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I. Introduction


The first pillar sustaining the European Union is the European Community (also known as the Economic Community), of which the single market comprises an essential part.  Four fundamental freedoms accompany the internal market, as enumerated in the 1993 Treaty establishing the European Community: uninhibited movement of goods, services, capital, and persons.
  To understand how people move around the EU, it is important to first look at the movement of goods.  Trade with the outside world has increased, giving the European Union the enviable status of the world’s largest importer and exporter of goods.
   The European Community has also raised trade levels among member states several times over, providing the poorer east with new investors and the wealthier west with new markets.  The introduction of the Euro, too, has helped to increase the international importance of this bloc of countries that separately rarely made positive economic news.  Indeed, the benefits of the single market have been so great that one would expect political objections to the Union to lose their cogency.  It is curious, then, that political dissent within the European Union has been steadily rising, with nationalism driving much of the rhetoric.  To put it another way, the European Union's success in promoting movement of goods, services, and capital may be undermining political support for uninhibited movement of persons.  The reason, I argue, is rising nationalism in the face of globalization of economic markets.


Some of this phenomenon can be blamed on the established pattern of electing right wing parties in times of economic crisis, but nationalist policies are not exclusive to the right; the left often includes them among their party planks.  Furthermore, right wing, nationalist parties and their ideologies had been gaining ground long before they caught whiff of financial collapse.  Nationalism is then clearly not a passing trend, but an enduring element of European states and politics, one whose exclusionary policies often violate the principle of free movement of people in their attempt to keep the state free of minorities that threaten its national purity.  The constancy of nationalist conflicts through the present therefore poses serious problems not only to the economic, but also to the political unity that the European Union is trying to forge.

Though the presence of nationalism in Europe is undeniable and its recent gains increasingly obvious, there is a pervasive denial of its influence accompanied by a dearth of writing on the subject.  Critiques of the EU attack the democratic deficit of its institutions and the instability of its economic union.
  The other broad category of literature on the EU praises this very same economic union for its strength as well as the general European social model.
  Both sides dance around the problem of nationalism without giving more than the most fleeting of mentions; some, mainly in the latter, pro-EU, group go as far as to claim that the European Union has done away with the nation-state altogether and has succeeded in creating a post-national bloc.  There are frequent studies of particular states and their struggles with nationalism – the Baltic states, the Netherlands, Italy – but none that follow this trend continentally.   
This paper seeks to prove that nationalism is a problem within the European Union and explore why the policy toward this phenomenon is one of nonaction.  That is, faced with a higher and rising level of nationalism among the new members in Central and Eastern Europe, the EU has done nothing to address these problems out of a settled, but not official, tradition of non-interference in the domestic political matters of its member states.  I argue that the EU's policy of nonaction is informed by a combination of fear of interference in domestic politics and the EU’s pursuit of a long term project of identity creation designed to mitigate national and subnational conflicts.  Neither will solve the basic problem of nationalism.

Member states' baffling insistence on nationalist antagonism that goes expressly against their economic interests is surpassed only by the European Union's silence when such conflicts erupt.  When the single market and albeit limited political cohesion of the EU are disturbed by one or two states, the consequences ripple throughout the rest of the bloc, yet there is no official mechanism for responding to such disturbances.  If the EC can issue a regulation banning cucumbers that bend more than 10 millimeters for every ten centimeters of length,
 why can the EU not strive to tackle the more pressing concern of mounting nationalist conflict? 

In order to argue this successfully, several points must be securely laid in place.  First, it must be shown that nationalism is indeed gaining ground within the European Union, and that this rise is not simply a temporary result of the recent accession of nine former members of the eastern bloc,
 where the extended destructive presence of the Soviet Union did not allow the current calm in nationalist tensions of western Europe to be mirrored.  Second, the danger that rising nationalism poses to the overall health of the European Union will be explained. Next, I will detail the EU's current methods for addressing nationalism and the disputes it engenders, or what I call the EU's policy of nonaction.  As this response will likely seem inadequate when juxtaposed with the deeply negative impact of nationalism on the European Union, I will lastly motivate this policy of nonaction by discussing the EU's fear of domestic interference and its project of identity-formation.

II. Scholarly Debate over EU Nationalism

Current literature on the European Union, while certainly not limited, is generally at least one year out of date, so the European elections of June 2009 as well as current and evolving disputes are not being explored.  These publications tend instead to focus on the more general aspects of the EU, and often seek to explain nationalism as an overarching phenomenon without attaching it to specific events.  


An extreme view on the subject of the European Union's ideal role in national conflicts is exemplified by Andrew Moravcsik's argument in The Choice for Europe.  This view posits that scholars have exaggerated the role nationalism plays in European integration.  Moravcsik finds that in foreign economic policy, there is “no hierarchy of interests.”
 Rather, national concerns are important only in “direct, issue-specific consequences.”
  Nationalism lacks importance in this theory, as economic considerations take priority.  

So what motivates member states' decision-making regarding the EU if not national identity?  According to Moravcsik, it is economic interests, or more precisely the desire for economic interdependence.  It is in the pursuit of such a system, in which asymmetrical relative power determines the outcome of negotiations rather than individual supranational officials, that nation-states have constructed their negotiating strategies. Moravcsik qualifies that his alternative view does not discount national interests – what he interestingly refers to as “geopolitical ideology”
 in an effort to bundle identity and security concerns together.  Indeed, he concedes these considerations have shaped a good amount of the workings of the EC.  Moravcsik's point is subtler: he claims that in negotiations among European Union member states, especially when the debate is over economic matters, geopolitics is the first factor to give way and economic interests is last.  National goals enjoy primacy “only where economic interests [are] weak, diffuse, or indeterminate”.
  In his view, the EU is a vehicle for economic, not political integration.  When Western European states complain about being overrun by their Balkan neighbors, some of the complaints may be made under the banner of national purity, but the true issue, according to Moravcsik, is the fear that the immigrants will occupy jobs otherwise meant for natives.  Using nationalism may be an effective way of stoking public anger, but the real motive is economic.  Therefore, prevention of national conflict is a non-issue for Moravcsik.  For him, nationalism is so marginal to the proceedings of the European Union that even when tensions rise, they pose no significant threat to the institution as a whole.  


In his effort to minimize the importance of nationalism and national interests, Moravcsik fails to see that economic strength is integral to national power; the smaller nation-states of Central and Eastern Europe who feel insecure about the future prospects of their identity not only engage in exclusionary, chauvinistic behavior against their perceived competitors, but also seek to empower themselves economically in order to secure a stronger international position.  The larger, more established states of Western Europe no longer need to pursue exclusionary policies against each other, but economic status remains a vital part of their identities and a source of national pride.  The relationship envisioned by Moravcsik is therefore incorrect; nationalist rhetoric is not simply a front for hidden economic interests.  That the former is used to stir the public wrath is proof enough that even though being seen as damaging a state’s economic prospects is grave, what is most damning is being labeled a pollutant of its national culture. Furthermore, when nation-states engage in exclusionary policies by trying to limit immigration, for example, they are violating the freedom of uninhibited movement of people across borders, posing a threat to the economic strength of the EC, since a significant percentage of those who move to a different EU member state do so in order to find employment.  If member states begin to isolate themselves economically in an effort to “protect” their workforces, Europe will eventually return to its starting point: a grab-bag of ignored nation-states with quiet economies.  It is therefore very much in the EU's interest to attempt to resolve nationalist conflicts.


Another extreme perspective argues that the European Union is prepared to conduct conflict resolution, but that the very nature of such liberal institutions creates an atmosphere and expectations of stable peace, rendering interference unnecessary.  This neoliberal school of thought is championed by Joseph Nye and Robert Keohane.  They claim that international institutions such as the EU “lengthen the shadow of the future and reduce the acuteness of the security dilemma”
 by providing four stabilizing mechanisms.  They encourage a “sense of continuity”, furnish “[opportunities] for reciprocity”, supply “a flow of information”, and “provide ways to resolve conflicts.”
  Nye cites bargaining within the Council of Ministers and the European Commission as well as the European Court of Justice as examples of this last, mediatory aspect of the EU.  


Such negotiation within the decision-making bodies of the European Union is not the same as conflict resolution, which must occur between such groups and the governments of the nation-states involved.  Similarly, the European Court of Justice is simply an avenue for conflict resolution, one that individual parties as well as groups can avail themselves of if they so choose.  But more often than not, it is not used.  In 2008, a mere 42 of the 583 cases taken by the ECJ were alleged violations of the free movement of persons.
  There is no official policy specifying how states should resolve their conflicts, nor is there a mechanism for the European Union itself to get involved when tensions escalate.  Another problem with the neoliberal theory is that despite the reduction in the severity of the security dilemma among EU member states, conflict – specifically of the nationalist variety – nevertheless breaks out.  A recent example is the quarrel between Hungary and Slovakia over the latter's new Language Act.  The law imposes daunting fines for the use of languages other than Slovak in most public situations, public offices and institutions.
   The Hungarian government interpreted this law as an attack on its people, who make up a significant minority in Slovakia.  It was specifically accused of being “a decision by the Slovak government to do away with the Hungarian minority.”
  Tension between these two nationalities has existed for centuries (even before they became modern states), and it is clear that the European Union is not creating a climate of peace potent enough to resolve it, or other similar conflicts.
III. Argument
A. The Rise of Nationalism
June 2009 European Elections 

Nationalism is on the rise in Europe.  One has only to look at the results of the 2009 European elections to be convinced.  Fringe nationalist parties gained ground not only in Eastern Europe, where such attitudes are somewhat more expected, as the region has not had the luxury of Western Europe's steady and peaceful post-World War II development to ease its nationalist tensions; many of the early EU member states have elected representatives to the European Parliament who espouse extremist, even violent, beliefs about other national groups within the EU.  In the Netherlands, Geert Wilders – he of the Islam-bashing 2008 film Fitna – and his Party of Freedom won four of his country's twenty-five seats.  Austria's Freedom Party gained a second seat out of the country's seventeen; True Finns won one of Finland's thirteen spots; and the Danish People's Party now holds two of Denmark's thirteen seats.  Greece, Italy, and France also sent similar parties to the European Parliament.  Eastern European countries held their own, electing Roma
 bashing groups in Romania, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Slovakia.
  


These gains seem small at first – one seat, even out of a relatively small delegation, is still not much.  But there are two important aspects to the election of these parties: their importance in domestic politics and role they play together in the European Parliament.  Austria's Party of Freedom, to take one example, makes up twelve percent the country's European Parliament delegation, but holds eighteen percent of the 183 seats of its domestic assembly.  It also received twice as many votes – from 6.3% to 13.1% – despite decreased turnout.
  Though not all the parties discussed have greater representation within their state, many of them do control too large a wedge of their national assemblies to be disregarded.  In many cases, even a 14% win represents hundreds of thousands of votes and, together, these parties have won over millions of Europeans.  Nor is there a rule that limits a state to a single ultra-nationalist party, so in many of these cases, the party winning seats to the EU is not the only group with its ideology in its national parliament.  Indeed, 17.7% of the Austrian vote went to two nationalist parties.
  Furthermore, though none of these groups yet has the ability to set an agenda either at the EU or the state level, it is increasingly likely that, as they win larger portions of the vote, more centrist parties will have to ally with them to successfully create coalitions, thereby pushing everyday politics more toward the nationalist extreme.

Election results both at the EU and national levels disprove the dominant scholarly opinion that nationalism has long lost it foothold in Europe.  Far from showing us a post-national Europe uniting to form a politically as well as economically cohesive bloc, the last parliamentary elections paint the picture of a continent that is not only still sharply divided along national lines, but whose divisions are increasingly generating tension.
Recent Gains of Nationalist Parties in the European Parliament

Once in the European Parliament, nationalist parties lose the aura of fragmentation that a simple examination of their individual wins might evoke.  Many of these newly elected Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) have succeeded in coming together to form political groups in the Parliament.  Because there are no pan-European political parties, national representatives must re-arrange themselves into different, broader groups based on ideology.  One cannot simply create such a group on a whim; it takes twenty-five MEPs representing at least one fourth of the EU member states to qualify for the status (and the accompanying funding) of official political group.
  Nationalist parties are currently split among three categories: the European Conservatives and Reformists Group (ECR), Europe of Freedom and Democracy Group (EFD), and the non-attached.  Though the former two are the fifth and seventh largest groups (out of seven total), together they total two more members than the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe (ALDE) – the third largest group – and their members comprise 12% of the European Parliament.  This figure obviously excludes several of the more extreme MEPs who are not affiliated with any political group.  So simply in terms of sheer numbers, the ECR and EFD – and their shared nationalist tendencies –together can wield as much power as the ALDE. 
The situation was quite different after the 2004 European elections.  Because of the strict rules for political group formation, many groups lose enough members during elections that they no longer meet the minimum requirements, and must disband.  This makes a comparison of the membership of ECR and EFD after the 2004 and 2009 elections impossible, simply because these groups did not exist, at least not under their current names.  But it is feasible to identify the nationalist political groups that existed in the Parliament between 2004 and the 2009 elections and compare those to their present counterparts.
The political groups with nationalist ideology were the Union for Europe of the Nations (UEN) and Identity, Tradition, Sovereignty (ITS).  UEN, having been founded in 1999, already existed going into the 2004 election, but ITS did not.  Indeed, the expansion of the nationalist voice from 2004 to 2009 is quite telling.  Union for Europe of the Nations started the five-year parliamentary term with 27 members, a three-member drop from the outgoing 1999-2004 Parliament, but ended with 44.
  ITS was only created in January 2007 and disappeared fairly quickly, in November of the same year, when its members from the Greater Romania Party withdrew following anti-Romanian remarks made by Benito Mussolini’s grand-daughter.
  Before it dissolved, ITS had 23 members,
 meaning that, taken together, the nationalists held 67 seats.  But because ITS was such a short-lived group, it did not wield very much power; once dissolved, only the UEN, the fifth largest political group of seven, remained as the collective voice of nationalism.  Even so, its power had increased over the course of the previous years both because of its growing roster and the attention that its more maliciously nationalistic counterpart attracted.  The responses its dissolution garnered almost universally expressed relief,
 making the UEN look more moderate and responsible by comparison.
Nationalism’s pull in Western Europe
Somewhat surprisingly for those who believe that the rise in nationalism is simply a one-time bump resulting from the recent admission of several eastern European states, the extremist parties of western Europe elected to the European Parliament in June 2004 generally have a much greater presence in their national assemblies than those of the east.  Of their national parliaments, the Austrian Party of Freedom makes up 18%, the Danish People’s Party 14%, the Netherlands’ Party of Freedom 6%, and True Finns 2.5%.  In the newly-admitted eastern member states, only the Slovakian National Party has a significant foothold in its national parliament, representing 13% of the 150 seats.  The National Union Attack (commonly referred to as the Ataka Party) holds 8.75% of the seats on the Bulgarian assembly, while the Movement for a Better Hungary (Jobbik Party), and Greater Romania parties have no national representation.  According to polls, the Jobbik Party is expected to win about 13% of the vote in the April 11 and April 25, 2010 elections, but the Fidesz Party, which is expected to win 62% of the vote has promised to have nothing to do with the nationalists.
  Depending on precisely what percentage of the vote each party receives, there still remains a possibility that Fidesz will be forced to build a coalition with Jobbik.  The growth of nationalist parties’ popularity in the eastern EU member states is nevertheless complemented, if not surpassed by, the rise of such parties in the west, thereby disproving that what is occurring is simply a “one-time bump.”  

Even before the 2004 and 2009 enlargements, the European Union had been seeing a rising acceptance of nationalist ideology within its member states.  As early as 1998, with Amsterdam Treaty signed and the possibility of enlargement looming, nationalist parties were starting anti-immigration campaigns to defend “national preference” in labor and welfare practices and, by extension, national purity. France’s highly protectionist National Front won 40% of the vote in the first round of a national parliamentary election.
   Even in Germany, where the far right had essentially disappeared from mainstream politics since 1949, the two main political parties with such inclinations began to stir.  Nothing came of these stirrings in Germany, but in France, the National Front’s leader, Jean-Marie Le Pen, won the first round of the 2002 presidential election, only to lose to Jacques Chirac in the second.   According to a 1998 Economist article, for these parties to seize any considerable control, two things would have to change: the right wing would have to gain more general respectability and the economy would have to get significantly worse.
  The article claims that the increasing political influence of parties like the National Front, Italy’s National Alliance, and Austria’s Freedom Movement was conclusive proof that the former was happening.  The latter was still ten years down the line.  Nevertheless, it is clear that nationalism never really disappeared from national agendas.  Politically, parties espousing such beliefs did largely fall out of favor following World War II, but nationalist sentiment, so deeply entrenched in European history, never has.  In the last couple of decades, conditions for resurgence of nationalist rhetoric have improved, and the rise of nationalism is evident.  Perhaps less immediately perceptible is the challenge that these ideologies pose to the European Union itself.
B. Challenges that Nationalism Poses to the European Project
The Euroskeptics and the Europhiles

The EU is largely agreed to be one of the most interesting political projects – certainly the most important of its kind in Europe since the creation of NATO, mainly due to the “duality of its nature.”
  It can be either “merely a supranational organization that reconfigures the interests and economic path of the member states along a single guideline” or an institutionalized “slow, yet deliberate progression toward an actual European State.”
  If the latter is the European Union’s true goal, then old European nationalism could play a fundamental role in the outcome of the European project.  
The European Union is not oblivious to the existence of nationalism, as can be seen in the careful wording of its guidelines regarding nations.  Caviedes notes that “even in areas where the member states have ceded pockets of authority to the EU, the Union carefully avoids diminishing the visibility and identity of the individual nations.”
  Given that many states entered the union somewhat reluctantly, fearing European Union encroachment of their national identities, it would be foolish for the EU to erase internal borders and act as a single state too soon.  Speaking with a single economic voice has thus far proven to be a boon, even with the problems facing many of the EU member states – especially Greece – as a result of the financial crisis.  Finding a united political voice, however, is more difficult; though, by appointing a President of the European Council and High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, it is clear that the EU does aim to speak as one body on political matters, the process has been a very slow one.
There are two main ways of accounting for this phenomenon: the first is the influence of the Euroskeptics, who agree that the interests of the nation-state necessarily comes first and also accept that EU member states now face a novel form of identity crisis; the second is the Europhiles, who believe that nationalism is a way of thinking that is incompatible with modern society but is kept alive in Europe by certain populist parties with charismatic leaders. 

Euroskeptics are stronger in wealthier northern EU countries – the UK, Sweden, and Denmark – although a trend of populist parties in Central and Eastern Europe can be seen in recent national as well as European elections.  This group opposes the idea of a federal Europe following the American model.  Furthermore, they accuse the “Brussels bureaucrats” of, in their view, seeking to create a totalitarian European superstate.  They oppose the establishment of a European public prosecutor (some oppose even the formation of EUROJUST, the EU body that fights organized crime), the extension of Europol to include enforcement powers, the constitutionalization of EU treaties, the harmonization of taxation or social security across member states, the abolition of national vetoes, to monetary union, and any EU measures they see as reducing the power of European Rapid Reaction Force.  They often propose either radical modification to the constitutional structure of the EU to reassert the power of national parliaments or the full withdrawal of their nation.   

Euroskeptics are more frequently discussed by scholars than the general problem of nationalism, and the clearest analysis thereof is Paul Taggart and Aleks Szcerbiak's.  They divide Euroskeptics into two categories: the “hard” and the “soft.”
  Of more interest is the second, which itself presents two distinct groups: policy Euroskeptics that, although pro-EU, oppose deeper integration and greater power for Brussels, and “national-interested Euroskeptics”, a group that supports the principle of integration as a general concept, but demands the primacy of national interests in EU debates.  This second group is also referred to as the intergovernmentalists.


British Euroskeptics attract the most international attention, which has led to much ado over the Euroskepticism of Western states, with a tendency to ignore the anti-European Union sentiments of their eastern counterparts.  One common argument raised by the new EU member states is against the EU's excessive bureaucracy and perceived socialist economies: while this may be sustainable for mature Western European economies, they argue, such policies can bring the still fragile post-communist ones to a halt.  Eastern Euroskeptics point to their governments' practice of justifying increases to their fiscal burden as required harmonization with EU law, even when those laws have not been applied to old EU member states.  


In a short essay by Zsofia Szilaguy, a Ph.D. Candidate at the European University Institute in Florence, the author acknowledges the rising tide of Euroskepticism in Eastern Europe, pointing out that, traditionally, countries that are geographically and economically more isolated, such as Romania and Bulgaria, have had a higher rate of Europhilism, due mostly to their people's hope for a better life within the Union.
  The closer to the hub of the EU that potential accession states are, and the better their economic situation, the more skeptical they tend to be about joining the bloc.  Once in the Union, Euroskeptic parties use the accession to propel themselves domestically by latching onto the disillusionment that naturally comes when an organization is built up to be an idyll.
  The Greater Romania Party, a nationalist group, though in decline domestically, has been electing its members to the European Parliament since it joined the EU.
Euroskeptics, in embracing nationalism, are emphasizing the fragmentary aspects of European society.  Each group’s effort to convince its state to draw into itself and protect its own national character encourages all the others to do the same.  So rather than moving toward a Europe where nations overlap – which they already do, as frequent historic border changes mean that many Czechs, for example, live just outside their country’s borders – Euroskeptics’ nationalist tendencies are pushing toward a xenophobic continent.  As the European Union functions solely by the grace of its member states’ cooperation and willingness to exchange some of their sovereignty for common gains, increasingly isolated societies will be correspondingly reticent to continue pooling their resources.  While this does not spell the immediate dissoluation of the European Union, it could very easily lead to another period of “Eurosclerosis”, standstill of the European project.
  The last period of stagnation occurred through the 1970s, and it was triggered by, among other things, a general recession – the first interruption to Western Europe’s steady economic growth since the end of World War II – and the overwhelming domination of member state politics, “a policy-making system that was paralyzed by its own complexity and the inability of the main actors to develop sufficient momentum to launch new policy initiatives.”
 The Great Recession that most of the world economies are currently struggling to recover from is several times greater than that of the 1970s, and the specter of nationalism is looming more than ever over member states, pushing them toward isolation, the danger for another period of sclerosis seems great indeed. 
On the other hand, the Europhiles are strong believers in the establishment of the EU and seek to enhance the power held by Brussels.  They also address the problem of nationalism in the European geography but they see it has a puzzle and certainly not the driving force behind their ideology.  Europhiles, in their enthusiasm for the European Union and its prospects, highlight the problems that nationalism poses to the success of the EU.  They generally agree that member states are less equipped to deal with arising issues than the Union is.  Ulrich Beck is such a supporter of the European Union, and his January 2008 article in The Guardian emphasizes the imperative need for a “historically unique form of international community” based on the principle of cosmopolitan tolerance for a cosmopolitan Europe.
.
Beck, along with many of his fellow Europhiles, pioneers the concept of “cosmopolitan Europe” as opposed to “nationalist Europe,” proof that he is not withholding on the nationalist challenge that the EU faces.  This concept was explained before in 2005 in a talk he gave at the Centre de Cultura Contemporania de Barcelona.  There, he isolated several “paradoxes” that the EU encounters.  One is that “diversity is the very source of Europe's potential creativity,” but that“nationalist thinking can be the worst enemy of the nation.” 
   Another paradox is “that thinking of Europe as a great nation kindles the primordial national fears of the Europeans.  It is either Europe or the European nations;” or yet another is that although borders dismantling is a fact of the latest years in certain parts of Europe, it is unthinkable how people see it as “an inequality” rather than understanding it “as a transition to Europeanization.” Generally speaking, Beck and most Europhiles adhere to the conviction that it is the nation-state itself that generates the fear of inequality, by its continuous practice of “methodological nationalism.”
  Where Euroskeptics focus on divergent points of the European Union, Europhiles and see common European problems that await resolution, such as the decline in population growth, aging societies, the necessary reforms of social security systems, selective migration policy, exportation of jobs, and taxation of corporate profits.  Beck underlines that “formal sovereignty can be exchanged for real power”, where real power is the EU and formal sovereignty is the traditional power that nation-states cling to. He further declares that “the decline of a nation-state is really a decline of a specifically national content of the state and an opportunity to create a cosmopolitan state system that is better able to deal with the problems that all nations face in the world today.”  A cosmopolitan Europe is the solution that Beck and many Europhiles propose to resolve the tug-of-war between two possible forms of political organization: traditional nation-state sovereignty or the pooling of sovereignty into a federation or a superstate.
The Consequences of Nationalism for the European Project

Comprehensive accounts of possible methods for treating the problem of nationalism and achieving the ultimate goal of the “cosmopolitan stage” are scarce.  Integration, tolerance, respect, and understanding are concepts too general to be grasped in face of real, acute, and time-sensitive European issues.  In his Barcelona speech, Beck compiled a list of such elements that the new generations in Europe are taking for granted: multilingualism, multinational networks, binational marriages, multiple residences, educational mobility, transnational careers, and linkages between science and economy.
  Whether or not a Euroskeptic, there are undeniable components in today's European political geography that defy its aim at tolerance and consent, such as the rise of hostility and discord  in Western Europe triggered by unfettered intra-EU immigration.  Perhaps even more corrosive is the friction in Central and Eastern Europe between old national conflicts and the issue of reshaping the borders, the latter making minorities and their languages' status a favored issue.  Not to be outdone is the rise of populist and nationalist parties that defend the integrity of national identity in the face of the new European superstate.


In her article “The Other Side of the Coin: Populism, Nationalism, and the European Union”, Sieglinde Rosenberger identifies several factors responsible for this phenomenon of the abandonment of values of tolerance.  She stipulates that “there is evidence that such domestic developments go hand in hand with the perception of Europeanization” and that the populist parties “often offer single solutions to complex problems” by placing the blame on the policies in Brussels, a catchword for EU-centrism, which are usually said to be responsible for “everything unpopular” or everything that “is a burden to their constituents.”
   The very existence of and nature of the EU is one such factor.  Rosenberger argues that many Europeans view “'Europeanization' and 'globalization' more as a loss of sense of identity and belonging than an opportunity to create cross-national and European souls.”
  This sense of drifting from their own identities, when combined with the disparity within nation-states' economies usually leads to Euroskeptics' calls for exclusion of the eastern European workforce.  Cries of “les francais d'abord!”, “Osterreich zuerst”, and “the boat is full” are mired in xenophobic connotations.

Europhiles may be in favor of the workers' movement, but even the slogan “equal pay for equal work” is considered to have a neo-national aspect, as all political parties take advantage of it, using it as leverage in elections.  The issue that brings about the nationalist mien is the acceptance of “equal pay for equal work as long as it is low” or “equal pay for equal work as long as it is high.”


The growing sense of dissatisfaction and disappointment with the EU translates the gap between people's expectations of EU and the reality of everyday life.  Rosenberger's factors responsible for the rising hostility convert or have a high contingency of converting into a new wave of climatic nationalist clashes.  Even if such clashes never occur, the latent possibility of such conflicts would be too detrimental to the workings of the European Union for it to continue progressing at an acceptable rate, if at all.  The EU continues to depend on the support of its member states, and if any significant proportion of these states were to succumb to their nationalist forces and come into conflict with each other or with the Union as a whole on the grounds of protection of national identity, then any greater European projects of political integration would necessarily come to a halt.  Though it would take extreme circumstances to put the dissolution of the European Union on the table, stagnation or Eurosclerosis, is a more immediate danger.  

If the European Union is indeed in such great danger from the rise of nationalism – and all evidence seems to indicate that it is – then why is nothing being done about it?  Why is does the EU seem to be pursuing a silent policy of nonaction in the face of fringe parties within its own Parliament setting up increasingly powerful coalitions whose goals often include withdrawing from the Union, bitter disputes between its member states manifested in legislation that criminalizes minority languages, and serious attempts at thwarting one of the four fundamental freedoms of the common market – the uninhibited movement of people?
C. Policy of Nonaction and its Motivation 

The EU’s David and Goliath Problem

The foundation of the European Union's preferred policy of nonaction is caution in the face of deeply entrenched national ideologies.  The EU is a relative newcomer in an area where nationalism, both romantic and chauvinistic, has characterized thought and policy alike for centuries.  As Euroskeptics within its member states already criticize the European Union heavily for increasingly transferring decision-making power away from the nation-state and to EU institutions, it is understandable that the EU might not be overly eager to be seen sticking its nose in its member states' business.  This explains why there is no response to subnational conflicts, but what about when member states squabble among themselves?  One might easily believe that in such cases, the EU would have nothing to lose, as it would only be mediating talks between two sovereign states.  But here, again, the European Union is crippled by inaction.  
Involving itself in inter-state conflicts would inevitably lead to accusations of favoritism, no matter how carefully the EU maneuvered the situation.  The result might be even more damaging than the original cause of the conflict in question, with member states threatening to leave the Union.  This threat of secession is not as sensationalistic as it appears at first; some Euroskeptics, as we have seen, question the very viability of the EU and a number of political parties (the British National Party is an example) call for immediate withdrawal.  A state does not need to actually withdraw from the Union to cripple the institution’s already weak authority over its other member states; all that is needed to trigger this effect is for a government to officially threaten such action, whether it is technically allowed in the Union’s treaties or not.  Once the 
words come from the proverbial mouth of the state, as opposed to some fringe political figure, then secession from the EU will gain legitimacy as a course of action.  The European Union's primary goal, as it is for individual states, is survival.  As long as locking horns with perniciously entrenched nationalist tendencies threatens that survival, the EU will likely not take an active role in resolving nationalist conflicts between its member states.
The only action ever taken in opposition to a nationalist conflict occurred in 1999 when the Freedom Party of Austria gained 27% of the vote in the state’s national election and was included in the coalition government.  In response, the leaders of 14 member states collectively imposed sanctions on the newly elected Austrian government, downgraded their contracts, and refused to support Austrian applicants for posts in international organizations.
  Such measures, rarely taken today, seem extreme, but to the eyes of those fourteen governments, the party’s Nazi past and history of ill treatment of minorities, driven by ardent nationalism, violated integrationist European values so flagrantly as to warrant such harsh treatment.
 What is telling, however, is the subsequent silence in the face of similar gains by the Freedom Party of Austria and all of its foreign counterparts.  Rosenberger takes this as a sign that “the populist right-wingers have formed a critical mass and penetrated the core of the European Union.”
  If Rosenberger is right, then this is at least partially the result of the EU’s policy of nonaction toward such events.  It is important to note that the sanctions imposed against Austria were taken independently of the EU by individual heads of state; the institutional voice was once again absent.  It is understandable that such a large organization should want to avoid being seen as reaching in to micromanage the minutiae of its members states’ political maneuvers, but the European Union certainly could have done more to support, or at least encourage, continued opposition to the rise of nationalism.
Even without EU involvement in disputes between member states, the general feeling is that all members do not have equal weight in decision-making.  Seventy-five percent of European citizens in the autumn of 2004 believed that the opinions of the larger countries held more weight, even though 68% of Europeans also believed that their own state’s voice was being heard.
   Keohane’s theory that liberal institutions lengthen the shadow of the future and provide stability for the members may very well be true, but the European Union’s involvement in disputes between its member states would likely shatter this stability.
The benefit of a perceived future stability is that the security dilemma, if not suspended, is at least temporarily pushed out of the spotlight.  If there is already existing unease within the EU over the unequal amount of power held by its member states, any institutional involvement in the political situation of its members will exacerbate this feeling of inequality and breed distrust in the European Union.  As of 2009, trust in the European Union as a whole was hovering at just under 50%, but trust in particular member states’ government was 38%.
  It is interesting to note that while trust in the EU has been decreasing since 2008, trust in national governments has increased at twice the pace, paralleling the increasingly powerful rhetoric of nationalist parties.  Coming down hard on individual member states, then, would create the damaging image of the EU as the almighty Goliath trying to crush its small, but plucky opponents.  Indeed, even creating a scenario that could pit the European Union against its members would be extremely detrimental to Europeans’ confidence in their nascent superstate.
Though the inconceivability of a war in Europe means that there is no security dilemma in its fullest sense – arguably the European Union’s great achievement – creating wedges between its member states, especially in such vulnerable economic times is seen as counterproductive.  If a member states believes that the European Union is watching its every political move, it will feel stifled and its ability to form policies independent of outside pressures will be repressed.  Furthermore, if the EU is seen as playing favorites, most member states will most likely not be thrilled about playing along; turning the European Union into a competition in the worst sense between its member states is a dangerous game.  With the Greek financial crisis threatening the stability of the economic union, the EU must stay as politically united as possible.  This is where the European Union takes a more active approach, endeavoring to create a sense of being European that will moderate the sharper individual nationalisms of its member states.
Identity-Formation

In an effort to create a climate in which conflicts would no longer arise because of exclusionary nationalism and in which the European Union could take a more active role in the matters of its member states, the EU has begun a long-term project of creating a supranational European identity.  In addition to becoming a superstate, the EU is also seeking to be a “supernation” into which member states can at least partially dissolve their identities.  The intended result is the prevention of inter-state nationalist conflict, as all EU member states, sharing a European national identity that would exist alongside if not ideally replace their individual nationalist movements, lessening the grounds for disputes.  This albeit utopian vision is not one that is intended to take immediate effect; indeed, the EU has arguably been working toward it since its very inception.  For every pessimistic account of the EU's future, there is a utopian one.  Not all center on nationalism (Ulrich Beck argues that European utopia can be reached if the continent replaced nationalism with cosmopolitanism as its modus operandi),
 but there is certainly no shortage of them


European identity-formation is an easy concept to caricaturize.  It is in every way far too late for a pure European “supernation” to have any hope of being formed at the expense of the identities of individual European states.   There can be no illusion that the centuries of nation-building that have produced today’s Europe could be overridden by the efforts of any organization, especially one as young as the European Union.  The reality of the EU’s project of identity formation is much more complex than a simple wish to replace twenty-seven particular national subjectivities with one overarching, crudely constructed continental identity.  The goal, rather, is one of partial integration of national individuality into an overarching understanding of Europe, resulting in a composite identity, or quasi-national European identity.


When discussing identity, it is necessary to leave aside the notion of the state as principal actor.  Here, analysis lies at the level of the individual, who must actively affiliate himself with a group in order to form his social identity.
  Social identity theory (SIT) in particular finds that people develop strong in-group biases when assembled into separate groups, consciously believing their group to be superior to the rest.  Furthermore, the strength of one’s allegiance to the group affects one’s view of outsiders; the more intensely one identifies with one’s group, the more hostile one becomes to other sets and their members.  On the other hand, if one has only a loose affiliation with one’s group, newcomers are much more welcome.  The application of SIT to the European Union is obvious, but the situation is quickly complicated.

There are two levels of group identification in Europe: the member state and the European Union.  Though the EU is a relatively new institution, it has been around long enough – as has the idea of a Europe united by a common intellectual and religious heritage – that social allegiance is rarely black and white.  There is a constant fluidity of identification between the nation of origin and Europe, though the farther one strays from the core of the nation, the weaker one’s allegiance becomes.  In spring of 2009, for example, 94% of European Union citizens polled by Eurobarometer stated that they felt themselves to Austrian, French, Belgian, etc.
  But as the question replaced the specific nationality with broader and broader geographic points of reference, the strength of allegiance wanes.  Ninety-one percent feel strongly attached to their region, 74% to Europe, and 64% to the world (as “global citizens”).
  The figure of 74% is only an average across all EU member states; the picture varies widely from state to state.  Slovakian citizens feel the most European, at 90% and the British the least, at 48%.
  As long as identification with the nation-state remains so much stronger than identification with Europe, then tensions between EU member states are bound to remain.  
The goal of European identity-formation is to either decrease national allegiance to match the European figure, or to increase the latter to match the former, thereby creating a balance between the two.  The ultimate achievement would of course be to create stronger in-group preferences within Europe than within the member-state.  In such a situation, European issues would take precedence – however slight – over their national counterparts, thereby acting as an effective stop to nationalist disputes between member states; national leaders would ideally either realize that antagonizing another nation would damage the unity of the EU, or issues of nationalism would decrease to such an extent that the possibility of such a dispute as the current situation between Hungary and Austria would simply not arise.  This is not the same as saying that national concerns would disappear.  A quasi-European identity would subsume a certain part of its individual nationalism into a broader whole, but it is not the aim of this paper to determine which parts in particular.  It seems a safe bet, though, that the edges of the more pernicious aspects of European nationalism would be softened.  
To illustrate the EU's attempts at creating a “European nation”, aspects of this European nation-ness can be checked against Anthony Smith's proposed list of attributes all nations share.  In his book, Nationalism, Smith claims that every nation has a flag, anthem, national assembly, national coinage, passports, frontiers, ceremonies for the fallen in battle, military parades, national oaths, national academies, national monuments and war memorials, and festivals and holidays, further stating that “lack of such symbols marks a grave national deficit.”
  The EU conforms to these as follows:  
Table 1: National Attributes
	National Attribute
	European Union

	Flag
	Yes

	Anthem
	Yes, Beethoven's “Ode to Joy”

	National assembly
	Yes, European Parliament

	National coinage
	Yes, Euro

	Passports
	Yes

	Frontiers
	Yes, member states' national borders

	Ceremonies for the fallen in battle
	No

	Military parades
	No

	National oaths
	No, but there were plans for an “oath of faithfulness” in 2005

	National academies
	No

	National monuments and war memorials
	No

	Festivals and holidays
	No


Smith argues that a state possessing these elements is attempting to “unite the members inside through a common imagery of shared memories, myths, and values,”
 a symbolism that fits within a greater global system and can be compared, symbol for symbol, with any other state within the “world of nations”.  European states are already members of this “world of nations”, but the EU, still lacking half of the essential national symbols is thus, more importantly than the symbols themselves, also missing the corresponding intrinsic aspects of a “European national” consciousness.  It cannot, then, take its place in the “world of nations” for the moment.  The Lisbon Treaty, with its focus on foreign and defense policy, tries to fill in most of the remaining categories by placing greater emphasis on defense and foreign policy.

It is important to note that Smith’s account of the elements of nationhood is incomplete; for instance, it excludes language, which “plays a central role in determining the character of a national identity.”
  But it does represent a compromise between a purely mathematical definition of a nation and one steeped in generalities.  In an effort to honor this compromise while presenting a more accurate account of what makes a nation, I will present an amended account of the attributes of modern nation-states that is divided into three subfields: culture, history, and government.  These subfields can be expressed more broadly as a nation-state's shared myths and customs, memories, and official practices, respectively (see Table 2).  
Table 2: Expanded National Attributes

	
	National Attribute
	European Union

	Culture
	language
	No

	
	folklore
	No

	
	Religion (currently practiced,  historically associated, or both)
	Maybe, if one thinks of the EU as broadly Christian


	
	Festivals and holidays 
	No

	History
	Accepted history taught in schools
	Yes

	
	National museums and monuments
	No

	
	Ceremonies for the fallen in battle, war memorials
	No

	Government
	Flag
	Yes

	
	National anthem
	Yes, Beethoven's “Ode to Joy”

	
	Government institutions
	Yes, European Parliament, Council of Ministers, European Commission, etc.

	
	National coinage
	Yes, Euro


	
	Passports
	Yes

	
	Borders
	Yes

	
	Military
	No




These markers, while important in identifying the official progress the European Union has made in fashioning itself into a nation, do not represent the substance of nationhood.  They are merely vehicles for and exercise of European identification.
  The elements that Europeans consider to make up the meat of their particular nationalities and the elements of their continental identity differ significantly, a fact that offers an insight to the discrepancy between allegiances to the two.  

What makes a nation has been hotly contested by scholars throughout history.  There are those who propose objectivist understandings of the nation, such as Ernest Gellner.  For Gellner, the nation is the society created by industrialization, which permitted a fundamental shift in economic focus from one of survival to perpetual growth.  The sea changes of mobility in employment and standardized education run by the state created a new culture, which has come to define modern nation-states.
  Then there is Benedict Anderson, whose account of the nation falls into the opposing constructivist theory.  For Anderson, there is no physical embodiment of the nation – it is a collection of practices that forges an imagined community, an abstract collection of people that can identify each other as group members, despite the impossibility of being all personally acquainted.
  The purpose of this paper is not to defend any theory of the nation, so rather than using Gellner, Anderson, or any of the myriad scholars on the subject to analyze how citizens of European states define their own nationhood, I will turn to the Europeans themselves.

In the January 2010 Eurobarometer report on the future of Europe, survey respondents were asked to outline what it means to belong to a particular nationality.  The two most important factors that emerged are having been born in the nation and the feeling of possessing the nationality in question.
  The strength of in-group feelings of belonging emphasized by SIT can thus be very tangibly applied in the European case.  The next weightiest components of nationhood in European states, in order of importance, are shared cultural traditions, a common language, the exercise of citizens’ rights (e.g. voting), upbringing in the nation, having at least one parents originating from the nation, and a shared religion (Christianity, in European case), and active participation in civil society.
  Interestingly, this perspective balances the common practices of the nation emphasized by Anderson with the cultural heritage that marks Gellner’s theory.  

But when asked to enumerate the components of European identity, the results were different.  The most important element by far is the shared value of democracy, followed by geographical location, a high level of social protection, common history and culture, which are considered to be equally important.  Entrepreneurship and a common religious heritage come last.  Only 5% of respondents claimed that there is no European identity to speak of.
  That so few Europeans deny the existence of a common continental identity is promising for the European Union, but the different set of components makes the job of creating a “supernation” modeled after the nation-state more difficult, and compliance with Smith’s elements of nationhood suddenly seems to be a much shallower indication of synergy between the member states and the EU.

And yet, the differences make sense.  A shared culture and history unites national groups because, for the most part, their heritage has been experienced in broadly the same way by all citizens.  At the continental level, perspectives on the shared historical and cultural movements differ dramatically from group to group; the easiest example is of course Hitler’s Germany.  Some profited from this regime, but the same cannot be said for the rest of Europe.  Though universally denounced today, Nazi Germany is still a tender spot in European history and likely one of many that keep EU citizens from emphasizing their “common history” when imagining the European community.

A quasi-European identity is therefore the best compromise.  Nation-states provide much more exclusivity to their group members and thus engender stronger in-group feelings.  It is easier for a Slovakian to spot a Hungarian than for a European to spot a non-European.  Indeed, being born in Europe or having at least one European parent are not listed as important qualities of possessing a European identity.  This is far from the case at the national level.  The European Union cannot fashion itself into a group as exclusive as the nation-state, and trying to do so would likely only cause an enormous backlash from European citizens, worried that their national individualities will be bleached away to allow the EU to stretch some shallow continental identity very thinly over its twenty-seven members.
IV. Conclusion

Stepping back to survey the current situation, the informed observer can see that the European Union perpetuates its own nationalist problems, creating a cycle that is now very difficult to break.  The institution’s integrationist endeavors seek to minimize disputes and generally reduce the pull of nationalism in the bloc; they are exemplified by guaranteed free movement of persons across borders, an unofficial policy of nonaction toward nationalist disputes between and within member states, and a similarly unofficial, long-term project of a quasi-European identity-formation.  The forging of a European identity, while not in itself an objectively negative venture, should not be a replacement for other, more pragmatic, policies.  Indeed, rather than working as planned, the European Union’s current strategies only aggravate nationalist sentiment, sometimes even re-awakening it and giving it cause to evolve into new and increasingly pernicious forms of nationalism.  The resulting rabid anti-immigration policies of Western Europe against the newer, Eastern members; harsh new policies targeting national minorities within states; and political empowerment of fringe right and left-wing parties only create more nationalist tensions and opportunity for dispute.  Further aggravating the situation is the influx of Muslim immigrants from northern Africa and the question of Turkey’s possible accession.  Often, however, too much focus is put on Europeans’ reaction to these latter two issues at the expense of a thorough examination of existing intracontinental tensions.  Ignoring these persistent problems is far too easy in the post-war world, as European nations are now loath to engage in battle over them.  The result is a literature which naively glances over the harsh realities of ingrained European nationalism at best, and wrongly calls Europe “post-national” at worst.

Nationalism itself has, of course, existed long before the formation of the European Union, so the EU cannot be blamed for the continued existence of this phenomenon.  It would further be irrational to blame the EU for not putting an end to nationalism once and for all; not only is it deeply ingrained in the history of Europe, but nationalism is simply the result of the very organization of the world into nation-states.  It is, in short, quite inevitable.  What the EU can be blamed for, however, is its unrealistic response to this phenomenon, which can colloquially be described as covering its eyes and hoping that nationalism goes away.

In its refusal to tackle this problem head on, the European Union is itself generating backlash. Aside from the obvious problem that the EU refuses to interfere when its member states clearly violate the Union’s stated principles by pursuing nationally-based, political attacks on other groups, the general lack of transparency regarding the accession process creates fears in candidate states that they will not receive an equal share of the pie, heightening the feeling of “us” versus “them”.
   Very few Central Europeans – just 2 percent across the region – said they felt well informed about enlargement matters in the early 2000s, when most of them were just on the cusp of accession.
 This is hardly shocking, as enlargement negotiations are held behind closed doors, making it difficult for the media to cover the process, which in turn makes the conceptualization of membership difficult and distant. As Szilagyi explained it in her 2002 paper, the “citizens of the front-running candidates for EU membership seem to have a less idealized view of the enlargement process but feel disconnected--and both familiarity and disconnection foster Euroskepticism,” which is, of course, driven by nationalism.


A much more practical approach to the problem of nationalism would be to create explicit guidelines and rules of conduct, detailing precise consequences for pursuing nationalist policies against other groups.  Getting involved in conflicts between its member states might indeed be a dangerous prospect for the EU, but its current policy of doing nothing is evidently not working.  Furthermore, mediating a dispute based on clear guidelines would likely be met by less opposition than if the Union suddenly charged into such a situation with no precedent or written rules to follow.  

The attempt at creating a quasi-European identity to temper its national counterparts is a similarly wrongheaded endeavor.  The European Union cannot become a nation; even if some theories could justify this leap, the centuries-old nations that form Europe today are far too deeply rooted for anything as young as the EU to displace them.  Many Europeans already identify with their continent as well as with their nation – though more so with the latter than the former – and if this sentiment were to evolve, it is best left to do so on its own.  There is also little guarantee that the success of a quasi-European identity, somewhat of a pipe dream on its own, would prove any more peaceful than Europe’s current configuration, as can be seen by the often violently offensive and chauvinistic responses to the possibility of Turkey joining the European Union. These reactions are often made from a European perspective: they are Muslim but we are Christian, they are not even European, etc.  If the EU, with all of its existing economic might and potential (but unlikely to become real any time soon) military muscle, were to speak with that kind of united voice, it would be violating the very values of peaceful and respectful prosperity that were behind its formation.


There is something to be said for bringing the European project closer to the people, making it less distant and elitist, and giving it more democratic legitimacy.  But to do so, the EU would have to accept that which it cannot change – nationalism – and create pragmatic ways of preventing and responding to the inevitable disputes.  The unofficial policy of nonaction must be changed into an official one of active engagement, or the European Union will never escape the specter of nationalism and its conflicts.
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