially at first, surprisingly effective, although beset with the most dire
conditions following upon the abandonment of Soviet infrastructure. Social scientists
have been active both in the processes involved in the creation of these milestones
and in following the impacts these changes have generated.

Of course, such proclamations and land-claims settlements do not erase by any
means the ongoing debates and struggles over resources in the North. They do shift
the balance of power of certain forces, and they do introduce some new and important
players with new rules of negotiation. In the last decades of the twentieth century,
with the dissolution of the Soviet Union, much of the European map was reshaped
and Cold War power structures were realigned. The reach of the central authority of
the Russian Federation, emanating from Moscow, cannot be maintained with the
same force following the withdrawal of Soviet infrastructure and economic support
from the more isolated interior regions and the far-flung borderlands. State-run
collective farms have been closed or abandoned to fend for themselves, and the
populations of the small towns and villages these state farms once sustained have
either been decimated or forced to accept heavy industrial resource extraction and
ravaged landscapes. In Alaska, extensive areas given protection as parklands under
one regime come under new threat of exploitation as protections are lifted by the
next regime. In Sweden, court cases contesting the immemorial right of Sami herders
to utilize winter grazing on lands in forested areas owned by settlers have become
frequent, since the state has to date refused to pass general legislation on Simi
resource rights (as opposed to the rights of herders) and still will not ratify ILO
Convention 169 concerning indigenous and tribal peoples in independent countries.
Article 14 of this convention supports indigenous peoples’ ownership claims to land.
Instead, in 1993 the Swedish state confiscated, without due process or just compen-
sation, exclusivity of Sami small-game hunting rights, on the grounds that game was
in sufficient abundance for the state to assert a parallel hunting right and to sell its
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own licenses. The Sami have fared far better in Norway during the last decades,
among other things with the acceptance in 2005 of the Finnmarksloven, the Finnmark
Law, in which the state specified the resource rights of the Sami while at the same
time securing the well-defined rights of non-Sdmi in the Finnmark area.

Although indigenous land claims have become increasingly respected, even if by
no means fully settled, in the North, further influx of Southern peoples, further
globalized integration, and recognition of the worldwide holism of environmental
impacts have led to an unavoidable (and easily exploited) condition whereby envi-
ronmental concerns — including those misguided in good faith, or even purposefully
falsified or exaggerated — trump native rights. Indigenous peoples generally share the
unenviable position of being pressed to the wall by colonial policies, economic ration-
alization, and market integration, with ensuing commoditization of their own
cultures and lifestyles, only to find themselves being accused of being ecological
“fallen angels” who therefore do not warrant the special resource privileges once
accepted to preserve their traditional cultures and sustainable environmental relation-
ships (Beach 1997:127).

CONCEPTIONS OF ETHNICITY

A burning issue in the North (as elsewhere) concerns the criteria by which one is to
identify the eaters of the “cake,” that is, to identify those considered to be members
of the group that is recognized to possess special land and resource rights. Within
this realm of discourse, the Nordic nations hold to a relatively peculiar position. In
Norway, Sweden, and Finland the Sdmi constitute the sole autochthonous indigenous
people. When considered from the bygone perspective of a Danish colony or protec-
torate, Greenland is also the domain of one indigenous people, the Greenlanders.
Today Greenlanders on the home front are politically active in the quest for statehood
rather than equitable treatment as a minority or disempowered indigenous group
under the control of others (Nuttall, personal communication 2011; cf. Nuttall
2009:295). The immemorial rights of land ownership or use for indigenous peoples
might not be recognized to the full degree of their original conception by the domi-
nant societies of the Nordic nations today, of course a hotly contested matter of
interpretation, but the complexity of the legal issues controlling such rights is made
yet more problematic by the superimposition of claims of a number of different
indigenous peoples (perhaps but not necessarily using different resources or the same
resources differently) for the same lands. Situations like this are not unusual in North
America or Eurasia with a great number of indigenous peoples. In the case of Iceland
one can question the validity of the indigenous/colonizer distinction at all, for in a
sense all are indigenous, while by other characteristics, none are. In either case no
special rights result.

When defining the holders of special indigenous rights, Sweden, Norway, and
Finland have been moving away from the kind of essentialist models used in many
other countries where people are identified for eligibility according to forms of bio-
logical inheritance. For example, access to resources rights of the Sami in Sweden
(notably the practice of reindeer herding) has been, and largely still is, determined
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by congenital credentials of “Sami ancestry” (see the Reindeer Herding Act 1971).
Until 1971, sex could also figure into the equation, for a Sdmi herding woman who
married a non-Sami would lose her right to utilize Crown grazing lands, although a
Sami herding man who married a non-Sdmi would not. Essentialist criteria such as
these, acquired at birth and impossible to change, can take a number of forms — vari-
able blood quotients, for example — and can also be combined with other kinds of
criteria for resource use. Residency in defined areas is a common criterion for resource
use, as is also the historical practice (with variable degrees of generational depth) of
a particular form of livelihood. Until 1993 the right to herd reindeer in Sweden could
be held only by those of Sdmi ancestry who also had a parent or grandparent who
had herded as a steady livelihood. This latter constraint formed a kind of phase-out
clause over the generations, especially when combined with government policies of
structural rationalization of the herding industry (Beach 1983). Its purpose was to
reduce the number of herders to accommodate welfare ideologies for improved living
standards for herding families. By reducing the number of herders, the number of
reindeer available to each remaining herder within the total allowable limit would
increase as would, it was thereby argued, the herders’ living standard. The phase-out
clause received severe international criticism, for it hindered Simi from the right to
pursue cultural traditions as specified in the United Nations Covenant for Civil and
Political Rights, ratified by Sweden. This livelihood criterion was revoked with new
legislation which established a Swedish Sdmi parliament (Sameting), but little on this
score has changed in practice, since the demand to adhere to total allowable herd-size
limits for each designated year-round grazing zone gives those herders already
members of the group permitted to graze there, so-called sameby members, the ability
to close out those that seek admission. In effect, arguments of environmental sustain-
ability are invoked to control Sami livelihoods and hence govern Sdmi cultural sus-
tainability even though the reindeer-grazing resource itself is not otherwise utilized.
It is the mineral deposits over which the grazing grows, the electricity-producing
rivers which flow through the grazing lands, and the forests which dot and merge
with them which cause modern states to show such concern for (the control over)
Sami reindeer grazing and accruing rights.

The establishment of Sdmi parliaments in Norway 1989 and Sweden 1993 (Finland
had one in place about 20 years carlier) finally forced the states to consider a true
definition for Sdmihood. The Sdmi parliaments are organizations for the representa-
tion of an ethnic group, with an ethnically based electorate. Hence there must be
criteria defining who is a Sdmi, not merely a definition stating who can herd. The
bestowal of rights on those of Sami ancestry fails to address the more fundamental
question of who is Sdmi. From whom can one count Sami ancestry? In reaction to
the terrible genocide of the Second World War, Nordic countries have generally been
opposed to ethnic registration in any formal documents. In Sweden, for example,
while old church books have records of those listed as “nomads,” people who
were therefore surely Sami as opposed to the expanding settled Swedish agrarian
population, such distinctions have been blurred over and, for a long time now, not
maintained. There is no record permitted in the Swedish census concerning ethnicity
of any kind. Security measures against ethnic negative discrimination, however, also
block positive discrimination, and Sweden has found itself in a difficult position when
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designing policies concerning its Sami parliament and defining the Sami electorate.
This dilemma underpins the move away from ascribed to voluntary ethnic designation,
while for the category of voluntary designees, new forms of ascribed nonessentialist
criteria are devised to hinder the registration of so-called Sdmi “wannabes” as opposed
to the enforced essentialist ascription of “gottabes.”

In the spirit of Nordic harmonization of Saami policies, the governments of Norway
and Sweden (following the Finnish precedent) have instituted a combination of subjec-
tive and objective criteria defining those Saami who, if they so desire, can register
themselves to vote in their respective Saami Parliament elections. In order to join the
Saami electorate, one must feel oneself to be a Saami (subjective criterion), and one
must have used the Saami language in the home or had a parent or grandparent for
whom Saami was a home language (objective criterion). In Norway the descent require-
ment was extended in 1997 to at least one great-grandparent. (Beach 2007:10-11)

A couple of concrete cases have tested the possibility of someone lacking Sdmi ances-
try to transit to sufficient Sdmi identity classification to gain the right to herd reindeer
on the basis of cultural competency (for example learning to speak the Simi lan-
guage), but to date success for wannabes has been limited when it comes to access
to or use of resources. While the objective criterion (language proficiency) for Sdmi
parliament electorate membership has proved to be so vague as to be satisfied by the
most minimal degree of competence, and thereby to be hardly distinguishable from
the subjective requirement (feeling oneself to be Sami), the Swedish state will not
confer reindeer-herding rights on someone with only a constructivist form of Sami
identity, lacking any biological Sami ancestry. However, it has proven sufficient to
gain entrance into the Sami parliament electorate. This in turn has caused the recent
development whereby members of the existing Sami parliament electorate have
gained the option of questioning the Sdmi credentials both of wannabes and even of
other current Sami parliament electoral members (Beach 2007).

The number of herding Sdmi constitute only about 15% of the Simi ethnic group,
and one can expect that the Sami parliament will, over time, increasingly reflect this
proportion. Hence, as the Sadmi parliament comes to gain increasing responsibilities
over Sami-related issues, so too will the non-herding Simi assume greater power over
Sami affairs. The gradual shift toward more constructivist sway over Sami political
power probably carries with it greater acceptance from the ambient majority popula-
tion for special Sami rights as a matter of cultural preservation. Yet it also carries with
it the danger of further loss of historically based Sami land rights, which today are
linked almost exclusively to reindeer herding and legislated on the basis of an essen-
tialist ancestry criterion.

The case of the Sami in Sweden is but one of the many varieties of ways in which
group categorization (such as ethnicity) is correlated with special resource rights in
the North. With the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971, native-American
residents of 12 demarcated regions were made shareholders in their respective regional
corporations. According to this scenario, while future native generations might inherit
corporation stock, their native status and residency are not in themselves sufficient
to become a stockholding member of the regional corporations.
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Russia presents its own mix of criteria and formal census list for determining which
groups qualify for the legal status necessary for special resource rights. Such criteria
determine where those who qualify can access such resources and how they must
utilize them in order to maintain these rights. Besides residency in specific areas, and
the pursuit of a traditional livelihood, population size is also an important factor in
this equation. The maximum size of a population to qualify for status as one of the
so-called “indigenous small-numbered peoples of the Far North, Siberia and the Far
East,” and thereby be given special rights, is 50 000. Yet, what we in the West might
class as indigeneity might be neither necessary nor sufficient for a family in the forests
of Siberia engaged in a traditional lifestyle to enjoy special resource privileges
(Donahoe et al. 2008). The interpretation of the regulations and the emphasis given
to any of the criteria mentioned can be quite variable from region to region when
determining resource use.

With the dissolution of the Soviet Union, new policies were introduced for all
citizens of Russia so that ethnic identity was no longer to be noted in newly issued
passports. Yet, according to a wide array of ordinances, ethnic categorization remains
determinative for access to and utilization of natural resources for numerous indig-
enous peoples in designated areas of the country. For many elderly people, old and
even invalid passports might come to serve the vital purpose of establishing ethnic
identity, but this is not an option for the young or for those obtaining passports for
the first time. The matter of justifying or denying special resource use for individuals
claiming indigenous heritage in Russia is handled in a variety of ways, often involving
ethnic designation registered on birth certificates by parents, or sometimes by com-
munity consensus and membership in ethnic heritage societies with adherence to
distinctive ethnic cultural idioms and their performative resurgence and reinvention
(Beach et al. 2009).

PoLITICAL ECOLOGY

Issues concerning resource rights, conceptions of ethnicity, and so-called traditional
ccological knowledge, all of which are cultural as well as material, from the local to
the global, are enveloped in spheres of power and lend themselves, therefore, to the
rapidly developing anthropological subdiscipline called political ecology. Of course,
studies of political ecological content have been ongoing long before the term was
coined. There has been no dearth of studies related to struggles for resources both
material and cultural, the exercise and distribution of power, indigenous rights or
environmental protection since the dawn of social science. Enlightened academic
discourse has moved to overcome much of colonial bias, Western bias, and to some
extent, gender bias, even if these linger and are all too evident in a real world.
Features of Northern indigenous struggles for resource rights can range from the
well-intentioned but misdirected efforts of some external NGOs to the worst of
suppressive national minority policies and brutal armed conflicts, fostered not infre-
quently by ruthless international economic organizations. Yet, with the advent of
rapid globalization and the perception of rapid climatic change in tandem, there has
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been a change along the western circumpolar rim in the premises of negotiation with
respect to the resource “cake,” notably land.

With all the bells and whistles alerting us now to climatic threats (that have actu-
ally been impending since the industrial revolution) to the survival of our species, it
is little wonder that the social sciences, and Arctic social science in particular, have
become preoccupied with practical matters concerned largely with issues such as
resource sustainability and social resilience. Both of these concepts, sustainability and
resilience, relate to the management of change, and both are predicated upon the
recognition of some entity, be it an ecosystem, a species, or a society, by whose fate
we are to measure the success or failure of such management. The core premise of
ecological consciousness, however, rests upon the realization of the complex relations
of hierarchically embedded survival entities. Each individual species, any survival-
oriented entity, at any level, is also a part of a larger organism, ecological system, or
so-called unit of mind (to use Batesonian terminology), and hence, any narrow focus
for sustainability or resilience on one part of the system alone is not only theoretically
bogus, but also likely to jeopardize the relations within which the part is embedded,
resulting in unsustainability for its most immediately encompassing environment and
thereby paradoxically, but naturally, for itself as well.

In systems of hierarchically and embedded homeostatic “units,” adaptive change
on one level occurs to keep unchanged more primary relationships (Bateson, personal
communication 1971). This raises immediately the question at what level resilience
is sought. What is the unit of purposive survival? This crucial political and moral
question, the recognition of which forms the sine qua non for approaching the
problem, is often camouflaged by a misconceived devotion to pure science and
the notion that one need simply note the rise of temperature to understand that it
must be brought down. But for whom? How far down? At what expense? From
whose pocket? While some Northern natives have launched an initiative to lobby for
“the right to be cold,” in the effort to maintain traditional livelihoods, others sense
positive effects by a slight temperature shift which might, for example, increase access
to subterranean ore deposits. In the Greenlandic case under self rule, the Greenland-
ers should be positioned to draw advantage from access to “thawed resources” which
their Inuit brethren in Canada or Alaska might gain little from in relation to their
losses (Nuttall 2009).

It might be argued that scientists should not engage in such questions and should
not promote the survival of one group over another. It can also be claimed that to
the scientist such positioning becomes meaningless when a2// embedded units will
surely perish in the furnace if the continual temperature increase is not reduced. Yet,
when humans discuss ecology, we must be upfront with the admission that we are
primarily concerned with our human survival within this complexity, and far too many
of us are more concerned with the survival of our nation, group, ethnicity or personal
comforts for which thousands of other humans (not to mention whales or gorillas)
might be sacrificed to misfortune or death with lip service given to ecological concern.

Cultures have bravely faced extinction before, nor is this the first time that human-
kind has seriously reflected on the end of its kind or even of all species by flood or
fire and brimstone. These thoughts of The End are not new, but the ways in which
humankind perceives it, the moral retribution read into it, or the possible role of

2
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human agency to avert it can be quite different and far from uniform. To those who
hold an animistic worldview, there may be comfort in the knowledge that modern
systems theory supports astounding similarities of worldview. Even if couched in
different metaphoric language, both ancient epistemologies and much of cutting-
edge modern science hold that should the human experiment fail, the world will still
turn, and the astounding relational integration between that which constitutes sup-
posedly “dead” atomistic material and “living” evolving organism will still prevail.
According to this view, the miracle whereby life is created out of dead matter occurs
each time we consume food. Speed of informational feedback is not necessarily of
prime significance to the measure of adaptation, evolution, and other forms of com-
munication which constitute the life principle in any logical sense. Life, like matter
— or rather with and in matter, for the two are inseparable — has never been created
nor can it be destroyed. It might be more appropriate to conclude that if and when
matter was created, so in that instant was life in its most rudimentary form. What has
evolved since the origin of our universe was not the eventual spark of life, but rather
the ever increasing complexity of relation of the mind—matter unity. Yet, many indig-
enous people feel that the enlightened truths of modern science go unheeded by
most of modern people who find themselves in a spiritual “Dark Ages” where God,
not humankind, has been expelled from Eden. To make matters worse, modern
Western science powers an enormous propaganda machine, and launches massive
missionary activity which, intentional or not, generates an understanding of the world
devoid of immanent spirituality.

Reflections like these may seem totally misplaced in a scientific essay, but they are
relevant to our discussion of social science research in the North. We must try to
grasp alternative cosmologies in terms that make sense to us, not only as strange
superstitions that make sense to others. How otherwise can we possibly perceive
what we are really asking non-Christian, non-Western, indigenous persons who see
no distinction between God and his ongoing creation when we question their
perceptions of climatic change, their understanding of such change, and suggest
what they should do to help counteract it, or what externally imposed human regu-
lations they should accept to “save the environment”? Informants who have grasped
such meanings have already converted to our scientific ideology of disjuncture
between humankind and nature. We assume their complicity in the belief in a true
lack of divinity in the agency of world change.

On the spiritual level, the moral imperative of rationalization obviates the role of the
Animal Masters. It is no longer they who give freely or perhaps withhold whimsically;
it is we who take according to our own ecology. Our ecology, even if supposedly sus-
tainable, is dramatically distinct from any ecology dreamed of as universal or abiding to
the holistic morality of equity among the purposive “needs and greeds” of all species.
(Beach and Stammler 2006:16)

For many Northern indigenous peoples following traditional lifestyles and adhering
to traditional worldviews related to hunting and gathering and reindeer hunting or
herding, the process of rationalization within the paradigm of sustainability and sci-
entific perspectives on “ecology” implies a positioning of humankind in the world
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which is fundamentally different from their own. Immersed as we are in our own
worldviews, we can be unaware of the ideological pressures imposed on others by
our vision of ecology.

The biases of our own scientific epistemology are commonly hidden under the
appeal to “pure science,” which might better be termed the “capitalistic ecological
metaphor.” According to this metaphor, one should live oft of the “interest” of any
resource, without tapping its “capital.” While useful at times to strike a rudimentary
point against overuse of resources, by its reduction of politics and its moral issues to
mere arithmetic this metaphor is useless in helping to navigate the treacherous waters
of political ecology. It is a kind of vulgar ecology, for there are an infinite number
of long-term sustainable ecosystems that can be promoted in a given region; which,
is a political question. Supposedly, if one follows the capitalist-metaphor rule of
thumb, nature (or whatever ecosystem has been targeted by human purposiveness,
for example “wetlands™) will be sustained. However, in this monetary metaphor, even
if amounts of it change, money is a qualitative constant. One is sustaining #z, increas-
ing st or depleting 7z. However, a balanced bank account says nothing about the
content of your investment portfolio. Most importantly, ecosystems do not work this
way at all. In whatever way they are being preserved or utilized and to whatever
degree, they also thereby alter character (not just quantity; Beach 2004:122).

If we pursue this metaphor further, we find that it is not only inadequate, but that
it also promotes a most unhealthy ecological condition, that which occurs when the
precept of economic rationalization is added to the arithmetic equation. Its most
destructive manifestation can be witnessed in the Nordic countries with their highly
centralized governments and developed welfare ideologies, as these assert the ration-
alization paradigm on indigenous livelihoods, notably reindeer management.

Rationalization is the prescriptive ideology that one should use resources fully in order
to provide the greatest benefit to users (humans) as long as one does not thereby endan-
ger the continuation of this process. Logically, wastage, according to the precepts of
rationalization, becomes synonymous with #ot being utilized for human benefit if it
could be, without injuring sustainability. It is wastage if a deer which could be killed,
without injury to the sustainability of the deer species, is not killed for the benefit of
humankind. It is against the precepts of rationalization if grazing is not utilized (sustain-
ably) which could have nurtured that reindeer. If “sustainability” means do not overuse,
“rationalization” means not only do not overuse, but also use maximally up to the ceiling
of sustainability. (Beach and Stammler 2006:15)

Note that rationalization is not simply a new, independent concept, but the necessary
logical conclusion and practical solution to the capitalistic metaphor of resource
sustainability when no restraints are imposed on the sustainable development of the
resource user category. Rationalization positions resource use at the brink of overuse.
Unless social mechanisms are in place to react swiftly and with force enough to curb
a runaway depletion of resources, for example grazing depletion due to a runaway
population increase of reindeer, sustainability is forfeit. It is a scenario as logically
compulsive and potentially as destructive as the renowned tragedy of the commons.
Yet tragedy of the commons differs from rationalization tragedy in significant ways.
The former is driven by the cumulative maximizing schemes of individual players,
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while the latter is commonly fostered by a centralized authority. The former builds
off of an acceptable condition, until it has gone too far, whereas for the latter the
situation (i.e. even the underuse of resources) is unacceptable to the authorities until
use has expanded almost too far and teeters on the edge of unsustainability. In the
former case, social mechanisms to circumvent tragedy have often evolved within
the society of users, while in the latter case the players look to the promoting central-
ized authority for the implementation of controls (and are on the one hand often
disappointed by their lack, or on the other hand infuriated by the permits, quotas,
or restructuring of property imposed upon them).

Most significantly, the individualistic strategies of property ownership under the
paradigm of the tragedy of the commons make no pretense at environmental sustain-
ability, whereas the rationalization tragedy paradigm includes this goal as part of its
manifesto. It is all the more tragic not only for perching the resource category of
users it is designed to benefit on the brink of overuse. Should this user category
increase to the point where the need for acceptable living standards pushes members
beyond sustainable use (not necessarily through increasing numbers of consumers,
but through reduced flexibility by any means of the relation between consumers and
resource capacity), then it can also impose mechanisms to address the problem
and to redistribute resources and access to them from above. While one must recog-
nize that the problems borne of resource and consumer pressure are not necessarily
caused by the rationalization paradigm, which is, rather, devised to relieve them, and
even traditional indigenous mechanisms for adjustment can be a painful and bloody
business, the mechanism imposed by a strongly centralized state according to its own
welfare ideology has hardly evolved within the society of users themselves, is of colo-
nial rather than native social fabric, and of necessity therefore is open to purposive
aims for the use of those same resources which extend beyond indigenous sociocul-
tural benefit.

As its name implies, the research of those involved in the political ecology of the
circumpolar North concerns the relations of power over the resources of Northern
landscapes. Such resources are not simply material, but are also anchored in the his-
torical, symbolic, and epistemological ways of knowing the world and constructing
oneself as a social being. Not only are we interested in the physical realities of indus-
trial encroachment in the North, we are very much concerned with the discourses
employed by extractive industry, local people, those granted by various criteria
“indigenous status,” and environmentalists. The circumpolar North provides a fasci-
nating comparative field, for on the one hand it encompasses enormous variation
with respect to legal systems of resource governance, while on the other hand it is
an area which still maintains in part and to degrees an epistemology essentially dif-
ferent from that of our own western, urban norms.

DOMESTICATING THE WILDERNESS

Ownership rights to land or rights to land resource use for indigenous people (vari-
ously defined) are often predicated upon physical remains or landscape alteration as
proof of land occupancy according to specific degrees of intensity and time. However,
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should the indigenous “footprint” be considered too large, they face exclusion from
their traditional landscapes according to the self-righteous environmental concern
of the empowered majority. For indigenous peoples, finding a sustainable space
between the existential mark for resource rights without triggering environmentalist
condemnation can prove difficult. Moreover, any such position once found, can never
be secure, as the laws and lobbies which frame it are themselves often in motion.

The justification often invoked by colonial powers for denying special indigenous
resource rights has commonly hinged on the concept of “terra nullins,” alluding to
land “untouched by humans” even when human habitation (by non-Western humans)
has been recognized. The simple concept of land as “untouched” not only conflates
a number of analytical possibilities but also rarely does justice to the historical context
of the term when coined. One can argue for a distinction between (i) untouched
meaning never even trodden by human feet; (ii) untouched in the sense that humans
may have walked over it but departed, having left (supposedly) no trace at all; or (iii)
untouched in the sense that human presence is to compare with that of birds and
bears, an impact which composes rather than opposes (or scars) nature. Naturally,
the categories are not necessarily firmly bounded. As noted, colonial powers employ-
ing the concept of terra nullius have commonly been interested in demanding
“proof” of land-use and occupancy for granting land claims, evidence of land use in
the form of fixed alteration and enduring human impact, indicating sustained resource
extraction. Weightier than the mere matter of being “touched” or not has been
indication of human “progress,” a point which, after all, was thought to distinguish
humans from animals. Increasing recognition of indigenous land rights and various
forms of protection for indigenous landscapes since the latter half of the twentieth
century has not merely resulted from better acquaintance with traditional forms of
indigenous land-use; there has also been a marked change in the criteria by which
states entertain such rights and grant such protective status.

There has been a strong trend toward the acknowledgment of cognitive rather
than simply physical human—land relations, together with international harmoniza-
tion of policies. The dramatic proliferation of World Heritage Sites, bestowing
protected status on areas of unique natural or cultural value from a global perspective
is one example. Another example is the bestowal of protected status on land areas
which host identified and mapped religious sites. This has forced some indigenous
people whose sacrificial sites are considered desecrated if revealed to “sacrifice” some
sacrificial sites to the public domain in order to protect the lands containing other
undisclosed sacrificial sites. A current and most extreme case is the granting of
protected status to certain land areas in Russia where it can be demonstrated that
particular places figure in traditional indigenous folklore. Opponents of the new
policy claim that it has brought about a proliferation of supposedly traditional place-
oriented folklore. Authenticity becomes a vital point in the negotiation of such poli-
cies, but with the realization that almost all land “touched” by human presence at
all has figured in authentic folkloristic motifs and naming traditions, one can specu-
late that the decisive point for the bestowal of protected land status will most likely
in time come to settle on the evaluation of what might be termed the “continuity
of memory,” that is, memories with unbroken pedigree of authenticity. In this case,
the cognitive aspect of landscaping, like naming practices, comes to share the same
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sort of dilemma as that discussed above concerning material resource usage and
observable environmental “footprint.” While landscaping is recognized as a creative
cultural process, establishing legal claims, too much creativity can become
counterproductive.

At the root of this dilemma seems to be the flawed concept of “wilderness” as
that utmost realm of nature which embodies a primeval condition of lands bereft of
both cognitive name and human physical impact. We can easily imagine wilderness
as composed of millions of other species, but when it comes to humankind we mark
a halt. Other primates may be VIPs of the wilderness world, but somewhere along
the evolutionary path from hominid to human we have excluded ourselves. Admit-
tedly we are distinctive in many ways, but if both wilderness and humankind are
encompassed by nature, than wilderness must hold commonality even with humans.
If nothing else, this discussion must underscore that the concept of “wilderness” is
indeed precisely a concept, a human construct. Human attempts to preserve it and
manage it, especially when trying to do so without allowing for human presence,
become absurdly futile.

As one might expect, with world attention turning northward to the threat of
melting ice and the lure of thawing riches and new transportation possibilities, pres-
sures mount to harness Northern resources under various flags. Just as, predictably,
the various nations will collaborate, not so much with regard to limiting the envi-
ronmental impacts of what they take, but with regard to the relatively small areas
they are willing to exclude from exploitation, Northern residents worry that the
carving of parks and nature reserves out of nature, in the effort to shield fragments
of the natural world as symbolic icons of the pristine, is in fact nothing other than a
new form of colonization. It constitutes a domestication of lands which, as in so
many previous cases, will lead to their commoditization as tourist goals. When forced
to keep their traditional livelihoods operational at low-tech, low-income levels to
avoid (purported) stress to the environment, indigenous peoples will come to sustain
their societies increasingly through external subsidies in return for their environmen-
tal compliance. In effect, maintenance of both landscape cognitive continuity (and
spirituality) and also a legal right based on the continuity of usage becomes com-
moditized through state support (perhaps in time international support, for example,
by “elevating” indigenous residents to the status of World Heritage Site “Rangers”).
Just what it is that constitutes a subsidy, what is actually subsidized, and who the
recipients of such subsidies should be, are elusive, as they are grounded in our per-
ceptions of what we consider to be nature’s norm, or the way things have the right
to be.

What can be termed here as a domestication of a wilderness with respect to land
is precisely analogous to the domestication of “wild” animals like the wolf when, as
mentioned above, their every movement, their reproduction, and survival, become
matters of human legislation. In fact, so stubborn is the essentialist, seltf-contained
perception of wolves as wild, that when Sami herders are forced to feed them reindeer
without interference, the compensation provided the herders for their lost reindeer
is often conceived of as a subsidy to reindeer herding. More logical would be to class
it as a subsidy to wolf herding (Beach 2004), for under Swedish wolf governance,
the destruction they cause is no longer an uncontrollable act of nature, but a conse-
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quence of human legal construction. The wolf may be unaware of his domestication
by such process, just as parklands might be conceived of as unaltered in their pristine
nature by the regulations that enclose them, but in fact, both have been changed to
their core and, in a sense, domesticated.

My general point is that in order to understand the determinants which influence
a herder’s knowledge, desire, and practical ability to implement any given form of
livelihood, one must grasp his or her situation in a broad social context, encompass-
ing not only the given family’s own economy, but also the economic situation of
one’s herding partners, the economy of the sameby (a Simi social and territorial
grazing unit) in question as well as the relative labor capacities of these units. The
combined determinants of herding law, taxation policy, predator policy, and other
regulatory constraints on the one hand, combined with the possibilities occasioned
by such things as new technological developments and government catastrophe aid
for starving reindeer on the other, shape the variable responses of herders when it
comes to labor investment and animal-handling techniques. For example, among the
Swedish samebys, there is a wide variety of methods to drive reindeer, and even within
a single sameby different herders hold widely different philosophies about what is
stressful for the animals. On the collective sameby level, the gradually advancing
implementation of the wage system funded by membership herding fees has resulted
in greater labor efficiency, but also altered settlement patterns and, on occasion,
increased herding extensivity (meaning less control over and contact with the
reindeer), loss of skills, and reduced internal sameby solidarity. We have at hand
discourses of indigenous rights, welfare policies, environmental sustainability, biodi-
versity, collective labor solidarity, rationalization for increased efficiency, maintenance
of traditional skills, and humane animal care. In comparison to these discourses,
awareness of rapid climatic change has been sudden and by its nature globally com-
pelling. Not only will rapid climatic change itself alter the physical living situation of
Northern indigenous peoples, but its power as discourse integrates in various ways
with the delicate alliances and contentions which constantly develop among the major
discourses noted above.

For example, despite obvious differences, there are also close parallels between
what happened in Sweden following upon the Chernobyl disaster of 1986 and what
we encounter today with rapid climatic change. While both are very real, they are
also subject to dramatically variable perceptions and interpretations making politics
out of what is to be considered nature or natural enough. Swedish Sdmi herders
might never have known about the effects of Chernobyl, or been made to feel them,
had it not been for the scientists who informed them, tested their reindeer meat and
read values off of strange instruments. In the first slaughter season after Chernobyl,
reindeer meat was to be confiscated in Sweden if it held cesium-137 at a concentra-
tion above 300 Bq,/kg, while in Norway at the same time the confiscation threshold
value was 6000Bq/kg. What does either value really mean with respect to human
health? The following year, Sweden raised the marketability level of reindeer meat to
1500 Bq/kg. Herders who had meat in the freezer from the slaughter season before
Chernobyl submitted that for testing too and found that it was already above the
300Bq/kg limit due to the atmospheric nuclear bomb tests in the Soviet Union
during the 1950s (Beach 1990). How long had global warming been going on before
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we became (at least somewhat) aware of its impact? Where should we position the
thermostat of our worries?

Climate change will bring new pressures to bear on the relationships between
ethnic groups, their forms of land-use, and what the majority ambient population is
willing to accept as “traditional” and thereby warranting special rights. Are indige-
nous peoples to become barred from access to their traditional resources and land
“privileges” because climate change forces them to alter livelihood? Key to this moral
discourse on land-use is the variable interpretation of Sdmi immemorial right. Do
Sami have an immemorial right to herd because their ancestors herded on the land,
and an immemorial right to fish in a specific lake because their ancestors fished there
(the Swedish model)? Or is it not a generalized right to use the land used by one’s
ancestors as one pleases, with the same ability to be entirely flexible as they had been?
(This latter interpretation has been applied by the Norwegian court in the Black
Forest case.) Exactly how and to what extent the Sami have used the land are issues
raised during the famous Taxed Mountain case in Sweden (Supreme Court verdict
1981), and they have only gained in importance with a rash of new court cases con-
testing immemorial right.

The increasing scope of human power, heated by population growth and rapid
technological change — occurring at a rate far faster than that of rapid climatic change
— gives humankind the potentinl to do more than ever before to the environment
even if it chooses not to. Regardless of whether or not this power is actually exercised
in fact, even if it is exercised to remove specific regions from forms of human influence
(for example, by the creation of parks, nature reserves, or World Heritage Sites),
nonetheless it signifies a form of human colonization of the world. The condition of
the world becomes increasingly a matter governed by the exercise of human choice.
Even when the choice taken is one for environmental preservation, either with a
“hands off” policy (forcibly removing people from their homelands) or all the more
with policies of active repair, wilderness becomes tamed. It becomes ox7 nature pre-
serve, our environment. Ironically, the very struggle by which we attempt to preserve
our environment and maintain sustainable systems envelope the world in yet further
forms of control and modern forms of colonization. Perhaps the best we can do for
the world is nothing different from what we can do for ourselves as individuals. We
must accept our certain demise, someday, but with neither despondent resignation
nor with manic environmental restorative fanaticism. Instead, we must first learn to
appreciate our world as it is today and can become, even with the demise of our
species tomorrow.

The perspective captured in the photograph of the earth, the Blue Planet, from a
manned vehicle in orbit in outer space has been regarded as the starting shot of the
global environmental movement. A necessary companion of this photo and the envi-
ronmental movement it has fostered is carried in the positioned perspective of the
photographer who took it. In a sense, it is the culmination of humankind’s evolution-
ary path, which, once put in orbit, embodies significance no less profound than the
Copernican Revolution. While we have known forever that the fate of humankind is
in the hands of the World, we now perceive that the fate of the world is in o#7 hands.
Both perspectives are inadequate. Without the humility to match the hubris inspired
by technological feats such as human planetary orbit, this “new” perspective, new in
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evolutionary time, can become the ticket to ultimate colonization and the destruction
of both ourselves and the environment. Still, the end of humankind is decidedly not
the end of the World, and there could be no more exciting challenge to the evolu-
tion of life forms and the Whole in which they are embedded than if humans could
come to exercise the self-control and the wisdom necessary to live on.

NOTES

1 Some of the thoughts presented here have developed from the remarks I made at the IPY
meeting in Oslo, 2010 and recently published in the newsletter of the Arctic Studies
Center, Smithsonian Institute under the title “When Push Comes to Shove: The Political
and Moral Discourse of Rapid Climate Change.”
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Multiculturalism
CHAPTER in North America
and Europe

Reginald Byron

Between the politics of recognition and the politics of compulsion, there is no
bright line.
(Appiah 1994)

the logic of the war of recognition presses the combatants to absolutize the
difference: it is difficult to eradicate the “fundamentalist” streak in any claim
that makes recognition demands . . .

(Bauman 2001)

Twenty years ago, it was apparent that the scale of immigration into Europe from
non-European countries was becoming a phenomenon of a new order. Developments
in North America current at that time provided intellectual inspiration in a number
of European countries including the United Kingdom, Germany, the Netherlands,
Denmark, and Sweden. Assimilationism, the ideology blind to cultural difference that
had until then predominated, was coming to be regarded as illiberal and outmoded;
the new thinking, influenced by civil rights legislation in the United States and the
French-language question in Canada, favored multiculturalism, a political philosophy
whose buzzwords were “culture,” “ethnicity,” and “identity.” These three words
have long histories in the social sciences, far antedating the rise of popular ideas and
public discussion about multiculturalism and the political programs in which these
words also figured, and still figure, so prominently today. In this chapter, I ask how
these words are used in this discourse, how their meanings differ from our social
scientific understandings of them, and whether multiculturalism — as it has played
out in practice in North America and in those European countries that have been
influenced by North American ideas about it — has proved as benign and liberating
as it promised to be 20 years ago.

A Companion to the Anthropology of Europe, First Edition. Edited by Ullrich Kockel,
Miiréad Nic Craith and Jonas Frykman.
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1

My current field research is in the United States, among the descendants of nineteenth-
century European immigrants. My particular interest is in people of Irish ancestry,
and how — nowadays — they see themselves. I am myself an American more or less,
having spent the first 25 years of my life in that country, and being myself the
descendant of immigrants from Europe. Although I have now spent well over half
of my life living on the European side of the Atlantic, my background is otherwise
very much like those of the people among whom I have been working for the last
twenty years. Like most of my informants, as indeed like nearly all Americans whose
ancestors were nineteenth-century immigrants, I have a mixed pedigree. I have
English, Scottish, and German ancestors. I suppose you could say that I am a living
example of multiculturalism, as are tens of millions of other Americans of mixed
ancestry, most of whom have pedigrees that are more mixed than mine.

Having mixed ancestries like this is the result of a particular set of social condi-
tions: these conditions brought about the decline and disappearance of cultural
differences between people that were once quite distinct. My immigrant ancestors
spoke different languages and professed different religions. The weakening of such
cultural differences over time is both the precondition for, and consequence of, the
kind of intermingling and intermarriage that results in mixed-ancestry individuals like
me. This is, however, not what multiculturalism is about or what it has become, at
least in the United States.

An illustration of what it does concern comes from a newspaper story that appeared
in February 1996 in the place in New York State where I do my fieldwork. This was
a report about a bill sponsored by Irish-American ethnic activists that was being put
to the state legislature. The bill, if passed, would make it a state law that children in
New York’s schools be taught that the Great Famine in Ireland was a crime against
humanity of the same order as the enslavement of Africans and the Jewish Holocaust,
with which it would be bracketed in school curricula on human rights issues.! They
were to be taught that mass starvation was deliberately planned by the British govern-
ment to rid the country of indigent Catholics, and that this was the main cause of
emigration from Ireland to the United States in the nineteenth century. The bill was
a clear attempt to use the law to make official and legally binding the view that Irish
people were involuntary migrants, by nature attached to their nation of birth, and to
the religion and culture handed down to them by their forefathers — things held
to be deeply rooted, authentic, and morally satistying, things that they would never
have abandoned unless forced to do so by political oppression.

Analytically, there are a number of points that one might tease out of this example.
I shall mention six. The first is that there was no grass-roots movement behind this
bill; it was not the result of popular demand (nor even — as far as I can tell, based
on the research I have done with several hundred Americans of Irish ancestry — are
these the views a reflection of majority opinion within this category of people). The
second point, therefore, is that the main protagonists are not the people themselves,
but elites who claim to speak for them, and presume to educate them as to who they
are and what they ought to believe. The third point to note is the attempt by these
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protagonists to use the legal system to transform a vague category of people into an
officially recognized group having a set of defining attributes or properties. The
fourth concerns the nature of these properties: common descent and a common
religion (the two are tied together), and a narrative about historical injustice. The
fitth is the circular nature of the proposition: we are a group because of our common
descent and historical experience, and because of that descent and historical experi-
ence we are a group. The sixth concerns the field or platform upon which this claim
to recognition is made: an obviously political one, involving the state legislature and
educational institutions (in this case, every school in the State of New York).
By October 1996, the newspapers were quoting the following press release:

Governor George E. Pataki today signed into law legislation that requires the state Board
of Regents to devote particular attention to the study of mass starvation in Ireland from
1845 to 1850 when establishing mandatory courses of instruction in human rights issues.

“History teaches us the Great Irish Hunger was not the result of a massive failure of
the Irish potato crop but rather was the result of a deliberate campaign by the British
to deny the Irish people the food they needed to survive,” Governor Pataki said.

“More than one million men, women and children died as a result of this mass star-
vation, and millions more were forced to flee their native land to avoid certain death,
while large quantities of grain and livestock were exported from Ireland to England,”
the Governor said. “This tragic event had dramatic implications on the United States,
where millions of Irish immigrants had significant impacts on every facet of American
life and culture.”

The legislation adds the study of the mass starvation to existing law that requires the
Board of Regents to prescribe courses of instruction in patriotism, citizenship and human
rights issues, with particular attention to be devoted to the study of genocide, slavery
and the Holocaust. The law takes effect immediately. (Office of the Governor, Press
release, October 9, 1996)

We might note here that although Governor Pataki did not actually say that the Great
Famine was an act of genocide, the word “genocide” is mentioned in this press release
along with the words “slavery” and “Holocaust,” inviting his readers and listeners to
make the connections themselves. The responsibility for this tragic event is, however,
made perfectly explicit: it was, he says, “the result of a deliberate campaign by the
British.” Anyone familiar with the history of Irish nationalism will recognize in Gov-
ernor Pataki’s statement echoes of the rhetoric used by John Mitchel (1815-1875),
the radical Young Irelander who, following his emigration to the United States,
sought to mobilize American support for Irish independence and is famously quoted
as having said “The Almighty, indeed, sent the potato blight, but the English created
the Famine” (see, e.g., Miller 1985:306).

Governor Pataki’s words are even more exaggerated, flatly — and quite breathtak-
ingly — denying that a potato blight was to blame (saying that it “was not the result
of a massive failure of the Irish potato crop”), thus implying that the Famine was
a calculated act of malign human intention, leaving no room for bad luck, plant
pathology, or the Almighty. In other words — although he was careful not to use
them — this was a case of expulsion and mass murder, comparable to the Jewish
Diaspora and the Holocaust. A century of Irish historical scholarship has had rather
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different things to say about the causes and consequences of the Famine, over-
whelmingly holding it to be a natural disaster of unprecedented magnitude, not a
man-made one, although it is generally agreed that its effects were exacerbated by
unpreparedness, ineptitude, mistakes, misunderstandings, ignorance, and confusion
at all levels of government in Ireland and Britain, along with some policy responses
by parliamentarians in London that seemed harsh and wrong-headed even by the
rather less humanitarian moral standards prevailing in the Western world at that
time (see Byron 1999 for references). Yet had this disaster, under all the same
objective conditions, happened in the United States rather than in Ireland, it is
open to question whether the public authorities of the day would have been any
better able to deal with it, or any more generous or consistent in their policy
responses.

The bill was designed to appeal to a narrow, carefully chosen audience. This was
not the public at large, for the bill was never put to a popular vote (as through a
referendum or a party manifesto proposal), but rather the intended audience was the
State Assembly itself, many of whose members were of Irish ancestry or had large
numbers of Irish-ancestry electors in their constituencies, and New York State has
the greatest number of Irish-ancestry electors in America. Remarkably, the bill was
passed within zhree hours of its presentation in the legislative schedule: this was highly
expeditious. It was not referred to a committee; there were no public hearings, and
there was no opportunity for international and scholarly opinion to be heard by the
legislators. Thus an ideological position taken by militant ethnic activists — supported
by little or no academically respectable evidence, with scarcely any debate, and
without a direct public mandate of any kind — became the sole officially recognized
version of Irish history to be taught in the State of New York.

The bill was quickly passed into law by the Governor, who put his own populist
interpretation on the significance of the new law in the press release quoted above.
Only then, after the bill had passed into law, was there much public discussion of
the matter. A number of high-profile objections to Governor Pataki’s statement
appeared in the press in October 1996 (see Archdeacon 2002 for details), pointing
out that this was not what historians in Ireland have had to say about their own
history. These objections were casually swept aside. It was too late anyway, and in
any case by then the issue was not about truth or historical accuracy — if, indeed, it
had ever been — but about votes.

II

The origin of multiculturalism as it has developed in the United States lies in the
civil rights movements of the 1950s and 1960s, which attempted to correct the
historical wrongs suffered by Americans of African ancestry by recognizing them as
a category of people deserving of restorative justice. No one would dispute the moral
rectitude of this. Yet, as has been observed: “Once [officially recognized] minority
status has been granted to a group, there is an inherent likelihood of proliferation.
The recognition of a minority group divides the world into three segments: majority,
recognized minorities, and not-yet-minorities” (Joppke and Lukes 1999:12).
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In other words, the politics of multiculturalism encourages competition between
ethnies or would-be ethnies. In practice, in the United States, those who have been
able to sustain their claims to have endured the most suffering and injustice through
their ethnic advocates have won the contests for recognition. The success of these
claims has not been lost on all those other interested parties seeking to advance their
interests or even just to avoid losing ground relative to the rest. There are political
goods to be won for being a wronged and exploited minority, but none for being
part of the comfortable, middle-class majority. Political expediency thus influences
what kinds of stories come to fill the spaces within the ethnic boundaries (Byron
1999:291; cf. Turner 1993).

And, as we see in my example, even the advocates of people of Irish descent have
joined in, despite their being— along with the people of English and German ancestry
with whom they have freely intermarried for more than a century — by a wide margin
the most highly educated, prosperous, assimilated, and middle-class people in
America.® Nonetheless, some Irish-American ethnic activists seem to have felt the
need to make the same kinds of claims of historical victimhood in order — one sur-
mises — to distance themselves from the suspicion that the people for whom they
presume to speak might have been (and still be) part of the oppressive middle-
American majority that was, and is, complicit in keeping others in their places, such
as, notably, Native American Indians, Blacks, Jews, Chinese, Italians, Poles, Muslims,
Hispanics, women, and gays, all of whom, at one or another place and historical
moment have suffered maltreatment at the hands of “the Irish” — and even suffered
attempted genocide, if the efforts of a considerable number of Irish-born, Catholic
young men who volunteered for duty in the US Army cavalry in the latter part of
the nineteenth century to “pacify” the native peoples of the American West are
included.*

In the United States, and increasingly in Europe, multiculturalism has come to be
generally accepted as a kind of diffuse, positive moral principle. Most people think it
is a good thing to recognize people’s cultural difterences, and that these differences
should in some way be respected. This much, at least, seems uncontentious. Yet, at
the same time, the idea continues to provoke heated debate, and the terms used in
this debate are often difficult, complex, and ambiguous (see, ¢.g., Kuper 1999 and
Watson 2000 for British anthropological views on the usages of “culture” in this
debate). There seem to be two main dimensions of this debate: first, philosophical
arguments about particularism versus universalism and the rights of the individual
versus those of the group (see especially Taylor 1994); and second, more practical
and pragmatic arguments about which groups are deserving of recognition in what
ways, and how multicultural policy works, or should work (e.g. Baumann 1996).

The reason for some of this confusion must surely lie in the tension between
phenotype (or “race”) and culture. In American interpretations of multiculturalism
(which have been exported to Europe and elsewhere through the dominance, on this
topic, of American opinion, both scholarly and popular) the word “culture” is promi-
nently implicated in the term “multiculturalism,” but the first successful case of
recognition, that of African Americans, concerned a phenotypical difference, not a
cultural one, as have other successful cases since then. This is a point to which we
shall return later in this chapter. However, multiculturalism is not just a matter of
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these ambiguities, tensions, and unresolved arguments. In one way or another,
normally by means of piecemeal affirmative action, antidiscrimination, and equal
opportunities legislation, it is already legally established in many countries; if not in
name as multiculturalism (as in Canada), then — in variable degrees — in effect.

And, because multiculturalism is at a certain level popularly accepted as a positive
moral principle (confused and ill-defined as it may be) it has also become an everyday
practice. There are many thousands of people involved in the practice of multicul-
turalism in these countries: in education, in employment policy and administration,
in social welfare, and in the justice system; and there are also the media, all trying
hard to put some sort of multicultural ethos into practice. Those groups who have
achieved recognition as minorities, or are attempting to do so, or have been identified
by others as potential groups of a recognizable kind, may of course have their own
advocates, spokespersons, or friends at court. Some of the words used in these dis-
courses about multiculturalism, and everyday multicultural practice, such as “culture,”
“ethnicity,” and “identity,” are ubiquitous and figure in almost every argument about
multiculturalism, or discussion about multicultural practice. They are used by hun-
dreds of thousands of people, and are drawn from same lexicon as anthropology
draws its terms, but their meaning can be very different. What I am going to argue
is that, in popular, and some scholarly, discourses, these words and concepts may be
— and frequently are — used in ways that may be completely incompatible with our
anthropological understandings of them. I am going to focus on three interrelated
problems: ethnocentrism, essentialism, and primordialism.

111

ETHNOCENTRISM

In the scientific tradition in which I was trained, lesson number one is the idea that
while it is a common human propensity to see the world through the medium of
your own culture, and to judge other people by your own moral standards, as anthro-
pologists we try not to do this. We adopt a position of cultural and ethical relativism.
We accept that other people — or peoples — have different ways of secing the world,
and that it is worth making the effort to understand how they do so. Only then can
we begin to appreciate why they think and behave as they do. This relativistic
approach is an ideal that is not always easy to live up to in practice because we are
just as much creatures of culture as anyone else, and it is often difficult to avoid
making moral judgments about the things we witness. Nonetheless, a commitment
to cultural relativism and ethical neutrality are among the fundamental precepts of
social anthropology, and they are also among the main things that define the
discipline.

Ethnocentrism is not just judging others by the standards of “the majority,” as is
often thought by the proponents and practitioners of multiculturalism. Anyone,
anywhere, can be ethnocentric. Ethnocentrism, in its most stripped-down form, is to
privilege any cultural belief, or practice, over another. What is implicit here is
the likelihood that this will also involve a value-judgment or a moral position: if
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something has been privileged, it is probably because the speaker feels that one cul-
tural belief, or practice, is better or worse, more true or false, or more or less authentic
and worthy of our attention and respect.

In an effort to distance themselves from their own perceived propensity to be
ethnocentric — of which they are keenly aware — the proponents and practitioners of
multiculturalism are, all too often, prepared to accept at face value what people
of other cultural backgrounds say about themselves, and to privilege these others’
understandings over their own; or to accept at face value what people who themselves
are not of the cultural background in question but who nonetheless presume to
“speak for” or “interpret” such a “culture” say about it. To my mind, this is a sort
of half-baked understanding of cultural relativism. If the matter of “culture” is
approached with the idea that all our ideas and observations about others are false,
and these others’ accounts are true, we are headed for trouble, and bound to make
matters worse rather than better. This is because, in so doing, we are not attempting
to negotiate some common ground of mutual understanding, but simply exchanging
our subjectivities for their subjectivities (or what we, or their “interpreters,” imagine
their subjectivities to be).

The principle of cultural relativism demands that all viewpoints be accorded equal
weight, and that we do not judge some of them — our own, for example — to be less
true or morally less worthy, and other viewpoints — theirs, or purportedly theirs — as
more true and morally more worthy. We are entitled to have a view of ourselves
as well as them and what they do, just as they are entitled to have a view of us and
what we do, as well as of themselves. As social scientists we have an obligation to
accord equal weight to both parties’ points of view, and to be equally skeptical and
enquiring of both. Genuinely relativistic and objective approaches to questions of
ethnicity, culture, and identity recognize that ignorance and self-interest, or prejudice
and racism, can — and do — work both ways.

ESSENTIALISM

Essentialism has to do with the essence of things; their fundamental nature. Just as
it is a common human propensity to see the world through one’s own cultural lenses
— something that we, as anthropologists, try to avoid — it is also a common human
propensity to see the world in terms of categories and meanings. We tend to divide
up and classify our cognitive and material worlds into manageable bits and pieces,
and to imbue these bits with certain characteristics by which we can recognize
them and think and act in appropriate ways. Among the things in our material and
cognitive worlds which we classify and attribute typical or essential characteristics are
other people: men and women, us and them, people like us and people not like us.
There is nothing wrong with this: all of us do this, all the time. It is the way our
brains are programmed. It is called analogical thinking. It is what makes our kind of
languages possible, and distinguishes us from other primates.

When psychologists use the term “identity,” or Anglo-American sociologists speak
of “ethnicity,” or French historians describe “mentalities,” or ethnologists and
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anthropologists talk about “culture,” what they have in mind are limited general
statements based upon bodies of empirical evidence which have been, or are capable
of being validated through the accepted scientific procedures of the discipline. When
we hear politicians, journalists, ethnic spokespersons, and militant multiculturalists
use these words, however, they can mean anything the speaker wants them to mean.
Sometimes they are used in ways that are beyond time and space. They assert that
the real essence of being, for example, Irish, is to have inherited and unconsciously
to embody the true spirit of Celticness. If something is beyond time and space, like
a transcendent “true spirit of Celticness,” of which its human embodiments are not
conscious and so are unable to talk about to us, it is highly unlikely to be capable of
testing or validation by means of our normal scientific procedures. What would count
as empirical evidence? How would we collect it? Who would we talk to, or what
would we measure? Such an assertion is simply a statement of someone’s belief, and
no more; in turn, it demands your belief: it has to be taken on trust, or not, accord-
ing to your inclinations.

The absence of any verifiable or independent evidence that is congenial to the posi-
tion they wish to take frequently tempts multiculturalists to accept, as substitutes, the
assertions of persons who are not social scientists — so-called ethnic experts or spokes-
persons, who may be anything from footballers to poets to theologians, to say nothing
of those who take it upon themselves explicitly to advocate the political interests of
“their” group, or that of another set of people for whom they presume to speak. The
claims made by these persons about the existence and qualities of the cultural attributes
that are supposed to characterize the group are more often based upon personal anec-
dote; interpretations of historical, theological, or literary sources; or idealized or
wished-for states of affairs, than upon anything resembling representative, academically
respectable evidence. And, the idea that these qualities — so asserted — can then be said
to inform the identities of the individual members of that group is simply accepted
without any additional justification as a self-evident corollary of the previous statement:
that this further claim is a reification, unsupported by any sort of evidence pertaining
to these individuals’ actual identity-choices, is unnoticed or conveniently ignored.

The authors of such claims do not normally stop here, however, but go on to make
normative prescriptions: that is, to make ethical or moral statements about what the
people of a certain category ought to believe about themselves, and how they ought
to behave in respect of these beliefs. Persons of the category who do not believe these
things, or behave in these ways, are not “proper” members of the category: they are
ignorant of the “true” meaning of their culture, and have to be educated; or they
are revisionists, heretics, or traitors who have to be denounced, disciplined, or
excluded. We should note well that the strategic deployment of essentialisms is a
highly effective tool in the creation of moral solidarities. Their use is frequently quite
deliberate.

Orthodoxies and fundamentalisms — in various kinds and degrees — seem to be the
consequence of this procedure, depending upon how far it is taken. The words
“orthodoxy” and “fundamentalism” are, of course, associated most closely with theo-
logical ideologies and their corresponding social movements. There would seem to
be close parallels with ethnic ideologies and their corresponding social movements.
One could call certain kinds of ethnic representations secular theologies, if they are
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concerned (as most of them are) with the true, transcendent essence of being, believ-
ing, and behaving; in other words, they are concerned not merely with describing
difference, but with prescribing moral values. In this multicultural world, in which
spokespersons for ethnic interests jostle and compete for attention, it is not enough
simply to say — for example — that most Irish and Welsh people speak the same lan-
guage and except for a few small details have pretty much the same ways of life as
people in England; there must also be a narrative about what Irishness or Welshness
means, a narrative that is bound to involve judgments about the rights and wrongs
of history; things that can be construed as making Irish or Welsh people different,
in a moral sense, from the English.

PRIMORDIALISM

Ethnic identity and its practical upshot, ethnopolitics, base their authority on bonds of
blood and descent, and even the bonds of language and culture are treated as if they
were natural facts. . . . Far from being a natural identity, ethnicity is a carefully culti-
vated, and not seldom a manipulated, strategy of social action led by unelected elites
who often exploit or mislead their supposed beneficiaries. (Baumann 1999:136-137)

For our purpose, primordialism may be defined as the intellectual position which
asserts that ethnic identity is a more-or-less immutable — permanent and unchange-
able — aspect of the person. Lesson two of the kind of anthropology that I was taught
as a first-year undergraduate was contained within the words of Edward Burnett
Tylor’s definition of culture, written in 1871, that culture is “learned by man as a
member of society.” That is, culture is a matter of social propinquity: one grows up
to speak, think, and behave like the people who are nearest to you, and with whom
you have the most social traffic. Thus “culture” is a phenomenon of society, and not
of nature. One does not inherit culture genetically. One acquires it environmentally.
How one becomes cultured, and what one become cultured as, is a matter of one’s
socialization and immediate social environment. There is nothing here about deep
or true essences, or inheritance, or genetics.

Primordialism, however, frequently takes the form of asserting that culture is
mainly a matter of nature — of “blood,” parentage, or inherited essence — rather than
of social learning. If, say, your parents are Ethiopians, someone taking a primordialist
position would claim that you have acquired or inherited the deep essence of Ethio-
pianness, even though you might have been adopted as an infant by Danes and
brought up in Denmark only among Danes. A primordialist interpretation would say
that you still embody this essence of Ethiopianness, which is buried deep within you,
and which defines your “real” or “true” identity: an identity that it is “unnatural”
for you to deny. You will find yourself classified and treated by people holding these
views as “really” an Ethiopian, and “not really” a Dane. Since you look physically
different from most Danes, the attribution of Ethiopianness to you may well be a
form of racism (even otherwise well-intentioned middle-class people often assume
that someone who looks different must be culturally different, if not on the surface
then somewhere deep down in their psyche).
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This form of primordialism merges and confounds questions of genetics with
questions of culture. It relies on myths and folk theories of blood and essence that
do not distinguish between inherited physical characteristics (e.g. phenotypes) and
cultural characteristics transmitted through socialization (e.g. language and religion).
The ethos of multiculturalism has revitalized and given new veneer of legitimacy to
these folk theories of blood and essence, because they usefully reinforce difference,
and difference is what multicultural politics are about. Let me say that again: multi-
cultural politics are concerned with establishing and emphasizing difference: things
that make the group uniquely recognizable and distinct from all others. This is the
vital principle.

It is significant here that multiculturalism in the United States was founded upon
a phenotypic distinction (Black African), not a cultural one, and the monitoring of
minorities under later American antidiscrimination legislation has been largely con-
cerned with phenotypical categories — people who are visibly different from the
White, Euro-American majority. The issue of phenotype established the paradigm
case, the standard criterion of difference against which all subsequent claims to
recognition have been judged, not only in the United States but also in other coun-
tries that have been influenced by American ideas and practices. Nowadays, no group
can enter the political arena, or hope to achieve public recognition, unless its advo-
cates can persuade journalists, educators, legislators, and the public at large that it
is different in some quite distinctive and demonstrable ways from other groups, and
that at least some of these differences are — or can be treated as if they were — of a
genetic kind: that is, that they can be asserted to be involuntarily and permanently
embodied, implanted through inheritance in one’s persona, if not actually in one’s
phenotype.

As social scientists, we know that languages, religious practices, and social customs
are contingent phenomena par excellence: they are matters of social environment and
learned behavior that are highly variable from one individual to another, and change
over time in response to a whole range of conditions. For generations, we have been
pointing this out. We have emphasized that culture changes over time, and how it
changes is a matter of its contexts. Where contexts change, cultural practices can be
expected to change along with them. Yet, contrarily, multiculturalist spokespersons
routinely respond to any criticism of a cultural practice that is unpalatable to the
majority (e.g. the mutilation of children’s genitals, slavery, the sequestration of
women, kidnapping and forced marriage, the public utterance of death-threats, soro-
ricide and filicide: all of which can be found as traditional practices among some
groups of recent immigrants to Great Britain) by tactically invoking the most
powerful rhetoric available to them: that of “race.” In doing so they are blurring the
distinction between immigrants’ non-European origins on the one hand (which are
unlikely to be the source of much British disquiet), and, on the other hand, some of
their old-country social customs (murder and kidnap, among them), which certainly
are matters of widespread public concern, directly challenging the modern nation-
state’s constitutional responsibility to safeguard the lives and liberties of its citizens,
whoever they might be.

That social phenomena are normally matters of degree and contingency is soon
ignored, once the debate heats up. In Britain, ethnic activists and “anti-racist”
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spokespersons regard questions about the compatibility of some new-immigrant
cultural practices with the predominant values of contemporary British society not
as matters of public interest in which it might be possible to explore questions of
degree and contingency, but as evidence of “race hate.” Since “race” is about phe-
notype, not culture, this kind of exaggerated defensive reaction is, in effect, to claim
that people are born with sets of genes that involuntarily make them God-fearing
Pentecostalists, wife-beaters, vegetarians, or Francophones. Taken literally, as they
are often meant to be, such claims are preposterous, by turns comical in their naive
sanctimoniousness and dispiriting in their willful obscurantism, yet many people —
including those in the spheres of educational and community-relations policy, who
ought to be more critical — have come to believe that they must not dismiss or
question these claims, however silly or pernicious; it is too risky: they are afraid that
they might, themselves, be branded as racists. So, British schoolteachers, aware
that eleven- or twelve-year-old girls are being abducted by their families and taken
to Somalia to be forcibly subjected to clitoral amputation and infibulation, or to
Bangladesh to be sold into rural servitude, say nothing.

To complicate things even more, “ethnic” is often used nowadays as a euphemism
for “race.” People in the Anglophone world have come to think that the word “race”
is impolite, insulting, and scientifically inappropriate. “Ethnic” refers to ethnos, to a
people having common kinship and common customs — in other words, to both
biology and culture. To use it to refer mainly to physical differences encourages the
belief that culture is an emergent or secondary property of genotype (that is, that
you have “a culture” by virtue of your parentage, or that your culture is an inseparable
part of your ancestral inheritance). This thoroughly muddles two quite separate
things, confounding what is genetically inherited with what is not. Again, emphati-
cally, human beings are not “born with” any particular culture, language, or religion:
they are socialized into ways of thinking, speaking, believing, and behaving by the
people around them.

Inevitably, it seems, the politics of multiculturalism encourages the absolutization
and concretization of “culture,” or at least those cultural attributes that are held to
be the vital stigmata of difference. In order that it may be recognized at all, each
group must have a set of essential characteristics that makes it distinguishable from
others and which defines its boundaries. These stigmata have a marked tendency to
become irreducible, fixed, and sacralized. They must not change, except to become
purer, more clearly defined, and more universally inculcated and displayed. The
continued maintenance of these characteristics becomes a crucial matter, at least to
the elites who purport to represent the group and to educate its members about who
they are and what they ought to believe. These characteristics must be made as
permanent and transcendent as possible, by whatever means can be devised. Subject-
ing them to any sort of objective scrutiny comes to be regarded as a kind of blas-
phemy. If the cultural stigmata melt away over time, through individuals choosing
to believe and behave as they choose, or as they may, the integrity of the group will
dissipate and its recognizability will eventually disappear. The insistent assertion that
people are born into, or born with, “a culture” attempts to transform things that
are contingent matters of sociality into things that are determinate matters of genet-
ics, fixed forever by biology. Rhetorical and symbolic devices that treat “race” and
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“culture” as inseparable are, thus, highly effective tools in the hands of people who
have a material or political interest in policing the boundaries, keeping insiders in
and outsiders out.

Gatekeeping of this kind, which relies among other things upon specious claims
that one’s culture is inseparable from one’s genetic inheritance, hinders the discussion
and negotiation of things that ought to be discussed and negotiated in an open and
liberal democracy like Britain, a country that values the integrity and capacity for
self-actualization of the individual. It promotes a kind of apartheid in which some
people (the “nonethnics”) may have the freedom to choose how to dress, who to
marry, or what to believe, and others (the “ethnics”) — since they are expected
to have, by virtue of their origins, “their own culture” — may not. For instance, young
British-born and British-educated women of immigrant parentage are still coerced
into arranged marriages under threat of violence or death, a constraint upon indi-
vidual liberty that is all but inconceivable among nonethnics. There is a real risk that,
by failing to dispute primordialist claims, well-meaning people in positions of respon-
sibility are inadvertently endorsing limits on other people’s freedoms in the belief
that they are protecting their rights to express their ancestral cultures, a belief fre-
quently based upon nothing more than the gatekeepers’ assurances that this is what
the people in question would choose, and what is “natural” or “good” for them.

This future-world is already with us: Quebec’s Law 101 states that Francophones
and immigrants must bring up their children as French-speakers; neither the parents
nor the children are given any choice.”> Where people actually are given the choice,
what they choose is not always what the proponents of multiculturalism would choose
for them: in Oakland, California, Black parents concerned about their children’s
future employability rejected a proposal that their children should be taught in Black
English dialect as the official language of instruction for Black children in the city’s
schools. In Britain, social workers and adoption agency officials (who themselves were
mostly White), influenced by ideas about multiculturalism, routinely refused to place
Black Afro-Caribbean children with White families on the grounds that the children
would be denied their “natural” (i.e. biological) “culture” of Blackness and so would
be confused about their “identity,” a practice that was formally repudiated by the
government’s ministry for social affairs only when it came to public attention through
the popular press.

In California, once again, Hispanic parents overturned a proposal by multicultural-
ist educators that their children should be taught mainly in Spanish rather than in
English. In other states, however, children with Hispanic surnames are routinely
placed in bilingual classes regardless of their fluency in either language or their
parents’ wishes. Some of these children are from monolingual English-speaking
households. Nonetheless, Spanish is clearly perceived by their educators as these
children’s “natural” language, essential to their “identity” as Latinos or Latinas.
Political decisions have been made that any child with a Hispanic surname ought to
be treated as an ethnic Latin and inculcated with that which is deemed to be their
birthright by those who have taken it upon themselves to define and police the Latin-
ness of other people’s children.

These things have happened and continue to happen because the well-meaning
people who propose, legislate, and administer multicultural policies have allowed
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themselves to be persuaded by the ethnicists’ insistent rhetorical claim that biology
and culture are inseparable, at least as far as other people are concerned, and more
particularly other ethnic-type people (who it is believed can be readily recognized and
classified by their phenotypical features or, if not, by some convenient substitute like
their surnames), while as individuals they themselves are well aware that having, say,
blond hair, blue eyes, and an Americanized German surname passed down from their
paternal grandfather, their other grandparents having been of English and Irish
ancestry, does not make them ethnic Germans nor does it create an expectation
among their social peers that they should speak German and take particular pleasure
in a plate of pig’s trotters and sauerkraut.

Looked at this way, multiculturalism is far from benign, and far from challenging
the hegemony of the established elites: it is just another naive and crude means of
stereotyping people — potentially (and actually) as pernicious and degrading as any
other — and just another means of defining and reinforcing social and cultural hier-
archies, with the difference that these crude distinctions are no longer merely the folk
beliefs of people who are regarded as prejudiced, ignorant, and wrong-headed, but
the gospel of people who regard themselves as enlightened, intelligent, and socially
responsible and who have by virtue of their social positions the power to make their
folk beliefs the policy of their local school board and the law of the land.

v

The tragedy of multiculturalism, as a political phenomenon, has been to encourage
the belief that cultural categorizations are “natural” (rather than merely social, or
political), and that they are permanent (rather than context-dependent and subject
to change). And that the world of people can be neatly divided up into such categories
into which everyone can be fitted, ignoring people of mixed or indeterminate back-
ground, and disregarding the willingness of individuals to be classified, spoken for,
and have their cultural loyalties put under surveillance and continually policed. Ethnic
boundaries have been drawn where none existed previously, or have been reinforced:
cultural differences have been politicized: sharpened up, and claims made about their
essence, their immutability, and their power to define the “identity” of individual
human beings. Ironically, the possibility that we might all become one big happy
family of cultural mongrels recedes into the distance, instead of being brought closer
to reality.

As one such cultural mongrel, I do not feel that I have been denied anything in
not having a clear, singular sense of ethnic identity. In fact, I have a mixed set of
cultural options that is unique to me and which I can exercise as I choose, or as I
may. The idea that my psychic well-being demands that I embody only one true
ethnic identity, and that this essence must be awakened within me so that I know
who I really am and so can believe and behave appropriately, and so that other people
can know what my identity is and what I signity, is an idea that I find deeply offensive.
It is an idea inimical to my liberty and integrity as an individual. I might as well be
obliged to wear a sign around my neck, or be forced to sew a yellow, blue, or green
star on my sleeve.
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No social scientist worth reading or quoting could possibly think in this way. Yet
it is precisely this absurdly reductive idea that the proponents and practitioners of
multiculturalism often succeed in turning into political and social reality, whether
intentionally or not.

That we should all strive to get along with one another is an ideal to which all of
us can subscribe, and to some extent the ethos of multiculturalism has had positive
effects in encouraging us to be more tolerant and understanding of others. But we
should be aware that some of the cultural politics that go on under the banner of
multiculturalism, perversely, serve only to create, reinforce, and perpetuate ethnic
sectarianism. These pressures come from the inside as well as from the outside: they
are not always forced upon minorities by majorities; just as often they are forced on
majorities by minorities, or their spokespersons.

Perhaps the greatest failing of multiculturalism has been the inability of its advocates
and practitioners to distinguish between, on the one hand, the political ideology of
assimilation (that is, the absorption of a minority into the majority), to which they are
implacably opposed, and, on the other, the process of societal integration: the culturally
unpredictable outcome of individuals freely choosing to marry one another over the
generations. Culturally unpredictable it certainly is, since no one can predict whether a
child of a Somalian and a Swede bought up in the Netherlands will choose to “be”
Somalian, or Swedish, or Dutch, or all three, or two of them, or none; or vacillate
between any of these “identities” or bits and pieces of them from situation to situation
over the course of a lifetime. Should this child choose to marry a Dutch or Swedish
person of similarly mixed ancestry it will no longer be a heterogenous marriage, but a
homogenous one because the parties in question are no longer culturally dissimilar.

The outcome, and the measure, of societal integration — whether across socioeco-
nomic, cultural, or racial boundaries — has always been, and forever more will be,
intermarriage; and the rates at which individuals can, and do, choose to marry others
of dissimilar background. Marriage is the truest test of the capacity of people to tune
into each other’s cultural wavelengths, and to accept one another in the most inti-
mate, voluntary, long-term relationships. It is the fundamental social mechanism of
societal integration. Without it, societal integration does not and cannot happen.

In a free and open society, without politically defined and actively managed cul-
tural boundaries, one would expect to see, over the generations, as an effect of social
mixing, a regression to the mean. That is, all else equal, over time the statistical
outliers tend to become less extreme, and eventually lose their salience. Cultural dif-
ferences become less marked, and over time matter less and less in the choice of a
marriage partner until the statistical salients between them have disappeared com-
pletely, as they have now between Protestants, Catholics, and Jews in the United
States. This is a long-term outcome of social mixing; it took four or five generations
to arrive at this point. Is it also, in effect, “assimilation”? I doubt whether sociologi-
cally rigorous evidence could be found to support a hypothesis that as people in the
United States have come increasingly over the generations since their ancestors’
arrival to speak English and no other language that they have been absorbed head-
long, and unwillingly, into an Anglican, tea-and-cricket English ethnie. In fact,
according to the US Census, nearly three times as many monoglot English-speaking
Americans “identify” with being German or Irish than with being English.
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Thus the final paradox: multiculturalists like neat, tidy categories whose devices
(and people) they can define and manipulate, not unpredictability and indeterminacy
which they cannot. Any political ideology or program that, despite good intentions,
has the effect of shoring up cultural boundaries which would otherwise have crum-
bled away in the fullness of time, such that people in positions of authority are led
to believe that the children in their care are different from others in ways that cannot
casily be reconciled, and so act to discourage them from acquiring the social com-
petences and forming the kinds of close social associations which ultimately lead to
marriage across boundaries, can only slow down societal integration or prevent it
from happening altogether.

Multiculturalism, as an ideology or as a political practice, is in itself neither better
nor worse than assimilationism. It is what people say and do in its name that makes
it better or worse. Although popular discourses about multiculturalism have freely
borrowed words from our scientific vocabulary, very few anthropologists have focused
upon multiculturalism as a political phenomenon in the modern world which might,
in itself, be an object of scientific investigation and analysis. More anthropological
voices need to be heard, if we are to learn the lessons of history. As anthropologists,
it is our duty to ensure that multiculturalism is, and remains, a topic of open and
critical debate about the means and ends of tolerance, in which the policing of cultural
boundaries — by anyone, insider or outsider, teacher, priest, or politician — has no
place.

NOTES

1 The bill sought to amend Section 801, Paragraph 1, of the Education Law of the State of
New York, to read as follows (I have italicized the added words): “In order to promote a
spirit of patriotic and civic service and obligation and to foster in the children of the state
moral and intellectual qualities which are essential in preparing to meet the obligations of
citizenship in peace or in war, the Regents of The University of the State of New York
shall prescribe courses of instruction in patriotism, citizenship, and human rights issues,
with particular attention to the study of the inhumanity of genocide, slavery (including the
freedom trail and underground railroad), the Holocaust, and the mass starvation in Ireland
from 1845 to 1850, to be maintained and followed in all the schools of the state. The boards
of education and trustees of the several cities and school districts of the state shall require
instruction to be given in such courses, by the teachers employed in the schools therein.
All pupils attending such schools, over the age of eight years, shall attend upon such
instruction.”

2 Governor Pataki also paraphrases Mitchel’s emotive claim that food was still being exported
from Ireland during the Famine. True enough, food was indeed being exported, but
Mitchel omitted to mention — as do those who quote him — that this “food” was mainly
unmilled grain, for which there was insufficient milling capacity in Ireland; nor did Mitchel
— nor do his followers — choose to acknowledge that vastly more food (including among
other foodstuffs the same Irish-grown grain, having been milled in England) was simulta-
neously being imported into Ireland in the largest relief effort undertaken anywhere in the
world up to that time.

3 See Alba 1990, Waters 1990, and Lieberson 1988, for discussions of the significance of
the 1980 US Census statistics and the contemporary social dynamics of European ancestral
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categories. The 1980 census was the first to ask an “ethnicity” question and thus to permit
broad-scale socioeconomic comparisons and studies of marital preference to be made of
national-origin and racial categories.

4 The 1870 and 1880 US Census manuscripts give long lists of Irish-born men, with dis-
tinctively Catholic names, in remote US Army outposts on the western frontier; in some
of these barracks, they predominated in the ordinary ranks and outnumbered all others
(see Byron 2006:162).

5 There have been court challenges to this law. Most recently, in March 2005, the Supreme
Court of Canada denied an application filed by French-speaking parents who wanted to
enroll their children in English-language schools. The court upheld Law 101, which pre-
vents Francophones from placing their children in English schools, and stated that the law
was reasonable. It said that linguistic majorities have no constitutional right to receive
education in minority languages (Canadian Broadcasting Corporation News Online, March

30, 2005).
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5 Anthropology in
CHAPTER Postsocialist Europe

Michat Buchowsk:

THE ETHNOANTHROPOLOGY OF (POST)SOCIALISM

Writing about anthropology in postsocialist Europe is not easy, since the multi-
plicity of research practices is complicated by intradisciplinary politics.! Divergent
traditions of doing anthropology have been practiced in the region for decades. On
the one hand, anthropology is a well-established multilingual tradition, comprising
both ethnology and folklore. On the other, anthropology is a discipline practiced by
people from the West. Although no single mainstream socialist ethnological
enterprise could have been considered “empire building” (cf. Stocking 1982), a rich
tradition of doing research on other continents in countries like Poland, Czechoslo-
vakia, and Yugoslavia must be mentioned. Moreover, a “surprising feature of
ethnography (ethnology) in . . . Central and Eastern European countries is that there
has never been an absolute dichotomy between home investigations and research on
distant territories” (Sarkdny 2002:562). Though Eastern European scholarship is still
perceived by some as descriptive and nationalist (see Kuper 1996:192), the “anthro-
pologization of ethnology,” that is, the practice of conducting fieldwork outside one’s
own culture and applying recent anthropological theories, was in full swing in the
1970s and 1980s. Thus, the myth of nationalist ethnology in (post)socialist Central
and Eastern Europe must be dispelled. This kind of ethnoanthropology that com-
bines “anthropology at home,” history, and ethnology, appears less commonly in the
Anglo-American world, but is quite common in several continental countries. These
studies should today be seen as matching inquiries carried out by Eastern European
anthropological luminaries coming from the West, who conducted research that was
revealing, insightful, and referred to the ideas of local historians, sociologists, and
political scientists (see Hann 1994:232-237).

In what follows, I try to paint a picture that takes into account the achievements
of scholars practicing ethnology and anthropology of postsocialism both as “outsid-
ers” and “insiders.” It is an attempt to take “a step toward bridging the dichotomy
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of Us versus Them and loosening the boundaries of the world’s hierarchical division
into area studies. Fostering an equality of learning and sharing by the two groups”
should break down “the offensive borders of ‘post-Soviet” and ‘Western’ anthropol-
ogy” (Buyandelgeriyn 2009:241). So far, despite many declarations like this, in all
past and recent summaries of postsocialist anthropology (cf. Hann 2002; Brandt-
stadter 2007; Buyandelgeriyn 2008; Horschelmann and Stenning 2008), Central
European scholars’ contributions have been systematically ignored.

The key question regarding postsocialism is: what makes it a specific phenomenon
and anthropological studies on it a distinct field of study? One can say that an old
diagnosis of Bettelheim’s has apparently become true in Central Europe today:
“Inside social formations in which capitalism is predominant, this domination mainly
tends to expand reproduction of the capitalist mode of production, that is to dissolu-
tion of the other modes of production . ..” (1969:297). The introduction of capital-
ism in former socialist countries in the era of globalization is complex and affects not
only modes of production, but also differently influences various spheres of life and
categories of social actors. People confronted with capitalism react according to their
own conceptions of it that are partially rooted in traditionally defined meanings. In
other words, implemented strategies become transformed by the capitalist relation-
ships of production, but also alter capitalism at the local level, leading to what
Marshall Sahlins calls the “indigenization of modernity” (1999:410) in response to
globalization.

The variety of phenomena addressed in postsocialist studies forces us to focus on
select issues and to choose key notions around which to weave the story. First, I will
discuss concepts of socialism and postsocialist transition. Second, I will attempt to
deconstruct orientalizing occidental views on Central-Eastern Europe, such as an
image of civil society, nationalism, and anthropological scholarship, and to follow a
thread of transforming identities in the sphere of property, labor, class, and gender
relations. Third, I will also show that postsocialist changes are most often rendered
within a paradigm that contrasts East to West, or in other words, always considers
(post)socialism in its relationship to and divergence from Western models. To make
reading casier I follow this strategy of representation, although in undermining
dominant images a deconstructive accent is present. Fourth, I will argue that in all
these issues, cultural determinism in the form of “postsocialist mentalities and habits”
does not explain historical processes that are propelled by currently emergent relations
of power. Finally, I will show that in these power-dependent worlds, individual and
collective actors are active social agents.

WHAT WAS SOCIALISM? AND WHAT IS POSTSOCIALISM?

The very term “postsocialism” evokes controversy. Within contemporary public and
scholarly rhetoric, the notion is confined in practice to the pre-1989 Soviet bloc
countries characterized by “really existing socialism” (Bahro 1977). Therefore, I will
address the state of anthropological art in the European space of these former socialist
countries, comprising most of Central Europe and stretching from the Baltic Sea to
the Balkans. Caroline Humphrey (2002:12) justifies use of the term “postsocialism”
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by arguing that socialism-related practices were deeply embedded in these societies,
and have not been replaced by new ones overnight. Just as there were commonalities
in the socialist experience, it follows that there must be some degree of unity in the
postsocialist experience.

However, these socialist and postsocialist unities are simultaneously relative and
ambiguous (Buchowski 2001a:9-13). Communist countries, for instance, had dis-
tinct systems of property relations, ranging from collectivized agricultural land in
most of them to privately owned farms in Yugoslavia and Poland. While state property
dominated in the industrial sector, in the Yugoslav model cooperative companies and
workers’ councils were common. In both these countries, and in Hungary, private
entrepreneurship was encouraged in “late socialism.” Political regimes exercised dif-
ferent forms of authoritarian domination and ideological hegemony. In general, and
especially since the 1970s, all three countries enjoyed various forms of freedom.
Restrictions on travel were systematically lifted; freedom of religious practice in
Poland was practically unhindered. A relative freedom of speech, culture, and social-
scientific publication ensued.

As Humphrey writes, “the divergences between the former socialist countries have
been accentuated over the last decade” (2002:12). These differences become visible
when comparing Central European to Central Asian or Caucasian variants of post-
socialism. In Central Europe itself, some regions (e.g. the northern tier) experienced
smooth sociopolitical transformation, while in others (i.c. former Yugoslavia) bloody
wars erupted. Still, the combination of the modern capitalist global regime with past
forms has brought about some degree of unity, as has the current membership of
ten postsocialist countries in the European Union. These realities find their reflection
in anthropological production.

POSTSOCIALIST TRANSFORMATIONS

The mental division of Europe into East and West has a long tradition that reaches
back to the Enlightenment (Wolft 1994; Todorova 1997). Historians (ct. Chirot
1989) reassured the public that the partition of the continent into center and periph-
ery reflected “real” phenomena. Such dualism was strengthened during Cold War.
For many, the collapse of state socialism meant the “end of history,” or the inevitable
transformation of postsocialist nations into modern, Western-like societies, and the
universal domination of capitalism. Indeed, new spaces opened for capital and
transnational connections have been intensified. But this does not imply a homogeni-
zation of social forms or the modes of thought nurtured by them. There is no end
to history.

In order to “naturalize” transformation processes, neoliberal experts invented
theories to fit these master images. Katherine Verdery’s writing best describes the
situation:

A number of the stories of post-socialism have the knights of Western know-how rushing
to rescue the distressed Eastern Europe. . . . The rescue scenario has two common vari-
ants: “shock therapy” and “big bang.” The first compares the former socialist bloc with
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a person suffering from mental illness — that is, socialism drove them insane, and our job
is to restore their sanity. The second implies that . . . history is only now beginning . . .”
(1996:205)

The category of “the West” is given, fixed, and transhistorical, while all other possible
forms are treated as aberrant. The East should be absorbed by the West for its own
— and the greater — good.

These schemes are reminiscent of 1960s modernization theories. This progressive
view also recalls communist leaders’ faith in the superiority of socialism to capitalism,
which now paradoxically appears as a prefiguration of post-1989 Western trium-
phalism. Besides, “the idea of transition . . . responds to a unilinear, evolutionary
vision expounded by Comte and Spencer. Societies are purported to develop accord-
ing to a ‘universal law of stages’ or, in other words, to a pre-established succession
deemed inevitable . . .” (Conte and Giordano 1999:6). Current transformations
present a kind of reversal of history, thanks to which, societies are put back on the
legitimate track of development. From another perspective, transformation could be
seen as a rite of passage from socialism to capitalism, in which the transitory stage
is analogous to a liminal period in Victor W. Turner’s (1967:93-111) scheme.
However, history is again conceptualized as proceeding from one clearly defined
juncture, socialism, to an equally determined destination, capitalism (Buchowski
2001a:100-1106).

Anthropologists prefer to understand postsocialism as that which emerges at the
interface of the social structural framework, which is produced by various social
actors, and those individuals acting within such structures. Grasping all these
phenomena is a strenuous task. Meanwhile, ready-made neoliberal models have
engendered the academic industry of “transitology.” Anthropologists should contest
analyses that explain failures of transformation by “‘socialist legacies’ or ‘culture’.
Repeatedly, we find that what may appear as ‘restorations’ of patterns familiar from
socialism are something quite different: direct responses to the new market initiatives,
produced &y them, rather than remnants of an older mentality” (Burawoy and Verdery
1999:1-2; emphases in original). Because ethnographers understand grass-roots per-
spectives and local meanings to be central, they analyze people’s experiences in an
attempt to understand native conceptualizations and how they are conditioned by
relations of power between social actors.

Anthropologists have also argued against neoliberal views that history can be
erased by applying “shock therapy,” which demolishes old institutions, and that
economic problems are caused by the “malfeasance and intransigence” (Lampland
2002:36) of ordinary people. Such neoliberal perspectives can lead to path-dependency
theory (cf. Stark and Bruszt 1998), a version of which is the institutional economists’
view that destroying previous institutions caused difficulties in absorption of postso-
cialist reforms. This argument also demonstrates that “path-dependent causation . . .
is not just retrospective. Prior conditions . . . shape tools for improvisation in con-
temporary daily practice, in here and now of an unmapped and insecure terrain that
joins past with possible future” (Kalb 2002:323). Therefore we should conceptualize
postsocialism within an analytic perspective that connects local reactions and places
to global processes. Moreover, postsocialism should be viewed in a wider context of
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post—Cold War geopolitical economic power relations in which strands of (post)-
socialism, (post)colonialism and (neo)imperialism are interconnected (Chari and
Verdery 2009).

Thus, anthropologists have tried to undermine stereotypical accounts of transforma-
tion. Two scholars from Hungary and the Czech Republic critically write: “Assumptions
that all socioeconomic and political difficulties are attributable to the transitional
period have so permeated research on East—Central Europe, that it is difficult to break
free with their premises and legacies . . . it is timely that these assumptions were rigor-
ously and entirely deconstructed” (Kiirti and Skalnik 2009:2). Therefore, anthropolo-
gists must contest the view that undesired phenomena, such as poverty, unemployment,
and other collective and individual afflictions that emerged in postsocialism can be
either attributed to the heritage of socialism itself or deficiencies of capitalism. In
evaluating the outcomes of transformation some differences are visible between foreign
and domestic perspectives. Most Western anthropologists have been extremely critical
about the social consequences of economic reforms. As Kiirti and Skalnik argue, cer-
tainly, there are many social groups that have “lost out” during transformation, and
anthropologists should unmask the mechanisms by which they have suffered and been
marginalized. However, not all changes have brought poverty and dissatisfaction.

Anthropologists’ deconstruction of clichéd images of postsocialism can be seen
across various domains of practice and analysis. Next, I will consider such attempts
to dispel stereotypes regarding the political sphere.

C1viL SOCIETY

The first Western anthropologists who ventured into Central Europe during the
socialist period wanted to deny entrenched and distorted representations of socialism.
This was a difficult task, since phenomena there were sometimes incomprehensible
even to anthropologists. To deny ethnocentrism, they attempted to present local life
as complex and often highly sociable, even if not all Western liberal notions had their
counterparts in the socialist Fast.

One such mistaken idea held by many in the West was that civil society did not
exist during socialism. Therefore, in the rush to implement a new Western-like social
order, a whole civil-society-building industry developed. Consultants flooded the
region and helped to organize NGOs. They played a significant role in assisting
people undergoing turbulent changes and many engaged in civic organizations out
of benevolence; simultaneously, individuals and groups on both ends of this NGO
chain profited. The effort to build civil society from scratch was based on the errone-
ous assumption that socialist societies were atomized or even in a state of anomie.
This image excluded various institutions that were not considered “civic” in the
Western context, but had functions similar to civil society under socialism, such as
networks of families and friends, religious institutions, trade unions, as well as state-
sponsored organizations like sports clubs, women’s leagues, and professional unions
(Kubik 2000; Buchowski 2001a:117-136). These groups mobilized people to activi-
ties that facilitated their lives both locally and nationally, counterbalanced the state’s
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ubiquitous power, and opposed total penetration of public space by ideological poli-
tics. “Civil society” shifts its place in various polities according to circumstances.
Anthropological studies on emerging forms of civil society in the postsocialist world
support this conclusion by showing that these forms depend on historical experiences
of collective actions, but also on the particular social situation in a given community
at a certain moment and often in relation to international agents and agencies (Hann
and Dunn 1996; especially Sampson 1996b).

PROPERTY RELATIONS

Property is one of the most debated topics in Central European postsocialist studies,
and was particularly popular in the 1990s, when anthropologists were influenced by
the socialist period to favor research in rural issues. The sheer quantity of studies
on the radical consequences of systemic change in property relations impresses; each
country has its experts in this field: Romania (Verdery 2003), Bulgaria (Creed 1998),
Slovakia (Danglovi 2003; Torsello 2003), and Russia (Humphrey 1998). This phe-
nomenon has also been put in a comparative perspective (e.g. Leonard and Kaneff
2002; Hann et al. 2003). Anthropologists insist that decollectivization and privatiza-
tion of land in the postsocialist world cannot be reduced to economic processes, since
“property is about social relations. These include both relations among persons and
the power relations in which people act” (Verdery 1998:180). Therefore, ownership
changes imply enormous social and cultural transformations, and anthropologists
continue to study the way that the material order, or in this case land, correlates to
people’s identities, values, and the social order.

Perhaps the least obvious case can best illustrate this point. In Poland, the
revolution in agriculture was not as radical as elsewhere, since agriculture was not
collectivized. However, my fieldwork in Dziekanowice, Poland, where private and
state properties coexisted, reveals connections between material and social transfor-
mations. Private property, the “naturalness” of which neoliberals propagate, and
anthropologists so rightly criticize, is nevertheless perceived exactly as “natural” by
most ordinary people. This ownership system has started to shape social relations in
a new way. Unlike in the socialist past, property, or economic capital, now gauges
individuals’ social capital. This conversion of economic into symbolic value is eagerly
accepted by those who own land. The landless oppose such a cultural order because
it demotes them to a lower status within the community. The privatization of socialist
property also means that the state partially abandoned its liability toward those who
worked on it; privatization of land means also privatization of “social security.”
Former state farm workers are commonly considered by others and themselves to be
the wretched of the earth of postsocialism. Now they have to work for rural entre-
preneurs and this has caused changes in social structure, relationships and identity.
By retreating from the property system, the state also privatized social affairs in the
sense that personalities are constructed on the basis of direct, non-state-mediated
relations to other community members. Subjective individual and group identities
have been redefined alongside changes in “objective” property relations based on the
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hegemonic idea of private ownership (Buchowski 2009). Like other postsocialist
processes, these changes are often riddled with emotions and worries about losing
one’s economic and social status (cf. Svasek 2000).

However, rural development can also generate positive emotions and conse-
quences. For example, foreign investment in agribusiness does not necessarily involve
a “doomsday scenario” (Kiirti 2009:153). The community of Lajosmizse in Hungary
has undergone every typical agricultural transformation, that is, the collapse of col-
lectivized farms, reprivatization, and a change in ownership of companies. Swiss
investment in this community, already known for its rabbit production, was carried
out “with care and attention rather than exploitation and destruction” (Kirti
2009:180) and has changed the community’s internal social relations. The rabbit-
processing company has given jobs to many people and suppliers, has proven to be
environmentally sensitive, and has introduced new farming techniques that have made
the whole regional industry successful and able to compete on international markets.
This case proves the above-mentioned more optimistic view on postsocialist trans-
formation held by insiders.

VANISHING AND EMERGING CLASSES

For neoliberals, the restructuring of class composition has become an important part
of transformation. Due to the modernization of the agriculture sector and European
Union policies, the reprivatization of land should not, according to policy-makers,
ultimately lead to the ruralization of society, but to an emergence of rural entrepre-
neurs. Perceived by communists as an “awkward” class that impedes progress,
peasants have again become an obsolete social group, this time for capitalist reform-
ers. In their eyes, the reconstruction of industry should diminish the importance of
the working class that was put on a pedestal by communist parties, and in many
countries actually became a leading anticommunist force. David Kideckel concludes
that today “workers are beset by multidimensional onslaught” which leads to and
makes visible labor’s “decline in postsocialism and Western influence on that decline”
(2008:31). In the new system, the middle class were expected take the lead, and
building it became an urgent and largely ideological task.

Focusing on the creation of a “middle class,” considered so vital for modern capi-
talist society by neoliberal reformers, will reveal not only the dogmatic nature of class
system reconstruction, but also the fragility of “class” as a label. For instance, if we
combine Edmund Mokrzycki’s (1996:193-194) and Steven Sampson’s (1996a:99—
101) accounts, the list of candidates for a “new middle class” was quite long: private
entrepreneurs and craftsmen owning small ventures under communism, former
communist managers who skillfully privatized state assets into their hands, former
wage-workers, people active in the “second economy,” as well as former state employ-
ces with technical skills and cultural capital that can be converted into economic
capital, and members of “traditional liberal” professionals. To Mokrzycki, the last
two groups form a “declassed intelligentsia,” an already qualified “knowledge class”
indispensable to a modern Western-type society. Do all these groups constitute a
social category we can call class?
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According to the Marxist criterion of property relations, entrepreneurs constitute
a class, since they own the means of production. Various studies in the postsocialist
regions show that they employ a labor force, which makes them producers of capital
(cf. Schroder and Vonderau 2008). However, in making social distinctions one
should also consider social and symbolic capital. From this perspective, entrepreneurs
comprise a diversified collection of people who have roots in various social milieus
that span the working class, peasantry, intelligentsia, and craftsmen, and whose educa-
tion ranges from the elementary to the university level. Some do well financially,
while others” membership in this class is persistently in flux as they struggle to main-
tain their economic well-being.

If culture, understood as negotiated “reality,” helps us to define a class, then we
can say that a renegotiation of cultural meanings and new patterns of social relations
take place and can potentially lead to the emergence of the new postsocialist middle
class (Buchowski 2001b). Entrepreneurs partly internalized their new identities, but
inherited culture still creates distinctions within this group, which is united by its
location in relation to the means of production and by belonging to the “knowledge
class.” Consumption, often understood as a unifying factor, cannot forge a sociologi-
cally meaningful category of class based on distribution of wealth, since it can be
practiced by even more diversified societal groups. Until now, the middle class in
postsocialist societies has been neither grounded in the subjectivity of those who
might identify with it, nor in the “objective conditions” of social life — economic,
social, and cultural — implied by the notion of class.

This discussion on class formation or dissolution allows insights into the role of
culture during periods of rapid change. Slobodan Naumovi¢’s case-study of a Serbian
technocrat who turned to private entrepreneurship shed light on the complexities of
and relations between class and culture. People can skillfully use the cultural resources
at their disposal, such as network of family and friends, experience during communism
that gave them knowledge about the way business actually functions, and acquired
economic education on free market principles. However, such findings should not
lead to “cultural determinism,” in which culture becomes a shaping factor of human
relations and practices. To the contrary, this research shows that actions undertaken
by individuals in postsocialist contexts are coping strategies that occur within the
structural framework of post-Balkan-Wars Serbia, which Naumovi¢ describes as char-
acterized by conspicuous corruption, politicking, lack of state protection, inadequate
legal frames, and lack of capital and credits. Moreover, this case supports Eric Wolf’s
(1999) view that culture should be treated as rather a “resource for” than “source
of” economic and other activities. Thereby “the functioning of ‘socio-economic
culture(s)’ is properly contextualized, linked to actual periods, processes, and persons,
then it has to be seen as neither the only, nor the principal factor that can explain
observable behaviour, particularly in rapidly changing political, economic, institu-
tional, and legal settings” (Naumovi¢ 2006:119). Culture matters as long as it works
together with social events, structural or institutional frameworks, and with actors’
conceptualizations of events. In postsocialism — as in any other system — people should
be not seen as ossified individuals, but rather as active agents who live in certain
historical circumstances that determine their behaviors and who simultaneously co-
shape the context in which they live.
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TRANSFORMATIONS OF LABOR AND PERSONHOOD

Martha Lampland’s research on the commodification of labor in Hungary demon-
strated that several processes associated with capitalism also developed under socialism.
It implied “the conflation of labor’s objectification in particular acts of production
with it[s] more general status as the source and arbiter of value” (1995:11). Such
analogies between the structure and functioning of capitalist and socialist societies
enabled anthropologists to take further steps in undermining ethnocentric notions.

However, it is true that labor relations were redefined in socialist countries. As
already mentioned, in postsocialist Dziekanowice, existing social relations prevented
rural workers from working for farmers for a long time after the end of socialism.
This was against their dignity because it violated their understanding of independence
and equality. At the grass-roots level the state had been an anonymous employer and
therefore deemed superior to a private one. In Hungary, according to Lampland, the
state figured as a personalized subject in contrast to the depersonalized “hidden hand
of a free market” of today’s capitalism. This was also the case in socialist Poland, but
more at the political level, where industrial workers directly protested against the
“personalized” Party state. However, now, the free market remains incomprehensible
and mysterious for rural proletarians in both Poland and Hungary, while an employer,
a farmer or rural entrepreneur, is a visible person, coming often from the same com-
munity. In the past, managers of state farms merely acted for the socialist state and
were regarded as similar to other workers that it hired. Now the “invisible market”
is not that invisible, since it is embodied in a tangible employer, owner, and manager
— all in one. For workers it is hard to appreciate the capitalist model of production
relations, incurring further commodification of labor and unfavorable reclassification
of social relations.

These issues also arise for farmers, who have always gauged a person’s value
through “work.” For farmers, work “is a material property of human actors, bearing
physical, nearly tangible qualities. It is also “the touchstone, the foundation, of
subjectivity and morality” (Lampland 1995:11). Therefore, labor has been the cor-
nerstone of farmers’ identity, prosperity, reputation, and merit, and constitutive of
their personhood. As owners, they feel independent and oppose the appropriation
of their labor. However, these connections between labor and personhood have been
weakened by the free market relations penetrating economic relationships. The
amount of work input no longer correlates to earnings; the moral capital of a diligent
person does not translate into economic capital. Consequently, effort and labor do
not determine consumption possibilities. The merit of labor as measure of a person
collides with invisible market forces. For farmers this means the depreciation of the
core of their identity, that is, hard work.

The privatization and marketization of the economy is equally intense in the
industrial sector. Socialism was a system characterized by a shortage economy, and
as having a shortage of labor, politicized consumption, with state dictatorship over
needs, soft budget constraints for companies, and clientelism (Verdery 1996:19-38).
It also produced certain kind of persons that in retrospect are described by anthro-
pologists as “partible,” or a composite of multiple relations, who are inextricably
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embedded in their social relations. Such persons “contain a generalized society
within” and “are frequently constructed at the plural and composite site of the rela-
tionship that produced them” (Strathern 1988:13). (In)dividuals’ identity is defined
by their position in the network of social relations. Zndmosti in Czechoslovakia, blat
in Russia, protekcié in Hungary or znajomoscs in Poland (Wedel 1986) are conceptual-
ized as connections to other people that smoothed everyday life and established
persons as composites of social relations. In capitalism people are perceived as “indi-
viduals who are owners of their ‘parts,” or qualities” (Dunn 2004:126). Of course,
it should be argued that in the West individuals function also as “divisible,” but
popular discourse claims that everyone can be measured according to his or her
intrinsic worth. In the post-Fordist system, employees on the shop floor are grouped
according to their “aptitude,” and work performance is measured with “scientific
methods.” Persons become detached from social settings and their classification
becomes legitimized by supposedly “objective” gauges. But as Dunn shows in her
ethnography of a food-producing plant bought by a multinational company in
Poland, female workers resist such classification by referring to their social conception
of the person. Birgit Miiller arrived at a similar conclusion in her study of the East
German transformation of labor. “Faced with the individualistic model of the market
economy, which emphasized competition and responsibility, the employees tried to
apply a ‘We model’ that provided them with authentication” (2007:228).

This finding leads to the issue of how power operates, since the control of labor
is a part of a broader control of people. The individualization of persons weakens the
power of collective actors, so it is not surprising that people defy such redefinition.
Under socialism, power was evident both in the political domain and on the shop
floor. Today, by shifting power from the political to the supposedly scientific and
rational domain, “power comes from the creation of an accepted version of ‘reality’
rather than from exhortations, overt ideological formations, or brute force and is
hence less visible and more difficult to challenge” (Dunn 2001:278). But this acqui-
escence is not so obvious and people oppose such containment in various ways, not
only by outward protests and strikes, but also in daily practices.

RESISTANCE

As we have seen, people are constantly classified by others. The elevation of workers
and peasants under communism did not necessarily converge with the actual
hegemonic cultural order. Capitalist reclassification deals with the unemployed and
uneducated, too, who are made accountable for their own poor position and for
obliterating reforms that otherwise would bring prosperity to all. Opinions like the
one expressed by a leading Polish economist have become common: “It is not Polish
capitalism that has been slowed down in its development, but rather the people who
grew up in the lumpenproletariat milieu whose lack of standards stopped the process
of evolution in the direction of capitalist normality!” (Winiecki 2001).

Social relations always create hierarchies in which some are considered to be more
powerful. In the process of postsocialist transformations it has become a pattern that
“victims of economic downturn,” mainly former state and collectivized farm workers
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as well as industrial workers, “are held to blame for that same downturn” (Kideckel
2002:115) and their own misfortune. The strategy of blaming the victims has been
successfully implemented. Such (de)classification of thereby declassed groups puts
them in an inferior position. They are treated as remnants of the past, Homo sovieticus,
immobilized and excluded from history. Johannes Fabian’s (1983) idea of allochro-
nism that places contemporaneous tribal societies in the times of yore finds its full
implementation in Europe at the turn of the twenty-first century. Such immobiliza-
tion of social actors denies them agency.

It is no wonder that these degraded groups oppose the system that is perceived
by them as alien, as fitting of the “others” — be they local businessman, national
politicians or international agents of capitalism. In their self-defense, new outcasts
turn to similar rhetoric of blaming their “oppressors,” hence reversing the flow of
accusations. Postsocialist subalterns overtly reproach elites for the transformation’s
hardships. But such mobilized defiance — labor and hunger strikes, street demonstra-
tions and road blockades — exposes them to further criticism, because by protesting
they purportedly prove their inability to understand capitalism and lack of creativity
through using certain symbols epitomizing collective solidarity. These actions and
symbols are immediately described by those more powerful as outmoded postcom-
munist reactions, thereby enabling elites to classify resisting groups as backward,
populist, and culturally inferior. A paradoxical conclusion follows: “struggle and
resistance are themselves implicated in the reproduction of culturally based class dif-
ferences” (Kearney 2004:309). By opposing the new social order subalterns actively
participate in their subordination engendered by material relations of production and
legitimized by hegemonic cultural order (Buchowski 2006). Unfortunately, the dis-
enfranchised and poor who appear in most social scientists’ works are presented as
unable to adapt, backwards, dependant and deviant.

An anthropological shift can make this apparent resignation “a proof of cultural
activity; a proof that many people in a fully tense way experience what happened after
1989 — live it in a way adequate to their culture” (Rakowski 2009:17). Rakowski’s
thorough monograph, in which he empathizes with his primarily poor research par-
ticipants and presents their points of view, proves that such a perspective is both
humane and innovative. His research also critiques academic studies of postsocialist
“deprived groups” for relying on the 1960s notion of a “deviant” subculture of
poverty that reproduces its own values (cf. Lewis 1959), and, despite its apparent
compassion, is exclusionary, patronizing, and dehumanizing by denying agency.

GENDER AND RELIGION

Gender is inherently intertwined with power structures and social images analytically
placed outside of it. Although under socialism gender equality was an official political
tenet, this did not mean that this parity existed in the cultural order or practice.
Gender relations have been especially well-analyzed in Romania, where Gail Kligman
(1998) showed that women were treated by patriarchal communist leaders as
constituting the reproductive means, if not vessels, of the nation-building project.
Therefore, for example, abortion was illegal there. But this kind of nationalist-
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communist policy was universal. Despite churches’ protests, in most countries abor-
tion was permitted, but social benefits for pregnant women and mothers of infants
were also relatively generous. The change of regime has reduced social benefits and
in Poland, abortion rights have become strictly restricted. The end of socialism has
caused multiple redefinitions of gender relations; there is no single path for the whole
region. Discourses and politics regarding the reproductive realm especially influence
women’s professional careers, positions in their families and communities, engage-
ment in political life, relations with men, and finally, their subjectivities (cf. Gal and
Kligman 2000).

These issues of gender, women’s emancipation, and feminism must be contextual-
ized. Western feminist models do not apply universally, though they were initially
and incorrectly applied to phenomena in postsocialist Europe. Anthropological case
studies demonstrate that emancipation, in this context, often requires different actions
than those assumed by Westerners. Anika Keinz (2008) shows that in Poland, women
first have to dissociate their cause from the socialist past, which is almost universally
denied as antinational, and reappropriate their struggle for emancipation in other
spheres of public discourse, such as family. These developments are contingent upon
many factors, such as international influences, local understandings of “normalcy”
and women’s understandings of possible courses of action. It turns out that many
ideologies and clandestine, unconscious scripts inform notions of feminism and
gender. In other words, postsocialist notions of feminism and gender are always
particular to their local context.

Such particularity can assume various forms. Monika Baer (2003) studied a busi-
nesswomen’s club and rightly connected it with the issue of class. What on the surface
looks like women engaging in emancipatory activity proves to be more a class-
exclusionary self-definition and distinction. However, actual emancipation can assume
entirely unexpected forms that are markedly different from Western secular and liberal
feminism. Agnieszka Kosciariska (2009) published an ethnography of highly religious
women, practitioners of a Brahma Kumaris cult. Through silence and retreat from
social and sexual life with their life-partners, they gain personal emancipation. These
practices encourage understandings of womanhood, agency, and feminism itself as
having multiple forms that can vary according to context. Though “classical”
feminism does not recognize such religiously motivated behavior as constituting
emancipation, it is exactly emancipation that these women achieve through rejecting
Western-type feminism, perceived by them to be aggressive. Such radical religiosity
represents its own form of feminism through expressing dissatisfaction in private,
rather than public, spaces. Religion, which for diverse reasons is so important in the
lives of so many people in postsocialist Europe (for an overview see Hann et al. 2006),
functions here in an entirely unexpected way.

MEMORY AND NATION

Memory is a key issue in the postsocialist context. Postsocialist populations have been
habitually described by many political commentators as nostalgic, as Homo sovieticus
longing for a glorious and cozy bygone lifeworld; this approach is captured by the
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well-known German term Ostalyie. However, this view runs afoul of anthropologists’
findings demonstrating that the past is made in the present.

Images of the past are constructed at several levels and by many actors. First, the
construction of memory relates to how the new post-1989 political authorities settled
accounts with their predecessors. According to Borneman (1997:9); by the mid-
1990s one could observe (i) a radical approach with a rather weak insistence on
retributive justice, that is, only some recognition of the victims and no persecution
for the communist functionaries (Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia,
and Slovenia); (ii) a minimal change in the regime and virtually no retributive justice
(Serbia, Croatia, Romania, Russia, and other Soviet Republics excluding the Baltic
States); and (iii) significant regime change, compensation for the victims and persecu-
tion of the wrongdoers (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria, Albania, and Germany).
Such official policies vary according to any one country’s political relations and legal
system, which has its roots in political philosophy.

Second, initial enthusiasm for change caused an erasure of the past in most Central
European countries. Examples of such erasure include changes in street names, the
removal of communist monuments, erection of new memorials, changes of national
emblems, the exchange of banknotes and coins, the introduction of new state holi-
days, the reburial of previously denied heroes (remnants of whom were often brought
home from abroad), and the rewriting of history in textbooks, documentary films,
and public ceremonies. Through such actions, the politics of remembrance becomes
sponsored by political authorities or various societal groups; it is in this contentious
context that people create and evoke memories, while anthropologists try to grasp
these changing meanings. People experienced communism, their acts were embedded
in daily life, and now these encounters are objectified. This is a collective process,
but various groups have different rationales for their actions and construct disparate
meanings that can vary from the glorification of the past and the validation of one’s
youth or life course to total condemnation and rejection of communism. Overall,
this is a tense process during which both past and present are inherently entwined
(cf. Watson 1994; Haukanes et al. 2004; Kaneff 2004).

The politics of memory is directly related to the question of nation. Nationalism
and minority issues have almost become hallmarks of postsocialist transition, due to
the wars in former Yugoslavia and the cause of the Roma people. Nationalism studies
comprise a regional discipline in itself. A discussion about the peculiarity of “Eastern”
nationalism, an idea that reaches back at least to Hans Kohn’s book (1944), and was
to a certain extent upheld by Ernest Gellner (1983), has been undermined by con-
temporary studies (for instance, Brubaker 1998; Kuzio 2001), which agree with
anthropologists” arguments that in both public discourses and many academic studies,
national and ethnic identities are essentialized and postsocialist societies exoticized.
More attention must be paid to the local contexts that made ethnic atrocities possible,
especially in the Balkans (cf. Halpern and Kideckel 2000). Such essentializing
practices ascribe people to one fixed, primordial ethno-national identity. However,
identities do not exist “out there,” somehow preceding collective practices or deter-
mining cultural configurations. Additionally, the significance of boundaries between
communities is to a large extent negated by actual practices, through which national
and ethnic identities are constantly produced and recreated. “Essentializers” ignore
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multiple forms of social life, the multivocality of statements, and the multicultural
contexts or range of social settings in which people act. These phenomena are espe-
cially visible in the context of migration, another major research question that I
cannot address due to space (but see Wallace and Stola 2001; Keough 2006). People
manipulate their identities according to circumstances, interest or even transitory
feelings. Many experts (e.g. Stewart 1997) have shown that Roma tend to be flexible
in thus manipulating their identities, though they are at the same time subject to
many discriminatory practices, and their position has actually deteriorated since social-
ist times.

In this context, where identities are fluid and intimately linked to the past and to
the nation, “war ethnography” has become a hotly discussed topic. Croatian anthro-
pologists tried to give an account of the violent events in which they became
unavoidably involved. Their radical form of anthropology “at home” presented a
“reaction to international lack of understanding of the war in Croatia” (éapo—
Zmegaé 2002:104). They were even accused by some Westerners of practicing
national propaganda (Greverus 1995). The point Croatian anthropologists tried to
make in two important books (Feldman et al. 1993; Jambresi¢ Kirin and Povrzanovié
1996) was that “the lived experience of violence is recognized . . . as a highly undesir-
able but almost inevitable ‘essentializing’ category which decisively defines identities
in spatial /territorial terms” (Povrzanovi¢ 2000:154, emphasis in original). Sensitive
to issues of shifting identities, anthropological representation, ethnographic author-
ity, engaged anthropology, and autoethnography, they conveyed a message that gave
voice to people who experienced violence. However, their own voice was immediately
classified as disguised nationalism always already present in the Balkans (Bowman
1994), as if this phenomenon was miraculously inherent in territory and people,
including anthropologists. Ines Prica ironically commented that these scholars’ criti-
cism recreated the “general, critical and deconstructive paradigm of imagined national
identity which, supported by pre-civilized forms of consciousness, turns into bloodshed
bears the traces of the same mythic consciousness it is so eager to proscribe” (Prica
1995:10; emphasis in original). In other words, Western scholars” attempts to unmask
the hidden nationalism of Croatian scholars who gave an insider’s view of the war
turned out to be suffused with entrenched images about the chauvinist East, as rep-
resented by local anthropologists. It is as if the Western scholars said: “Whatever you
do, you cannot escape your nature and destiny.”

CONCLUSION

Prica’s point brings us back to the issue of Central and Eastern European ethno-
anthropologists’ assumed preoccupation with national issues, and hierarchies of
knowledge produced in centers and on peripheries. The “orientalization” of the
postsocialist region hardens discourses so deeply that even those who try to decon-
struct them, that is, local anthropologists, are accused of contributing to their hard-
ening, simply because they are seen as Easterners themselves. It is high time to break
with the sheer inequality of this model, or else anthropology will remain a mere part
of wider relations of power between East and West. Therefore, in this chapter I have
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tried to merge these horizons of center and periphery by considering these perspec-
tives with equal weight. I also hope that by showing several anthropological case
studies it has become clear that the deeply entrenched exoticization of postsocialist
Europe is not only ethnocentric, but also fabricated and misleading. Popular images
about socialist habits and cultural patterns (often invented and stereotypical them-
selves) do not do justice to the potential of people to be social agents. Global trans-
formations have caused dramatic changes at both individual and societal levels and
have transformed identities and practices; these changes are practiced and lived by
actual individuals in these postsocialist contexts, and as such, their voices must be
heard, including those of postsocialist anthropologists. Toward this end, it is neces-
sary to merge perspectives from the “East” and “West” in order to create a truly
equal and innovative anthropology in Central and Eastern Europe.

NOTES

1 I would like to thank Jessica Robbins for her valuable comments and help in writing this
text in comprehensible English. I wrote this paper as a senior fellow at Collegium Budapest
— Institute for Advanced Study, where in spring 2010 I worked on the project Anthropology
of European Postsocialism: Modes of Invention and Representation.
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6 Europe in Eurasia

CHAPTER
Chris Hann

INTRODUCTION

It may seem odd to future historians of the anthropological sciences that the first
centuries brought no consensus concerning the fundamental units of disciplinary
inquiry. Should it be a universal humanity, or should it be the societies (some would
prefer to say cultures) into which humans are grouped? We know that societies and
cultures are fuzzy, unstable constructions, and yet the habit of generalizing about
“the X” is so thoroughly engrained in anthropology that we often fail to notice the
implications. Leach (1970[1954]) opted for a territorial framing rather than fore-
grounding collective identities, but he was the first to acknowledge that this step did
not resolve all the problems. How should one define the boundaries of the territorial
entity? Can one justify a study called “the anthropology of A” if the internal diversity
to be found within territory A is greater than the diversity to be observed between
A and neighboring territories B and C?

These problems are acute in the present instance. Where are the boundaries of
this entity we call Europe, which is evidently more than just another society or
culture? We habitually classify it as a continent, and often as a civilization, but what
exactly do these terms mean for an anthropologist? The difficulties of geographical
demarcation are most evident in the east, where the Urals hardly compare as a physi-
cal boundary to the Pyrennées, the Alps, or the Caucasus. They were nominated for
the role of boundary marker only in the middle of the eighteenth century, when
Russian intellectuals were determined to prove that the Czarist empire, or at any rate
its capital and historic core, belonged to Europe rather than to Asia. South of the
Urals there is no consensus at all about where to draw Europe’s eastern boundary.
The steppe zone of central Eurasia has been characterized over millennia by the
continuous movement of peoples, technologies, and ideas. The same is true of
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the Mediterranean and the “Middle East,” where in recent years the absurdities of
our pervasive symbolic geographies have become acute. Thus Israel can, at least for
certain cultural purposes, be readily incorporated into Europe, while in many coun-
tries of the so-called European Union (EU) the eligibility of Turkey for membership
is challenged on civilizational grounds. In some accounts, Eastern Christians (those
of Moscow as well as those of Baghdad) are considered to belong to a separate world,
with the Greeks an awkward exception. Europe tends to be thought of as the unique
civilization created by the various strands of Western Christianity. An influential
spokesman for this position is the late Samuel Huntington (1996), a political scientist
who posited a “fault line” between Eastern and Western Christianity, distinct from
the continental divide.

By contrast, many historians have pointed to entanglement and continuous osmosis
across the membranes which temporarily divide societies and civilizations. The con-
tributions of Eastern Christians, Jews, and Muslims to the formation of modern
Europe have been amply documented and there is no need to summarize that story
here. Instead, following the anthropologist Jack Goody and the archaeologist Gordon
Childe, I shall argue that this history needs to be extended much further back — to
the urban revolution of the late Bronze Age, the impact of which was not restricted
to the Middle East but extended across South and East Asia. It is important to
distinguish this level of Realgeschichte from pervasive representations of European
identity and difference. When the latter are thoroughly internalized by a population,
no one would deny that they can have very real effects. For anthropologists, as for
many other scholars, tracing the origins, content, and dissemination of discourses
and images of Europe is certainly a demanding and worthwhile activity. I shall touch
on this sort of work in the first section. The danger that I see in all the attention that
has been devoted to constructions and inventions of Europe is that one loses sight
of material processes in wider frameworks, and paradoxically reinforces the boundaries
and identities that one was initially inclined to deconstruct.

This chapter is intended as a scholarly contribution, but of course the question of
Europe and European identity is topical and political. There are good reasons why
European anthropologists should be aware of this context, since various strands of
their discipline were profoundly shaped from the beginning by the politics of nation-
states or empires (and in some cases both). Some of our predecessors did more than
document local or regional customs; they contributed to the emergence and dis-
semination of a sense of national belonging that was new, or at any rate not yet widely
shared by the putative members of the national community at the time. For several
decades the cultural commissars of the EU have been seeking to emulate this feat,
that is, to disseminate a sense of European identity where it remains weak or nonex-
istent (Shore 2000). They need all the help they can get, including that of anthro-
pologists. Some of the latter have begun to examine the emergence of Europe “from
below,” as the result of local initiatives and intensified interaction between the citizens
of different countries and regions (Johler 2010). Many, perhaps particularly those
who work in academic departments called European Ethnology, sincerely experience
this shift to the level of Europe as progressive, because it means transcendence of the
delusions of the nation. But I shall argue that we should reject this role and distance
ourselves from all invitations to naturalize and celebrate Europe. Instead of repeating
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the errors of our predecessors on a larger scale, we would do better to pay attention
to imperialist power relations and longue durée similarities across Eurasia.

FABRICATIONS

Just as we have come to recognize the constructed character of national identities, we
need to understand the contingencies that have led to the western peninsula of the
Eurasian landmass being thought to form a separate continent. Many factors should
lead us to see this classification as implausible. The variety of habitats and linguistic
and societal diversity are just as great in India and Pakistan, yet we have learned to refer
to this territory only as a “subcontinent.” In terms not only of population but socio-
cultural, political, and commercial unification, China too would seem to have just as
strong a case to be considered as a continent. So the question arises: When was Europe?

The history of Europe (and the name itself) is conventionally traced back to the
Ancient Greeks, who laid stress on their difference from their Persian and Scythian
neighbors in basically the same way that the Han of the “Middle Kingdom” asserted
their difference from the barbarian nomads beyond the Great Wall. These various
collectivities were already intimately linked by a kind of Bronze Age world-system
involving the movement of goods, technologies, and ideas across the Eurasian land-
mass (Wilkinson et al. 2011). Revisionist accounts allow for the influence of both
Asian and North African civilizations on these Greeks, and also for the fact that a
good deal of Hellenic knowledge had to be reimported into Europe by Islamic
empires after falling into temporary oblivion.

The central narratives of Europe were consolidated much later, following the
expansion of Christianity. The assemblage uniting the fragmented peoples of Eura-
sia’s western peninsula was known as Christianitas, not Europa. The primary “Other”
at this time was not the Oriental but the Pagan. With the coming of the Reforma-
tion, North came to mean Protestant rather than heathen, and a kind of rotation
took place: East-West became more salient than North-South in the mental maps
of increasingly secularized elites (Wolff 1994). No one disputed that the Renaissance
was primarily an Italian contribution, but the modern myth of Europe was dissemi-
nated during the centuries when economic, political, and military power shifted to
the northwest. Europe was now associated with scientific and industrial revolutions,
enlightenment and democratic government, colonization, and finally the global dom-
ination of the North Atlantic. Eastern Christianity was left in a highly ambiguous
situation, especially in those extensive territories which had fallen into Turkish hands.
In the age of enlightenment, some Frenchmen believed that the Ottoman Empire
could become European. At any rate Turks were not perceived to be inherently less
European than Orthodox Russians. British and Russians alike viewed the Ottoman
Empire as “the sick man of Ewurope.” Greece was heroically rescued from
Ottoman domination in a war of independence in the early nineteenth century but,
like the other small countries which emerged or reemerged in the age of nationalism,
its relationship to the new centre of gravity in the west remained problematic. These
tensions persisted throughout the era of Marxist-Leninist and Titoist socialism, and
I shall return to them briefly below.
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The power and wealth of northwestern Europe began to wane in the latter half
of the twentieth century, in just the decades that its fragmented states embarked on
processes of economic and political consolidation. Evidently these processes have
helped call forth a new level of identity construction, to promote which governments
invest generously in European Studies programs and disseminate the rhetoric of
“European values.” It is fascinating to observe the struggle to project these values as
human rights, the secular religion of our embryonic world society, at the very
moment when Europe and its offshoots in North America are relinquishing economic
ascendancy. Intellectuals who think of themselves as liberal typically evade the ques-
tion of Europe’s boundaries. What matters, they say, is identification with an ideal
and the acceptance of the norms and values that were pioneered in European mod-
ernization. They fail to notice that this reduction of Europe to a state of mind serves
only to reinforce the myth of Europe as a continent, while China and India are merely
countries that have grown to be rather large.

One might expect that critical social scientists would expose myths, and take pains
to distinguish them from what really happened in history. This seldom happens. Many
courses in European Studies barely distinguish between Europe and the European
Union (especially following the enlargement process completed in 2007, which has
brought several large ex-socialist states into the EU as full members). Sociologist
Maurice Roche in his recent study goes some way to modifying older versions of the
myth. For example, he is ready to incorporate barbarians into his history, since Celts
and others played a major role in the spread of iron-making technologies (Roche
2010). For this author what matters is the “historical sociological imagination.” The
triumphal continental story has been internalized to become a “deep structure” of
the Europeans. But there is little evidence for such claims about subjectivities, and
plenty of evidence to show that contemporary Europeans have enormous difficulty
in forging a common collective memory (see Macdonald, Chapter 14 in this volume).
Roche’s simultaneous attempt to portray Europe as forming an objective “civiliza-
tional complex” is hardly more satisfactory than that of Huntington (for whom the
recent enlargement compromises the principles of Western civilization by admitting
populations whose prime religious tradition is Orthodoxy).

The hegemonic narrative of Europe is worse than a selective representation of the
past. It is a systematic distortion, based on ignorance of the histories and capacities
of Asia, especially of China (Goody 2007). These fabrications provide a fascinating
example of how the stories told by particular groups can spread and insidiously shape
conceptions of the world, even of serious scholars who have taken or given numerous
courses about the perils of prejudice, Eurocentrism and orientalism. The main
features of the civilizational complex identified by Maurice Roche, including a tran-
scendental faith, complex polities featuring considerable social stratification and high
literacy rates, which all emerged from advanced forms of agriculture (based on the
plough) and have structured kinship and domestic institutions in specific ways, are
unevenly distributed within Europe and not restricted to this region. Indeed, none
of these features originate here. It follows that we need to question our basic units,
and recognize in our privileging of Europe the teleology that has dominated Western
historiography in the centuries of Western domination. Anthropologists should join
those historians able to look outside these blinkers in looking more carefully at how
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“the idea of Europe” has changed over time (Pagden 2002). But they should also
be ready to move beyond this level of discourse, in collaboration with archaeology
and the emerging “deep history.” I shall now consider four fields in which large
claims are put forward concerning the historical distinctiveness of Europe. In all four
I find that similar features may be found in Asia, while internal variation is enormous
in both so-called continents.

RELIGION

As already noted, religion is prominent in the mythical charter of the territory we
now call Europe. In practice, however, Christian unity was continuously undermined
by fission, even before the Great Schism between the Eastern and Western Churches
of 1054. Orthodox Churches were decentralized, and more exposed to invasions
from the steppes, such that the Roman Catholic Church in a state such as Poland
came much later to be represented as a bulwark of civilization itself (the Antemurale).
The balance of power between the Eastern and Western Churches generally favored
the latter. This was demonstrated most clearly in the wake of the Counter-Reformation
with the incorporation of large Eastern congregations into the universal Catholic
Church (the Uniates, also known since the eighteenth century as Greek Catholics).
Meanwhile the Reformation changed the complexion of the north-south divide.
The most influential scholar of the impact of Protestantism is Max Weber, who
argued that European economic breakthrough was nourished by the “Protestant
cthic,” and especially Calvinism (1958). As a subtle exercise in cultural exploration,
the theory has proved fertile; but it is not ultimately falsifiable, and can hardly be
taken seriously as the definitive proof of European exceptionalism. We need to remind
ourselves that Christianity is intimately linked historically to the Islamic and Jewish
faiths. The Abrahamic religions in turn form a Middle East subset of the world
religions, whose emergence in the “Axial Age” is to be explained in terms of the
emergence of new forms of polity, the rise of a new class of literate religious special-
ists, and above all of a novel notion of transcendence (Arnason et al. 2005). The
privileging of certain strands of Protestantism as the culmination of this long history
has grossly distorted Western social theory by setting up a single ideal-type of
“modernity.” Emphasis on the sacred text and direct communication with God were
as important for the Islamic #/ema as they were for the puritans of northern Europe,
and the Prophet of this faith was himself a merchant. That Europe did not need
Luther and Calvin to discover economic calculation is abundantly demonstrated by
the great medieval Catholic banking families in Italy, and by Orthodox and Jewish
trading diasporas in the Byzantine empire and elsewhere. Is Roman Catholicism a
barrier to economic growth in Poland and Lithuania today? Or Orthodoxy in Romania
and Russia? Or Hinduism, Buddhism and Confucianism in various parts of Asia?
The spread of Christianity from its origins in the Middle East throughout western
Eurasia is a fascinating historical process, but it does not differ in its essentials from
the spread of Islam in Central and South Asia, North Africa, and (for many centuries)
Europe, or from the spread of Hinduism and Buddhism. Many key features, such as
the institutions of monasticism and pilgrimage, are to be found in all of these faiths.
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In all of them, anthropologists have explored the complex syncretisms which followed
the impact of a new world religion on earlier “magical,” “folk,” and “shamanic”
practices. The world religions are a phenomenon of the longue durée in Eurasia; there
are no grounds for privileging the European expansion of Christianity in this context.

POLITICS, GOVERNMENT, BUREAUCRACY

The word “democracy” is usually central to the Europeanist narratives. It is of Greek
origin — but then so are “tyranny,” “oligarchy,” and numerous other terms less likely
to appear in Europeanist discourses. Europe alone, it is sometimes claimed, pioneered
forms of representative government, while Asia suffered under “Oriental Despotism,”
a phantom which distorted the late writings of Karl Marx on the “Asiatic mode of
production,” and which was given new life in the twentieth century with Karl Witt-
fogel’s (1957) concept of the “hydraulic society.” This located the ultimate source
of modern totalitarianism in the need for concentrated power to control irrigation
systems. In fact, new forms of state power, none of them resembling democracy or
totalitarianism in the modern senses, were developed in many other ecological con-
texts. The attempts of contemporary scholars such as Jared Diamond (1997) to
reduce sociopolitical evolution to geography and ecology are no less reductionist than
those of predecessors such as Wittfogel.

Various forms of political participation, self-government and “rule of law” are
found all over the world. Hierarchy, oligarchy, and imperialism are characteristic of
the modern history of both eastern and western Eurasia. The Greek city states offered
civic participation to elite males, but not to women, let alone to slaves. Tensions
between the merchants who lived in such city states or other “ports of trade” and
the landed gentry who lived outside them can be documented in much the same way
in many parts of the Eurasian landmass. The European polities of the Middle Ages
were fragmented in comparison with the Chinese empire, but power-holders
drew on comparable ideologies of divine mandate. The feudalism which evolved in
northwest Europe bore a closer resemblance to premodern Japan than to political
structures in other parts of Europe at the time. Eric Wolf (1982) suggested the term
“tributary mode of production” to escape from the Eurocentric specificities of feudal-
ism. Sub-Saharan Africa also developed political hierarchies, but the degree of
stratification and differentiated living standards were modest in comparison with the
cleavages which opened up in the agrarian empires of Eurasia.

In more recent times, no one would deny that there were differences between the
empires that carved up Poland at the end of the eighteenth century; but to allege
that one of them, the Russian, belongs in a different category altogether because
somehow contaminated by Asia, is to reproduce an old nationalist cliché of Polish
historiography. The Ottoman Empire differed again, but hardly enough to justify
diagnosis of a “continental” distinction. This Turkish dynasty was able to capture
Constantinople and consolidate its presence over several centuries in what we
nowadays call the Balkans thanks to techniques of social organization and military
technology brought from Central and East Asia. The evocation of suffering under
centuries of “Turkish yoke” is a poor foundation for studying the modern history of



94 CHRIS HANN

this region (though such images are regularly deployed in strengthening opposition
to the cases of Turkey and Albania for EU membership). It is equally unhelpful to
idealize the Ottoman Empire as an early variant of modern liberal multiculturalism;
but, in their “negative tolerance” of religious difference, the Ottomans were closer
to the “European values” of today than were their Christian contemporaries.

More interesting for anthropologists than the reductionist works of Wittfogel or
Diamond are the attempts of Louis Dumont to oppose the holism of caste hierarchy
in India to the fundamental egalitarianism of the modern West (1970[1966]); or
Norbert Elias’s depiction of the “civilizing process” as it unfolded from European
court society (1994[1939]). But these too are ultimately shot through with a Western
bias that does not stand up to scrutiny. The shabby confusion of centuries of orien-
talizing discourses is nowhere more evident than in discussion of bureaucracy. It is
generally agreed that formal-rational authority is a feature of modern politics, and
that impersonal bureaucracy is the institutional means by which it is realized. Again,
Max Weber is the key figure in the sociological formulation of these ideal types. Yet
in his insistence that das Abendland carried the torch of modernity, he was obliged
to explain away the significance of much older traditions of competitive recruitment
by examination in the vast bureaucracy of imperial China.

EcoNOMY

Weber’s first academic specialization was in economics (Nationalokonomie) and,
notwithstanding the importance of religious doctrines and the rise of bureaucracy,
he recognized that the process he termed rationalization also depended critically on
innovations in the economic domain, such as double-entry bookkeeping. Unfortu-
nately he overlooked the extent to which this was already practiced in mercantile
communities throughout Eurasia, and especially in China. This should not come as
a surprise in view of the basic similarities of economic development from the late
Bronze Age onwards. Craft and trade specializations were made possible by growing
urban populations, which were sustained by more intensive forms of agriculture than
those found in sub-Saharan Africa and matched only much later in the Americas.
Plough agriculture was not invented in Europe, but spread there from the Middle
East. Similar mechanisms of transfer ensured that innovations in other domains were
diffused in the centuries which followed. For much of this history the technological
advantage lay with East Asia.

But how then did Europe come to achieve its undisputed ascendancy in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries? Jack Goody rejects all attempts to ground an alleged
“European miracle” in the intrinsic superiority of Western institutions as they had
evolved in the longue durée. To answer this question, a courte durée analysis of con-
tingencies is warranted. It was not so much the maritime expansion of northwest
Europe from the sixteenth century onwards but rather the industrial revolution of
the eighteenth, made possible above all by the fossil resources available in Great
Britain, which led to the “Great Divergence” (Pomeranz 2000) and the subjection
of China in the nineteenth century by military means to the status of quasi-colony.
The recent reemergence of China as a major force in the world economy, rivaled in
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scale and dynamism only by India, shows a reversion to the ancient pattern of alter-
nation between eastern and western Eurasia. From this perspective, the superiority
won by (certain parts of) Europe as a result of the industrial revolution was only an
ephemeral moment in the long-term swing of the pendulum between west and east.
We need, therefore, to recognize a “Eurasian miracle,” not a breakthrough which
took place in Europe alone (Goody 1996, 2010).

Goody has also illustrated his arguments in original ways with respect to the con-
sumption side of the economy, for instance, the social and ritual use of flowers is
characteristic of Eurasia (1993), where rival bautes cuisines reflect greater social dif-
ferentiation, contrasting with the more egalitarian cooking practices of sub-Saharan
Africa (1982). In consumption, as in production, the similarities between various
regions of Eurasia, broadly corresponding to the extent of agricultural intensification
and political hierarchy, are more striking than east—west differences. At the same time,
the internal diversity of both Europe and Asia is greater than the alleged interconti-
nental variation.

KINSHIP, RELATEDNESS, THE PERSON

So far I have argued that there is no evidence of a uniquely European miracle in any
of the conventional macrolevel domains of social organization: religion, politics,
economics. What about the microfoundations of social life, where the anthropologist
is sometimes considered to be the primary scholarly specialist? Kinship terminology
varies significantly within Europe, as it does within other macroregions of the land-
mass. It was thought by some in the nineteenth century that the “stem family” form
of household organization might be distinctively European. It has taken a long time
to recognize that it is also widespread in Asia, notably in Japan (Fauve-Chamoux and
Ochiai 2009). For nearly half a century scholars have been debating a “European
marriage pattern,” involving late age of marriage and relatively high rates of celibacy
(Hajnal 1965). The pattern is not found east of a line that stretches between St
Petersburg and Trieste. Dichard believers in the uniqueness of Europe have no
trouble with this, accustomed as they are to restrict Europe to the zone of Western
Christianity. But variation within this western zone is more problematic. Alan
Macfarlane put forward an ambitious theory which attributed England’s leading role
in the industrial revolution to a unique “individualism,” which he traced back deep
into the Middle Ages (1978). Undoubtedly there were distinctive features in the
English case, though critics argued that they had more to do with the institutions of
the common law than with household and community social organization. In later
work Macfarlane noticed numerous similarities between England and Japan, which
he eventually attributed to the common factor of “islandhood” (1997).

A more comprehensive analysis would start from the fact that farming societies
across the entire landmass faced basically the same problem: how to transmit land
and capital to the next generation in such a way as to match population to resources
without allowing the fruits of one’s own labor to be appropriated by strangers. Again,
the perspective of Jack Goody is illuminating. In his account, the spread and inten-
sification of agriculture is associated with the devolution of property to both sons



96 CHRIS HANN

and daughters, which has far-reaching consequences for what he terms the “domestic
domain” (Goody 1976). In comparison with sub-Saharan Africa, Eurasia displays
certain common features: “vertical” transfer of dowry rather than “horizontal”
bridewealth payments, concubines rather than co-wives, and formal adoption rather
than informal fostering. Even where women’s share of the inheritance is significantly
less than that of men, as in Islamic law, the endowment of females reflects the status
preoccupations of societies which have become more differentiated and hierarchical
thanks to their new productive systems (Goody 1990).

Of course, theories at this level cannot explain all the variation across the landmass
in time as well as in space. Critics point to cases of bridewealth in many peripheral
regions of the Eurasian landmass, and they ask why bridewealth payments should be
resumed and massively expanded in recent decades in China. Nonetheless, Goody’s
general theory offers a better foundation than attempts to squeeze Chinese kinship
into the terms refined in African tribal contexts (lineage analysis). Closer inspection
of the Eurasian cases suggests that bridewealth remains most conspicuous in regions
which have not experienced agricultural intensification. When the resources trans-
ferred at marriage are used to endow the new couple, in particular the bride, this is
more appropriately viewed as “indirect dowry” and easily reconciled with Goody’s
proposition that vertical property transfers are characteristic of Eurasia in recent
millennia.

The study of kinship has in recent years evolved into (or been partially replaced
by) a more broadly construed interest in “relatedness” and in concepts of person-
hood. It has been suggested that European, or Euro-American, individualism differs
from the “distributed” forms of personhood found elsewhere. For example, whereas
Macfarlane (1978) thought that only the English were truly individualist, his Cam-
bridge colleague Marilyn Strathern has contrasted the Euro-American notions with
those of Melanesia (1988). Such contrasts continue old anthropological habits of
alterity thinking (“the West versus the rest”). Closer inspection reveals the pitfalls
of such simple dichotomies. Not all sections of Euro-American society are equally
individualistic. Strathern’s “dividuals” have parallels in other parts of Eurasia, for
example in Hindu communities in India, whose self-conceptions turn out to be rather
more complex than allowed for in the neat model of Louis Dumont (Marriott and
Inden 1977). Notions of distributed personhood seem particularly prominent in
Eastern Christian communities “on the margins” of Europe (Hann and Goltz 2010).

This is not to say that Hindu and Greek Orthodox villagers leave no space at all
for persons to act as utility-maximizing individuals according to the “Euro-American”
stereotype. The Greek case is especially telling because of its salience in Europeanist
myth-making, as Michael Herzfeld has pointed out in numerous publications. Notions
and practices of eghoismo among Cretan shepherds are rooted in a repudiation of the
Hellenic heritage rather than its celebration (Herzfeld 2002). More generally, while
the emergence and repeated enactment of such simplistic stereotypes (e.g. Russians
as primordially communitarian) are interesting phenomena that deserve ethnographic
attention, they should not be confused with social realities. Herzfeld issues a salutary
warning that both the individual and the nation-state are the constructions of elites.
The main job of the ethnographer should be to uncover the complexities which they
conceal. Tropes of individualism turn up in various forms in different locations, but
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their consolidation as part of a unified Europeanist discourse is highly problematic.
Thus the idea of a “European self” makes no sense for Herzfeld.

Behind such discourses, patterns of kinship, residence, and support-based related-
ness continue to vary significantly within contemporary Europe (Heady 2010). If the
number of persons who live alone is taken as an indication of individualism, this is
much more pronounced in Scandinavia than in the Mediterranean countries, where
unmarried children are far more likely to continue residing with their parents. Yet
where the kin groups are weaker, support from the state is proportionately more
significant; the Scandinavian welfare states are not the products of “individualist”
societies. Such patterns, and the basic question of “who helps whom,” need to
be addressed in wider contexts of space and time. As India and China develop eco-
nomically, the task of reconciling family and state provision of support will become
increasingly similar to the challenges being faced in Europe. Neither in the past nor
in the present do kinship ideas and residence practices provide grounds for constitut-
ing Europe, or pre-enlargement EU Europe, as a unified entity.

POSTSOCIALIST EASTERN EUROPE

If Greece is one instructive setting in which to probe representations and realities of
Europe, its neighbors in Eastern Europe which were subjected to some form
of socialism until the 1990s provide another. The political boundaries did not coin-
cide with Huntington’s fault line. Setting aside the complexity of Tito’s Yugoslavia,
most states of this region could be assigned to the sphere of either Eastern or Western
Christianity. As noted above, the idea that Poland is a bastion of Western civilization
is an enduring trope of national self-representations. In Bulgaria, by contrast, long-
standing affinities to Russia were strengthened in the era of the Soviet bloc. Generally,
slogans celebrating a “return to Europe” had less resonance in the Balkan countries
(except for certain regions formerly incorporated into Habsburg Mittelenropa) than
in Budapest, Prague, and Warsaw. Russia itself has experienced a resurgence of
“Eurasianist” ideas — referring in this case to nationalist distortions of carlier philo-
sophical attempts to transcend dualistic continental conceptions (Humphrey 2002).

These differences were largely invisible to Western observers, for whom east was
east and the whole of ex-socialist Eastern Europe was now an interstitial zone. Some
Westerners might even feel that secularized Bulgaria was more modern and European
than highly religious Poland. The symbolic geography of Europe retained its funda-
mental east—west cleavage, and the new democracies of Eastern Europe were subjected
to a novel variety of orientalism (Hann 1996). Some intellectuals in these countries
bought into these stereotypes. When “shock therapy” resulted not in prosperity but
in high unemployment, economic dislocation and even more blatant corruption than
that recalled from the socialist decades, Polish sociologist Piotr Sztompka attributed
all these shortcomings to the “civilizational incompetence” of his fellow citizens (see
discussion in Buchowski 2001). Of course such diagnoses did not disturb the endur-
ing perception that the real barbarians were the neighbors to the east.

Similar ambivalences can be found throughout Mistelenropa, a quasimythical realm
that corresponds roughly to the territories of the Austro-Hungarian empire, home
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of so much outstanding European cultural activity, from Brahms and Mahler to
Kafka, Freud and Wittgenstein (see Kilidinova, Chapter 7 in this volume). But in what
sense is this a European historical region? In a late—Cold War polemic, Milan Kundera
(1984) insisted on a binary model and placed his Bohemian homeland firmly in the
West. Should we perhaps draw more precise boundaries within Mittelenropa? For
some, the orientalizing discourses begin not in eastern Galicia, Bukovina or Transyl-
vania, but at the tiny river Leitha, just to the cast of Vienna. Indeed, the Magyars
are historically a nomadic people originating in Central Asia. In the era of national-
ism, their elites had renewed recourse to these Asian traditions in order to distinguish
themselves from all of their neighbors. But for a thousand years these nomads from
the steppe, after settling in the Carpathian basin, accepted Western Christianity and
were integrated into the European state system. The dual mythology persists in the
postsocialist era. On the one hand, most Hungarians could celebrate the end of
the Iron Curtain at the Leitha, and “rejoin” Europe with enthusiasm. On the other,
“Europe” could also be blamed for the disappointments and high social costs of the
“transition.” Nationalist ressentiments are directed not only against local Roma and
the tiny surviving Jewish community but also against anonymous bureaucrats in
Brussels. Right-wing politicians and intellectuals invoke the noble warrior heritage
of the Magyars to justify their repudiation not only of socialism but also of the liberal
social and economic policies which they associate with the EU. In conditions of
economic depression such rhetoric has a widespread appeal (though in fact not even
the most extreme nationalist parties have formally opposed EU membership). Mean-
while their liberal and socialist opponents write open letters to Paris thanking the
French authorities for accepting Roma refugees, and bemoaning the fact their own
state is incapable of matching up to “European” standards (Borocz 2000).

From a long-term historical viewpoint, the trajectory of the Magyars from barbar-
ian nomads to mitteleuropiische Hochkultur exemplifies the unity of Eurasia; but the
story cannot be celebrated in this way because we remain imprisoned in the dualistic
continental model. More generally, Mittelenropa demonstrates the limitations of
attempting to distinguish historical regions in a shallow timeframe. More fruitful
contrasts and comparisons must be sought over the longue durée. Stefan Troebst
(2009) has argued persuasively for identifying “historical meso-regions” as a founda-
tion for comparative rescarch within Europe, but he acknowledges the difficulties
which arise in specifying the epochal links between a recent political coinage such as
“postsocialist Eastern Europe” and Habsburg Mittelenropa. It is no coincidence that
the concept of the mesoregion ( Geschichtsregion) has been most actively cultivated
by specialists in the history of Eastern Europe, where the intercontinental divide was
most suspect. But from the perspective of Jack Goody, the whole pseudocontinent
of Europe deserves to be classified as a mesoregion, endowed with its “specific
cluster of structural markers,” within the macroregion of Eurasia.

CONCLUSION

It is easy to see where the impulse for an “anthropology of Europe” and “Europeanist
anthropology” is coming from, and to welcome it. For the renewal of the
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discipline, it is important to transcend the old imperialist and nationalist frames of
reference. Impetus is also provided by the staggering events of our age, including the
speed with which so many former socialist states have been incorporated into
the European Union. Within just a few decades, the EU has come to represent the
peoples of western Eurasia more comprehensively than any precursor. But of course
many observers balk at the claim “represent” and lay charges such as “democratic
deficit.” Interest and participation in the political process at the European level is
weak. Today’s citizens still identify much more with their own states, just as the
subjects investigated by the carly Volkskundler still identified more with their locality
and region. Precisely because of that history, today’s anthropologists should be wary
of allowing themselves to be dragged into new consciousness-raising projects.

The alternative to such complicity, I suggest, is stringently to question this entity
“Europe,” into which so much scholarly and political energy is nowadays invested.
To do so is not to devalue of the contributions made by different peoples in western
Eurasia, especially in recent centuries. But the accomplishments of the Renaissance
and the Enlightenment need to be situated in wider contexts. For this purpose it is
helpful to adopt a naive epistemology that separates the effects of “real” processes
from the effects of how people think and talk about these processes. In this chapter
I have opposed a mythical history of Europe, exemplified by Max Weber’s vision of
das Abendland, to the Realgeschichte oftered by Jack Goody, who has shown, follow-
ing the archacologist Gordon Childe (1964[1942]), that structural similarities
between developments at the western and eastern ends of the Eurasian landmass are
at least as interesting as the differences. Stratified societies with plough-based agri-
culture, highly differentiated consumption patterns, and the “diverging devolution”
of a family estate as the prime form of property transmission, form a sharp contrast
to the more egalitarian societies of sub-Saharan Africa, with their hoe-based econo-
mies and more inclusionary kinship systems. Within Eurasia one can observe complex
processes of exchange and borrowing between east and west, with alternating leader-
ship over the centuries. Sometimes diffusion seems to have played the key role (with
or without the migration of the original carriers of the elements in question), while
in other cases similar patterns seem to have emerged independently as a response to
similar structural conditions. Peoples such as the Magyars embody the unity of the
landmass, though dominant representations of their history tell a different story by
insisting on a bifurcation.

Of course, these real historical processes did not proceed evenly and uniformly.
Vast regions of northern Eurasia remained “structurally” more similar to remote and
inhospitable parts of Africa until their colonization by the Russian and later Soviet
empires; elsewhere on the landmass the imperial power was the Qing, the British or
the French. Since the most influential traditions in European social anthropology
focused mainly upon European colonies outside Eurasia, the affinities between these
different forms of empire have yet to be adequately explored in the scholarly
literature.

The purpose of this chapter is therefore zot to substitute a reified notion of Europe
as a civilization stretching back to time immemorial with an equally indefensible
notion of Eurasian unity. Rather, the modest aim is to challenge pervasive contem-
porary assumptions concerning Europe by expanding the usual spatial and temporal
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horizons. These can of course be expanded still further since, according to present
archaeological knowledge, there is no doubt that modern humans first appeared on
the scene in southern Africa. As Troebst (2009) makes clear, historical regions come
and go. But for the last 5000 years it makes a lot of sense to take Eurasia as the
macroregion. The rise of its western extremity in the last 500 years should not be
viewed teleologically; the elevation of Europe to the status of continent is a part of
this distortion. The anthropologists who study how this is being promoted need to
remain critical of the whole endeavor.
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7 Mitteleuropean
CHAPTER Ethnology
in Transition

Gabriela Kilianova

My aim in this chapter is to give an account of twentieth-century developments and
current changes in ethnology in the Central European region. By the term “ethnol-
ogy” I understand (i) the discipline which in German-speaking countries was most
frequently called Volkskunde (people-lore, folklore studies) until the 1970s or 1980s,
and was designated ndrodopis in Czech and Slovak, narodopis in Slovenian, néprajz
in Hungarian and /udoznawstwo in Polish, and also (ii) the terms ethnography and
folkloristics. Ndarodopis, néprajz, and Iudoznawstvo might equally be translated as “a
description of the people” (Hann et al. 2005:6). Since the 1970s and 1980s this
discipline has most frequently been named “European cthnology” in German-
speaking countries, or it has received the double designation of European ethnology
and cultural anthropology, while university and research centers have also used other
names such as Empirische Kulturwissenschaft [empirical cultural studies], Kulturges-
chichte [ cultural history |, Regionalethnographie [regional ethnography], among others
(Bausinger 1978:1; Korff 1996). In the formerly socialist countries of East—Central
Europe the renaming of the discipline as a rule came later, especially after the political
changes of the 1990s, but the new name — ethnology, European ethnology, or eth-
nology and cultural anthropology — did not become established in all countries (Hann
et al. 2005:4-6). Whether and to what extent the renaming of the discipline brought
changes in scholarly inquiry, stimulated critical reflections, and opened new perspec-
tives for research in Central European ethnology, is a question which I will address
in the present study.

By the term “ethnology” I understand this to be the discipline which was estab-
lished as an independent scientific discipline in Central Europe in the course of the
nineteenth century and which gradually focused on researching the “folk” and its
culture. The “folk” was most often understood to mean the given nation’s peasants,
whose culture was considered the foundation of the national culture.

A Companion to the Anthropology of Europe, First Edition. Edited by Ullrich Kockel,
Miiréad Nic Craith and Jonas Frykman.
© 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd. Published 2012 by Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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The Central European region, which will be at the center of attention in this
chapter, is normally defined as bounded on the west by the German-speaking coun-
tries and regions, Austria, Germany, and Switzerland. To the east, the countries most
often listed as belonging to Central Europe are the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland,
Hungary, and Slovenia. Depending on the author’s scholarly purposes, the geo-
graphical compass may be extended to the west, cast, or south of Europe. In this
chapter, however, I shall be concerned above all with the area delineated by those
countries which I have named above. Although I designate this area with a single
name, it by no means represents a homogeneous region where one could describe a
unified canon of the discipline of ethnology. The contrary is the case. During the last
three to four decades ethnology in Central Europe (just as in other regions, e.g.
Scandinavia or southeastern Europe) has been distinguished by broad thematic scope,
varying methodological approaches and the use of diverse, sometimes frankly diver-
gent theoretical models. For researchers, therefore, the question legitimately arises
whether one can speak at all of a single science which may use a single name (Nie-
dermiiller 2002a:28-30). From the mid-1960s — in the west as well as the east of
what was then a divided Central Europe — discussions were gradually leading to
attempts to change the conception of central categories of the science, such as folk
and folk culture in the new era of the modern industrial world (Noah and Krause
2005; Posern-Zielinski 2005; Sarkiny 2005; Skalnik 2005; Kaschuba 2006:78-96).
However, Regina Bendix has astutely perceived that despite the shift toward a reflex-
ive and deconstructive approach to (everyday) culture in the modern age, which
became more or less mainstream in the German-speaking countries during the 1980s
and 90s, the perpetuation of research in the spirit of traditional Volkskunde continued.
A great many studies and scholarly monographs in the 1980s were still being devoted
to documenting the “expressive culture of a folk, defined as predominately agricul-
tural, albeit one that was confined historically and regionally” (Bendix 1997:159).
This statement may be applied in large measure also to the East—Central European
formerly socialist countries, where the traditional canon of Volkskunde lingered on
even longer, often until the fundamental political changes of the 1990s. This state
of affairs was bolstered considerably by restriction of opportunities for free scholarly
discussion by the undemocratic regimes, imposition of ideology on the discipline,
isolation, and limited access to international scientific discourse. However, again one
must bear in mind that conditions in the individual socialist countries were various
and changed in varied ways during the second half of the twentieth century. A politi-
cal liberalization occurred in the countries of East—Central Europe during the 1960s,
and this continued in Poland, Hungary, and Slovenia (which was then part of Yugo-
slavia) during the 1970s and 80s. Meanwhile Czechoslovakia, after the violent ter-
mination of the Prague Spring by the Soviet armies and their allies in August 1968,
experienced the return of a dogmatic communist regime, which was called normaliza-
tion (Podoba 2005; Posern-Zielifiski 2005; Sarkany 2005; Skalnik 2005).

In this chapter I will analyze key developments in ethnology in Central Europe in
the historic context of the twentieth century. For the first half of the twentieth century
I will concentrate on the prevailing shared disciplinary canon of Volkskunde. Further-
more, I will describe the convergent and divergent developments in ethnology in a
divided Central Europe after World War II. In the concluding section I will focus
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on changes in the paradigm of ethnology, as well as new research perspectives, which
emerged in the altered social, cultural, and ideological reality during the period of
the second modernity and also after fundamental political changes in Central Europe.

ETHNOLOGY IN CENTRAL EUROPE TO THE
MID-TWENTIETH CENTURY: THE CANON OF
“NATIONAL SCIENCE”

The discipline of ethnology began in association with the development of topogra-
phy, statistical history and geography, and research of the country and its people/
folk during the eighteenth-century Enlightenment period. In the nineteenth century
this discipline was conceived in both broader and narrower senses, but as a rule it
was orientated toward the culture of the “folk,” meaning the lowest social classes in
the rural areas. The German tradition developed from the ideas of Wilhelm Heinrich
Riehl, expounded in his lecture “ Volkskunde as Science” in 1858, where he called for
research of ethnological phenomena in their functional relationships “durch ibre
Beziehung auf den wunderbaven Organismus einer ganzen Volkspersonlichkeit . . .
[through their relationship to the wondrous organism of an entire folk personality]”
(Riehl 1958:29). Richl’s goal was a complex study of the folk, but paradoxically the
development of Volkskunde in German-speaking countries led to the analytical inves-
tigation of partial cultural phenomena rather than a synthetic study of culture as a
whole. Ethnology concentrated especially on researching customs, songs, dances,
fairytales, costumes, and so forth, while material culture, such as folk building con-
struction, furniture, working tools, and utensils, remained in the background. The
influences which favored researching spiritual culture came not only from ethnology’s
links to the humanities (linguistics, literary science, comparative religious studies, etc.)
but equally from the political and ideological goals of the discipline. Ethnology was
supposed to develop a national awareness inspired by aesthetically pleasing phenom-
ena (songs, dances, costumes, and so forth), which were thought of as expressions
of folk culture and at the same time national culture (Bausinger 1978:3-8).
However, Volkskunde was established institutionally as a discipline in the German-
speaking countries only in the last two decades of the nineteenth century, when
professional journals began publication, and scholarly associations and museums
came into being. There was a similar development, roughly in the same time period,
in the other countries of Central Europe. Bernd Jiirgen Warneken has pointed out
that the establishment of the discipline in Germany was influenced by models from
abroad: from England, France, the Netherlands, and even the United States. The
aim of the various folklore societies was to collect and preserve the phenomena of
traditional culture, which were disappearing under the influence of modernization
processes, in museums and archives. In Germany, when the establishment of the
discipline of Volkskunde was in its beginnings, its researchers declared common goals
with the discipline of Vilkerkunde (the study of non-European peoples and their
culture). Hence Adolf Strack, first president of the main professional association, the
Verein fiir Volkskunde, not only called for the cultural phenomena of their own folk
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to be compared with relevant phenomena in other countries, but went on to empha-
size that researching one’s own people must necessarily be conceived in the context
of researching all mankind (Warneken 1999). Nonetheless, the subsequent develop-
ment of Volkskunde and Volkerkunde in Germany was notably divergent. Two
scholarly disciplines emerged which had separate institutions and scientific communi-
ties. In this regard the German-speaking countries followed a distinct path in the
twentieth century, compared with the countries of Western and Eastern Europe
(Johler 2002).

During the nineteenth century, ethnology in Central Europe had been influenced
by Johann Gottfried Herder’s philosophy of history, which ascribed an important
role in historical evolution to the folk or nation. Herder pointed out that the devel-
opment of nations in history influences their distinctive character, “the spirit of the
nation.” His philosophy had a powerful influence not only on the development of
the disciplines of national history and geography, including ethnology, but also on
national movements in the Central European countries. The study of “folk culture”
at the end of the nineteenth century did not only serve scholarly purposes. It also
gave ideological justifications for the nation’s existence and right to self-determination.
Since the majority of nationalities in Central Europe lived in multinational states, the
need for self-definition of one’s own nation, and simultaneously its differentiation
from others, could be all the more urgent. Ethnology’s scientific findings were there-
fore used for constructing an image of “folk culture” as the authentic culture of one’s
own nation as distinct from the culture of another nation. In the late nineteenth
century and at the beginning of the twentieth, ethnology was more and more becom-
ing a discipline which concentrated on the “folk” — the peasants, as distinct from the
inhabitants of the multinational, cosmopolitan urban centers, which were undergoing
the process of the first modernization at the turn of the twentieth century. Hence
ethnology also is considered a child of the first modernization. It is a discipline which
includes in its fundamental scholarly apparatus concepts such as authenticity, original-
ity, unity, and tradition. These concepts gave secure foundations to the modern
human being, unsettled by a changing mode of life. Folk culture or folklore offered
an ideal escape from modernity, and actually became a metaphor for what is not
modern, hence fundamentally traditional (Bendix 1997:7).

Although the national tendency of ethnology gradually grew in force in Central
Europe, it was not the sole orientation. Austrian ethnologists of the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries broke away from the mainstream, attempting to describe
the diverse population of the entire monarchy and thus contribute to patriotism and
unity in the state. “Ethnographies of the Austrian monarchy” emerged from the
mid-nineteenth century, culminating in the 24-volume encyclopedia Die dsterreichisch
—ungarische Monarchie in Wort und Bild [ The Austro-Hungarian monarchy in words
and pictures] (1886-1902), which was the ethnographers’ final attempt to present
the unity of the state in its diversity. The contributors to this monumental work
included, along with the foremost Austrian ethnographers such as Raimund Friedrich
Kaindl, prominent researchers from the individual parts of the monarchy. Several of
them, including Lubomir Niederle (Czech territories), Pal Hunfalvy (Hungary),
Pavol Sochén (Slovakia), and Gregor Krek (Slovenia) became founders of “national”
cthnology in their countries (Schmidt 1951; Fikfak and Johler 2008).
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Political relations in Central Europe changed fundamentally after World War 1.
While in the west there was a united Germany, in the east, by contrast, following the
dissolution of the Habsburg Empire, new states were formed on the principle of
national self-determination. However, the newly formed “national” states often rep-
resented multiethnic territories, where the state-forming nation acquired political
power and the populations of other nationalities became minorities, with restricted
access to political power and economic and other resources. For example, in the post-
1918 Czechoslovak Republic there were German, Hungarian, and other minorities;
within the borders of the newly formed Hungarian Republic the lesser nationalities
included Germans, Slovaks, and others. Ethnology as an ideological national disci-
pline suffered no loss of importance in the new political situation. On the contrary,
to a considerable degree it reinforced collective identity among the state-forming
nations on the one hand and the newly emerged minorities on the other.

The academic situation in the Czech lands and Moravia offers a good illustration
of the orientation of ethnology during the period of national processes from the
mid-nineteenth century. After the breakup of the Habsburg monarchy, two scholarly
disciplines functioned in the new Czechoslovak Republic, separated institutionally
and in personnel: Czech ndrodopis and German Volkskunde. Their divergent develop-
ment had begun in the mid-nineteenth century, and was in large measure influenced
by national conflicts. The Czech ethnologists Cen¢k Zibert (1864-1932), Lubor
Niederle (1865-1944), and others, focused on researching the folk culture of the
Czechs, and more broadly the Slavs, at the turn of the twentieth century. They were
active in the Czech universities, in the Czech National Museum, and in Czech pro-
fessional associations. After the emergence of the new state, Czech institutions
understandably gained in political and economic strength. On the other hand, at the
turn of the twentieth century the German ethnologists August Sauer (1855-1926),
later Gustav Jungbauer (1886-1942), and others working in the Czech lands and
Moravia, established research which was focused on the German population,
and continued on these lines after the birth of Czechoslovakia. German researchers
in the interwar period developed the method of so-called Sprachinselvolkskunde [ eth-
nological research of language islands| and Grenzlandvolkskunde [ethnological
rescarch of border areas], but they continued to investigate only one group of an
cthnically defined population (Lozoviuk 2008:297-314).

The Czech ethnologists proceeded in similar fashion. To the extent that they
engaged in comparative study, they focused particularly on the interrelationships of
the Slavic cultures. Works devoted to the comparative study of folk prose by Jiri Polivka
(1858-1933), who collaborated closely with German researchers, represent an excep-
tion in Czech ethnology (Lozoviuk 2008:297-317). We could trace parallels of
similarly separated “national” ethnologies, for instance among Slovak and Hungarian
researchers at the turn of the twentieth century, and after 1918 in other countries.

Despite changes in the politico-geographic divisions of Europe and the advance
of the Slavic nations, Volkskunde sustained its position as a scholarly tendency which
in large measure influenced scholarly discourse in the region, frequently providing
the basic literature of reference and oftering sources of inspiration. Ethnology in the
Central European countries was linked by a shared scholarly paradigm: researching
the culture of one’s own nation.
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The ideological abuse of Volkskunde reached its most tragic extent from the 1930s
and during World War II, while the National Socialists were in government in the
German Reich (Bendix 1997:160-167). During that period some German ethnolo-
gists developed basic concepts of the discipline — for example, folk, folk character,
folk soul — in the spirit of National Socialism, and promoted scholarly discourse in
accordance with state doctrine. Bendix pointed to the fact that the basic principles of
National Socialist ideology — “faith in the leader, the surrender of the individual to
the community, a belief in the master race and a corresponding obsession with racial
purity, and defense of Blut und Boden [blood and earth]” — could find resonance and
support in the ethnological theories of this period. For example, there were discussions
on the relationship of the creative individual to the community, expressed, for instance,
in the opinions of Hans Naumann (1922) on the “communal folk spirit lacking indi-
viduality.” Likewise, in ethnological research there was a “preoccupation with cleans-
ing folk materials from the debris of the ages, coupled with latent assumption of the
superiority of Indo-Germanic origins.” The development of ethnology toward social-
psychological and evolutionary models brought with it the use of concepts such as
race and tribe, while at the same time scholars began to explain cultural differences
on the basis of racial arguments. Scholarly opinions based on the search for “purity”
of'the folklore material, taking the principle of race as the basis of the folk, were current
in ethnology. From the 1930s these took on political connotations under the National
Socialist government, whether scholars were aware of that or not. It follows that with
their scholarly terminology ethnologists could support, and some of them did openly
support, Nazi ideology. What was at issue especially was a “cleansing of Germanic race
and restoration of the spiritual unity and purity of folk.” This idea led in the final
analysis in political practice not only to the ostracization of other ethnic and racial
groups but even to the physical liquidation of the “Others” and to one of the greatest
catastrophes in the history of humanity (Bendix 1997:160-167).

Deviation from the canon of “National Science” before World War 11

From the beginning of the twentieth century, ethnology in Central Europe was
predominantly a discipline explicitly focused on researching one’s own folk and one’s
own country. Nevertheless, tendencies appeared during the interwar period which
opened up interesting possibilities of new methodological approaches.

In the mid-1930s the Prague Linguistic Circle was established in Czechoslovakia,
focusing on the structural study of language. Its representatives, including the Russian
linguist Roman O. Jakobson (1896-1982) and the Russian ethnologist Pyotr Grigo-
ryevich Bogatyriov (1893-1971), both of whom lived in Czechoslovakia at that time,
the Czech literary scientist Jan Mukafovsky (1891-1975), and others, gradually
created a new method which they implemented not only in linguistics but also in
other human and social sciences. Bogatyriov developed the functional-structural
method as part of a broader interdisciplinary perspective for ethnology. He called for
investigation of the whole structure of a society’s culture, because in this way it would
be possible to reveal its origin and social developmental processes. Transformations
and changes in culture and society were explained in terms of relations between
structures and functions (Bogatyriov 1935). Czechoslovak structuralism gradually
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gained a response in the international scientific community from the 1930s onward.
After World War II Claude Lévi-Strauss also made use of its findings (Schiwy 1969;
Toman 1995). However, political relations at the end of the 1930s and the outbreak
of war put a halt to this promising scholarly tendency. It is one of the paradoxes of
development that structuralism attained its greatest fame and popularity in Western
Europe and the United States after World War 11, while in Eastern Europe it became
an unappreciated and politically persecuted scholarly tendency, along with British
functionalism (Jasiewicz 2005; Kilidnova 2005; Skalnik 2005).

In certain countries of East—Central Europe, particularly Hungary, a tendency
developed in the 1930s which focused on the social conditions of the peasants and
was not so much concerned with the “national characteristics and magnificent culture
of the past” (Hann et al. 2005:8). This tendency continued to find adherents, espe-
cially among sociologists, while also leaving certain traces on the work of ethnologists
and helping toward changes in the discipline’s orientation after World War II.

One of the most important social anthropologists of the twentieth century was a
Central European, the Pole Bronistaw Matinowski (1884-1942), who defined long-
term fieldwork and participant observation as the basis of anthropological method
and developed functionalism in social anthropology. Matinowski’s works were used
by researchers in Poland and the other Central European countries. For example, the
Slovak ethnologist Andrej Melicher¢ik (1917-1966) gave relatively extensive consid-
eration to Malinowski’s functionalism in his book 7Tedria narodopisu [Theory of
cthnography| (1945). Melicher¢ik was inspired by functionalism and functional struc-
turalism when propounding his theoretical categories and methodology of ndrodopis,
and his book is one of the fundamental theoretical works which appeared in Czecho-
slovakia after World War II.

Ethnologists in Central Europe forged links with the above-mentioned tendencies
or ideas when there was renewed discussion of the main research goals, methods, and
ideas of ethnology, following the political liberalization of the 1960s.

ETHNOLOGY IN A DIVIDED CENTRAL EUROPE:
CONVERGENCES AND DIVERGENCES

After World War II the division of Europe into Western democratic and Eastern
socialist (communist) states produced two political and ideological blocs, whose
border, known as the Iron Curtain, ran through the countries of Central Europe.
The region’s division into a Western and an Eastern part seriously affected the main-
tenance of scholarly contacts among ethnologists, and produced a divergent scholarly
development.

Ethnology in the democratic states of Central Europe

Volkskunde in the German-speaking countries faced the difficult task of discussing
anew the object of a scholarly discipline whose basic concepts and names were associ-
ated with national ideology. Gradually three paths appeared toward a change of the
discipline’s research orientation and goals. One of these possibilities was opened up
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by the efforts to establish comparative studies of cultural phenomena in the area of
Europe. At an international conference of ethnologists in Arnhem (Holland) in 1955
a new name was proposed for a discipline with that orientation — Ethnologia Europaen.
The name was connected with ideas of Scandinavian researchers prior to World War
IT and also with the similar term “European ethnology” used by Sigurd Erixon in
1938 (Bringeus 1983:229). European ethnology, while being expected to concern
itself with the culture of the population of its own country, was supposed to study
cultural phenomena comparatively with regard to the entire European continent as
a historic and cultural space. These ideas were the starting-point for, for example,
the project of a European ethnographic atlas, which was intended to bring an overall
view to cultural phenomena in European countries. However, it was not possible to
realize this ambitiously conceived project (Rooijakkers and Meurkens 2000); only
partial all-European studies were completed (e.g. Zender 1980). Instead of an overall
view of the European space, the project more or less ended in parallel studies:
researchers in their own countries studied diverse cultural phenomena, which they
published in the national versions of ethnographic atlases (Roth 1995:168). The
postulated attempts at a thoroughgoing employment of comparative method in the
study of individual cultural phenomena accordingly remained an aspiration rather
than the accepted practice of researchers. Later discussions in European ethnology
shifted the standpoint toward comparison of “cultural relations and cultural currents
within and to Europe, as well as the mutual dependence and interactions between
groups and nations” (Roth 1995:165), and spoke of the diversity of the regions of
Europe and their cultures.

From the 1950s a second opportunity to transform Volkskunde was indicated, for
instance by Hans Moser and Karl-Sigismund Kramer, founders of the historical school
in ethnology, later also known as the Munich School (Kaschuba 2006:82-83). They
maintained that cultural phenomena should be described exactly in time, dated pre-
cisely, and localized. Historically orientated research in ethnology focused on regional
or local forms of selected phenomena of folk culture, for example in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. Ethnologists at the same time made particular use of the
study of archive sources and came close to historiography in their methods. Case
studies emerged on everyday life and work in specific villages, on the historical
changes of everyday life in a single region, and on the historical transformation of
some given phenomenon (Kramer 1967; Moser 1985).

This tendency contributed to the fact that later, especially at the end of the 1960s
and the beginning of the 1970s, the general social science concept of “everydayness”
came to the center of attention for ethnology (Jeggle 1978). As Niedermiiller has
shown, use of this concept opened up new opportunities for ethnology to forge
interdisciplinary cooperation, especially with sociology and social and cultural history.
The concept of everydayness directed researchers’ attention to the action and behav-
ior of ordinary people at a concrete historical time in a concrete place. However,
“everydayness” could also be conceived as a symbolic and cultural space in which all
the activities of human beings ran their course, where people gained social experience
and from this derived their life strategies. Culture, as a Central idea of ethnology,
was subsequently defined as everyday practice. According to Niedermiiller, ethnology
with these bearings was devoted to the everyday history of ordinary people, and its
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place was between social history and the social sciences. One can agree with the
author that this orientation had a striking influence on ethnology in several European
countries (Niedermiiller 2002a:36-38).

However, the findings of the historical school in ethnology had other theoretical
consequences. The historical study of concrete cultural phenomena revealed how
ethnology in the nineteenth and at the beginning of the twentieth century had
described folk culture, but at the same time constructed it on the basis of miscellane-
ous data and thus “constructed traditions.” Such “folk traditions” were afterwards
spread among broad layers of the population — that is to say, among the “folk” (Moser
1954).

Soon afterwards Herrmann Bausinger’s groundbreaking book appeared, Volkskul-
tur in der technischen Welt (1961) [ Folk Culture in a World of Technology 1990]. In
unison with the historical school, Bausinger contended that cultural phenomena
should be studied in a concrete time and in concrete forms. But his demands went
further still. He wanted ethnology to study the contemporary cultural manifestations
of ordinary people (Bausinger 1961:54ft.). The shift of research perspective from the
past to the present, and the investigation of current forms of everyday culture in
modern society, amounted to a fundamental change of scientific paradigm. Bausinger
and his pupils, who were grouped in the so-called Tubingen School, thus opened up
a third option through which a new, postwar orientation of ethnology might come
into being. This change not only involved new opportunities for interdisciplinary
cooperation with the social sciences but also prepared the conditions for the “anthro-
pological turn” in ethnology in subsequent decades. However, before giving an
account of this tendency I will concisely describe developments in East—Central
Europe after World War II.

Ethnology in the socialist states of Central Europe

When communist regimes came to power in East—Central Europe in the late 1940s,
a new paradigm was introduced — Marxist social theory, based on historical material-
ism. For the most part this was a new and unknown theory for ethnologists. In
general, they had not been among those left-oriented intellectuals who visited the
Soviet Union during the interwar period, or read the works of Marx, Engels, and
Lenin. Certainly there were exceptions, for example the Czech researcher Bedrich
Viclavek (1897-1943, died in the Auschwitz concentration camp), theoretician of
art, historian and writer, who devoted himself among other things to researching folk
oral traditions. His work on folk songs and narratives, which appeared posthumously
(Véclavek 1963), became a fundamental work for ethnologists, though only after the
retreat of dogmatic Marxism-Leninism in the 1960s. Another example is the Slove-
nian ethnologist Vinko Moderndorfer (1894-1958), who became acquainted with
Marxism in the interwar period and focused on the economic and social basis of the
phenomena under study. However, Slovenian researchers after World War II did not
explicitly develop his work (Fikfak 2008:33ftf.; Slavec-Gradisnik 2008:238ft.). Simi-
larly, Polish ethnologists of the 1950s did not associate themselves with the research
works of Ludwik Krzywicki, based on Marxism, which had appeared before World
War II (Jasiewicz 2005:167).
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After the assumption of power by communist regimes ethnologists reacted rela-
tively quickly to the new political relations. In 1949, for example, Gyula Ortutay,
Professor of Folklore Studies and Minister for Education and Religion of the Hun-
garian Republic, gave a programmatic lecture to the Hungarian Ethnographic Society,
in which he criticized the approach of Hungarian ethnologists hitherto. According
to him, they had paid little attention to social stratification and historic changes in
rural society. Ortutay demanded that ethnologists should apply historicism and the
dialectical method and should concentrate on the socialist transformation of rural
society and the culture of the working class (Sarkiny 2005:87-89). Very similar
declarations were made by scholars in Czechoslovakia at the first and second state-
wide conferences of ethnologists held in Prague in 1949 and 1952 respectively
(Skalnik 2005:58ft.). But neither in Hungary nor in Czechoslovakia were these pro-
grammatic declarations followed by a professional discussion on fundamentals among
ethnologists. The powerful political pressure promoting Marxism-Leninism as the
only, “correct” approach caused most researchers simply to use various quotations
in their own writings from Lenin, Stalin (mainly his works on the nation and nation-
alities), Marx and Engels. Researchers in the 1950s did not much concern themselves
with the theoretical application of Marxism. During that period ethnologists mainly
carried on with the intensive collection of phenomena of the vanishing traditional
folk culture. Researchers continued the historic-genetic approaches, which they grad-
ually modified in favor of a more thoroughgoing historical approach. This meant that
they focused on a more exact determination in time and space of the phenomena
under study. After World War II ethnology was considered a historical discipline in
the majority of socialist countries (Kuti 2005; Podoba 2005).

Studies of social and cultural changes among workers in industrialized areas pro-
ceeded only hesitantly from the 1950s onward. While research was begun among the
peasants and in the collective farms, the political and social contexts in which the
collectivization of agriculture was effected were often de facto impossible to describe
in print, due to their “unsuitable” content, and these research works remained unfin-
ished (Skalnik 2005:62ft.).

After the political relaxation of the 1960s, ethnologists in East—Central Europe
often associated themselves with currents of ideas that had prevailed in their own
countries before World War II. There was the stimulus of functional structuralism in
Czechoslovakia and Hungary, and the collaboration between ethnography, sociology,
and social anthropology in Poland. These impulses culminated in a more extensive
study of current social changes in the rural areas and gradually also in the urban
milieu.

On the other hand, the more liberal conditions of the 1960s enabled ethnologists
in East—Central Europe to renew their hitherto “frozen” contacts with colleagues in
Western Europe, acquire scholarly literature and follow professional discussions. In
folklore studies there was a relatively large response to the works of Hermann Baus-
inger and the Tiibingen School.

Ethnologists also began studying the works of Claude Lévi-Strauss, Edmund
Leach, Victor Turner, and other anthropologists, thereby opening the way toward
an “anthropological turn” in ethnology in the socialist countries (Godina 2002:6—
12). These scholarly influences directed attention toward contemporary cultural
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phenomena, demanded detailed ethnographic documentation, and in the course of
the 1960s stimulated new discussion (as they did also in the western part of Central
Europe) on what the object of research was in ethnology, and what methods needed
to be used (Kilidnova 2005; Sirkany 2005; Skalnik 2005).

As regards a distinctive creative contribution to Marxism, one can mention, for
example, Ferenc Tokei in Hungary, who from the early 1960s was attempting to
bring the concept of an Asiatic mode of production into harmony with the Marxist
conception of history (Sirkiany 2005:98-99). This concept was also important for
ethnology in the former German Democratic Republic (Noah and Krause 2005:35-
36). However, the development of theory and methodology on Marxist-Leninist
principles was something of a rarity in the East—Central European countries. Research-
ers were more positively inclined toward the reception of works by Soviet authors.
From the 1970s, for example, there was Yulian V. Bromley’s theory of ethnos. His
book Etnos I etnografiya [Ethnos and ethnography] (1973), which appeared in several
translations — Hungarian (Budapest 1976), German (Berlin 1977), and Slovak (Bra-
tislava 1980), among others — was liberally cited, but less often creatively applied.

A striking case of how the discipline developed in the changed political conditions
after World War 1I is furnished by ethnology in the former German Democratic
Republic (GDR). In the carly 1950s, the Institute of German Volkskunde and the
Institute of Vilkerkunde were merged into the single Department of Ethnography.
Shortly after the war, the German Academy of Sciences was formed (later, from 1972
to 1991, known as the Academy of Sciences of the GDR), which on the one hand
claimed continuity with the German learned societies, but on the other hand was
organized according to the Soviet model as a group of scientific-research institutes.
In 1949 the Academy acquired an Institute of Volkskunde, headed by Wolfgang
Steinitz from the early 1950s. Steinitz was not an ethnologist focused on research in
Germany, but rather a specialist in Finno-Ugrian languages. As a communist and a
Jew he had managed to emigrate in 1934 from Germany to the Soviet Union, where
he survived World War I1. Thanks to Steinitz, in the early 1950s the prominent Soviet
ethnologist Sergey Aleksandrovich Tokarev came to lecture in the GDR, where he
emphasized the need to investigate contemporary social and cultural changes in both
countryside and towns. His point of departure was the concept of the “way of life,”
whose state and transformations in the concrete social milieu must be the goal of
ethnological research. Thanks to the good contacts between German and Soviet
researchers, the postwar transmission of Soviet scholarship to the GDR was rapid and
effective (Noah and Krause 2005).

The fusion of Volkskunde and Volkerkunde in the GDR proceeded slowly, and a
certain division into two wings existed throughout the entire period of the GDR’s
existence. Despite this, a unified Ethnographic was bonded by the common concept
of the “way of life” [ Lebensweise], which was elaborated both by specialists in non-
European ethnology (Guhr 1976; Noah and Krause 2005:40—46), as well as scholars
focused on research in Germany (Mohrmann 2005). Ethnographie was defined as a
discipline which studied culture and “way of life.” “Lebensweise put the emphasis on
social relations [. . .]; ‘social man’ was studied in his affiliation with groups of all
kinds, including social class, status, or professional group, family, tribe, gens, com-
munity, territory, locality, town, village, religion, and ethnos” (Noah and Krause
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2005:41). Culture was conceived both as precondition and result of social activity.
At the same time, there was a broad understanding of culture as the material and
spiritual forms of human existence, which it was necessary to trace in their historical
evolution down to the present (Kaschuba 2006:88). In the GDR the concept “way
of life” was applied especially in research of the working class, but the majority of
ethnologists on the Volkskunde wing continued to devote themselves to the history
of the various phenomena of protoindustrial culture in rural areas, and to regional
historical studies (Mohrmann 2005:202-203). Ethnographic as a discipline seeking
to merge Volkskunde and Volkerkunde in the GDR disappeared after the unification
of Germany. The Department of Ethnography at Humboldt University was changed
to The Institute of European Ethnology, where research was directed above all
toward investigations in Europe, with non-European studies relegated entirely to the
background. The Academy of Sciences of the GDR ceased to exist and with it also
the Institute of Volkskunde. In the new federal lands of the unified Germany the
academic community reverted to the older model of Volkskunde and Volkerkunde as
separate disciplines, and the combined model created in the GDR disappeared entirely
from the academic agenda in Germany (Johler 2002:155-156; Noah and Krause
2005:25-27).

THE “ANTHROPOLOGICAL TURN” IN ETHNOLOGY —
AN ATTEMPT TO TRANSFORM THE DISCIPLINE

Hitherto I have emphasized the distinction between ethnology as a science focused
on researching European countries on the one hand, and social and cultural anthro-
pology on the other hand, which was devoted especially to non-European countries.
However, roughly in the 1950s, social and cultural anthropology began extending
its field of interest to the European lands. The “discovery of Europe” by anthropolo-
gists began in the peripheral southern and southeastern area of the continent and
also in remote, less industrialized parts of Western Europe. As a rule, anthropologists
at first investigated smaller settlements and actually transferred the classic anthropo-
logical community studies to the European continent, using their original theoretical
and methodological apparatus. What this amounted to was anthropology iz Europe,
not an anthropology of Europe (Goddard et al. 1994; Vermeulen and Rolddn 1995;
Niedermiiller 2002a:46—48). With gradual political relaxation, West European
anthropologists began research in some East European socialist countries, and from
the 1970s these territories were slowly integrated into an anthropology of Europe
(Hann 1994, 1995). Also associated with the anthropology of Europe tendency were
those later anthropologists and ethnologists who concentrated on researching Euro-
pean integration as a unique historical, social, economic, political, ideological, and
cultural process. For example, they investigated the construction of European identity
and its symbols; further targets of research were the European institutions and the
ambivalent nature of integration processes in the various parts of coalescent Europe,
to mention just a few examples from a broad thematic range (Wilson and Smith 1993;
Abéles 1996; Buchowski 1998; Bellier and Wilson 2000; Shore 2000; Fikfak and
Vivod 2009).
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Another research tendency whose methodological apparatus had an influence on
discussions in ethnology in Central Europe was anthropology at home (Messer-
schmidt 1981; Jackson 1987). Researchers strove to acquire the most precise
knowledge of the concrete form of cultural and social phenomena and processes,
mainly of a global or society-wide character in a concrete place and at a concrete
time. The presupposition for research was that studying phenomena in one’s own
country was not by any means easier than studying the culture of some other country.
Even while researching az home the anthropologist does not know, or does not know
sufficiently, which attitudes and opinions are held by the community, institutions,
groups or individuals being studied, or what the nature of their behavior is. The
research field of anthropology at home, for example in the United States, overlapped
with the social-scientific research of large cities and the emerging urban anthropology
(Niedermiiller 2002a:51-54). However, although researchers traced macrosocial
processes, as a rule they remained on the microsocial level as regards their methods
of acquiring data. That is to say, anthropology at home above all used qualitative
methods of fieldwork based on observation and interview, with the help of which the
researchers described people’s behavior, activity, and opinions.

The various movements in cultural and social anthropology mentioned here lent
their inspiration to ethnology in Central Europe, but in differing degrees. Wolfang
Kaschuba considers that in the transformation of ethnology in Germany the influ-
ences of social and cultural anthropology were to be seen principally in urban studies
from the 1970s. In other research areas ethnology in Germany drew rather upon
inspiration from British cultural studies, history of folk and everyday culture, and
history of mentalities, as represented in the works of the historians Edward P.
Thomson, Fernand Braudel, Carlo Ginzburg, and others (Kaschuba 2006:103-106).
Discussions on the use of anthropology at home were reopened during the 1990s,
when cultural anthropologists researched German unification and the transformation
processes in the former GDR (Greverus 1999).

Following the political liberalization of the late 1960s, there was a transmission
of influences from social and cultural anthropology in the East—Central European
countries, where in most cases lectures in social and cultural anthropology gradually
became part of the ethnologist’s professional formation (Godina 2002:3-6). While
such influences continued in Poland, Hungary, and Slovenia during subsequent
decades, in Czechoslovakia from the 1970s onward the turn toward social and cul-
tural anthropology was in large measure limited by political pressure. Ladislav Holy
and Miroslav Stuchlik, who initiated the study of anthropology during the 1960s in
Prague (where it was then called cizokrajnd etnografie [ethnography of foreign
lands]), emigrated during the 1970s and developed careers in Great Britain as social
anthropologists (Kandert 2002). However, a certain turning toward research of
contemporary cultural phenomena, not only in the rural but also in the urban milieu,
had already occurred and continued further.

Open discussion of the relationship of ethnology to social and cultural anthropol-
ogy gradually emerged in Poland, for example, during the 1980s, while in most of
the other East—Central European countries this happened mainly after 1989 (Godina
2002:6-12). However, the relationship of ethnology to anthropology remains an
unresolved problem, as an animated recent discussion in the Czech Republic showed



116 GABRIELA KILIANOVA

(Nespor and Jakoubek 2004). The fact is, in postsocialist countries after 1989 discus-
sions on ethnology and social /cultural anthropology were linked with attempts to
create institutional conditions for the development of social and cultural anthropol-
ogy as an independent discipline, which would have its own chairs in universities as
well as independent research institutes, separate from ethnology. Hence, discussions
of the mutual relations of the two disciplines could be connected with the struggle
for position in the academic world and access to financial resources.

New chairs of social anthropology have emerged in Slovakia at the University of
Comenius in Bratislava, while in the Czech Republic social anthropology forms an
independent department under the Chair of Anthropological and Historical Sciences
at the Philosophical Faculty of the Western Czech University at Pilsen. In other
postsocialist countries, for example Slovenia or Poland, there tends rather to be joint
chairs of ethnology and anthropology. One must bear in mind also that in most of
the postsocialist countries of Central Europe the discipline has been renamed, with
the emergence of chairs of European ethnology or ethnology and cultural
anthropology.

The influence of social and cultural anthropology on ethnology in the postsocialist
countries of Central Europe after 1989 is plainly legible. It is expressed, for example,
in current research of the economic, social and cultural transformation in the post-
socialist period, or of the integration processes after accession to the European Union
(Buchowski 2001; Hann and Sarkany 2003; Pine and Podoba 2007). To the extent
that ethnologists take part in this research, they have frequent recourse to works of
cultural and social anthropology, hoping to find theoretical and methodological
inspiration and support. Apart from the new opportunities of access to anthropologi-
cal literature, they are motivated also by the fact that the theory of social change has
not been elaborated much in ethnological literature (Niedermiiller 2002b).

CONCLUSION

Contemporary ethnology in Central Europe as a rule finds itself on the frontiers
between the historical and social disciplines. Niedermdiller, for example, defines
ethnology (using the term European ethnology) as a discipline which is aimed at
researching complex late modern societies, with preference given to one’s own socie-
ties. Although research is focused on the present, this is seen as an “extended
present,” that is, phenomena are generally investigated in the historical dimension
also. According to Niedermiiller, European ethnology investigates the cultural
constructions of late modern societies, concerning itself with the functions and trans-
formations of cultural concepts and their influences on the sociocultural logic of local
(and global) worlds. Thematically, ethnology in Central Europe addresses the most
diverse manifestations of the majority society as well as the subcultures of various
groups, which are defined locally, ethnically, generationally, socially, and so forth.
An important part of research is devoted to the transformation processes in the for-
merly socialist countries. Ethnologists continue to investigate various expressions of
the traditional culture of ordinary people, whether in the preceding historical periods
(hence by historical methods) or currently, as expressions of cultural heritage. The
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contemporary ethnologies in Central Europe remain polycentric disciplines with a
broad diftfusion of themes. While ethnologists are inspired by a variety of methodo-
logical approaches from related scholarly disciplines, the orientation toward social
and cultural anthropology and the social sciences remains relatively strong.
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The integration processes in Europe are creating the largest legally and economically
integrated political system in recent times. Starting as an economic cooperation
between six countries in the mid-1950s, today the European Union (EU) has 27
member states and a population of almost 500 million people. Since its inception in
1957, and through several political reforms, the member states of the EU have nego-
tiated their way toward the abolition of internal borders, the creation of a single
market with free movement of money, goods, and people, and the implementation
of a common currency.

The processes of integration have raised several questions regarding culture and
identity. It has, for instance, been debated whether popular identification with the
EU and its institutions is necessary for integration, or whether a European identity
can be engineered “from above” through cultural policies; it has also been asked
whether European identities will eventually evolve “from below.”

Anthropologists are well-positioned to contribute to discussions about identity in
relation to European integration. Anthropology has a long history of contributing
to social science research in identity construction and identity politics. For a long
time anthropologists primarily studied identity construction at the subnational level,
but since the 1980s — with the historic turn in anthropology, and the emerging inter-
est in identity politics and the nationalization of states — anthropologists in Europe
have also contributed to our understanding of identity construction at the supralocal
level. Perhaps more importantly, anthropology has a unique perspective on identity
construction: anthropologists often strive to understand the social world from the
perspective of the people they study. In the case of EU studies, this translates into
an interest in the ways that various actors engage in, make sense of, and position
themselves in relation to the integration processes. Furthermore, anthropology has a
distinct methodology — participant observation — which leads to a different kind of
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analysis than those produced with the more conventional methods of neighboring
disciplines (European Commission 2008:14). In this way anthropology can make
genuine contributions to our understanding of European integration.

In this chapter I will discuss three very different anthropological approaches to the
discussion of identity construction in the European Union. The first approach focuses
on the attempts to “engineer” a European identity through cultural policies: since
the early 1980s EU institutions have adopted various symbols and launched several
campaigns in order to “boost people’s awareness of a European identity” (European
Commission 1988). These institutional attempts to construct a European identity
have been the subject of several anthropological analyses.

The second approach considers identity construction among officials in EU institu-
tions. Since the early 1990s several anthropologists have done fieldwork in EU
institutions, where, among other things, they have explored whether the officials who
work together to make integration happen are themselves becoming EUropeans.

These two approaches focus on identity construction “from above.” The third
approach I want to examine discusses the possible construction of European identities
“from below.” Rather than focusing on cultural policies, this research suggests that
the unification processes in Europe provide a new frame for identity construction
locally and across Europe. It explores how people and organizations increasingly
define themselves in relation or opposition to the European Union and demonstrates
how this creates identities that may or may not be in compliance with the official
cultural policies, but which are nevertheless European.

I will start with a brief discussion of how European integration became relevant
to anthropology, and then I will turn to the discussions of the possible construction(s)
of Europeans.

ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE EUROPEAN UNION

Anthropology is a latecomer to the interdisciplinary field of EU studies: the first
anthropological studies of EU-related events were published approximately 30 years
after the Treaty of Rome came into force in 1957 (see Wilken 1999). Looking back,
this is not surprising. As stressed in several critical reviews of anthropological research
in postwar Europe, anthropology was for a long time oddly out of sync with the
macropolitical and macroeconomic developments taking place on the continent.
During a time when societies were being rebuilt after a devastating war, when several
international organizations were founded in order to secure peace, prosperity, com-
munication, and cooperation, and when a divided Europe was coming to terms with
a new world order, Europeanist anthropology was by and large mimicking regional
anthropologies elsewhere. By focusing on small-scale local communities and attempt-
ing to identify the cultural rules that regulate local life, anthropology created an image
of a “tribalized continent” (Boissevain 1975), where local communities appeared to
be only remotely connected to or affected by the forces of states, nations, and markets
(see, e.g., Macdonald 1993).

In the 1970s this focus on local communities was increasingly being criticized
from within anthropology itself. The critique was linked to the emerging discomfort
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with the “classical concept of culture” which tended to equate “cultures” with local
communities and to define them as static, closed, and bounded entities (Eriksen
1996:73). In Europeanist anthropology this discomfort was related to the growing
awareness that anthropology might be missing the exact aspects that are most Euro-
pean about Europe, such as supralocal identity and culture (the “nation”), specific
ways of organizing the public domain (the “state”), specific ways of sharing and
discussing information (the “media”), specific ways of organizing socialization (the
“education system”) and particular ways of organizing production and consumption
(the “economy”) (Macdonald 1993:6). As a consequence, anthropologists increas-
ingly turned their attention to the study of nations, both as the cultural foundation
of the political community of states and as the cultural foundation of the “stateless
nations” of minorities.

The anthropological interest in nations was to a large extent inspired by the
simultaneous historic interest in the nationalization of European states and
the construction of nation-states in Europe during the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. Benedict Anderson’s book (1983) about the development of imagined
political communities in the form of nation-states has inspired many anthropological
analyses of culture in Europe since the 1980s, and Eric Hobsbawm’s (1983) notion
of invented traditions has often been employed to explain how cultural traditions,
that were presented as having defined a given nation or people “forever,” were in
fact often fairly recent inventions. It was within this analytical framework, which
focused on identity politics that an anthropological interest in European integration
emerged.

When discussing why anthropologists have been so slow to develop an interest in
the European Union, it is relevant to recall that up until the mid-1980s the EU (at
that time the European Economic Community) was still fairly small, and only a few
of the original member states (France and Italy) were objects of anthropological
research in any significant way. Also, the community’s image as an economic club
for the richer countries of northwestern Europe with a growing legitimacy problem
did not fit the traditional anthropological research agenda. The southern enlarge-
ments of the 1980s that admitted the former dictatorships of Greece, Portugal, and
Spain made the community more relevant to anthropology, as it brought in more
Mediterranean countries.

Furthermore, at this time the EU was changing. Preparations for the Inner Market,
with the free movement of people, money, and goods, necessitated harmonization
of legislations and practices in the member states. This harmonization was accompa-
nied by a number of cultural policies aimed at boosting popular identification with
the community and its institutions. This development of cultural policies was, as Cris
Shore has pointed out, practically an invitation to anthropology to get involved.
While anthropologists may previously have felt estranged from the EU due to the
focus on macrolevel economics, politics, and law, the “cultural turn” in the integra-
tion processes of the 1980s made European integration relevant for anthropology,
both theoretically and empirically (Shore 2000).

In the following sections I will introduce the development of cultural policies in
the European Union and discuss some of the analytical approaches to the attempt to
construct a European identity “from above.”
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EU CULTURAL POLICIES

The EU’s cultural policies were officially introduced with the Maastricht Treaty in
1993. In this treaty it is stated inter alia that the EU “shall contribute to the flow-
ering of the cultures of the Member States while respecting their national and
regional diversity and at the same time bring their common cultural heritage to the
fore.” However, political discussions about the necessity of a cultural dimension to
the integration processes started much earlier. According to Maryon McDonald, it
was in the late 1960s that politicians and officials within EU institutions began to
stress the need to create a cultural foundation for the integration processes. At this
time it was realized that the legitimacy which the European Community had held
in the 1950s as a supranational organization to create peace in Europe was disap-
pearing as new generations grew up in the western part of a divided Europe in rela-
tive prosperity and with a new set of hopes, fears, and limitations. In order to move
the integration processes forward it was considered necessary to create feelings of
communality among the participating countries (McDonald 2006:220). The first
step in this direction was the adoption in 1973 of a “Declaration on the European
Identity” in which the fundamental values of the European cooperation were defined.
According to this declaration the member states are defined by shared political values
such as democracy, rule of law, market economy, social justice, and respect for
human rights.

During the 1980s, cultural policies were increasingly being discussed as a political
necessity in order to create the Single European Market and the Economic and
Monetary Union (McDonald 2000:57). Official reports from both the European
Parliament and the European Commission argued that it was necessary to strengthen
the solidarity between the people of the member states and to enhance their knowl-
edge of European culture (Shore 1993). Heads of states and governments approved
the introduction of common symbols and cultural policy measures in order to boost
popular awareness of the EU and facilitate integration. Over the years the EU got a
passport, a driver’s license, a flag, an anthem, a motto, a memorial day, and a common
currency. Events and rituals were invented to celebrate the community’s existence,
like European Years, European Decades, and European Cities of Culture; and
programs regarding arts, architecture, music, film, student exchange, and minority
languages were launched in order to preserve and promote what was perceived as the
cultures of the member states and to secure the interaction between them.

In the 1990s the EU elaborated on its foundational values; the Amsterdam Treaty
(1999) included an antidiscrimination paragraph, and official documents and declara-
tions increasingly stressed that the European Union was build on values such as toler-
ance, multiculturalism, antiracism, anti-antisemitism, anti-islamophobia, gender
equality, and respect for minorities.

Anthropological analyses of the EU’s cultural politics differ in their approaches
and in the questions they ask. Some focus on the political purpose of the EU’s cultural
politics and discuss whether their aim is to create a European demos for an emergent
European superstate. Others focus on the discursive construction of European culture
and identity in the various policies that have been created over the past 20 years. And
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others again analyze their interpretation and practical implementation in the member
states. Below I will discuss some of the most prominent approaches to the EU’s
cultural politics.

Creating “Homo enropaecus”?

British anthropologist Cris Shore, who is one of the first and, without rival, the most
productive scholar of the EU’s cultural politics, has suggested that the introduction
of cultural politics can be understood as an attempt to artificially create a European
people. Shore has argued that European integration is an elite project to create some
sort of European state (Shore 2001:55). Initially it was expected that popular iden-
tification with this emerging superstate would automatically develop as “spillover”
from economic and legal integration. However, during the 1980s it became clear
that, “despite making impressive legal, economic and institutional advances toward
a united Europe, EU elites [had] failed to create a ‘European people’” (Shore
2001:55). Instead they had created “an embryonic state without a nation”
(Shore 2001:57). According to Shore this is why EU institutions launched a series
of cultural policies: in order to create Europeans (Shore 1995:217).

Cris Shore defines EU cultural politics as “the various cultural strategies, dis-
courses, and political technologies that function to make certain ideas about Europe
authoritative while alternative ideas are rendered marginal and muted” (2001:54).
With reference to this definition he has analyzed a wide range of campaigns, reports,
documents, and speeches in order to understand how officials in EU institutions
perceive Europe. Shore’s analyses are grounded in a discursive and cognitive approach
to culture. He sees the culture political initiatives as reflections of the way elites
perceive European culture, and many of his analyses focus on linguistic categories,
systems of classifications, discourses, metaphors, and symbols, which as he has argued
may help us understand how political actors in Brussels and Strasbourg understand
“Europe” and “the Europeans” (e.g. Shore 1993, 1995, 1996, 1997, 2000, 2001).

Shore relates the EU’s cultural politics to discussions about what political scientists
refer to as the EU’s “democratic deficit” (Shore 2001, 2006; see also Abéles 2004).
Discussions of the democratic deficit refer both to the political discussions about
whether the institutions of a union of democracies need to be democratic, and to
the normative discussions about whether the EU can be democratic without a demos
(e.g. Habermas 2001). According to Shore, the democratic deficit is in fact a “cultural
deficit”: political regimes, especially democracies, customarily seek legitimacy in the
cultural domain and thus presuppose shared cultural values between rulers and ruled
(2001:56). In the case of the European Union, Shore claims that there are no shared
values and no demos to be ruled democratically (Shore 2006:714).

In his early work Shore appears to be open to the possibility that the EU’s cultural
politics may eventually promote a sense of common identity in Europe. As he points
out (Shore 1993:790-791), anthropological theories often stress that the political
reality is symbolically constructed and that it is through symbols that people come to
know about the structures that unite and divide them. Symbols do not simply enable
individuals to interpret the political reality, they largely create it. Therefore, Shore
argues, “it is reasonable to assume that with a steady consolidation and expansion of
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the European tier of authority the more recently created European political reality
will herald a gradual but steady undermining of authority of existing nation states.”
At the same time Shore maintains that the culture political initiatives are based on a
conceptual naiveté which resembles the concept of identification in Evans-Prichard’s
structural-functionalism (Shore 1993:790-791). Later he claims that the EU’s cul-
tural policies were unlikely to ever be embraced by people in Europe. Comparing the
cultural construction of the EU to that of nation-states, Shore claims that:

the nation-state may well have been arbitrarily constructed, but its existence — and social
meaning — is anything but arbitrary today. The factors that give it substance and legiti-
macy are historical and social, and embedded in the fabric of everyday culture. Because
of'its history, and because its institutions have been adapted and reformed by successive
generations, it has succeeded (where the EU has signally failed) in getting closer to its
citizens and winning their consent to be governed. That process took many decades to
achieve. (Shore 2004:40)

Nationalizing Europe?

Shore’s approach to the EU’s cultural policies may help us understand how EU
officials perceive European culture and culture’s role in the forging of identities. But
they tell us very little about the practical effects — if any — of the EU’s cultural poli-
cies. In order to assess what they mean outside the institutions we need to analyze
in detail how EU cultural policies are communicated to people in the member states
and how they are interpreted and implemented locally.

If we assume that the attempts to construct a cultural foundation for the integra-
tion processes in Europe are comparable to the creation of a cultural foundation for
nation-states (e.g. Shore 1993, 1996), it becomes obvious that the EU lacks the
institutions that have been most instrumental in forging national identities, especially
schools and media (e.g. Anderson 1983). Aside from a handful of elite schools related
to EU institutions (Shore and Baratieri 2006) and a couple of failed attempts to create
European media (Neveu 2002; Llobera 2003), the EU suffers from a communication
and enculturation deficit which has consequences for the institution’s abilities to com-
municate with citizens and to install a sense of belonging to the union. As has been
pointed out in several studies, people in the member states get most of their informa-
tion about the EU from national media, which means that the information they get
varies and almost always has a national angle (Peter and de Vreese 2004).

Over the years, EU institutions have attempted to create various platforms for
direct communication with people. They have, for instance, published numerous
information pamphlets about the rights and opportunities of citizens in the member
states: materials that are available in all official languages and sometimes in some of
the minority languages, and made available from public libraries and EU information
offices in the member states. But this way of communicating is not very efficient, as
it requires that people seek out the information themselves.

In recent years the most important platform for institutional attempts to com-
municate with its citizens and the wider world has been the Internet. Central to the
EU’s Web presence is the Europa site (europa.eu) which makes information available
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to citizens and other actors and which attempts to engage people in various forms
of interactions. The Europa site features among other things a “kids’ corner” with
interactive games, a “teachers’ corner” with educational resources, as well as debate
forums, blogs, a shop, and a media center. The European Commission has also
established an EU channel on YouTube (EUTube), where infomercials about EU
politics are made available and where one can find videos where the president and
vice-presidents of the European Commission address “the public.” But like the pam-
phlets, the Internet is not a very efficient tool for communication. The availability
and demographic use of Internet in Europe varies widely, and people still have to
actively seek to be informed by the EU — which the majority does not necessarily do.
Looking at the EU channel on YouTube, one can note that at the time of writing it
has fewer than 11000 subscribers and that most of the available videos have fewer
than 5000 views. Rather than relating the EU’s information politics to that of nation-
states, it is almost tempting to recall the late Pierre Clastres’ (1977) theory of the
institution of power in primitive societies, in which he claimed that it is the duty of
the chief in primitive societies to speak, but that “the words of the chief are not
spoken in order to be listened to . . . nobody pays attention to the discourse of the
chiet.” According to Clastres this made sure that the institution of power would (and
could) not be assumed by an individual.

Grasping the EU’s cultural politics

Not all of the culture-related initiatives discussed in EU institutions reach the Euro-
pean public. However some have been implemented in the member states. Studying
those may help us understand what EU cultural politics can accomplish.

In a recent article, ethnologist Johan Fornids (2009) addressed this issue with
regard to EU symbols. In order to understand how the symbols work Fornis has
suggested that it may be helpful to distinguish between two different types of symbol.
The first type includes symbols that have a purely discursive or symbolic application
— the flag, the anthem, Europe Day, and the motto, for instance. These symbols
signify the EU in an abstract way and are not (yet) embedded in people’s everyday
life. The other type of symbol has a double function, as both a symbolic expression
of identity and a material tool of integration; this type of symbol includes the passport,
which is a personal document of belonging that literally distinguishes “us” from
“them” — for instance when “we” stand in other lines than “them” in EU airports.
It also includes the euro, which was introduced in 2002 and which is currently used
by 300 million people in 15 member states in their daily economic transactions.
Drawing on Michael Billig’s theory of banal nationalism, in which he included money
among the “unwaved flags” that construct our perceptions of who we are (Billig
1995:41), Fornis has identified the euro as a symbol of EU identity which is simul-
taneously a practical tool in the making of everyday life and a medium which enlight-
ens us as to what EUrope is (Fornids 2009:126). Fornis has for instance argued that
the design of the euro notes and coins creates a narrative about unity and diversity,
which is reinforced by the way that money is circulated. The fact that nationally
distinct euros can be used in any and all of the countries in Euroland represents a
form of intercultural interaction beyond economics (Fornis 2009:137).
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Similarly, in her analysis of the European City of Culture program, Monica Sass-
atelli (2002, 2008) has analyzed the actual making of Cities of Culture in Europe
rather than the policy decisions to make them. The promotion of European Cities
of Culture was initiated in the mid-1980s as one of the EU’s cultural policies. Accord-
ing to the EU Web site, European Cities of Culture is the brainchild of the late Greek
Minister of Culture, Melina Mercouri, who allegedly argued that, “culture, art and
creativity are no less important [to European integration] than technology, commerce
and economics.”

Each year a European City of Culture is elected as a way “to highlight the richness
and diversity of European cultures and the features they share, and promote greater
mutual acquaintance between European Union citizens” (Sassatelli 2002:441). While
the European City of Culture was thus invented by EU institutions, it is in the
implementation by officials and artists in the cities in question that notions of Euro-
pean culture are being created. The European Council selects the cities and supports
them with a small sum of money, but each city is free to determine its own cultural
program (Sassatelli 2002:436). In practice this means that representatives of local
communities co-construct the notion of the European culture which is promoted
with this initiative. This suggests that the outcomes of EU cultural politics cannot
be reduced to the intentions of the policies.

The EU’s “Others”

Anthropologists who have studied the official attempts to create a common European
identity have paid particular attention to the simultaneous co-construction of one or
more “Others.” As Shore (2006) has pointed out, the discussion of Others in relation
to the EU — and the politics of defining them — is complicated. The EU itself may
be defined as a union of Others; practically all member states are or have been the
significant Other to one or more of the other member states. Furthermore the EU’s
borders are not final. Therefore it is difficult to point to those on the other side of
the borders as EU’s Others, since they, too, may become part of the EU one day.

In the 1960s and 1970s EUropean identity was officially defined in terms of
common political values such as democracy, human rights, market economy, and so
on. In relation to these values the significant Others were the totalitarian regimes
south and east of the European Community. In the 1980s the community opened
for a renegotiation of its southern and eastern borders. The admission in the first half
of the 1980s of Greece, Portugal, and Spain moved the EU’s southern borders to
the Mediterranean, which made it increasingly relevant to discuss exactly how far
south the EU would eventually stretch. The rejection of Morocco’s membership
application in 1986 on the grounds that Morocco is not a European country indicated
that it is in fact possible to draw a boundary between Europe and non-Europe (Eder
2006). The most pressing question was then whether this boundary would include
or exclude Turkey.

The changes in Eastern Europe in the 1980s also made it relevant to consider the
possible “homecoming” of Eastern European countries. During this period com-
munity discourse increasingly defined the EU culturally in opposition to the United
States. The EU and the United States were still “the West” in opposition to “the
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East,” but at the same time Americanization was presented as the most immediate
threat to European culture (Shore 1993).

In the 1990s the EU faced two enormous political challenges. Internally, there
was a growth in neonationalism, antisemitism, and islamophobia (Holmes 2000;
McDonald 2006); externally, the EU was preparing southeastern enlargements.
These challenges fed into a new identity discourse which focused on the necessity to
overcome the past. A European past of war, conflict, division, repression, and dis-
crimination exemplified with references to colonialism, racism, warfare, holocaust,
communism, totalitarianism, and xenophobia was juxtaposed on an EUropean
present, which was defined with reference to values such as peace, tolerance, multi-
culturalism, antiracism, anti-antisemitism, anti-islamophobia, and respect for min-
orities. This positioned “Europe of the past” and in particular “Europe of the
nation-state” as the EU’s most significant Other.

These official attempts to define the EU’s Other do not necessarily reflect com-
monly accepted Others. Some scholars have pointed out that the most popularly
accepted Others in the EU at the moment are Muslims and Islam (e.g. Klausen 2005;
Meinhof and Triandafyllidou 2006). What they do reflect are the official attempts to
give the EU an identity.

OFFICIALS INTO EUROPEANS?

When discussing if the integration processes in Europe will lead to the creation of a
common European identity or perhaps even to the creation of EUropeans, one group
has been singled out as particularly interesting: the EU officials who work together
to make integration happen. Questions regarding their identities have fuelled a small
interdisciplinary research field which has developed since the early 1990s. What marks
the literature in this field “is the dominance of the anthropological approach” (Cini
2001). In this section I will look at some of the contributions to this field. I will start
with a brief discussion of the anthropological interest in Eurocrats and some of the
methodological challenges that this interest entail. I will then introduce studies of
identity construction in the European Commission, and finally I will discuss the pos-
sible emergence of transnational European identities.

Studying Eurocrats

Anthropological interest in EU institutions developed in the early 1990s when a
number of anthropologists did fieldwork inside EU institutions. One study was
undertaken by a French-British team consisting of three anthropologists: Marc
Abéles, Irene Bellier, and Maryon McDonald, who had been invited by the then
President of the EU Commission Jacques Delors to explore “the existence or not of
a specific Commission culture, plus the weight of the different languages and national
cultural traditions and their impact on working relationships and how a European
identity might emerge in such a context” (Cini 2001:4). This team also did fieldwork
in the European Parliament.
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Another study was carried out by Cris Shore who had worked as a stagiare in the
European Parliament in the mid-1980s (Shore 2004:27) and who later did fieldwork
in the Commission. Shore’s work has primarily focused on EU cultural policies (see
above) but he has also contributed to the analysis of identification and cooperation
in various institutions (e.g. Shore 1995, 2000).

Other anthropologists have also contributed to our understanding of identity
construction in EU institutions: for example Danish anthropologist Signe Ejersbo
(1993) and American anthropologist Stacia Zabusky (1995, 2000), who have both
studied the processes of cooperation and identification among scientists in EU-related
organizations, and Swedish anthropologist Renita Thedvall (2006, 2007), who has
studied Eurocrats in motion between national and European political institutions.

Anthropologists doing fieldwork in EU institutions face a number of challenges.
These are especially related to methodology. By now there is a solid tradition in anthro-
pology for “studying up” (Nader 1972) and for having elites and bureaucrats as
informants (e.g. Herzfeld 1992; Shore and Nugent 2002). It is also generally accepted
that the anthropological research methods which were originally developed for data
collection in small-scale societies, do in fact produce valuable insights when applied to
larger-scale societies. Still, in the context of EU institutions, where many of the inform-
ants have a background in the social sciences, and therefore specific expectations of
social research, both the methods and the results they produce are often questioned
by informants, who may find the research design “fuzzy” and the results “unrepresenta-
tive” or even “anecdotal” (Ejersbo 1993; Zabusky 1995; Shore 2000:11). Anthro-
pologists doing fieldwork in EU institutions thus often find themselves involved in “a
struggle” concerning the production and interpretation of data (Bourdieu 1990:21-
22). This struggle is embedded in the relationship which already exists between
anthropology and other social sciences, and it creates a situation where the informants
are not simply co-constructing data but competing for their interpretation.

Making Europeans

A majority of the research on identity construction among EU officials has focused
on the Commission. One argument for this is that the Commission is “an unusual
social entity” staffed with people from different countries who have sworn allegiance
to the EU and its interests over and above their national governments (McDonald
1996:52; Bellier 1997:92). Another argument is that it is officials in the Commission
who design the cultural policies, and who maintain that the creation of an EU identity
is imperative (Shore 1995, 2000).

The Commission is often perceived as having a moral obligation to be both the
promoter and the exemplar of European unity. According to Marc Abéles (2004)
this perception frames the way that officials talk about themselves in relation to
culture and identity. Officials in the Commission often state that they are above
stereotypes, that they don’t think in terms of national differences and that there is
an esprit enropéen and a European identity in the Commission. Similarly Cris Shore
has argued that there is a self-perception among officials of having moved past the
Europe of the nation-states and of being the vanguard in an evolution toward a
unified Europe (Shore 1995:225).
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At the same time, however, officials also stress that cultural diversity is fundamental
to the integration processes in Europe and that cultural differences should be recog-
nized and respected. This sometimes leads to a distinctive way of classifying differ-
ences: there are “benign” cultural differences that are part of “Europe’s rich cultural
heritage,” and then there are “negative” differences which are often attributed to
people’s personalities (Abéles 2004:15).

Despite this official rhetoric of unity and (benign) diversity, officials in the Com-
mission make distinctions regarding culture and identity all the time. At the most basic
level they distinguish between the EUropean bureaucracy and national bureaucracies
(Abéles 2004:16). Here the distinction regards those who are working for EUrope
and those who (still) work for their own national interests. Within the EU bureauc-
racy, officials tend to identify with specific Directorates-General and institutions. Both
Shore and McDonald have shown that officials identify with various units in the
organizational structure, for example: “we in the Commission,” “we in the court,” or
“we in the translation section,” and so on (Shore 1995:224; McDonald 2000:53).

Another distinction which more clearly refers to perceived cultural differences is
the one which is made between the North and the South (and with the latest
enlargements also between the East and the West). The distinction between North
and South refers to a widely held mutual classification where the North considers
itself modern in opposition to the backward South and the South considers itself
civilized in opposition to the barbarian North (Eder 2006:262). “North” and
“South” do not refer to a simple geographical division in Europe. Rather they are
metaphors referring to moral and political distinctions (McDonald 2000:115; Abéles
2004:18-19).

The distinction between North and South became relevant after the first enlarge-
ment in 1973. This enlargement is often described as particularly traumatic, because
it marked a transition from “a single Europe” working together to create peace after
World War 11, to a diverse Europe where the member states had different perceptions
of Europe and different expectations of the cooperation (McDonald 2000:65-70).
The transition is most clearly marked by the shift in the de facto working language
from French to English, but it involved a wide range of “surprises and irritations
relating to the different ways of doing anything from writing memos to managing
meetings” (McDonald 1996:52). This disruption of the “culture of compromise”
(Abéles and Bellier 1996) which has evolved in the Commission is repeated with
every new enlargement and constructs new distinctions between “us” and “them.”

Despite the intention of “being above it,” nationality does play a significant role
in the way that people make sense of interactions in the Commission. Irene Bellier
explains this with reference to the national organization of the political scene in EU
institutions: there are signs of nations everywhere, so it is difficult to escape this
particular way of classifying differences (Bellier 1997:93). Maryon McDonald explains
it with reference to a language trap: cultural differences in Europe are structured by
a language where “nations and nationalities provide the conceptual boundaries
by which difference is most easily constructed and recognized” (McDonald 2000:113).
Like most Europeans, officials in the Commission habitually classify differences in
terms of nationality, and therefore such differences are experienced as being very real
and confirmed in everyday interaction (McDonald 2000:113; Abéles 2004). One way
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of attempting to escape the trap of national identification is to refer to regional identi-
ties. Bellier has argued that officials in the Commission sometimes identify as Catalan
or Scottish instead of Spanish or British (Bellier 1997).

Identity construction in trans- (or post-?)national Europe

While the early work on identity construction among officials in EU institutions
primarily focused on identification within the institutions, recent work has focused
more on the increasing overlap between national and European institutions and
discussed the possible emergence of a transnational (or perhaps postnational) political
space as a new frame for identification (e.g. Shore 2006; Thedvall 2006, 2007).

Shore has argued that cooperation at the European level has led to the emergence
of a transnational space which expands into the realm of the national through
webs of networking between a growing number of transnational agents; European
politicians and officials are linked to transnational lobby organizations, to journalists
working in the European sphere, to international networks of professionals, and so
on. According to Shore, these transnational networks are forming an intimate insti-
tutional microcosm which is governed by its own informal rules and norms and has
its roots in the “insular and detached cultural space in the Brussels environment”
(Shore 2006:715). He maintains that there still is a clear and important division
between the national political spaces and a transnational European political space
where people of many different nationalities socialize and cooperate in networks that
are increasingly detached from the European nation-states (Shore 2000:715). Shore
compares EU officials to expatriates and colonial officials who are characterized by
having high salaries, professional autonomy, and being excluded from the societies
within which they live, which promotes a sense of internal solidarity and distinction
(Shore 2002:7, 20006). In this respect EU officials are portrayed as just another tribe
or culture in a world of cultures.

In another study, Renita Thedvall (2006, 2007) has focused on the blurring of
boundaries between the political spaces of the EU institutions and that of member
states. Thedvall has followed Swedish bureaucrats as they move between the political
institutions in Sweden and the European institutions in order to negotiate politics
which will have implications not just in Sweden but in the entire European Union.
She has paid particular attention to the ways that these “EU Nomads” as she calls
them (2007) shift in and out of identity categories. Characteristic for “EU Nomads”
is that they have to represent national and European interests simultaneously: the
governments who employ them expect them to represent national interests in political
negotiations “in Europe,” but in the negotiations they still have to compromise in
order to create results that all the different member states can live with. In this process
the contours of “the national” and “the European” is constantly being negotiated.
The blurring of boundaries in Thedvall’s analyses refer both to the blurring of the
national and the European political decision-making processes, and to the blurring
of the national and the European as identity categories. It is not entirely clear whether
these EU Nomads are European or national, or when they are European and when
they are national. According to Thedvall (2007) this blurring is leading to some sort
of postnational political space as a framework for identity construction.
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BRINGING IN THE PEOPLE

So far I have focused on anthropological contributions to our understanding of
European identity construction from above. In the following sections I will briefly
consider contributions to our understanding of the construction of European identi-
ties from below.

Since the late 1980s, several anthropologists have studied how EU integration
affects life in the member states and how membership of the EU (or not!) increas-
ingly frames identity construction in various localities in Europe. Many of these
studies have focused on people and places with ambiguous relationships to Europe
and the EU, like Herzfeld’s (1987, 1997) studies of Greece and Mitchell’s (2002)
study of Malta. Over the past couple of years there have also been studies that
explore how some people — one way or another — increasingly identify themselves
as Europeans.

Becoming Europeans

People belonging to the category of autochthonous minorities were among the first
to be systematically studied by anthropologists with reference to construction of
European identities “from below” (e.g. Jaffe 1993; Wilken 2001, 2008; Nic Craith
2005; Adrey 2009). The context for these studies has been the proactive approach
that many of the movements and political parties representing autochthonous minori-
ties took to the integration processes in the 1970s and their involvement in European
politics since the 1980s.

Autochthonous minorities include “kin-state minorities” that found themselves
stranded on the wrong side of national borders after centuries of war between power-
holders in Europe; linguistic minorities that have kept languages alive despite nation-
states’ attempts to wipe them out; and “micronations” that have nations but not states.
To them — or at least to some of their political representatives (Wilken 2008) — Euro-
pean unification has presented an opportunity to reframe questions of culture and
identity. In a Europe of nation-states, autochthonous minorities have been perceived
either as victims of nationalization who struggle to survive against all odds or as trai-
tors who forsake their “own culture” for that of the majority. In a European Union
stressing unity in diversity as the cultural ideal for cooperation and integration, auto-
chthonous minorities have the opportunity to become co-creators of a new political
reality. They can reconstruct themselves as “Welsh Europeans” or “Catalan Europe-
ans” and gain cultural recognition within a broader European context.

Representatives for autochthonous minorities have participated actively in various
forms of European cooperation. They have set up EUrope-wide institutions (for
instance the European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages) that function as NGOs
in relation to European and worldwide institutions. They have even created a Europe-
wide political party (the European Free Alliance) which represents autochthonous
minorities in the European Parliament. Active minority participation in European
cooperation has changed the perspective on minority culture and languages in a
number of ways; representatives of autochthonous minorities increasingly embrace
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bilingualism rather than fight for minority monolingualism; more minority languages
have become officially recognized as part of the “European cultural mosaic”; some
minority languages have even obtained the status of co-official languages in EU
institutions.

There are significant differences between various groups of autochthonous minori-
ties and their commitment to European integration. But as a category they are rep-
resented as the prototype of a new kind of multilingual and multicultural European
which fits well into the cultural vision of “unity in diversity” (Wilken 2001).

Competing visions

Anthropologists have also expressed interest in the Europeanization of radical nation-
alism in Europe. In the 1980s and 1990s political movements and parties were
formed across Europe with the intention to protect national or regional cultures
against perceived threats from immigrants, elites, and Eurocrats in Brussels (Holmes
2000; McDonald 2006). In recent years radical nationalist parties have emerged in
Eastern Europe as well. According to political scientist Christina Liang (2007:295)
there are currently more than 100 radical nationalist parties in Europe.

The growth in radical nationalism has been the subject of a number of anthropo-
logical studies in relation to European integration (e.g. Holmes 2000, 2008; McDon-
ald 2006). While official EU discourse increasingly stresses tolerance, intercultural
dialogue, respect for diversity, and nondiscrimination as core values of the integration
processes, radical nationalists usually stress intercultural incompatibilities between
native and “foreign” cultures and advocate assimilation or even expulsion of people
from “foreign cultures.” Radical nationalism is therefore often defined as diametrical
opposition to the EU (McDonald 2006).

However, as pointed out by Holmes (2000, 2008) among others, most radical
nationalist parties do express a belief'in a common foundation for the various national
cultures of Europe. In radical nationalist discourse, European nations are often
referred to as a “family of cultures” that share a common heritage and have roots in
Greek and Roman civilization and in Christianity. European nations are therefore
presented as having similar moral values and social norms. The idea of a common
foundation for European cultures is often used to difterentiate between those who
do and those who don’t belong in Europe.

Radical parties do not have the same ideas about what Europe is or where it begins
and ends, but practically all of them agree that Islam is not European, which means
that Turkey is excluded from Europe. Some subscribe to Samuel Huntington’s idea
of an essential difference between the West and the Orthodox East, which exclude
most of Eastern Europe and Russia from “the real Europe.” Some define certain
philosophical and political ideas, for instance communism and socialism, as non-
European, and some define globalization as external to Europe.

Radical nationalist parties often come across as EU-rejectionists but their rejection
is usually directed more at the “elitist, corrupt bureaucrats in Brussels” than at Europe
or European cooperation as such (McDonald 2006). In fact most of these parties
belong to one or more transnational European networks, like for instance the Euro-
pean National Front or EuroNat. They also join forces in the European Parliament,
where they usually are members of the same political groups (McDonald 2006;
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Holmes 2008). In 2007 radical nationalist parties even formed their own group in
the European Parliament. It only existed for a few months and demonstrated grave
incompatibilities between radical parties in Europe; nevertheless radical nationalists
operate with reference to an imagined community of European cultures and contrib-
ute to the practical and discursive construction of Europe.

Unlikely Europeans

Since the mid-1990s sociologists and political scientists have discussed how European
integration affects immigrants and their descendants living in the member states. On
the one hand these discussions have concerned EU politics that affect immigrants in
Europe — EU citizenship, racism, immigration laws, and so on (Soysal 2002). On the
other hand they have concerned the engagement of immigrant representatives in
European politics through participation in transnational European NGOs or repre-
sentation in the European Parliament (Favell 2003). Some years ago political scientist
Riva Kastoryano (1997) coined the term “non-European Europeans” in an attempt
to conceptualize the ambiguous position of these immigrants as simultaneously
included in and excluded from EUrope.

Recently, anthropologists have also begun to discuss immigrants with reference to
a broader European framework. Christina Moutsou (2006) has, for instance, studied
the relevance of the EU in relation to identity-construction among Turkish and Greek
immigrants in Brussels. This identity-construction is on the one hand framed by the
specific Brussels context, and on the other hand by the relationship that Turkey and
Greece have with the EU, and that the immigrant communities have with EU
institutions.

In another study Miiréad Nic Craith (2009) has explored how intellectuals of
immigrant background — primarily from Eastern Europe, Turkey, and Maghreb —
make sense of their lives in Europe and as Europeans. Starting from an analysis of
autobiographies and memoirs she has analyzed how these intellectuals “talk about and
interpret their experience of Europe, what emotions the notion of Europe arouses
and how they portrait their experience of liminality” (Nic Craith 2009:198).

Nic Craith defines these intellectuals as “liminal” because they live between cul-
tures without being rooted in any particular culture or place. Most are able to speak
several languages fluently, and all have families, histories, and social relationships in
several geographical locations (Nic Craith 2009:202). In this way they may be defined
in opposition to the stereotypical European national, who have one mother-tongue,
one nationality, and one set of roots. In many ways these immigrant intellectuals are
constructing the same kind of multilingual, multicultural European identity as the
one constructed by various groups of autochthonous minorities, but they generally
feel that their approach to European identity is unappreciated by nationals and the
EU bureaucracy alike.

CONCLUSION

Anthropology is a rather late addition to the interdisciplinary field of EU studies;
it is only within the past 20 years that anthropologists have contributed to our
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understanding of European integration. Anthropological interest in the EU was
among other things inspired by “the cultural turn” in the integration processes during
the 1980s, which made discussions about culture and identity relevant. In this chapter
I have discussed three different anthropological approaches to questions regarding
culture and identity in relation to EU integration.

The first approach focuses on EU cultural policies and the attempts to create
popular identification with the EU and its institutions “from above.” This approach
was introduced in the early 1990s and is primarily identified with Cris Shore. Shore
has contributed to a critical discussion of EU cultural politics in relation to the alleged
democratic deficit. His analyses focus on the ways that culture is perceived by officials
in EU institutions and the ways that it is used to forge a European identity. In recent
years there has been some discussion of how to approach the practical aspects of
cultural policies through analyses of their incorporation in everyday life; this is a
research area where there is great potential for further development.

The second approach discusses identity construction among the officials in EU
institutions. Since the early 1990s, several anthropologists have done fieldwork in
EU institutions and contributed to the interdisciplinary discussions of identity con-
struction among EU officials. These studies focused initially on identity construction
in relation to the intercultural interactions in the EU’s institutions. Analyses in recent
years have focused more on identity construction in relation to the blurring of
boundaries between national and European political spaces. This has led to discus-
sions of the possible creation of a transnational or postnational political space in
Europe as a new framework for identity construction.

The third approach I discussed focuses instead on the possible construction of
European identities “from below.” Such analyses discuss how the integration proc-
esses in Europe have occasioned a recontextualization of identity construction among
various groups of Europeans. Anthropological analyses have, for instance, shown how
representatives of autochthonous minorities have engaged in various forms of political
cooperation in Europe and how they have used this cooperation to reposition them-
selves in relation to European nation-states and to reframe their identities in a Euro-
pean context. Anthropologists have also discussed how radical nationalists who often
define themselves in opposition to the EU are at the same time defining themselves
as part of an imagined European family of cultures which creates a different kind of
European identity. During the last couple of years there have also been a few studies
which analyze how various groups of immigrants — the proverbial Others to culture
in Europe — define themselves in relation to the integration processes and sometimes
even create European identities.

The three approaches discussed illustrate how anthropology so far has contributed
to our understanding of European integration, and in particular to our understanding
of the implications for identity construction in Europe.
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Memory,
Citizenship, and
Consumer Culture
in Postsocialist
Europe

CHAPTER

Ksenija Vidmar Horvat

This chapter addresses the questions of the European project and European identity
after the last two European Union (EU) enlargements in 2005 and 2007. While the
analysis embraces a broader question of the construction of the cultural image of
Europe after the end of the Cold War, it places this inquiry in the specific contexts
of postsocialist Central and Eastern Europe. The central issue which it raises is how
to envision the Europe of the post—Cold War, post-Western, and postnational era
(Habermas 2001; Delanty and Rumford 2005; Delanty 2007; Outhwaite 2008;
Rizman 2008) and where, in this cultural, political, and social reconfiguration, to
locate the postsocialist experience.

By postsocialist experience, I refer to a complex terrain of postsocialist “emotions”
(Svasek 20006), including memory (together with nostalgia and trauma; Hann 2002;
Forrester et al. 2004; Todorova and Gille 2010) as well as the reconstitution and
redefinition of collective national identities which have taken place in the region after
the collapse of the two socialist “empires” of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia. My
central argument is that the postsocialist experience should not be investigated as a
separate social phenomenon, confined to area studies (or regional studies) but that
postsocialist studies constitute a core of European studies; that postsocialism, to
embark on a psychoanalytic concept, plays the role of the symptom of the new Europe,
and, furthermore, that only by fully understanding the collective perceptions of
Europe in postsocialist countries, will Europe be able to understand the implications
of'its own Eurocentrism and, hopefully, begin a (fully overdue) process of its disman-
tling. This does not mean that the critical redrawing of the attention to postsocialist
Europe demands a reversal of the relationship between the roles of the “center” and
“periphery” between the “West” and the “East.” On the contrary, in my understand-
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ing, the term “new Europe” should be divorced from the hegemonic geopolitical
description for the new EU member states from former-socialist Europe, and should
connote a significantly altered social, cultural, and political geography of the conti-
nent. This reshaping has as much to do with the fall of the Berlin Wall and European
unification (i.e. with “domestic” EU politics) as it does with larger processes of tran-
snationalization, globalization, and cosmopolitanization of European society.

In the limited scope of this chapter, the questions outlined above are approached
through a narrow segment of investigation on how “we” consume Europe. Although
the term “consumption” here is clearly used figuratively (avoiding the charge of being
anthropophagic), it is also meant to be understood literally. That is, we ask how,
through the formation of the single European market, “Europe” and “European
identity” are being presented to its citizens. More specifically, the chapter asks how,
through practices of consumption of goods with the label “made in the EU,” cultural
and political imaginaries of the new Europe are being formed, processed, and
“digested” in the public. Therefore, whereas a main concern of social theory of
Europeanization today has been how (and if) European identity s yet to be produced
(Smith 1992; Shore 2000, 2006) the theoretical concern of this chapter is rather
how European identity bas already been consumed. In addition, it will be argued that
in postsocialist Central and Eastern Europe, the encountering of Europe through
consumption by and large has been framed by memories of the past, postwar divi-
sions, and borders in the region. To put it in concrete terms, in postsocialist EU
member states, memories of the borders and past border imaginaries play a central
role in the negotiation of European identity and belonging in the new Europe. In
light of the above argument, the negotiation of belonging, borne on past traumas
and memories of exclusion, bears consequences for the current EU politics of identity
and citizenship; as well as, and this will be stressed at the end of this writing, its ethics
of transnational solidarity and global cooperation.

TRANSITION (TO) PREJUDICE

The incentive to study postsocialist culture(s) of consumption stems from my own
autobiographical ethnography and the behaviors reported to me by my friends and
relatives, namely of the practice of reading the labels of products in order to determine
their place of origin. In the age of globalization of “geographies of consumption”
(Jackson and Thrift 1996) and increased consumer consciousness regarding fair trade
and global ecology, the reading of declaration notes would present no particular
reason to study this practice in a culturally contained context of postsocialist Europe
— were it not the case that in this region, the inquiries about the “origin” carry a
specific cultural connotation. Namely, the efforts put into discovering the place of
the production of the commodities (in the era of the obfuscation of travel between
global markets and capital an oxymoron of a sort) are coupled with a (in my case a
personally embarrassing) inquisition to make sure they were 7ot made in “Eastern
Europe.” As mentioned, this is not an isolated case of personal consumer racism:
others have confessed to me engaging in same practice whereas the theme of the
“hidden agenda” as far as the shared European market is concerned, has been part
of the public discourse in Slovenia since the country’s joining of the EU.
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When a consumer coming from postsocialist Slovenia resists purchasing goods
“made in Eastern Europe” (the most frequent and stigmatized seem to be products
coming from Romania and Hungary), it is time to raise the question of social sig-
nificance and the political meaning of this resistance. In particular, one needs to ask
what lies below the silent refusal to buy “Eastern.” How is this practice of cultural
selection meaningful when it is placed within the specific cultural, political, and ideo-
logical contexts of a former socialist state? How at all to decipher the cultural stigma
attached to “Eastern Europe” in an age of European history that is supposedly
moving into a post-Western phase (Delanty 2007; Outhwaite 2008); and when
categories of “Western” and “Eastern” no longer can be used as stable markers of
difference?

Here it is proposed that what we have at hand is a case of the reversal of the Veblen’s
notion of conspicuous consumption, reconstituted as an inconspicuous practice which
nonetheless serves a similar function: to claim a certain cultural belonging, identity,
sameness. In his Theory of the Leisure Class (1994[1889]), Veblen writes about vicari-
ous consumption, shared across classes, which derives its pattern of imitation from
the “leisure class scheme of life,” and of which accumulation of wealth in commodities
stands as a visible marker and the norm of reputability. In Veblen’s observation of US
society at the turn of the nineteenth century, the source of fascination lay in Western
Europe and the cultural styles of its aristocracies. While today’s cultural imitations of
nobility and taste may have shifted in meaning, Western Europe continues to figure
as an important point of reference around which cultural hierarchies of identity and
belonging are being ordered in the contemporary “new Europe.” In postsocialist
cultural imaginaries, European identity continues to be projected as Western(ized),
although modes of emulations of this imaginary identity construct today are perhaps
less provocatively displayed. It may even be argued that they are manifested in a con-
cealed way, through negation of the “Easterner” in ourselves. The “West,” in this
projection, of course, is a vanishing reference: it is a construct and a fabrication that
is desired as much in Western as in Eastern Europe. Moreover, it is also a memory
construct which yields power precisely from invoking idealized nostalgic projections
of the world on the other side of the Iron Curtain. Yet, arguably, it is mostly this
selective and polished image of the “West” as it once was that is shaping the ways in
which the new East is being formed — both in the old and the new Europe.

The fictive character of the “West” notwithstanding, in former socialist Central
and Eastern Europe it operates as a potent source for fueling processes of redefinition
of collective identity after the “revolutions of 1989.” However, contrary to the per-
ception that what we have here is a case of an unfortunate, politically misguided
mimicry of the (mature and developed) West by the (adolescent) East (in light of
the crisis of the West this is an interpretation which is indeed encouraged, governed,
and desired by the West, see Zizek 1993; Borcila 2004; Vidmar Horvat 2011), we
want to argue that the dramaturgy of identification and difference, idealization and
rejection, embroiled in consumer trivia, is politically costumed, and moreover, has to
do with the post-1989 rewriting of history. In the concrete case of Slovenia, what
we are witnessing here is not only a clear case of prejudice, but a transitional prejudice:
a prejudice the articulation of which coincides with the reconstitution of collective
cultural identity in the movement between two social orders, and whereby the cul-
tural legitimacy of the latter is borne on the delegitimization of the former. “Europe,”
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I will argue, appears constitutional in this process of restructuring and realignment
of identity: in particular, it provides fictional material to the reimagining of national
history away from its Yugoslav past.

In order to understand the ideological constellation of this prejudice, and its con-
nection to the Europeanization of national identity, it is necessary to place it in rela-
tion to the kind of memories that it triggers. That is, in social theory, prejudices are
conceptualized as “microideologies of the life-world” which shape the image of the
other (Sabec 2007). It is important to underline that the construction of this image
changes in time and place. Invoking Pickering’s referential study (2001), Sabec argues
that every critical social study of stereotypes and prejudices has to be based on “his-
torical facts which are of vital importance for the understanding how prejudices and
stereotypes acquired their symbolic meanings and values in the collective memory
and consciousness of a (national) community, and how, in a complex interdepend-
ence between continuity and change, they were being passed on, reproduced and
modified through time” (Sabec 2007:98). This means that prejudices have their own
history and a dynamic form which, while taking cultural notes about the other, also
adapts its scripture to the changing social circumstances, if (functionally) necessary.
Yet the anatomy of the prejudice against the other is also a testimony of the self: by
inscribing a difference and distance from the other, the prejudice speaks of (the desire)
of one’s own cultural location. Therefore, prejudices are always shot through with
cultural fantasies of the self: they are as much systems of real differentiations as are
collective fictions, powdered by maintaining, in Freudian terms, the narcissism of
small differences.

Taking into account the above argument, in the remainder of this chapter, we
therefore first provide a brief theoretical account of the study of memory in relation
to Europe; we go on to outline the anatomy of the transitional prejudice in Slovenia
through the spectacles of the cultural dialogue between the memories of the (social-
ist) past and the (postsocialist) present. We then draw a brief comparison with post-
socialist experience in other parts of the Central and Eastern European region to,
finally, problematize the current politics of identity, belonging, and citizenship in the
larger contexts of the EU.

THE EUROPEANIZATION OF MEMORY

In social theory, European identity has been conceptualized in ambiguous terms of
both impossibility and possibility, as fiction as well as cognitive social reality (Shore
2000; Strith 2002; Balibar 2004; Delanty and Rumford 2005). On the one side of
the spectrum of theorization, authors like Anthony Smith and Cris Shore have ques-
tioned the feasibility of generating a European identity in a sense that will be meaning-
ful to the peoples of Europe. In Smith’s view, such a project has a weak potency of
mobilizing people’s identifications, in particular due to fact that, in contrast to national
collectivity, a supranational community lacks a shared cultural fiber, as embroiled in
memories or a sense of continuity between generations (Smith 1992). Cris Shore, too,
has shared the view that, as a politically manufactured project, European identity can
hardly yield a new, supranational state of belonging (Shore 2000, 2006). In contrast
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to both, Gerard Delanty claims that Europe does have a cultural existence. The
problem with the view that argues to the contrary, Delanty writes in his critique of
Shore, is that it is “based on a limited view of cultural identity as a community of fate
and thus it is easy to prove that it does not exist beyond national contexts” (Delanty
2005:409). In fact, Delanty goes on to argue, “Europeanization has now reached
[this] critical threshold of constituting itself through the articulation of a cultural
model” (Delanty 2005:410; see also Delanty and Rumford 2005). Moreover, it is even
possible to say that this model is carried by the development of a new ethics of com-
memoration. In Delanty’s words, in today’s Europe, “an ethics of memory has become
a major site of public discourse on the nature of peoplehood” (Delanty 2005:410).

As can be derived from the arguments above, memory figures as an important and
decisive moment of the success of the politics of European identity. However, in
social theory and political discourse alike, European identity and memory are still
often conceived and/or refuted predominantly in terms of the (im)possibility of
reiterating the modern elite project and transcending it on supranational European
levels; popular experiences and everyday life remain largely invisible in their potency
to create “banal” (Billig 1995) modes of supranational claims. In this regard, it is
intriguing that, given its mass dimensions of a daily practice, consumerism is a
neglected site of public and theoretical discussion on integration and Europeaniza-
tion. In cultural theory, consumerism and practices of shopping have long been
recognized as carrying complex social, political, and cultural dimensions, ranging
from emotional dynamisms of everyday private and family life to complex individual
and group identity formations; anthropological accounts of “protest shopping,” as
discussed by commentators such as Mary Douglas, are especially relevant to our
argument here as they provide an ample argument against the notion of “mindless
consumerism” and can also be used to argue for an understanding of the political
meaning of “people’s tastes and preferences” (Miller et al. 1998:23).

In a similar vein, a research of mass consumerism in postsocialist Europe may,
when it comes to investigating the relationship between memory and European
identity, prove a sociologically and anthropologically relevant endeavor. This is par-
ticularly so if we consider most recent interest in the studies of consumerism in
socialism and the popular memories of both (Crowley 2000; Svab 2002; Vidmar
Horvat 2003; Luthar 2006). Cultural theory has classified memory into different
categories of public remembrance of which popular memory carries an important
value of both reinforcement and contestation of hegemonic visions of the past
(Foucault 1989; Halbwachs 1992; Spigel 1995). Lynn Spigel underlines the difter-
ence between the official and the popular memory: “Popular memory is a form of
storytelling through which people make sense of their own lives and culture [...]
Whereas official history typically masks its own storytelling mechanism, popular
memory acknowledges its subjective and selective status” (Spigel 1995:21). In the
contexts of the pressing issue of the “democratic deficit” in the EU, the tensions
between the official and the popular remembering of Europe therefore should be of
prime interest to the political elites and provide a sound ground to fine-tune the
European project to the imagination of people in different European settings.

For postsocialist Slovenia, remembering socialist “dictatorship over the needs”
(Luthar 2006) has been a particularly potent site on which the image of the
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postsocialist citizen has been crafted: socialism, in this regard, appears as a Freudian
child in the postsocialist adult, whose cultural, political, and ideological biography
has been shaped by (censored) memories of consumerism in socialism. To understand
how this projection has been tied in with the processes of the Europeanization of
Slovenian national identity, it is necessary first to deconstruct the ruling myth of
consumer culture in socialism.

CONSUMERISM BETWEEN THE EAST AND THE WEST

Consumerism (or the lack thereof) figured as an important part of collective identity
formation in socialism. Contrary to the popular beliefs of the younger generations
both in the East and the West, “Cinderella did go to the market,” to rephrase the
title of one of the publications demonstrating the recent rich feminist scholarly inter-
est in the former socialist Europe (Einhorn 1993). Moreover, she went there dressed
in different national and contentious cultural ways. With respect to socialist Yugosla-
via, consumerism was indeed a hidden story behind its political economy and official
state ideology. A different scholarly interest, which is beyond the purview of this
chapter, might in fact uncover the scope and the importance of the antagonistic
interlacing of the promises of consumer society and political structures in the endur-
ing power of the socialist state and its hegemonic operation. It should be noted that,
in this sense, the cultural histories of consumerism in Slovenia and Yugoslavia are
quite unique with respect to the socialist countries forming the Eastern bloc, first
and foremost because of Tito’s breakup with Stalin, which set the country on the
path of nonalignment, and second, and related to the former, because the independ-
ence from the Soviet area of influence gained the country political sympathies from
the West and brought the society not only geographically but also culturally closer
to the capitalist “enemy” (Vidmar Horvat 2007). To illustrate the point with only
one example, which has been deemed prestigious until now, the Yugoslavian public
television was a member of the Western Eurovision and held only the status of a
member observer in the Eastern European association of TV stations Intervision. This
enabled Yugoslavian TV stations to distribute Western TV shows (like Peyton Place
and Little House on the Prairvie of my youth) to their national audiences, while already
in 1960, Ljubljana TV broadcast championships in ski-jumping in the world-famous
Planica for its Western European partners.

Geographical position was equally crucial to the Yugoslavian “brand of socialism.”
In addition to the country’s turn to more liberal social and economic policies in the
1960s,' the proximity of the border with the West contributed to the spread of
consumer mentality and brought the Western consumer lifestyle closer to the people
than was the case on the other side of the Iron Curtain. Tourist shopping became
a national pastime practiced in various legal and illegal forms (Svab 2002; Vidmar
Horvat 2003; Luthar 2006). Although the local and federal governments occasion-
ally intervened and tried to restrict the scope of consumerism which travel abroad
brought with it, it was also quietly endorsed by state powers. Domestic consumerism
enhanced the official narrative of the prosperity of socialist society as a whole;
the tourist shopping softened critical popular observations of the differences in the
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standard of people living on the opposite sides of the border. Therefore, whereas the
Stalin style promises of “future bounty . . . in return for suppression of the appetite
to consume in the present” (Crowley 2000:27), especially in the early postwar years,
can be seen as shared across the socialist hemisphere, in Tito’s Yugoslavia consumer-
ism was gradually imbued with contradictory political and ideological functions. On
the one hand, the official political discourse of the early postwar era used the narra-
tives of the “rotten capitalist West” as an ideological means of countering the effects
of the socialist state economy which created thrift and imposed restrictions on peo-
ple’s spending. On the other hand, it was the same “rotten West” that gave material
evidence and credence to the dream of the prosperous society in the making by the
socialist state.

However, as already mentioned, with the onset of liberalism in Slovenia, starting
in the mid-1960s and embodied in the Slovenian political dissident Stane Kavdic,
consumerism took on a new force in shaping the cultural landscape of the country.
It was this wave of consumerism that intensified the consciousness of the origin of
consumer goods and their quality. Foreign, mainly Italian, washing powders, for
instance, were deemed better quality and cheaper (not to mention their mass availabil-
ity) than the Yugoslavian ones. In contrast, some Western goods produced by Yugo-
slav food factories were considered tastier than the original. The Swiss chocolate
“Milka” produced in a Slovenian food factory, for instance, still figures in my own
and my friends’ memory as the best there was, better than the one purchased in either
neighboring Italy or Austria. In postsocialism, when grocery stores are again filled
with imports, this time also with Milka from Eastern Europe, I and my chocolate-
loving friends are unanimous that now “Gorenjka,” a local Slovenian brand of choco-
late, surpasses in taste both the import product available in Slovenia and the original
Milka across the borders in Italy and Austria. Textiles, to continue with examples,
were imbued with a similarly imprecise value. I vividly remember my mother’s smirk-
ing at the poor quality of the clothes bought at the famous Italian Ponte Rosso
market in Trieste: “You will wash this only once and it will not be the same any
more,” she used to warn me (a prophecy, which more often than not came true).
When it came down to discussing garments, for my mother and her women friends,
cultural superiority was clearly on the side of Slovenia.

These vignettes attest to the slippery cultural signification of commodities in social-
ism, which exchanged political meanings with cultural values more indeterminately
than it is now popularly remembered. Not all commodities produced by the socialist
state economy were considered bad in taste, nor were they embraced or disqualified
because of their socialist origin; by the same token, not all Western products gained
prime attention and endorsement. The perception of the socialist East in constant
thrift and open-handedly welcoming any kind (and quality) of consumer goods is of
a post-1989 origin, when images of the “Easterner,” fascinated with the Western
consumer abundance, began to circulate in the West (Crowley 2000:17). The socialist
state, Katherine Verdery writes, forced Eastern Europeans to “build their social iden-
tities specifically through consuming . . . To acquire objects became a way of consti-
tuting your selthood against a regime you despised” (Crowley 2000:14; emphasis in
original). However, we also need to clarify this view in the sense that socialist culture
produced citizens who were both loyal and disloyal to the state — in both cases not
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necessarily because of political beliefs but because they acted as pragmatic consumers
indulging in the vices of spending and consumption beyond immediate ideological
considerations of their “political correctness.”

THE POSTSOCIALIST CONSUMER ETHIC
AND BORDER IMAGINARIES

With the move to a market economy and political democracy, post-1991 Slovenia
experienced a massive “transition” toward the culture of consumerism and spending.
The turn is best exemplified with the rapid growth of advertising as reflected in the
increase in the number of advertising agencies: from a single company dominating
the advertising space since 1973 to more than one hundred large agencies and small
studios that came onto the scene in 1991 (Vidmar Horvat 2003). The spread of
advertising agencies has been accompanied by a completely new quantitative and
qualitative cultural landscape of imagery, borrowing from both local and global media
production. In the early years of transition, political and cultural reconstitution and
redefinition of the Slovenian collective identity drew from the culture of consumerism
and, as argued elsewhere (Vidmar Horvat 2003), used new public displays of the
iconography of consumerism, particularly openly sexualized ones, to claim Slovenian
cosmopolitan character and Westernness. The country’s accession to EU membership
prior to and after 2004 unleashed a fresh installment of popular political narratives
of Europeanness of Slovenian national and cultural identity. This sentiment flourished
again with the joining of the Schengen area in December 2007.

As expected, this latter historical event became a stage for invoking memories of
past borders and zones of divides. The collapse of the borders was the occasion not
only for a celebration of the end of administrative obstacles; the by-now-invisible
divide gained in power as the clashing narratives about the meaning of the past
emerged. In an intriguing way, the moment — meant as symbolic confirmation of
“our” shared European identity and belonging — was consumed in public, predomi-
nantly through antagonistic remembering of socialism. Among the diverse public
recollections of socialism, a shared theme emerged to the surface, one which con-
cerned memories of illegal trafficking (the popular “svere” in the broad Yugoslavian
use of the term) of petty consumables. In this section, we analyze three authors who,
in contributions to one of the two leading Slovenian dailies, Dnevnik, invoked the
past figure of the s$percer as a means of comparison between “back then” and “today.”

In “Od $verca na Sentilju do Tusevih pastet” [From “Sverc” at the Sentilj border
to Tu$ Pasta]® (2007), Crnkovi¢ protests against the fact that the collapse of the
borders in Slovenia triggered an especially strong avalanche of reminiscences of
the past prohibitive barriers to consumerism as if, of all peoples, the Slovenes were
the most firmly placed behind the Iron Curtain. He then substantiates his doubts
over the collective memory with the observation that nostalgia for past times is more
alive here than elsewhere. Crnkovi¢ goes on to argue that in socialist Yugoslavia, we
were allowed to travel freely which, in his view, was the smartest of the inventions
by which Tito maintained his regime and covered up the actual lack of freedom in
the country. However, the author sees the freedom of the cross-border shopping
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movement also as a byproduct of fostering “primitive consumerism” among the
masses. Crnkovi¢ argues that today’s consumerist frenzy, which involves both sellers
and buyers of cheaper goods, originates from those times of illusory freedom. He
says that he felt sick back then when watching the “§vercerji” at the Sentilj, and he
feels just the same today when he watches television ads promoting pasta or other
goods at bargain basement prices (Crnkovi¢ 2007:9).

When making consumer choices, Veblen wrote over a hundred years ago, the
leisure class makes sure that, in its selection (according to his observation, most
notably the selection of intoxicating beverages and narcotics, Veblen 1899 [1994]:44),
it maintains distinctions by which the alleged cultural superiority of the upper class
can be catered to. At the beginning of the twenty-first century, our superior place
on the consumer scale of reputation is not secured mainly by certain designer outfits
and pretty men’s shoes, which, if one is to believe Crnkovi¢, are still chronically
lacking in Slovenia; our position is perpetuated by the absence of participation in mass
consumerism as such. While such an attitude may be assigned to the new urban elites
across the globe, in its postsocialist variant, the contempt for mass shopping and mass
tastes is burdened with socialist repression: as can be deduced from the author’s
writing, the conspicuously distasteful manners of the masses are dragging us collec-
tively back to the lowbrow, styleless culture of the past.

In this projection, the whole nation is assigned to the inferior status of “Eastern-
ers,” whose patterns of consumerism distance us irreversibly from the cultured col-
lective (Western) European subject. The ending of the article is telling in this regard.
Crnkovi¢ concludes his lament with a “border anecdote” from JFK airport in New
York where, although by now carrying a Slovenian passport, to his disbelief, he was
still placed together in a room with “Africans in costumes.” Crnkovi¢ relates how,
tired of being harassed, he stepped forward to the customs officer and explained to
him that he was from Europe and was not used to this kind of long wait; this appar-
ently worked as he was instantly let go. Crnkovi¢ confesses to not having been totally
honest, but instead of admitting that this was precisely the kind of treatment that
the socialist state trained us for collectively, he turns to invoking the image of Europe
as shot through with borders and divisions. Waiting for hours in long lines was the
experience mainly of socialist citizens, not the whole of Europe. In this narrative
segment, Crnkovi¢’s memory browses through the past in a selective manner which
enables the author to rewrite national history. In its selective commemorative mode,
it also speaks of the desire to be let in, to be recognized as part of Europe — that is,
the other Europe, the cultivated, noble, and reputable Europe.

To be let in may be described as a shared trauma, replete with individual stories of
denial and exclusion. Traces of this can be found in Ervin Hladnik Milhar¢i¢’s (2007a)
“Zacasna” [Temporary]. As he recalls, socialism was in many ways an educational
project, teaching you how not to get what you want. At best, it allowed you the choice
between one icon of popular culture and another (he cites Bob Dylan and Jefterson
Airplane), but never the possession of both. In contrast, in the “multiple-choice
society” across the border, the temptation got too hard to bear. Faced with a choice
of Lou Reed and the Velvet Underground, the Grateful Dead and the Doors, and only
going home with one Jefterson Airplane record made it difficult for a normal person
to accept this socialist system as the new world order (Hladnik Milharci¢ 2007a).
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In “Zbogom, Rdeca hisa” [Farewell, the red house ] (Hladnik Milhar¢i¢ 2007b:16),
he provides a different memory. He shares with the reader a first-person testimony
of how, for the first time after the collapse of the borders, he took his children to
experience the new freedom of driving from Slovenia to Italy without even having
to slow down.

He explains to his young passengers that they are about to have a wonderful
experience: for the first time they were about to cross the border without being
stopped. As he drives his children toward the great experience, Hladnik Milhar¢ié
revives memories of the border crossing of his childhood. He, too, invokes the prac-
tice of sperc. How should he explain to his children, he wonders, that the Red House
is where, at the age of three, he was found to have a package of cigarettes in his coat
pocket, smuggled across the border by his mother to buy a toy pistol for the boy on
the other side? A border, the author concludes, is rather an intimate thing, a delicate
object of private memories which soon one will not be able to pass down to the
younger generation without causing a conflict.

Indeed, the border in this media narrative already is an object of cross-generation
tension. Hladnik Milharci¢ confesses his irritation as he recounts his experience, of
the voice from the back of the car that asks him what a border is. He can accept that
the children don’t know who Tito was but the border, which for him holds a kind
of spiritual bond with the ancestors, is something they need to understand. In this
reminiscent piece, the author thus struggles with himself as he is revisiting the past.
In contrast to Crnkovi¢, who urges in public to forget socialism, Hladnik Milharcic’s
feelings for the past oscillate between anger and nostalgia, denial and regret, libera-
tion and loss — including the loss for the family biographies whose albums will soon
for ever be stripped of pleasurable testimonies of cross-generational collaboration in
defeating the socialist state.

Those were great times, writes Simon Tecco in “Do You Still Remember, Com-
rades, We Were All ‘Svercarji’” (Tecco 2007). Tecco, a Chilean journalist who
immigrated to Yugoslavia in the 1970s, recalls how the 1970s and 1980s, which he
experienced in Yugoslavia, were a period of daring, ingenious resourcefulness when
a stubborn yet capriciously minded people, just as nowadays, would not have a blind
trust in their leaders, and preferred to cross the border in search of solutions to
social issues that the regime sought to suppress. To be a svercer one needed to be
courageous, determined, and smart. Setting up ways to persuade the customs officer
that the book which you carried in your luggage, despite its suspicious appearance,
was not foreign propaganda, Tecco explains, created a live laboratory of civic trickery.
Svere formed bonds of solidarity (I myself remember the sadness with which I
observed people at the borders who were caught smuggling goods from Italy or
Austria), sometimes even, unexpectedly, with the customs officers, the servants of
the repressive state. Tecco narrates his memory of smuggling a guitar across the
border for a friend and being caught by the customs officer. Inside the interrogation
room, however, the officer enthusiastically engaged Tecco, who knew nothing about
playing the guitar, in conversation about the instrument. As a sign of solidarity
among musicians, he finally let him continue to travel to Slovenia — with the guitar
on board.
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CLAIMING EUROPEAN IDENTITY IN POSTSOCIALISM

As can be deduced from the discussion above, the three stories, each told from a
different angle and subject location, meet in the figure of the svercer, the emblematic
embodiment of the consumer in socialism. While the three accounts differ in the
meaning ascribed to the figure — from distancing contempt to protesting distance
and, finally, to political identification — a perplexing question arises from reading these
publicly articulated memories, namely, how to account for the desire to situate the
figure of the socialist consumer in present-day perspective? To put it differently, in
what way do the conflicting narratives embroiled in the svercer from the past resonate
with the clashing discourses in the present? In what way does the image of the social-
ist consumer overlap with the identity of the consumer in postsocialism?

So far, it has been argued that, in its political meaning, consumerism was an
important terrain on which socialist citizenship was semiautonomously created, nego-
tiated, and contested. The argument can be expanded to state that, in the present,
individual and collective memories of the past not only manifest themselves in the
way commodities are meaningfully consumed; acts of consumption struggle against
these memories to claim new forms of collective identities and citizenship. That this
is an emerging “structure of feeling” shared across former socialist Europe can be
illustrated with two additional cases. )

The first story relates to the award-winning 2004 film, Cesky sen [The Czech
dream]. In the film, which was directed by two young Czech students (Vit Klusak
and Filip Remunda) as their final film school project, a team of alleged marketing
specialists set up an advertising hoax operation in which they announce the opening
of a new hypermarket. For their project they manage to get the help of advertising
and PR agencies, which launch a massive street campaign involving large billboards
on highways and street pamphlets distributed in Prague. Basing their plot on the
negative campaign slogans “Don’t come” and “Don’t spend,” the filmmakers none-
theless succeed in attracting more than three thousand shoppers for the grand
opening. Gathering in front of a huge wall, supposedly concealing the shopping
heaven, they fill the atmosphere with expectation and excitement until the very last
moment when the two directors, performing the role of the “managers,” cut the
ribbon. The wall is pulled down to show the heaven to be merely an empty space
(of dreams).

Pulling a practical joke worthy of Freudian interpretation, the film conveys the
message of the stupefying effects of consumerism supported by the deceiving strategies
of the advertising and PR industries. Operating in the politically entrenched contexts
of post—Cold War Central and Eastern Europe, however, the joke becomes a site of
traumatic encounter with the subject in postsocialism. For me, a viewer in postsocialist
Slovenia, the film, together with the shots of people facing the disappointment with
either anger or vague smiles, is hard to watch. I find it neither funny nor critical but
rather deeply disturbing, for it plays (in a questionable ethical framework, in my view)
with people’s desires. Moreover, it imprints these desires with the “shadow of East-
ernness” as if this kind of frantic consumerism and collective irrationality are endemic
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to the former Eastern bloc and could not be triggered anywhere else, especially not
in the consuming West. In a way, the film is a painful discursive gesture of mockery
by which the cultural turn toward claiming European identity, based on the notion
of consumerist abundance, has been carried out. It is also a cultural document of the
act of self-colonization of the collective subject, furnished with exactly the cartoonish
images that the West has constructed for the (former) East.

Postsocialist studies describe the processes of self-colonization of Eastern Europe
with reference to postcolonial theory (Forrester et al. 2004). In postcolonial theory,
the mechanism of internalization of and identification with the image projected on
to the colonized by the colonizer has been explained with the notion of “epidermali-
zation of the inferiority.” “Black skin white masks,” to recount Frantz Fanon, may
take on different shapes and can be, despite the obvious and concrete historical
context from which Fanon speaks, transferred to the contemporary European situa-
tion in the countries who have moved from the era of ideological repression of the
socialist State to the era of the “epistemic violence” (Bhabha 2008:xxv) of post-
Western Europe. To substantiate this claim, let us consider the scandal surrounding
the 2007 Eurovision Song Contest.

To briefly recount the story: the winning song at the 2007 Contest in Helsinki
was “Molitva” (“The Prayer”), performed by the Serbian singer Marija Serifovi¢.
Soon after the contest in which, according to the journal Dnevnik, the “Eastern bloc”
swept the board, a scandal erupted when the winning song was accused of being
plagiarized: it was alleged to be a version of a previously recorded Albanian song
entitled “Ndarja.” In addition, the Maltese representatives at the contest claimed that
the telephone voting was carried out incorrectly, with Eastern European states per-
forming “bloc voting,” mutually rewarding each other’s contestants, while they also
attempted to entice the Maltese team to join in the scheme. Because 14 out of the
first 16 songs came from Eastern European countries, a protest was also issued from
Germany: Why should Western European states continue to contribute most of the
finances to the EBU? (Dnevnik 2007a). When Serifovi€’s song was confirmed as the
winner after an investigation by the EBU (Dnevnik 2007b), a proposal emerged to
have two separate contests, one for Eastern and one for Western countries. Finally,
in November 2007, Austria announced that it would not compete in the 2008
contest, which was to be held in Belgrade, as it felt the contest had become nothing
short of a “political kitchen.”

Eventually, a month later, the European Committee began an inquiry into whether
the winning singer, being a supporter of the Serbian radical party candidate Tomislav
Nikoli¢ in the presidential campaign, was worthy of carrying the title of “ambassador
of intercultural dialogue” given to her on the occasion of the launch of the “European
Year of Intercultural Dialogue.”

In his 20006 article “Visions of Europe,” Goéran Bolin defines the Eurovision Song
Contest as a media site in the construction of national identity. In one part of
his discussion, Bolin focuses specifically on the cultural technologies used by
former communist countries re-aligning themselves. As can safely be inferred from
the affair and the consequent public reaction, the pop media spectacle to be con-
sumed by the imagined community of EU citizens has grown to the point of also
carrying the power of symbolically structuring the cultural terrain of new Europeans
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and their claims of belonging in the enlarged EU. Reflecting on the Eurosong
scandal, in an article “More and Less Valued,” a Slovenian commentator wrote that
if the EU wants to serve the whole of Europe, then surely the idea of two Eurosongs
should be stopped at the very beginning (Vovk 2007). This comment invokes the
fear of reviving an older vision of “two Europes,” the superior Western and
the inferior Eastern one, while in fact, without considering alternative arrangements
that may indeed be more practical or fair, the Eurosong incident mobilized the per-
ception of the incommensurability of Western and Eastern European identities. The
notable success of the Eastern European countries, as interpreted by the West, was
employed to reproduce the cultural boundary splitting Europe into two halves.
Instead of being viewed as merely the latest in a long line of voting confidence tricks
associated with the Eurovision Song Contest (the most frequent one of my youth
was the “Scandinavian” vote cartel), the alleged deceit was labeled with cultural and
political meanings of the fraudulent “East.”

The conflict surpasses the issue of the popular contest and its voting ethics. Several
institutional and daily experiences attest to the public perception that there are indeed
“two Europes” that come to life through “two markets,” operating within the
boundaries of the EU. Research in Slovenia shows that 62.5% of people agree with
the sentiment that for foreign markets, multinational corporations use ingredients of
a lower quality than those used for their own markets. Consequently, if given a choice
between the same product from a domestic and foreign brand producer, 93% would
lay their trust in the domestic product. While this last figure may speak of a certain
naiveté invested in the national “captains of production,” read together with the
previous one, it conveys an important message about the value put on consumer
equality and democratic treatment of consumers’ desires. Moreover, according to the
Consumer Association of Slovenia, while products obviously differ with their markets,
there is no concrete evidence that products sold in Eastern European countries are
of poorer quality (Néka 2007). Yet, the suspicion has grown to become a matter of
common knowledge: as the title of a supplement to a Slovenian daily suggests, in the
consumer markets in Slovenia one finds second-class goods at first-class prices (Ona
2007).

A journalist writes of her consumer experience, as a housewife, of a “dangerous
discrimination”:

It is about the quality of goods from the Western European market. I am not sure
whether you have noticed or not, but some products of the same brand on our shelves
are of a lower quality than those you can buy in any of the Western European countries.
For instance, the washing powder bought in Austria or Italy will have a slightly different
packaging and you will find instructions written in Western European languages whereas
with ours, the instructions will be in Slovenian, Croatian, Serbian, Czech, Polish or some
other “Eastern” language; and the washed laundry will be less white than if you bought
the powder across the border. (Vovk 2007:2, translation K. Vidmar Horvat)

I began this chapter with the question of my own petty obsession with reading the
product labels and their place of origin. The points of departure were a puzzling
confession to myself that, unconsciously, my consumer ethics make cultural distinc-
tions between the “made in the West” and “made in the East” of EU labels; and the
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observation that, despite the awareness of globalization of economy, consumers in
postsocialist Slovenia in general tend to associate the uneven distribution of goods
on the EU markets as the marker of their status as second-class consumers and, in
effect, second-class EU citizens. When I read the lines above, I again struggle with
memories of my own consumer racism. However, while both my own and the
reporter’s testimonies of perceptions of quality of goods are equally troubling (for
their lack of scientific evidence, to say the least!), they convey the message that the
sentiment passes into a collective frustration and, as such, should be studied in its
impact on how Europe is being imagined.

EUROPEAN CITIZENSHIP AND CONSUMER BELONGING

We have argued that in the context of European integration and the Europeanization
of shared cultural space, consumerism presents a neglected side of how notions of
shared citizenship, belonging, and loyalty are being articulated. Because, in postso-
cialist Europe, memories of consumption in socialism (often unconsciously) govern
the construction of the meaning of consumerism in postsocialism, while these memo-
ries frequently bring back traumatic experiences and recollections of denials of con-
sumer desires, it is necessary to incorporate popular cultural pools of remembering
in theoretical and political accounts when considering the project of the Europeaniza-
tion of identity. This is even more the case when consumption is perceived as a tool
of stratification, of the ordering of citizens into “first” and “second” class of belong-
ing, based on the past imaginaries of cultural inferiority of the East, and historical
superiority of the West.

To understand the relationship between consumerism and European identity in
postsocialist cultures, it is necessary to account for the memories of the socialist past,
which circulate, in omnipresent though repressed forms, in the collective conscious-
ness in the present. Campbell writes that the goal of the search for pleasure is not to
have, but to desire to have (Campbell 1987:132); in the case of postsocialist Europe,
this is not entirely the case. To actually have validates the desire and retrospectively
allows for the reclaiming of decency denied by socialist state intrusion into privacy
through measures of restriction. In this regard, encountering the products which,
with their origin of production, connote Easternness could be read as a resistance to
socialist consumerism, its imposed rule of conduct, which made us all svercerji and
robbed us of daily acts of choice. As they get articulated in daily practices of con-
sumption, these memories are not only sites of unification but also points of division
and conflict — particularly in former socialist countries which, through the ways the
West remembers them, struggle to exit the vicious circle of defrosting and refreezing
(Borcila 2004) in the symbolic image of the cultural “other.”

At the same time, memories also play a role in what we called a (complicit) “self-
recolonization” of the “East.” The colonial condition, Bhabha recounts Fanon’s
assertion, operates “through image and fantasy — those orders that figure transgres-
sively on the borders of history and the unconscious” (Bhabha 2008:xxvi). In Slov-
enia, since gaining independence in 1991, consumerism has figured as a powerful
terrain of this fantasy work whereby the “West” has denoted the superior and the
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“East” the inferior culture. To nurture this distinction as a means of collective rene-
gotiation of national identity as fully (Western) European, acts of forgetting have
been needed. On the one hand, socialist Europe has been re-membered, recomposed
into a historical zone of desubjectified masses, unable to reflect or locate the limits
to their oppression by the State (Borcila 2004). The erasure of the memory of alter-
native spaces of self-articulation in which the socialist citizen practiced acts of resist-
ance and emancipation is perpetuated by the overproduction of the images of the
indulgence in a mindless consumerism in postsocialism. The overproduction serves
both the “West” and the “East” of the post-1989 new Europe: it is used as epidermal
evidence for this deeply historically traumatized structure of collective mind. In this
stroke of censoring mental histories and cultures of Europe, there is not much room
for memories which speak of a different past.

On the other hand, the amnesia operates through the isolation of the socialist
world from world history. This is especially symptomatic in post-Yugoslav Slovenia,
which is reluctant to be reminded of its role in the nonaligned movement: the image
of the “Africans in wardrobes” seems to be an especially traumatic one. The same
subject to whom the socialist citizen once was connected by ties of transnational soli-
darity and political alternative to global capitalism, becomes relocated to the position
of the eternal “other”: the memory of Yugoslav politics of cosmopolitanism is sup-
pressed in servile affirmation of nationalist hegemony of (Western) Eurocentrism.

However, in the era of an emerging cosmopolitan, postnational constellation, the
need to undermine the power of colonial violence is ever more present. Translated
into our case of the European politics of memory, this means pushing public culture
toward pluralization of memory, to open its narratives in diverse in contradictory
directions. In this regard, the transition prejudice, with which we began this chapter,
may be reconceptualized away from a traumatized toward a critical ground on which
processes of deconstruction and reconstruction of memory are taking place. This can
also be proposed as a shared ground for the democratization of European identity.
In fact, it may turn out that in the realignment of past with the present, the memory
of socialist consumerism carries a trans-European political value.

That is, in an era of global consumerism, and global exploitation of human and
natural resources, the question of how the same subversive practices which once arose
from the culture of thrift can be reactivated to tame the culture of abundance and
greed may soon prove to be quite a relevant one.

NOTES

An carlier version of this chapter entitled “Consuming European Identity: The Inconspicuous
Side of Consumerism in the EU,” appeared in the International Journal of Cultural Studies,
2010, 13(1):25-41.

1 The late 1950s and 1960s were also the years of intense socialist modernization across the
Eastern bloc. In this regard, one should not forget the famous “kitchen debate” between
Nikita Khrushchev and Richard Nixon in Moscow in 1959. To prove superiority, the two
front men of the Cold War did not turn to listing advances in military industry of their
respective countries; they “quarreled” about household appliances. In 1978 Vaclav Havel
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nicely circumscribed the lesson: “Our system is most frequently characterized as a dictator-
ship or, more precisely, the dictatorship of a bureaucracy over a society [...] What we have
here is simply another form of consumer and industrial society . . . [T]he post-totalitarian
system has been built on foundations laid by the historical encounter between dictatorship
and the consumer society” (in Crowley 2000:25).

2 Tus$ is one of the three chain grocery stores holding a monopoly in Slovenia.
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The Europe of
CHAPTER 1 O Regions and

Borderlands

Thomas M. Wilson

A “Europe of the Regions” has been a rallying cry for many versions of a changing
European Union for decades, yet its dimensions remain unclear despite the longevity
of the concept and the expansion of the EU to 27 member states. What is clear,
however, is that in the inevitable gamesmanship of winners and losers in the twin
processes of European integration and Europeanization, some regions in and across
the borders of the EU’s member states have successfully used EU development
money and other forms of intervention to change their political, economic, social,
and cultural conditions. These border regions have in fact been the focus and locus
of many European Commissions and national and subnational governmental schemes
to right economic imbalances within and between member states.

The goals of these schemes are many. In terms of the overall European project,
economic and political imbalances between regions within and across national bound-
aries might make difficult the achievement of an ever-closer union and the continuing
support for EU widening and/or deepening by European citizens in less-favored
regions. National and subnational programs of regional development have often been
part of regionalization policies that have a great deal to do with the changing nature
of nation-states in Europe. And regional social movements and identity politics also
call for recognition of and actions related to their historical and contemporary cul-
tures and identities. All of these policies, programs, and practices have one thing in
common: they give definition to territorial entities, called “regions,” which have
yielded various forms of regional government, governance, economies, socicties, and
cultures. Even if a Europe of the Regions does not in fact exist in any institutional
sense, and may never exist given the trajectory of the European project today, regional
Europe is alive and flourishing in the cores and peripheries of every country on the
continent.

Since the 1970s, anthropologists have been at the forefront of the comparative
study of regions in Europe, including the analysis of the related processes of
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regionalism and regionalization, but these approaches in research and writing have
waxed and waned according to the tides of academic scholarship. So too has anthro-
pological interest in nations and states in Europe. But one area of increasing impor-
tance in ethnographic and ethnological scholarship in Europe, namely the anthropology
of borders and frontiers, has consistently brought together scholars of European inte-
gration, nationalism, and the changing territorial and political economic dimensions
of the state, all within critiques of globalization, mobility, enclosures, and hybridity.
This is not surprising due to the changing nature of anthropology worldwide as well
as the evolving scholarly interests in various theories of identity, territory, and power.'
But the anthropology of borders and frontiers in Europe has also involved increased
attention to the interplay of regions, nations, states, and the European Union (EU),
as integral aspects of local, national, and European life. In this last sense, scholarly
interest in borders and borderlands in Europe has been driven by interest in and the
relevant programs of the European integration project. This confluence of region and
borderland in EU study is clearly represented in a hypothesis suggested by the soci-
ologist Martin Kohli (2000) a decade ago. According to Kohli, for a supranational
European identity to succeed, it would have to be based on alternative identities to
national ones. Moreover, to Kohli, European borderlands might provide excellent
venues for the study of multiple, hybrid, creolized, alternative identity formations —
experimental sites, perhaps, for the formation of new forms of Europeanness. In this
view, and it is one that is shared in a great deal of social science on borderlands and
border people in Europe and beyond, it is suggested that because borderland people
have had more occasion and more of a need to adapt to other peoples and identities,
they will be the most interested and amenable to adapting to the affective dimensions
of the European project, and perhaps first or best able to adopt a European identity
on an order to rival that of national identity. And while this hypothesis remains pro-
vocative but relatively untested, it indicates the resonance of border peoples and
regions in wider interests in European integration and Europeanization.

The anthropology of borders and frontiers has kept pace with the rise of regions
and regionalism in Europe over the last two decades, and has a great deal to offer
the comparative study of regions, nations, states, and the EU. However, the overall
anthropology of the European Union has not been particularly direct in its approaches
to the impact of European integration in border and other regions. Overall, while
anthropologists have mirrored the multilevel approaches by the EU to European
integration, by and large they have concentrated their efforts on capital cities and in
the halls of decision-making in Brussels. Recently, however, anthropologists and
other ethnographers have increasingly examined the ways in which regions have
redefined themselves, in terms of governance and government, economic infrastruc-
ture and relations, social institutions, and cultural and other identities. This conflu-
ence of transformed regions within a transforming Europe is particularly clear in
border regions, many of which have used their long-standing ties to their regional
counterparts across the old state borderlines to reconstruct themselves as cross-border
and transnational spaces of new European governance and identity. This chapter will
review the major trends in border regional life in Europe as one way to explicate how
a Europe of the regions may be rhetorical but alive nonetheless in the political and
economic movements in a Europe of borderlands.
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THE EUROPE OF THE REGIONS

The ideas and meanings connected to the notion of regions are many, and are some-
times contradictory, sometimes complementary. It is also true that there are as many
meanings of the term in the social sciences, including in anthropology, as there have
been and are in past and contemporary European countries (Keating 1998:11).% It
is clear that region as a term refers to contextual and constructed space, but that
space can be delimited or defined functionally in so many ways that are political,
territorial, economic, administrative, social, and cultural. For example, in Europe
today regions are organized in terms of political jurisdiction, administrative compe-
tence, economic zones, historical traditions, social structures, and majority and
minority cultures and identities, and are not necessarily constrained by international
borders. While all regions are territorial entities, the definition, traditions, practices,
and meanings attached to that territory can differ greatly across time and space, and
among the peoples who identify (many who identify with) that territory. Regions are
clearly geographical spaces, but these spaces “can be conceptualized at several differ-
ent spatial scales, from the local to the supranational” (Keating 2004). Although
there is a Basque region in Spain, which approximates but does not coincide with an
autonomous province, there is also the larger transnational Basque region that
includes people and territory in France (Douglass 1998). Historic Catalonia not only
encompasses areas of present-day Spain and France, but also helped to create the
limits of both countries, upsetting the standard notion that regions were and are
peripheral (Sahlins 1989). Euro-regions are situated wholly within some European
countries, but stretch to include areas in two or more countries elsewhere in Europe,
some of which are not entirely within the EU. Some regions have historical anteced-
ents, but their contemporary dimensions are different, sometimes due to administra-
tive and political history, such as historic Brittany and its postrevolutionary division
and present-day compartmentalization within the departments of France (Nicolas
2000). Regions in Europe today are historical in scope, but very much a contempo-
rary development shaped by European integration and the internal and external forces
that are transforming the nature of both capitalism and of the nation-state in Europe.

After years in which regionalism in Europe was primarily about state-based spatial
planning and policies, it was given a boost in the 1960s and 1970s due to the chang-
ing nature of the European Economic Community and its expansion to nine members
in 1974. But regionalism stalled a bit due to economic crisis in the 1970s, to be
revived and enlarged as a concept and practice in the 1980s and 1990s, when it was
given a new impetus by economic restructuring, state reforms, globalization, and
especially by European integration (Keating 1998:16), which fostered a renewed
European Regional Policy (Hooghe and Keating 1994). The Delors presidency of
the European Commission rededicated the EU’s interest in regions as a means to
both right economic development imbalances within states and across the general
membership, and to build an affective dimension among European citizens by seeking
to instill confidence and trust in European intentions and institutions (Bellier and
Wilson 2000). But the impact of European integration on regions and regionalism
goes beyond the initiatives started under the Delors regime.
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It puts into question the monopoly of the nation-state as a container for social,
economic, and political processes and opens the prospects for new forms of auton-
omy. It threatens to marginalize some regions, unable to compete in the single
market, while offering benefits to others. Where functions formally devolved to
regions are Europeanized this can represent a double loss of control, to Europe but
also to the state, since it is the states who are represented in the Council of Ministers,
the main decision-making body of the European Union (Keating 2004:xiv).

Due to these forces of European integration and Europeanization, in which there
is a reordering of territory and identity in the lives of Europeans (Borneman and
Fowler 1997), regionalism is often a movement that originates from below, in locali-
ties where both new and old traditions, ideas, and practices are given particular ter-
ritorial and geographical emphases at levels of social, political, economic, and cultural
integration below the level of the state, and in some cases above that of the state.
But regionalism is also a statist movement, a top-down initiative of government,
where the subservient, devolved, and autonomous functions of the region may
change according to the transformations in the nature of the state (Loughlin 2000).
Regardless of its origins, all countries in Europe today have clearly demarcated politi-
cal and administrative regions, all of which have their attendant social and cultural
dimensions that offer frames of membership and affect that are at the heart of the
anthropological enterprise.

A regional approach in social and cultural anthropology has had just as many fits
and starts as has any notion of a Europe of the Regions. The beginnings of an
anthropology of regions in postwar Europe followed a course largely parallel to the
developing nature of regions as political and economic entities within European
states. At first, anthropologists were slow to see regions as geographical spaces that
transcended the limits of the state, although they were quick to outline the nature
of nations and nationalism that could not be contained within a state framework. In
fact, the anthropologists who first turned to regional analysis were those who had
begun to recognize that local peasant communities were only part-communities, and
were entwined in social, political, and economic networks that tied them to many
people and institutions beyond the village community.® These anthropologists began
to theorize the causes, extent and effects of community relations with agents and
structures of the nation and state.* This growing body of work in ethnography in
Europe sought to document how local communities were important participants
in much wider relations of power, exploitation, domination, and subversion, tied in
various ways to changing forces of capitalism and national and international political
economy.

It is not surprising that anthropologists interested in delineating the nature of
political and economic processes beyond the village and neighborhood should begin
to theorize the nature of space, place, and territory, particularly as they relate to
ethnic and national cultures that are subservient to elites elsewhere in their respective
countries. As John Cole summarized in his 1977 assessment of the state of the
anthropology of Europe, the interrogation by anthropologists of the variety of forces
in which localities found themselves as both agents and pawns led them to see the
region as a unit of analysis (1977:365). Many of these regional anthropologists did
research in relatively peripheral areas of nation-states, but ones with historical and



THE EUROPE OF REGIONS AND BORDERLANDS 167

continuing cultural identities as regions, such as Sicily (Schneider and Schneider
1976), Catalonia (Hansen 1977), and Trentino (Cole and Wolf 1974). The thread
that ran through most of this regional anthropology in the 1960s and 1970s, and
which has continued to some extent to the present, was that a region was not just
an expression of geographical and cultural proximity, nor was it the conglomeration
of various communities with long-standing residence in some national backwater.
On the contrary, and borrowing from the work of Schneider et al. (1972), he saw
that the region as “a unit of political ecology, where local resources and people are
organized by an elite which is interposed between community and nation — and which
may even bypass the nation in its relations with the world system” (Cole 1977:365).
With license to substitute some terms for those which were more salient in the 1970s,
Cole and his contemporaries, and many anthropologists who have done regional
research since (see, e.g., Grillo 1980; McDonald 1990; Kockel 1991; Cole 1997,
Stacul 2003), have sought to see the ways in which institutions of power external to
localities frame if not direct aspects of local life. Much theorizing today in fact is
about how localities bypass the nation and state in their relations with the global,
and within these analyses there is a great deal of ink spilled investigating the neoliberal
aspects of such relations, and although the study of elites has been hard to find
recently, the study of those who have and wield power — some of whom are corporate
and political leaders — has been the mainstay of our profession of late.

While the impact of the region as a new form and unit of analysis, which began
with bursts of ethnographic research activity in Western and in Southern Europe in
particular,” has been long-standing, for much of the 1990s and since then it has
declined as a strategy and motif in writing anthropology, due in large part to the
reflexive turn in ethnography. To a great degree anthropological reflexivity and
the ethnographic critique of the mid-1980s have led to an anthropological domain
in which bounded space and culture have been theorized out of existence. But as we
have seen, regions themselves have grown in importance and have proliferated in
Europe, and more Europeans than ever live and work every day within a social, eco-
nomic, cultural and/or political framework known as the region. Anthropologists
today have increasingly returned to the evaluation of region precisely because our
hosts and respondents see regions as important if not vital to many of the things they
hold dear. And no matter how much evidence there is to the contrary in contempo-
rary anthropological teaching, research, and publishing, anthropology is still more
about what others do, say, and believe than it is about what anthropologists do, say,
and believe about them (and I assert this with a full appreciation of our interpretive
roles within a highly humanistic social science). Said differently, if anthropologists
can stop theorizing about themselves so much they might just accept the notion that
regions, nations, and states, in Europe at least, are still the primary political and
economic structures within which everyday lives are framed, and as such must be an
abiding concern of anthropologists.

This is of course not to deny that regions are themselves highly contested ideas
and institutions. This is palpably so in the symbolic arena that is European integra-
tion. A Europe of the Regions, which survives as rhetoric more than realized politics,
government, and society, is unlikely to survive much longer in European policy circles
(but I am quick to remind myself and the reader to never say never in the dynamic



168 THOMAS M. WILSON

world of an ever-closer and ever-distant union of the EU!). Thus in terms of anthro-
pological interests the subject and object that is the region might perhaps be better
approached by social scientists and policy-makers as regional Europe. In the analysis
of regional Europe, anthropologists and other scholars can approach the myriad
issues of people and their regions and identifications with their regions from the
bottom up, from the top down, and from the inside out and outside in. This ability
to see regions within their horizontal and vertical integration and disintegration,
within hierarchies and within autonomous frames, and with their many forms of
resonance and dissonance within countries but across a continental landscape of like
and unlike regions, would also allow a degree of liberty from the many forms of
rhetoric regarding the Europe of the Regions (which in the past also involved calls
for a Europe of the Peoples, a Europe of Nations, and a Europe of States).

Anthropological attention to regional Europe encompasses regions in Europe,
however defined, but also includes regional policies and practices that originate in
the national states of the EU, which in the vast majority of cases entail shared com-
petencies among the three levels of governance, that is, region, nation(state), and
Europe (the EU). In a regional-Europe approach, policies of regionalism and region-
alization, among others, and the programs and practices of government and politics,
would be necessary components of any and all analyses of regional spaces, functions,
institutions, and identities. In my view this confluence of anthropological approaches
to regions in Europe has been best represented in the growing anthropology of
borders, frontiers, and borderlands.

A EUROPE OF BORDERLANDS

Martin Kohli, in his presidential address to the European Sociological Association
meetings in Amsterdam in 1999, presented an overview of European identity which
was published as “Battlegrounds of European Identity” (2000). His essay considers
a number of interesting hypotheses, but two are particularly relevant to this article.
As mentioned above, Kohli suggests that European identity must be based on some-
thing other than the national, and European borderlands are one of the few principal
arenas within which a European identity might take root. Of course he does not
conclude that borderlands are the only sites of such hybrid or postnational identity
formation. There are certainly such processes of identity reformulation in places and
among many groups other than those of borderlands: the social science of migrants
everywhere in Europe clearly shows us a host of locations where new identifications
and identities are taking shape, as they are as well in transnational institutions like
corporations, NGOs, and supranational bodies, for example. Furthermore, Kohli’s
hypotheses put forward a notion that borderland people have more occasion and
need to adapt to other peoples and identities, an assertion that the sizeable literatures
on globalization, deterritorialization, and postnational identities dispute. These asser-
tions about borderland people seem to be predicated on a notion that national
identities are the basic or principal identity to which all other political identities
should take a back seat. However, Kohli has offered us an enticing idea, that Euro-
pean integration and Europeanization might have its greatest impact in borderlands.
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But which borderlands I wonder would be most receptive to such changes, in a
Europe that has more borderlands, of nations, states, and regions, than ever before
in its history? And given this exponential increase in borders, and despite the rhetoric
of a borderless Europe, who in Europe does not live near a border? Who are the
Europeans who are not borderland people?

These hypotheses need to be tested and evaluated in European borderlands, which
are increasing in both numbers and types. The European Union enlargement process
may indeed make some international borders into something new and difterent, that
is, internal and external borders of the EU. These borderlands will be sites of chang-
ing local, national, and European identity, as well as fertile areas in which to study
the interplay of these identities. But how do the construction of new borders and
the reconstruction of the old relate to the processes of Europeanization, and the
overall impetus of European integration?® The answers to these questions have been
sought by many anthropologists who over recent years have turned to European
borderlands to investigate the changing nature of territory, polity, and identity in
European societies and cultures. At the same time anthropologists who do research
on borders, boundaries, and frontiers have from their end become increasingly inter-
ested in what the EU and other forms of political and economic integration and
disintegration have been accomplishing across Europe.

The convergence of interest in borders and the policies and programs associated
with European integration and Europeanization is hardly surprising. The EU repre-
sents what is perhaps the greatest experiment in postnational and supranational polity
building in the world today, and the greatest reconfiguration in political space since
the days of the British Empire when empire- and nation-building were on the agenda.
And scholars from all persuasions are interested in the future of the nation and state.
After all, a principal thrust of scholarly globalization rhetoric has queried the ability
of the contemporary nation-state to fully provide for the safety of its people, territory,
and capital, for it is widely asserted that the state no longer is the guarantor of its
own sovereignty, security, and economic well-being. Not surprisingly, borders, the
physical and symbolic manifestation of the state at the territorial limits of its power,
have figured prominently in both the study of geopolitical borders and in the exami-
nation of the metaphorical boundaries of identity in a globalized world (Heyman
1994). As if the external pressures of nation-states to share sovereignty, to adopt
neoliberal agendas that support capitalism but hardly keep it in check, and to provide
security from terrorism and unwanted labor but ensure greater freedoms of move-
ment and mobility were not enough, countries in modern Europe are also under
pressure from within, and not least from regionalist sources. Regions seek devolution,
autonomy or independence, and ethnic, national, religious, and political minorities
of all sorts want a better say in the affairs of the nation. This popular rhetorical
bent in globalization studies aside, there are perhaps just as many anthropologists,
based on their ethnographic research on nation, state, territory, and borders in
Europe and elsewhere, who have disputed the notions of a weakened state. They, in
turn, have favored a model of a contemporary state which has transformed itself in
form and function, but not declined in its overall power to frame and intrude in the
lives of its citizens and residents (Wilson and Donnan 1998a, 2005; Donnan and
Wilson 1999).
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The turn to border studies in the anthropology of Europe since the 1970s was
not just a reaction to the changing terrain of political territory and identity repre-
sented in the new regionalisms that have been discussed above. This new emphasis
on borders has in fact been growing worldwide across the field of anthropology, due
no doubt to the scholarly turn to reflexivity, identity, and globalization, but also due
to real-time and fast-moving changes to the business and politics of global capitalism
and its neoliberal responses. However, it should also be remembered that ethno-
graphic studies of borders and boundaries have a long history in anthropological
research, if not a very deep record in terms of studying regions, nations, and states.
Before the 1990s most anthropological studies of boundaries were those done of
ethnic groups. The modern anthropological study of nations, nationalism, and politi-
cal ecology in borderlands dates to the groundbreaking study done by Cole and Wolf
(1974) in Northern Italy. Since then, and particularly since the Common Market
expanded to nine countries from its original six, anthropologists have steadfastly
researched the cultural dimensions to European integration, and have done so with
particular attention to cities and regions.” Moreover, all research done on borders
and frontiers in Europe by anthropologists is part of the global attention to similar
matters, as may be seen in recent anthropological collections (see, e.g., Wilson and
Donnan 1998b, 2005; Haller and Donnan 2000; Heyman and Cunningham 2004;
Horstmann and Wadley 2000).

Anthropologists who have done research on the history, politics, economics, socie-
ties, and cultures of borderlands and border regions in Europe have not simply fol-
lowed the leads of scholars elsewhere. In fact, ethnographic analyses of European
borderlands have begun to lead the movement toward new theorizing of borders and
border cultures more generally in anthropology, displacing somewhat the formerly
hegemonic models derived from research in the US-Mexico border regions. This has
occurred precisely because of the many forces already discussed above that may be
found only or best in Europe, where multiple nations and states, with multiple
national and state cultures, and multiple and overlapping definitions of majority and
minority citizenship, identity, government, and power, may be found on a continental
level, all within a frame of a truly supranationalist and growing EU. The comparative
study of borders worldwide has been imbued with its own Europeanism due to the
groundswell of interest by scholars of and in Europe on issues of mobility, migration,
racism, nationalism, illicit trade, smuggling, and all of the social and cultural aspects
of new nations, new borders, new policies, new citizenships, and new forms of gov-
ernment and governance across a continent.

In what constitutes the most effective influence on anthropology worldwide since
the heady days of Wolf and the original students of regional analysis in the 1970s,
these groundbreaking anthropologists have provided the inspiration for anthropo-
logical analyses that reach beyond the limits of Europe. No longer is the anthropology
of Europe confined to models developed elsewhere, or to internal debate that does
not seem to reach wider audiences. Thus, we have work such as Ballinger (2002) on
history, memory, nationalism, and regionalism in Italy/Istria, Borneman (1992,
1998) on urban regions, social integration, and borders in Berlin and Germany,
Berdahl (1999) on postsocialism, memory, and the state in Germany, Bray (2004)
on government and nationalism in the Basque lands, Cole (1997) and Cole and
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Booth (2007) on racism and the everyday lives of immigrants in Sicily, Driessen
(1992) on empire and identity where Spanish Europe meets North Africa, Green
(2005) on identity and power in various borderlands of the Greek peoples and state,
Kurti (2001) on Hungarian national borders that extend into a neighboring state’s
region, Pelkmans (2006) on religion and nationalism in the Caucasus, Schneider and
Schneider (2003) on regional Sicily and the rise and demise of social movements,
and Stacul (2005) on Trentino in northern Italy and the role of the region within
the changing dimensions of European integration and northern Italian political
movements. Research and writing based on border and regional Europe that have
had an impact beyond Europe are much more numerous than the few examples,
restricted to research that has led to book-length analyses, given here. If the many
new journals in anthropology were examined for essays on the comparative anthro-
pology of borders and frontiers in Europe, then a fuller picture of the depth and
breadth of an anthropology of regional Europe might be found.

However, given this turn to theorizing place, space, borders, identity, and power
in anthropology in Europe and beyond, it is still somewhat disconcerting to recognize
that relatively few anthropologists, including those researching in Europe, have
focused on public policy in regions and borderlands. With few exceptions, in fact,
the regions of Europe are overlooked in an effort to theorize borders. More surpris-
ing perhaps, given the growing number of European anthropologists, ethnographers,
and cthnologists who are investigating the dimensions of European integration in
the everyday lives of Europeans, border regions have just as often been overlooked
(a notable exception has been the work on regions and development in Europe by
Kockel 1991, 2002). Policy at a regional and national level has largely been treated
relatively unproblematically by anthropologists, who perhaps due to disciplinary train-
ing or bias see it as beyond their interest or expertise, as a factor external to the region
and to the analysis. The reasons for this also go beyond disciplinary strengths — where
political scientists study policy and anthropologists study culture — for in the social
sciences in general there has been a move to theorize culture and identity as they
relate to interpersonal power rather than in regard to their relationship to state struc-
tures and political programs. These theoretical interests in interpersonal power often
consider governmentality before governance, and governance before government.
Nonetheless anthropologists of border regions have a great deal to contribute to the
comparative study of how policy and culture intersect in the new social orders of an
integrating Europe. This might be achieved, for example, in the investigation of how
policies about culture are designed, implemented, and received across international
borders and in border regions (Anderson et al. 2001, 2003a, 2003b). Another
important area of investigation is on European development and peace and reconcili-
ation policies, most of which are filtered through national governments but with a
few emanating directly from the European Commission and their impact on transna-
tional cooperation across borders and in border regions (Wilson 2000). But the many
directions in which such research might go are of secondary importance to the fact
that Europe is a changing landscape of regions, nations, and states. Each and all of
these entities put a great deal of effort into defining, maintaining, and understanding
their borders and the roles they play in social, cultural, political, and economic lives.
Anthropologists must be charged with doing no less.
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CONCLUSION

Border regions in Europe are beset by the same contradictions to be found in all
regions in Europe. Michael Keating’s (1998:16) analysis of the contradictory logics
of economic restructuring offers a wonderful insight into what is a more far-reaching
tension in the complementary logics of political, social, and cultural restructuring
within a globalizing and transnationalizing Europe. To Keating, economic develop-
ment in regions is part of a logic of transnational capital flows where certain borders
need to be made permeable to allow freedom of movement that is vital to economic
restructuring. At the same time, however, there is a contradiction between this bor-
derless rationality of neoliberal capitalism and that of locally based regional communi-
ties who are dependent on this inward investment and expertise. A borderless world
of capital finance and trade is needed, but communities of practice and reception in
regions also need borders to be maintained in order to retain for themselves the
material benefits that can be achieved through the economic definition of the region.
And we are all aware of the dominance of this model of region: every major airport
in Europe extols the virtues of investing in a particular region associated with that
airport or that state, where the enticing conditions of tax incentives, infrastructural
networks, educated (and presumably inexpensive) labor, and quality of life all con-
verge to make that region a prime candidate for inward capital investment. As a result
of the changes which the nation-state has experienced in Europe, whether these be
changes that force a retreat of the state or just new strategies of state sovereignty,
control, and security, regions are forced into competition with capital cities and other
regions in order to attract people, capital, services, and policy support (Le Gales
1998). In essence globalization has made regions into economic actors which may
be seen to compete with their own nation-states for critical resources, and are sup-
ported in this by their states and the EU overall.

Such contradictory logics may also apply to political, social, and cultural aspects
of regional Europe. Anthropologists, who have traditionally but as we have seen
above certainly not exclusively been interested in the social and cultural dimensions
of place and space in Europe, are faced with similar processes to the economic in
their analyses of the cultures of regions in Europe, whether these regions are border
ones or core urban regions that are also gaining renewed prominence in anthropo-
logical and sociological studies in Europe today. Whereas many anthropologists theo-
rize cultural flows, hybridity, globalization, and multiculturalism, in ways that suggest
there is a borderless world where the old definitions of community and cultural
boundary hold little to no analytical validity, they are confronted daily by the persist-
ent logic of everyday life in Europe, including in regional Europe, where people, in
groups, acting across a range of social and political institutions, seek to maintain the
borders of place, space, and culture. An overriding notion of these regions is that
they represent a new political level of integration in Europe, one that rests uneasily
but squarely between those who seek to make the EU into some sort of federal system
of states, and those who want to keep it a relatively looser association of sovereign
states in what has been termed the intergovernmental form of European integration.
Thus some regions take particular shape and importance from their roles as subna-
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tional governments. But all regions in Europe are key players in the new European
forms of multilevel governance (Hooghe and Marks 2001), where governance may
be seen as “a process of co-ordination of public and private actors, social groups, and
institutions in order to attain clear aims, which are debated and defined collectively,
in uncertain and fragmented environments” (Le Gales 1998:243).

The governmental and governance functions of regions in Europe are the result
of both top-down and bottom-up forces, where national movements for autonomy,
development, devolution, and recognition of all sorts meet headlong with Eurocrats
and nongovernmental institutions who see regions as ways to defuse past national-
isms, to right economic, political, and social imbalances within and across states, and
to raise the quality of life for all Europeans, particularly those in peripheral regions.
Nevertheless, to some elites in Europe, and to many elites in the governments so
important to these new levels of governance, the region must take on a formal politi-
cal role in order to play a significant part in the lives of its people. As the NGO
Assembly of European Regions declared in 1996, in their bid to play an important
role in the evolution of the EU by injecting a common regional voice into EU lob-
bying, the region is a territorial body of public law, recognized in the national con-
stitution of their relevant countries, established at the level immediately below the
State and endowed with political self-government (AER 1996:Article 1).* This adher-
ence to law, policy, government, and governance was reaffirmed by the AER in 2010
when it presented its own study on the state of regionalism in Europe (AER 2010),
but in that study they also reaffirm that the political economy of regions must also
be viewed with an eye to the various paths to regionalism in each European country,
many of which involve important social and cultural factors that define regions. Their
assessment is that despite some past hindrances regions will continue to provide the
foundation for future European integration. As Danuta Hiibner (2010), Chairwoman
of the European Parliament Committee on Regional Development, concluded in her
Foreword in the 2010 AER report, regional policy in the EU is there to help eco-
nomic and social structures in regions to deal with internal EU market and currency
restrictions, but also to meet and adapt to forces of global competition. In her view
regions are still among the best areas for economic development planning in Europe
and she calls for the region to be the focus of efforts to achieve sustainable competi-
tiveness in response to the economic challenges of globalization and the EU’s single
market. For her, “[i]nvesting in regions and cities means progress for Europe”
(Hibner 2010:9). Leaving aside any consideration of what constitutes progress,
sentiments such as these clearly underpin regional policy as well as other policies that
have an impact on regions, and are the veritable stuft of the political ecology approach
that was championed first by anthropologists in Europe in the 1960s and 1970s.

The AER and EU committees on regions obviously have vested interests in main-
taining regions as important levels of government in Europe, but their assertions and
conclusions are clear reflections of major transformations in European society since
the 1960s. Their notions of the importance of regions are also supported by the
breadth of their membership in terms of the sheer number of self-identified regions
that now exist in governmental and administrative form across the continent. More-
over, there is an abiding and growing evidence in all European countries that regions
are in varying ways important and powerful institutions and frames of reference to
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many if not most people in Europe, and that regions, in all manner of political,
economic, social, and cultural ways are here to stay. But what of the anthropological
gaze on the everyday in Europe and how it relates to this startling transformation in
the political and economic landscape in Europe? What future lies ahead for anthro-
pological attention to the political ecology of regional Europe? Here, too, Eurocrats
may speak for many of our friends and respondents in Europe when they conclude,
as does Hiibner in the aforementioned 2010 document, that there is a great deal
going on in regions today that merits attention and, here I hasten to add, study.
With reference to why regions continue to be in need of investment, Hiibner outlines
what might constitute the building blocks of an anthropological revival of regional
political ecology, or at the least she offers a research agenda to any anthropologist
truly interested in the quality of everyday life of most if not all Europeans:

There are new expectations of consumers. There are new markets emerging. Jobs are
created in new sectors. Society is aging with all the consequences for public finance,
labor market policy, migration policy, and new demands. Moving toward lowcarbon
economy implies huge structural transformation. All changes will have dramatic impacts
on our society, on social fabric, on social capital. There is a risk that cohesion, this magic
glue Europe has always been so proud of, will suffer. (Htbner 2010:9)

Whether the magic glue suffers or not in the future is a matter for empirical research,
as is whether new forms of European identity and identification will take root first
or best in European borderlands. So too must we continue to ask whether Europe
will be a continent of regional identities and a political space where “the nation is
dead, long live the region” (Hans Mommsen as quoted in Applegate 1999). Or
perhaps we should query whether the political ecology of Europe today is about “the
state is dead, long live the state,” wherein European integration strengthens the role
of the state in local and regional affairs (Smith 1998). And if the continent is as much
involved with regional frames of reference as perhaps it is with nations and states,
regional borders may become as important as past national ones. Simply put, as the
regions of Europe have proliferated so too have its borders and frontiers, and the
roles they all play in the lives of Europeans will continue to call to anthropologists.
In the shifts that have taken place in the logics of territoriality, governance and gov-
ernmentality across the continent (Lagendijk et al. 2009), both the people of Europe
and their social science interlocutors must search for a relevant area within which to
operate:

The transformation of the international system has set all the actors — political forces
and bureaucratic machineries, economic operators, and private networks, citizens and
identity groups — off in frantic pursuit of a relevant area for action. Everywhere in the
world dynamic forces are at work, tracing out new borders within the states, cutting
across existing multinational wholes and creating new areas of exchange, if not of soli-
darity. New competing forms of regionalization are coming up, sometimes intentionally,
sometimes accidentally, sometimes real, sometimes imaginary. (Smouts 1998:33)

In considering the regions of Europe as new levels of government and governance,
as forces in the transformation of the nation and state, and as new imagined com-
munities, this chapter has offered the thriving anthropology of borders and frontiers
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in Europe as evidence of one useful way for anthropologists to attempt to recognize
and understand the complexities of political ecology in regional Europe.

NOTES

1 For a historical and contemporary review of the anthropology of borders and frontiers, see
Donnan and Wilson (1999).

2 For excellent reviews of the difficulties related to the usage and definition of “region” in
Europe, see Keating (1998, 2004).

3 The scholars who sought to go beyond the limits of village community studies were aware
that most past classic studies of village communities in Europe included data on village ties
to the nation, such as in Arensberg (1937) and Arensberg and Kimball (1968), but they
sought to examine the nature of these ties in order to construct a more dynamic and fluid
model of the wider social processes in which local communities were immersed; for good
examples of this turn in anthropological research in Europe, see Boissevain (1975) and
Boissevain and Friedl (1975). See also Grillo (1980) for the first and still one of the best
explications of how anthropologists should view the differences between nation and state.

4 These early studies of the community—nation ties took various paths, such as the investiga-
tion of local communities” roles in the construction of national culture and its related
notions of civilization (Silverman 1975), the exploration of imperial and other historical
causes for multiple national cultures in one area of a country (Wolf 1962), and various
forms of patron—client relations that connected individuals and groups across the expanse
of regions and nations (Blok 1974). Much of this research was inspired by the work of
Eric Wolf, whose groundbreaking analysis (1966) of social relations that existed in between
the more formal structures of society, polity and economy oftered a model on how anthro-
pologists might ethnographically approach the difficult task of doing participant observa-
tion research in more than one locality and across multiple institutions. It is also worth
noting that a great deal of this research on community and nation-state adopted the lan-
guage of centre, periphery and core (in a manner similar to those scholars who were at the
time theorizing dependency, the development of underdevelopment, and world-systems),
and formed the basis, along with the blossoming anthropology of Central and South
America, of a Marxian or Marxist anthropology that came to be known in the United States
as the political economy approach in anthropology (Roseberry 1988). While most of this
research and publishing was about rural communities, anthropologists in the 1960s and
1970s also viewed neighborhoods and cities from the same perspective (see, e.g., Kenny
1962; Kenny and Kertzer 1963). My own doctoral research was on a regional agricultural
elite in Ireland (Wilson 1988). For an update of the state of Europeanist anthropology
since Cole’s (1977) agenda-setting article, see Ulin (1991).

5 This research, done in villages but from a regionalist perspective, quickly spread across
Europeanist anthropology, as may be seen in the late 1960s and early 1970s in a number
of special issues on regional and political economy approaches which were published in
anthropology journals, such as that edited by Freeman (1973).

6 The anthropology of European integration has in many ways been asking these questions
for a generation, as it has sought to understand how Europeans have participated in and
been affected by initiatives to build, imagine, and experience the many new Europes that
are represented in European integration. For a variety of approaches in the anthropology
of European integration and Europeanization, which is growing at least as fast as an
anthropology of borders in Europe, and perhaps even faster, see Wilson (1998), Bellier
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and Wilson (2000), and Shore (2000). Borneman and Fowler (1997) theorize that Euro-
peanization is a process and a spirit which must be kept analytically distinct from EU
integration, although many of the forces which drive it emanate from EU institutions and
policies. In fact, they suggest that there are five practices of Europeanization in everyday
life which can easily be seen to escape the bounds of the EU’s many projects, at least in
part. These practices, namely those involving language, money, tourism, sex, and sport,
are also clearly of interest to ethnographers, both in Europe and more globally, and all
have been investigated as aspects of what travels across and what stay in borderlands
(Donnan and Wilson 1999).

7 The first book in anglophone anthropology to examine European integration was Wilson
and Smith (1993), but other anthropological studies followed quickly, impelled by the
rapidly growing importance of “Europe” in the lives of the people of 9, now 27, member
states. For examples of ethnographic approaches to European integration, see Giordano
(1987), McDonald (1996), Bellier and Wilson (2000), and Shore (2000).

8 According to its Web site, the Assembly of European Regions (AER) is the largest inde-
pendent network of regional authorities in Europe, with a membership of 270 regions
drawn from 33 countries along with 16 interregional organizations. It was established in
1985 as a forum for interregional cooperation and as a lobbyist for regional interests on
the European stage. It counts as some of its successes the creation of key advisory bodies
to the Council of Europe (Congress of Local and Regional Authorities) and the European
Commission (Committee of the Regions). See http://www.aer.cu/about-aer,/vocation/
an-introduction-to-the-leading-network-of-regions-in-europe.html (accessed November
5,2011).
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1 1 Citizenship(s) in
CHAPTER European Contexts

Catherine Neveu and
Elena Filippova

To speak of imperfect citizenship . . . is not only suggesting that citizenship is
a defective, rectifiable, improvable institution; it is more suggesting that citizen-
ship is rather a practice and a process than a stable shape. It is always “in the
making.”

(Balibar 2001)

“Citizenship” has, in the last decade or two, become an important topic for a growing
number of anthropologists. Whether analyzed through public policies or mobiliza-
tions, used as an analytical tool, studied in governmental or vernacular discourses, or
through governmental practices and projects, anthropology’s contribution to the
study of citizenship has opened valuable insights in a field more commonly occupied
by political scientists, philosophers, or sociologists.

This chapter does not aim to propose a precise overview of the now-abundant and
diverse anthropological literature on citizenship; rather it will first concentrate — start-
ing from the authors’ research and locations (cf. Gupta and Ferguson 1997) in France
and Russia — on the need to better distinguish between different meanings of citizen-
ship, and in particular its diverse connections with issues of (national) identities. The
discussion will then be enlarged to the many other fields of research anthropological
approaches to citizenship processes can explore. Our approach thus starts from
empirically located data, so as to open up some often-obscured dimensions of citizen-
ship studies, and point to general issues for anthropologists.

Such a comparative approach does not, however, aim at merely detailing the dif-
ferences in the various types of citizenship. Obviously, insofar as it is a social and
political construct (Leca 1991), as it is “manufactured” (Bénéi 2005), citizenship
takes different shapes and forms according to the historical, political, or cultural
formation of any given society. Merely collecting and registering such diversity would
indeed be of little interest if it was not analyzed as reflecting disputes between distinct,
opposite, and even antagonistic meanings attributed to the very notion of citizenship.
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By discussing changing representations of, and discourses about, citizenship in a
diversity of contexts and approaches, this chapter will thus aim to underpin the ways
that specific meanings attributed to citizenship constitute integral elements of distinct
political projects.' It will also take a step toward underlining the need to better
“locate” anthropologists themselves when they conduct research on such issues, and
stress the essentially contested meanings of citizenship.

CITIZENSHIP IN THE ANTHROPOLOGY OF EUROPE

When examining bibliographical resources using the keywords “citizenship” and
“anthropology,” and trying to locate research done in and/or about Europe,” one
is first struck by the paucity of references as compared with research dealing with
both North and South America, or other parts of the world.* The second striking
point, apart from this relative scarcity, is a very clear predominance of research dealing
with citizenship in relation to nationalism and/or national identity issues. This is not
surprising if, following Bénéi, one considers “loyalty to the national community” as
fundamental among the duties of citizens and how “this places citizenship, national-
ity, and nationalism on extremely intimate terms to the extent that studies of Euro-
pean nationalism have long assumed a close (even if variable) overlap of these
categories” (Bénéi 2005:13). Nic Craith also supports this analysis when she consid-
ers, following Rex, that “The concept of citizenship ‘is intimately related to the
question of belonging to a nation’” (Nic Craith 2004:289). One could then wonder,
and it will be one of the aims of this chapter, if such views are not at least partly due
to the fact that “the relationship between nationality and citizenship is a blurred one.
A quasi-equation between citizenship (belonging in a political sense, the entitlement
to civic, political, and social rights and duties) and nationality (belonging to a national
historic community) has existed in many languages and institutions of modern states.
In English-speaking countries, the two are often seen as synonymous” (Bénéi
2005:13). Indeed, when reading English-language literature, a reader whose first
language is French is often troubled by such a frequent blurring, not absent even
from Bénéi’s own book’s title that reads (emphasis added): “Manufacturing Citizen-
ship. Education and Nationalism in Europe, South Asia and China.” What remains
to be discussed is whether such a blurring is “always-already” constitutive of citizen-
ship processes, or if it results from specifically crystallized “bundlings” between these,
the concept of citizenship and issues of national identity.

Obvious reasons for both this commonly found blurring (with its consequences
for the analysis), especially in the English language, and the relative weight of research
concerned with nationalism can be found in historical and political processes in
Europe; thus the concomitant growth of “modern citizenship” and of the modern
state form, together with processes of “nationalization” of citizenship rights (Balibar
2001), have certainly strongly contributed to such a blurring of two types of mem-
bership: to a political community and to a national one.

But it seems necessary to linger somewhat longer on the language issue: if it comes
as no surprise, especially for anthropologists, that words do not translate casily from
one language to another (or even within the same language and/or society, from one
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period to another; see Williams 1988), we are confronted here with particularly
complex sets of connections and blurring. If one considers “nationality,” one notices
that not only is it often used in English as being synonymous with citizenship; it also
refers to two different meanings: on the one hand, the legal status of an individual as
the (potential) bearer of a passport, and, on the other, belonging to a cultural and
historical community. The fact that these two meanings are so often subsumed into
the same word, “nationality,” makes it even more difficult to analyze the political
processes at stake. It could thus be useful to clarify what we are trying to grasp by
better distinguishing three different processes and their — sometimes close — connec-
tions: citizenship as political membership, activity, and relations; nationality as the
legal link between a state and an individual, what Lochak (1988) suggests to call
“étaticité” — “staticity”; and, following Anderson, nationness (“. . . nationality, or, as
one might prefer to put it in view of that word’s multiple significations, nationness”
(Anderson 1983:12)) as a feeling of belonging to a historical cultural community.*
In Russian, the terms nacional’nost” (usually translated as nationality / nationalité)
and grazhdanstvo (citizenship/citoyenneté) have very different meanings. The first,
very close to the above-mentioned nationness, means “ethnic belonging,” while the
second refers to membership in a political community. Until 1997, on the Soviet
internal passport (officially named “Soviet Citizen’s Passport”) there was a special
entry “nacional’nost” that provided information on the holder’s ethnicity (e.g.
Russian, Tatar, Yakut, etc., but also Jew, which had been considered an ethnic rather
than religious identification). Nowadays, in Russia and in some of the New Independ-
ent States, the nacional’nost’ entry is excluded from passport and personal data files,
a change that manifests, to some extent, a “privatization of ethnicity.” It is maintained
in Kirghizstan, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, and can be entered in Belarus if the passport
bearer so chooses. Thus for instance in Kazakhstan, one can distinguish between
(ethnic) Kazakhs and Kazakhstanis, citizens of Kazakhstan. According to Gitelman,
“In the decade after the fall of the USSR, the successor states divided themselves into
those seeking to construct themselves as ‘civic’ states — where the nexus that ties citi-
zens to each other and to the state is political and not based on race, ethnicity, religion,
or culture — and those that prefer to be ‘ethnic’ states, based on one nation and serving
it primarily” (Gitelman 2001:215). Meanwhile, individuals are still questioned about
their “nationality” during population censuses; therefore the “nationality” entry in
the so-called “foreign passport” used by Russian citizens for traveling abroad, as well
as in visa application forms, can provoke misunderstandings. Some people of non-
Russian cultural background would rather respond by declaring their ethnicity instead
of writing in “Russian.” These semantic differences between the terms nacional’nost’
and grazhdanstvo cause endless confusion on an everyday level. Abroad, holders of
Russian passports are considered Russian regardless of their ethnic background,
whereas in Russia the French, the British, and sometimes even US citizens, are per-
ceived as an ethnos. This sometimes leads to anecdotic arguments used by ethnosepa-
ratist movements according to which “If the French can have their own state, why
cannot the Tatars have one?,” or to the widespread interpretation of the 2005 unrests
in the French suburbs by many Russian journalists and even social scientists as “Arabs
and Blacks fighting against the French for the right to cultural identity and special
status,” rather than a struggle of citizens de jure to achieve equality of rights de facto.
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Other examples could be given in many other languages and/or contexts; but
they would all point to the need to fully take into account both the specific history
of the terms in different contexts, and the constitutive diversity of the social, cultural,
and political narratives and imaginations connected to them. In other words, “As a
phenomenon that exists vis-a-vis dynamic social relations and political struggle, citi-
zenship can only be adequately understood through an interpretive engagement with
the specific contexts of social struggle — as messy and convoluted as they are — in
which it is practically brought into being” (Beyers 2008).

“UNBUNDLING” CITIZENSHIP AND NATIONNESS

In France’s French, where both the notions of “nationality” and “citizenship” are
commonly used, the distinction between the two is not always a clear-cut one, espe-
cially in certain state’s ordinary practices.” Thus in their analysis of naturalization
ceremonies, Fassin and Mazouz quote a préfet addressing new nationals; after having
stressed how their acquisition of “the quality of French citizen” is an event in their
life, he evokes “the valuable character of French nationality” and stresses that “French
people have a demanding conception of citizenship” defined as “a way of thinking,
a way of debating, a way of acting, in brief rules of the game that are common to all
of us” (2007:741, emphasis added). Indeed, “nationalité” and “citoyenneté” are
closely intertwined in dominant representations in France, as well as in legal terms,
since full citizenship, that is, including the right to vote in local, regional, general,
and presidential elections is only granted to nationals. The 1992 Maastricht Treaty
creating a citizenship of the EU has nevertheless extended this right to EU nationals
living in France, but only for local and European elections. Lochak’s analysis of this
specific configuration is inspiring, especially because it insists on the need to locate
it within a specific history: “in the French tradition, which on that issue has largely
faded on other countries, only the national is a citizen . . . There is thus a necessary
link between nationality and citizenship, the origins of which and implications thereof,
both need to be reconstituted” (Lochak 1988:81, emphasis added). This necessary
link finds its origins in the French Revolution. It is then:

that the word “citizen” gains a radically new meaning: the citizen is no longer simply
the inhabitant, but is the member of the nation — a new concept that designates the
collective entity formed by all the citizens and sole depositary of sovereignty within
the state. The word citizen thus from this point on condenses in itself two distinct but
inseparable conceptual meanings: it designates the national of the country and the bearer
of civic rights as one and the same person; French citizenship is French nationality in
so far as the later confers the prerogatives attached to the quality of citizen. (Lochak
1988:81)

Lochak, meanwhile, underlines reservations to be made; indeed, it took a long time
(a century and a half) for the “national = citizen” equation to be fully translated in
facts or even the law; and during the French Revolution, “The ‘fatherland’ to be
defended was indeed about fidelity to principles rather than to a territory limited by
borders; it was, very simply, the country where one was a citizen” (Lochak 1988:82).
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The shift has thus been from a “universalist conception of the nation to one that is
both territorial and ‘nationalist’, the later being understood with the meaning this
term is endowed with today” (82, emphasis added).

Echoes of such a “double coding of the nation,” “the nation of compatriots” and
“the nation of citizens” (Habermas 1998:123) can be found coming back to the
Soviet and Russian contexts. There, the “nation” is not a political entity, but rather
just one of the many possible forms of ethnic communities. During the Soviet era
there was never an issue about the “Soviet Nation,” but about the “Soviet People,”
officially defined as “a new historical community,” composed of many “nations”
(natii), peoples (narody), and “nationalities” (narodnosty). The concept of a “Soviet
People” did not allow for an individual identification: no one could choose to declare
oneself as “Soviet” in response to the nationality question.® Continuing this tradition,
today’s Constitution of the Russian Federation stipulates in its preamble: “We, the
multinational people of Russia . . .”

Some intellectuals and politicians recently made an attempt at introducing a
concept of “Rossian nation” (Rossiyskaja nacija) into the social discourse, alongside
more traditional terms such as “peoples of Russia” (narody Rossii, ethnic groups living
in the Russian Federation) or “people of Russia” (Rossiyskij narod, citizens of the
Russian Federation regardless their ethnic belonging). This new “Rossian nation” is
defined as a civic, political entity whose membership does not rely on cultural or
language traits; an individual could identify himself or herself as a Rossiyanin whether
or not he or she has an ethnic Russian background. However, close similarity between
the Russian-language adjectives indicating belonging to the Russian ethnos or to the
Rossian nation (7usskij versus rossijskyj) makes it almost impossible to express this
distinction in a foreign language and therefore makes it more difficult for people who
are ethnically non-Russian to identify themselves as “Rossiyanin.” To avoid such
confusion, some propose to introduce into international documents the new English
spelling of the country’s name, Rossian Federation. This semantic shift would, accord-
ing to its proponents, allow consideration of the Russian Federation as a legitimate
nation-state and not as a “multinational empire” doomed to decay:

The most important innovation in political symbolism could be a national idea of Rossia
[a precise transliteration of the name of the country in the Latin alphabet] as a national
state of “Rossians” [7ossiyane is a widely used word, different from the word russkie
defining ethnic Russians] as citizens of the state. The idea of a “Rossian” nation is not
loaded with ethnic meaning as the “Russian” (7usskaya) nation is. Similar definitions
exist for British, Indian, Spanish, American, Chinese, Canadian, Malaysian and many
other multiethnic nations. (Tishkov 1995)

Tishkov (1995) argues that, historically

the two words “Russian” and “Rossian” [ 7usskaya and rossizskaya] were used most often
as synonyms and did not carry strong ethnic or cultural connotations. This was motivated
by the very fact that in the Russian Empire ethnic boundaries were loose and ethnic
group identities, including ethnic Russians, were non-exclusive and carried a multiplied
character. These identities were overpowered by other forms of loyalties based on reli-
gion, regional characteristic, dynastic and clan affiliations, landlord fidelities, etc.
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He acknowledges, however, that “to a certain extent the orthographic ‘mixture’ has
reflected a dominant status of Russian language and culture” (Tishkov 1995).”

But these attempts to introduce the concept of “Rossian nation” are viewed with
concern by Russian nationalists as well as by national ethnic minority elites, who
perceive them as a threat to their positions. This resistance has brought forth further
definitions of the Russian Federation as a “multi-peoples nation” (instead of the cur-
rently accepted “multinational people”), or even as a “nation of nations.”

All these elements (and many others, see for instance the very stimulating analysis
of the Greek context in Tzanelli 2006) point to the central argument introduced
above, that issues of citizenship, in their troubled connections with issues of national
identities or nationness, can only be grasped and made sense of “through an interpre-
tive engagement with the specific contexts of social struggle . . . in which [they are]
practically brought into being” (Beyers 2008).

To make such an argument does not imply that connections between citizenship
and nationness are made i practice (by governments, political groups or social move-
ments); but contrary to a very widely held view, including in the social sciences, there
is no necessary relation between the two, unless one converts a historically contingent
version of such “bundling” into an inescapable and essential one. Returning to the
French context can usefully support this point, and stress the need to consider iden-
tification issues in terms of power relations. Indeed it is not “cultures” in themselves
that are at stake, but reciprocal identification processes inasmuch as they are socio-
political relations.

Following Lochak, one can indeed consider how citoyenneté in France went
through not only a process of nationalization but also a process of naturalization; the
1993 reform of the Nationality Act provided an enlightening example of this when
it required nationals jus solz, and only them, to explicitly express their will to be
French. Such a willingness was deemed natural for nationals jus sanguini, and thus
autochthonous French were considered as “more French” than those who were seen
as having “merely” their residence in France. Such a move could be characterized as
the activation of an “autochthony myth” similar to the one analyzed by Loraux in
ancient Athens, where the poiétoi citizen (adopted or naturalized), if he was appar-
ently a member of the city, “was not always perceived as such, since his patronym
still designates his father as of foreign origin” (Loraux 1989:13; for a more detailed
analysis sce Neveu 1994). More than 15 years after the reform of the Nationality
Act, Fassin refers to the same kind of process when he states that:

It became clear inequalities had to be analyzed not simply in terms of traditional catego-
ries of social class, profession, or even nationality, but also from the point of view of
origin, real or presumed, as identified through skin color or foreign sounding
names. . . . Discrimination is directed not so much against foreigners as against people
seen as illegitimate members of French society, whatever their nationality (the majority
of them are French and born in France). (Fassin 2006:18)?

In such processes, it is not cultures that are at stake, but what Lorcerie describes as
“national primordialism” (Lorcerie 2007:327), a set of identification processes that
naturalizes membership to both the national community and those described as
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ethnic ones, and expresses struggles around the right to legitimately belong to French
society; the tensions thus induced “between Republican principles and a non-avowed
primordialism is a major mode of conflictuality in French society” (Lorcerie 2007:303).

EUROPEAN CITIZENSHIP, CITIZENSHIP OF/IN EUROPE

If contextualization is obviously required when discussing citizenship processes, so
as to locate them (Gupta and Ferguson 1997), the same goes for the theoretical
discussions and empirical analysis they give birth to. We already pointed to the
complex language issue connected to the many meanings, imaginations, and stakes
associated with words like citizenship, citoyenneté, or grazbdanstvo, and some of their
most powerful crystallizations, as has just been seen through the issue of its connec-
tions with nationness, have consequences for research. Thus, in the French context,
the scarcity of anthropological research on citizenship processes results partly
from the specific site this notion came to occupy in representations, the often strongly
normative character of the notion contributing to its construction as an “improper”
object for anthropologists (see Neveu 2009). In Russian research, citizenship issues
are mainly discussed by jurists, particularly within the framework of human rights
discourse. Sociologists and philosophers show little concern for them; as for anthro-
pologists (in Russia they are called “ethnologists”), they do not consider them as
related to their domain of expertise, which is strongly oriented toward issues of ethnic
groups. From the very beginning, Russian ethnography was strongly influenced by
German Volk studies and, more generally, following Herder, by German romantic
philosophy. The Soviet “theory of ethnos” considered ethnicity as a people’s essence
and granted ethnogenesis a crucial role in human history (Blum and Filippova 20006).
Adopting Austrian Marxist and East European social democrats’ political and aca-
demic language, Soviet scholars defined nations as ethnonations or as a “highest type
of ethnos.” The “socialist nations” had been proclaimed by and purposefully con-
structed in the Soviet Union on a basis of existing or invented cultural differences,
through a system of official registration of ethnic affiliation (“nationality” on a prin-
ciple of jus sanguini) and through the territorialization of ethnicity according to a
principle of ethnic federalism (Tishkov 1995). Faithtul to one of anthropology’s
central asset, we thus plea for “enstrangement” and distancing from “methodological
nationalism” (Wimmer and Glick-Schiller 2003), and for being more reflexively
engaged when analyzing citizenship processes.

We discussed in the first part of this chapter some of the sources, of and problems
raised, in anthropological approaches to citizenship, by discussions that tend to adopt
an acritical view of connections between citoyenneté and issues of nationness. In order
to both further this discussion and open up less-explored avenues for anthropological
approaches to citizenship, we now want to discuss a particularly relevant and signifi-
cant type of citizenship: EU citizenship. Indeed, the creation by the Maastricht Treaty
in 1992 of a status of EU citizen provides an illuminating example of both the deeply
embedded difficulty in envisioning a citizenship differently connected to national
dimensions and the many other dimensions of citizenship processes anthropologists
can explore, at the EU as well as at national or local levels.
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The creation of a citizenship of the European Union has fostered many debates,
including among social scientists, about its feasibility, desirability, or originality.
While most of these discussions remained theoretical ones, they are worth briefly
noting here since they underline some of the conundrums of the debates on citizen-
ship issues (see Neveu 2000).

In line with the aforementioned tendency to equate citizenship and nationality,
and to consider the first as essentially connected to the second, many analysts have
cither declared EU citizenship to be doomed to failure, or have celebrated it as a
radical breakthrough in the history of citizenship. In both cases, “national citizen-
ship” was the yardstick, and at stake was the very possibility of disconnecting
citizenship and nationness. Thus, according to some proponents of what was
described as a “postnational” citizenship,” EU citizenship constituted a unique
opportunity to replace a historically contingent model of citizenship (the “Westphal-
ian” one, linking nationness, citizenship, and territory) with one in which identity
and politics would at last be separated (Tassin 1994), that is, to consider the Euro-
pean building process as a unique experiment in “Gesellschaft building” (Meehan
1996). Such a move would have been all the more necessary, given that the settle-
ment and practices of third-state nationals, enjoying social, economic, and sometimes
political rights and formulating new claims, have displaced more traditional concep-
tions of the “limits of citizenship” (Soysal 1994). Conversely, other analysts con-
sidered that in creating an EU citizenship the “ethnic realities of any concrete society
but above all the necessity to integrate these ethnic realities in the concrete political
organization, even the one calling on the principle of citizenship” (Schnapper
1997:219) had been underestimated. According to that line of argument, EU citi-
zenship would remain an empty formal status as long as there was no homogenous
European identity, shared by all EU citizens, to support it.

However, as Elizabeth Meehan stressed: “Too often the arguments about Euro-
pean integration and citizenship are put in terms of the feasibility or desirability of a
transformation of national citizenship as we have known it on a grander scale — as
though it would be the same but in a new state, a superstate called Europe”
(1996:121). Indeed, one of the main obstacles to a living EU citizenship was, accord-
ing to its critics, that the EU presents none of the characteristics of nation-states (or
that attempts at endowing it with them have been a failure):

Despite the predominance of English, the EU lacks a common Zingua franca, and has
no uniform system of education or mass media. There have been some attempts to
develop a set of EU symbols such as the EC anthem, emblem and flag, and harmonised
EU passports and car number plates, but these have failed to inspire individual citizens.
There have also been EC-funded initiatives that have had little overall impact such as
the European City of Culture, the European Woman of the Year Award and the Jean
Monnet awards for universities. (Nic Craith 2004:295)

One of us has argued elsewhere (Neveu 2000) for the need for empirical research
that would indeed aim at grasping the extent to which EU programs and Europe-
wide social mobilizations contribute to foster a sense of common membership, by
precisely observing actual processes or attempts that contribute in the emergence of
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feelings of commonality amongst Europeans (see Shore and Wright 1997); if that
implies close observation of already ongoing European practices of citizenship and
practices of European citizenship.'® It remains to be discussed if, and why, this sense
of membership should be (or is actually) thought of in terms of cultural homogeniza-
tion rather than as a shared and contested political space (see Sassatelli 2009 for an
excellent, and empirically based, discussion of European culture and identity). Indeed,
as Meehan argues: “When based on a need for homogeneity, this way of understand-
ing or explaining the argumentation about Europe conceals an implicit assumption
that successful politics are communitarian” (Mechan 1996:121).

CITIZENS AS POLITICAL SUBJECTS

It seems to us this is a set of issues anthropologists are potentially particularly well-
equipped to document empirically. But there are other fundamental dimensions of
citizenship processes to be explored than their connections with nationness, and
to which we now want to turn. First, because nationness is not the only way through
which the “community of citizens” can be thought of. Second, because the rights
and recognition a diversity of political subjects claim for or are granted are not
limited to cultural rights, but include a much wider range of resources, both sym-
bolic and material, such as housing, social benefits, voting rights, or education, to
name just a few.

This implies at least two moves anthropologists should be familiar with: to enlarge
and diversify empirical research to the many sites where citizenship is “manufactured,”
and not reduce it to “[t]he coldly constitutional view of citizenship as only entailing
a rational, contractual relationship ideally premised on rights and duties . . . [that]
has led to an overemphasizing of the study of explicitly political sites of the manu-
facturing of citizenship such as electoral and other institutionalized processes” (Bénéi
2005:4-5); and to include in the analysis the noncitizens excluded from dominant
definitions — individuals who struggle against them and thus formulate new discourses
and practices of citizenship, and their different forms of political action that, although
a constitutive part of the process of citizenship-building, are frequently ignored in its
analysis. This is stressed, among others, by Sassen, who argues (Sassen 2005:84) that
“[clitizenship results in part from the practices of the excluded,” and Balibar, who
states that “[t]he practical confrontation with different modes of exclusion . . . always
constitutes the founding moment of citizenship, and consequently its periodical
litmus test” (Balibar 2001:125). Such a change of focus thus takes into account and
connects the statutory dimensions of citizenship with its other, more “horizontal”
dimensions, that is, with practices and representations of political subjectivation that
are not the sole production of the state.!

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, citizenship processes seem not to
have attracted much attention among anthropologists of Europe (although European
anthropologists study them elsewhere; see for instance Jacob and Le Meur 2010); we
would like now to both discuss issues that could usefully be analyzed from an anthro-
pological point of view and consider anthropological research that, while not explicitly
referring to these issues, offers interesting contributions to their exploration.
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The development of an “anthropology of policy” is one of the many channels
through which citizenship processes can be analyzed. As Shore and Wright argue in
the introduction to their edited volume: “policy language and discourse . . . provides
a key to analysing the architecture of modern power relations,” and to understanding
“the ways in which new political subjects of power are constituted by, and through,
policies” (Shore and Wright 1997:12). Since citizenship is indeed about political
subjectivation, studying how public policies, whether they are concerned with health,
housing, policing, or education tend, avowedly or implicitly, to create or support the
emergence of different types of subjects provides useful sites for analysis.'* Hyatt’s
analysis in that same volume provides an interesting example of such “technology of
citizenship-methods for constituting active and participatory citizens” (Cruikshank
quoted in Hyatt 1997:224), aimed at deeply transforming council tenants’ subjectiv-
ity and position in relation to (local) government, metamorphosing them “from
subjects once dependant on the expert guidance of others into autonomous beings
already possessed of their own expertise” (Hyatt 1997:224). Analyzing both policy
documents produced about the transfer of estate management to tenants, and inter-
views with those tenants that agreed, at least at the beginning, to become estate
managers, Hyatt shows how “the ‘self-managing tenant’ has, therefore, become one
of the heroes of the New Right ideology, the poor citizen who is self-reliant rather
than dependent, self-governing rather than governed, empowered rather than power-
less” (Hyatt 1997:232); and also how the changes entailed by this transfer were met
with ambivalence by the women involved in the scheme, who finally “decided not
to become ‘self-managing tenants’ when they realized that being practitioners of
policy also involved policing” (Shore and Wright 1997:33).

Such research, and other work, points to two fundamental issues for anthropologi-
cal approaches to citizenship; first how public policies can contribute to the formula-
tion and circulation of new “norms” about what it means to be a “good citizen” (or
a bad one), about the relative responsibilities of governments and citizens, or on the
legitimate grounds on which to base “communities of citizens.” Forms of classifica-
tion and categorization are a particularly fruitful field of study; because analyzing the
words used (citizens, residents, tax-payers, consumers, but also immigrés, aliens...),
the varied meanings they are endowed with (Williams 1988) and their effects, provide
clues through which to grasp the political projects at play (Alvarez et al. 1998). In
Roubaix, in the North of France Neveu thus analyzed the different publics implied
by the term “inhabitants,” used by both local authorities and neighborhood activists:
while in the late 1960s, used in the singular and with a capital “I” (“Inhabitant”),
it was the equivalent in the housing struggles of “the working class,” it became a
way to mobilize social forces at the neighborhood level to better urban management
in the mid-1970s; later in the 1980s, it was a term used to refer to the poor, the
participation of whom public policies had to enhance, before referring in the early
2000s to those bearers of an “expert knowledge” gained in the daily routine use of
the neighborhood (Neveu n.d.). Not only have the changing (and cumulative) mean-
ings of this apparently shared word marked a change from social movements’ claims
to public policies’ requirement for “participation;” the transformation also shows a
passage from collective mobilizations to a call to individuals, from a confrontational
logic between social movements and government to one of cooperation and exchange
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between the two. In each of these meanings the word “inhabitants” has been
endowed with different and even opposed conceptions of both citizens and their
relations to (local) government. The picture is even more revealing when such cate-
gories are analyzed in relation to others; it is then also the specific competences
each “public” is deemed to possess, or required to demonstrate, and the levels at
which they are supposed to be deployed, that can be grasped and made sense of
(Neveu n.d.).

Taking classifications and words, along with their uses and effects, seriously, as
one of the ways through which attempts are made to create new types of (political)
subjects, or reactivate previous ones, can thus constitute a privileged point of entry.
Valli et al. (2002) explored the logics at work among social workers in Swiss unem-
ployment and welfare agencies, and how categorizations of “good” or “deserving”
unemployed people are built in the interactions between these agents and agencies’
users. But such “manufacturing processes” can indeed also be observed through the
analysis of practices and spatial arrangements; studying the mise en scéne of spaces in
public welfare offices in Geneva, insightful researchers stress how:

analyzing materially and symbolically architectural arrangements, observing how limits
are, implicitly or explicitly, expressed, as well as sometimes their very transgressions,
mapping authorized, assigned or forbidden passage ways, listing objects but also dis-
courses about them, allow for a specific vision to be built on those places and things
that organize the relations between social workers and their [publics]. (Ossipow et al.
20006)

Analyzing policy (as discourses, practices, and places) from an anthropological per-
spective is very relevant indeed; but we should be concerned not to consider that
policy necessarily produces the types of subjects it intends to, nor that these policies
are monolithic and univocal (Sassatelli 2009). In a recent study of the publics of
public services in Britain, Clarke et al. (2007) investigated how and why people were
or were not using terms like “patients,” “users,” “members of the public,” “consum-
ers,” or “citizens” to define themselves. Not only did they notice that very few of
them did so by endorsing the role the British government was fostering, which was
that of “consumer,” but they also stressed the reflexivity people could deploy in
discussing the different positions available for them: “they are dialogic subjects. They
understand the dominant discourse and understand how they are spoken for within
it. But they draw on a variety of ‘residual and emergent’ discursive resources to dis-
tance themselves from it, from the identifications it offers them and from the model
of the future that it offers” (Clarke et al. 2007:154). So, if it is important to try and
understand how policies aim at “shaping” citizens, it is as important to analyze how
the latter react to such attempts (resisting, complying with, appropriating, or subvert-
ing them). This also means trying not to evaluate the changing forms and shapes of
citizenship according to a pure, abstract standard, but to fully take into account
vernacular experiences of them. “Reforms” in Eastern European countries after the
end of the Soviet period, and processes of democracy-building under the auspices of
international institutions and NGOs (Gossiaux and Petric 2007), are often presented
as the long-awaited progress toward Western ideals of democracy and civil society;

<« ” <«



192 CATHERINE NEVEU AND ELENA FILIPPOVA

but the way local populations experience such “progress” can indeed be at odds with
this kind of simplistic assessment. Studying citizenship regimes in Siberia, David
Anderson stresses how “the employees of the state farm Khantaiskii were as often
clients of the state as they were autonomously acting citizens. However, these ‘clients’
insist that they never felt as constrained, marginalised and impoverished in the days
of their ‘passive citizenship’ as during the début of reforms” (Anderson 1996:114).

This points to the second fundamental issue for anthropological approaches to
citizenship: if states are important producers of it, they are not the only ones, and
anthropologists have an important task at hand in exploring a diversity of sites where
citizenship is produced, contested, and debated.

In the French context, the “Vincennes Malians” episode is revealing of such proc-
esses. It is not possible here to describe at length the successive events that marked
the unfolding of it (see Daum 2000); suffice to say that it began in May 1992, when
130 families of mostly West African origins decided to camp in front of Vincennes
Castle (near Paris), thus confronting to the lack of public housing, the high price of
privately owned houses, and the discriminatory practices of many public housing
authorities. This occupation of a well-known and visible public space aimed to pub-
licize their housing needs and claimed their right to decent housing. Indeed, these
families were calling upon the state to comply with its own laws, like those introduced
in May 1990 according to which “a right to housing constitutes a duty of solidarity
for the whole of the nation.” If only benefitting a few families, this occupation, and
many other struggles on housing issues, have largely contributed to exposing the
harsh living conditions of many people in France: “Far from being an exotic dem-
onstration or a residual one of anachronistic behaviors, African families in Vincennes
or elsewhere raise a public interest issue and allow for the official set language to be
exposed as such. . . . Indeed the issue of a right to housing has here been dealt with
in a citizenly manner, i.e. in active solidarity claiming for equality in access to
housing” (Daum 2006:213).

Such practices are common, where people organize collectively to claim a right,
to assert their “right to have rights,” thus redefining who is to be counted as citizens
and contributing to the public debate about equality and what life in society should
be. If they are often formulated in reaction to public policies, anthropologists can
also contribute to the highlighting of more “discrete” practices, through which, for
instance, the sharing of actual zopos is negotiated daily (Massey 2004 ), or where a
subject’s positions are reflexively transformed in personal as well as public spheres
(for a US example, see Coll 2010).

The postcolonial character of most European societies is a powerful incentive here
to try and grasp how citizenship is transformed by practices of circulation and multiple
belongings. The practices and claims of “transnational” populations and of ethnicized /
racialized minorities are indeed powerfully questioning the supposed natural order
of things according to which citizenship, state, and territory (and eventually nation-
ness) should neatly correspond; or more precisely they remind us of the contextual
and historically contingent nature of such a “bundling”: “citizenship in the twenty-
first century, and even before, is not immobile, solidified by universalistic philosophi-
cal principles — whether liberal or socialist — but a changing, dialogic and inventive
concept, able to adapt itself to world events, i.e. to a negotiated political order”
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(Werbner 2007:323). Wemyss’s exposure of “the invisible Empire” at work in Lon-
don’s East End is a particularly relevant approach here, that also underlines the need
to adopt a less homogenizing view of “communities”: “In both past and present, the
processes of categorizing South Asian people into racialized ‘types’, racialized catego-
ries of workers, or religiously defined ‘communities’ have contributed to the circum-
scription of their citizenship rights and increased their vulnerability to the political
ambitions of groups and individuals within and outside these ‘communities” whose
interests are to exaggerate difference at the expense of commonality” (Wemyss
2009:179).

CONCLUSION

While the anthropology of citizenship processes is still an underexplored field in
European contexts, it can benefit from much of the research conducted throughout
the world, as well as within other disciplinary fields, that has already introduced valu-
able insights to both the empirical study and the conceptual discussion of citizenship.
Werbner underlined in 1998 why citizenship was a particularly “good to think” topic
for anthropologists, because of its strong connections with issues of difference and
identity, inclusion, and exclusion (Werbner 1998). Anthropology’s contribution can
of course be furthered in the analysis of the complex links built through time between
nationness and citizenship, as a status; but it requires one to denaturalize such con-
nections and problematize them more deeply, and to include in this picture the many
other ways that “communities of citizens” are envisioned both by governments and
(non)citizens themselves.

Anthropologists can also contribute to a critical reappraisal of the often assumed
“cultural blindness” of citizenship, not by once again essentializing cultures, but by
considering, following Rosaldo, how “cultural citizenship” is enacted in struggles
and mobilizations: “Cultural citizenship refers to the right to be different (in terms
of race, ethnicity, or native language) with respect to the norms of the dominant
national community, without compromising one’s right to belong, in the sense of
participating in the nation-state’s democratic processes” (Rosaldo 1994:57).

Indeed, most discussions on citizenship are today “conducted in what is virtually
an empirical void” (Lister et al. 2005:114). Empirically exploring policies as well as
social movements’ efforts at shaping citizens’ resistance to, compliance with and
avoidance of these governmental as well as vernacular discourses of citizenship, and
their interactions, can indeed provide fruitful insights on Europe’s and European
contemporary political and social transformations.

The task at hand for citizenship debates within anthropology is to develop an
“anthropology of the present” whose task is to

unsettle and dislodge the certainties and orthodoxies that govern the present . . . it
involves detaching and repositioning oneself sufficiently far enough from the norms and
categories of thought that give security and meaning to the moral universe of one’s
society in order to interrogate the supposed natural or axiomatic “order of things” . . .
As has often been pointed out in anthropological studies of language, native speakers
are usually quite unconscious of the metaphors and rules that make up what D’Andrade
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(1984) has called the “cultural meaning systems,” or the normative cognitive structures
that shape their reality. (Shore and Wright 1997:17)

NOTES

1

10

11

C. Neveu’s work on citizenship processes benefits from an ongoing collaboration with
J. Clarke, K. Coll, and E. Dagnino, begun in 2007 during an IPAS funded by Fondation
MSH and Columbia University.

For an interesting problematization of the very notion of “Europe” in anthropological
research, see Herzfeld (2008).

It should be noted here, as will be seen below, that some research confronts issues very
close to those of citizenship under another heading; see for instance Hann and Dunn
(1996), or Shore and Wright (1997).

Crowley suggests that “the lexical work” is relatively simple in French since cizoyenneté
would refer to a “political status, source of specific internal rights and obligations defined
towards counterparts as well as the collectivity,” while nationalité would refer to a “juridi-
cal link, source of obligations (i.e. serving in the army), privileges (the monopoly on
certain types of jobs), as well as of rights that can be opposed to other juridical entities
(such a diplomatic protection)”; while the “identity-building” dimension would be most
of the times referred to through terms like national identity. He carries on stating that
“in English the situation is much more complex, thus reflecting the complexity of catego-
ries themselves and of underlying social representations. The political status is called citi-
zenship. The word citizenship is simultaneously used, with a different meaning, in a
juridical context” (Crowley 1995:57). As will be seen later, considering citizenship only
as a status is rather problematic.

We’ll come back later on the need to fully consider such ordinary and routine state’s
practices and representations, so as to grasp citizenship issues not solely from the point
of view of the state’s own prose (Lopez Caballero 2010).

That was possible in former Yugoslavia, where “Yugoslav” was a legal answer alongside
“Serb,” “Croat,” or “Macedonian.”

However, the close similarity between the Russian-language adjectives indicating belong-
ing to the Russian ethnos or to the Rossian nation (russkij vs rossijskys) makes it almost
impossible to express this distinction in a foreign language and therefore makes it more
difficult for ethnically non-Russians to identify themselves as “Rossiyanin.” To avoid such
confusion, Valery Tishkov proposed, in vain, to introduce in international documents the
new English spelling of the country’s name, Rossian Federation.

As Helly usefully reminds us: “Identity and culture shouldn’t be confused; the former is
an interpretation of a socio-political relation, of which the meaning assigned to cultural
differences is only a symbolic expression” (Helly 2000).

The “postnational” character of EU citizenship can indeed be questioned since only
member-states” nationals are EU citizens; the inclusion of third states’ residents in EU
citizenship eligibility could have make a difference.

“Such a distinction is essential in that understanding European citizenship implies . . . to
observe and analyze both how European citizens act gua European citizens (i.e. individu-
als endowed with specific legal rights by the Maastricht Treaty), and how Europeans act
as citizens at the European level and/or by articulating different levels of citizenship
practices (i.e. local, regional, national and European levels)” (Neveu 2000:129).

As Balibar stresses: “I don’t think one can fully follow lawyers and political scientists who
define as of principle citizenship as a status (like nationality). Because what makes for the
continuity in history between different modes of citizenship institution . . . is precisely
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the fact that the notion of the citizen . . . expresses a collective capacity to ‘constitute the
state’ or the public sphere. In other words it expresses a social link in which the rights
and freedoms recognised to individuals, and the obligations that are their counterparts,
as limited as they may be, do not emanate from a transcendent power but solely from
the ‘convention’ of citizens” (Balibar 2001:251-52).

12 Such research is already well developed in the global South, or emerging countries; see
for instance Ong (1999), or Grey Postero (2007).
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1 Local Practices of
CHAPTER European Identity
on the New Eastern
Borders of the EU

Justyna Straczuk

In 1876 Bismarck dismissed Europe, as Metternich had once dismissed Italy,
as “a geographical notion.” Seventy years later Jean Monnet, “the Father of
Europe,” saw the force of Bismarck’s disdain. “Europe has never existed,” he
admitted; “one has genuinely to create Europe.”

(Davies 1996)

Disseminating the idea of a European cultural community is one of the most impor-
tant tasks of EU policy. Built on a specific cultural content, identification with Europe
—as it is conceived by EU technocrats — should encourage people to create real bonds
and a sense of being a member of the community. Such identity, fulfilled with sym-
bolic essence, has a special goal to achieve: it should legitimize the activity of a politi-
cal institution. The more we talk about European identity and European culture, the
more real they become. As a result, activities which are often described as searching
for or researching European consciousness are, as a matter of fact, the acts of its crea-
tion, the building of'its certain vision. The constant focusing on the Europeanization
of EU citizens’ identity brings a European identity slowly into being (Diez 2004).
We are thus witnessing the process of building a European myth which aims at
reconfiguring people’s imagination in accordance with political considerations.
“Identity formation” and “culture building” have become explicit political objectives
in the campaign to promote what EU officials call ’idée enropéene or the European
Idea. However, this raises the fundamental question, what exactly are “European
culture” and “European consciousness” and how might these be nurtured and dif-
fused (Shore 2000:26)?

As the process of Europeanization accelerates, the mechanisms of its construction
are becoming more visible. This is why, perhaps, the problem of European identity
is still perceived more as an institutional creation than as real people’s experience.
According to empirical studies (e.g. Mach and Niedzwiedzki 2002; Armbruster et al.
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2003), Europeanness and European identity, in their subjective dimension, are still
not general and obvious categories of identification for the EU citizens — not in
Western Europe, and even less so in Eastern Europe. “Despite four decades of insti-
tutional attempts to build Europe at the level of popular consciousness the ‘peoples
of Europe’ have simply not embraced the ‘European idea’ in the way it was hoped
for or, indeed, predicted by neofunctionalist models of integration” (Shore 2000:19).
The problem probably lies not only in the novelty character of such identity, but in
the fact that a European consciousness, understood as a sense of identity with a
political and economical supranational organization, stands to a considerable degree
in opposition to national identity, not least because it is created in its likeness and
image, by using similar symbolism: an anthem, a flag, currency, maps, censuses
(Anderson 1985). “Unlike belonging to the nation, which has a specific cultural
content, identification with Europe is an empty sign,” argue Borneman and Fowler
(1997:492), stating that European identity, in order to be eftective, should adopt
quite different forms, concerning categories of exchange, difference, and value, rather
than religion, folk, or national defense.

The other reason for the EU policy’s relative failure could be that the sense of
Europeanness often appears not in the context of the EU institutions and not in
forms desired by the European Commission officials — constantly present, fully con-
scious, and verbalized, capable of producing definite identifications — but in such
forms as are expressed in local idioms, not always directly, often nondiscursively, and
dormant but still having important symbolic value (Macdonald 2004). It is still
somehow assumed that membership of the European Union is not tantamount to
being European. What it means to be European is actually as enigmatic and unstable
as the mere notion of Europe. As Maryon McDonald (1996:49) argues, we can “see
‘Europe’ traveling through different conceptual systems, finding new meanings,
becoming a different reality . . . The geographical boundaries expand and contract,
the salient conceptual relations change, the moral frontiers and content shift consider-
ably, and ‘Europe’ is invented and reinvented accordingly.” Europe thus has never
been a uniform whole, as it is often presented in the EU rhetoric. Under the pretext
of supporting regional, cultural, and national difference endorsed by their most pro-
moted idea of “unity in diversity,” EU policy-makers, who strive to create a coherent
narrative of their agency, reinforce and favor everything that is (supposed to be)
common: common European heritage, common European culture, common Euro-
pean values.

Nevertheless, Europe — cut along and across by different geopolitical, social, and
symbolic boundaries — has always been internally diversified and divided. And these
are those numerous definite and virtual divisions that have a more or less serious
impact on the mode of conceiving, imagining, and presenting Europe. Probably the
most salient of these symbolic boundaries which forms different images of Europe is
the long-lasting split between “the civilized West” and “the barbarian East.” Its
“influence is so strong that some commentators can talk disparagingly of a ‘White
Europe’ in the West and a ‘Black Europe” in the East. The division of Europe into
two opposing halves, therefore, is not entirely fanciful” (Davies 1996:27).

Because of this enduring division, the process of EU enlargement poses a serious
challenge for the promoted vision of a common and unified Europe. European iden-
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tity, as it has been presented in EU policy so far, has been built on that very East—
West opposition. Eastern Europe used to be one of (Western) Europe’s “others,”
necessary for feeding its identity. Along with the geographical area extension of the
EU, the problem of redefinition and self-definition of the new Europe’s identity
appeared. It turned out that the dichotomy breaking up Europe into the “better
West” and the “worse East” is still vivid in the rhetoric of the new members “return-
ing to” or “accessing” Europe. Eastern European countries are still treated as
“younger Europe” which has yet to reach full European maturity in order to fit the
cultural image of the West. Such an evolutionary perspective only revives the old
divisions: integration is going to be fulfilled not through unification or mutual adap-
tation of two equal wholes, but through submitting one of them to the other. In
her article on Europe’s eastern expansion, Merje Kuus (2004:473) describes the
process in terms of postcoloniality, and argues that “enlargement is underpinned by
a broadly Orientalist discourse that assumes an essential difference between Europe
and Eastern Europe, and frames difference from Western Europe as a distance from,
and a lack of, Europeanness. Enlargement reconfigures the specific borders of Europe
but not the underlying dichotomy of Europe and Eastern Europe.”

The East—-West framework, though overwhelming, is nevertheless unstable geo-
graphically. Bakic-Hayden (1995), describing a phenomenon he calls “nesting ori-
entalism,” states that the discourse of Europe and the East is not only characteristic
for the Western countries in their attitude to Central and Eastern Europe, but may
be attributed in different circumstances to different locations. It is also used by the
accession countries to orientalize their eastern neighbors, in order to shift the borders
of Eastness further and thus locate themselves in the “proper” Europe. Therefore,
not strictly defined, “East” is an indispensable oppositional “other,” which builds up
European identity regardless of the geographical situation.

The new geopolitical eastern border of the EU, sealed and closed, will thus create
a new constellation of Europe’s identity based on a new definition of the East, which
could be put into opposition to the enlarged union. It may reinforce the process of
orientalizing Russia and the other neighboring countries which have not accessed the
community, not only by the old countries of Western Europe but also by the acces-
sion countries searching for their new European identity. The former European
geopolitical border between West and East, symbolized in the image of an Iron
Curtain, is now moving eastward, gradually overlapping with the older boundary of
salient significance for the image of “Europe”: the religious boundary between the
Western and Eastern Church, which has been dividing Europe for well over a mil-
lennium and is regarded by many scholars as the most durable cultural boundary of
the whole continent (Kloczowski 1982:12). This religious boundary, often treated
as the border of civilizations — Roman and Byzantine — and strongly etched in social
concepts (Huntington 1996), may now become more pronounced, and this would
intensify the political and cultural exclusion of “the world on the other side.”

“Anthropological studies of borders often highlight an extremely problematic area
for any new Europe” state Bellier and Wilson (2000:140), pointing to the most
recognized anthropological claims regarding the role of symbolic boundaries in the
creation of group identity (Barth 1969) and the heightening of people’s awareness
of and sensitivity to their community (Cohen 1985). How local, regional, national,
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and supranational identities are discursively shaped may be best analyzed at com-
munity borders where one may observe everyday practices of exclusion and inclusion.
Are the new EU geopolitical borders going to form the symbolic boundaries of the
European community? Do they demonstrate sufficient symbolical effectiveness in
separating the imagined Europe from non-Europe?

Let us consider these questions from a grass-roots perspective of people living in
the borderland and experiencing the border in their everyday life. In what follows, 1
will analyze some empirical data collected during short ethnographic fieldwork carried
out in 2008 (Kurczewska and Bojar 2010) in Bielsk Podlaski — a small borderland
town inhabited by Catholic and Orthodox believers, situated 50 km from the Polish—
Belarusian political border, which is now also the new eastern border of the EU. The
fieldwork was conducted only three years after Poland had acceded to the European
Union. We asked inhabitants who were in the main representatives of local elites —
cultural activist, teachers, journalists, and local politicians — about their perception of
the new European border and about their demand for EU programs addressing the
management of local cultural resources. We were eager to learn to what extent
the new geopolitical border had corresponded to or contradicted former boundaries,
in physical as well as in symbolic terms. Has the EU border spurred processes of
othering the Eastern neighbors and changed the ways of self-identity construction?
Has it modified former images of Europe? What new contents and social meaning
has the new border brought into the local community’s everyday existence, and how
is this reflected in the consciousness and practices of local elites who are especially
likely to create and propagate the “European idea” in their local community?

“WE DO NOT HAVE TO BE ENLIGHTENED,” OR “THERE
HAS ALREADY BEEN A UNION HERE”

Bielsk Podlaski is a specific place which fits perfectly the EU rhetoric about cultural
diversity and dialogue, mutual tolerance, difference, and so on. The local activists
who animate the cultural life of the town are fully conscious of this fact. There are
plenty of references to some elements of the EU’s “cultural diversity” policy in their
statements. When we asked about the most characteristic feature of the region which
would distinguish it from the rest of the country, the standard and almost automatic
answer pointed simply to “cultural diversity.” This had become a kind of catchphrase
of this region, appearing constantly both in public discourse and in everyday speech.
The term “cultural diversity” as used here has many meanings. It denotes linguistic
diversity, that is, local dialects, called simply “local speech,” classified by some as
Belarusian and by others as Ukrainian, and used in parallel with standard Polish in
different social functions. “Cultural diversity” means also different national identities
acknowledged by Bielsk residents: Polish, Belarusian, or Ukrainian, or an individual
constellation of all of them. However, the most important meaning of diversity, as
it seems to be, concerns the religious sphere, that is, the division into Catholic and
Orthodox believers, though there are also some other denominations here of minor
significance. “Cultural diversity” is described by our interlocutors only in superlatives.
It is presented as the region’s greatest treasure, making the inhabitants especially
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inclined to be open, tolerant, and spiritual, attached to tradition, and having a strong
and unshakeable self-identity.

What first comes to my mind, it is so-called “cultural diversity.” These regions are
inhabited by people of different nationalities: Polish, Belarusian, Ukrainian, and others.
And this diversity, taking care of tradition . . . this is such an important part of our
life. And I think that people who have lived here for generations cohabit and cooperate
with each other really very well, and this is of great value, this cultural diversity is our
value. And this is something that singles us out from other regions. [O 1]

We are the relic of the Commonwealth of Diverse Nations [a reference to the Polish—
Lithuanian Union between the fifteenth and eighteenth centuries]. Podlasie [the name
of the region] in itself is our treasure and our chief asset. We are the most authentic
region of Poland in terms of retaining this real relic, but in a good sense, because it is
still alive, vibrant, and quality. [A 3]

Such statements perfectly correspond with EU recommendations of “best practice”
to be followed in multicultural settings. Are, then, the local animators of culture
influenced by the EU doctrine propagated in different projects on regional and cul-
tural policy? Do they follow in any way the EU directives, and have these directives
changed the character of cultural activity relevant to Bielsk residents? In our research,
we did not find much evidence for this. The local activists are not eager to enroll on
EU programs. They complain about the extended bureaucracy and many difficulties
with accounting for expenses. If they embark on any programs at all, they treat them
rather instrumentally, as a possible source of money and not as a reservoir of ideas.

There is also another cause of reluctance in adopting ideas promoted by EU pro-
grams. Our interlocutors definitely differentiate being a European from being a
member of the EU — categories that are often treated as synonymous in EU docu-
ments. The European Union is rather equated in this region with Western Europe,
and its suggestions about “becoming European” are perceived as a bit intrusive and
preachy, since, as all of the interlocutors insisted, they have always lived in Europe
and been European.

It annoys me, this expression that we are “accessing Europe.” Personally, I think I have
been taught, ages ago in grammar school, that T had been in Europe. [T 3]

I am currently in Europe and I never ponder whether I will be in Europe when I go to
Biatystok, to Warsaw or to Berlin. I think I am in Europe, I am and I have always been,
not only geographically. [T 1]

One cannot discern any provincial complex in these statements, since the citizens of
Bielsk have a firm conviction of their Europeanness, stemming from strong local
patriotism, and a feeling of strong emotional ties with the town, which they regard
as a place of great cultural value. The strong local identity of elites in Bielsk correlates
with their strong European identity. Almost all of the interviewed persons define
themselves as Europeans, referring at the same time to their other identities: regional,
cthnic, or national. This is especially characteristic for this borderland, which has an
open character and where different types of identities do not exclude but rather
mutually support each other.
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I consider myself a citizen of Bielsk. I consider myself Polish and European. This does
not exclude each other. No, the opposite. The one contains the other. [O 1]

The local elites of Bielsk also claim that strong local identity, emotional attachment
to Bielsk is one of the basic criteria of their Europeanness. Their work for Bielsk is
simultaneously their work for Europe. There is no need for leaving the local reality
to feel settled in Europe. Europe is here and now. The concepts of locality and

Europeanness are overlapping. Being a European means being a good citizen of
Bielsk.

I do not have to say what I do in my everyday work I do for Europe. It is sufficient
when I say I do it for myself, for my family, for my friends, for my acquaintances. For
this place where I am, that’s enough. [T 1]

The inhabitants of Bielsk are also sure that their region and their town are a very
important part of Europe’s heritage. The Europeanness of Bielsk does not have to
be confirmed. When asked about specific examples of monuments on a European
scale, they without hesitation point to numerous sacred objects, Catholic and Ortho-
dox churches, which are the most tangible signs of cultural diversity in Bielsk.

This culture [is] connected to the church, this one and the other one, that have been
here, and this is, I think, undoubtedly a part of European heritage and we cannot forget
about it. And what is more, we have to remember that this town has always been mul-
ticultural, multireligious, and we talk about Poles, Belarusians, but let us remember also
about Jews, who had played a crucial role here. [T 1]

Surely Suprasl, the [Orthodox| monastery in Supra$l is such a pearl of Podlasie. This
was the cultural center of this region in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, where
there was the biggest library in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, where there were price-
less manuscripts, and deeds were created. This was a center of Orthodox spirituality, the
seat of an archbishop and bishops. And certainly the sacred [Orthodox| mountain of
Grabarka, this is something exceptional on Polish and on European scale. . . . Towns,
this is Bielsk and Drohiczyn, rather because of their history than present time, but Bielsk
as a town of two cultures that are living together and competing together — this is like
a bridge. In general, Podlasice is a local region which is unique in all Europe. [A 3]

The uniqueness of the European heritage of Bielsk lies in its frontier character, con-
necting the traditions of Eastern and Western Christianity, the peaceful coexistence
of the two great denominations. The ideas of a diversity policy promoted by the EU
are nothing new here, since they have been practiced in everyday life in an obvious
way, without any need of institutional support. And it is often underlined that it is
not the inhabitants of Bielsk, but the citizens of the other EU states who could learn
“best practice” here.

We are boasting about what is good and beautiful in ourselves, what we have here and
I think that we can learn something from Europe, this is important, but that we can
also teach Europe — that is, I think perhaps even more important. That we can share
with what we have [that is] good in ourselves. [T 2]
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There is a place for everybody in Europe and in our Commonwealth of Many Nations
in Podlasie we are, just we are, the real Europeans, because there are many cultures here.
Such a fashionable word “cultural diversity” — it exists here and it has always been here
and we do not have to create anything or revive anything. It just exists and there are
not any problems with it. [T 2]

Just before Poland’s accession to the EU a significant exhibition entitled “There has
already been a Union here,” organized by an association called “We are Searching for
Poland” from Biatystok was presented in the Regional Museum at Bielsk. The main
idea of this exhibition was to emphasize the fact that Podlasie has its own, centuries-
old traditions of cultural diversity and tolerance, rooted in the times of the Polish—
Lithuanian Union, which could be regarded as a prototype of the European Union:

And if somebody claims that Poland accesses the European Union, let us remember that
this is only a rerun, that we — Poles, Belarusians, Ukrainians, Lithuanians — already
formed a stable and affluent Eastern European Union centuries ago. We have to cultivate
the memory of'it not only in museums and archive photos, but also in vibrant educational
effort, not only in the name of Polish culture, but also the European one. This treasure
of ours, when wisely protected, is our liferaft which will rescue us from the invasion of
European and in many aspects unified mass culture. . . . It is important in the face of
inevitable transformations not to lose our native asset which, just in the European Union,
may blossom as never before. (Wisniewski 2004)

We may see an ambivalence toward the EU: an expression of full accordance with
the EU’s multicultural policy, but also a certain anxiety and feeling of risk connected
to unification. The European Union is perceived both as an opportunity and, at the
same time, a threat to the region’s culture. The mere word “union” carries negative
connotations here. This is best seen in the statements of some interlocutors who,
talking about the European Union, refer at the same time to another union that
influenced the history of this region to a great extent: the religious Union of Brest,
created in 1596, which turned the local Orthodox believers into “Greek Catholics”
and placed them under the Pope of Rome.

As it appears from our conversations, it is not so much the local world that should
benefit from European integration, but Western Europe which should learn the local
practices of intercultural dialogue, and the tried and trusted ways of managing cultural
diversity. This shifting of perspectives — who is going to be the coach and who is
going to be coached in European norms and standards — could be explained in terms
of a “peripheral complex,” which prompts disadvantaged groups to bring about a
reversal of the “normally” perceived order of things and, in this way, to render their
stigma as a positive value. It is rather obvious that the process of othering Eastness
is being felt more strongly here than in central Poland because many of our interlocu-
tors are Orthodox believers, and they feel excluded in a state where Roman Catholi-
cism is a dominating religion.

There was a local guidebook called “An Exotic Poland” or something like that. Many
people were indignant about it: why, living here, am I exotic? I am not exotic. I am
from the minority, someone else is from the majority. It depends on the point of view.
[A 2]
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The feeling of marginality thus permeates local thinking about Europe — or rather,
about the European Union. It is more visible in eager attempts to situate the local
world in the very heart of the imagined Europe. As Herzfeld (1996:130) suggested,
political marginality and the idea of historical centrality are often bound tightly
together.

“ENTERING SCHENGEN HAS BEEN A CATASTROPHE
FOR THIS REGION,” OR “WHERE ARE THE BORDERS
OF EUROPE?”

The Polish political border with Belarus and Ukraine, which has now become the
new castern border of the EU, plays a crucial role in local residents’ perception of
the EU and Europe as such. Bielsk Podlaski is situated 50 km from the border, but
that border was always important in the town’s social life. When we asked about its
significance for the inhabitants of Bielsk, before Schengen rules were implemented,?
people first of all pointed to its economic values — free exchange of commodities,
development of border trade, local markets, and small enterprise, giving local people
additional possibilities to earn a living. The “import” of wives for the local bachelors
who could not find willing candidates from their vicinity is also considered a signifi-
cant gain brought by the border:

Country girls from Belarus are eager to come here and they marry here and this is such
a demographic injection, for this a somewhat deserted land. [A 1]

Although the present eastern border of the EU overlaps with the eastern political
border of Poland, it is quite differently perceived and valued, especially after it was
closed and limitations on crossing it were introduced. The Polish-Belarusian (for-
merly the Polish—-Soviet) border had, for the 60 years of its existence, an important
sociocultural meaning. In spite of all the obstacles and difficulties connected with
crossing the border, it triggered a constant motion — the targets of which were not
only economic advantages, but also social and cultural exchanges, both in private life
and in institutional cooperation. And this was an exchange between equal partners:
the state border separated two equal political structures.

The present EU border modifies the former meanings of the Polish eastern border.
Indeed, the political strength and the unavoidable objectivity of its existence stand
in opposition to its previous symbolic value. The new geopolitical border of the EU
brings again a sense of obligation and limitation, which had been reduced during the
previous 60 years of the border’s functioning. The closing and strengthening of the
present border limits to a great extent the previous possibilities of using it as a
resource for making profit, and thus its arbitrariness becomes more perceptible. The
sudden change is perceived by local people, first of all, in terms of economy: local
companies dealing with international trade collapse; there are many fewer traders
from abroad at the local market; crossing the border is more difficult and expensive.
However, there are also further consequences mentioned: social activists complain
about serious limitations of international contacts and cooperation in the domain of
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culture and education, especially in the partnership with Belarus, which has been very
intense in the past.

We have now the pitiful results of Poland accessing Schengen, because I can only see
negative effects of it, me and people living here in the East, who do not have any busi-
ness in the West. [A 3]

The EU border in its symbolic dimension stands in contradiction with itself, because
as it is intended to draw a line of division between Europe and non-Europe, it
becomes a border of two incommensurable worlds. However, the political borders
of the EU fail evidently to meet the concept of Europe, as it is defined by our inter-
locutors. European integration means, in this case, a division of Europe into two
parts, cutting one of them off from a crucial part of European cultural heritage.

This is the main division, and the border arises from it, this new eastern wall, that is
Schengen, as it is called. There, behind this wall, is a world which defends traditional
values, their own. This is as it was thousands of years ago when Chinese emperors build
a wall to prevent another nation getting to the land of a great culture. [A 3]

Europeans are divided by this border with Belarus and Ukraine, because this part of
Europe is still not . . . We have still those states Belarus, Russia, which are still not in
the structures of EU, although they are in Europe. []J 2]

The former border had encouraged cultural differentiation between the inhabitants
of both sides, as expressed by their declarations of identity: Belarusians and Ukrain-
ians living in Poland claimed to be different to Belarusians and Ukrainians from the
other side of the border, and called themselves “Polish Belarusians” or “Polish
Ukrainians.” This was done to differentiate themselves from, but also align themselves
with, the people living beyond the border. The EU border does not encourage such
identifications. It politically excludes people who are “just the same as we are”; who
are Europeans just the same. Thus the border does not fulfill its crucial function: it
does not make the people living beyond it other and alien. This is why the European
Union cannot represent the locally imagined Europe; it is rather perceived as a politi-
cal institution dividing Europeans into ones who are “better,” who are in the EU
structures, and ones who are “worse,” who have been excluded. Therefore, it is
regarded as needless, arbitrarily imposed, separating.

For example Ukrainians. They are Europeans as Poles are. I meet them very often, I go
away. And especially now I know how aggrieved they are, how they are treated when
crossing borders . . . Not as people, especially by Polish customs officers. [T 2]

We would like if this European border did not exist, to move the border a bit further.
These people, it would be fine it Belarusians, Ukrainians also were associated with
Europe. Life would be easier for them, they have such great heritage and we could take
advantage and work together, cooperate. [A 2]

The opening of Poland’s western borders into the EU does not compensate for the
loss. It is eastern, not western, Europe, which is closest to this local world; the eastern
side is where many people have their business and interests. Bielsk residents find
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themselves in a liminal position — being both Western and Eastern, having a mission
to connect the two worlds, and a task which seems to compensate all the inconven-
iences of living on peripheries. Instead of marginalizing them, their borderland situa-
tion is perceived as making them more likely to be at the very center of Europe.

I have only one dream: that Europe would open to the East, that this Europe would
not be divided, because it is still divided, and I don’t speak about the Asian steppe,
because I don’t need them at all, but I speak about Belarus and Ukraine, because as
long as they won’t be unified, those different cultures of the West and the East . . . But
we are in the middle of all that. [T 1]

When asked about the boundaries of their imagined Europe, our interlocutors did
not refer to the political borders, but drew wider circles which testified to the Central
European situation of Bielsk. The common understanding is of a Europe that includes
both the West and the East. Such a concept of Europe, despite its geopolitical
borders, has primarily cultural connotations.

[ Where would you delimit the borders of Europe?] 1 would delimit such geographical
borders. I would certainly not cut here along the Belarusian or Russian border — quite
the opposite. As they run geographically . . . for me Europe associates with geographical
borders, so there is Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and some others there. . . . I would like,
I support Ukraine’s efforts to access the EU. It would be also good if Belarus accessed
it and Russia also. There should be one great community, we should not divide. [O 1]

[ Where, do you think, do the borders of Europe run?] On the Ionian Sea from the east,
and Kamchatka, and from the west up to Alaska. America and Africa are not Europe.
This is Australia, New Zealand, even Antarctica . . . So this is the most genuine Greek
Europe, because everything that is European comes from Greece and from Egypt
also. . . . But Europe has commenced even earlier, from Mesopotamia. [A 3]

CONCLUSION

The enhancement of control and restriction of the eastern border of the European
Union has separated the inhabitants of Bielsk from an important part of their world,
from the second half of their Europe. It has thus become anti-European as it cuts
Europe into two halves — instead of integrating, it separates East and West. From the
point of view of the inhabitants of Bielsk — who claim their region as being
the meeting point of two great civilizations, Latin and Byzantine — their town appears
to be at the very center of Europe, not on its periphery. They have no doubts that
the borderland of Catholicism and Orthodoxy, the symbiosis between Latin and
Byzantine tradition, is the most precious heritage they have to bequeath to a unified
Europe. Strong regional identity, emotional attachment to the place of their living,
rich regional traditions, and memories of the past make the locality full of cultural
content, giving a sense of being in the center of everything that is important. This
is the reason why the demand here for external ideologies coming from Brussels is
rather faint.
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Perhaps the new eastern border of the EU, a very strong symbolic sign of a divided
Europe, makes the inhabitants of Bielsk perceive the vision propagated by EU tech-
nocrats of a unified Europe as a mere political stratagem, and makes them especially
conscious of its illusoriness. Despite having a strong European identity, the inhabit-
ants of Bielsk do not eagerly call themselves citizens of the European Union. Their
negative attitude toward the shape of European integration as proposed is reinforced
by the disproportionate significance of the EU borders — their openness to the West
where most people do not have any interests, and their closure to the East where
their removal would be most desired. Thus it is the open world of the West, which
appears to be alien — not one’s own — and not the world of the East, separated by
the border, which is much closer because of its similar culture, mentality, and lan-
guage, and therefore ease of communication.

The closed political border contradicts the idea of an open borderland phenom-
enon (Kloskowska 1996); this is an everyday experience of Bielsk inhabitants. The
negation of practices most valued locally creates a distance to arbitrarily imposed
borders, which are not there to be negotiated but to definitely separate. The EU, by
establishing impassable borders to the East, orientalizing and excluding the closest
neighbors, people who are “the same as we are,” has made itself appear to be an
intrusive institution, because it does not correspond with the local images about the
shape of Europe and about the people living on the other side of the border. As
Anthony Cohen once argued (1985:98), “community exists in the minds of its
members . . . and . . . the reality of its boundaries similarly lies in the mind, in the
meanings which people attach to them, not in their structural forms.” It seems there-
fore that the sense of European cultural community promoted by the EU will not
be legitimized here for a long time, since the borders which mark the edge of the
political system lack their symbolic meaning.

NOTES

1 All the interviews were carried out by researchers Mirostaw Bieniecki, Piotr Binder, and
Mikotaj Pawlak in Bielsk Podlaski in winter 2008. The anonymous interviewees were the
representatives of local cultural activists [A], teachers [T], journalists [J], politicians [P],
and officials [O].

2 “Schengen” refers to an agreement concerning border controls within the EU and between
the EU and third countries. Signatory states commit to minimizing controls at borders
with other signatories while maintaining highly restrictive controls of their borders with
nonsignatories.
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1 3 European Politics,
CHAPTER Policies, and

Institutions

Marion Dewmossier

Given the chance, would European Union voters ban minarets on mosques, copying
the recent popular vote in Switzerland? Invite citizens to draft new EU legislation, and
would they demand new rights for the disabled, cleaner rivers and more aid for the
developing world? Or are Europeans in a sour, recession-struck mood: would they seek
tighter curbs on immigration, protectionist tariffs on Chinese imports, or new hurdles
to EU enlargement (bye-bye, Turkey)?

So asked the author Charlemagne in an article entitled “Allons, citoyens de I’Europe”
(2010), which warned the public of the consequences of adopting the “citizen’s
initiative” stipulated in Article 11, Paragraph 4 of the Lisbon Treaty. That document
commits the EU to an experiment in direct democracy: it will be possible to launch
the first European Citizens’ Initiatives from April 1, 2012. One million EU citizens
from a significant number of countries will be given the opportunity to propose new
draft laws. This development offers an excellent example of how Europe, its institu-
tions, and peoples, can provide a fascinating field for anthropological investigation,
revealing the many contradictory processes of transformation and redefinition that
are taking place.

In an article published by Social Anthropology, the journal of the European Asso-
ciation of Social Anthropologists (EASA), Andre Gingrich (2006:161) reminded us
of how these contested processes of “redefining” and “building” or “constructing”
Europe are profoundly shaped by the broader global context. The last decade brought
renewed urgency to the issue with the two successive cycles of EU enlargement, that
of' 2004 (the addition of Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithua-
nia, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia), and of 2007 (the addition of Romania
and Bulgaria), punctuated by the constitutional crisis following the referenda in
Ireland, France, and the Netherlands. International crises such as the Iraq war, the
supposed threat of global warming, the banking failure of 2008 and the subsequent
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recession, leading to a crisis of the eurozone, have forced Europe to try to redefine
itself internally and externally. Yet most of these attempts have been unsuccessful and
have created more tensions and doubts about the future of what Jean Monnet
described as “the laboratory of Europe.”

From six member states, the EU has expanded to 27, and is still envisaging further
expansion, creating new challenges in terms of the governance and the management
of a rich and varied diversity of cultures. The process of European integration has
oscillated between the protection of national interests by a multileveled system of
governance and a new supranational state looking for recognition as a legitimate
political actor. In this process, culture as a central category of discussion of European
integration has come to the fore. The institutional and political landscape created by
this “object politique non identific” (citing Jacques Delors) requires, according to most
commentators, the creation of a civic space to accompany its development and guar-
antee its democratic foundations. Without a demos, there will not be Europe, or
Europe will remain associated with those tasks that the nation cannot or does not
wish to deal with. As Kiirti (2008:27) has argued, “transnational bodies, such as the
EU, can decide on many things and there are growing possibilities and opportunities
to leave the former domestic domains and enter into the more open and larger EU
arena.” This is certainly true for the recently acceding countries. Yet despite its rapid
development and its growing presence in the public sphere, European integration
remains for the majority of its citizens a technobureaucratic policy-making process
that is treated with suspicion on account of a supposed lack of political legitimacy.
Some commentators such as the historian, Eli Barnavi, have described Europe as
frigid, incapable of inspiring. A “negative imaginary” dominates the public sphere:
very few articles are devoted to the positive aspects of the EU, a phenomenon Gin-
grich (2006:162) claims is partly explained by the inherent difficulties involved in
trying to conceptualize a political object which defies even the best efforts of political
and social scientists.

In the burgeoning field of studies addressing issues of Europeanization and inte-
gration at a time of transition, social anthropologists from different national traditions
have been to the fore in investigating themes pertaining to issues of culture, politics,
and identity. What is particularly innovative about their approach is that it aims to
address the links between political processes and culture in the widest sense of the
term. Most of the research conducted in this field seeks to examine whether or not
Europe could become a meaningful and emotional political object by analyzing the
representations and practices associated with the development of European integra-
tion and the various groups at the core of the process. Scholars have either studied
the EU from inside focusing on European institutions and the making of Europe as
a tapestry of cultures, or they have engaged with the process of Europeanization
defined by Borneman and Fowler (1997:48) as “an accelerated process and a set of
effects that are redefining forms of identification with territory and people.” In both
areas, they have generally adopted a critical stance adding layers of complexity to the
analysis, trying to unpack the cultural dimension of any political process and giving
more critical depth to the study of EU policy-making.

In their contribution to the wider debates about the concept of governance, policy-
making, and institutional culture, anthropologists differ radically from other social
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scientists in their approach to definitions of politics, identity, and culture. The volume
compiled and published in 2000 by Irene Bellier and Thomas Wilson, entitled An
Anthropology of the EU: Building, Imagining and Experiencing the New Europe, pro-
vides a striking example of what anthropology can bring to the study of European
integration. Presenting a series of microstudies based on the ethnographic analysis of
a wide variety of political sites with the global/local articulation of issues and their
effects, the editors defined the discipline’s contribution to the field of European inte-
gration as the science of man and a cultural critique of politics. According to Bellier
and Wilson (2000:2), the volume “seeks to delineate the ways in which culture acts
to distinguish or to obscure EU institutions, policies, leaders, ideologies, and values
in the daily lives of people on the peripheries and localities of the EU as well as those
at the centres of EU decision-making.” Unveiling the complexity of these political,
economic, and cultural transformations, anthropologists “have thus far proved the
European project to be a dynamic site of meaning making over which larger questions
of'sovereignty and identity are conveyed” (Firat 2009:5). Tensions between micro- and
macrolevels, or local and global scales, constitute the bulk of the work undertaken.

The recent eastern enlargement of the EU and the possible entry of Turkey,
Croatia, and Macedonia provide new challenges to the anthropological approach
toward European integration. Because of the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
new “confusing geopolitical conglomeration” (Kirti 2008:25) resulting from
the addition of Central and Eastern Europe, European policies and institutions are
facing another challenge which will add further complexity to the European project,
but also will provide anthropologists with a wider range of issues to tackle, be it in
terms of constituting a common worldwide research agenda (Ribiero and Escobar
2006) or in confronting different and/or similar intellectual traditions. Most of the
current work being undertaken by anthropologists remains confined to the micro-
level and largely defined by ethnographic methods failing to engage with wider
concerns. Trying to establish a European agenda and network for example around
the anthropology of farming communities has revealed to be a challenge as most of
the research remains disparate, fragmented, and lacking a cohesive framework.

This chapter aims to review some of the main areas of debate relating to European
integration, policies, and institutions by mapping out the scholarly literature pro-
duced by anthropologists from different national traditions and by bridging the
scholarly divide between East and West (Kiirti 2008). As a result, it will consider the
impact on European integration and democratization through the effects of policy-
making and governance. The study of European integration could be characterized
as an ongoing and healthy research area with a growing number of postgraduate
students attached to it, and with an increasing number of postgraduate Politics pro-
grams integrating the anthropological approach to Europe as a compulsory module.
This interest in anthropology is reflected in the development of interdisciplinary
methodologies based upon fieldwork and interviews that have been used in a number
of political and international relations research projects. However, this chapter aims
to concentrate primarily upon the anthropological dimension and where appropriate
its engagement with other disciplines. Increasingly anthropologists have adopted
innovative research methods when dealing with European integration, including
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multi-sited ethnography, illustrated by, for example, the work of Douglas Holmes
(2000) who has used heuristic means of questioning the intricacies of the local and
global. The recent field of anthropology of policy has also contributed to the redefi-
nition of some of the issues attached to European integration, notably through the
work of Cris Shore and Susan Wright (1997) and, more recently, Cris Shore’s con-
tribution Building Europe (2000). New and original themes have also emerged in
postcommunist countries, where scholars have examined the transformation of the
anthropological landscape following the Bologna Agreement and their integration
into a market economy, a different mode of governance, and Europe. As a result,
anthropological studies on European integration have proliferated, but they still
remain very fragmented.

QUESTIONING THE EU AND EUROPEAN INTEGRATION

Most social anthropologists would agree that the construction of the EU represents
one of the most exciting and profound developments in European politics and society
of the twentieth century (Shore 2000:xi). Qualified either as a “normative power,”
a “supra-national entity,” a “postnational government,” or a “transnational hybrid
power,” the EU has challenged our understanding of traditional politics. From its
inception during the 1950s, with the creation of the European Coal and Steel com-
munity, based on an economic integration between Germany, France, Italy, the
Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg, it has been transformed into a nearly fully
fledged hybrid state. As a result, it has captured the interest of a generation of anthro-
pologists careful to leave behind the nation-state and the postcolonial cultures
attached to it. Its very nature and the “bizarre” principles on which it has established
its premises challenge the notions of democracy and governance. Because of its
“exotic” characteristics and its hybrid post-Westphalian configuration, the EU crystal-
lizes another kind of exoticism and thus constitutes for social anthropologists an
exciting puzzle (Demossier 2007). The pervasive effects of European integration on,
for example, everyday European life has obliged the discipline to review its concepts,
tools, and methods, in an attempt to adapt to the challenge of multilocale fieldwork,
policy-focused culture, and multilevel governance which all provide serious obstacles
to any anthropological study.

In any study of the EU and European integration, a lot of ground has already
been mapped out by other disciplines (political sciences, international relations, soci-
ology, and policy-based research), especially in relation to macroprocesses of govern-
ance or discourse analysis. However, the anthropology of Europe remains quite
isolated and marginalized when examining European issues, compared to the fields
of international relations or political sciences. There is however a need for an inter-
disciplinary dialogue when dealing with notions of culture and identity through their
politicization. It is equally true that anthropological contributions to EU analysis,
which are often neglected, ought to provide a more complex microperspective of
issues of identity and culture than the ones traditionally deployed in the study of the
political sciences or international relations.
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The idea of questioning the nature of the EU and the process of European inte-
gration first appeared on the anthropologists’ intellectual radar in the late 1980s at
the time of the fall of the Berlin Wall. On November 9, 1989, the Berlin Wall was
pulled down and the border between East and West Germany was opened for the
first time in 28 years, leading to the reunification of Germany in October 1990. These
momentous events presented an immense challenge for the EU, and for anthropolo-
gists they marked the dawn of a new era. The end of the Cold War transformed the
geopolitical status of Europe. Leaving behind the study of French local politics,
the French anthropologist, Marc Abéles (1993), for example, began to study tran-
snational politics as practiced in the European Parliament. As he explained matters:
“From 1989 to 1992, I did field research on the European Parliament. I think this
was the first ever anthropological study of the EU, which at that time was still known
as the European Community” (Shore and Abéles 2004:10). A Franco-British team
composed of Marc Abéles and his colleagues, Irene Bellier and the British social
anthropologist, Maryon McDonald, was offered the opportunity by the Delors
cabinet and commission officials to conduct fieldwork inside the European Commis-
sion. The start of their mission coincided with the signing of the Maastricht Treaty
and the creation of the single market, both of which were key political changes neces-
sitating further public legitimacy and democratic support. As pointed out by political
scientists such as Michelle Cini, the focus on European Commission culture(s) was,
to a large extent, a byproduct of the blossoming of research on the EC, and more
specifically on its supranational nature, over the course of the 1990s.

In the course of their research, the Franco-British team questioned the nature of
Europe as a new multicultural political object, and while their respective publications
went in different directions, they nevertheless all contributed to a better understand-
ing of the EU as an institution. Key concepts such as “virtual Europe,” “unity in
diversity,” and “organizational and managerial cultures” demonstrated the ongoing,
dynamic flux of cultures attached to decision-making processes. Policy was defined
as negotiated between different sets of actors transforming the political machine into
a forward-looking entity creating new social categories which affected the relationship
between institutions and the EU’s population (Bellier and Wilson 2000:15). They
also underlined some of the values at the core of the project of European integration,
questioning the absence of a common direction taken by the EU or the formation
of a European elite of civil servants who could be characterized as truly European.
For Abéles (2004:1), the anthropological approach to EU institutions, which could
be defined by an endless quest and a lack of reflexivity, sheds some light onto the
evasive and contradictory nature of European integration. The nature of the project
is itself doubtful because in wanting to link “virtual Europe” to a sense of belonging
and collective identification, elites have never fully questioned the sense of purpose
of their trajectory: “Building Europe is a metaphor of construction in which the
end-product is in dispute, with the smaller feats of engineering required to get there
also being contested because of a lack of agreement about the reasons, methods, and
functions of the building itselt” (Bellier and Wilson 2000:17).

The same sense of confusion about the precise purpose of various cultural phases
designed to encourage a sense of collective European belonging was revealed by the
authors of the Franco-British research team, and has been repeated in more recent
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publications. During the 1990s, Cris Shore, for example, conducted the bulk of his
fieldwork in the European Commission (EC), but his position was less compromised
in the sense that his research had not been commissioned by it and was not subject
to the same political constraints. The area of cultural policy, especially in relation to
the communication of a European identity, formed the core of his research. He
argued that the European Commission’s cultural characteristics were a reflection of
the rules, norms, and the “system of political bargaining and networking” that per-
vaded the organization (Shore 2000:173), and that they bore the “stamp of the ideas
and practices that prevailed at the time of its creation” (2000:177). Highly critical,
Shore denies the success of the European Commission in creating a European identity
capable, by the application of political symbols and traditional tools through the
ingenious use of EC-funded “cultural actions,” of underpinning future integration.
The European Commission’s various cultural initiatives bore, for him, a striking
resemblance to the strategies and techniques used by national elites in the formation
of European nation-states during the nineteenth century (Shore and Abéles 2004:10).
Europeanness, as a cultural process, occupied most of his attention, but his overall
analysis remained critical of the European Commission and its culture, which accord-
ing to him was deemed to “create conditions that are ideal for encouraging practices
of fraud, nepotism, and corruption” (Shore 2000:176).

Since the publication of Bellier and Wilson’s volume on the EU, the study of
European politics, policies, and institutions has expanded beyond its traditional
“Western” frontiers to question some of the categories and constructions of the
dominant anthropological intellectual landscape, especially with the transformations
of Central and Eastern European anthropology following the collapse of the Soviet
Union in 1989. Laszlo Kiirti (2008:25), former president of EASA, has strongly
criticized the ways in which western traditions of European integration have largely
ignored the research produced by colleagues in Central and Eastern Europe. Ques-
tioning the effects of the enlargement on Eastern European anthropology, Kiirti
(2008:29) denounces what he sees as “a rather unbalanced, uneven, and unstable
European integration process, both in the political-economic and the cultural-
educational fields.” Referring to the work of the political scientist, Jan Zielonka
(2007), he discusses the extent to which joining the EU has changed the nature of
democracy in the new member states, and concludes that enlargement and EU
membership are far from rallying the masses. As he describes matters: “Citizens view
the results of the massive economic, judicial and political transformation as a neces-
sary headache causing high rates of unemployment, insecurity, crime, double-digit
inflation, and a relatively observable second-class status in Europe” (2008:27).
Moreover, if “both state and local governments have been enlarged, becoming more
and not less bureaucratic in that process” (2008:27), the effects of European inte-
gration might appear to be of variable and unequal benefit and might tend to further
marginalize new member states (Zielonka 2007:173). If anthropologists studying
postcommunist societies in Eastern Europe have turned from analyses of the cultural
practices of groups on the margins of modernizing state projects to accounts of how
communities are shaped by systemic changes in the political economy of states
(Wolfe 2000), the European Union has not yet become their prime object of
research.
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CULTURES AND POWER IN EU INSTITUTIONS

What seems to bridge the East and the West in terms of scholarly debates about the
process of European integration is the central role of policies, “norms,” or “standards”
implemented from above by the EU on to its member states through the cultural,
educational, or other spheres regardless of their diverse economic or political
situations. The use of a specific bureaucratic and managerial vocabulary such as “transi-
tion,” “normalization,” or “standardization” hides, in fact, a process of implementation
of a set of practices that are seen as major improvements of the national political
scenery, a kind of bureaucratic Western imperialism which, far from recognizing its
shortcomings, pretends to a universalistic mission of Europeanizing the vast populace.
This new European bureaucratic model has recently emerged in France, and several
research institutions such as the ANR (L.’Agence nationale de la recherche — National
Agency for Research) have adopted English alongside French, as well as some of the
practices of the EU managerial culture. Yet they often coexist with deep-rooted
national practices of institutional culture such as that of “fléchage” (a post already given
to somebody despite the call for applicants), which are still widely accepted.

“Europe” and its laws are increasingly encroaching on the daily lives of European
people from Portugal to Poland, but as Maryon McDonald (2005:3) has argued, the
European Union is policy centered, and self-defining “policy-makers” make up its
clite officials. The EU and its policies thus offer anthropologists a remarkable field
for the study of institutions and power, interpretation and meaning, ideology, rheto-
ric, and discourse, the politics of culture, ethnicity, and identity, and interactions
between the global and the local (Shore and Wright 1997). Wedel and Feldman
(2005:1) underlined the anthropologist’s contribution to the study of governance
and policy-making. Anthropology offers a distinctive approach because it constructs
its object of study in a particular dynamic, contested, and fluid way: it uses a multi-
faceted methodology based on an array of methods such as ethnography, the
“extended case method,” and discourse analysis. Finally, it theorizes policy processes
using power relations and interactions of parties. The ability to match microperspec-
tives derived from intense fieldwork with holistic macroperspectives derived from
inductive reasoning and comparativism (Gingrich and Fox 2002) defines the anthro-
pological perspective. Yet several obstacles remain because of the nature of the
institutions involved in the making of Europe which necessitate full participant obser-
vation. As Verlot (2001:351) has argued: “It is only by participating and knowing
the consequences of this kind of work that one is able to begin to understand the
full complexity of institutions and escape the trap of coming to see them as bodies
characterised by unity and common function.”

By being commissioned to study the culture of the EC, the Franco-British team
appeared to have been able to examine the culture of the European Commission in
depth. Yet if my analysis of their various publications is correct, their approach was
not characterized by long-term participant observation of everyday practices in the
European Commission, but by a multi-sited ethnography of some of the sites. In
their study, the three researchers were asked to investigate “the existence or not of
a specific Commission culture, plus the weight of the different languages and national
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cultural traditions and their impact on working relationships, and how a European
identity might emerge in such a context.” As the authors believed that ideas and
action are enmeshed, they showed that culture was inseparable from politics and other
aspects of organizational life, a plethora of competing cultures constructed on the
basis of nationality and language, but also at times built around departmental identi-
ties tied closely to specific policy areas or functions performed (Abéles et al. 1993).
Their main contribution to the analysis of institutional culture and policy-making is
to give credit to the complex range of choices facing politicians, be it in terms of
their dealings with the multicultural nature of their daily encounters or the growing
importance of managerial training. This working culture has shifted from the agent
of “the construction of Europe” to a managerial type of culture encapsulated by one
of Maryon McDonald’s respondents who said of the younger generations of staft:
“we had a European ideal and now they have to go to management courses to learn
motivation” (McDonald 1996). Interestingly enough, the idea of a European training
school created on the same basis as the French Grandes Ecoles was suggested by
anthropologists such as Iré¢ne Bellier, and has now been given form.

These aspirations may have been particularly strong in what one official called “the
heroic age when building Europe was the business of a few enthusiasts,” but this is
no longer the case. Problems of communication, misunderstanding of cultural tradi-
tions, pluralism, and opacity are widely prevalent amongst these bureaucrats who
tried to aim at a “common good” defined by Abéles as a “floating signifier” (2000),
which oscillates between what is best for Europe and what is dictated by their national
affiliation. Abéles quoted Claude Lévi-Strauss using this concept of “floating signi-
fier” to designate notions that are both essential and vague, allowing for their evoca-
tion alone to be of great significance. It is a marking function and it attests to the
power of acknowledgement attributed to this concept. Bargaining and negotiating
have become central to the governance of the EU.

Shore, on the other hand, adopted a more distanced methodology, combining a
wide array of techniques such as interviews, attendance at a daily round of EU activi-
ties for six months, conversations, meetings, and exchanges as well as the use of
statistical data, survey research, historical archives, textual analysis, and biographies
(2000:7-8). Some commentators have criticized his claim to have identified evidence
of a homogenous “nation-building” bureaucracy, which seems far from the realities
of Brussels and which he depicts as a united and homogeneous group of EU elites
seemingly defined by frauds and corruption. Marc Verlot, anthropologist by back-
ground but actively involved in EU affairs, argues against the view that policy-makers
and EU civil servants can be analyzed as a united and coherent group of individuals
“benders of the truth and, at worst, potential participants in corruption” (Verlot
2001:350) embodying the system that they represent. Advocating the understanding
of social relations by paying more attention to the human agency within institutions
and behind policies, Verlot provides the anthropologist with a more useful theoretical
perspective. Verlot underlines the nature of the contradictory tasks facing these elites,
the angst and fear of making a wrong decision, the accountability associated with
it, the complex nature of the individuals composing the group of policy-makers, and
their human condition. He argues persuasively that “policy is (wo)man made, a
subjective process as much as a product, made through daily negotiation” (2001:347).
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Recent works conducted on policy-making in the EU have indeed underlined the
complexity and nonunified characteristics of the world of policy-makers which cannot
be reduced to a top-down process or to an elitist decision. Most policy-making areas
have to adapt to the pressures of globalization, and have increasingly become multi-
leveled and multidimensional in nature, requiring us to take into account not only
the civil servant’s work of transcribing a complex situation into a legal document,
but also national and regional or group views represented by lobbyists or NGOs.
New paradigms of governance have thus been conceptualized by European integra-
tion specialists to illustrate this growing complexity. The example of agricultural
policy, one of the oldest areas of policy-making in the EU, and one which has been
significantly affected by the pressures of enlargement, has been exemplified by the
work of Isabelle Garzon (2007) an insider in the European Commission. She dem-
onstrated how, since the Uruguay Round Agreement, complex agricultural policy
reforms have necessitated a different approach from European policy-makers, sug-
gesting that the macro- dimension to policy-making cannot be ignored by anthro-
pologists. Fieldwork conducted in 2009 in French wine regions illustrates the growing
salience of globalization and Europeanization in professional discourses. For some
EU members Europe has undeniably become a relevant category of representation
as well as an “imagined, but contested community.”

Another striking illustration of the complex and contextualized nature of EU
policy changes is provided by the growing importance of the bottom-up level of
governance, such as lobbyists. Several examples could be given of bottom-up social
and professional movements which have developed and have entered the global arena.
The Slow Food movement as well as the iconic figure of José Bové incarnate the
antiglobal stance which characterizes some European societies. The development of
local products and foodstufts accompanied by the revitalization of rural festivals has
struck a chord with urban dwellers in quest of their roots. A few miles from Millau,
the cradle of the French antiglobalization movement, wine producers from
Languedoc—Roussillon have, however, a different story to tell about modernity, fight-
ing what they see as the EU’s “traditional and backward” definition of wine-making.
A recent project conducted between 2005 and 2008 by INRA (Institut national de
la recherche agronomique — Institute of Agronomic Research) and an interdisciplinary
team composed of biologists, sensorial analysts, economists, and sociologists, funded
by the ANR, examined the possibility of producing wines with lower alcohol content,
advocating a rupture with traditional zerroir products. Appointed as an anthropologist
to lead the consumption team, I was struck by the modern, liberal, and pro-European
stance of the local wine professionals who embraced globalization, competition, and
the free market. The project was an example of a bottom-up attempt to engage with
Europe, and I was able to witness the power of the wine lobby which negotiated
directly with the EC with the aim of provoking a change in the legal definition of
wine production. This offers an illustration of the complex and multilevel context
when engaging with Europe as a political and administrative force.

Adopting a macro- and policy-oriented perspective, social anthropologists in
Central and Eastern Europe provide a fresh and more critical stance toward issues of
EU policy-making. Focusing on different national case studies, they argue that EU
policies might lead to a Europe traveling at different speeds (Zielonka 2007; Ekiert
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2008) and threaten democracy. According to Kiirti (2008:28), the hegemony of EU
policies risks the further marginalization of new member states, with the sole excep-
tion of Poland (the largest of them), which might lead to serious political, economic,
and foreign policy conflicts in the future. Tensions between national discourses and
new forms of identification also prove to be crucial. As a result, a growing number
of scholars from Central and Eastern Europe have started to examine the constitution
of this new bureaucratic culture, questioning for example how the first generation of
Slovene civil servants within the EU construct Europeanness through their move to
Brussels and their negotiation with categories of the “East” and “West” (Bajuk Sencar
2008) or how in Macedonia accession to the EU has impacted on religious and ethnic
boundaries in a village composed of Muslims and Orthodox Christians (Marcin Lubas
2008). The impact of EU construction and of its political effects on everyday life still
remains embryonic in terms of anthropological analysis, and the fragmentation of the
research landscape, with very few interdisciplinary dialogues, remains a major obstacle
for the development of the discipline. Yet the process of Europeanization creates
further differentiation and complexity in the cultural arena, which makes the role of
anthropology more vital than ever in the political sphere.

POLICIES IN PLACES, EXPERIENCING EUROPE

With 27 member countries and a population of nearly half a billion, the EU covers
a large part of the European continent. On the Europa Web site (europa.eu), a
recently added category named “Take Part” illustrates the growing consciousness of
its need to gain popular legitimacy and to ensure further consolidation in the public
sphere. As a result of the failure of the constitutional treaty to be directly ratified by
the Netherlands and France, the EU sought to develop alternative ways of involving
Europeans in its decision-making processes. That the EU is obliged to ask its citizens
to “Have your say on European policies,” reveals very clearly the ongoing crisis of
legitimacy that it faces. Shore and other anthropologists have discussed the invention
and use of statistics in creating categories of social perception. In his book Building
Europe, Shore (2000) argues that since 1990, new Eurobarometer and Eurostat
statistics have become powerful instruments for creating knowable, quantifiable and
hence more tangible and governable “European populations” and “European space”;
they are also powerful molders of consciousness that furnish the metaclassifications
within which identities and subjectivities are formed. There has not been, to my
knowledge, any serious anthropological study of these new instruments, and espe-
cially of how they were constituted or are currently reassessed. Yet they offer a valu-
able indicator of how the EU is constructing Europe through categorizations, but
also how Europe is perceived, and they are systematically cited without being ques-
tioned by social scientists, which clearly has implications for any discussion of
policy-making.

If we examine public attitudes toward policy-making in detail, it is interesting to
note that the EU is felt to play an important role especially in relation to global issues
where the nation-state is not expected to be the sole actor. A majority of Europeans
believe that the EU plays a positive role in 9 of the 15 policy areas included in the
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survey. In fact, an outright majority feel that the EU plays a positive role in research
and environmental protection (51% each) in their country. Close to half of Europeans
deliver a positive assessment with regard to the EU’s role in the fight against climate
change (48%) and more than four out of ten Europeans believe that the EU plays a
positive role in their country’s security (44%), the role of their country in the world
(42%), and consumer safety (42%). More than a third of Europeans think that the
EU plays a positive role in their country in terms of the energy supply (39%), fighting
crime (38%), and the economic situation (36%). In two other areas, Europeans are
more divided about the role of the Union: agriculture, where a third of Europeans
feel that the EU plays a positive role but where, equally, a third think that the EU’s
role is negative (33% each); and the healthcare system, where four out of ten Euro-
peans believe that the EU’s role is neither positive nor negative (40%).'

If these statistics provide evidence of a growing recognition of the role of the EU
in global affairs, they do not shed much light on how issues are perceived and expe-
rienced at either national or local level. Zabusky (2000:179) has suggested that
“when it comes to standardizing and centralizing European policy on a variety of
issues, people seem to hold tighter to their local identities.” Anthropological studies
of policy-making, at the local level of city or province, including policy arenas of
agriculture and fisheries, and the cultural and regional policies of European integra-
tion, have attested to the fact that policy-makers act within a cultural interpretative
framework that is visible to an ethnographic eye which enables the ethnographer to
document the process rather than simply the product of policy-making (for example
Firat 2009:6). They have also demonstrated with conviction that the project of a
united Europe very often creates a stark contrast between what occurs under the
labels of professionalism and policy within the EU’s institutions, and what relates to
issues of citizenship, national identity, and feelings of belonging among European
individuals, in their localized contexts (Bellier and Wilson 2000:15). The ethnogra-
phy of Burgundian wine-growing communities that I have conducted over the last
20 years offers one example of how issues continue to be framed in local /global
terms rather than national and/or European and that the sense of belonging in this
part of the world is still based on having “three graves in the cemetery” (Demossier
1999, 2010).

Interactions between local /regional identities and the cultural resources provided
by the EU is an area where anthropologists have demonstrated convincingly that
culture can play a formative role in creating new imaginings of the locality. Indeed,
discourses on local culture have often been constructed around counterreactions to
intense processes of globalization, and local cultures are presented as the provider of
new resources for social and economic growth. In his analysis of construction
of heritage in the Pays Cathare, or the Ulster-Scots heritage, Ullrich Kockel (2007:85—
101) examined processes where culture and identity are utilized under the banner of
“heritage” for tourist development. Most cultural traditions can be seen as vibrant
and organic forces challenging the fixation of cultural heritage, and the EU may find
itself'in a difficult position as identities will not simply respond to political processes.
Kockel argues that the expanding EU will therefore find it increasingly difficult to
engineer a coherent European identity perceived as based on a common past, and
this will be even more difficult when European heritage is viewed as fluid, undefined,
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and ambiguous in its expression. The Morvan, which was the political fief of the
French president, Fran¢ois Mitterrand, is a helpful example of the complex interaction
between national and local attempts to fashion identities. In 1990, Mitterrand decided
to create two museums using EU funding designed to record the history of two local
examples of migrations — those of the nourrices (wetnurses) to Paris and the galvachers
(male cattle drivers) from this notoriously poor region. I was appointed by the local
maire to research the galvache, as part of an EU-funded project. In the course of my
fieldwork, I rapidly ran into opposition from local historians, folklorists, and political
actors who were all determined that the galvache be established as a male equivalent
to the well attested history of the nourrices. When I presented my conclusion stating
that there were no historical or ethnographic evidence of a male migration of the
same extent, and that this was purely a folkloric and local invention, the local com-
munity reacted vehemently and ignored my findings. Moreover, a few years later,
after the election of a new maire, who was in fact one the local folklorists, they
tampered with the content of the local museum established on the basis of my
research to suit their local definition of the Morvan as a new emblematic region. This
project funded by the EU became framed in national and local terms to serve specific
political interests.

Another example of the tensions between different cultural forms is provided by
the growing economic importance attributed to food and foodstuffs in the EU and
the ways in which access to the various labels of geographical origin has a direct
impact on regions and the identities attached to them. In 1992 the EU enacted a
regulatory framework which certified and authenticated products with a specific place
of origin — terroir — and this subsumed and incorporated national legislation. The
regulations create International Property Rights which cover a rising proportion of
world trade in foodstufts, and have created major tensions within the World Trade
Organization (Pratt 2007:290). Numerous ethnographic studies (Faure 1999;
Grasseni 2003) have been devoted to analyzing the social and economic transforma-
tions following the recognition of products and the economic systems put in place
as a result. Presented as traditional local products, they are not survivals as such, and
they are frequently the result of sustained commercial activity, state regulatory systems
and international trade agreements (Pratt 2007:291). Yet without their recognition,
they would have not survived in the market economy. Their legal status has facilitated
the establishment of a wider network of experts and the organization of a consortium
of producers working closely with chambers of commerce and the tourist industry.
They have also contributed to the local economic revitalization of specific areas which
otherwise would be qualified as in decline. Yet my own research on terroir in Bur-
gundy reveals to what extent the discourse on terroir has also been socially con-
structed by a wide range of interested actors and how many producers have been
marginalized in the process (Demossier 2010).

Multiculturalism and cultural policy provide another significant area of preoccupa-
tion for policy-makers and anthropologists. In a recent publication entitled The
Multiculturalism Blacklash: European Discourses, Policies and Practices (2010), Steven
Vertovec and Susanne Wessendorf argue that politicians and public intellectuals have
increasingly criticized a perceived shift toward “too much diversity.” Yet at the same
time, policy-makers in Europe are increasingly framing cultural policies in terms of
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national security, a trend that is tied to the neo-right’s success in establishing immi-
gration as a subject of mainstream political debate (Feldman 2005:2). Although in
its constitutional charter, Europe, as a multicultural society, advocates and guarantees
the protection of minorities and emphasizes the establishment of the conditions for
preserving cultural diversity, discourse on European identity remains one of essential-
ism, ethnocentrism, racism, and exclusion, just like the national identities on which
it is modeled (Grillo 2007:78). These contradictions are at the core of any discus-
sion of European identity, and its future development encapsulates many of the
potential conflicts between a top-down model of European legislation and the desire
to build Europe from the bottom up by taking into account the aspirations of
its citizens.

Anthropological studies conducted in different nation-states have examined the
issue of exclusion and inclusion by focusing on the language of policies or on how
migrants have adapted to some of the challenges posed by the nation-state in terms
of integration. They have tended to adopt a critical stance toward the politics of
immigration and integration, but they have also endorsed the necessary imperative
of adopting a broader perspective on these questions. The work of Didier Fassin, for
example, on the “Biopolitics of Otherness” (2001), illustrates this point and raises
important issues concerning the status and treatment of the multicultural question
in Europe. In France, as in most Western European countries, the question of illegal
immigration has become a critical public policy issue. The creation of the Schengen
space represented an attempt to bring a policy solution to issues of mobility and work
at the European level — but one whose limits are clearly revealed by the continuing
influx of immigrants from the Balkans to the Italian coast and from Africa to Spanish
beaches. Examining how biopolitics affects the definition of otherness in France,
Fassin argues that its legal basis is established on one major foundation, the recogni-
tion of the body as the ultimate site of political recognition, but in reality it takes
two parallel paths. On the one hand, the suffering body manifests itself as the ultimate
(but not unique) resource, supplanting all other social justifications for immigrants
to be granted legal status and residing in a basic right to keep oneself alive as long
as possible. This is a minimalist vision, but one which tends toward a universal
horizon. The racialized body, on the other hand, extends from the foreigner to the
national and introduces internal frontiers founded on physical difference. This is a
discriminatory concept, which creates hierarchies among people.

Another illustration of the shifts of representations operating in the postcolonial
context in Europe could be given by the example of the museum sector in France
(Demossier 2008). While some of the national museums devoted to the study of
“Other” have closed their doors, new museums have been launched: for instance,
the Quai Branly or the Cité nationale de I’histoire de 'immigration (CNHI). While
it could be argued that these new museums have emerged against the background
of Europeanization and globalization, the exhibitions themselves continue to be
framed in national terms. Several Anglo-Saxon commentators have raised the various
tensions and contradictions in the nature of such projects, but they have found
themselves largely ignored by these institutions. Outside Paris, similar projects con-
ducted at local level and well implanted in local and social terms have achieved greater
success and have also bridged some of the gaps between different types of visitors,
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enabling a more successful kind of integration exemplified by the exhibitions held in
Lyon during 2008 and 2009.

FROM POLICIES TO POLITICS AND SOCIETIES:
FEARS IN THE IMAGININGS OF EUROPE

As discussed previously, policies play a major role in the shaping of Europe, and as
such contribute to the ways in which local populations experience and imagine the
EU. Bellier and Wilson (2000:17) have argued that institutional discourses have a
direct impact on the construction of European identity, inside and outside institu-
tional boundaries. The deterritorialization of political practices and policies means
that the European discourse and vision — even if incoherent and heterogeneous —
penetrates other levels of society and therefore shapes some of the ways of imagining
Europe. In return, individuals, groups, political parties, or nations engage with the
European sphere in an effort to impose their vision or protect their interests. The
politicization of culture has come to play a major role in several of the national
debates, as has been the case in Norway or more recently in France, demonstrating
the limits of the use of culture in the political arena.

At a national level, the issues of multiculturalism and immigration have become
an increasingly significant and contested part of the political agenda. In France, for
example, President Sarkozy has launched a major debate on national identity, result-
ing in, amongst other things, a proposal to outlaw the burqa in public buildings.
Several anthropologists have commented on the increasing upsurge of “cultural
anxiety” (Grillo 2003) exploited by political parties of both the mainstream and the
fringe together with a “backlash against difference” (Grillo 2002:15) and a reassertion
of core values. France, to some extent, crystallizes these cultural anxieties, and the
election of Sarkozy in 2007 was seen by some commentators as the triumph of both
the right and extreme right. Yet, paradoxically, the president immediately appointed
left-wing ministers, illustrating the new kind of ideological shift in political beliefs
defined by Douglas Holmes (2000) as “integralism.” In a fascinating study of the
European Union, Holmes (2000) demonstrated convincingly the links between what
he perceived as “fast-capitalism” and what he called “integralism,” a term he applied
to those political movements or parties in Europe that are capable of integrating
heterogeneous elements that appear to be neither “left nor right,” “integralism”
being defined as a sensibility under which he subsumes all kinds of chauvinistic, ter-
ritorially based essentialism that, in its most benign form, enables people to maintain
their ethnic identity and solidarity within the context of an increasingly pluralistic
society. For Holmes, “integralism” plays a key role in shaping mainstream political
discourse on Europe and exclusionary policy practices.

The rejection of the EU constitution by French and Dutch voters in spring 2005
could be seen as a landmark in the project of further European integration, although
in reality for many the vote was seen as an opportunity to pass judgment on the
national government. However, one might ask if Europe has really something to do
with this rejection, as most voters had little or no knowledge of Europe and its
projects. The political climate was described as tense and questions were raised both
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about the development of Europe without the blessing of Europeans and the impact
of a growing multicultural context. Yet most political leaders decided in the second
round of “democratic consultation” to use their national parliaments to ratify the
revised constitutional treaty. Among the various anxieties raised by the European
public during the consultative process, issues of immigration and integration were
seen of primary concern. A rhetoric of belonging seems to have taken more salience
in various parts of the European continent. Across political parties and national
debates, the definition of “others” has penetrated the political sphere. According to
Gingrich (2006:197), the position most of these right-wing political parties and
movements take toward multicultural topics in general, and the issue of immigration
and integration in particular, can be identified as a major similarity among them.
Specific essentialized forms of identity have always served as important mobilizing
factors in the success of these groups and parties.

What seems to be undeniable is that so far Europeanization has provoked a power-
ful discourse of negativity which represents an obstacle for further political integra-
tion. Anthropologists have contributed to the critical assessment of Europe as a
political object, by engaging more forcefully with some of the key issues set up by
the European Union. Iréne Bellier (2008:605-616) noted recently the relative
absence of social anthropologists in the European Research Area, which she sees as
a world to be built. By engaging with other disciplines such as political sciences and
international relations, and by fighting nationally defined disciplinary boundaries and
adopting a constructive approach to the establishment of a collective research agenda,
anthropologists of Europe and its institutions can become more visible and can be
heard.

CONCLUSION

As discussed in this chapter, policy-making has been a focus of many anthropological
studies of European integration and Europeanization, but work remains to be done
in terms of consolidating the discipline’s position in the field of European Studies.
The “Anthropology of Europe” needs to establish itself as a recognized research
landscape through the establishment of an ambitious research program, through a
dialogue with other social sciences, especially politics and international relations, and
the development of a postgraduate community. This could be achieved through
various strategies, but the visibility of the discipline needs to be emphasized through
more collaboration and discussion of anthropology’s distinctive contribution. The
European research agenda should also take account of new EU members, and new
methodological or intellectual issues ought to be discussed in a constructive fashion,
as was the case with publications dealing with multiculturalism or belonging (Modood
and Werbner 1997; Gingrich and Banks 2006).

According to Michael Herzfeld (2008), anthropology has long served as the basis
of a critique of Western supremacism, which makes it politically unpopular in many
circles. For him, it is nevertheless important as the source of grassroots-level insights
into concealed dimensions of cultural politics, including the contents of various
countries’ zones of cultural intimacy, the dynamics of racism within “civil society,”
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and especially because it serves as the most substantive critique of Eurocentrism (the
uncritical assumption of Western, and especially European, superiority). For all these
reasons, anthropology is a source of critique; it is also, from the perspective of some
of the more rigid state structures, subversive — but this is what renders it important,
since (unlike some other social sciences) it is not commonly implicated in large-scale
policy-making. By combining ethnographic and empirical research with a cultural
perspective, anthropologists are in a unique position to offer a critical interpretation
of the process of European integration and to illustrate the impact of culture in any
process of political change. Both international relations and the political sciences have
witnessed a cultural turn in recent years, and perhaps it is time for anthropologists
to engage further with these disciplines and contribute to the wider debates surround-
ing the European question and the issue of culture.

A growing number of academics have started to question the social constructions
and categorizations attached to the concept of Europe. By the same token, national
ethnographies are reevaluated within a more European or global context which sees
both debates about teaching and research at national level. The volume published by
Peter Skalnik in 2007 entitled Anthropology: Teaching and Research reflects this trend
in Central and Eastern Europe. As pointed out by Bellier and Wilson (2000:1-27),
Europe is as much a construction as it is a reality, which makes the anthropological
discipline the perfect match for an understanding of social and cultural processes.
The study of European integration is dominated by the growing role of political sci-
ences, which has frequently borrowed some of anthropology’s qualitative methodo-
logical tools. Time is ripe to engage with other disciplines and bring our cultural
expertise back to the center of the debate on the EU and on the relationship between
culture and politics.

NOTES

1 The above statistics are gathered from the Eurobarometer survey of 2009 and can be
found at http://www.curoparl.curopa.cu/pdf/curobarometre /EB70,/5603Elections
Europeennes_finalEN.pdf (accessed November 5, 2011).

REFERENCES

Abéles, Marc

1993 Political Anthropology of a Transnational Institution: The European Parliament.
French Politics and Society 11(1):1-19.

2000 Virtual Europe. Iz An Anthropology of the European Union: Building, Imagining
and Experiencing the New Europe. Iréne Bellier and Thomas M. Wilson, eds. pp. 31-52.
Oxford: Berg.

2004 Debating the European Union: An Interview with Cris Shore and Marc Abéles.
Anthropology Today 20(2):10-15.

Bellier, Irene, and Thomas M. Wilson, eds.

2000 An Anthropology of the European Union: Building, Imagining and Experiencing

the New Europe. Oxford: Berg.



228 MARION DEMOSSIER

Bellier, Irene
2008 L’anthropologie dans I’Espace européen de la recherche: Un monde a construire.
In L’Europe et ses ethnologies. Theme Issue. Ethnologie francaise 4:605-616.
Borneman, John, and Nick Fowler
1997  Europeanization. Annual Review of Anthropology 26:487-514.
Charlemagne
2010 Allons, citoyens de ’Europe. Economist January 14. Electronic document. http://
www.economist.com/node /15269065 (accessed December 29, 2011).
Demossier, Marion
1999 Hommes et vins: Une anthropologie du vignoble bourguignon. Dijon: Editions
universitaires de Dijon.
2007 The European Puzzle: The Construction of European Identities at a Time of Transi-
tion. Oxford: Berghahn.
2010 Wine Drinking Culture in France: A National Myth or a Modern Passion? Cardiff:
University of Wales Press.
Ekiert, Grzegorz
2008 Dilemmas of Europeanization: Eastern and Central Europe after the Enlargement.
Acta Slavica Iaponica 25:1-28.
Fassin, Didier
2001 The Biopolitics of Otherness: Undocumented Foreigners and Racial Discrimination
in French Public Debate. Anthropology Today 17(1):3-7.
Faure, Muriel
1999  Un produit agricole “affiné” en objet culturel. Terrain 33:81-92.
Feldman, Gregory
2005 Essential Crises: A Performative Approach to Migrants, Minorities and the Euro-
pean Nation State. Anthropological Quarterly 78(1):213-246.
Firat, Bilge
2009 Negotiating Europe /Avrupa: Prelude for an Anthropological Approach to Turkish
Europeanization and the Cultures of EU Lobbying in Brussels. European Journal of
Turkish Studies 9:1-17.
Garzon, Isabelle
2007 Reforming the Common Agricultural Policy: History of a Paradigm Change.
London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Gingrich, Andre
2006 Introduction: Re-defining Europe: Perspectives From Socio-Cultural Anthropol-
ogy. Social Anthropology 14(2):161-162.
Gingrich, Andre, and Marcus Banks, eds.
2006 Neo-nationalism in Europe. Oxford: Berghahn.
Gingrich, Andre, and Richard G. Fox, eds.
2002 Anthropology by Comparison. London: Routledge.
Grasseni, Christina
2003 Packaging Skills: Calibrating Cheese to the Global Market. Iz Commodifying Eve-
rything. Susan Strasser, ed. pp. 259-288. London: Routledge.
Grillo, Ralph
2002 Towards a Multicultural Europe. Slovak Foreign Policy Affairs 3(2):12-22.
2003 Cultural Essentialism and Cultural Anxiety. Anthropological Theory 3(2):
157-173.
2007 European Identity in a Transnational Era. In The European Puzzle: The Political
Structuring of Cultural Identities at a Time of Transition. Marion Demossier, ed.
pp. 67-82. Oxford: Berghahn.



EUROPEAN POLITICS, POLICIES, AND INSTITUTIONS 229

Herzfeld, Michael
2008 Cultural Intimacy and the Reconfiguration of Nationalism in 21st-Century Europe:
“Bringing People In.” Paper presented at the Seminar Anthropological Perspectives in
a Changing Europe. Florence, October 23-24.
Holmes, Douglas R
2000 Integral Europe: Fast-capitalism, Multiculturalism, Neofascism. Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press.
Kockel, Ullrich
2007 Heritage versus Tradition: Cultural Resources for a New Europe. Iz The European
Puzzle: The Political Structuring of Cultural Identities at a Time of Transition. Marion
Demossier, ed. pp. 85-101. Oxford: Berghahn.
Kirti, Laszlo
2008 East and West: The Scholarly Divide in Anthropology. Anthropological Notebooks
14(3):25-38.
Labas, Marcin
2008 Culture Across Cultures: Social Boundaries and Mutuality in a Western Macedonian
Village. Paper presented at the European Association of Social Anthropologists, Llu-
bljana, August 26-30.
McDonald, Maryon
1996  “Unity in Diversity.” Some Tensions in the Construction of Europe. Social Anthro-
pology 4(1):47-60.
2005 EU Policy and Destiny: A Challenge For Anthropology. Anthropology Today
21(1):3-4.
Modood, Tariq, and Pnina Jane Werbner, eds.
1997 The Politics of Multiculturalism in the New Europe. London: Macmillan.
Pero, Davide
2008 Doing Ethnography and Getting Involved: Reflections From Researching Immigra-
tion, Exclusion and Resistance. Paper presented at the European Association of Social
Anthropologists, Ljubljana, August 26-30.
Pratt, Jeff
2007 Food Values: The Local and the Authentic. Critique of Anthropology 27(3):
285-300.
Ribiero, Gustavo Links, and Arturo Escobar, eds.
2006 World Anthropologies: Disciplinary Transformations within Systems of Power.
Wenner—Gren International Symposium Series.
Sencar, Bajuk
2008  Shifts in European Identity within the Institutions of the European Union. Paper
presented at the European Association of Social Anthropologists Conference, Llubljana,
August 26-30.
Shore, Cris
2000 Building Europe: The Cultural Politics of European Integration. London:
Routledge.
2004 Debating the European Union: An Interview with Cris Shore and Marc Abéles.
Anthropology Today 20(2):10-15.
Shore, Cris, and Susan Wright, eds.
1997  Anthropology of Policy: Ciritical Perspectives on Governance and Power. London:
Routledge.
Skalnik, Peter, ed.
2005 Studies in Sociocultural Anthropology, vol. 3. Anthropology: Teaching and
Research. Prague: SetOut.



230 MARION DEMOSSIER

Verlot, Marc

2001 Are Politicians Human? Problems and Challenges of Institutional Anthropology.

Social Anthropology 9(3):345-353.
Vertovec, Steven, and Suzanne Wessendorf

2010 The Multiculturalism Backlash: European Discourses, Policies and Practices.
London: Routledge.

Wedel, Janine R., and Gregory Feldman

2005 Why an Anthropology of Public Policy. In Theme issue. Anthropology Today
21(1):1-2.

Wilson, Thomas M.

1998 An Anthropology of the European Union, from Above and Below. Iz Europe in
the Anthropological Imagination. Susan Parman, ed. pp. 148-156. Upper Saddle River:
Prentice Hall.

Wolfe, Thomas.C.

2000 Cultures and Communities in the Anthropology of Eastern Europe and the Former

Soviet Union. Annual Review of Anthropology 29:195-216.
Zabusky, Stacia E.

2000 Boundaries at Work: Discourses and Practices of Belonging in the European Space
Agency. In An Anthropology of the European Union: Building, Imagining and Expe-
riencing the New Europe. Ir¢ne Bellier and Thomas M. Wilson, eds. pp. 179-200.
Oxford: Berg.

1995 Launching Europe: An Ethnography of European Cooperation in Space Science.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Ziclonka, Jan

2007 Europe as Empire: The Nature of the Enlarged European Union. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.



III European Heritages

PART



1 Presencing
CHAPTER Europe’s Pasts

Sharon Macdonald

How people variously experience, construct, perform, contest, and understand the
past has become the focus of intense interest and extensive ethnographic research in
the anthropology of Europe. It is discussed under numerous labels, such as social
memory, historical consciousness, commemorative practice, and cultural heritage;
and it is bound up with a massive expansion of interest in these and related topics
elsewhere in the academy and in popular culture. The field is vast, and this chapter
does not attempt a survey. Instead, through selected examples — many of which come
from the fieldwork areas in which I have worked myself — it seeks to highlight what
I take to be significant developments, themes, debates, and approaches.

The history of interest in questions about the past is not uniform across the
anthropology of Europe. In most continental European countries, history has always
been a central and in some respects taken-for-granted aspect of the discipline, with
historical methods, including oral history, frequently employed. In British social
anthropology, by contrast, those trying to establish an “anthropology of Europe” in
the mid-1970s and 1980s frequently identified history as a matter that had been little
addressed in earlier studies conducted in Europe and in British social anthropology
more generally. The call to pay more attention to history was also a function of the
self-evidence of social change and the presence of the past, not least in the form of
historical documents, in Europe (Silverman and Gulliver 1992:3). Despite these dif-
ferent backgrounds and some continuing variations of emphasis and approach,
anthropologies across Europe have seen an increased problematizing of questions of
the past and its relationship with the present. Rather than regarding the past primarily
as a prelude to the present or as a set of ethnographic worlds to be studied in their
own right, the major emphasis of more recent studies is on more constructivist,
subjective and present-oriented, approaches to history: that is, on matters such as
how pasts are selectively recalled and used within the present, and how they are
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performed and lived. Through in-depth ethnographic case studies, the anthropology
of Europe has provided numerous and often nuanced examples of the ways in which
people in different parts of Europe may, for instance, construe particular histories for
themselves, choose to commemorate certain events and ignore others or express
relationships between past, present, and future in their daily lives. Such concern with
the past has, indeed, become a major focus in the contemporary anthropology of
Europe.

While important strands of this work have sought to explore how national histories
make themselves felt within localities, many studies have highlighted divergences
between local and official histories, and between everyday concerns and practices and
those at state or national level. This revelation of alternative historical narratives
and experiences to those usually recorded in archival records has been a key contribu-
tion that the anthropology of Europe has made to understanding both the history
of particular nations and of Europe overall. It is important to note that this has not
just been a matter of exposing a variety of historical content held across Europe.
Rather, ethnographic work has also often shown the diversity of ways in which people
may grasp and articulate the past, and the multiple forms which historicizing may
take. As part of this, the anthropology of Europe has contributed not only empirical
data about people’s constructions of the past, it has also offered methodological and
theoretical insight, raising questions about what kinds of “sources” we use in anthro-
pological work and how. The fact that anthropologists working in Europe often
experience what we might call “analytic double-take,” that is, they find that they are
using the same concepts (e.g. tradition, modernity, heritage, nostalgia) as the people
they are studying, has sometimes been deemed a challenge to research. But it has
also proved a productive lever for raising questions about concepts and models that
might otherwise be taken for granted. In what follows, I focus on some of these in
order to describe and discuss what I see as some of the most significant contributions
of anthropological work on Europe to questions about a field that I term past
presencing.

PAST PRESENCING

Past presencing is concerned with the ways in which people variously draw on, experi-
ence, negotiate, reconstruct, and perform the past in their ongoing lives. It is a more
specific focus than the anthropology of history, a broad field that sometimes includes
historical ethnography. It distinguishes the more recent development noted above
— exploring how the past is experienced and performed in the present — from both
historical ethnography and the provision of historical narrative in anthropological
work or the work of historians themselves. As Silverman and Gulliver note, a “linking
of the past with the present seems to be distinctly anthropological” (1992:35).

It also avoids the problematic distinction between “history” and “memory” that
has infused many academic and popular accounts. In some of these, history stands
as the established and verified past relative to memory’s individual and relatively fal-
lible accounts. In others, in an interesting twist, history is the canonical and thus
relatively untrustworthy other to memory’s subjective veracity. Of course, any attempt
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to refine a field can make consideration of such questions part of its subject matter,
and this has been the case especially in more recent work in the anthropology of
history and that of memory and in memory studies more generally. “Memory,” like
“history,” however, is an equally and perhaps even more enormous field, including
matters such as cognitive capacities to remember day-to-day tasks, as well as topics
such as commemoration and reminiscence work. It also raises further methodological
problems, such as the tendency to conceptualize social or cultural memory on models
of individual memory, and thus sometimes to naturalize the kinds of processes
involved. In addition, it does not lead readily to consideration of the way in which
the past may establish particular frameworks or contexts for action — for example,
through material effects — beyond issues of remembering and forgetting (at least as
these are usually conceived). For these reasons, and also because the frequently
rehearsed debates about various possible terminologies — social memory, cultural
memory, remembrance, and so on — seem to me less productive than the questions
that I can raise through a focus on “past presencing,” I prefer the latter, more specific,
demarcation of the field. I should note that, nevertheless, a good deal of what I will
discuss might also be considered under the labels of anthropology of “memory” or
“history,” and that these terms feature frequently in what is to follow.

Other alternatives, such as focusing on cultural heritage or commemoration, are
valid but overly constrict the field, preventing potentially fertile cross-cutting analysis
of what are surely linked phenomena. Another possible alternative label, which I have
used elsewhere — as have others, especially in Germany and Scandinavia — and that I
use in part of what is to follow is that of “historical consciousness.” One advantage
of “historical consciousness” over history and memory is that it more readily draws
attention to questions of the frameworks through which the past is conceptualized
and presented. However, it seems to restrict its focus to matters about which partici-
pants are consciously aware and to privilege the cognitive rather than also taking into
account the more experiential, embodied, and felt aspects of relating to the past —
areas which are increasingly being emphasized in ethnographic work. Past presencing,
by contrast, is intended to draw attention to the multiple ways in which the past may
be (and be made to be) present — as well as represented — whether articulated verbally
or experienced and performed in other ways.

I should note here that while there is an inherent presentism in the field that I
have demarcated, insofar as it is concerned with mobilizations of the past at particular
moments, these may themselves be moments in the past; and, indeed, any recorded
moment is already past. As such, “the present” is an analytical standpoint for con-
ducting research and not privileged as inherently more worthwhile to study than “the
past” itself. It is simply a different field from that of history. It should also be noted
that “past presencing” does not necessarily rule out consideration of matters such as
how the present and future are conceived, for these — and questions of temporality
more widely — are almost invariably bound up in the presencing of the past.

In what follows, I look at various dimensions of past presencing that have been
highlighted by ethnographic work in Europe. Although these are presented separately
here, one feature of ethnographic work is that it is usually fairly complex, with atten-
tion to a wide array of practices and experience even within single studies. What this
also means is that while there are some trends that can be identified in terms of
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general emphases of interest, the overall picture is one of the establishment of a range
of areas of focus and of approaches which may exist side-by-side, sometimes even in
the same account. This multiplicity — and the play and tensions between the various
dimensions — is part of the strength and liveliness of this field.

MAKING HISTORIES, TRADITIONS, AND EUROPES

The 1980s saw new levels of exploration of the relationship between the past and
the present in anthropology and various other disciplines. In particular, interest bur-
geoned in the way in which histories could be constructed or traditions invented
(Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983). A major focus was on histories and genealogies
created by nation-states — especially European — as part of their self-legitimation. The
interest was also fueled by a growing identity politics, in which minorities of various
kinds sought to challenge aspects of nation-state hegemony and at the same time
asserted their own cultural and historical distinctiveness.

Attention to the calculated construction of historical accounts and tradition inven-
tion was not without precedent in European anthropology. In Germany, for example,
the way that the National Socialists had devised histories and genealogies, and created
traditions and monuments — and the role that German Volkskunde (folklore) had
played in this — meant that there was certainly awareness of how the past could be
manipulated to political ends. But while this contributed to some revision of disci-
plinary perspective, not least in prompting some institutes to rename themselves as
either Europdische Ethnologie (European Ethnology) or Empirische Kulturwissenschaft
(Empirical Cultural Studies), it did not foreground the construction of the past as a
general topic for anthropological researchers. This was in part a function of the fact
that the main emphasis in anthropological work in Europe before the 1980s was on
looking at what were perceived as more persistent and minority folkways, distinct
from the nation-state and regarded as part of authentic ways of life, rather than
studied in relation to questions of calculation or political maneuvering.

This did not mean that traditions were always perceived as fixed and unchanging;
though the tendency was to see them, if not as stable, as adaptively responding to
change. Hermann Bausinger’s Folklore in a World of Technology (1990), originally
published in German in 1961, drew attention to the making of traditions in modern
societies, arguing that ethnologists should give consideration to matters such as how
modern technologies became the subject matter of new lore; and arguing that it was
as legitimate to study what he called “second-hand traditions” — those adopted and
usually altered by people who did not originally produce them — as “first-hand” ones.
Eugenia Shanklin’s ethnographic study of sheep farmers in southwest Donegal — a
part of the world in which it was commonly assumed that traditions were dying out
— likewise pointed out that rather than disappearing, “traditions” were changing “in
order to fit present circumstances” (1985:xiii) and that this was probably the usual
rather than exceptional state of affairs. Although Shanklin’s work partly fits the pre-
1980s emphasis on tradition-making as adaptive, she also makes a significant move
that is characteristic of the turn that begins in the 1980s. This is to treat “tradition”
not as a given or as something that she, as the anthropological analyst, is straightfor-
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wardly able to identify, but as a discursive construct. As such, her work charts how
the term is deployed and what gets to be counted as “tradition.” In an innovative
chapter, she presents the voices of five different farmers, showing how “tradition”
could be variously opposed to “modernity,” sometimes being viewed as worth pre-
serving and at other times as something to be transcended in order to develop.

Discourses of this type amongst those studied, together with self-evident change,
were also part of what prompted attention to questions about what was “traditional,”
what kinds of “past” persisted into the present or what aspects of the present came
to be inscribed as part of a longer, more enduring temporality. The development of
cultural tourism and the marketing of tradition and heritage — and a set of wider
developments that got dubbed with names such as “heritage epidemic” and “memory
boom” — also brought to the fore questions about “tradition” as a resource for selling
places and the consequences for localities of the marketing of the past, as I discuss
further below. This came together with a wider reflexive critique of anthropological
disciplines, questioning their own search for tradition and “authenticity,” and the
ways in which this might play into certain perceptions of Europe (Herzfeld 1982,
1987; Bendix 1997).

While Hobsbawm’s original formulation of “invented traditions” defined these
primarily on the grounds of their rapid establishment (“a matter of a few years
perhaps,” 1983:1), often coupled with drawing up longer histories for themselves, it
fueled a distinction between invented and noninvented traditions, in which the latter
were assumed to be outside political process and somehow more authentic. “Tradi-
tional societies,” Hobsbawm speculated, would have much less invented tradition
owing to their greater social and political stability. As Eric Wolf’s Europe and the
People without History (1982) had shown, however, many non-European cultures
were falsely depicted as traditional and unchanging — as somehow outside history —
and this was part of a constitutive role that they were made to play in the imagining
of Europe. The same was also true, as various anthropologists came to argue, of many
parts of Europe itself, especially those favored as field sites by anthropologists:
depicted as outside or untainted by wider global and national historical and political
processes, they were construed as repositories of authentic traditionality.

One way in which ethnographers of Europe sought to tackle this was by empha-
sizing how supposedly marginal areas were part of wider historical and political proc-
esses: the ethnographic present, in other words, was situated #z history instead of
sealed off from it. For example, researchers in the Hebrides showed how an appar-
ently traditional practice such as crofting (a form of landholding in which people
have small amounts of land in order to be able to undertake small-scale farming) was
not the ancient way of life that some romanticized accounts presented it as being but
a product of nineteenth-century capitalist development which served to bind local
populations into unfavorable labor relations that maximized profits for landlords (e.g.
Parman 1990; Macdonald 1997a). This did not mean that this way of life had not
taken on other meanings since, but ethnographers saw part of their task as to look
beyond the immediate to try to sece where different ideas about traditionality and
related notions, such as community, might have come from and what this might also
show about the present. My own experience of this kind of work was that reading
historical materials — and especially primary sources — helped me to better understand
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some of the selections (and silences) involved in official or better-known accounts of
Scottish Highland history, and thus meant that I was aware of what was #ot recalled
or that I was alerted to understated or coded forms of expression that I might not
have noticed otherwise. For example, in everyday speech there were sometimes subtle
allusions to people whose families had gained from the redistributions of land fol-
lowing the nineteenth-century land wars that I would have been less likely to notice
it I had kept in mind only the popular accounts of local togetherness and community,
and not the more complex situation that the primary sources revealed (1997). This
did not mean that my aim was to dismiss popular or romanticized accounts: on the
contrary, I also attempted to explore how they were variously mobilized and put to
work — for example to distinguish different kinds of people or moral positions — in
everyday life.

Anthropological work of this kind, then, took on board the notion of histories
and traditions as created but instead of viewing this as just a feature of some
histories and traditions, it regarded history-making — and present-making — as more
ramifying ongoing processes with continuing implications. In doing so, it also showed
that making histories was not the preserve of political elites — though, getting to hear
other kinds of accounts, which were typically relatively inaudible both in the historical
record and in the present, posed a greater methodological challenge. This was,
however, one which anthropologists were well-placed to tackle, with their attention
to those who were beyond the political mainstream and with their methodologies
for attending to orally recounted memories or expressions embedded in everyday life.

OTHER HISTORIES AND HISTORICAL CONSCIOUSNESSES

By exploring local memories and other ways of telling the past in everyday life, and
also by exploring lesser-used archival sources, anthropologists of Europe were able
to reveal what a volume edited by Kirsten Hastrup referred to as “other histories,”
that is, accounts that differ from more mainstream or official ones, thus “demonstrat-
ing the inherent plurality of history in Europe . .. [and] breaking down modern
European history’s alleged uniqueness and unity” (1992:1). In some cases, this con-
stituted major challenges to official accounts, prompting wider revisionism or even
political outrage. In others, it exposed not just differing memories of the past but
also alternative ways of conceptualizing the nature of history and temporality.
Work of this kind came from many parts of Europe. One particularly productive
location, however, was Greece, ethnographers of which contributed some especially
rich studies that drew attention to questions of history-making and historical con-
sciousness; and for that reason I choose in this section to present Greek examples as
illustrations of some of the significant directions in past presencing in the anthropol-
ogy of Europe. That Greece was the location for such significant work was in some
ways not surprising, as Michael Herzfeld argued, in that it had occupied an ambiva-
lent position of being, on the one hand, the historical “ancestor” of Europe and thus
in a sense the most “European” of Europe’s countries, and, on the other, of being
relatively marginal within the newer European economy and polity (1987). In addi-
tion, the complex history of the Ottoman Empire, World War II occupation and
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Civil War; of strong nationalism on the one hand and, on the other, strong regional
and island identities, ethnic minorities, and several and shifting borders with other
countries, all contributed to Greece as an especially fertile ground for exploring ques-
tions of relations between past and present, and what was “remembered,” why, and
how.

One theme in past-presencing research in Greece, as indeed elsewhere, was the
construction of national histories and the ways in which these intersected with local
or regional accounts of the past, these sometimes differing and at other times being
mutually reinforcing. Inevitably, this raised questions about nationalist historical nar-
ratives, as in Anastasia Karakasidou’s Fields of Wheat, Hills of Blood: Passages to Greek
Muacedonin 1870-1990 (1997). Although Karakasidou began with a model — rooted
in her own upbringing and education in Greece — of “local Greeks” and “refugees”
who had arrived later from elsewhere, her historical and ethnographic research
showed that rather than there being a “pure Greek” historical trajectory back to the
ancient kingdom of Macedon, Slavic speakers had continually been present, and in
greater numbers than usually acknowledged. They had, however, been written out
of the official national historical record and had also often come to conceal their
Slavic identities in everyday life. Thus her work showed revision of histories at
national, regional, and even personal levels. Conducted at a time when the question
of Macedonia was becoming even more politically contested — namely, in the after-
math of the breakup of Yugoslavia and the establishment of an area north of Greece
as the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, an independent, Slavic, country — her
work was widely seen as unpatriotic. Not only did this show the significance with
which history was imbued, it also highlighted some of the particular challenges that
might be faced by anthropologists working on such questions in their own countries.
The fact that some of the most notable works on Greek past presencing came from
anthropologists based elsewhere — or those, like Karakasidou, who were partly edu-
cated and lived abroad — was surely not coincidental.

One of the most difficult aspects of her research for Karakasidou to deal with was
the fact that the model of which she was critical was widely shared by the people
with whom she worked. Alternative, or “other histories,” were relatively muted not
only in the historical record but also in daily life. Other researchers of Greece too
found that there was often indirection in addressing certain perspectives or pasts.
Michael Herzfeld has shown how (in this case, of Rethemnos, Crete) because “criti-
cism of the national ideal is unthinkable, the alternative must suffice. They fight
against the bureaucrats” (1991:xiv). In fieldwork in central Greece, Anna Collard
was puzzled to discover that villagers would make “constant comment” (1989:95)
about a late eighteenth- to early nineteenth-century “Ottoman period” as though
they had directly lived through it, while mostly ignoring the more recent traumatic
period of German occupation in the early 1940s. On the one hand, reference to the
Ottoman period — “celebrated as a time of freedom fighters (and brigands), of
national resistance, of patriotism and heroic deeds” (1989:96) — fostered links “with
a national culture of patriotism, Greek heroism, and ideas about a united Greek
nation.” Equally, however, it allowed an indirect way of talking about “a less officially
acceptable past” and “the ‘forbidden’ topic of self-government during the occupation
period” (1989:97). As well as showing how selective “social memory” (as Collard
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called these mobilizations of the past in daily life) could be used to morally evaluate
the present, Collard’s work also showed interesting “other historical conscious-
nesses,” to adapt Hastrup’s term. For the Greek villagers not only made their own
particular selections from the historical record, they also flouted usual temporalities,
for example in their collapsing of certain distant time periods together or talking
about a period before they were born as though they had directly experienced it.

Other work, too, showed not just other histories but other historical conscious-
nesses. Michael Herzfeld’s extensive Greek ethnography often addressed such ques-
tions. In A Place in History (1991), for example, he explored how the people of
Rethemnos, in their fight to resist bureaucratic controls on what alterations they were
allowed to make to their homes, attempt to “reclaim their lives from a detemporal-
ized past and a desocialized present, and to develop other kinds of historical con-
sciousness” (1991:9-10) than that of the “monumental conception of history” — or
“monumental time” — produced by the modern bureaucratic nation-state. These
other historical consciousnesses are rooted instead in what he calls “social time.” As
Herzfeld explains:

Between social and monumental time lies a discursive chasm, separating the popular
from official understandings of history. Social time is the grist of everyday experience.
It is above all the kind of time in which events cannot be predicted but in which every
effort can be made to influence them. It is the time that gives events their reality, because
it encounters each as one of a kind. Monumental time, by contrast, is reductive and
generic. It encounters events as realizations of some supreme destiny, and it reduces
social experience to collective predictability. Its main focus is on the past — a past con-
stituted by categories and stereotypes. (1991:10)

By exploring the contests over restoration and conservation of property in Rethem-
nos, Herzfeld was able, then, not only to illustrate the fact that people chose different
historical periods to preserve or obliterate but also how these selections were thor-
oughly embedded in ongoing social relations and specific ways of conceptualizing
time and the nature of history. Importantly, this shaped not only the town’s present
but also its future — creating a physical heritage that would endure into the future
and, in the process, making certain other histories less visible in the future townscape
(see also Herzfeld 2009).

This attention to physical and embodied dimensions of the past or memory is a
further major theme of research on past presencing, as I discuss further below. It
expands upon the more discursively focused aspects of historical consciousness, high-
lighting that the ways in which the past is apprehended and mobilized are not neces-
sarily only linguistic. This is well illustrated in the final example that I want to discuss
in this section: David Sutton’s Memories Cast in Stone: The Relevance of the Past in
Everyday Life (1998). A detailed ethnography of the island of Kalymnos, it addresses
the question: “How does the past matter in the present?” Taking “historical con-
sciousness as its subject” (1998:9), Sutton explains that a good deal of his book s
concerned with the discursive, especially as it occurs in everyday life — in conversa-
tions, comments, and asides as well as lengthier historical narratives. To this end, he
provides a rich account of different modes of talking about history — for example, as
something relatively autonomous or as providing analogical patterns for the present.
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But this is not all there is to it. Historical consciousness, he writes, “comes in many
forms other than articulated written or oral histories” (1998:10) — and these do not
necessarily “say” the same thing: “discursive, narrated historical consciousness is
sometimes supplemented by, sometimes contradicted by, ritual and kinship practices”
as well as by other embodied practices. For example, he describes a ritualized throw-
ing of dynamite (as dangerous as it sounds) at Easter, which “subtly bring[s] to mind
different periods of the island’s past” — ones which “often remain unarticulated in
everyday conversation because direct articulation would explicitly question the rela-
tionship between Kalymnos and the local and national authorities” (Sutton 1998).

This need for indirection, so often found in anthropological work on Greece but
also elsewhere in Europe (e.g. Skultans 1998; Jerman 2000), is in part due to the
fact that those involved “see the past as alive and active in the present” (Sutton
1998:203). Such a past, Sutton suggests, “has the potential to be dangerous to the
present.” This he regards as rather different from “cut off history” (a notion he adapts
from Collingwood 1939) — that is, pasts that are “commodified for tourist consump-
tion, museumified, made an object of nostalgia” (1998). At the time that he was
writing, such pasts seemed to be becoming increasingly prevalent in Europe (and
indeed elsewhere) and, as the following section discusses, have themselves been the
subject of considerable attention from anthropologists — not all of whom found them
as “cut oft” from the present as others expected.

COMMODIFICATION, HERITAGE, AND NOSTALGIA

The increase in pasts that were variously performed in heritage sites and museums
—a development that was sometimes dubbed “the heritage industry” (Hewison 1987)
— was regarded by some researchers not only as an alternative to the more everyday
histories with which anthropologists such as Sutton were concerned, but as deeply
worrying. Davydd J. Greenwood, in an article originally published in 1977, expressed
particularly starkly what he saw as the dangers involved. On the basis of study of the
town of Fuenterrabia in Northern Spain as it became a tourist-magnet from the late
1960s, Greenwood charts how an annual ritual commemoration of a siege of 1638
—a commemoration of a historical event in which local people forgot their differences
and all worked to resist and triumph over outsiders — was turned from a meaningful
celebration of local togetherness into a tourist spectacle. Due to the number of tour-
ists wanting to view the ritual, the municipal council decided in 1969 to charge for
entry to the town to see it and also required the local population to perform it twice
in order to maximize viewing opportunities. This, Greenwood argues, is a °
modification of culture” in which paying confers rights, and local meanings are
subsumed to these economic interests. Local people, he reports, became reluctant to
participate. More widely, he suggests, we are seeing a growth of such commodifica-
tion, a process which “robs people of the very meanings by which they organize their
lives” (1989:179).

Although in a postscript to his earlier article, Greenwood drew back from some
of the most generalizing aspects of his analysis, he retained his concern — a concern

‘com-

which found numerous echoes in many areas of public discourse and academia as
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well as anthropology. One text that expressed this especially well, and that became
widely cited, was The Heritage Industry (1987), by cultural critic Robert Hewison.
The new emphasis on the past that was sweeping Britain, as most of the rest of
Europe, was, he argued, basically about selling the past because of a loss of real
manufacturing industry and with nothing much else to flog. What was being sold in
the numerous heritage sites springing up around the country was a rose-tinted nos-
talgic vision of the past, in which people knew their place and could feel a sense of
both local and national significance and pride. There was certainly insight in this lively
analysis; and there has recently been a call by some anthropologists elsewhere in
Europe to return to the hard-hitting questions about the commodification of heritage
and politicized constructions of history that were forcefully raised by Hewison and
others (Frank 2007). But the original arguments — unlike those of Greenwood — were
largely made without attention to how these developments were being viewed on
the ground; the people who lived in heritage locations or visited them being largely
cast as dupes, sedated into nostalgic, romanticized views of the past by calculating
heritage industry entreprencurs. In other words, the arguments were largely made
without the kinds of perspectives that anthropologists — on the basis of firsthand
fieldwork — could bring to bear.

Prompted by what was going on in their fieldwork locations as well as the wider
debates, anthropologists in the 1990s began to provide more of these on-the-ground
perspectives — and thus to provide a more informed as well as nuanced picture of the
kinds of relationships to the past involved in the booming of heritage and tradition.
Jeanette Edwards, for example, working in a former mill town in the north of
England, argued that local people’s concerns with preserving their industrial past
were not about an externally imposed romantic nostalgia for that period but more a
way of themselves — variously and in particular contexts — making claims of belonging
through knowledge of local history (1998). Some forms of preserving or restoring
the past, such as in the local museum, would be enthusiastically supported by some
locals, she showed, while other plans, such as to erect “Victorian railings” in the town
centre, would be soundly rejected. What was involved was not some blanket nostalgia
for the past or a wish to return to it but a select discourse embedded in ongoing
social relations. My own work on the Isle of Skye likewise highlighted a range of
different kinds of past presencing, whose variability, I argued, “depends upon the
politics, social relations and technologies in which they are enmeshed” (1997:31).

What I encountered in the field also directly challenged some of the ideas about
heritage as “safe” or sanitized history, and as “cut oft” from the present. A new herit-
age centre that at first glance seemed to neatly fit some of the suspicions about a
dangerous commodification of history turned out to tell a rather different story
(Macdonald 1997b). Although it was intended as a commercial venture, for which
tourists and others would have to pay, this was not all that it was. Set up by young
Gaeclic-speaking entrepreneurs, the exhibition that they created sought, they said, to
tell a different, more radical, “people’s” history from the one that they saw being
performed in other heritage locations on the island — especially the castles of the
landowning clan chiefs, a false history that they referred to as “myth.” The exhibition
presented a historical narrative in which Gaelic language and culture managed to
persist against the odds, readily absorbing external cultural influences as it did so.
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This account also supported one of their main — very conscious — intentions: to
oppose the distinction so often made between “commerce” and “authenticity.” By
being entrepreneurial and marketing aspects of their history, they were not selling it
oft or selling it short, but helping to support the local economy and raise awareness
— for local people as well as tourists — of a more radical popular history which could
shore up contemporary local identity.

More conventional performances of heritage or tradition too could be used to
manifest local identities or make negative moral evaluations of dimensions of moder-
nity. Referring again to my own work on Skye, a museum of folk life established by
an islander was neither a straightforward product of “the heritage industry” nor a
reaction to modernity in the way that Pierre Nora had so famously argued of what
he called Zeux de memoire (usually translated as “sites” or “realms” of memory) in a
series of volumes first published in French between 1984 and 1992. Instead, the
museum was both intended as a moral commentary on what its maker regarded as
negative aspects of modernity — including commentary on commodification processes
themselves — and, at the same time, it was a sensuous evocation of a valued past
through material objects — “old things” (Macdonald 2002a).

Anthropological studies such as these also problematized cultural critics’ use of
terms such as “authenticity” and “nostalgia.” Because such terms were deployed by
those being studied, they called out for analysis as part of the cultural field. What
this usually showed was how they might be contested and used to make evaluative
judgments; and also how their meaning or referents might change. Attending to this
could often provide a powerful lens on to subtle changes underway. One of the most
interesting examples of this was nostalgia for aspects of the socialist past in some
postsocialist countries.

Daphne Berdahl’s account of this in Germany — where it went under the name
Ostalgie (“nostalgia for the East”) — is one of the most insightful of these. What she
argues, essentially, is that there have been different phases of Ostalgie, none of which
has as its object or objective “recovery of a lost past” (2010:55). The first arose in
the early 1990s, after an initial rejection of all things Eastern, and was, she argues,
about those from the former German Democratic Republic asserting “identity as
East Germans” (2010:43). This was mostly a fairly low-key minority movement,
instances including middle-aged women wearing the work-smocks that they had
discarded in the immediate aftermath of the Wende (transition). By the mid-1990s,
however, a “nostalgia industry” seemed to have developed, with increased production
and consumption of East German products, such as particular brands of beer or
detergent (Berdahl 2010), and also special East German (“Ossi”) discos and televi-
sion shows. It was commonly reported in the press as a rather retrograde romanti-
cization of the socialist past engineered by capitalist entrepreneurs. What Berdahl
argued, however, on the basis of her long-term, in-depth acquaintance with East
Germany (see also Berdahl 1999), was that it allowed them to share and express their
knowledge of the former East, “ofa period of time that differentiates Ossis” (2010:44).
In addition, the focus on consumer products, she suggested, “reveal[ed] a certain
mourning for production” (1999), expressive of a sense of real loss. The new mil-
lennium saw the continuation of some of these themes, especially that of shared
knowledge, but also “a playful appropriation and ironic parody of Ostalgie [in which ]
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East German things became ‘camp’ rather than objects of nostalgic longing or
counter-memory” (2010:121-2).

Both postsocialist transition and the wider heritage industry, in different ways,
then, made clear that dealing with “the past” was neither a once-and-for-all process
nor uniform. “Transition” did not entail a straightforward before and after — although
it was often thought of as such, as in the idea of it as a “turn” or “new beginning”
— but was a longer-term, ongoing process in which the past was continually recon-
figured in the changing present. So, too, heritage developments were not simply
introduced as a monolithic form and related to in a single enduring way. In both,
different approaches and phases could be detected; though these were often quite
subtle matters, not easily deduced just by paying attention to the heritage products
that were produced. At the same time, however, products — or, more specifically,
material things — did seem to have considerable significance to both, and to how past
presencing was performed more generally.

MATERIAL, EMBODIED, AND AFFECTIVE PASTS

The fact that objects and other material forms — such as heritage sites — have been
the focus of so much commemorative activity, or other modes of memory work, in
Europe raises questions about the power and role of the material in relation to medi-
ating past, present, and future. It also opens up methodological possibilities of
approaching past presencing through a focus on things or embodied events and the
experience of them.

While a good deal of the anthropological research already discussed includes some
consideration of the material, embodied, and felt — be it in ritual, heritage sites and
museum objects, commodities, or townscapes — the main emphasis of that work has
been on the discursive and the various ways in which the past is constructed. More
thoroughgoing attention to the physical — as I will collectively dub this area — tends to
argue that, rather than focusing so heavily on spoken and other representational
dimensions of life, research needs to take more account of experience that is not neces-
sarily mediated in this way. Paul Connerton, for example, argues that it is through
performance of various kinds — he singles out commemorative ceremonies and bodily
practices as especially significant — that collectives, such as societies, “remember”
(1989). Performance is the instantiation of “habit-memory” (1989:35), a means of
keeping “the past...in mind by a habitual memory sedimented in the body”
(1989:102). Drawing variously upon phenomenology, older anthropological work
such as that of Mauss or Hertz, actor—network theory or object-biography approaches
among others, more physically oriented research seeks to explore the ways in which,
say, objects may evoke particular memories or feelings, or how the past may be materi-
ally embodied and capable of working beyond representation. While adjectival versions
of all of the terms of the subheading above — material, bodily, affective — have been
coupled with the notion of “turns” in anthropology (and other disciplines), we have
already noted how the idea of a “turn” can obscure continuities and re-turns, as well
as variations. In particular, a good deal of work, especially in relation to discussion of
the past, tends to be undertaken in conjunction with attention to the discursive rather
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than in its exclusion. Nevertheless, the more ramifying and nuanced focus on the
physical has produced some significant insights about the nature of past presencing
and of the workings of the stuff — the materia — of the past in the present.

Nadia Seremetakis has provided some relatively early and compelling discussion
(1991, 19944a). In an essay that begins with a sensuous description of her own recol-
lections of a particular kind of peach — known as the Breast of Aphrodite — she
explores sensory memories and what she calls “the historical unconscious” (1994b).
As she explains:

The senses are . . . implicated in historical interpretation as witnesses or record-keepers
of material experience. There is an autonomous circuit between inner and outer sensory
states and fields, that constitutes an independent sphere of perceptual change and reci-
procity. (1994b:6)

Memory, she suggests, might be understood as:

a distinct meta-sense [which] transports, bridges and crosses all the other senses. Yet
memory is internal to each sense, and the senses are as divisible and indivisible from
each other as each memory is separable and intertwined with others. (1994a:9)

This does not mean that the senses are outside culture — or history. On the contrary,
she emphasizes how these are thoroughly mutually implicated. The peach that she
remembers has all but disappeared, a consequence of European “economic and social
transformations” (1994a:3) — it has become history, in the sense of no longer extant.
Her memory is, thus, nostalgic; but as she explains, this kind of nostalgia is not a
romantic “freezing” of the past but “evokes the transformative impact of the past as
unreconciled historical experience” (1994a:4). A starting point of an object, and the
embodied and sensory experiences of it, thus leads into questions of remembrance,
both personal but also, inevitably, entangled in wider sociocultural histories. Sereme-
takis’s approach, then, is partly methodological: beginning with a powerful embodied
memory and using this as a journey into a specific cultural history, one in which the
senses themselves are historicized. It is, however, also a manifesto for recognizing
the centrality of the sensory, embodied, and material in how we apprehend history
and historicity. Rephrasing one of her questions (which her essay surely answers in
the affirmative) as a statement, her argument is that “memory [is] stored in specific
everyday items that form the historicity of a culture, items that create and sustain our
relationship to the historical as a sensory dimension” (1994a:3).

Seremetakis’s emphasis on “everyday items” and experiences is characteristic of
much work undertaken in more recent years. It is also worth noting that past pres-
encing research has increasingly been undertaken under the rubric of “memory” —
sometimes referred to as “social,” sometimes by variations (with different inflections
and implications) such as “cultural” or “collective.” While this may in part be simply
terminological, and influenced by the fact that there is considerable discussion of
“memory” across many disciplines and popular culture, it may also reflect another
tendency that we see in recent research, namely, to attend closely to individual tes-
timonies and experiences. An example is Cathrine Degnen’s research in the former
mining and steelworking town of Dodworth in the north of England (2005), in
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which she reports the significance of what she calls “three-dimensional memory” for
the older people whose lives she investigates. This is not concerned for the most part
with more publicly visible types of commemoration, centered on monuments or
official memorial practices, but on “nearly mundane ways of remembering the past”
(2005:730), especially recollections of changes in the townscape and its social use,
such as who lived in which houses.

Place is a frequent theme in research on the physical, in both of the types of “place
memory” identified by Connerton (2009); namely, the flocus, a lived taken-for-
granted emplacement, as in Degnen’s account, and the memorial — more active and
conscious designation of some places as significant for remembrance. In practice,
these “types” often blend into one another or become transformed over time, as, for
example, when everyday knowledge and memory become recorded into official
memorials and heritage, as Jane Nadel-Klein describes of the fisherfolk of Ferryden,
Scotland (2003). The focus on memories of place is not only refracted through
accounts of temporal change, however. It is also seen in a flourishing of work on
migration, displacement, border crossing, and diaspora (e.g. Hecht 2001; see also
Byron, Chapter 4, and Wilson, Chapter 10, in this volume). In these, the role of
particular technologies of past presencing — and especially forms of remembrance via
material objects — often come to the fore. A comment by one of Helena Jerman’s
Russian émigré interlocutors in Finland, as they sat together looking at photographs
and talking about recollections of movement between places, nicely expresses the
capacity of memory, and its technologies, to transport between places: “memory
moves” (Jerman 2006:135).

Capacities of different kinds of technologies, materializations or objects to convey
memories, or allow access to distant pasts and places, or to generate particular kinds
of responses, have been the focus of some recent work. Food — with its direct sensory
force and evocative capacities — has generated a good deal of discussion (e.g. Sutton
2001; see also Welz, Chapter 21 in this volume). In a different vein, Paul Basu’s
study of “roots tourism” to the Scottish Highlands (2007), from places such as
Australia and Canada as well as spatially nearer locations, includes consideration of
materializations of place and memory, such as in a heritage centre, but also the role
of the Internet — especially Web sites dedicated to helping people to trace their ances-
tors and find past-based connections to locations from which they are now displaced.
Daniel Miller, whose work has been very important in foregrounding the significance
of material culture, takes a London street and explores the meanings of “things” —
which range widely from furnishings to clothing to Internet images — for their various
inhabitants (2008). By doing so, he paints a vivid portrait of the multiple memories
and capacities with which they are invested. In my own research on Nuremberg,
Germany, I sought to explore the question of the significance of particular kinds of
forms that endured from the past, especially buildings or architecture (2006, 2009).
I focused on the remains of the former Nazi Party Rally Grounds, with their large
monumental buildings and spaces, familiar to many from black-and-white film
footage. Their relative — but by no means absolute — intransigence to change was one
of my concerns here; and, as such, part of my interest was in how material forms can
influence beyond the intentions or hopes of some of those struggling to variously
forget or otherwise cope with them.
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In addition, I wanted to explore remembrance of particular kinds of pasts — in this
case, a horrific or “difficult” past — in order to expand and make more difterentiated
accounts of past presencing. Other recent work has also sought to investigate the
capacities of particular kinds of objects, places, and histories and aftective responses
to them. Elisabeth Hallam and Jenny Hockey (2001), for example, have provided a
broad review of ways in which death and remembrance are materialized in European
cultures. At a more specific ethnographic level, Yael Navaro-Yashin’s research on
Turkish-Cypriots” experience of living in houses which before the war and partition
of the island belonged to Greek-Cypriots, “officially construed as ‘the enemy’”
(2009:3), details a particularly intimate uncomfortable presence of the past. These
homes — and the things belonging to previous householders with which they are
often filled — generate a particular kind of feeling, a “state of mental depression, deep
and unrecoverable sadness, and dis-ease,” called “maraz” in the local dialect and
glossed by Navaro-Yashin as melancholia (2009:4). Here, we have physical things
— objects and spaces which somehow carry something of the loss experienced by their
former owners — coming to occupy their new owners’ bodies through powerful and
disconcerting affect.

Other studies, too, have described the embodied consequences of memories. Allen
Feldman (1991) and Neil Jarman (1997), tfor example, variously depict the embodi-
ment of Northern Ireland’s divided past, in violent acts, political parades, and graffiti.
Vieda Skultans explores expressions of recollections of trauma and loss through par-
ticular illnesses, especially that of neurasthenia or “nerve damage” in post-Soviet
Latvia (1998). Tomasz Rakowski, likewise, finds that discourses of past and present
in a postindustrialist, postsocialist Polish village centre on discussions of illnesses
(again, especially “derangements of the nervous system”) and the possibilities of
obtaining — or not obtaining — a pension (2006). What is involved is not only illness
as a metaphor, though it is very much used as a way of talking about the sickness of
the state and remembrance of healthier times. Beyond this, however, bodies physically
incorporate or embody the sense of incapacitating social change. As he puts it: “bodily
experience . . . has become the very field of remembering” (2006:43), “The body is
a kind of groundwork and creative tool — it is a vast field for the social memory of
the last years’ transformation as well as for the memory of life itself, the life of these
people” (2006:45).

As noted above, some of this work on the material, embodied, and affective has
generated new methodologies. Rather than beginning with communities of people,
some of it has sought to begin with spaces which people normally encounter on a
more transient basis, such as the Rally Grounds that I investigated; and it has also
sought to undertake “multitemporal” research, moving between time frames in order
to explore the “multidirectional” relationships between past and present (Macdonald
2002b). Andrew Irving’s innovative research includes HIV /AIDS sufterers, record-
ing their memories (especially of deaths of friends) as they walk the streets of London,
a technique through which he produces new visual and oral records of place as well
as memories (2006). In Bucharest, Alyssa Grossman likewise conducted “walking”
rescarch, which she describes through the term “chorography,” and recorded through
the medium of film as well as written account (2010). She also set up a “memory
meal” to which she invited acquaintances to bring foods that reminded them of the
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socialist era — a technique that created an ephemeral encounter in which recollections
of the past, and the taste of the past, were exchanged and evaluated. More widely,
the use of objects to elicit memories has been used in both academic practice and in
contexts such as museums or old peoples” homes (e.g. Arigho 2008; Edwards 2010)
—in this way, not only reflecting on questions of the past and memory but also con-
tributing to their production and visibility.

CONCLUSION

A discussion such as this is inevitably partial, in both senses of the term. By couching
my account under the term “past presencing” I have sought to cut across some of
the usual demarcations of focus, such as that into heritage and commodification on
the one hand, and memory and embodiment on the other. By doing so, I hope to
have illustrated how all of these are in one way or another concerned with the rep-
resentation and experience of the past in the present. In this way, my intention is not
to suggest a progressive momentum through the areas that I have discussed but to
point out the importance of the various questions that they each address and the
richness of research that has been carried out. What I have managed to include here
is but the tip of an iceberg — or of some of a multitude of icebergs, those of many
of Europe’s anthropologies and regions having been sadly neglected, or left sub-
merged, through lack of space here.

This is not to say that there have not been some important developments in past
presencing research. Recognizing the significance of reflexivity of anthropological
(and other) work, of the everyday, of the embodied, and the affective have all added
to our understanding of the workings of the present upon the past and — equally
important — the past upon the present. But perhaps it is in combination of some of
these areas that we will see some of the most significant work in the future. For
example, researching the affective consequences of particular heritage formations and
the playback of these into heritage-making — perhaps through decisions about how
to display the past in public — would cut across these areas in a productive way. So
too might investigation into how different historical consciousnesses might produce
different experiences, as well as interpretations, of a certain period or remembered
place. Or research that moves more explicitly between intimate and domestic mne-
monic practices and those of institutional or more official public history. The pos-
sibilities are multiple.

Some of these are seen in part in various ongoing areas of research. Interest in the
politics of the past continues to flourish but what we see increasingly is that this
extends beyond debates about the local and the national to also address the role of
the global, Europe or of international policy-making, such as UNESCO heritage
developments (see, for example, contributions to Hemme et al. 2007). Topics such
as “tradition” are reenergized in relation to these questions, which often raise in a
new form dilemmas of local voice and authenticity (see, for example, the discussion
of food heritage in Cyprus by Welz (2007) and Chapter 21 in this volume). The
inclusion of so-called “intangible heritage” in UNESCO policies also provides further
grist for the still relatively undeveloped concern with the differential capacities of
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different mnemonic forms and media; as well as prompting the need for more anthro-
pological research into the making and implications of legal practice, such as copy-
right, and the instantiation and remolding of policies in specific lived contexts. The
transnationalization of the past and heritage also raise questions about what Levy and
Sznaider (2002) have called “cosmopolitan memory” — memories (e.g. of the Holo-
caust) that are not “contained” by the nation but are of events commemorated
beyond the borders of the nations in which they occurred. Anthropological research
has only begun to address some dimensions of this (¢.g. Daugbjerg 2009; Macdonald
2009); and, certainly, more needs to be done. Without the detailed engaged accounts
that anthropologists are able to produce of both the production of the past for the
public and its consumption there is a danger that generalizations about how transna-
tional — as well as local and national — histories are produced and operate will colonize
policy expectations of the workings of the past in the present.

It is on this note — about the applications and potential implications of anthropo-
logical research on past presencing — that I would like to conclude. I have recently
argued for the need in the anthropology of Europe in general for more of what I
have termed “synthetic work to try to piece together the findings from individual
studies” (2008:62). It is clear, I think, from the discussion above that there is scope
to bring together ethnographers’ rich research findings to bring out some of the
wider insights into commonalities and differences in ways of making and experiencing
the past in Europe. To do so will not only help to make clear the contribution of
anthropology to understanding the nature of memory, heritage, and related areas in
Europe but can potentially also contribute productively to the public policy-making,
representations and understandings.

REFERENCES

Arigho, Bernie
2008 Getting a Handle on the Past: The Use of Objects in Reminiscence Work. I Touch
in Museums. H. J. Chatterjee, ed. pp. 205-212. Oxford: Berg.
Bausinger, Hermann
1990 Folk Culture in a World of Technology. E. Detmer, trans. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.
Bendix, Regina
1997 In Search of Authenticity: The Formation of Folklore Studies. Madison: University
of Wisconsin Press.
Berdahl, Daphne
1999 Where the World Ended: Re-Unification and Identity in the German Borderland.
Berkeley: University of California Press.
2010 On the Social Life of Postsocialism: Memory, Consumption, Germany. Blooming-
ton: Indiana University Press.
Collard, Anna
1989 Investigating “Social Memory” in a Greek Context. In History and Ethnicity. E.
Tonkin, M. McDonald, and M. Chapman, eds. pp. 89-103. London: Routledge.
Collingwood, R. G.
1939 An Autobiography. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



250 SHARON MACDONALD

Connerton, Paul
1989 How Societies Remember. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
2009 How Modernity Forgets. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Daugbjerg, Mads
2009 Pacitying War Heritage. International Journal of Heritage Studies 15(5):
431-446.
Degnen, Cathrine
2005 Relationality, Place and Absence: A Three-Dimensional Perspective on Social
Memory. Sociological Review 53(4):729-744.
Edwards, Elizabeth
2010 Photographs and History: Emotion and Materiality. In» Museum Materialities:
Objects, Engagements, Interpretations. S. Dudley, ed. pp. 21-38. London: Routledge.
Edwards, Jeanette
1998 The Need for a Bit of History: Place and Past in English Identity. I» Locality and
Belonging. N. Lovell, ed. pp. 147-167. London: Routledge.
Feldman, Allen
1991 Formations of Violence: The Narrative of the Body and Political Terror in Northern
Ireland. Chicago: Chicago University Press.
Frank, Sybille
2007 Grenzwerte — Zur Formation der Heritage Industry am Berliner Checkpoint Charlie.
In Pridikat Heritage: Wertschopfungen aus kulturellen Ressourcen. D. Hemme, M.
Tauschek and R. Bendix, eds. pp. 297-322. Miinster: LIT.
Greenwood, Davydd J.
1989 Culture by the Pound: An Anthropological Perspective on Tourism as Cultural
Commoditization. Iz Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism. 2nd edition.
V. L. Smith, ed. pp. 171-185. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.
Grossman, Alyssa
2010 Chorographies of Memory: Everyday Practices of Remembrance Work in Post-
Socialist EU-Accession-Era Bucharest. PhD dissertation, University of Manchester.
Hallam, Elizabeth, and Jenny Hockey
2001 Death, Memory, and Material Culture. New York: Berg.
Hastrup, Kirsten
1992 Introduction. In Other Histories. K. Hastrup, ed. pp. 1-13. London: Routledge.
Hecht, Anat
2001 Home Sweet Home: Tangible Memories of an Uprooted Childhood. I» Home
Possessions. D. Miller, ed. pp. 123—45. Oxford: Berg.
Herzfeld, Michael
1982  Ours Once More: Folklore, Ideology, and the Making of Modern Greece. Austin:
University of Texas Press.
1987 Anthropology Through the Looking-Glass: Critical Ethnography in the Margins of
Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
1991 A Place in History: Social and Monumental Time in a Cretan Town. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press.
2009 Evicted from Eternity: The Restructuring of Modern Rome. Chicago: Chicago
University Press.
Hewison, Robert
1987 The Heritage Industry. London: Methuen.
Hobsbawm, Eric
1983 Introduction: Inventing Traditions. I» The Invention of Tradition. E. Hobsbawm
and T. Ranger, eds. pp. 1-14. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



PRESENCING EUROPE’S PASTS 251

Hobsbawm, Eric, and Terence Ranger, eds.
1983 The Invention of Tradition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Irving, Andrew
2006 The Skin of the City. Anthropological Yearbook of European Cultures 15:9-36.
Jarman, Neil
1997 Material Conflicts: Parades and Visual Displays in Northern Ireland. Oxford: Berg.
Jerman, Helena
2006 Memory Crossing Borders: A Transition in Space and Time among Second and
Third Generation Russians in Finland. Anthropological Yearbook of European Cultures
15:117-141.
Karakasidou, Anastasia N.
1997 Fields of Wheat, Hills of Blood: Passages to Greek Nationhood in Greek Mace-
donia, 1870-1990. Chicago: Chicago University Press.
Levy, Daniel, and Natan Sznaider
2002 Memory Unbound: The Holocaust and the Formation of Cosmopolitan Memory.
European Journal of Social Theory 5(1):87-106.
Macdonald, Sharon
1997a Reimagining Culture: Histories, Identities and the Gaelic Renaissance. Oxford:
Berg.
1997b A DPeople’s Story? Heritage, Identity and Authenticity. Iz Touring Cultures:
Transformations of Travel and Theory. C. Rojek and J. Urry, eds. pp. 155-175. London:
Routledge.
2002a On OIld Things: The Fetishization of Past Everyday Life. I» British Subjects: An
Anthropology of Britain. N. Rapport, ed. pp. 89-106. Oxford: Berg.
2002b Trafficking in History: Multitemporal Practices. Anthropological Journal of Euro-
pean Cultures 11:93-116.
2006 Words in Stone? Agency and Identity in a Nazi Landscape. Journal of Material
Culture 11(1,/2):105-126.
2008 Museum Europe: Negotiating Heritage. Anthropological Journal of European Cul-
tures 17:47-65.
2009 Difficult Heritage: Negotiating the Nazi Past in Nuremberg and Beyond. London:
Routledge.
Miller, Daniel
2008 The Comfort of Things. Cambridge: Polity.
Nadel-Klein, Jane
2003 Fishing for Heritage: Modernity and Loss along the Scottish Coast. Oxford: Berg.
Navaro-Yashin, Yael
2009 Affective Spaces, Melancholic Objects: Ruination and the Production of Anthropo-
logical Knowledge. Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute 15(1):1-18.
Nora, Pierre
1984-1992 Les Lieux de mémoire (7 vols.). Paris: Gallimard.
Parman, Susan
1990 Scottish Crofters: A Historical Ethnography of a Celtic Village. New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston.
Ralowski, Tomasz
2006 Body and Fate: The Pension as a Practice of Social Remembering. Anthropological
Yearbook of European Cultures 15:37-438.
Seremetakis, C. Nadia
1991 The Last Word: Women, Death and Divination in Inner Mani. Chicago: Chicago
University Press.



252 SHARON MACDONALD

Seremetakis, C. Nadia, ed.
1994a The Senses Still: Perception and Memory as Material Culture in Modernity.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
1994b The Memory of the Senses. Part I: Marks of the Transitory. In The Senses Still:
Perception and Memory as Material Culture in Modernity. C. N. Seremetakis, ed. pp.
1-18. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Shanklin, Eugenia
1985 Donegal’s Changing Traditions: An Ethnographic Study. New York: Gordon and
Breach.
Silverman, Marilyn, and P. H. Gulliver
1992 Historical Anthropology and the Ethnographic Tradition: A Personal, Historical,
and Intellectual Account. In Approaching the Past: Historical Anthropology through
Irish Case Studies. M. Silverman and P. H. Gulliver, eds. pp. 3-72. New York: Columbia
University Press.
Skultans, Vieda
1998 The Testimony of Lives: Narrative and Memory in Post-Soviet Latvia. London:
Routledge.
Sutton, David E.
1998 Memories Cast in Stone: The Relevance of the Past in Everyday Life. London:
Routledge.
2001 Remembrance of Repasts: An Anthropology of Food and Memory. Oxford: Berg.
Welz, Gisela
2007 Europiische Produkte: Nahrungskulturelles Erbe und EU-Politik. Am Beispiel der
Republik Zypern. In Pridikat Heritage: Wertschopfungen aus kulturellen Ressourcen.
D. Hemme, M. Tauschek, and R. Bendix, eds. pp. 323-336. Miinster: LIT.
Wolf, Eric
1992  Europe and the People without History. Berkeley: University of California Press.



1 5 An Anthropology
CHAPTER of War and

Recovery: Lived
War Experiences

Maja Povrzanovic Frykman

Wars have been instrumental in shaping political and economic development in
Europe for centuries. Indeed, twentieth-century conflicts in Europe, including the
two World Wars, involved unprecedented civilian deaths. At the very end of the
century, it seemed that wars in Europe belonged to history. However, the conflicts
which occurred in former Yugoslav countries proved such a belief to be incorrect.
Moreover, these conflicts involved the targeting of civilians in the most blatant ways.
The lives of civilians in wartime Europe have been documented largely by histo-
rians (see, e.g., Atkin 2008), but also researched by scholars from other disciplines
that deal with the concept of memory and modes of commemoration. The 1991-
1995 wars in the former Yugoslavia were the first examples to be thoroughly dealt
with by anthropologists and ethnologists as the conflict was actually ongoing.
Innumerable books and articles have been published on Yugoslavia, on the reasons
for its dissolution, on the wars in the nincties, and on their outcomes. These have
been written by journalists, political analysts, and scholars from different disciplinary
backgrounds. They often reflect their authors’ perceptions of the events either as civil
war or as foreign military aggression, and tend to reduce the wars to their ethnic
dimensions. An extensive and meticulous review of this literature is offered in the
introduction to the book The New Bosnian Mosaic (Bougarel et al. 2007:1-35).
Focusing on Bosnia-Herzegovina, the editors explain that, while the wars were going
on, the issue of defining the war was so central that many crucial issues remained
neglected, such as the role of economic incentives for warfare (see, ¢.g., Boji¢i¢ and
Kaldor 1999; Andreas 2004), the full complexity of political and military develop-
ments on the ground (see, e.g., Bjelakovi¢ and Strazzari 1999; Bax 2000a), the
specific local histories of interethnic relations, and the relativity of the perceived
opposition between urban and rural people (see, e.g., Bougarel 1999; Allcock 2002).
Bougarel et al. (2007:11) point out that the majority of more recent literature
is written by legal scholars and political scientists, and thus remains dominated by
the approach “from above” producing “top-down” analyses and relying heavily on
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international organizations’ official reports. The approach “from above” ignores lived
war experiences and postwar uncertainties, or tends to reduce them to data from
opinion polls and NGO leaders (Bougarel et al. 2007:34).

The work conducted by anthropologists and ethnologists, pursuing understand-
ings “from below” and shedding light on “bottom-up” perspectives, is considerable.
However, the impact of their work on the overall understanding of those wars is
difficult to estimate. Although several academic publications (see, e.g., Donia and
Fine 1994; Malcolm 1994) and, notably, anthropological studies based on research
done before war (Bax 1995; Bringa 1995) refuted the thesis on “ancient ethnic
hatreds” (Kaplan 1993), some of us who did fieldwork in conflict and postconflict
Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina still feel an urge to convince different audiences that
the wars were not “ethnic” to start with, and that the eruptions of violence were not
merely an outburst of primitive passions.

Taking into account the entire body of anthropological work regarding the post-
Yugoslav wars (even without referring to Kosovo 1999) would hardly be possible in
a single essay. This chapter, therefore, attempts to explain how the view that those
wars were the result of “ancient ethnic hatreds” is repudiated by fieldwork-based
findings on civilians’ experiences, attitudes, and agency in war and postwar contexts
in both Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Notwithstanding the importance of other
titles concerning the post-Yugoslav wars, only ethnographic fieldwork among civilians
rendered refined knowledge of daily life, processes of identification, and patterns of
action. Such knowledge often remains overlooked, especially in the shadows of the
many analyses of political discourses, documents, institutions, and the role of
the media. However, such ethnographic work is central to any understanding of the
effects of military violence on people and the difficulties they meet in the processes
of individual and societal recovery. These methods urge a rethinking of identity theo-
ries by exploring patterns of identification in the context of humiliation, fear, limited
choices, and affiliations imposed by military violence. The knowledge about lived war
experiences is, therefore, also central to solving social problems after the war.

In turn, fieldwork concerning postwar contexts produces locality-sensitive knowl-
edge of current problems and their potential solutions (see, e.g., Bougarel et al.
2007). Such research also encourages a reconsideration of relations between citizens
and institutions on various levels. Insisting on a “bottom-up” perspective, it contrib-
utes to an understanding of constructions of identity, place, and home as dynamic
social processes. Finally, it sheds light on the local effects of international politics and
policies that are meant to enable but sometimes disable processes of recovery in the
aftermath of war.

Methodologically, this chapter is thus confined to ethnographic fieldwork concern-
ing civilians’ experiences. Whilst ethnographic research cannot entirely replace
research based on other methods, it cannot be regarded as merely a “storytelling”
complement to that research either. Instead, ethnography provides the core knowl-
edge necessary for understanding what war does to people and what ordinary people
may do in extraordinary, violent circumstances.

The thematic thread of this chapter — contesting the “cthnic hatred” explanation
— is chosen due to the fact that it connects most fieldwork-based anthropological
texts on both Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Fieldworkers see that “ethnic hatred”
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is often a simplistic explanation, and sometimes not valid at all. As the political impli-
cations of the ethnic paradigm have been far reaching, anthropologists, who under-
stand its locally specific relevance before, during, and after the wars from the
perspective of the very people involved, have continually challenged this paradigm.
They do not deny the existence of a continuum between nationalist and antinational-
ist stances and practices, but prioritize shedding light on nonnationalist positions
articulated in everyday life, as these are fully assessable only through fieldwork.

Theoretically, this chapter is about turning ethnicity into a matter of empirical
research, not using it as a lens whenever thinking about Yugoslavia and post-Yugoslav
issues. The wars induced ethnonational categories as pervasive and rigid (see, e.g.,
Sorabji 1995; Halpern and Kideckel 2000); they became more closely related to
religious markers and institutions (see, e.g., Bringa 2002; Macek 2009). However,
at the same time they remained relative and challenged (see, e.g., Kolind 2008),
which allowed for some forms of interethnic cooperation. The anthropologists who
did fieldwork among the civilians assess the importance of ethnoreligious background
and ethnonational identity (Macek 2009:124) as intermingled with place of resi-
dence, age, gender, education, profession, and urban versus rural belonging. They
explain how people (from both “minority” and “majority” groups) avoided, resisted,
or adopted the political position of “their” group’s decisions, often imposed on them
by politics and intense violence that was beyond their control.

There is no “neat,” singular, simple, or generally valid explanation of the post-
Yugoslav wars, of 1991 to 1995. The anthropology of war and recovery ofters expla-
nations that are contextualized, and pay appropriate attention to the ambiguities and
contradictions of identity-formation processes and agency situated in unstable, con-
fusing, and threatening circumstances. The fieldwork-based studies discussed in this
chapter relate to the seminal anthropological studies of violence, social suffering, and
recovery (Das et al. 2001) and to those studies that privilege lived experience in their
attempt to understand violence and its impacts (see, e.g., Daniel 1996; Nordstrom
2004; Finnstrom 2008). They do not focus on cultural mediations of violence and
its place in collective memory, on instrumental uses of violence in struggles over
resources and power, on violence as offering benefits of material gain and social
recognition, or on violent imaginaries (narrative, performative, or visually displayed)
of conflicts that leave no room for ambiguity about “sides” in a conflict (Schmidt
and Schroder 2001:8-15).

The editors of Anthropology of Violence and Conflict favor an operational approach
that “links violence to general properties of human nature and rationality and to
general concepts of social adaptation to material conditions” as it looks for “param-
eters transcending cultural specificity and the boundedness of violent events in time,
space and society” (Schmidt and Schroder 2001:17). They see as most common the
cognitive approach that portrays violence as culturally constructed, as a representation
of cultural values (Schmidt and Schréder 2001:17). They criticize the experiential
approach for its tendency to “neglect cultural generality in favour of pure fragmented
subjectivity,” which leads to “a randomizing view” of violent events, supposedly
useless for anthropological comparison (Schmidt and Schroder 2001:18).

Most of the anthropological texts on the 1991-1995 wars in Croatia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina discussed in this chapter focus on lived war experiences. Indeed, they
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offer an empirical critique of structurally inspired anthropological analyses of war and
war-related violence (Kolind 2006). It posits that identity is built on difference, and
that violence is employed to recreate difference when it becomes too small. Yet, even
if violence were to create unambiguous identities, these identities are a consequence,
and not an explanation of war (Kolind 2006:448). Further, claiming that violence
creates unambiguous identities “only accounts for a part of the process relevant for
understanding the relationship between violence and identification” (Kolind
2006:448). The fact that there is polarization between “us and them” does not say
anything about how particular people or particular groups of people react to it. The
literature presented below shows that some people resisted exclusive antagonistic
ethnic identifications.

WHAT HAPPENED, AND WHY?

As established after World War II, Yugoslavia comprised six republics (Slovenia,
Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbia, Montenegro, and Macedonia), along with two
autonomous provinces (Vojvodina and Kosovo, both within the Republic of Serbia).
A period of destabilization started following the death of Yugoslav president Tito in
1980. It culminated in violent conflicts that involved the Yugoslav People’s Army,
paramilitary groups, newly formed national armies, and millions of victimized civilians
(see Bringa 2002:206-216; The Scholars’ Initintive 2006; Povrzanovi¢ Frykman
2008:163-171).

Indeed, it was the plight of civilians — killed, orphaned, maimed, raped, tortured,
displaced, and exiled — that made the post-Yugoslav wars front-page news. It caused
incredulous shocks, international political negotiations, massive humanitarian actions,
and protracted court proceedings at the International Criminal Tribunal for the
former Yugoslavia in The Hague.

Generally speaking, international readiness for humanitarian help and moral indig-
nation over organized violence that was raging only “two hours from London”
(Craigie 1995), was coupled with overtly deficient insights into its political origins.
Scholarly analyses that focus on ethnic mobilization in relation to state security stress
the need of understanding the nature of the communal identities and the history of
their antagonisms within a geopolitical context (Sekuli¢ 1997; Fenton 2010:161-
164). They point to the role of international actors and their perception of the
importance of the creation and the dissolution of Yugoslavia, the interaction of geo-
strategical considerations and internal elite strategies, and the production of legiti-
macy as the result of geostrategical success or failure (Sekuli¢ 1997:177). Yugoslav
legitimacy depended on its “buffer” position between East and West and on antifas-
cism rather than communism — the ideology accepted by a small minority of popula-
tion (Sekuli¢ 1997:174). Pro-Western sentiments in Slovenia and Croatia were
clashing with a Serbian imperialism that replaced Yugoslavism and included defending
the “imperiled” Serbs in Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Kosovo (Fenton
2010:162-163). In short, “people came to choose to act and were forced to act”
(Fenton 2010:164, emphasis added) in terms of ethnic categories, under a particular
set of conditions. The inability of the Yugoslav socialist system to resolve the eco-
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nomic, political, and social crisis in the 1980s resulted in intense political infighting,
ethnonationalist movements and eventually armed conflicts.

Yet, the wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina appeared to many international
observers as messy and hard to grasp: they were so close to the geographical center
of Europe, yet so distant in terms of the cultural geography of (post)socialist Others.
Unlike the case of World War 11, it was not easy to discern the good “side” from
the bad one. And when it was attempted, a “balanced approach” was put forward,
by showing that people of a certain ethnicity who were victimized in one village
appeared as perpetrators in another. The “balanced” talk about victims becoming
perpetrators, and vice versa, is a logical outcome of defining people in ethnic terms,
and seeing them as representatives of “their” groups. Guilt by association makes sense
it “ethnic groups” (“sides”) and not individuals are concerned — that is, if explana-
tions are attempted on the scale of political maps and units of governance and not
on the scale of concrete locations of death and destruction. Such explanations rest
on the routinely used phrases “the war in Yugoslavia” and “the war in the Balkans,”
that dismiss the important fact that only parts of “the region” have been exposed to
warfare. Ethnographic research points not only to the generalizing nature of such
phrases, but also to the limitations of such explanations when applied to an entire
country. For instance, “the war in Croatia” meant heavy destruction and war crimes
in some parts of the country, while in other areas it was something only to be seen
on TV (éalc Feldman et al. 1993). In different parts of Bosnia, the war was radically
different from one location to the other; it could have had different intensity and
outcomes even between neighboring villages.

For a number of reasons, the nationalist character of much of the 1990s politics
in post-Yugoslav countries has trapped their entire populations in an image of fierce
nationalism. In the public discourse dominating international media and politics, the
adjective Yuygosiav was coupled with the use of the notions of Balkans, fratricide,
ethnic batred, and ethnic cleansing. This discourse exoticized the wars and contributed
to blurring the lines between perpetrators and victims. It became easy to treat all
sides in the conflict as equally guilty and not get involved in ways that would prevent
more casualties (Bringa 2002:203).

The phrases “centuries-old hatred” and “they cannot live together” first appeared
in a speech by the Serb nationalist leader Karadzi¢ a few weeks before the barricades
were set up in Sarajevo, when a Serb-controlled area was separated from the rest of
the city in spring 1992. Phrases such as these became a staple of Karadzi¢’s public
speech repertoire, picked up by many representatives of the Western media and
international mediators. As suggested by the Norwegian anthropologist Tone Bringa:

The implication behind the “centuries-old hatred” mantra was that the war could not
be stopped but had to run its natural cause, or, as E.U. mediator Lord Owen suggested,
that “the warring fractions would have to fight it out.” . . . By implication, the interna-
tional community could only try to alleviate some of the suffering by making sure that
food and medicines were delivered to the survivors. (Bringa 2002:202)

In response to the exoticizing depictions of the post-Yugoslav wars as expressions
of “ancient” Balkan hatred, many social scientists have argued that they involved
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competing nationalisms centered upon very modern technologies of power and
knowledge (Jansen 2005a). One of them involved the mapping of nationality on to
territory. While the “maps of ethnic distribution” in Yugoslavia delineated the deeds
of “ethnic cleansing,” critical observers use these maps with the opposite aim: “their
vivid splinter of colours evoke the complexity of the prewar situation, and the contrast
with the much ‘neater’ postwar maps testifies to the bloody processes by which ter-
ritories were homogenized nationally” (Jansen 2005a:47). The British-based anthro-
pologist Stef Jansen (2005b) thus argues that the uncontextualized use of those
prewar maps and the image of the mosaic of the “ethnic” territories they convey
entail dangers of misrepresentation. The “maps of ethnic distribution” suggest the
fixedness and importance of ethnic categories that might have had little bearing for
people’s own self-perceptions and their peacetime life in “mixed” territories. In most
instances, ethnicity was not a defining feature that pervaded people’s daily interactions
in Yugoslavia. The reorganization of life around ethnonational divisions was a process
that many found deeply disturbing (Macek 2009:124).

Indeed, “ethnic cleansing” was primarily about “the ‘destruction of alternatives’
and the elimination of people who represented those alternatives by virtue of identify-
ing or being identified with another ethnic or political community” (Bringa
2002:213). The very personalized violence that is a hallmark of “ethnic cleansing”
proved that a majority of people did not want the new social order that was being
imposed on them. “The level of fear and violence needed to engage people (or rather
to disengage people — that is, to silence their opposition) is an indicator of the weak
power of ethnic sentiment as a mobilizing factor” (Bringa 2002:218; see also Sorabji
1995). The Swedish anthropologist Ivana Macek (2009) provided abundant ethno-
graphic proof for the claim that people who had not identified strongly with their
ethnoreligious background found that it became more salient over the course of war
as they searched for people whom they could trust. This shift was not merely a matter
of the political exploitation of ethnonational identities, but was produced and rein-
forced by the war itself (Macek 2009:124).

This claim has been reinforced by the political scientist V. P. Gagnon Jr (2004),
whose analysis of the political and economic background of the post-Yugoslav wars
shows that the image of ethnic groups in conflict must be seen as “part of a selective,
ideological construct in which ‘ethnic groups’ are portrayed as actors by nationalist
politicians and historians” (Gagnon 2004:32). The real importance of these tensions
was that they contributed to the maintenance of inter-group boundaries and fostered
a distrust that enabled politicians to mobilize “their” group against others. Drawing
on archive, media, and statistical material, Gagnon corroborated the conclusion made
on the basis of ethnographic research quoted above, that

(T)he key in politics is to make certain identities more relevant than others, and others
irrelevant to politics. . . . This doesn’t necessarily require changing people’s self-perceived
identifications. Rather, it means forcing them in particular contexts to act — or not act
— within the narrow range of one “identity” defined in a very specific and particular way.
(Gagnon 2004:26-27)

The sense of security provided by a feeling of belonging to a group, not important
in the stable circumstances of peacetime, becomes crucial when group belonging is
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experienced as difference between life and death: therein lies its immense political
potential (Macek, 2009:124).

WRITING AS ACTING: THE QUANDARIES OF PARTIALITY

In Srebrenica almost 7000 Bosniak (Muslim) men were slaughtered in the week in
which the town was taken by Serb forces in July 1995, notwithstanding the fact that
it was one of the six UN-protected safe areas in wartime Bosnia (Research and Docu-
mentation Center Sarajevo 2008). In Sarajevo, UNPROFOR’s (United Nations
Protection Forces) transporters helped people to cross those streets exposed to sniper
fire, but did not help to stop the siege that lasted for 1395 days, and was the longest
in modern history (Kapi¢ et al. 2006). The Open Society Fund sent 2 million dollars
worth of pumpkin, carrot, tomato, lettuce, and corn seeds (Kapi¢ et al. 20006).
Looking at the seeds grow and enjoying the fruits might have filled people with hope,
confirming the existence of a framework of meaning that was not affected by war-
violence — a framework of natural cycles, of /ifz itself (see Povrzanovi¢ Frykman 2002,
on ecological order versus war disorder). However, at the same time, this was also a
message about the nonexistence of the will to deal with the root causes of the situ-
ation (Povrzanovi¢ Frykman 2008:184-185). As observed by Madek (2009), inaction
could be tolerated, since the terror that informed the Sarajevans’ lives made them
essentially different from the Westerners. After years of isolation, Sarajevo was turned
into a symbol of terror.

This elucidates the context of scholarly attempts to document and explain what
was going on in wars in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, from 1991 to 1995. For
domestic scholars, a number of issues implied in any ethnographic research — such as
access and partiality, being native and going native — became especially pertinent, as
the subject matter at hand was people’s suffering on one’s own doorstep, and the
quest for scientific detachment in an emergent anthropology at home appeared as
dubiously immoral.

Croatian war ethnographers have been criticized for profiling their research in “a
thematically restrictive way” that was lacking balance, and for producing a “contro-
versial,” “militant ethnography of ‘“fears and tears’” in which they oscillated “between
the roles of victim and author” (Naumovi¢ 2002:11). In their turn, painstakingly
aware of their own emotional involvement, and struggling with the instances of being
reduced to their national belonging, they could not consider the critique based on
the lack of research on the “other side” — which was a virtual impossibility for them
in the early 1990s. They could not help being hypersensitive to choices of terms that
at that time seemed to reflect the stances of othering and balancing of guilt explained
above (see Halpern and Kideckel 2000:5-7; Povrzanovi¢ 2000).

Instead of dissecting their country’s leaders’ national(ist) discourse, Croatian eth-
nographers elucidated the role of weapons as the “missing link” between discourse
and dying. They were interested in the ways people thought and acted beyond the
monovocal national narrative (see the contributions to Bennett 1995a, and to
Jambresi¢ Kirin and Povrzanovi¢ 1996). They found that lived war experiences were
not expressed in narrative frames of “suffering nation.” People’s personal narratives
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about war revealed a multiplicity, diversity and complexity of experience that chal-
lenged the uniqueness of the national narrative (Jambresi¢ 1995; Jambresi¢ Kirin
19964, 1996b). The use and interpretations of national symbols were also taken up,
in relation to visual representations and political mobilization (Senjkovi¢ 1995a,
1995b, 1996). So were the instances of political humor meant to “teach humility”
to the authoritarian Croatian president (Cale Feldman 1995a).

Ethnographic methods, used along with the oral history method of recording
individual perceptions of local and national history, helped in formulating narrative
cognitions pertaining to a new area of studies in Croatia. Importantly, writing about
war became a process of rethinking some of the fundamental issues in anthropology,
such as insider versus outsider dilemmas (Bennett 1995b; Cale Feldman 1995b;
Povrzanovi¢ 2000) and the predicaments of anthropological research on, and repre-
sentations of, suffering. The self-reflexive discussions of the epistemological position
“between destruction and deconstruction” (Prica 1995a, 1995b) added a dimension
to the issues concerning regimes of truth and textual representations examined in the
book Writing Culture (Clifford and Marcus 1986). Surrounded by “uncomfortable
and semantically shaken, nearly reversible” oppositions of individual conscience and
collective cause, Croatian war ethnographers “reached for autocathartic devices, treat-
ing their own lives as texts that ought to be written against mainstream interpreta-
tions, whether they are coming from outside or from inside the jeopardized country”
(Cale Feldman 1995b:85). They “tried to find their courage in playing the postmod-
ern game. . . . they ‘acted out,” as psychoanalysts would say, in an impossible situa-
tion, and saved their intellectual consciences” (éalc Feldman 1995b:87).

DAILY LIFE IN WAR

Grounded in civilians’ experiences, strategies of coping, humiliation, resistance,
belonging, and choice appeared as central concepts. Writing about air-raid alarms
and shelters, about food, water, and hygiene, about neighbors, friends, and helping
strategies, about fear, obstinacy, and courage, Croatian war ethnographies presented
examples of everyday interactions and communications either radically reduced or
newly introduced due to siege and shelling. They outlined a wartime politics of
identity based on strategies of survival, but also showed that everyday routines, politi-
cal rituals, and music are an efficient means of coping with war-provoked deprivation
and anxiety in everyday realms (éale Feldman et al. 1993; Pettan 1998).

My research on Dubrovnik under siege — Dubrovnik is a town on Croatia’s Adriatic
coast with some 60000 inhabitants — shows that the tendency to situate one’s own
identity in spatial terms was significantly intensified as a result of people’s lived
encounters with deprivation and violence. People become aware of the importance
of their physical position within, and physical dependency on, the surrounding land-
scape and urban structure. Many talked in detail of their bodily experiences of the
material world in situations of extreme restrictions imposed by siege. In such a
context, the exclamation “this is my town!” did not express nationalism, but the fact
that nonmediated experiences of the place were put to the fore (Povrzanovi¢ 1997,
Povrzanovi¢ Frykman 2002).
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The first civilian killed in Dubrovnik by a piece of mortar shell hitting him in his
apartment was a Serb. The knowledge of his ethnic affiliation cannot contribute to
the explanation of what happened to him and why. It is the where and when that are
important — the attachment to one’s own place and the moment in which the hap-
hazard violence turns a home into a site of death. The explanation, then, cannot be
based on ethnicity, but on the fact that this man decided to stay behind in Ais town.

In opposition to the new definition of their town as a military territory to be
threatened, shelled, and set on fire, people’s efforts to circumvent the imposed victim-
identity were many. Baking a birthday cake in improvised conditions? Insisting on
the evening walk in Dubrovnik? Organizing a concert? People were often successful
in keeping — in minimized form — the established forms of urban community and
culture. The war-related narratives I collected among the people of Dubrovnik
outline a wartime politics of identity, based on strategies of survival in the context
of siege, military attacks, injury, death, and destruction. They show that everyday
routines were an efficient means of coping with war-provoked deprivation and anxiety.
Swimming in the sea (in order to wash oneself) despite the potential exposure to
snipers, or going to the café, to drink coffee made out of mineral water (as the water
supplies were cut oft), were not instances of irrational behavior, but experimental-
experiential, culturally specific “trials” of what aspects of “normality” were possible
in a town changed by violence.

BELONGING TO EUROPE

In that context, the conviction that Dubrovnik — a town on UNESCO’s World
Heritage list — and its inhabitants “belong to Europe,” was of special importance.
This has been taken for granted not only because of the town’s geographical location,
but also because the people living there had inherited, lived with, and taken care of
some of the most distinguished objects of European architectural cultural heritage.
In the political discourse on Croatia’s right to independence, Dubrovnik featured as
a prominent piece of national soil. In the discourse of cultural heritage, it was the
most significant proof of Croatia’s belonging to Europe. For the people in the
besieged town, Dubrovnik was the site of “resistance” consisting of perseverance and
preservation of a minimal normality. When the shells were destroying the town, the
buildings otherwise viewed as cultural heritage to be proud of served to protect
endangered bodies. When the circulation of goods was stopped because of the siege,
the palm trees — a tourism symbol par excellence — were chopped down and used for
heating. When all the taps were dry in the town, the surrounding sea was not some-
thing to be appreciated for its beauty, but for saving people from humiliating stench
and infection.

Local people perceived the historical center of Dubrovnik as “protected” by the
importance of cultural heritage. They firmly believed that Exrope would not let it be
damaged. Ironically, however, the UNESCO flags denoting the precious heritage
eventually served as demarcations of the most valuable objects to be damaged. After
heavy bombing substantially damaged the historical center on December 6, 1991,
people suddenly realized — “everyone was crying in the streets, men, women, elderly,
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kids” — that the historic city walls guaranteed no protection from a common war
destiny (Povrzanovi¢ 1997:158). The illusion that their place could be excluded from
war because of the value of its cultural heritage was lost. They understood that
symbols could not stop the war, that culture could not overpower weapons — neither
in the form of heritage nor as a perceived “belonging to Europe” (Povrzanovié
Frykman 2002).

This lesson was far more bitterly learned by the people who stayed behind in
Sarajevo under siege. While concerned whether they were still “normal” in terms of
norms and habits of their prewar selves (Macek 2009), they could refer to Europe
as an idiom for a lost normality of a cosmopolitan Sarajevo. Evocations of interna-
tionally recognizable references, such as the Olympic Rings — now made out of barbed
wire — were reminders of the fact that Sarajevo used to be a part of “Europe and the
world” at the time when the Winter Olympic Games were held there in 1984 (Macek
2009:59). However, these international symbols remained unanswered cries for rec-
ognition of belonging that should have implied an obligation to help on those who
shared the message.

LIVED EXPERIENCES AND IDENTIFICATIONS

When people are shot at or expelled from their homes because of their ethnicity, it
goes without saying that ethnicity gains in importance, both as an imposed and
“reactively” chosen — aspect of identity. Yet, ethnicity might also cease to matter
when the shared lived experience of violence forms the basis of a feeling of belonging
to a place. Despite the war-induced relevance of belonging to one of the three major
ethnic groups in Sarajevo, a “fourth nation” was recognized, consisting of people
who experienced and valued the multiethnic life in Bosnia, identified themselves as
Sarajevans, and did not allow ethnic animosity to take over their personal social rela-
tions. Those were predominantly the people who stayed behind in Sarajevo under
siege.

Work by Ivana Macek (2009) stands out as the most systematic in-depth effort to
illuminate the civilian’s experiences of the war from within: she conducted fieldwork
in Sarajevo while the town was under siege. She collected narratives on the experi-
ences of civilians struggling to continue their everyday life in the midst of violent
threat and destruction and offered first-hand observations of the processes she dubbed
negotiation of normality. They implied fascinating instances of creativity in the strug-
gle against hunger, thirst, dirt, and cold, black humor in relation to United Nation’s
forces, stories of disgrace and embarrassment, and efforts to keep one’s urbanity and
intellectual life in spite of the danger of getting killed by a sniper whenever stepping
into the street.

Macek presents contradictory moral stances that Sarajevans adopted in the context
of “imitation of normal life.” When social norms taken for granted in peace could
not be met due to violence, people oscillated between “civilian,” “soldier,” and
“deserter” mode of perceiving and making sense of the war. The civilian mode fore-
grounds the shock of the outbreak of war and the belief that it is not possible that
“safe” social norms could collapse. The soldier mode refers to the recognition of the
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reality of war and of the logic of “sides” people have to take; a moral rationale for
fighting is provided, and the destruction and killing gain sense. The deserter mode
comes out of the abandonment of the neat divisions between citizens, armies, friends,
and foes that mark the other two modes, and expresses profound skepticism toward
any ideals that justify violence: everyone is individually responsible for one’s actions.
These three modes of feeling and thinking are highly contextual; they have been
employed simultancously, or people shifted back and forth between them in their
efforts to make sense of what was happening (Macek 2009:5).

Importantly, Macek also showed how importance of religion was reinforced by
the constant threat of death, but also by the fact that, except for UNHCR, religious
organizations were the primary source of subsistence goods. Hunger forced those
Sarajevans who were not religious before the war to recognize “their” religion:
“Thus, religion entered the everyday life of most Sarajevans in an organized and
institutionalized way” (Macek 2009:85). They followed the traditional lines connect-
ing ethnic and religious backgrounds — Croats being perceived as Catholics, Serbs as
Orthodox and Bosniaks as Muslim, regardless of their actual religious (in)activity.

Almost every detail of everyday life was subject to constant evaluation and reevaluation,
the most intensely charged and deeply disputed domain was that of ethnonational iden-
tification. Sarajevans had to reconcile their own lived experiences as members of ethno-
cultural groups in a multicultural city with the mutually exclusive, even hostile
construction of ethnonational identity that political leaders formulated and the war
increasingly forced upon them. (Macek 2009:9-10)

Yet, ethnic identifications are not relevant in the discussion of fears, adaptation strate-
gies, and daily practices of numerous individuals. For instance, a ten-year-old boy
from Sarajevo stated: “If I’ll have three children, I shall call them Electricity, Water
and Gas!” (Macek 2009:62). It was not his ethnicity making him fully aware of the
vital importance of those basic resources, but his war experience in the town under
siege. He could have been a Muslim, a Croat, or one of the Serbs who stayed in
Sarajevo and risked their lives in the attacks by the Serbian military forces (which they
did not perceive as “protecting their interests”; cf. Povrzanovi¢ Frykman 2008).
Ethnic identification is not relevant if the focus is on the humiliation suffered by
kneeling in the street in order to try to save the broken eggs in Dubrovnik under
siege (Povrzanovi¢ Frykman 2008).

A lasting contribution has been made by Tone Bringa and the crew that produced
the documentary We Are All Neighbours (Bringa 1993; see also Caplan 2002). Bringa
revisited the villagers she had made friends with during her research on Bosnian
Muslims in the 1980s (Bringa 1995). She was given the opportunity of filming the
process of local ethnic consolidation while military violence was engulfing the
Croatian—Muslim village and finally victimizing its Muslim inhabitants. The “before”
and “after” perspective, documented in the period of only a few weeks, gives a unique
insight from within: hearing the detonations only a couple of kilometers away, people
still chose to believe that the war would not hit their village and insisted on the
strength (and “normality”) of long-lasting friendships between neighbors regardless
of their ethnic and religious backgrounds. Yet, fear was the reason for them to
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succumb to “ethnic” thinking. Subsequent exposure to targeted violence eventually
proved them right. The film also witnesses how difficult it is for anyone emotionally
involved to keep the “balanced” view and resist ascribing guilt by association to all
members of an ethnic group, regardless of their individual deeds.

The Dutch anthropologist Mart Bax, writing against “a national or central leader
perspective that seems to dominate in most of Western analyses of Balkan society”
(Bax 2000b:332), showed that a study from below is crucial to an understanding of
the dynamics and the developmental logics of the processes named “ethnic cleans-
ing.” In the case of the Marian pilgrimage center of Medugorje in Herzegovina, the
history of economic competition between rival family clans was central to local events
in the context of the 1990s war. Bax described in detail the cruelty of targeted
destruction and killing between the clans. Yet, that violence can be explained neither
in terms of manipulations from above, nor in terms of interethnic antagonisms. It
occurred within an ethnic group; it was nonethnic in origin, but ethnicized in the
course of its development. “What might seem random and unpredictable on a higher
societal level demonstrates a large extent of regularity and explainability on local
level” (Bax 2000b:333).

The British-based anthropologist Stef Jansen did not find an English-language
publisher interested in publishing his dissertation on a pronounced instance of anti-
nationalism among intellectuals in the midst of the post-Yugoslav wars: a pro-peace
network established between Zagreb and Belgrade. With the prevalence of the
“ethnic hatred” explanation of post-Yugoslav wars noted above, it is perhaps not
surprising that his work was seen as a “misfit.” It was however, welcomed by a Bel-
grade publisher and translated into Serbian (Jansen, 2005b).

ETHNOGRAPHIES OF POSTWAR DEVELOPMENTS

But what do identity options look like after the wars, after they have been narrowed
down by the experiences of fear, prosecution, and brutal violence as well as by lasting
losses and material hardship? Atrocities, destruction, and the war-born importance
of ethnic affiliations are facts. So is the high unemployment rate in the postwar period.
Which alternatives, then, appear as viable, to the people living in, or returning to,
places that have been enmeshed in war?

Stef Jansen criticizes the discourse of sedentarism prevalent in refugee studies and
policies, that naturalizes the link between people and places, and is “all the more
problematic when combined with an exoticist approach to non-Western Others,
somehow locating them closer to nature” (Jansen, 2007:16). Embodied attachment
to place should not be taken for granted but analyzed as a possible dimension of
homemaking. “Home” yearned for in exile is never identical to the place exiles return
to: places are changed because of war, and people are changed for having lived else-
where. Defying the logics of refugee-return policies, they do not necessarily wish to,
or want to, return to their “proper” homes. Investigating minority returnees in two
different ethnic majority contexts in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Jansen found that people
were more preoccupied with finding a “cool ground” — a safe place in which they
could reestablish their lives, than with the return itself. The return to the original
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home was only wished for if it could offer such “cool ground” (Jansen 2007:16).
He therefore calls for an investigation of “the conditions in which certain (re)makings
of ‘home’ come to be seen as more feasible than others,” and of “the importance of
place in ‘home’ through an emphasis on personhood and transformative social rela-
tions” (Jansen 2007:17).

Basing her book on long-term ethnographic fieldwork in the Croatian town of Knin
and its rural hinterland, Carolin Leutloft-Grandits (20006) offered a detailed picture
of the postwar dynamics of local intergroup relations that were shaped by property
interests. While she observed the expected cleavage between local and newcomer
population, she also documented the less expected — indeed, impossible, if ethnic
hatred had been a cause of war! — cross-ethnic respect for property rights, and coop-
eration that opened up pathways to reconciliation between native Croats and Serbs.

Danish anthropologist Torsten Kolind (2008) conducted fieldwork in the small
town of Stolac in Bosnia-Herzegovina, to which Bosniaks (Muslims) returned after
having been expelled by the Croats. In collecting and investigating their narratives
on the war and postwar situation, he found that war-related violence and the postwar
ethnic policy discriminating against Bosniaks had penetrated everyday life. Yet, he
also found that people create and mold other, nonethnic categories that can be used
for moral evaluation (such as, for instance, “decent people” as opposed to “politi-
cians,” or “our Croats” as opposed to the attackers but also to the displaced people
who settled in the town from rural areas). People continuously blur ethnic categories,
both as part of a more deliberate ideology of antinationalism and coexistence, as well
as the logic of sharing the place of everyday life, in which meetings occur on bases
other than the ideological. Kolind’s research also showed that the experience of living
in a certain place featured as a prominent ground of identification that helped avoid
political juxtapositions along ethnic lines. People have to live with ambiguities and
contradictions; they sometimes adopt and sometimes defy the dominant public dis-
courses on war. They try different narrative strategies to incorporate these contradic-
tions into a new, postwar reality.v

This can be related to Jasna Capo Zmega®s (2007) analysis of the processes of
identification among the Croats native to the Srijem region in Vojvodina, northern
Serbia, who, due to the dissolution of Yugoslavia, resettled in northeastern Croatia.
Although the context was one of “coethnic migration,” indigenous people and new-
comers perceived one another as strangers. The fact that they were all Croats in an
independent Croatia was not relevant for the local constructions of difference. While
the local population did not see the Croats from Srijem as “true” Croats because
they had been living in Serbia, they felt culturally superior. Their narrations of dif-
ference in relation to the local population insisted on cultural otherness and impos-
sibility of social contacts. However, their everyday life, as observed by the researcher
in the course of her long-term fieldwork, defied narration inasmuch as it brought
about contacts that led to gradual integration.

On the local level, ethnic affiliations may not appear as the primary basis for col-
lective identifications in postwar contexts. A “classical” example concerns the difficul-
ties in reestablishing prewar realms of community between people who stayed behind
in war zones and those who returned from refuge after the war. The difficulties in
understanding each other’s experiences and recognizing the choices of leaving and
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staying behind as equally moral, have been witnessed not only among people of the
same ethnicity, but even among family members.

Those who stayed in Sarajevo, met by the Danish anthropologist Anders H. Ste-
fansson (2004a, 2004Db), claimed the moral high ground and accused the returners
of fleeing and getting rich in the West. They, in turn, employed the strategy of “invis-
ibility”: it possible, they avoided talking about their refugee life in the West. Compet-
ing discourses of suffering in war and in exile created powerful cultural stercotypes
that could, but did not necessarily hamper relations between those who stayed and
returners. The gaps between them were not absolute or impossible to bridge.

Tone Bringa’s second film (Bringa and Loizos 2001) on the villagers whose
wartime victimization was documented in the film from 1993 mentioned above,
documents their return to their partially repaired homes six years after their war
plight. In the first film, some claimed that they would never ever come back; in the
second film, they are filled with energy and plans for the future rebuilding of their
homes, for which they carefully collected furniture and other property during the
years of displacement. Even if war events made ethnicity and the related religious
identifications far more important than before, some Muslims and Croats cherish
good neighborly relations, finding a common ground not only in the memories of
former life in the village but also in the fact that, albeit on different “sides,” they all
experienced the loss of home and life as refugees.

Finally, the book The New Bosnian Mosaic (Bougarel et al. 2007) focuses on
matters “beyond ethnicity,” “beyond ancient hatreds,” and “beyond protectorate”
in postwar Bosnia-Herzegovina. Ethnonational identification is still very much a
contested issue. The contributors to the volume analyze the ways in which a number
of war-related categories are used by nationalist parties. In the context of meager
resources, houses, jobs, and other benefits are distributed in relation to wartime roles.
Different ethnonational groups have often diametrically opposing versions of the
same event. However, there are no uniform and uncontested interpretations of the
war that would differentiate “sides” in a clear-cut way.

Importantly, this book offers critical assessments of the presence and role of “the
international community” in postwar Bosnia-Herzegovina, encompassing both inter-
national workers and local staff employed in various international organizations. Due
to their “clite” salaries, and the fact they do not depend on the same banking system,
security, healthcare, or transportation as the local population, they live in a parallel
world. These workers remain out of touch with local realities, while being frustrated
with the locals’ perceived shortcomings that hamper the process of establishing the
“civil society” these international workers are paid to promote.

ANTHROPOLOGISTS’ CONTRIBUTIONS TO
RECOVERY AND UNDERSTANDING

A collection of Stef Jansen’s articles on postwar developments in Croatia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina, including those quoted above, has been translated into Croatian
(Jansen, n.d.). Tone Bringa’s (1995) book on ethnic and religious identities as lived
in a Muslim—Croat village in Bosnia in the 1980s and Ivana Macek’s (2009) book
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on Sarajevo under siege in the 1990s have been translated into Bosnian (Bringa 2009;
Macek n.d.).

Their work is seen as a valuable contribution to the postwar recovery, welcomed
by domestic intellectuals who hope that this will influence wider audiences. Not
“going native,” but relying on their own extensive field insights, the anthropologists
ground their research priorities in the issues recognized as important by the very
people they meet in the field. Their work particularly contributes to the knowledge
claimed to be central for the anthropological study of violence, and also to a fuller
cultural analysis in general — the knowledge of the “struggles over memory and
history, the importance of culturally specific narratives for the expression of griev-
ances, and the local constructions of ‘choice,” ‘competition,” and ‘opportunism’
(Warren 2001:3 of the Web edition).

It also sheds light on the uses of gender(ed) positions. In examining the workings
of public and “everyday” discourses in a Muslim-majority area of Bosnia-Herzegovina,
in a community straddling the imagined boundaries of East and West, American
anthropologist Elissa Helms (2008) showed a range of competing (re)configurations
of East—-West and related dichotomies. Importantly, they are reconfigured through
notions of gender. While some of these (re)articulations seem to challenge dominant
orientalist and Balkanist frameworks, Helms argues that they ultimately reproduce
notions of opposing East and West civilizations. She shows that women have become
more visible symbols of Balkan backwardness while orientalist depictions have moved
from emphasizing erotic sexuality to a focus on heavily veiled and controlled women,
symbolizing the political threat of the East/Islam.

In postwar Bosnia, women raped, displaced, and bereaved during the war have
become the symbol of ethnic victimization and innocence, especially among Bosniaks
(Helms 2007:237). Politically active women are caught in a contradiction. They want
to retain the moral purity ascribed to women who conform to their roles as passive
victims and keepers of the home and family, yet they also seek to be taken seriously
as political actors (Helms 2007:240). Helms explored the discursive strategies they
use to gain support and justify their involvement in the male-associated sphere of the
political, and the importance of the support by the “international community,” of a
broad-based, multiethnic group of women NGO activists and politicians from a range
of political parties, who formed a non-nationalist movement of women calling for
increased participation in politics and attention to a variety of “women’s issues”
(Helms 2007:236).

The ethnographic writing on post-Yugoslav civilians’ war experiences feeds into
the general knowledge that contests the ideas about “violent instincts” and irrational
hatred as causes of war (see Bower 2000; Nordstrom and Quinones Giraldo 2002).
Theories concerning home, hope, and mobility may be another important outcome
of research on postwar social processes (see, e.g., Long and Oxfeld 2004; Markowitz
and Stefansson 2004; Jansen and Lofving 2008).

Furthermore, this research questions a set of explanations for the popular support
of nationalism that, from a constructivist perspective, tends to attribute explanatory
power to political propaganda and media manipulation, and seeks causes for ordinary
people’s adherence to nationalism in collective structural factors. The political (and
ethical) drawback of such explanations is that “through their disregard for individual
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agency, they preclude questions of responsibility to an uncomfortable extent and
further marginalize existing alternative narratives of past and present as well as dissident
routes of action, which have been silenced in recent times” (Jansen 2006:436). Stef
Jansen (20006) focused on the agency of the Croatian returnees formerly expelled from
their homes in Croatia. His observations of contextual interpretations and strategic
moves in the course of daily life deconstruct the perception of internal (nationalist)
homogeneity. He found that individual coping strategies in a context of relative pow-
erlessness entail strategic essentinlizing in relation to dominant nationalist discourses.

The British anthropologist Cornelia Sorabji is also sensitive to individual choices
and paths of action. Writing about how memories are managed in postwar Sarajevo
(Sorabji 2006), she proposes a focus on the individual as active manager of one’s own
memories — again, reachable only through fieldwork, not through analysis of official
or media texts. She opposes the idea that people’s memories of traumatic events will
continue to importantly affect social fabrics.

At the far end of this general approach to questions of memory are the “ancient ethnic
hatred”-style studies which imply that everyone who experiences war is lastingly, psy-
chologically deformed and that the deformity can be xeroxed down the generations by
the simple means of repeating stories of suffering to one’s children. This is what seems
to be implied . . . by the depiction of Bosnia a land “deeply divided and steeped for
generations in tales of heroism and imbued with a quasi-religious ethos of revenge . . . ”
This vision makes it hard to understand why anything ever changes at all and why chil-
dren do not always and everywhere repeat their parents’ animosities and wars. (Sorabji
2006:2)

Sorabji shows that there have been gradual changes to common interpretations of
the meanings, motivations, and portents of violence among the people who stayed
in Sarajevo throughout the war: from urban—rural opposition in the early days of war,
via ideas about innate or semi-innate aggression of Serbs both during the peak and
at the end of war, to later interpretations that position Serbs, and even their wartime
president, as mere dupes and instruments of global powers (Sorabji 2006:13). She
accounts for a hesitation — shared by many — toward the Serbs’ return to the city. In
purely moral terms, Sorabji’s collocutors who had stayed behind in Sarajevo believe
that every person should be judged individually, but since they lack specific knowl-
edge about the war conduct of many returned Serbs, they would rather avoid meeting
these returners, as even thinking about the Serbs who left raised painful memory-
management issues (Sorabji 2006:14). The challenge posed by returning Serbs is thus
not in any fixed interpretation of Serbs as a group, but in “the simple unpleasantness
of the memory management process itselt” (Sorabji 2006:14). As it is most often not
possible to make an individual judgment of who may be guilty for what, only those
Serbs who remained in the town during the war are met in unproblematic ways.
Ethnographic insights by Sorabji and other anthropologists researching identities,
memories, and moral claims in postwar Bosnia-Herzgovina (Bougarel et al. 2007)
underscore the need for understandings “from below” and the recognition of micro-
local conditions of recovery. By looking at political processes through the notions of
masculinity and femininity, ideas about the relationship between politics and society,
understandings of public and private realms, and categories of morality and victim-
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hood, they illuminate some of the otherwise hidden ways in which power and identi-
ties are being contested and shaped in the postwar period. “Ethno-national
classifications and nationalism may intersect with these elements but they are not the
only stakes upon which political debates turn. This contrasts sharply with what is
implied by most depictions of Bosnia since the break-up of Yugoslavia” (Helms
2007:273).

LOOKING AHEAD, GRASPING CONTRADICTIONS

Postwar Bosnia-Herzegovina is being shaped by a number of state and statelike
effects. Foreign donors and local NGOs deliver public services and distribute social
benefits in a new interplay of “national” and “international,” “governmental” and
“nongovernmental,” “political,” and “humanitarian” (Bougarel et al. 2008:33).
Fieldwork is thus a basis for an anthropology of “state-building” that draws on the
anthropology of “transition,” the anthropology of state, and the anthropology of
violence and recovery. At the same time, ethnographic insights inform the upcoming
analyses of postsocialist processes in the countries that, in the last two decades, were
singled out as examples of ethnic conflict, nationalism, and “failed states.” Known
for being exemplary in the way they combine knowing and caring for the people they
write about and their academic rigor (including fluency in local languages) the
anthropologists engaging with postwar issues will hopefully become an increasingly
important source of knowledge for aid donors and policy-makers as well as for critical
reflections from within the societies they write about.

The group of (mostly young) scholars consisting of anthropologists and ethnolo-
gists both from Western and post-Yugoslav countries are currently interrogating the
usefulness of postsocialist analytic frames (Gilbert et al. 2008). Finding post-Yugoslav
societies to be an excellent place to test the concepts of European and Western
modernity, they focus on the multiplicity of imaginaries and practices in post-Yugoslav
countries that are overshadowed, but not exhausted, by the recent history of war and
violence. They explore the feasibility of hope — people’s temporal orientations, expec-
tations, and engagements with possible future — as the central notion in an analysis
of social transformation.

The scholars engaged in research in post-Yugoslav contexts have a stake in the
processes of societal recovery. On the one hand, the need is paramount for fieldwork-
based knowledge that reveals multiple possibilities of perceiving self and others
beyond nationalist politicians’ designs. On the other hand, it is crucial not to down-
play the reality of traumas, the emotions they may entail, and the pervasiveness of
competing moral categories and claims coming out of war experiences. In that sense,
“balanced” insights are a necessary basis for any purposeful action toward betterment
and the assessment of best locality-sensitive practices. They have to take into consid-
eration a cluster of elements that defy explanations in terms of clear-cut group iden-
tifications and ethnic antagonisms. War experiences are an integral part of social
fabrics already fragmented in many ways. It is therefore important to “comprehend
people’s understandings of the contradictory tensions, and the heterogeneous per-
sonal and collective interests in their lives” (Warren 2001:3 of the Web edition).
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Anthropological research on war and recovery in post-Yugoslav countries contrib-
utes to the general knowledge coming out of anthropological studies of violence
(Warren 2001), namely that politics cross-cuts ethnic, religious, and linguistic differ-
ence and complicates the picture of hybrid identifications and coexisting groups
formed on diverse grounds. Ethnicity is just one among many such grounds. This,
however, does not lessen the fact made clear by the ethnographers quoted above,
that people in postwar contexts move back and forth between ethnonational homog-
enization and building social solidarity along other lines. In the context of war-
traumas and precarious resources, potential uses of ethnicity as the foundation of fear
and separation should not be underestimated.
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1 6 European Religious
CHAPTER Fragmentation and

the Rise of Civil
Religion

Peter Jan Margry

In 2008 Dutch mass media got wind of a new religious group that had established
itself in the small village of Hoeven. Under the ominous name of the Order of
Transformers,' the members practice a form of fundamentalism based on Christianity
which focuses on the purity of the original (apocryphal) scriptures as well as physical
naturism. Living in a strict community, members must experience the influence their
choices have on their daily lives and learn how to banish the associated “weak links
and destructive routines” from their personal lives in order to achieve a state of
harmony. This community is an example of the splintering of modern religious life,
and also of the way in which new religious movements try to bring balance into the
growing subjectivation of religion in modern Western society, in part by a collective
“renewal” based on a Christian heritage. With their autonomous operation and the
eclectic way in which they have put together their belief system, these “transformers”
are in that respect children of their time.

This chapter concentrates on religion and belief systems in modern Europe. It is
not intended to be a general overview, but instead focuses on a number of specific
religious phenomena from the recent past. Furthermore, it will show how we can
relate these changes to the history of Europe and the way in which new developments,
both on an individual and collective level, are inspired by the (Christian) past.

A CHRISTIAN EUROPE?

During the last decade, belief systems in contemporary Europe showed a strong
intrinsic and extrinsic dynamism. Notwithstanding its long and broad historical basis,
Christianity, which was once the dominant religion of Europe, has for decades now
been rapidly losing ground to a general subjectivation of religion, and this has caused
a fragmentation of faith, resulting in various spiritual forms and new religious
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movements such as the charismatic movement, Pentecostalism, neopaganism, Scien-
tology, esotericism, pluriform New Age, and so on (e.g. Hanegraaft 1996; Coleman
2000; Partridge 2004; Heelas and Woodhead 2005). In a diachronic perspective,
this development is not a completely new phenomenon; there has been a tension
between the dominant Christian religion (i.e. Orthodoxy, Protestantism, Roman
Catholicism) on the one hand, and on the other hand undercurrents of heterodoxy
or nonconforming religious movements and the individual’s search for other “truths,”
as expressed in paganism, syncretism, Gnosticism, superstition, Satanism, freema-
sonry, rationalism, modernism, and so on. However, these movements and sectarian
cults remained relatively small and did not constitute a serious threat to Christianity
as a whole. Within Europe, Christianity has thus been the main religious expression,
without any serious competition. It was the dominant culture without being universal
or uniform.?

Religion is embedded in a sequence, and is being constantly renewed and rein-
vented in all of its manifestations in opposition to preceding systems and movements.
In this way, Christianity and new and alternative religious movements stemming both
from outside and from within Christianity itself have continually influenced one
another. It was, however, not until the twentieth century that Christian Europe
became confronted with a major change in its social and religious paradigms. For
centuries, European unity had been without serious competition, despite the division
caused by the Great Schism of 1054, which created a separation between the West
and Orthodoxy (in Eastern Europe, Greece, and Russia) and the division of Western
Christianity itself in the sixteenth century, that developed further along the somewhat
looser Protestant lines of the Reformation and via the hierarchic and centralistic
Roman Catholic Church. These two schisms are still geographically represented in a
“southern” Catholicism, “northwestern” Protestantism, and “eastern” Orthodoxy,
divisions whose lines more or less concur with the Roman, German, and Slavic lan-
guage territories. This seemingly simple division of the continent into three parts
should not obfuscate our idea of the cultural and religious complexity of what we
call “Europe,” mostly unified but consisting of an exceptional variety of ethnicities,
communities, and networks.

Although intrinsically divided, the strong staying power of Christendom was only
sporadically threatened by the single competitive neighboring monotheistic religion
of Islam.? Judaism always maintained some level of cultural influence, but remained
quantitatively small, existing in minority communities within the Christian realm.
Having underscored the dominance of Christianity in a historical perspective, it is
relevant to note here that it remains unclear how Christian the past actually was at
the level of everyday culture, and the extent to which it remained “pagan,” affected
by superstitious practices of popular or lived religion, remains unclear too (Delumeau
1971; Milis 1998). So, roughly speaking, Christianity represents two different reali-
ties: that of the formal Churches and that of the vernacular, the collective, and
individual practice of everyday life (cf. Primiano 1995; Ammermann 2007).

The basis of the shift toward personal religiosity as it is expressed nowadays can
be traced back to the Enlightenment; and even the critical and self-reflexive religious
movements of the Reformation at the start of the early modern period could in a
way be seen as precursors of the radical Enlightenment. This rationalistic movement
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rejected the existence of God and praised the freedom of the autonomous self. Phi-
losopher Baruch Spinoza introduced a humanistic approach, with which, based on
human reasoning, the religion was deconstructed and perceived as a cultural invention
(Israel 2001:218-229). The nineteenth century, subsequently, had its own secular
prophets, of whom Friedrich Nietzsche may have been the bluntest when he described
Christianity and /or religion as a drug or a curse, and as one great lie maintained in
order to control the people. Nietzsche’s shocking atheist theorizing (for example in
Die frobliche Wissenschaft from 1882) was possible thanks to the enlightened mindset
and the reordering of Europe after the French Revolution, which led to the creation
of nation-states and new societal ideologies such as capitalism and communism, which
arose and challenged the hegemony of Christianity.

From a historic point of view, it is interesting to note that within modern Europe
Catholicism managed to regain for one more time some of its direct political influ-
ence. This was during the run-up to the collapse of the Iron Curtain and, in combi-
nation with the people’s movement, with its leading role in the downfall of communism
in Poland in 1989; similarly, in Croatia and Lithuania, Catholicism and nationalism
were connected, playing a role in the breakup of Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union
(Borowik 2002; Knippenberg 2005).

For many people in Europe, World War II provided the ultimate confrontation
with themselves and with the existential values and uncertainties of life. From a theo-
logical viewpoint, this human catastrophe would later even raise questions about the
very existence or meaning of God in the light of the possibility of “Auschwitz”
(Morgan 2001a, 2001b). The total desperation of Europe following World War II
revived processes of change which would shake the European belief systems to their
core. And it was around the middle of the twentieth century that an overall shift in
the European religious paradigm took place. The rise of the welfare state in Western
Europe in particular went hand in hand with a decrease in the fundamental need for
the existing church communities along which people’s daily lives were structured.
The “long 1960s” represented a “revolutionary” new age in which a religious revolu-
tion also took place, triggered by sociocultural and internal ecclesiastical renewals and
an emerging ecumenical movement. The subsequent erosion of traditional church
structures opened the way to voluntary and eclectically created forms of religion
mainly situated and organized in and from the private domain. This was a momentous
shift from universal to more strongly individually defined “systems” of beliefs and
ways of giving meaning to life. This process of driving back the existing dominant
Churches from the public domain and its collective religious practice can be seen as
a form of pseudosecularization as it created space for new and different forms of
religion and spirituality and Church renewals.

RENEWAL AND REVIVAL

The “long 1960s,” however, can be described as a second Enlightenment, within
which the individual was better able to make his or her own religious choices, separate
from tradition and without institutional norms and guidance. The simultane-
ous massive opening up of the world by travel, tourism, and media made the
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acquaintance with a wide range of non-Western rituals and religious views possible.
The message of self-development from those days opened the way for what is today
known as religious shopping, or do-it-yourself or patchwork religion. Reenchanted
Europe also experienced a renewed interest in its pre-Christian, pagan spiritualities.
Although the term spirituality (derived from the Latin spéritus = spirit) is embedded
in older classical and Christian uses, since the mid-twentieth century it has also
become a generic term for the wide range of Western and neopagan spiritualities and
new religious movements as well as Eastern religions and spiritualities and all their
related practices. Although some qualify spirituality at a lower level as, for example,
being “undemanding,” “ad hoc,” or “uninstitutionalized,” and therefore not a “real”
religion (Taylor 2002:113), from my perspective this is not the case. The emergence
of spirituality in combination with the repositioning of some of the major religions
refuted the secularization theory which had been the leading religion research para-
digm for decades (cf. Berger 2002).

In general, the new movements no longer represent lifetime moral frameworks,
but epitomize open spiritual communities, which are often chosen by people — “spir-
itual seekers” — in a sequential or eclectic way, each one being related to a specific
phase of life with its corresponding existential problems, interests, and preferences.
As long as the existential self of the “common Westerner” is not threatened or diso-
rientated, nowadays a limited or low-level demand for religion or spirituality is
implied. This religious pragmatism turns to religion when it is necessary; religion has
become an optional extra. Thus when unhappiness, loneliness, problems, and untreat-
able diseases or mental illnesses impinge upon daily life, people’s perceptions change
and they tend to feel some kind of religious need.

For the Catholic Church, the outcome of the Second Vatican Council (1962-
1965) proved to be a factor in the undermining of its own position. The Council’s
aim of modernizing the Church was the ultimate cultural expression of the period
of change in which it took place. One effect of the renewal of the Church in com-
bination with what was seen as an increasing “moral decay” of society was the creation
of smaller countermovements of Christian-related traditionalism and scattered fun-
damentalism in Europe. Although comparatively small, the influence of these groups
of activists is relatively strong. They are organized in autonomous alternative group-
ings or informal prayer groups, often related to visionaries and contested apparitional
devotions through which they avow that Jesus or Mary personally proclaim the uni-
versal truth directly to mankind (to them) instead of via what they call the “false
church of Rome” with its subjectified interpretations. These circles of individualistic
devotees are also an expression of the fragmentation of religion in Europe. Despite
their small size they have gained a relatively large influence through their high degree
of digitalization and their use of Web services, and by creating what I have called the
network of divergent Marian devotion (Margry 2004; Apolito 2005). This network
has its origins in Europe but nowadays represents a global fabric of Catholic-inspired
traditionalism, which has produced an alternative grassroots and contestative devo-
tional circuit of traditionalist clerical leaders, visionaries, and devotees. These groups
move in the grey areas on the outskirts of the Church. For example, the cult of Our
Lady of Medjugorje, which for decades was formally banned and denounced in
Bosnia and Herzegovina, has become so powerful that it seems on the verge of
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mainstream acceptance. In reaction to such disintegrating forces, nowadays the weak-
ened Catholic Church opts for pragmatic politics and tries to normalize and reinte-
grate important heretical devotions. Church officials then start to acknowledge that
the visionary shrine might indeed produce indirect benefits for the church, such as
conversions and priestly vocations, and that these should be now interpreted as proof
of its authenticity (Margry 2009).

The undermined position of the Church as a moral and ethical paradigm caused
religious people to shift from the Church to new religious movements which could
offer religious absolutism and inerrancy. In response to this, the Catholic Church
started to battle religious fragmentation and encouraged the incorporation of devi-
ancy, heresy, or cognate religious domains. The Marian cult of Medjugorje has
already been mentioned, but also excommunicated movements like the Lefebvrists
(Society of St. Pius X) have been invited to return to the “mother church.” Renewal
and convergences are also visible in Protestantism, where Protestants are searching
within Catholic traditions for their roots and for renewing inspiration in rituality and
sensorial experiences. The evangelical /Protestant section of European Christianity
also shows an important renewal movement, which is induced by the success of
African and American evangelicalism and Pentecostalism and by charismatic Protes-
tantism (Jenkins 2007). Inspired by new movements brought to Europe through
immigration, new and flourishing local communities have come into being. These
movements attach much importance to collective ritual and the performance of the
individual body and the use of the senses. One very popular — as individually con-
nected to issues of life and illness — instrumental ritual element within these new
movements is the practice of prayer or faith healing. This ritual makes it possible for
an individual to emerge from the group, to present themselves, and it brings him or
her into contact with the religious specialist.

With their appropriation and convergence policies, the churches are trying to halt
the erosion of institutional religion. Although they have had a certain amount of
success in this, they have also had to give way to the invasive appearance and broad
popularity of alternative spiritualities in the West.

RELIGIOUS FRAGMENTATION AS A PARADIGM

It is central to the argument of this chapter that the fragmentation of religion means
that an insight into the current state of religion in Europe can only be obtained
through ethnological and anthropological research methods and a focus on everyday
life and the local (cf. Knott 2005). Since religion is more a matter of context than
system, I will now go deeper into the cultural contexts of religious fragmentation
and the rise of civil religion.

The developments here described are not autonomous, but part of a much wider
process of reevaluating, repositioning, and redefining religion and the sacred in peo-
ple’s lives. The fragmentation of the territory of the traditional church was initiated
and stimulated by a process of declining churchgoing or secularization followed
by repeated cycles of secularization and desecularization or sacralization. During
this period the churches lost their monopoly on the definition of the sacred and of
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transcendental symbolism, but in this case globalization did not result in cultural
homogenization or monolithization. Together with a growing individualization* and
subjectivation in Western society, the loss of the monopoly broke through cultural
barriers and generated a proliferation and mingling of languages, ethnicities, religions,
and religious movements. Thus cosmopolitan-religious forms of cultural globaliza-
tion, coupled with individual processes of laying claim to local or regional rituals and
symbolic practices, created increased opportunities for a personalized religious praxis.
As far back as the early 1960s, the German sociologist Thomas Luckmann noted the
discrepancy between the subjective autonomy of the individual and the objective
autonomy of the primary (ecclesiastical) institutions in the public domain. He asked
himself to what extent the modern sacred “cosmos” legitimized or was a cause of
the fact that the individual was retreating into the realm of the private and personal,
and so increasingly sanctifying his own subjective autonomy (Luckmann 1967, 1990).

Seen in this way, the breaking open of the former traditions of authority and the
opportunity to exercise freedom of choice led to a far-reaching fragmentation and
pluralization of the religious domain and to the erosion of tradition within religion
(“detraditionalization”). Another German sociologist, Klaus Eder, then coined the
concept of a “post-secular society.” He identified the paradox of the rise of religion
in what is seemingly a secular society. This has also been recognized by a former
protagonist of the secularization theory, Harvey Cox, who depicted the theory as
“the myth of the twentieth century.”

In any case, secularization and the withdrawal of the traditional Church from the
public domain has created more space for smaller movements of Christian fundamen-
talism, cults, forms of open spirituality and New Age, as well as the need — in times
of crisis — to experience a sort of religious communion in rituals and new forms of
religion, in addition to the seemingly endless individual choices available.

Nevertheless some countries, whilst being highly unchurched or secularized, still
show paradoxically high figures for Church adherence, although these figures may
be distorted as people tend not to go to the effort of resigning their church member-
ship. In some of these countries, the rejection of a personal God gave way to a
generally noncommittal or nonengaged idea that is expressed in the fact that, when
asked, many are prone to answer that there might indeed be something. The God idea
becomes overruled by an indefinite belief in a transcendent power. This religion of
“somethingism,” may become, or is already in some northwestern European coun-
tries, the biggest group of “believers” (Hamberg 2003:48—49). This attitude, which
stems from rationalism, is closely bound up with a continuing uncertainty regarding
the existence of a God (“probabilism”).

This “somethingism” is not always translated into an actual religious practice but
it exists in people’s minds as a reasoned potentiality. More often it finds its way into
a broad variety of expressions of New Age spiritualities. In her fascinating research
into modern Scottish shamanic practices, Burgess found that those involved made a
specific choice for spiritual growth and service and to undergo this transformative
process because of all the changes in the world and in their lives. These new shamans
are not so much seeking traditions as “spirit” and “guidance” to help them be able
to function better in a global society (Burgess 2008:175-176). Generally speaking,
European religious heritage forms a fertile ground from which all manner of religious



RELIGIOUS FRAGMENTATION AND CIVIL RELIGION 281

reifications based on heritage and indigenous traditions have flourished: neopagan-
ism, Avalon, Wicca, Atlantis/UFQOs/ druidism, Grail spirituality, Celticism, Satanism,
Cabalism, and so on.

“Institutional religions are currently faltering in their ability to help people move
through their transformational change in meaningful ways,” states Burgess. The
power structures of the religious institutions which ruled over people are being
replaced by a personal and identity-related interpretation; the holistic concept of a
general consciousness or interrelatedness with all life. New religions can offer support
and guidance to spiritual consciousness, without doctrines and the instruments of
power as wiclded by the churches (Burgess 2008:195-197). In “liquid modernity,”
spirituality and religion, like notions of the sacred, are themselves being transformed
and the participants feel a certain sense of engagement as co-creator of emerging
global spiritualities.

An important element in the whole array of modern religious forms and move-
ments is the aspect of gender. New religious movements have a much larger role for
female interpretation, one that challenges the patriarchal paradigm of religion in
general. Within major (fundamentalist) global forms of worship also, the role of
women has greatly increased. For example, the controversial cult of the Lady of All
Nations in Amsterdam explicitly wants to reinforce the public female clement.
Researchers asked: What draws women to religion? Their initial conclusion was that
women tend to look within rather than outside for answers regarding the meaning
of life. New spiritualities also draw more upon personal experience and intuitive
knowing, which is understood as a more feminine aspect. Moreover, men undergo
a different process of detraditionalization to women. Posttraditional women, who
experience burdens and anxieties in relation to negotiating daily life, tend to focus
more on spirituality than on the Church (Aune et al. 2007:222-223). It emerges
that they have an important need for direct opportunities to experience the sacred
in their daily lives. This also explains the enormous popularity of home altars among
women. It turns out that feminism exercises some influence on religion: full-time
workers are less involved in religiosity.

THE EXISTENTIAL IN RELIGION

In discussing European religious fragmentation, a new perspective can help us under-
stand modern people’s behavior in the religious domain: the concept of the existen-
tial. Here the concept is operationalized with the notion of the problem of human
existence — la condition humaine — a prompting factor in relation to contemporary
religiosity. Religiosity should be researched in its very locus: as it is lived and expe-
rienced by individuals in everyday life. This means that, within the sociocultural
setting of a religion, I see the personal experience and reflections of an individual on
his or her human condition as a primary motive for their religious choices and behav-
ior. This approach also emphasizes the influence of the human psyche on such proc-
esses, instead of addressing a mere social experience of the surrounding world.
Implemented in the religious domain, this perspective assumes that religiosity in
Europe is strongly induced by giving personal meaning to one’s existence and that
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people’s reactions to threats and anxieties relate directly to their own existence.
These meanings are induced by the personal choices the self has to make. This
approach is based on what Kierkegaard wrote on human anxieties, as a troubled
mental state being “the pivot upon which everything turns.” Kierkegaard stated that
through anxiety the self becomes truly aware of the finite and the infinite of human
existence (Kierkegaard 1980:41-46). This theoretical framework also brings the
American theologian Paul Tillich in view, who, also inspired by Kierkegaard, described
the self as “being grasped by an ultimate concern,” namely, an ultimate concern
about the meaning of one’s life and the meaning of “being” as such (MacKenzie
Brown 1965).

In the past, the control of anxieties and concerns regarding the ultimate have
become socially embedded in cultural and moral communities that have developed
into institutional churches, such as the Christian churches in Europe. In this way the
churches created a collectively organized safety net for their followers and met their
implicit desire for security, a desire which the French historian Jean Delumeau con-
ceived as the major motive in human existence. This is what I term mankind’s way
of “dealing with doom.” How do people behave with the prospect of fate and destiny,
how do they react when actually confronted with “doom” and in what way is this
related to personal religiosity?

Late modernity turned things upside down again as in the welfare states, health
and security became professionally organized by the state and its secular institutions.
Fate and doom seemed to be increasingly distant from daily life, and the churches
lost their dominant “life-saving” position. This referential framework of the existential
explains how it was possible for the religious identity crisis of the 1950s to the 1980s
to become so widespread and to give rise to such a “spiritual revolution.”

Nowadays, Europeans have the freedom and opportunity to make an endless
variety of choices from religions and spiritualities to fulfill their spiritual needs. This
freedom of choice is an existential element for the self. So the central question in this
regard can be formulated as follows: how does the cultural-existential human being
create and determine his or her religiosity? And, what is the significance or conse-
quence of that position, on an individual level and for society as a whole?

In answering these questions I do not want to fall back on the overused “shell”
concepts of popular spirituality (Heelas and Woodhead 2005; Knoblauch 2009), but
instead I prefer to keep to the term religion (and, a fortiori, religiosity), by which I
understand all notions and ideas that human beings have regarding their experience
of the sacred or the supernatural in order to give meaning to life and to gain access
to transformative powers that may influence their existential condition (cf. Margry
2008:17). I use religion as a generic term that refers to what the self experiences as
transcendental.

Religion in today’s Europe is strongly induced by experience, sense, and feeling,
by emotions and sentiments, and by threats to, or insecurities about, one’s existence.
These perceptions give way to new cultural expressions in symbols, texts, ritual,
practices, and can even become a “system” when these become corporate, organized,
and institutionalized. As the personal aspect prevails in the context addressed here,
it therefore contests the Durkheimian interpretation of religion as “an eminently
collective thing,” and I therefore regard religion as an eminently individual thing.
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The relation of religion to the existential can also be clarified by discussing religious
differences within Western culture. One difference between Europe and the United
States that is often raised compares “secular” and “unchurched” Western Europe to
the “religious” United States. This distinction has recently been addressed again by
Peter Berger (Berger et al. 2008; cf. Davie 2002), but is still not explained in a sat-
isfactory manner. As I see it, a partial solution can be found in the dissimilar ways
both modernities deal with human existence. In the United States with its “prover-
bial” ultimate personal freedom and “frontier mentality,” people basically rely only
on themselves without the backing of strong governmental safety nets. As a country
of immigrants it is a survival society, potentially more dangerous. A cultural expres-
sion of that mentality is clearly illustrated in the issue of weapon possession and the
fundamental right to defend oneself. This mentality also explains, for example, why
there was a fundamental problem in realizing a universal healthcare system there. The
restraint of government prompts the need for alternative moral, religious communi-
ties by which the individual feels shielded. This need is expressed in the strong foot-
hold of traditional religions in the United States and the great variety of sects, cults,
and new religious movements (NRMs). As the old continent by contrast turned into
a highly organized and intensely regulated union of welfare states, governments had
largely taken over the existential responsibilities from its individual citizens. Life is
more or less secure, economically and medically speaking, and is only threatened at
times of trouble, when the trusted security measures ultimately fail. So where political-
ideological individualism is the strongest, institutional religion flourishes, and where
social-cultural individualism is dominant, institutional religion fades.

The influence of prosperity and the market economy has led investigators to regard
these religious changes as the result of a process similar to economic choice — Peter
Berger terms it “religious preference” — or rather perhaps as “pluralist competition,”
which according to Stark might also be explained on the basis of the Rational Choice
Theory (Berger et al. 2008). Could this be in part the reason why Europe is an
exception in the modern world, as Davie (2000) suggests? Can we indeed speak of
“Eurosecularity,” to use Berger’s term? Whatever the case may be, religion has a
different position in politics and society as a result. In Europe the Enlightenment
tradition, in both its radical and more moderate forms, has certainly had its effects,
and religion has to a large extent been reduced to the private domain. Or as Davie
puts it: “believing without belonging” to a religious institution. As I see it, one can
perceive a way of believing which is at the same time extremely pluriform and indi-
vidual, in which institutional-ecclesiastical bonds have largely disappeared or have
been reduced to shared perceptions on values of a mere cultural-historical nature.
By revitalizing, operationalizing, and transforming Europe’s “Christian” heritage it
proves possible to establish and affirm a collective European identity, based on Chris-
tian roots and values, which T will discuss in more detail below.

The rise of a global culture war of religions and the appearance of partly related
new forms of violence in Europe — terrorism and “senseless violence” — during the
last two decades, has introduced new general insecurities into life. This social distur-
bance increased a need for norms and values for today’s society and made people
reevaluate their faded Christian traditions. Within Europe’s secularist culture it even
prompted a revival of creationist—evolutionist debates and the idea — suggested as a
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sort of compromise — of the world as the result of “intelligent design.” On the other
side of the spectrum of religious life, scientists try to explain, or better still to reduce,
religion to a mere functionality of the brain. For example, by stimulating the temporal
lobes of the brain in a laboratory setting, neuropsychologist Michael Persinger suc-
ceeded in evoking visions, and religious and quasi-mystical experiences (Persinger
1987). In this way he tried to find the biological basis of the “God experience.”
Nicholas Wade reasoned in line with a connection of genome and religion and stated
that the binding and motivating forces of religion have been giving evolutionary
benefits (Wade 2009). From a Darwinist perspective, militant atheist and “cultural
Christian” Richard Dawkins provoked the discussion by trying to eliminate the idea
of the existence of God at all with his polemic book The God Delusion (Dawkins
2006). The debate continues with the question of the functionality or necessity of
religion in the world or for the personal self. Charles Taylor, for example, argues that
there is a need for spirituality because man is not purely an explainable object. Where
certain expressions of religion disappear, other expressions inevitably take their place.
This indicates the necessary function of religion, even a “secularized” variant such as
civil religion.

C1viL RELIGION IN EUROPE

The American scholar of religion José Casanova once wondered about the necessity
of a civil religion based on Enlightenment principles in relation to the normative
integration of modern differentiated societies (i.e. the EU). He reflected on this issue
in relation to the discussion about the preamble of the new European constitution
and its mention of the “spiritual and moral heritage” of the continent and the inability
of Europe to openly recognize Christianity as a constitutive component of European
identity. He explained it in terms of politicians’ general desire for secular neutrality,
notwithstanding the strong link of religion to the Enlightenment. He argued the
need for a reflexive recognition of a Christian encoding within the EU (Casanova
2006:37; cf. Hervieu-Léger 2000). In reply to his query, I point to a renewed instru-
mentalization of a geographically encoded form of Christianity, specifically expressed
in the pilgrims’ ways of Europe, which I understand as an expression of a trans-
European form of civil religion (cf. Margry 2011).

A clear example of an active use of the Christian—European heritage is the success-
ful revitalization of the transnational network of European pilgrim routes, including
the addition of new, invented routes. Started as an elitist cultural project, this revi-
talization expanded to become a pan-European grassroots movement of European
citizens who, by utilizing their Christian heritage, have found a means to heal and
reaffirm themselves and implicitly search for community again. This performative
form of heritage creation not only helps to reatfirm Europe in its Christian essence
and combat contemporary moral decay, it also forms a counterpoise to a “threatened”
Europe in its cultural clash with Islam. Against the background of an apparent cultural
identity crisis of the EU, which consists of a wide variety of states with different
cultural backgrounds, Europe’s need for an appealing, overarching idea or politico-
religious value system has dynamized the continent’s Christian heritage. Many Euro-
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peans who “belong” to the traditional churches, but do not really believe anymore,
have created new religious networks. One of these consists of a rapidly increasing
number of spiritual trails all over the continent. It is made highly performative
through its pilgrims, while capitalizing on the new religious and spiritual demands
created by the process of “unchurchization,” as secularization in the sense of aban-
doning the established Church. It generates a trans-European form of revaluation by
which Christian heritage is more and more disconnected from its ecclesiastical roots
and is more operationalized as an overarching value and a symbol system for Euro-
pean society.?

John Coleman (1970:69-70) defined civil religion as the religious symbol system
which relates the citizen’s role and society’s place in space, time, and history to the
conditions of ultimate existence and meaning. In dissimilar, secularized Europe (com-
pared to the United States) I would like to shift the civil religion focus from state-
organized rituals to ritual practices from the grassroots of society and to apply it on
a transnational scale. Moreover, I would also like to stress the role of modern proc-
esses of mediatization and show that ritual and symbolic language reach their full
potential and may transcend into civil religion when mediatized throughout society.

In recent decades the aforementioned pilgrim routes have become a universal
spiritual logistical system. Generally speaking, the unsuspected combination of ration-
ality, spirituality, and mysticism can be found in contemporary foot-pilgrimages all
over Europe. For individualized modernity, these pilgrimages can be seen as an
inquiry and a quest of the self for values and meanings in life, as well as for the
understanding of life and its hereafter. The pilgrims tend not to be Catholic devotees
but they come from all strata of society and different denominations and perform the
pilgrimage as a metaphor of human life. For many walkers the pilgrimage has become
an individual rite of passage, or “a pilgrimage to one’s self” as Eberhart once called
it. Trekking the pilgrim trails has become an inwardly orientated activity for question-
ing oneself or giving meaning to oneself in relation to the world.

A completely new genre of travel books and diaries written by pilgrims to Santiago
de Compostela and from other trails yields ample evidence for this quest, explaining
how going on pilgrimage is about “how to travel outward to the edges of the world
while simultaneously journeying to the depths of your soul.” The ultimate goal of
such pilgrimages is no longer to be found in the sacred destination of the Church,
but in the individual activity of making the pilgrimage, the actual walking itself. The
real art is to perform this basic activity in the proper, sublime way, so that as a com-
bined physical-sensory activity, when connected with the human capacity for reflec-
tion, it will create sufficient satisfaction and a sense that deeper thoughts or spiritual
experiences will flow from it. The pilgrims not only find inspiration from the past,
but their wanderings also help them to cope with any insecurities, doubts, and life
problems they might have. Apart from the very individual experience provided by
this kind of pilgrim trek, the network signifies a general public reconfirmation of
Christian roots and values for modern Europe. It forms an implicit response to the
demand for shared and historically inspired (i.e. Christian-inspired) European values
and meanings in times of uncertainty and crisis. The pilgrim ways have thus become
a transnational instrument that creates connections for a new heritage-based overarch-
ing imagined spiritual “community” throughout the whole of Europe.
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The bringing in of historical, cultural, and heritage elements, however, introduced
new elements to pilgrimaging. Pilgrims feel that they are traveling back in time and
back to the wanderings of the early missionaries, who by their peregrinatio gave shape
to the spiritual “grand tour” of the early Middle Ages. It was by their wanderings
that Christian thought was broadly dynamized for the first time and spread across
Europe as a culture and religion. And today that is happening anew. Heritage and
Christian history are again being mobilized, and new forms of religiosity are arising
from this. With their cultural religious memory, individuals become part of an implicit
community that links past, present, and future members and actively produces new
forms of heritage. This is what Hervieu-Léger describes as the “chain of memory and
tradition” that facilitates the handing over of culture (Hervieu-Léger 2000). She
reconsiders the revival and political strength of varying religious traditions around
the world and explains the endurance of religion in modernity as rooted in traditions
that should connect members of a cultural system in past, present, and future.
Whereas in the case of Europe, connections were interrupted, the pilgrimage network
proved to be able to reestablish and acquire new meanings and functions.

The idea and the importance of a spiritual network were endorsed at an early stage
by such institutions as the Council of Europe and later the European Union. The
potential of such a value-creating network, which, moreover, was transnational in
character, dovetailed perfectly with Europe’s political ambitions. In 1987, the Council
proclaimed the Route of Santiago de Compostela as the first European Cultural
itinerary: “a testimony to the power of the Christian faith among people of all social
classes and from all over Europe,” according to UNESCO. It represented the can-
onization of the rediscovered Christian pilgrimage as an instrument of trans-European
cohesive force. This was actually an institutional appropriation of a highly individually
performed, intangible culture. To that end, similar routes were sought, found, and,
moreover, created ex nibilo all over Europe. In relation to Paul Connerton’s view, it
is clear that the images of the past pilgrimage and the recollected knowledge about
it are conveyed and sustained by the modern ritual performance of the new pilgrims.
So the construction of a mythical network of trans-European pilgrim ways reflects
how Europe is imagined as a thoroughly Christian subcontinent, and how Christian
heritage is being reinvented. This spiritual-logistic network forms, in interaction
between the grassroots and Europe’s institutions, one of the implicit answers to
European confusion about religion and spirituality in general, and it symbolically and
practically repositions Christianity in a civil-religious way as a unifying historical
factor.

Following a period of undervaluation of its own field of popular religiosity, the
Catholic Church initiated a defense strategy of reappropriation of this successful
public performative form of religiosity and giving meaning to life. Originally the
walking journeys were a necessary evil; nowadays the Church is repositioning them
as a “tradition” or pilgrimage heritage and sees them as a missionary tool. The effects
are reflected on an institutional level as, under the auspices of the Bishops’ Confer-
ences in Europe, an international pilgrimage to Santiago de Compostela was held to
mark the expansion of the EU. Pope John Paul II used this occasion to once again
underline how the “soul of Europe rests on Christian values.”® Moreover, according
to him, Christianization had led to the unification of Europe which then, in 2004,
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was ultimately sealed on an economic and political level within the context of the
EU. And indeed, the EU endorsed this with a policy on intercultural exchange and
dialogue in order to minimize differences within the EU and encourage European
identity and citizenship. The paradox in the practice is, however, that at the same
time as the pilgrims routes were being employed from the top down, and being
turned into a European trademark, a new narrative was being created that caught the
popular imagination, and an informal bottom-up Europeanization was taking place,
which transcends the nation-state and nationalism. The whole network of pilgrims’
ways functions as a portmanteau construct in which contemporary pan-European
needs for new forms of religiosity and spirituality can be generated. This pilgrimaging
prompts Europeans to maintain Europe’s vocation to its teleological history and
moral order.

SILENT MARCHES

New expressions of civil religion in Europe are increasingly seen on a national level
(cf. Hvithamar et al. 2009). In the Low Countries, for example, the collective public
manifestation stzlle tocht, or silent march, has become a general and widely accepted
ritual in crisis situations since the1990s (Post et al. 2003:79-186). Hundreds of such
marches have since been organized. In order to show how civil religion comes into
being at a grassroots level, I will elaborate on this example.

The silent march ritual, which takes place specifically in times of social turbulence,
has acquired a place as a prototype in national observance and memorialization prac-
tice and has, based on a proven ritual tradition, the power to enhance societal cohe-
sion and reduce societal tension. For example, on October 22, 2002, in the Dutch
city of Venlo, a 22-year-old man, René Steegmans, saw two teenagers on a motor
scooter narrowly miss an elderly woman. He shouted to them to show more respect
for the elders. With this, both teenagers turned on him and began to beat and kick
him so severely that he died of his injuries shortly after. In order to discharge some
of the tension in the atmosphere of crisis, and to promote cohesion in the divided
Dutch and Moroccan communities in the city, three days later a silent march was
held in which 17000 people took part, out of a total population of 90000
residents.

The march ritual is first and foremost a grassroots collective expression of grief
and mourning over what has happened to a person, family, or group, usually ending
at the site of the trauma, where a temporary memorial (notes, pictures, candles,
stuffed animals, etc.) is often created as well. As a rule, these well-attended mourning
marches are also an expression of widely shared feeling of moral indignation, addressed
to the (Dutch) government or society as a whole. The silent march delivers a more
or less implicit protest against such phenomena as senseless violence and dangerous
conditions (particularly involving traffic and transportation) and the traumas which
these cause. Silent marches, therefore, are also a performative practice of individuals
battling existential anxieties and dealing with personal fate.

The development and the rise of the silent march in its present form can be
explained in the first place by the feelings of disharmony between our ideals and the
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harsh reality of the world as we know it. The hypostatization of individual freedom
has lead to a less social way of living and subsequently a disintegration of community,
and senseless violence is perceived as one of the consequences of this. The second
reason is people’s strongly decreased acceptance of premature, illogical, or irrational
(“senseless”) death in modern society. The idea has taken root that, in the contem-
porary, technological, closely regulated world, with the marvels of modern science
and medicine, death can be banished to a considerable extent. When people are then
still confronted by a premature death without rhyme or reason, the grief is all the
greater and the process of dealing with that grief all the more difficult. The more so
because where once traditional religion and ritual were the proper instruments to
deal with such situations, people now often lack these. And then, of course, relatives
today also feel the need to inform the world at large of the “injustice” — no longer
an act of God — that has taken place. The reason for this behavior is twofold: on the
one hand it helps the person affected to cope with the trauma, and on the other it
involves the outside world in a general healing process for the shock that was aroused
by the disaster.

Participants in a silent march express the feeling of being united in a national alli-
ance against irrationality and subsequently personal existential anxieties, and the lack
of norms in society. They regard the feelings involved in this as being symbolically
represented in the march. By participating in a performative march they wish to draw
attention to these problems at a national level, and appeal both to the authorities
and to society itself (and potential perpetrators within it) to help prevent new cases
and reinstate central values in and for society. This new public ritual whereby indi-
viduals could be mobilized for general societal anxieties came as somewhat of a
surprise to Dutch society. As this development is contrary to the tendency for indi-
vidualization seen in today’s society it has remained in the focus of the media.

It is, however, important to realize that this media focus is fundamental to the
meaning and impact of the phenomenon of the silent marches. Apart from the eftects
of'asilent march at a local level, the cohesive and appeasing power of the civil religion
it generates is only realized by the coverage given in the media, and in particular the
national media. The experience of transcendence in a silent march at a national level
is in fact totally dependent on intermediality. Without the presence of the media and
their widespread broadcasting and publishing, the marches could not be observed so
closely by so many people and would consequently not gain their attributed mean-
ings. Even after so many have taken place, new silent marches still receive devoted
coverage in the media. Although their functionality after more than a decade of
marches has been disputed, they continue to fulfill a meaningful role in restoring the
delicate emotional and existential balances in society.

Despite the fact that as a rule they are responses to local events by locally organ-
ized groups, both spokespersons and commentators insist that, in their perception,
these marches represent feelings that are found elsewhere too, nationally and through-
out society. They serve to exorcize the “evil,” to control and redress individual
existential anxieties, and make a public, national appeal for the maintenance of norms
and values in contemporary society. In the search for the characteristic Dutch norms
and values, and a fortiori for a new Dutch identity and better society, reference is
often made to the Christian roots of the nation. This is particularly the case for
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marches following incidents of senseless violence, when quite often there is explicit
reference to the “Ten Commandments” and the fading away of Christian practice in
individualized modernity, and which, it is suggested, must again be imposed as a
moral guide for society.

Participants in the marches usually admit that the march helps to control
emotionality at a personal and local level, while commentators in the media state that
the aroused collective indignation to a certain extent also soothes and conciliates the
affected (national) community. The mediatized active participation of people in
the street makes thus a strong appeal to the national community. This reassurance thus
creates a temporary overarching unity in society, which may be called civil religion.

THE SACRED SELF

The subjectivation of religion requires a connection to religious immanence in the
world and especially within the human self. New religious movements endorse this
view and stress the importance of looking into oneself to find peace, realize inner
balance, and create and experience religiosity in private, in the home environment.
In relation to this way of dealing with meaning and spirituality, the wave of idolizing
and memorializing celebrities as well as common citizens that has spread across the
Western world has become, in its current magnitude, a unique phenomenon (Doss
2010). Memorialization is no longer limited to traditional monuments authorized
by governments and society, but involves grassroots, individualized memorialization,
such as the roadside monuments and improvised and temporary memorials and rituals
after a traumatic death (Margry and Sanchez-Carretero 2011). This practice is also
connected with the presentistic and much wider way of memorializing through which
individuals themselves seek to make their mark and erect their own “monument,”
not only postmortem, but, preferably, premortem. In our mediatized society, every
individual wants to count, and not have his or her existence pass unnoticed. As may
be seen from the proliferation of Web sites, wikis, blogs, Facebook pages and post-
ings on YouTube, this kind of self sacralization or memorialization is overwhelmingly
present today, particularly in its digital form. Everyone is seeking their five minutes
of fame on TV, and if that is too long coming, then, as YouTube says in its logo,
“broadcast yourself.” These are not only new possibilities of communication, but, as
messages are addressed to a general audience, these presentations of the self refer on
the one hand to a wish for fame while on the other to a basic existential anxiety
regarding meaninglessness of life and mortality. In this case, oblivion is also at stake:
being noticed and self-presentation is relevant for the now, and not after death. Seen
at their widest, these expressions can however also be conceived as ways of assigning
meaning, and even as religiosity. In any case, people seek to validate their existence
and find meaning in it. However superficial this sometimes may appear, the creation
of a digital or virtual personality with the aid of media can construct an apparently
timeless monument for someone, giving them the significance they seek.

A comparison with the present-day cult of idolatry cannot be ignored. The concept
of idolatry has its roots in the worship of idols — false gods or images — and tradition-
ally held a somewhat negative connotation. These days the “idolatrous” has been
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iconized via global TV formats such as the program Pop Idols. An interesting analogy
with religion can be seen in the successor to Idols, the television music talent show
X-Factor. The title of this program refers to the indefinable “something” — a mixture
of talent and charisma — that makes for star quality, although it must be said that this
“X-factor” is often lacking in the candidates and is mainly a product of the media.
These heroes and stars only exist by virtue of mass media extolment. Specific groups
find meaning in this, and in the same way as we can detect an X-factor, it is in dif-
ferent cases also possible to identify an R-factor, in which the R refers to a religious
dimension. This connects two expressions of today’s implicit religion: the “some-
thingisms” of idols and of the religion-less spiritual seekers.

These examples show clearly that a strict demarcation between secular and sacred
is not possible, although a nonreflected “symbiosis” does not make any sense either.
A confusing use of secular and religious is parallel to the concepts of the modern idol
and the ecclesiastical saint idol. As both elements are often to be found in both, it is
often difficult to discern the religious fact among idols and heroes. The exercising of
virtue has been assessed by Frijhoft (1998) as essential for sainthood and it would
therefore be incorrect to accord the status of saint to popular celebrities. For this
reason he prefers to use the term “idol” for such cases, as this term does not have
any connotation of virtue. The problem remains that in this way people continue to
associate the word “saint” with Christianity, as it is the Christian virtues that lead to
saintliness, whilst virtues and qualities are filled in and attributed per group or person.
As I see it, the modern generic (i.e. not specifically ecclesiastical) image of an idol is
made up of four characteristics, which are equally valid for the “consumer” and the
“saint” version.

The idol is subjected to (i) mediality, which leads to glorification, illusion, and
fame. He or she is familiar with (ii) humanity, with its characteristics of meaningful-
ness, mercy, virtue, and even heroism. There is a measure of (iii) sacrality, in which
the sacred (godly) is presented. And finally, idols have (iv) finality or functionality:
they are an example, a role model, or in a wider sense they are a helper in times of
need - ranging from giving meaning to life and providing spiritual nourishment to
giving physical healing.

Do modern humans then prefer idols and heroes to ecclesiastical saints? Seen in
relation to the changes within the domain of religion and church, the answer seems
simple: people call upon the traditional saints less frequently in this day and age, as
they no longer appear relevant to modern society and do not appeal to the experi-
ential worlds and imagination of younger generations. Living a relatively worry-free
existence in European welfare states, most people attach more relevance in their daily
lives to celebrity idols, because of their primary consumer-led aspects of pleasure and
identification, being a more relevant role model. In simplified terms one could say
that the more carefree the existence, the greater the role of these new idols, and the
more difficult life becomes the more attention is paid to religion. If the “perceived
threat to life” increases, in other words, in times of emergency, a role reversal can
take place and the “secular” idol can be appointed a different task, that of giving
meaning to life and being a savior in time of need.

At the beginning of this chapter I referred to the coming into being of a new
religious movement in the Netherlands. Although these “Transformers” are, indeed,
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demonstrably, and not only by their name, children of their time, society at large
remains suspicious about such alternative communities searching for new truths. In
the media they are rapidly disqualified as sects or cults, especially when, as in the case
of this group, a seventeen-year-old girl proved to be one of the spiritual role models.
The Internet shows how the general public subsequently developed a very negative
attitude toward the group and its ideas and rejected such deviancies from traditional,
Christian-inspired, norms and values. The threats to the Transformers enhanced the
togetherness of the community and reinforced their individual beliefs.

CONCLUSION

For a long time Christianity was the dominant cultural and religious factor in Europe.
However, the faltering of community-creating qualities of the institutionalized
Church, the arrival of religions from outside the continent, and a broad emergence
of new spiritualities have undermined its position during recent decades, while the
spiritual and moral leadership of the Church has been further damaged by various
scandals. Along with the strong humanistic and Enlightenment tradition, this drove
European society into a phase of religious reconfiguration, a process that continues
to this day. This is a renewal stimulated by foreign developments and an internal
repositioning, which tries to adjust the Church to the massive influx of individually
orientated alternative forms of religiosity and alternative groupings.

The meaning of formal religion has turned strongly in favor of a more optional
way of believing or, to be more accurate, of experiencing spirituality. The democratic
welfare states of Europe have given the individual the freedom to make his or her
own choices in this. Apart from the social structures within which religion is often
expressed, it is clear that religion is primarily an individual, existential affair. The
“R-option” is nowadays individually exercised, particularly when people are con-
fronted with existential problems, and then a wide choice range of religious forms is
available to all. Is there a relationship between the fragmentation of (traditional)
religion, this range of new forms of religiosity and the rising importance of (supra)
national, more “secular” religions, like civil religion? I think there is. The need for
alternative overarching meaningful value systems has brought, for example, a reevalu-
ation of European Christian value heritage, as performatively exercised in a trans-
European pilgrim’s network or through trauma-related marches.

NOTES

1 In Dutch: Orde der Transformanten, see: www.ordedertransformanten.nl (accessed
November 5, 2011).

2 For a modern overview of the situation see the Cambridge History of Christianity
(2005-2009).

3 The major threats were the conquest of Spain by the Moors in the eighth century, the fall
of Constantinople in 1453, the conquest of Bosnia in 1463, and the sieges of Vienna in
1529 and 1683.
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4 Here taken to mean a process of deinstitutionalism with regard to the established churches
and the denominational-social “pillars” or sectors; besides a process of individualization
regarding the dominant views and values held in society.

5 1In 1967 Robert Bellah unfolded his renowned model of a transcendent civil religion as a
universal belief system within American society (ct. Bellah and Hammond 1980). Although
often presented as a mainly American topic, he stated that “all politically organized societies
have some sort of civil religion.”

6 Jean-Paul Willaime (1996) suggested that this pope’s visits to European institutions in
themselves were part of a process of developing a civil religion for Europe by conserving
the European soul.
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Studying Muslims
CHAPTER 1 7 of Europe

Gabriele Marranci

Today, around 5.5% of Europe’s population has some sort of Muslim background
(Nielsen et al. 2009) and increasingly the terms “Islam” and “Muslims” appear in
the paper and electronic pages of mainstream European newspapers as well as blogs
and Internet forums; albeit rarely in a positive fashion. It would not be an exaggera-
tion to say that many aspects of Muslim life are becoming a major concern of the
European public as well as of politicians. Minarets, dress codes, theological terminol-
ogy, religious practices: no single area of Muslim life and Islamic beliefs has been left
unscrutinized, debated, defended, attacked, or denigrated. From the “Affaire du
Foulard” (Bowen 2007); to the cartoon controversies (with a recent new appearance
in the Facebook “Draw Mohammed Day”); to the banning of minarets in Switzer-
land, and the niqab' and burqa® in Belgium and France; the opposition to the con-
struction of new mosques (Cesari 2005); and the fear of young Muslims radicalizing
in national prisons, Europe seems to have found its new “other” to fetishize (Bhabha
1994). Although antecedent to 9/11, as the Honeyford affair in 1984 (Halstead
1988) and the Rushdie affair in 1989 (Asad 1990; Modood 1990; Halliday 1995)
show, this increased attention to the Muslim population of Europe has reached its
apex during the “war on terror” and the few, well-publicized, cases of terrorism that
affected London, Madrid, and Glasgow. Consequently, these events and their chroni-
cles have affected the study of Muslims in Europe, and in a certain sense, as we shall
see, not in a positive way.

In this chapter I wish to offer a critical discussion of how anthropologists may
study Muslims in Europe and the challenges we, as anthropologists, may face in such
a process. I have no intention of providing a full review of the critical study of the
anthropology of Muslims in Europe, since the available space does not allow such an
endeavor. Furthermore, as Varisco has rightly observed, tracing the specific studies
conducted, for instance in a Christian or, as in this case Islamic, context, would appear
absurd since “It is easy to create unity out of diversity but seldom does it serve an
analytic purpose” (2005:135-1306).

A Companion to the Anthropology of Europe, First Edition. Edited by Ullrich Kockel,
Miiréad Nic Craith and Jonas Frykman.
© 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd. Published 2012 by Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
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DEFINING MUSLIMS

The first challenge we face, in a study of Muslims in Europe, is one which is often
left unaddressed: how do we define Muslims in Europe? Nadia Jeldtof (2009) has
rightly observed the problematic beyond what might seem to be an innocent and
easy task of classification:

When we [...] categorise (and thereby identify) Muslims in Europe, this expresses a
categorisation of “Muslims” who can be distinguished from other social groups by virtue
of their “Muslimness.” This categorisation reflects a use of the contested categories —
Muslims are not simply and only “Muslims.” Some, but not all, of the members of the
minority group of Muslims will fit into the scholarly understanding and categorisation
of what it means to be Muslim. However, not all Muslims think of themselves as dis-
tinctly Muslim but rather in ethnic, national or cultural terms or in a mixture of, for
example, ethnic and religious terms, while others do wholly self-identify as Muslims and
actively articulate their Muslim identity as separate from their ethnic/national identity.
(2009:12)

Let me observe another aspect: terms such as Muslims in Europe, European Muslims,
and European Islam are all utilized for communication and share the power of clas-
sifying. They mark and create differences which make differences. Bateson noticed
that a “difference which makes a difference is an idea” (2000:242). In other words,
“Muslims in Europe” or “European Muslims” are not descriptions of a “real” group
of people, a state of material reality, but rather such conceptualizations exist as ideas
which can be shared, passed from person to person or group to group, as mental
representations. These keywords may be compared to maps attempting to represent
a territory; yet as Alfred Korzybski loved to remind us, “the map is not the territory”
(1948:58). Therefore, we, as anthropologists, need to ask at which level are we speak-
ing when using the above keywords: are we discussing the map, the territory, or
conflating the two — and committing a mistake of logical type — by believing that the
map is the territory, where the idea is the material fact?

This fallacy is typical of much political discourse, and politicians often end up, by
virtue of politics, reinforcing a general perception that what is real and important is
the map, particularly when culturally defined. Unfortunately, I have to admit that,
during the past 40 years, my own discipline of social anthropology has followed the
same trend, especially in the case of the study of Muslim minorities. The reason for
this may be found in the omission of two important material aspects: the individual
and the way individuals make sense of themselves and their environment through
emotions and feelings (see Marranci 2008). Mine is certainly not a new criticism,
albeit new when applied to the study of Muslims in Europe. Indeed, some other
anthropologists, among them Rapport, have highlighted such a failing in social sci-
entific studies. Rapport has noticed:

[a] social-scientific tendency to regard the individual actor as put upon rather than
“putting on.” I find much here in the critique of displacement which accords with
social-scientific analysis of individual behaviour in social-cultural milieux per se: “because”
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motives are widely inferred while “in order to” motives barely figure. Questions such as
how individuals deal with life, how they make meaning in the midst of everyday life and
change, suffering and good fortune, become questions largely of social determination.
(2003:52)

By contrast, Rapport has suggested the centrality of individuality as far as social action
is concerned, since “it is the individual — in individual energy, creativity, will — that
the force of the social and cultural lies” (2003:6; see also 1997:2 and Hornborg
2003:98). This viewpoint is extremely relevant to an anthropological study of Muslim
minorities, which are too often seen as a monolithic entity.

There is need, therefore, to pay more attention to the individual and understand
society not as a mysterious, self-achieving, self-controlled mechanism, but rather as
consisting of the dynamics of individuals, which means to recognize the cybernetic
(i.e. communicational) property of what we call society. In the case of Muslims living
in Europe this last point is extremely relevant. Muslims can be seen as 2z or of Europe
(AlSayyad and Castells 2002; Marranci 2004 ). In the former case, Muslims are under-
stood as “strangers,” even in the case of new generations born and educated in
European societies, rather than as a natural, integral part of Europe (Asad 1997;
Allievi and Nielsen 2003). Bryan Turner has rightly observed:

In Latin, a stranger/guest is called hostis and hospes (Benveniste, 1973). While hospes is
the root of “hospitality,” hostis is an “enemy.” Both “guest” and “enemy” derive from
“stranger,” and the idea of “favourable stranger” evolved eventually into “guest,” but
“hostile stranger” became the enemy. (2007:289)

Muslims living in Europe after 9/11 have been increasingly perceived as enemies
within, and Islam as a dangerous alien entity (Werbner 2005), and increasingly a call
for an “integration” of Muslims is made by European politicians (Pauly 2004; Abbas
2005; Brighton 2007). Yet if my research, including a five-year study on current and
former Muslim prisoners in the UK as well as research on “Muslim” gangs in London
and the Leeds area (Marranci 2009) has taught me anything, it is that, in reality,
Muslims of various ethnic origins and backgrounds are actually integrating, but not
within an Andersonian (1991) abstract dimension of national community. Instead,
the integration occurs within the local, and even the microlocal, dimension of eve-
ryday life. In my book (Marranci 2009), I have provided a detailed description of
the socioeconomic realities with which many Muslims live in the United Kingdom,
and it is not difficult to conclude that instead of being able to integrate into safe and
prosperous neighborhoods, Muslims in many parts of Europe are often situated
within highly underprivileged environments that are affected by both social dysfunc-
tion and crime. It is perhaps then to be expected that, when compared proportionally
to the wider population, the instances and typology of crimes are very similar between
non-Muslim Whites and Muslims. Difficult urban spaces have an impact upon
the crime level in the general population. Muslims tend, however, to be more vulner-
able because of the rejection that they often receive from mainstream society, mainly
because of their ethnic and/or religious identities.
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ANTHROPOLOGY OF MUSLIMS OF EUROPE OR IN EUROPE?

As a postgraduate student of anthropology with a strong interest in Muslims in
Europe, I became aware very quickly that anthropologists have normally considered
it to be less attractive to study Islam than to study “primitive” religions. The reason
is that many of them had perceived Islam as lacking interesting cultural and symbolic
features, such as complex symbolic rituals or ceremonies. In other words, Islam, with
its iconoclastic traditions, abstract conception of God, and focus on orthodoxy,
appeared extremely plain. If an anthropologist met Muslims, it was primarily in the
context of villages. There, anthropologists studied saints (Sufis), complex kinships,
lineages, and agricultural and pastoral economics. Indeed, as Gilsenan has recalled,
Islam remained a difficult element to incorporate within anthropological analysis:
“There was effectively no model in monographic or theory terms to indicate what
should be done, let alone how, not in what ways such disparate secondary materials
might be incorporated into something that would be taken to be recognizably
“anthropological” (1990:226). Between the end of the 1960s and the end of the
1980s, ethnographic studies of Muslims observed mainly Middle Eastern and North
African populations.

During the 1980s some young anthropologists increasingly started to pay atten-
tion to new fields of research, such as Muslim immigrants, second-generation Muslims,
Muslim transnational networks, virtual ummahs, and the integration /assimilation of
Western Muslim communities. Yet their research remained marginalized within main-
stream European (but also American) anthropology (Marranci 2008). The work of
these anthropologists (Haddad and Qurqmazi 2000) found refuge in more interdis-
ciplinary fields such as migration studies, gender studies, education studies, and global
studies. Nonetheless, no differently from the “exotic” anthropology of Islam (see
Geertz 1960, 1968; Gellner 1981), European studies of Muslims eventually ended
up offering a culturalist viewpoint in which Islam becomes the ultimate shaper of
Muslims’ lives (Hunter 2000), despite the different identities, traditions, contexts,
realities, and subjectivities. In these cases, authors (cf. Shadid and van Koningsveld
1992; Nauck 1994, among others) have suggested that Muslims, despite their dif-
ferences in ethnicity, nationality, and status, should be understood mainly as Muslims.
Another issue with this approach is that the emphasis, as I have discussed above, is
on the “community,” the collectivity seen as “ummah,” instead of being on the
individuals as they interact with society as Muslims of various backgrounds (Buijs
1998, 2000). Indeed, as I will discuss later, one of the most evident characteristics
of Islam in Europe is its heterogeneity; a reality which still remains understudied
within the field of anthropology.

While the study of Middle Eastern and Southeast Asian Muslim populations have,
since the end of the 1960s, started to develop a paradigm, seeing the development
of departments and institutes, the study of Muslims living in Europe, even in the
2000s, has been marked by a constant lack of rational planning, paradigm, and struc-
ture. It would not be too wrong to suggest that the little we have today of a European
anthropology of Muslims is the result of fragmented studies on those topics made
popular by the mass media and the political discourse concerning Muslim integration
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and more recent issues, such as religious—political extremism. The fact that the study
of Muslim communities living in Europe developed around national characteristics
greatly helped the fragmentation of the field and the lack of a real attempt to under-
stand the phenomenon in a “European” comparative perspective. Yet this was a
natural consequence of various European states’ colonization of specific Muslim
countries, which later resulted in Muslim migrations to Europe from the former
colonies. It is thus not surprising, then, that in the United Kingdom the research has
concentrated on South Asians (see, e.g., Werbner 1996 and 2002; Ali 2000; Eade
and Garbin 2002), in France on Northern African Muslims (see, ¢.g., Brulard 1997,
de Wenden 1998), in Germany on the Turkish community (see, e.g., Horrocks and
Kolinsky 1996; Schiffauer 1999; Argun 2003), and so on (Goehlert et al. 2006). The
debate is also linked to the “political” aspects of each country so that, for instance,
in France the debate is often in the defense of French /aicit¢ from Islamic identities,
and the consequent strategy of assimilating, in particular, children of Muslim origin,
while in Germany the debate focuses more on issues surrounding the level of educa-
tion within the Turkish community, and in the United Kingdom women in Islam
appeared, until recently, to be the most popular topic (Haddad and Qurmazi 2000).

In other words, we may observe, as Abu-Lughod (1989) did in the case of anthro-
pological studies of Muslims in the Middle East, that during these years certain
recurrent “zones of theorizing” have formed. Among these “zones” are included
themes such as integration (de Wenden 1998; Modood 1998; Bartels 2000; Werbner
2000; Bowen 2004; Freedman 2004; Schmidt 2004 ), Westernization (Brulard 1997;
Eade 2000; Timmerman 2000), gender (Basit 1997; Benn and Jawad 2003), veil
(Auslander 2000; Brown 2001; Saas 2001; Beller 2004; Carle 2004 ), second genera-
tions (Dwyer 1999; Archer 2001), extremism (Abbas 2005; Wiktorowicz 2005), and,
by far the most prominent today, terrorism (Mohammed 1996; Shaw 2002; Jones
and Smith 2005). This has clearly affected the research field. Yet it is not difficult to
trace the process by which, for instance, Pakistanis in the United Kingdom, Algerians
in France, Moroccans in Italy, or Turkish immigrants in Germany became simply
“Muslims.” With the unplanned settlement of guest workers, and the development
of a second generation, Islam became visible as part of the identity of these new
communities. Consequently, if earlier studies focused mainly on ethnicity and nation-
ality, now an overwhelming majority of them featured the word “Muslim” in their
titles. New studies, therefore, would focus on “young Muslims,” “Muslim communi-
ties,” “Muslim girls,” “Muslim women,” “Muslim teachers,” “Muslim extremists,”
and so forth.

Furthermore, the awareness that the, now redefined, Muslim immigration was a
permanent feature of Western societies redirected the social scientific research mainly
to address the difficulties that Muslim immigrants had to face in maintaining their
Muslim identity and community in the new environment. Very few anthropological
studies, compared, for instance, to the case of Muslims in the United States (Leonard
2003), have discussed the positive and successful contribution of Muslims of Europe,
both as individuals and organizations, to the social, economic and — even less — politi-
cal well-being of their European countries. Here again, we may notice, at the
academic level, the differences between understanding Muslims as in Europe or of
Europe, especially when the common political question of loyalty produces a faulty
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essentialism: Islam risks being — and often is — reduced to the same category of a
national or ethnic identity.

This is the reason why it is important to form, through a renewed academic debate,
a paradigm for an anthropology of Muslims of Europe in which, at the center, is not
just Islam, seen as an all-shaping cultural symbolic determinism, but rather Muslims
as humans involved in difterent social actions and interactions. My emphasis, expressed
also elsewhere (Marranci 2008), on an anthropology which reconsiders the “human
being” as not only a “cultural animal” but also an “animal who makes culture”
through his or her relationship with the surrounding environment, mediated through
emotions, feelings, and, in the first instance, neurons, is, in the case of the study of
Muslims of Europe, even stronger. The main risk of continuing to “regard the indi-
vidual [Muslim] actor as put upon rather than ‘putting on’” (Rapport, 2003:52) is
not just a flawed social (un)science but, more perniciously, risks reinforcing the trends
of dehumanization that are so common in research focusing on Muslims today, seen
mainly as “followers of Islam” instead of followers of their desires, imaginations,
identities, and passions. Furthermore, as I have explained in my work (Marranci
2008), the idea that identities are “real” essences based on cultural processes has
brought some authors, as we have seen, to represent, or at least to describe, the
identities of Western-born Muslims in terms of a risky and questionable (at least at
the level of loyalty to the “West” and its “Democracy”) in-between.

Notwithstanding the relevance that difference and differentiation, as well as
boundary-making processes, have in social interaction, I have argued that they may
not be prominent in the formation of personal identity. Rather, I have argued that
while the self and the autobiographical self are real (Damasio 1999), identity is a
machinery of personal imagination allowing vital coherence between the individual
and his or her environment. Hence, emotions and feelings are central to the develop-
ment of personal identities more than cultural constructs. In other words, I am sug-
gesting that it would be flawed to read the expression “I am Muslim” as solely
meaning “I follow Islam as a religion,” “I was born Muslim,” or “Islam teaches me
how to be.” Rather, it is my contention (Marranci 2008) that the statement “I am
Muslim” should be understood, anthropologically, as meaning “I feel to be Muslim.”
I have suggested that it is by focusing on that “feel to be” more than the symbolic
“Muslim” that we can understand how Muslim identity, in particular among Western-
born Muslims, is expressed, formed, and developed beyond the imposed stereotypes
which, after more than 60 years of Muslims contributing to postwar Europe, and
four generations of Muslims born in Europe, we still discuss. From this perspective,
the question of whether a “Euro-Islam” is forming or if “Euro-Islam” is “real” Islam
or not (AlSayyad and Castells 2002) becomes an intellectual discussion distant, for
the great majority of European Muslims, from the concerns of everyday life.

RETHINKING THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL STUDY
OF MUSLIMS AS “OF EUROPE”

In the previous sections we have discussed both how essentialist and monolithic defi-
nitions of “Muslim” and the fragmented and often overly culturalist understanding
of European Muslim communities has remained mostly unchanged, and rarely chal-
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lenged, in the last 60 years. The questions, as we have seen, normally focused on
Muslims as “aliens,” difficult to integrate and assimilate, or, more recently, resistant
to the “Western” way of life. A very quick database search, not only of the very few
anthropological studies, but of social scientific in general, will show that, for instance,
out of 2500° academic works mentioning “Muslims in Europe” less than a hundred
pay attention to positive aspects of the communities or the contribution they have
made to the development of Europe and its individual nations. It is also interesting
how the phrase “Muslims of Europe” is mentioned only in 158 items, and none of
them are anthropological studies. Hence, we may wish to ask: “What does it mean
to research and study Muslims as of rather than #z Europe?” I have asked this very
question during all my years of research. I will try to share here, briefly, what I con-
sider some of the main characteristics of such paradigmatic shift.

First let me start from an aspect that has affected how Muslims in Europe are
studied: religious extremisms. Since 2001, more than 100 books and 5600 articles
have been published on Islamic fundamentalism. Broadening the research to agnate
labels — such as Islamism (about 200 books and 243 articles), political Islam (345
books and 4670 articles) and Islamic extremism (only 16 books and 1610 articles)
— we can appreciate the amount of scholarly publication pressed into the past few
years. The reasons behind such an abundance are multiple. Two military campaigns
(in Afghanistan and Iraq) under the banner of “the war on terror,” as well as terrorist
attacks in different parts of Europe have further increased the number of publications,
both academic and popular, to an unprecedented level. Said (1978, 1981) and Said
and Viswanathan (2001) may have even suggested that Western writers and publish-
ers exploited the morbid Western orientalistic curiosity about the violent oriental man
combining the divine with the political, and the political with holy violence. Yet it is
interesting how in many of these books and journal articles, the majority of peaceful,
law-abiding Muslims remain an invisible presence. Their opinions, their ideas, their
contributions and efforts toward ensuring the security of their European nations, as
well as their effort to “moderate” those Muslims who seem to take the path of radi-
calism, remain practically unstudied, in particular by anthropologists, who in reality
would be in an advantageous position, because of their methodology, to discuss it.

Another example of the need to shift from studying Muslims in Europe to study-
ing Muslims of Europe is the overly studied “veil” within the topic of “Muslim
women” (Auslander 2000; Brown 2001; Saas 2001; Beller 2004; Carle 2004).
Recently, as I was mentioning above, European countries have moved from the
debate over the headscarf to a more aggressive debate concerning the ban of both
burqas and niqabs (Moors 2009; Shirazi and Smeeta 2010). Thousands of academic
works, between articles, chapters, and books, have focused on veiling often as an
antagonistic element (Brown 2001) toward the alleged “secular” identity of Europe,
or as an explicit marker of “Islamic identity” of second-generation Muslims and
converts. Nonetheless, during my research and fieldwork I became very aware that
Muslim women wearing niqabs and burqas are statistically a tiny proportion, and
those who wear a headscarf do not represent the majority of Muslim women in
Europe. Indeed, a considerable number of Muslim women adopt Western styles and
some wear even miniskirts, or, as I observed in London, a mix of both ethnically
traditional dress and Western styles. There are Muslim women who have adapted
their Islamic dress code to European subcultures such as goth culture; and others
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who have developed their own individual style of Islamic dress. Despite the variety,
eclecticism, and hybridization so typical of young Europeans, Muslims included, few
studies have provided an anthropological analysis of it. Indeed, if one attempts to
find a single study of Muslim women living in Europe and adopting, despite still
identifying as a Muslim, Western-style clothes, including miniskirts, the search will
remain, up to today, frustrated. The reason for such a serious lack of study is that
the anthropology of European Muslims still makes sense epistemologically of the new
generations though the paradigm developed to study migrants.

The epistemological fossilization which has affected the field is even more evident
when we move to other examples. Therefore, when we observe those studies which
discuss Muslims in Europe and politics, we can easily notice that in the great majority
of the cases, the focus is on the “rejection” of secularism and democracy (Jackson
2009; Joppke 2009; Connor 2010). Yet it is only a tiny minority of Muslims in
Europe who reject democracy, while a substantial number of them, instead, partake
in it (Gould 2009). Again, we can only notice the lack of research and academic work
which studies such politically engaged Muslims. In each country, the number of
Muslims sitting in national parliaments and having responsibility within governments
is gradually increasing, and Muslims are also involved in non-Muslim NGOs, associa-
tions, and organizations, such as charities (Body-Gendrot 2010). The change in
epistemological paradigm (from studying Muslims in Europe to studying Muslims of
Europe) in this case would be marked by anthropological research paying attention
to that silent majority who engage and contribute, in this case through social actions
and political involvement, to European nations and to the European community.
Indeed, my personal research has highlighted how Muslims in European countries
tend to support the EU as a political entity.

Finally, among the many available, there is another aspect of studying Muslims of
Europe which needs to be addressed: what Richard C. Martin has defined as the
“hidden bodies in Islam,” or in other words, secular Muslim identities. Martin has
indeed observed:

[A] very large percentage of the world Muslim population do not adhere strictly, if much
at all, to the fundamental beliefs and practices of their religion. That is, while retaining
some form of Muslim, if not Islamic, identity, they lead secular lives and think through
most of life’s problems and challenges by means of secular world views, though they
may not necessarily renounce their faith or think ill of family and friends who are reli-
gious. The significance of secularism among Muslims goes largely unexamined in most
works on Islam and Muslim societies. (Martin 2010:131)

Instead, within the widespread, and ever-spreading, “Culture Talk” (Mamdani 2004)
affecting the representation of Muslims both in the West and in Muslim-majority
countries, Islam is understood as a blueprint, so that Muslims are reduced to embod-
ied traditions (Bruce 2000). In the debate about Islam and secularism, which is
mirrored in the discussion of the compatibility of “Islam” with “democracy,” “Culture
Talk” has allowed Western politicians, commentators, and intellectuals to divide the
world between “modern” and “premodern.” The increasingly predominant view that
“real” Muslims, because of Islam, cannot accept, adapt, or assimilate within demo-



STUDYING MUSLIMS OF EUROPE 303

cratic systems and consequently they may represent a danger and threat to them,
seems to confirm what Mamdani has highlighted as one of the main characteristics
of “Culture Talk”: the idea that Muslims “made” culture at beginning of history,
but in the contemporary world they are only able to conform to culture

According to some, our [ Muslim] culture seems to have no history, no politics, and no
debates, so that all Muslims are just plain bad. According to others, there is a history,
a politics, even debates, and there are good Muslims and bad Muslims. In both versions,
history seems to have petrified into a lifeless custom of an antique people who inhabit
antique lands. Or could it be that culture here stands for habit, for some kind of instinc-
tive activity with rules that are inscribed in early founding texts, usually religious, and
mummified in early artefacts? (2004:18)

Those Muslims who, although defining their identities as Muslim, have embraced a
“secular” approach to their understanding of Islam remain understudied exactly
because of the dynamic that Mamdani has highlighted. It is also relevant, in this case,
as I have noticed during my research, that when some Muslims define themselves as
“secular,” they adopt a similar differentiation between “secular” and “secularism.”
Asad has noticed that “the secular is neither singular in origin nor stable in its histori-
cal identity” (2003:25), and should not be thought of as

the space in which real human life gradually emancipates itself from the controlling
power of “religion” and thus achieves the latter’s relocation. It is this assumption that
allows us to think of religion as “infecting” the secular domain or as replicating within
it the structure of theological concepts. The concept of the secular today is part of a
doctrine called secularism. Secularism doesn’t simply insist that religious practice and
belief be confined to a space where they cannot threaten political stability or the liberties
of the “free-thinking” citizens. Secularism builds on a particular conception of the world
(“natural” and “social”) and of the problems generated by that world. (Asad 2003: 181)

Indeed, during my research as an anthropologist, I have found some Muslims who
have argued against secularism and secularization, but inevitably, while observing
their daily lives, they had to socially interact and adapt to the surrounding
environment.

As Oliver Roy (2007:43-48) has noticed, today within Europe different solutions
exist that go from a total reformation of Islam to a passive accommodation of the
social norms within an Islamic framework. However, we should be careful not to end
in generalizations that then become models of “Culture Talk,” within which Muslims
can be labeled “good” and “bad” according to the necessity of a given political ideol-
ogy. Indeed, it is my contention that an anthropology of Muslims of Europe needs
to rediscover the “human” aspect of social interaction.

CONCLUSION

While, for instance, Middle East Studies, Islamic Studies, and the anthropology of
Muslims in Southeast Asia have developed through debates within the fields, the
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study of Muslims living in Europe remains still a very fragmented area of studies. The
reasons are historical and linked to the shift of interest from ethnic studies in
the 1960s to a focus on Muslims as mainly followers of Islam during the 1990s.
In the chapter, I have highlighted some of the issues which have affected the, often
scarce, anthropological study of European Muslims. It is very clear that Muslims are
seen, debated, and discussed as in Europe, despite the length of time that these com-
munities have established themselves at both local and European level. Certainly
9/11 has increased the feeling of facing an “enemy within.” Yet terrorism is not new
to Europe, and young Europeans, of various backgrounds, have been involved in
such actions for decades in the Old Continent (Jongman 1992). Even in this case,
the very small number of European Muslims who have been involved in terrorist
actions are normally not presented as a product of their own European societies.

In this chapter, I have tried to invite a reconsideration of the way in which we can
develop an anthropology of Muslims of Europe that overcomes much of the issues
affecting the previous studies. One of the main important aspects of such a process
is to move from seeing Muslims in Europe as mainly an expression of their own
religion and material culture. Hence, this means to develop new research which tries
to understand Muslims as human beings moving in multiple contexts and discourses,
one of which, of course, is Islam and the Muslim community. We need, in other
words, today more than ever, a paradigm through which we can effectively study
Muslims as human beings rather than living symbols of a religion. Taking this
approach, as I have advocated in the present chapter, means also paying more atten-
tion to the “individual,” the agent of action and interaction. Too often the study of
Muslims living in Europe has suffered from an over-focus on the “community” or
on the power that the “community” and community rules have on the individual.
There also exists a lack of acknowledgment of the power of will and agency, as rightly
Rapport has argued for within anthropology in general, and so we will need, if we
aim toward a serious approach to the study of Muslims of Europe, to rediscover and
study “the universality of the individual as the fount of agency, consciousness, inter-
pretation, and creativity in social and cultural life” (Rapport 1997:6).

NOTES

1 Niqab is a cloth covering the mouth adopted by a very small minority of Muslim women
in Europe both for national, cultural, ethnic and religious reasons.

2 Burqa is a traditional Afghan Muslim dress covering the entire body, which in reality is
extremely rare among the European Muslim population.

3 Google Scholar was employed for this example.
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1 8 Roma and Sinti:
CHAPTER The “Other” within

Europe

Sabrina Kopf

Since the enlargement of the European Union in the years 2004 and 2007, Roma
and Sinti have come to represent the largest ethnic minority within the EU, with an
estimated population of 10-12 million people. The terms “Roma” and “Sinti” denote
a rather heterogeneous ethnic group; one that is marked by the existence of several
subgroups, such as Sinti (Manouche), Traveler, Lovari, Kalderash, Calé, Romungre,
or Beash (Kovats 2001:113). Although a number of Romani groups emphasize their
cultural autonomy, linguistic, historic, and regional differences, there are some dis-
tinctive similarities, of which their persistent discrimination, structural inequality, and
their collective exclusion from the majority societies in Europe, are the most evident
ones. Roma and Sinti still live at the margins of society, while their social advance-
ment is hampered by the complex interplay of various factors. This has been especially
true in Eastern Europe, which is home to an estimated 6—8 million Roma — the largest
concentration on the continent.

The Roma in Eastern Europe belong to the poorest section of the population,
due to high unemployment, poor education, and institutionalized discrimination.
The segregation of Roma and Sinti and the disregard of their social situation in the
educational system have led to a disproportionally high number of illiterates and
school dropouts. Restricted access to public services and health care, housing in
substandard accommodation, and isolation in often illegally built settlements char-
acterized by inadequate infrastructure, have contributed to this increased segregation.
Moreover, the living conditions of Romani groups worsened considerably after the
breakdown of the socialist regimes in Eastern Europe because the subsequent political
transformation and the transition to liberal market economies have increased the
socioeconomic pressure on them. Describing the situation of Romani groups in
Hungary, Stewart (1997:232) declares that ethnic hatred and race-motivated attacks
against Roma and their settlements have become a serious problem in postsocialist
countries.
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However, structural discrimination and marginalization of Roma and Sinti are not
specific to the new European Union member states in Eastern Europe but constitute
a pan-European issue. The Council of Europe and the European Commission, there-
fore, stress their joint responsibility to promote the social inclusion of Romani groups
in the member states. Although Roma, Sinti, (and Travelers) have been recognized
by the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly in 1993 (Recommendation
1203[1993]) as a “true European minority,” which is said to accord them a special
place among other minorities due to their dispersal throughout Europe, related policy
issues have gained salience on the European agenda only since the accession of
Eastern European countries. Besides providing a legal framework to prohibit discrimi-
nation on ethnic grounds and to foster equal treatment irrespective of ethnic origin,
the European Union supports the inclusion of Roma and Sinti by providing various
funding mechanisms. Within the European Social Fund (ESF) and the European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) — the EU’s major funding programs — a wide
range of national, transnational, and locally based activities are being financed to
improve the living conditions of Romani groups. Within these, investments in the
education of Roma and Sinti and their integration into the labor market are defined
as specific target areas. Furthermore, the European Union has been taking action to
combat poverty and exclusion of Romani groups by establishing a section for Roma-
related issues within the European Commission that is responsible for the coordina-
tion of various programs and actions targeted at the minority.

Indeed, the provision of considerable financial resources for the implementation
of activities in the member states can be regarded as evidence of the EU’s efforts to
integrate Roma and Sinti into the respective majority societies. But one may ask why,
although the member countries have utilized the various European funding programs
to promote the social inclusion of Roma and Sinti since the late 1990s, their situation
is perceived as not having changed at all in the past number of years? If the funding
mechanisms have been used by public authorities, NGOs, and social partners in
the member countries, what implications did they have at the local level? In this
chapter, I draw on fieldwork conducted in Eastern Slovakia and discuss two Roma
projects that were funded by the ESF and implemented in the Roma community of
Vel’kd Ida.

EU PROJECTS FOR ROMA IN SLOVAKIA

The village of Vel’kd Ida is situated near the Hungarian border in rural Eastern Slo-
vakia. It has 3139 inhabitants, of whom 32% belong to the Roma minority. Living
segregated from the Slovak majority on the outskirts of the village, Roma inhabit
two settlements, which lack access to the supply of water, electricity, and sewerage.
The vast majority of the 569 people in Vel’kd Ida who were listed as unemployed
according to the 2001 census were unofficially identified as belonging to the Roma
community. Due to high unemployment among Roma in Vel’ka Ida, the local com-
munity was chosen as a target group for two EU-financed projects, which were
implemented by the Agency for Support of Regional Development Kosice (ARR
Kosice) between 2005 and 2008. The projects were titled “Maxim” and “Ruzena,”
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and aimed at increasing the employability of Roma by providing basic education,
various short-term training, and vocational counseling. While Maxim focused on the
activation of Roma men through training and networking with potential employers,
Ruzena targeted the many disadvantages that Roma women have been facing when
entering the labor market. Improving numeracy and literacy as well as basic education
were defined as the main areas for activity, because Roma women were said to lack
any formal education or training necessary to enter the labor market. This has been
primarily due to the high numbers of school dropouts among Roma girls, and a
societal position which obliges women to stay at home and take care of the houschold
and children. When I first heard of Maxim and Ruzena some months prior to my
arrival in Slovakia, the projects seemed feasible, if not very promising; I soon realized
just how problematic their implementation was.

It was early afternoon and I had been sitting behind the elementary school of
Vel’kd Ida for some hours, watching 10 Roma women — participants of the Ruzena
project — while they were weeding the grass on the sports ground. During summer,
the participants were able to earn some money by doing so called “activation work”
on the grounds of the elementary school before their courses in reading and writing
started again in autumn. Being exhausted from their hard and monotonous work,
they took a short break and sat down next to me. Talking about their lives in Vel’kd
Ida and their dream of going and working abroad, the women also revealed to me
their disappointment and dissatisfaction with the project and its coordinators. Since
that day was the payment date, and five of them had not received any money the
month before, the women were waiting for the local project staff to arrive with their
salary. Not knowing why some of the women left empty-handed, Anna, one of the
participants whose sister was among those five women, told me that this incident had
aroused nervousness and jealousy among all the participants. Furthermore, the women
had thought that they would be trained in how to apply successfully for a job and
were thus very disappointed that Ruzena merely comprised the learning of reading
and writing skills. Since most of the women had learnt how to read and write in
clementary school, they agreed that Ruzena was only helpful for those who did not
have any education at all. Kristina, a middle-aged mother of five grown-up children
and the most talkative in the group, expressed her frustration with the project,
explaining that “I have visited elementary school, it is not helping me. Why should
I go to school? Because I’d rather go working and I have school already behind me.”
Furthermore, the belief that participation in the project would not help them to find
any employment afterward was widespread among the participants, and was put
forward as the reason for the low motivation and the high dropout rates. Instead,
Kristina stressed that “what motivated me to go to class was not any promise of a
job later but it was the fact that there will be activation work. If there is no money
I don’t go there.”

Indeed, a quite different outlook on the projects had been presented to me by
Gejza Legen, senior project manager of Maxim and Ruzena, just a few days before.
Sitting in the office of ARR Kosice, he confessed his disappointment about the per-
formance of the projects with a rather unexpected frankness, telling me that they
were “not really a success.” He identified as the main problems difficulties in mobiliz-
ing participants for the various activities, and the necessity of constantly searching for
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further interested persons due to the high dropout rates during the projects. Search-
ing for the reasons for the projects’ weak performance, he admitted that “the internal
management was rather weak . . . and the focus of the projects was a little bit too
ambitious, too vague and too big.” Nevertheless, he blamed the Roma for being
responsible for all the problems that had occurred so far. Stressing their lack of com-
mitment and their unreliability as the actual stumbling blocks, he believed that “it’s
generally the attitude, not only the weak commitment” of the Roma, which had
caused problems during the implementation. Matej and Pavel, two community
workers in Vel’kd Ida who had also worked with the Roma community during the
Maxim project, shared his point of view and noted that the demand of the various
kinds of training offered in Maxim was low on behalf of the Roma because “they just
didn’t want to work.”

What is evident from these short episodes from my fieldwork is that the Maxim
and Ruzena projects were a disappointment to the project staft and Roma alike,
although diverging perceptions and experience prevailed within both groups. There-
fore, being much more than a random glimpse on two Roma projects, these episodes
are valuable resources that shed some light on the apparently unaltered situation of
Roma in Slovakia. With a population estimated at somewhere between 90000 and
480000, Roma form the second-largest minority group in the Slovak Republic. Yet
although the willingness of the political authorities to promote their social inclusion
has increased during the 1990s, and several EU-financed projects have been imple-
mented since the accession to the European Union in 2004, Roma still form the
weakest section of the population in terms of socioeconomic status and political
power. Moreover, an examination of Maxim and Ruzena revealed that the partici-
pants were confronted with various negative ascriptions by the project staff; these
described Roma primarily as a social-problem group, said to be characterized by an
unchangeable culture. Following Csepeli and Simon, who remark that “Roma are
the most rejected of all minority groups” (2004:133), I argue that the negative
ascriptions toward Romani groups are based on an historic image of the “Gypsy.”
Before describing how this negative image of the “Gypsy” was reproduced within
Maxim and Ruzena, I will highlight the development of this pejorative image of the
“Gypsy” by illustrating its distinguishing marks as well as science’s contribution to
the codification of the negative attitude toward Roma and Sinti.

THE HISTORIC CONSTRUCTION OF THE “GYPSY”

The negative image of the “Gypsy” emerged after the first groups of Roma and Sinti
arrived in Europe during the fifteenth century. Regarding its outstanding timeliness,
Maciejwski (1996:12) points out that the creation of this image has to be seen as the
result of various events and processes that were fundamental to the development of
contemporary Europe. Likewise, Hancock argues that the image of the “Gypsy” “was
stimulated by a combination of the responses to industrialization, colonialism and
emerging nineteenth-century ideas of racial hierarchy” (2002:65). The first encoun-
ters between Roma and Sinti and the domestic population were dominated by reli-
gious beliefs, because the first Romani groups presented themselves as Christians on
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pilgrimage. Although Roma and Sinti were received well at first (Reemtsma 1996:34),
the majority’s attitude changed quickly and the arrivals were soon viewed as heathens
and spies for the Muslims. The Catholic Church played an essential role in creating
and reproducing negative ascriptions toward Roma and Sinti by associating their
black skins with darkness and evil. Before the end of the fifteenth century, Roma and
Sinti were said to be in league with the devil (Wippermann 1997:71). Kenrick and
Puxon remark that “the conviction that blackness denotes inferiority and evil was
already well-rooted in the Western mind. The nearly black skins of many Gypsies
marked them out to be victims of this prejudice” (1972:19).

The emergence of the “Gypsy image” was also closely linked to the beginning of
academic “Gypsy studies” — “Zigeunerkunde” — during the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries in Europe, which were guided by a popular image of Roma and Sinti as
bandits, thieves, sorcerers, and messengers from an exotic world (Willems 1996:97).
Early “Gypsy studies” were marked by the conviction of the “Gypsy’s” immutability,
“oriental” ancestry, and foreignness. The research of anthropologists and “Gypsy
folklorists,” such as Heinrich Grellmann, Christian C. Riidiger, and August F. Pott,
focused on the supposed ethnic “inferiority,” criminal addiction, and laziness of
Roma and Sinti and, thus, had a momentous impact on nation-states’ approach to
Romani groups.

Furthermore, the creation of the “Gypsy image” was influenced by various political
transformations, which had far-reaching consequences on the perception of “stran-
gers.” During the emergence of nation-states in Europe, Roma and Sinti were instru-
mentalized as the image of “the stranger” par excellence by the political elites in
order to effectuate homogenization of the population and its identification with the
national territory (Hund 1996:25; Maciejwski 1996:17). Due to their unfamiliar
appearance and mode of living, Roma and Sinti formed a welcome object for projec-
tion. Exploiting the popular image of Roma and Sinti as thieves, beggars, and beguil-
ers who move from town to town, they were defined as the categorical “Other” and
regarded as a threat to the community of citizens. The exclusion and persecution of
Roma and Sinti as outlaws were thus also based on the denunciation of the “Gypsy-
like lifestyle” and used as a necessary disciplinary action. Most of all, the instrumen-
talization of Roma and Sinti was reflected by a specific “Gypsy” policy and several
anti-“Gypsy” laws, which were enacted throughout Europe between the fifteenth and
nineteenth centuries, providing the legal basis for their expulsion and persecution
(Reemtsma 1996:40; Vuolasranta 2006:20). These laws emphasized a supposed
“criminality” as the essential character trait of the “Gypsy.” Maciejwski (1996:18)
points out that as a result, Roma and Sinti were treated increasingly as a security
problem and subject for action by the police during the nineteenth and early twen-
tieth centuries.

The negative “Gypsy image” was continuously reproduced and extended by a
racist component during the early twentieth century. From the 1930s onward, the
research of anthropologists, biologists, medics and scientists served the racial policy
of Nazi Germany. Like Jews, Roma and Sinti were viewed as being “racially inferior”
and, thus, were classified “unworthy of life.” Robert Ritter, head of the Racial
Hygiene and Population Biology Research Unit in Berlin, was one of the most
popular proponents of the Nazi racial doctrine. Together with his assistants he col-
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lected data on Romani groups to find a connection between Roma genetics and their
supposed criminal nature as well as to make further recommendations for racial policy.
Ritter’s work was based on the presumption that “Gypsies” were a “primitive”
people, incapable of adapting to normal civilized life (Wippermann 1997:80; Willems
2001:26). In this vein, the racial and biological evaluation of Roma and Sinti by
Ritter and other racial scientists laid the ground for, and legitimized, the extermina-
tion of approximately 1.5 million Roma and Sinti in Nazi Germany and occupied
Europe between 1939 and 1945 (Latham 1995:2; Gingrich 2005:121ft.).

From the 1970s until the present day, folklorists have continued to study the
culture, history, and way of life of Romani groups by glorifying and searching for the
“true Gypsy.” Again, the historic “Gypsy image” was reproduced within “tsiganol-
ogy” by emphasizing the cultural foreignness and alleged unwillingness of “Gypsies”
to integrate themselves into the majority societies.

However, the stereotypical image of the “Gypsy” is also the dominating element
in today’s public and political discourse on Roma and Sinti, in which they are pre-
sented as the counterpart to a rational, modern, and enlightened world. In fact, Heuf§
(1996:120) argues that the continuing instrumentalization of Roma and Sinti by
nation-states is characterized by their definition as a “social-problem group” denying
them ethnic or historic autonomy while legitimizing policies of assimilation. Indeed,
Liégeois and Gheorghe agree that “according to the definition imposed upon them
and the image by which they are characterised, Roma/Gypsies are thought to have
no linguistic, cultural or ethnic roots. They are instead a ‘social problem’ requiring
‘rehabilitation’ and ‘reintegration’” (1995:12f). As a result, policies toward Roma
and Sinti are limited to combating unemployment, lack of education, inadequate
housing, and health problems instead of targeting ethnic discrimination and
segregation.

BETWEEN PATERNALISM AND MARGINALIZATION

Disclosing several barriers and shortcomings, an evaluation of the Maxim and Ruzena
projects speaks volumes about the structural problems within EU-financed activities
as well as today’s stereotyping of Roma and Sinti. Looking at the performance of the
projects, problems in mobilizing participants for the various activities as well as high
numbers of dropouts were the most evident results. Instead of achieving improve-
ments for the Roma community, the projects have instead shattered the expectations
of Roma and reproduced negative stereotypes and existing mechanisms of marginali-
zation. The structure and composition of the European Social Fund exerted a decisive
influence on the projects’ performance, since EU funding mechanisms determine the
guidelines for the development and implementation of activities. For example, the
exclusive focus on short-term activities — and specifically on the integration of Roma
and Sinti into the labor market, viewed as the most important precondition for social
inclusion within the ESF framework — prohibited the implementation of an integra-
tive and sustainable approach, which is necessary when working with marginalized
and deprived communities. As Jeff Graham, project staft of a Slovak NGO working
with Roma, stressed, “complex problems cannot be addressed by short term, piece
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by piece projects.” He went on to explain that “sometimes [such projects] can do
more harm than good because they raise expectations, start achieving some success
and then they end.”

As with experienced Roma NGOs, representatives of the Roma communities and
Slovak academics emphasized the need for a holistic approach to improve the living
conditions of Roma. As Dasa Frivalskd, representative of the regional office of the
Slovak Government Plenipotentiary for Roma Communities in Kosice, noted,
“employment alone doesn’t solve the problem — there must be a complex solution
including housing, education, acceptance in society and then afterwards we can put
them into employment.”

But major weaknesses were also to be found within the local project management.
Financial problems and bureaucracy were a challenge for the project staft during the
implementation of Maxim and Ruzena. Various members of the project staff com-
plained about work overload due to administrative demands and constant requests
for information by European institutions and the Slovak National Managing Author-
ity. For Silvia Hrickovd, project manager of Maxim and Ruzena, the never-ending
paperwork made it difficult to focus on the actual activities for Roma because “a lot
of money was put into the bureaucracy and the papers for administration, but the
meaning of the project has disappeared in these papers.” Furthermore, the failure to
conduct an analysis of the target group’s needs and of the local realities as well as
the marginalization of Roma and experienced NGOs during the design, implementa-
tion, and evaluation of the projects had hindered the development of a sense of
ownership of the implemented activities in the community. Instead, Maxim and
Ruzena were designed without paying attention to the target group’s specific situa-
tion, and were implemented in a top-down approach. Gejza Legen explained the
agency’s approach in the following way: “We already knew that there is high unem-
ployment and thought it would benefit the Roma to work. But the problem is that
we decided what they [the Roma] want to do and what kind of education they want
to undertake in the project.”

When talking to the participants in the projects, it became quite clear that the
paternalistic approach of the project staft members, their indifference toward the
ethnic group’s needs, and the lack of communication between both groups caused
considerable distrust among the Roma in Vel’kd Ida. Anna and her sister Renata
expressed their skepticism about the benefit of EU-financed projects for Roma and
explained why few women in Vel’kd Ida wanted to participate in Ruzena: “A lot of
things were promised but not kept. This is why the women stopped going
there. . . . There’s a lot of money from the EU and if we saw at least one promise
fulfilled, the women would stay in the project.” Being aware of EU subsidies for
Roma but having never seen any employee from ARR Kosice in Vel’kd Ida, they
assumed that a lot of money must have gone into the pockets of corrupt officials or
members of the project staff.

Besides structural shortcomings inherent in EU funding programs and local project
management, paternalism and discriminating ascriptions toward Roma and Sinti by
project staft were the main reasons for excluding the target group from participating
actively in the design and implementation of Maxim and Ruzena, and thus for the
projects’ weak performance.
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THE REPRODUCTION OF THE “GYPSY IMAGE” IN SLOVAKIA
AND EU-FINANCED PROJECTS

The classification of Roma as a “social-problem group” and the reproduction of the
“Gypsy image” characterize contemporary public discourse in Slovakia. Since the
breakdown of the socialist regime in 1989, the public attitude toward Roma in Slo-
vakia has worsened dramatically. Roma are not only confronted with social margin-
alization, that is, exclusion from the labor market, public services, and political
participation, as well as segregation in isolated settlements, but they also have to face
discrimination and racial hatred. Kristina, who lives with her family in the Roma set-
tlement of Vel’kd Ida, referred to her life in Slovakia in the following way: “There is
high inequality and I feel that it will never improve to the better in this area. No
matter where we go, for example to the doctor or the social welfare office, we are
humiliated everywhere.”

The negative attitude toward Roma in Slovakia is based on various stereotypes,
which imply very often contradictory ascriptions and highlight the allegedly ignorant,
lazy, carefree, greedy, or criminal “nature” of Roma. Talking about the precarious
living conditions of Roma in Slovakia, Pavel reflected on the reasons for their weak
socioeconomic position: “They are not willing to rise to another level. They are not
even wanting or willing to come to this level.” Furthermore, the perception that
Roma are not able or willing to adapt to general social standards and norms is com-
monly stressed to legitimize their social exclusion and discrimination. Indeed, Vasecka
points out that disregard of Roma in Slovakia is constant among all classes of people
regardless of age, sex, education, nationality, political inclinations, or size of the
municipality (2007:14). Arne Mann, professor of cultural anthropology at the
Komenskeho University in Bratislava, remarks in this regard that the negative attitude
toward Roma represents the biggest barrier to integration as “the majority society is
unable to accept them and welcome them to society.” Facing different stereotypes,
discrimination, and social exclusion in their daily life, Roma do not understand the
reasons for the disregard of their ethnic group. Ladislav and Roby, two inhabitants
of the Roma settlement in Vel’ka Ida, told me: “We absolutely don’t know why they
are disrespecting us; because we are black and the Gadje [non-Roma] don’t like
Blacks and that’s just it. In the village there is absolutely no reason to be disliked.”
Consequently, the negative image is being incorporated by Roma and increases their
frustration and lethargy.

However, the pronounced negative attitude toward Roma also found its way into
the projects Maxim and Ruzena, and represented a crucial barrier to the successtul
implementation of activities. On the one hand, Roma were perceived by the project
staft as a “social-problem group” whose members were said to ignore prevalent social
norms and values, while on the other hand specific cultural traits were ascribed to
them and held responsible for the lack of integration into mainstream society. Their
alleged unreliability as well as their “backward” and carefree lifestyle were seen as the
main problems during the implementation of the projects. When talking about the
weak performance of Maxim and Ruzena and the reasons for the low commitment
of Roma, Gejza Legen explained to me that they were too indifferent or not able to
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realize the necessity and importance of education. “They don’t take responsibility
over their life and fate and their future. They don’t appreciate the education and the
investment to their self development. . . . Living for today — you know — and not for
the future.” Moreover, the alleged lethargy, laziness and unreliability of Roma in
Vel’ka Ida were regarded as proof of their common image as a “social-problem
group” and the reasons for their weak socioeconomic position.

Indeed, Roma were said to have no motivation to work but, rather, were charac-
terized as happy to live exclusively at the expense of the state and tax payer. Tomas
Demko, employee at the municipality of Vel’ka Ida and technical assistant in Maxim,
remarked that “they live from what the social [welfare] system will give them. There
are some of them who want to be like White people. They want to achieve more,
but that’s probably 5% of them.” Both Matej and Pavel shared his opinion and
stressed that Roma “have no motivation to work; they stopped to take it seriously.
They get social money, money for the children, housing money and medical care.
So, they have no need to work, but we are working and don’t get any money.”
Instead of contributing to society, Pavel asserted: “Roma people only suck from our
breast or the state’s,” and thought that this was the reason why Roma were disliked
in Slovakia. “It’s not racism that people hate Roma, I think they hate this attitude,”
explained Gejza Legen. Indeed, due to the low education of many Roma, their seg-
regation and lack of qualifications for the labor market, they are highly dependent
on social benefits and this has contributed to their image as a “social-problem group.”

Due to a lack of official statistics, estimates of unemployment and education among
Roma vary wildly. While Coster and Pfister (2005:12) rate unemployment and illit-
eracy among Roma at 90-100% in the deprived rural parts of Eastern Slovakia, results
of the 1991 census draw a quite different picture. The census states that 76.68% of
the Roma population in Slovakia attended elementary school (Vasecka 2007:23), but
it fails to document that many Roma are leaving school uneducated and semi-illiterate
because of low school-attendance rates and their placement in “special” schools for
physically and mentally disabled children. The “mentality” of Roma was especially
held responsible for their poor education and high unemployment rates. Both Matej
and Pavel felt that, despi