Brazl, Berlin, Burslem: Memory, | dentity and Place

Today internationalism and cosmopolitanism
are seen by many as worthy of praise. Yet this was
not so in the first half of the twentieth centurliem
internationalists and cosmopolitans were often
denounced —and, in some places, shot. Indeed in the
nineteenth century even progressive literary @itic
such as Vissarion Belinsky, a Russian westernizer,
attacked some writers for their ‘rootless
cosmopolitanism’ —an early, perhaps the first Use o
this expression (then not anti-semitic).

Yet even today the forces of nationalism are
stronger than those of cosmopolitanism (Scotland,
Catalonia, England, Wallonia) and the new populists
use nationalism more than ever. Citizens may mist foliticians but they
trust their own more than those of other countiié®y expect their
governments to protect their own interests abowsdlof foreigners.

Politics is still overwhelmingly national politics.

Cosmopolitanism and the tolerance of other cultaresraised, though
this praise comes, usually, from intellectual élite cosmopolitan section of
the population, people who speak more than onauge and travel easily
and are more curious about other people. In thengpslitan narrative,
nationalists are provincial and narrow-minded amdasessed with defending
their own culture while cosmopolitans glory in thability to transcend
borders and frontiers, in being ‘citizens of therldowvhich is what
cosmopolitan means. The present British PM doesgi@e. She is on record
as saying that ‘If you believe you are a citizenthaf world you are a citizen of
nowhere.’

Yet, when it comes to culture and politics the majaof the inhabitants
of each nation-state tend to be unaware of themuénd the politics of
neighbouring countries let alone of distant co@striunless it is American
politics which is constantly discussed by the iné&tional media while
American cultural products, particularly musicpfd and television fiction are
widely exported).

Such abject ignorance about neighbouring natiotrsiesseven in highly
advanced countries with fine schools and ancieiveusities. Thus Jean
Racine, the 17 century dramatist who is studied in all Frenchost$, is
virtually unheard of in neighbouring Germany aralyitA majority of
Germans and French have never heard of Dante.dapin their nation as
if it were a kind of village.

Be that as it may, the world of today is dividetbialmost 200 sovereign
states —many more than 150 years ago. Each of sketes, however small,
maintains all the paraphernalia of sovereigntydirgstablished in the 19




century: passports, borders, armies, uniformecteptiurrencies, national
anthems, national days, and central banks. Therexaeptions and some are
remarkable: a number of European states have atlaimgle currency
(2002) and abolished border controls among eaddr @ilth the Schengen
Agreement of 1985. Otherwise these sovereign stalebrate a ‘share
memory’ and a ‘national’ culture which requiresukay celebration, least the
memory is forgotten, have a media that give pgdotnational news, and
impart their national history in schools where dteh are taught to be proud
of their country even though that there is littergopnal merit in being born in
any one particular place. They are given a someedhaicorated account of
the birth and development of their nation. Thenytes fairly similar —almost a
literary genre in itself- constantly poised betwedachrymose sense of self-
pitying victimhood and a vainglorious account ofdie deeds. ‘We’, it says,
have been around for centuries, perhaps even 066 (famously, in
England; 966 in Poland; since Romolus and Remitslyy since Plato and
Aristotle in Greece; since the days of Abraham askt in Israel). We have
written glorious pages of history and they woulddndeen even more glorious
had it not been for the dastardly acts of our oggoes. Eventually we
achieved our freedom, our independence, our hagpiaad we, who are
unlike everyone else (for we are Croats and noteslians, Italians and not
Austrians, French and not German, etc.) can firalyike everyone else:
members and possessors of a country, a natiomakfeof a remarkable
literature, a major culture, a beautiful languaye] a unique landscape.

Few of today’s sovereign states have existed fay leithin their present
boundaries or even at all. An Italian state hastedionly since 1861 but
Venice and its region was incorporated only in 1866 capital, Rome, only
in 1870 and the existing borders with Austria hbagen extant only since
19109.

The British state has not been in existence siGé6 as children used to
be taught in schools. Great Britain has been isterce only since 1707 with
the Acts of Union between Scotland and England.ddwtry’s borders
changed again in 1801 when Ireland became paledf/hited Kingdom, and
again in 1922 when the southern part of the ist#frideland became a
separate sovereign state.

History has dealt with borders and population cagalier way and
determined that a place could be part of a stateeftsons which had nothing
at all to do with national memories —a relativalyngle task since in most
cases such memories did not exist. Immanuel Kawkhe been born in
Russian Kaliningrad after 1946 rather than in 1in2dénigsberg (as it was
called until fairly recently), might have been asBian philosopher rather than
a German one. Arthur Schopenhauer, had he beenrbBwlish Gdansk
rather than in German Danzing —as it was when lsebean in 1788- would
have been Polish. The inhabitants of Corsica anefrench, whether they
like it or not (and some don't), only because Feaacquired it in 1770 —



previously it was an independent republic which fradd itself from the
Republic of Genoa. Had this not happened, Napdleom in Corsica in
1769) might have been little more than a localrggroan. The people of Nice
are French today because the city and its surragrdrritory was handed
over by the Kingdom of Piedmont to the French i6@8had that not
happened the Italian Riviera would have been muateraxtensive, tourists
would be regaling themselves withppa di pescmstead of thdouillabaisse
and its inhabitants would be supporting Italy’sioadl football team and not
that of France. The city of St. Louis in Senegas Weench in 1659, nine years
earlier than the city of Lille (not far from Parishen it was acquired by Louis
XIV with the Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle.

In any case the borders of France have been uagtabughout the
centuries.

Alsace, minus Strasbourg, was attached to Frangeabthe end of the
Thirty Years’ War (1648). Belgium has existed atate only since 1830.

Lorraine was acquired by Louis XV because he maaria
Leszczyiska, the daughter of Stanistaw Leszts#yt who was then the Duke
of Lorraine (1766) and who had obtained Lorraing/an 1738 in
compensation for renouncing the Polish throne.f¥emuch of the 28
century the children of Lorraine (who, until redgnspoke at home a German
dialect) were taught in French schools not only thay were French but that,
as such, they were descendantsax ancétres les Gaulofseur ancestors the
Gauls).

Even the belief that the Gauls were the ancesfdfseeanodern French is
recent. Gaul was unmentioned throughout the Middjes. Current
scholarship doubts seriously that there was even awsingle Gaul nation.
And since the Gauls have not left any written textsit we know about their
great ‘national’ hero Vercingétorix comes from banquerors, the Romans.

The amazing popularity of the comic strip Astéiiixce 1959 have
probably reinforced the belief mos ancétres les Gaulois

French boundaries may have been unstable butdo&yals solid as rock
when compared to those of Poland. This is not gingysince Poland is in the
middle of the northern European plain, a flat stcefevith few natural
geographic limits. What is more surprising, thongh if one is aware of the
fervid imagination of nationalists, is that the iBblstate celebrated ‘its
thousand-year history’ in 1966 —history’ havingglaa with the
Christianization of the country and the baptisnKofg Mieszko | (a tribal
leader of the Polanie tribe). In 1966 the countag\wthen under communism
but the idea of the millennium rallied all and sgpadcommunists and patriots,
Catholics and agnostics. Yet, the borders of thenttg which was celebrating
such longevity expanded and shrank regardless oflmbd where and what
language they spoke. In 1634 ‘Poland’ included vihabw Lithuania
(another independent sovereign state with extravtagaims of longevity, in
this case since 1253) as well as bits of Moldam Rrussia. Then Poland



began to shrink, then it expanded. After the Seddodd War, it shifted to
the West as it acquired former ‘German’ territongldost some to the USSR
(the direct beneficiary was the Ukrainian Sovietidlist Republic now
iIndependent Ukraine whose boundaries have beetlyeglsstic and are
currently in dispute). As Norman Davies remarké&zespite the Poles’ own
fervent belief in the “motherland”, it is imposslto identify any fixed
territorial base which has been permanently, ekadlys and inalienably,
Polish.’

In Estonia, nationalist historians claimed that¢bantry’s history should
be traced back to an age of ‘ancient freedom’ wpigteded the German-
Danish conquest in the thirteenth century. Thelowed 700 years of slavery;
then independence between 1918 and 1939, thenstawery under Soviet
rule, before finally the recovery of independencté991.

Some states appears to have a truly long histeng the case with Japan,
with more or less the same boundaries for centuaiegasier feat if you are an
island or, in this case, four large islands anevathousand smaller ones. It
became a unitary state, in a manner of speakitg $ocal clans continue to
fight it out for centuries, only in 1590 under tlegency of Toyotomi
Hideyoshi. The drawing of proper ‘modern’ bordecswrred only in the
middle of the 18 century and so even Japan is a modern artefact.

Other states, like the USA, declared its sovergifjrdét and embarked on
expansion later. The boundaries of the USA in 17aé little in common
with those of the USA today. One could almost $ay British settlers, having
declared their independence from the mother couatry having become
Americans continued the westward conquest thesBriiad started.

Thus each state builds its own special ‘nationatdny, however

chequered it is. For instance,
\ Bosnia S / N ~~ Montenegro,
‘\Hercegovina ™ '~ N (or, in Slavonic, Crna
, ¥ Saesieve A \ {ss’erna} Gora, ‘Black
it &, ' .~ ~_. ., %\ Mountain’ or Montenegro in
Lenllh =] | " Venetian) is one of the
' o N . ‘newest’ European states, but
) Pk A e, - "% it was a sovereign state
N U e before the First World War
W A/ -4 (though its tiny borders
o B ..-%5.. changed in the course of
1 \ St time), having successfully
) ~ resisted complete
subordination to Ottoman rule. It was amalgamatéal Yugoslavia in 1919,
and regained its independence in 2006 when it gecedm what was left of
Yugoslavia (i.e. Serbia, the rump of the old Yugudtate). It acquired its own
constitution, but not its own currency having deddo use the Euro even
though it was not in the European Union.



It has a diplomatic corps and its own armed folmgsot its own
language since everyone speaks Serbo-Croat buinatanalists insist that
their version of the language should be called Moegrin, a ploy that older
states such as Belgium, Switzerland and the USye hefrained from
adopting. No-one speaks Belgian, Swiss or AmerimarMontenegrins,
apparently, speak Montenegrin. The country alscala@sw national anthem,
Oj, svijetla majska zor¢Oh, Bright Dawn of May’), based on a nineteenth-
century folk tune whose words were regularly retten to fit the prevailing
politics. Montenegro has fewer than 700,000 inlzaitg —fewer than
Staffordshire- but more than at least twenty offeetereign states (including
EU members such as Malta and Luxembourg).

Our new brave globalized world is thus also a woflthem and us’, of
states, large and small (mainly small) trying tdke#heir presence manifest,
taking offence, being proud, and defending, sonegitypocritically, the
sanctity of their borders against secessionisinddoy even smaller ‘nations’
festering within and aspiring to get out.

This is the situation Georgia faced with the reitant inhabitants of
South Ossetia and Abkhazia who do not feel theyestiee ancestry some
Georgian nationalists, with a remarkable flightrofgination, trace theirs to;
back to the Hittites in the f&entury BC or to the more recent kingdom
Egrisi (6"-7" century BC) -the outcome of local chieftains fightit out for
their own power and aggrandizement. Thus KaliSedia's nationalist
Histoire de la nation géorgienn@980 —he was living in France), celebrates
Georgians (‘one of the most beautiful races invibed’) as an ancient people
who, in spite of external threats and invaders maddo preserve their
national personality, their language and theiruelt

With the collapse of the USSR, it became routineetbscover one’s
nation even if, when the collapse occurred, sonmneh s Uzbekistan, were
rather reluctant to become independent. But ombependence was obtained,
history books were rewritten Timur (Tamerlane ia West, Tamburlaine in
Marlowe’s great play), once depicted, probably satly, as a cruel tyrant
and responsible for the death of millions, becamegfounding hero of the
country. His equestrian statue now graces theispidshkent where Karl
Marx’s statue once



stood.

There are far more states today than in 1880 doté&800 there were
more states than in 1880. There is an ebb andifiaglhie coming into being
and the disappearing of states which suggest# tisdtetter to avoid any
deterministic view as to their future. There mayni@e. There may be fewer.
In any case the meaning of states and of soveyelg® changed in the course
of the centuries to such an extent that an all-ambg definition is a waste of
time. For our purpose a state must be sufficierglytralised to ensure that all
its constituent parts recognize the existencewfitary centre: being ‘united
under the same law and the same name’, as Titugslput it in hisAb urbe
condita and is what most people understand as a soves&gn In more
modern times a state should be able to imposelitswificiently to be able to
collect taxes. If it cannot force or convince itszens that they should pay up
So that their state can function, then it is déf@distate as are, patently, Congo,
Somalia and Iraqg.

The great empires extant in the course of the eamh century, such as
the colonial empires of the French, the Britiske, Butch, and the newly-
formed Belgian, the short-lived Napoleonic empaed the pre-existing
Russian and Ottoman empires left, as their fundéamhésgacy, the elimination
of thousand of self-governing units, tribal argascipalities, duchies,
bishoprics, and city-states —an operation we coeddrd as a gigantic
geographical tidying-up.



This is particularly glaring in the case of sub-&am Africa, a part of the
world in which local languages, traditions, culsiend history played almost
no part in the apportionment of the territory amaotpnial powers though
many of these societies, particularly around theaGLakes (Uganda,
Rwanda, Burundi and the eastern part of what is th@WDemocratic Republic
of Congo) had states-like attributes such as kinggjdaxes, justice systems.

Before the advent of colonialism there were in Salvaran Africa some
10,000 polities exhibiting as diverse range of argation as their equivalent
in Europe: kingdoms, city-states, small isolatechownities, trading towns,
empires. Under colonialism thousands of self-goweranits were wiped
away and boundaries drawn across well-established bf communications.
As a result the Maasai were cut in half by the Kefgnzania border; the
Bakingo people found themselves in states calldab&aDemocratic Republic
of Congo (Kinshasa), Republic of Congo (Brazzayilkend Angola; the
Yoruba (who number over thirty million people, ménan most European
nations) could be found in Nigeria, Benin and Tagmeria itself, the most
populous state in Africa was the result of the @aadation of two British
protectorates by their governor, Sir Frederick Lrdganto one colony (1912-
14). The name had been suggested
by a renowned journalist, Flora
Shaw,

in an article inThe Timesn
1897. (Shaw eventually married
Lugard).

The decision to accept the
colonial borders has been, on the
whole, respected by the African
states —though there were important
exceptions. The worst conflicts in
Africa have been the result of civil
wars rather than interstate wars. But
this is also true for the world as a
whole: since 2001, for instance, most
conflicts in the world were civil
wars, sometimes with external
intervention.

Though not as pulverized as
pre-colonial Africa, pre-Napoleonic
Europe too was a remarkably fragmented entity stingi of dozens of
statelets under the domination, protection or &tlen of larger states —some
of these tiny entities still survive either as anipéing preserve (Monte Carlo),
or a tax-dodging haven (Monte Carlo again and leichktein), or a dispensary
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for cheap alcohol (Andorra) or the producer of ggretamps (San Marino). In
one case, the Vatican, it hosts the head offiGewbrld religion.

At the time of the French Revolution there werdhini the boundaries of
what today we call Italy, almost twenty self-goviagunits. By 1870 they had
been amalgamated into a single state: Italy, a stah a history it claimed to
be ancient and a language, Italian, only a minaritys inhabitants could
speak or spoke habitually. This state joined aesy<if European states which
turned out to be stable on its western flank arstabie on the eastern one (the
main exceptions to the rule of western stabilitgal 880 was the birth of the
Republic of Ireland in 1922 and the formalizatidrbanish and Icelandic
independence).

The transition from the twenty or so states of 1&8the forty-two or so
of today is almost entirely due to the collaps¢hoée empires: the Ottoman

Empire, the Austro-Hungarian Empire, and the Ts&mspire and its Soviet
successor.

European Satesin the 1880s
Austro-Hungarian Empire Montenegro
Belgium Ottoman Empire
Bulgaria Portugal
Denmark Romania
France Russian Empire
Germany Serbia
Greece Spain
Holland Sweden
Italy Switzerland
Luxembourg UK




European Sates (2013)
In the European Union (28) Outsidethe
EU (14)
Austria Ireland Albania
Belgium Italy Belarus
Bulgaria Latvia Bosnia
Croatia Lithuania Kosovo
Cyprus Luxembourg| Iceland
Czech Republic Malta Macedonia
Denmark Poland Moldova
Estonia Portugal Montenegro
Finland Romania Norway
France Slovakia Russia
Germany Slovenia Serbia
Greece Spain Switzerland
Holland Sweden Turkey
Hungary UK {???} Ukraine

The Ottoman Empire, in the course of the nineteeatttury, ‘lost’
Greece, Wallachia, Moldavia, Bulgaria, and mogtresent-day Serbia, and
Bosnia. In the years leading to the First World waiso ‘lost’ Albania,
Macedonia, Cyprus and Crete; Thessaly (annexedrégdd) and Eastern
Rumelia (annexed by Bulgaria). Thus the Ottoman iEangvhich, under
Suleiman the Magnificent, extended to the doorgiehna (1529), was
reduced to a rump across the Straits and a laMesfim population which
stretched deep into Asia which is what is preseayttlrkey.

The fall of the Austro-Hungarian Empire at the endhe WWL1 led to
new states: Austria, Hungary, Czechoslovakia,amgbslavia. The
disintegration of Yugoslavia in the 1990s led te tineation of seven new
states.

Even Scandinavia was in turmoil: at the end ofrtimeteenth century
Iceland was part of Denmark, and Norway was coletidby Sweden. Norway
became fully independent only in 1905. Iceland bexa fully independent
republic only in 1944.

Thus of the twenty sovereign states that existdtLirope in 1880 only
nine (Switzerland, Great Britain, France, Portu§alain, Sweden, Denmark,
the Tsarist and Ottoman Empire) had existed iretbeteenth century and
only seven of these survived into the'2&ntury.



But continuity had hardly been the norm even irs¢happarently long-
lasting states. Switzerland acquired the Valaisjdiéatel and Geneva only in
1815. Denmark lost Schleswig and Holstein to PeussiL864.

Contrary to the terminology that contrasts theaadtinent —Europe- to
the New (the Americas), the European state systetB&0 was not older than
that of North or Latin America. In fact it was rieely new state system, the
result of the consolidation of doomed empires arnti®@amalgamation of
statelets. By contrast the American state systerbdth North and South) had
acquired contours which would last to the presegtwhile Europe was, in
the nineteenth century, the incoherent amalgaradtdeen for centuries and
still is.

The European paradox is that the regional assouciate call the
European Union, which has hardly any of attributies state, is the strongest
and closest inter-state association in the wortdtbs located in the continent
with the greatest degree of political fragmentatibims is not a novel state of
affairs. Since time immemorial, no single stateamnqueror had been able to
unify Europe or even to build a large and stablpiesrn it as the Chinese
were able to do in China for at least two thousgeats, or the Mughal in
India for at least two centuries, or the Arab, Berénd Turkish empires in
North Africa and the Levant.
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(Above) MAP OF EUROPE 2000

And the fragmentation goeson

Hungary

In complete contrast to the
constant redrawing of states and
nations in Europe, where historical
memories are constantly invented
and re-invented, the USA, where
everything is new or is supposed to
be new, exhibited a formidable
degree of continuity. Independent
since 1776, it adopted in 1787 a
Constitution which is still
substantially the same today and is
the oldest in the world. Its main
formal political arrangements have
“<, remained unchanged (President,
Senate, House of Representatives,

o federal system, relatively
autonomous jud|C|ary) Yet throughout the ninetea®ntury, everything else
changed including key aspects of what makes amagoritory and
population. Few countries of a respectable size lnandergone the
extraordinary demographic transformation that hesacterized the USA.
Furthermore the bloodiest war the USA ever foutii&,Civil War of 1861-65
put an end to any further secessionist tendencies.

Whatever it is that holds America together it carimma common
memory, but a set of rituals which are construeted renewed regularly. And
it works: the remarkable stability of US bordersitasts with the chronic
instability of Europe, an instability which endumsgen in the Zcentury
when there is a real possibility that Belgium veiteak up while nationalist
parties in Catalonia, the Basque country, Scotimdleven Corsica are strong
enough to force the central government to take theionalist aspirations
seriously.

Once can invent the Europe one wants. The Europshw¥as seen as a
beacon of civilization, the template of modernigs the western part. When
European thinkers discussed Europe, they did nahrteurope’ as a
geographical reality stretching from the West coésteland and of the
Iberian peninsula to the Caucasus and to Constgiéirand from the icy
waste of Finland, Sweden and Norway to the warrineate of Sicily.

Serbia
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The identification of ‘Europe’ with Western Europed the concomitant
negative view of the East had been a common trimpe $he days of the
Enlightenment. Voltaire, in hidistoire de Charles Xltone of the best-sellers
of the 18 century assumed, not entirely wrongly, that halezs would be
those who lived in civilized Western Europe andindhe ‘desolate’ and cold
areas of the North or the ‘distant and remote addsastern Europe.

Europe has remained Western Europe. Cultured Epcopenialist
Europe, Imperial Europe has essentially been Wes&tarope, but it was also a
Europe which was becoming less and less centthkthistory of the world.

The Second World War signalled the unquestionedoéadiropean
supremacy, and end which had started with the Wostd War.

This is the background to the European Economicr@onity, as it was
then called when it was born. It was essentialiynall free trade area
involving only six countries. But it was also mdhan that since it became,
however imperfectly, the focus for the dreams afyuthat many Europeans
harboured. In some cases such dreams were thasetirn to a glory that
they thought existed. In others it was a way ohstitnding and defending
oneself against the new West, that is the UniteteSt In others it was just a
guestion of prosperity. And for many it was a giogsof being part of a
modern project and the fear of being left out. Binebecame the Twenty-
eight. Each step from the six to the 28 has besaoried as a step towards
European unity. Of course things are more comm@at#tan this. The Europe
of the 28 remains profoundly divided in keepinghatthe history of Europe.
Europe has never existed as a united entity. lalvaays been profoundly
divided. This is the peculiarity of Europe’s higtoNo conqueror, no country,
has ever been able to impose its rule over thebitdrats of our continents.
The origins of the European Community now the EaewpUnion reflects this
disunity. It was its economic success that evehlytgalnvinced the British to
join. The Danes and the Irish joined at the same thecause their economies
were then very intertwined with that of the Uniteitigdom. Then Greece,
Spain, and Portugal joined and they did so bec@ausag would help them to
put the past of their dictatorship behind them.nBa&veden, Austria and
Finland joined largely for economic reason. And fibtrener communist
countries they needed respectability, they needeagnition, they needed a
clear break with the communist past.

Can one construct a European identity? Should onstauct it? What
would it entail? The only model we have for thishe construction of national
identity through the invention of memories. Thikds us back to the
nineteenth century, when History, then barely dstiaéd in the academy, was
becoming important. The Romantic revolution hadeatred it as the master
narrative where the people could read their owgiaiphy. Heroes could still
be Kings and Queens but only because they repeskdre ‘genius’ of one’s
nation. Historians, for centuries the lackeys ofeseigns, the chroniclers of
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lies, now acquired a ‘democratic’ role and, wittsttan important market. The
British historians of the nineteenth century présém rosy and entirely
comforting view of the development of British histolt was the history of a
succession of intelligent reforms based on praggmatEven Cromwell and
the little unpleasantness which befell Charlet&éad were drafted in a story
of constant progress towards greater democracyigints. An enlightened
ruling class gave in to popular pressure just atidt time, before the masses
turned to violent revolution. Unlike the rebellioksench, the confused but
well-meaning Italians, the militaristic Germangs tiopelessly romantic Poles,
the British did everything right. The cliché stibminates the British view of
themselves and played a role in the recent referantt is sufficient to
remember that Greece, which regards itself as gaveen greviously
damaged by the EU, has been extremely reluctanten consider leaving it,
whilst Britain, which has done reasonably wellgiaving.

What is a common European experience? A mytholdgyagress and
civilizing mission (ignoring the heavy borrowingpm the Orient, above
all from China, India and the Middle East) is oAaother is a bloody
history of warfare and genocide. One could stiesgbsitive and tone
down the negative, but, fortunately, this is urljkélaving conquered
their professional freedom, historians are notiyike tailor their lessons
and their books to the requirements of ‘a commorofean identity.’
This is not to say that it would not be a good ghinEuropeans had a
greater feeling of belonging together and sharisgramon destiny —
particularly as it happens to be true as it is tha¢ the dissolution of the
European Union would be a political and economtastaophe. But |
don’t think a European identity can be taught.w’tdthink that one can
make Europe a nation-state of the nation-states.

But let’s us not forget that most people’s idedistory is not based
purely on what they were taught at schools andausity. They learn
their history partly from the distorted recollectsoof parents and
grandparents, partly from the inchoate referenzéise past they glean
from broadcast news, partly from newspapers, paxiiy books (above
all from novels), and, above all, from televisiorddilms.

Right now the typical history taught in schoolsnost of Europe consists
of a fundamental pillar: the history of one’s owsuatry.

The peoples of the European nation-states hadhosea their nation.
They have had nationhood and nation-building thupsin them.
Eventually they became British, German, Frencliaitaand Belgian.
They may have felt Scottish or Cornish; Gasconretdhs, Bavarians or
Prussian or Austrian, Sicilian or Piedmontese. Arahy still do, but,
eventually, thanks to a bureaucracy and an edurcayistem which gave
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them a common language, states which gave them oanmstitutions,
and thanks to wars, national anthems, sportinqhaouents, Eurovision
song contests, national broadcasting, and a haghef initiatives,
Europeans have learned to identify with a particséd of political
institutions we call ‘nations’.

Let me conjure up an example.

Imagine something terrible happened to the Unitedydom. A major
collapse of the economy. Something which would yele the Scottish
and the Welsh and the Irish that they would becbetff if they seceded.
After all it may happen, at least in Scotland aathpps, though unlikely,
in Northern Ireland.

Imagine further that the collapse was so serioasdther regions of
England decided they wanted independence. Yorkshitancashire or
perhaps Cornwall. Today the Cornish nationalistypaxist, but it is
regarded as joke. But then so were the Scottisbrraists. Imagine
Cornwall as an independent country. Not impossbiee its population
Is of ¢.500,000 (same as Luxembourg) and an argsbver 3.5
thousand krh(bigger than Luxembourg). The new nationalist
government will immediately start constructing ar@sh identity and a
Cornish culture. Right now it seems only 3000 peagaln speak Cornish,
but the new Cornish government could make schaeaht€ornish. After
all Cornish is covered by the European CharteRiegional or Minority
Languages (the European Union promotes local regjidentities (may |
also remind you that Cornwall overwhelmingly votedeave). In 2005 it
allocated 80,000 pounds for the promotion of timglege —not a
princely sum, it is the equivalent of the salaraafouple of school
teachers. Later the Cornish Government could makeondition of
public employment that people should be able talsplee language. It
could subsidise a newspaper in Cornish (even nanobthe local papers
has the occasional article in Cornish). There i€omish literature to
speak of but this does not mean that the new govamnhcould not annex
literary figures who have lived in Cornwall (thexee many since this is a
beautiful region) as well as ancient folk storieslsas that of Tristan and
Isold much of which takes place in Cornwall andadrnich Wagner based
his famous opera on the basis of a story by a Qerattfried von
Strassburg who died towards the beginning of tiecEbitury.

Right now the nation-state is still the main foofisdentity for
Europeans, but an increasing proportion of the a0 electorates are
angry with their politicians and vote, increasingtyr ‘anti-system’
parties of the right, parties that raise the sjgeatithe dangers of
immigration, and of the movement of people acréaste Houndaries.
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In theory, and here is the paradox, one might lexpected Europeans —
disappointed with national politics- to look to tharopean Union for
guidance and leadership, but their anger agaiestphblitical class
turned into opposition against the pan-Europeajeptof their national
leaders.

But why are so many angry or, at the very leasgmpointed? Europeans
have never been richer. They have never experieswsda long period
of prosperity and of peace. In the present diffieglbnomic climate the
European Union is seen as an irrelevancy, a ssie isr, for some, as an
obstacle. Perhaps it is not surprising that thegean project has failed
to conquer the hearts and minds of so many: torbeazntral to political
life the European Union would need far more poweas it possesses at
present. But to acquire more power it needs thkibgof Europeans. It
needs to conquer hearts and minds. And this igitheus circle -the

main impasse- in which the Union finds itself.
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