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Chapter 6: European history and the lessons that can be drawn from it  
The European project has promotion of peace at its very core. Overcoming war through integration is a narrative 

continuously reproduced in treaty texts, and recently manifested when the EU received Nobel’s peace price. Having 
war as its founding myth, commemorating this memory becomes central. That European integration is a project 

born out of the reconciliation following WWII, is a dominating narrative among European political agents. 
However, I argue, differences exist in the way European history, and the memory of war, is invoked in political 

debate. Through an analysis of the political debate related to the parliamentary election in 2014, the paper shows 
how different memories of war was promoted, and how these were tied to competing visions of European 

integration. The paper argues that two competing decontestations of the memory of war is evident in political 
debate. One relying on the notion of post-war, and one relying on the notion of latent-war. The paper shows how 

European history, and especially the memory of war, plays an important role justifying current visions of European 
integration. Accentuating how past and future, memory and vision, are intimately related in political articulations. 

Building on the analysis of the competing interpretations of the memory of war, the paper goes on to discuss how the 
link by necessity between peace and regional integration work to depoliticize an ideological contested historical 

narrative.  
Ideologies of democracy are not free floating, they are articulated in relation to, and by activation of, 
collective memories.  A core ambition of this chapter is to engage with the ways in which European 1

history, and related collective memories are activated in political discourse of EU democracy. I wish to do 
so because I believe, as argued for in section 1, that the understanding of historical context, in this case 
European history, is a ineliminable component of any ideology of EU democracy. That is to say, that we 
cannot just eliminate this component when seeking to understand the competing ideologies of EU 
democracy. Historical context links to the other identified ineliminable components in diverse ways. By 
articulating a particular interpretation of European history, and bringing forth particular memories as 
worthy of commemoration, this component links to the political subject by appealing to a specific 
collective to whom the memories will be recognizable. Further, decontestations of historical context and 
collective memory links to the polity component in ideologies of EU democracy, as they work to restrict 
or promote particular institutional revisions. Indeed, when an interpretation of the historical context or the 
originating myth is invoked it also construct the contours of the possible direction for future policies. I 
will get back to this link to the potential futures of an political institutional system shortly. It is thus, I 
believe, important to understand how history is activated if one wish to understand, both how different 
ideologies of EU democracy are constructed but also how they internally make up an morphological 
structure, in which different ineliminable components affect the potential meaning of each other. To 
inquire into how European history is activated as a component of different visions of EU democracy, I 
will therefore in the following bring to light the way in which political practitioners activate different 
ideas of the European past, and uses these to tell a story of the European future.   

Invoking interpretation of European history and collective memories often times involve promoting 
skewed representations of history, which might contain interpretations of the past that are 
incommensurable with the perspective of others, and further memories are used to accentuate distinct 

 I use the notion of memory here as distinct from the notion of history. I do so because I wish to maintain a difference between 1

memory as it is used in political and theoretical discourse, and historical investigations seeking to reconstruct historical events. To 
paraphrase Müller (2002) collective memory should be kept separate form historical inquiry as collective memory can be ahistorical, 
seeking to make history tell a more unified and clear message than what most historians would accept. Further, promoting a shared 
collective memory often implies the conviction that the memory holds a special moral message with relevance for the present, a 
conviction that is also contested by historical research (Müller 2002,22-23). Keeping history and memory apart is therefore an 
important distinction, I believe, however, not a dichotomy. There is no opposition between the two notions and memory dos 
obviously unfold in history. 



learnings from history, which are often linked to a discomforting moral certainty. In light of this, one 
response to the activation of history and memories in political debate could be a liberal call to confine 
these to the private sphere. This, I believe, is both a unfeasible and an undesirable answer to the active use 
of memory in political discourse. Collective memories cannot, by definition, be made private. Seeking to 
move them into the private sphere, thus, neglect their collective nature, and further their ineliminable 
standing in any ideology of EU democracy. That is not to say that historical narratives are equally 
important in any ideology of EU democracy, but rather to say that I believe that one would be hard 
pressed to find an ideology of EU democracy not alluding to historical achievements and experiences.  

Further, I believe that seeking to confine collective narratives to the private sphere is undesirable for 
several reasons. Firstly, by doing so one risk to become insensitive to intergenerational obligations. 
Invoking historical achievements and crimes can help to illuminate potential obligations that the present 
generation might have vis-à-vis past of future generations.  Invoking historical narratives and collective 2

memories can, thus, help to induce a sensitivity to the lasting significance of injustices. Secondly, seeking 
to privatize such memories might cause them to intensify and spur antagonism.  Thirdly, by seeking to 3

eliminate historical interpretations from political discourse one also circumvent the unifying and 
motivating effects of such collective memories. Seeking to remove historical narratives and collective 
memories from political discourse underestimates how such tales produce an affective dimension which, I 
believe, to be an important part of the social fabric needed for democracy to function. Historical context 
and collective memories are thus not only constraining, but also enabling for social solidarity and thus 
also for democratic rule.   4

This idea, of the importance of shared memories to a community was engaged in detail in the chapter of 
liberal nationalism.  The point, which was here made in relation to the national community, can, I believe, 5

be formulated more abstractly stating that historical context and shared memories are important to 
establish communities altogether, nationally or otherwise constructed. Memories help to shape feelings of 
belonging and bonds of solidarity between individuals. Recollecting and negotiating historical context 
and collective  memories is thus an important part of what holds communities together. Activation of  
historical context and collective memory provides what Axel Honneth has deemed “narrative substance”.  6

Honneth suggests in his reconstruction of freedom that historical narrative must not be neglected as these 
have the potential to induce solidarity by invoking past memory of triumph and defeat and move beyond 
notions of solidarity only nested in what is morally permissible. Such narrative substance will, according 
to Honneth, construct “unanimous judgments across national borders [which] add up to a collective 
memory in which everything that has contributed to realizing institutionally promised freedoms is 
remembered as a symbol of social progress”.  As will be evident in the analysis of historical context and 7

collective memory in political discourse disagreement exists in relation to which development has 
constituted social progress. However, while I am less optimistic about the unanimous consent to particular 
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interpretations of historical context and collective memories, I believe that these form a both inevitable 
part of political discourse and an important part of the social fabric of communities. The challenge is, 
thus, not how to rid ourselves of these competing activations of history but to understand them in detail, 
and to understand how they support and justify competing visions of  EU democracy. 

Concretely, in the political discourse of EU democracy, historical context and memories are invoked to 
lend meaning to current political choices regarding European integration. As was highlighted in the 
discussions of the normative models of EU democracy historical context and collective memory always 
lure as an explicit or implicit reference point. The ways in which historical memory is understood and 
decontested is therefore indispensable to an understanding of the present day political discourse of EU 
democracy. Thus, the chapter engages in articulated notions of historical memory in order to investigate 
the nexus of memory and political power.  The ambition, thus, differs from investigations of memory, 8

which aims at investigating how historical and cultural memory serve to represent some and exclude 
others, and recognize some suffering and exclude suffering by others. The aim is here to focus more 
narrowly on the way in which memory is used to justify, constrain, and promote competing visions of 
how EU democracy should look.  

Interpretations of historical memory are of importance both to the normative models of EU democracy, 
and in political discourse. I will therefore start by recalling how European history was brought to play in 
the normative models of EU democracy, before engaging with how European history was activated in 
political discourse.  

1. The question of the durability of collective memory 
That European memory is related to ideas of European integration can be seen in the two normative 
models on EU democracy already discussed. Both the weak federal and the demoi-cratic model for EU 
democracy made explicit reference to the collective memory of WWII and the importance of this memory 
to the future political priorities. A central discrepancy in how European history is understood in the 
normative models of EU democracy  is whether European history has created a durable conflict 9

mitigating ethos. As will be evident form the analysis, this disagreement is amplified in political discourse 
through the contested notion of latency, and the related idea of the fragility of peace.  

As discussed in chapter 3 on weak federalism, Habermas’ views European integration as a political 
institutional answer to European history. Speaking of the civilization of violence on the European 
continent, he states; “At the beginning of the process of European unification, the chief expression of the 
civilizing power of this innovation was the pacification of a continent drenched in blood.”  The political 10

choice to integrate the European countries, and further, to bind the German powers, is thus directly related 
to the collective memory of the horrors of WWII. As discussed in chapter 3 Habermas provides two-track 
justification for the European integration. One the one hand he justifies European integration with 
reference to the limited capacity of nation states to enact the democratic will of its populations, and thus 
the need to establish a democratic political union at a regional level where steering capacity vis-à-vis the 

 See Müller 2002 (ed.) for an anthology with the same focus on illuminating the memory-power nexus.8
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globalized economic power can be ensured. However, Habermas also refer to European history as a 
justification for European integration. Indeed; the atrocious memory of WWII enters as a descriptive-
cum-normative dimension in Habermas’ writings on EU democracy. That is to say, European integration 
is explained with reference to WWII, but European integration is also justified with reference to the 
memory of WWII. A once violent past, has through European integration been civilized, without, 
however, creating broader-ranging systems of coercive power. Reference to this particular way of 
civilizing violence is also made in discussions of the Kosovo war, here Habermas argues, the particular 
continental European way of approaching questions of military interventions can be seen vis-à-vis the one 
pursued by the US and the UK.  Habermas’ reference to Kosovo, I believe, works both as a concrete 11

example of the way in which a particular European approach to civilizing violence has emerged, but also 
as a subtle reminder that conflict on the European continent is not something which we can consider a 
closed chapter. A more direct reference to the persistent threat of violent conflict was made with reference 
to Ukraine; “After the Second World War, the Union grew out of the desire to put an end, once and for all, 
to the bloody conflicts that had torn Europe apart for centuries. Unexpected events in Ukraine have 
reminded us once again of this fundamental principle, which has come to be so taken for granted that it 
has almost been forgotten.”  While Habermas notes that the containment of Germany and the peace-12

keeping narrative are not sufficient to justify further European integration, these are invoked, I believe 
both as descriptions of why European integration came to be, and as reasons for why it is important.  As 13

such, the idea that peace in fragile, and that the lesson learned from past conflict is fragile is a notion that 
also exist in the Habermas’ writings on EU democracy. It should be noted that Habermas at other times 
discuss how a certain European identity has evolved as an outcome of European history, in which bodily 
integrity is respected and which is sensitive to the destructive potential of technological advantage. 
Habermas thus seems to suggest both that European history has had a durable effect on the mindset of 
Europeans, and that conflict can one reoccur.  14

Collective memory was also invoked in the demoi-cratic literature. Here too the one overshadowing 
European collective memory is the memory of war, as Nicolaïdis asks; “What greater evil could 
concentrate European minds than European wars?”  The link between the memory of war and the 15

present day political choices, the memory-power nexus, is more clearly articulated here. Nicolaïdis notes; 
“Not only did the initial foundations of European demoicracy initially result from what Europeans wanted 
to escape, but such a ‘drive to escape’ is still with us today.”  Thus, demoi-cracy derives its core 16

normative foundation, non-domination and mutual recognition, from the collective memory of war. The 
memory of domination and lack of recognition has induced Europeans with a certain ethos, an ethos 
where Europeans are particularly respectful of mutual recognition and non-dominations, and sensitive to 
instances where these values are not respected. It is this normative foundation, which is directly linked to 
past European conflict, that the demoi-cratic position develops recommendations for how to construct a 
demoi-cratic EU. The collective experience of domination and lack of recognition has attuned Europeans 
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to a certain collective ethos or sensitivity towards infringements of these. For Nicolaidïs this means that 
the EU should take steps towards a political system which secures non-domination, while maintaining a 
high degree of sensitivity towards the difference between European peoples. It is this commonly held 
ethos, induced by a European collective memory, which facilitates the continuous respectful engagement 
with difference. 

Both normative models of EU democracy, thus, play up the memory of way, particularly WWII, but in 
different ways. Habermas suggests that the collective memory of WWII exists but the impact of it is 
fragile. That is, while it has historically both explained and justified European integration it cannot alone 
continue to do so. European history has further, according to Habermas, provided a set of more substantial 
shared ways of thinking, elements which can be invoked in the construction of a proper European identity. 
Demoi-cracy, Nicolaïdis in particular, also look to European memory to explain and justify the EU polity, 
but presents a different analysis. Here the experience of war has induced lasting dispositions of non-
domination and mutual recognition. These are what facilitates the construction of the EU as an 
overlapping consensus of overlapping consensuses. Thus, the lasting impact created by the memory of 
living under structures of domination and the lack of recognition, still today works as a the basis 
foundation for the construction of the EU. The creation of a denser European identity is therefore both 
unnecessary and undesired, unnecessary as the sensitivity to mutual recognition will continue to prevail, 
and undesired because any attempt to construct such will, according to Nicolaïdis, conflict with the strong 
commitment to difference.  

The recap of the two normative models of EU democracy shows how the decontestation of collective 
memory and its impact is closely connected to the political vision of future integration in the theoretical 
perspectives. The theoretical engagement shows an interesting disagreement on the fragility of the impact 
of such memory, that is, whether the collective memory of war has created a lasting change in the way 
Europeans approach each other. As I will return to in the below analysis, the question of whether violent 
conflict in Europe is a closed chapter or a latent threat is a central contested issue in political discourse to 
which I will now turn. I will first turn to the collective memory as it was advocated by the ‘Promoters’. 

2. Keeping  the memory of death alive 
According to the ‘Promotors’ the EU is situated in a dense web of past events. The history of Europe as 
depicted by the ‘Promoters’ is a story of peace-building in the aftermath of violent conflict. As I will 
return to in below the centrally of the overcoming of violent conflict in Europe is shared by the 
‘Resisters’. However, while the same narrative of overcoming violent conflict is amplified in both 
ideologies of EU democracy, the way the memory is interpreted and in particular the learnings to draw 
from it and the consequences it ought to have for political power are contested among the two positions. 
This show, I believe, how distinct interpretations of collective memories are central parts of ideologies of 
EU democracy both enabling and limiting the scope of possible interpretations of other core concepts, 
placing decontestations of collective memory centrally in any ideology of EU democracy. It also shows 
how interpretations  of the past are closely linked with political visions of the future, reinforcing each 
other, and thus, I hope, shows how collective memory is closely tied to political power.  
I will in the following section engage the history of Europe as told by the ‘Promoters’ through a 
decontestation of two collective European memories. Firstly, the memory of war activated through the 
idea of latent war, supported by ‘an ethical command to remember’. Secondly, the memory of regional 
integration as a past (present, and future) achievement. 



2.1 Latent war  
“The demons haven’t been banished; they are merely sleeping.”  17

Junker (EPP) 

The above quote by Junker (EPP) is taken from an interview given to Spiegel in 2013. In the interview 
Junker warns that 2013 bears striking similarities to 1913. According to Junker it is mistake to think that 
the political world has changed much the dangers that was lurking in 1913, and which erupted in 1914 
with the outbreak of WWI, are still there. The quote by Junker is, I believe, symptomatic of the way in 
which the collective memory of Europe is articulated by the ‘Promoters’, the main point being that the 
violent past of Europe is not a closed chapter, it is still there as an potentially erupting undercurrent, 
which should inform present day political choices. Indeed; according to the ‘Promoters’ we learn from 
history what we might except from the future. Present day Europe is a peaceful continent, but it need not 
be so. European history is linked to conflict, peace is not naturally occurring in Europe it needs to be 
created and continuously supported. At the very core of the ‘Promoters’ decontestation of Europe sits the 
idea that Europe is a continent of latent conflict.  

This depiction of Europe as a continent where war might potentially break out, is at the very core of the 
‘Promoters’ interpretation of European memory. Junker (EPP) expresses this idea in the interview with 
Spiegel stressing; “ … anyone who believes that the eternal issue of war and peace in Europe has been 
permanently laid to rest could be making a monumental error.”  This idea is further supported by MEP 18

Joseph Daul (EPP); “Violence still exists. It is latent”  These statements invokes war, violence, and 19

conflict as central to what European collective memory - European past is a narrative of violent conflict. 
Recalling past conflict in Europe is obviously not a narrative exclusively invoked by the ‘Promoters’. As 
argued above, the memory of devastating war is also brought to light in the normative models of EU 
democracy, and as will be evident below the ‘Resisters’, in their articulation of European memory, also 
turn to the experience of war.  This is not mean to be surprising, in fact, I believe, one would be hard 20

pressed to find an account of a European collective memory which evaded the topic of the recent past 
wars. What is interesting in the interpretation of European memory as presented by the ‘Promoters’ is 
therefore not so much in accentuation of previous conflict as such, but the way the memory of conflict is 
presented as something still lurking. That is, the interest lies, I believe, in the relation between the 
recollection of past conflict to the present, and the future. This link is evident in the above quotes, by 
accentuating that the issue of war and peace is not one to be settled, it is eternal and that violence has not 
disappeared, it is latent. The quotes, therefore, more so than pointing to a shared memory uses this 
memory to establish something about the present, and future, political situation. What is underlined is that 
politics today must address this eternally present undercurrent of potential conflict. I think it is important 
to stress the scale of danger that is accentuated here. The conflicts referred to here are devastating world 
wars, which left the entire European continent in ruins. By indicating that the same forces that brought 
about WWI in 1913 are still existing, also activate that idea that it is not only conflict that is possible in 
Europe, but rather devastating war leaving the entire continent in ruins. I will return to this issue of the 
scale of the threat in the last section of the chapter.  

Invoking the idea that war is always potentially a possibility summons two strains of thought. Firstly, as 
stated, that violent conflict is not only a historical event for Europe, and secondly, that such awareness 
should create an heightened sensitivity to indications of conflict. Arguing that something will potentially 
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happen in the future is difficult to do with more certainty than the prophetic statements shown above. 
However, to underline the claim that conflict is not something safely stored in the past, recent European 
conflicts are brought to the fore. Namely, the Balkan war and the conflict in Ukraine. In the plenary 
debate in the European Parliament; “100 years on from the First World War: lessons to learn and future of 
Europe” Swoboda (S&D) invoked the recent memory of the Balkan war, emphasizing that Europe have 
seen violent conflict within recent times, thereby lending credibility to the point made above, that the 
issue of war and peace is not transcended.  A similar reference to more present conflict was introduced 21

by Junker (EPP) who brings attention to the conflict in the Ukraine and the recent war in the Balkans as 
evidence of the potential of European conflict; “The Ukraine question shows that this eternal dilemma 
between war and peace is not yet a thing of the past. Around 25 years ago we had rape and torture in the 
western Balkans—that wasn’t very long ago. To put it bluntly, it shows that the chapter hasn’t been closed 
when it comes to the issue of war.”  As such, recent conflicts are used to lend credibility to the claim that 22

war is always looming, and, indeed, recent conflicts, such as the one in Ukraine, help us to remember this. 
The claims made here, I argue, resort to analogy rather than argument. Different events are linked, the 
world wars, the Balkan war, and the recent conflict in Ukraine, how the similarities and differences 
between these instances of conflict is not touched upon. The mechanisms that caused them and the map of 
perpetrators and victims is left untouched here. Instead, the conflicts are merged together and made into 
an overarching collective memory of conflict as such. This abstraction of conflict is important, I believe, 
and I will return to it below when discussing the idea that Europeans, and European politicians especially, 
have an ethical command to remember.  23

The latency of war, is further used to legitimize critique of anyone attempting to spur conflict. By the 
‘Promoters’ this was tied to a cautious attitude towards the tendency of growing nationalism in Europe. 
MEP Joseph Daul (EPP) urges the EP to reflect on the heightened potential of conflict brought on by 
nationalism and populism; “The dangers of egoism, nationalism and crises of ego are still present. I am 
convinced that if Europe succumbs to populists and Eurosceptics, we will go back in time, we will return 
to chaos and war. Here, in this Parliament, our role is to ensure that accidents like those of 1914 and 
1939 never happen again.”  Daul here invokes the idea that the rise of populism, nationalism, hatred, 24

and xenophobia in Europe has made the ever-present latent conflict in Europe a little less latent. Indeed, 
we need to remember past atrocities, and our failure to do so might provide ground for future conflict, 
induced by nationalists. A similar linking was made by MEP Swoboda (S&D), however without making a 
direct link to Euroscepticism as such; “New national parties build on hatred and xenophobia are rising. 
There are many sleep-walkers, as Christopher Clarke describes them in his outstanding book on WWI, 
and we are ignoring the dangers of this new nationalism.”  It is not my point to argue that xenophobia, 25

hatred, populism, and nationalism are not potentially problematic and dangerous sentiments, but rather 
that the link made here is at least one to be contested. Linking the rise of the ‘new national parties’ and 
their ‘sleep walking electorate’ to an increasing likelihood of grand scale war in Europe, also decontest an 
understanding of these new parties, which severely impact both the legitimacy of their agenda, and their 
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claim to be presented in the political system. The vagueness of the statements, and the blurring of 
categories such as Eurosceptic, nationalist, populist, and xenophobic, makes it difficult to tell apart whom 
we should fear for their capability to stir up conflict. Here it thus becomes evident how collective memory 
is brought into present political debate to delegitimize current political players.   26

2.1.1 An ethical command to remembrance (what?)  
The idea of latent war is not just predictive (war will occur again in Europe), through this decontestation 
of European memory the ‘Promoters’ are also framing a way in which one should relate to the memory of 
war. Indeed; it is, according to the ‘Promoters’ important that the memory is kept active, as such 
activation of the memory of past conflict effects how the future will look. This idea is stressed by the EPP 
on their action program for 2014-2019, here they state: “In order to shape the future it is essential to 
remember the past.”   Verhofstad expresses a similar idea; “War divides and destroys, and war is 27

something we must keep with us.”  Here, the ambition to keep the memory of war present, stands out 28

clearly. In short, the memory of war implies a lesson we should not forget. This idea, that the memory of 
war should be kept close, was also evident in Junkers accentuation that forgetting the eternal presence of 
the issue of war (and peace) could be a ‘monumental error’. As these quotes help to underscore the 
decontestation of Europe as a continent of latent war links to an accentuation of the dangers in forgetting, 
and therefore also the importance of remembering. 
The link between the above decontestation of past conflict as latent, and the idea that it is urgent to 
continuously recollect this are obviously closely connected. That is, if conflict similar to the what have 
been experienced in the past could erupt again, it becomes important to keep the memory of the atrocities 
active as a bulwark against the reoccurrence of violent conflict. There is thus in the ‘Promoters’ 
decontestation of European memory, I argue, an ethical command to remember the past conflict. But such 
ethical command poses the question of what exactly it is this should be remembered. That is, which 
conflicts, and outcomes, are highlighted as important and memorable events to keep in mind?   

The ‘Promoters’, I argue, pursues a rather vague notion of which events to keep with us to day. As shown 
above different conflicts, such as the WWI, WWII, the Balkan war, and the conflict in Ukraine, are 
merged together to a collective memory of conflict. By using the 100th years mark of the WWI, the EPP 
makes reference to both world wars, asking us to recall the historical past as a core part of what Europe is: 
“Exactly one hundred years ago, the lights went out all over Europe. The year 1914 marked the 
beginning of the most devastating war Europe had ever experienced, claiming many millions of lives, and 
destroying the future of a whole generation. 75 years ago, the world was set alight again.”  Here the two 29

world wars are merged into a one memory of past conflict, and no distinction is made between what 
caused the wars and the who were the perpetrators and victims of the conflict. Verhofstad too invokes 
such blurred depiction of past conflict. He notes; “It is easy to forget that for centuries, European nations 
were constantly either plotting against each other or at war. This is unthinkable today. Now EU leaders 
and MEPs sit around a table together and discuss policy.”  Here both stressing the importance of not 30

forgetting, and simultaneously presenting a very vague description of what should be remembered. Here 
the memory of war is extended beyond WWI and WWII and transcends into an opaque memory of a 
century long history of constant, potential or real, violent conflict. Not specifying the events that should 
be remembered, but rather articulating what should be kept in mind as a ‘century long’ conflict among 
‘European nations’ blurs the relation between winners and losers and the specific memories which might 
be connected to this. This blurring is even more evident, I believe, in the following quote by the EPP; “If 
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there is a lesson we can learn from the wars that ravaged our continent, it is that there is never a winner. 
That what unites us is much stronger than what separates us.”  Here the lesson learned from European 31

past conflict is that all suffers from it, there are no winners. The story told seems to be that conflict was 
once there, dividing and destroying, and it was overcome, this is the memory European ought to keep 
close. The further lesson learned is closely connected to the parallel decontestation of European past 
pursued by the ‘Promoters’, namely that regional integration is a past (present, and future) achievement 
limiting the potential of future conflict, I will return this in the following section. This idea, that there is 
an ethical command to remember (we should keep the memory of war us), but that what is actually to be 
remembered is conflict as such, and not particular conflicts, is interesting because it stress that forging 
collective memory is equally about remembering and forgetting. Ernest Renan famously made this point 
with regard to the formation of nations.  Arguing that forgetting, also at the expense of historical error, is 32

an indispensable factor in constructing a nation. According to Renan political unity as ‘brutally 
established’ and in order to maintain the unity this brutality must fade into the background. Such 
command to forget the past was also famously called for by Churchill who, in his Zürich speech, called 
for a ‘blessed act of oblivion’ as necessary to stop a vicious spiral of retaliation after WWII.  In his 33

analysis of the post-war era Tony Judt finds identifies this was of relating to the WWI as ‘instant amnesia’ 
arguing that in the aftermath of WWII an effective myth of construction of began, whipping out most 
particular events at the expense of creating shared narrative of what have happened.  Such demands for 34

oblivion, necessary for constructing political unity, are necessarily related to a commitment to 
remembering. In the discourse of the ‘Promoters’ the ethical command to remembering, is thus a 
command to forget particular instances of conflict, but remembering conflict as such. 
It should be noted that calls for more concrete historical investigation were made, the EPP for example 
called for measures to be taken to “… increase public awareness about European history and the crimes 
committed by totalitarian regimes..”  emphasizing the important role of European institutions in 35

facilitating discussions of the causes and consequences of totalitarian rule.  While this emphasize the 36

need for a more thorough engagement with concrete instances of conflict, I believe, that the overall 
commitment to maintain a commitment to a vague memory of past conflict is dominant and shared among 
the ‘Promoters’.  
Such command to remember an abstracted story of the past (and the related demand to forget), might, as 
argued by Renan, be an essential factor in forging political unity, and thus it might be helpful when it 
comes to building a shared polity. However, I believe, that it is important to note because in abstracting 
the memory of war one erase the potentially different memories of past conflict. Instead of recalling 
distinct memories of being occupied and occupant, what is invoked is a shared European memory. 
Instructing such an understanding of European past, one risks becoming insensitive to, the divergent intra-
European memories of past conflict and their related political claims. Such insensitivity might stir up 
feelings of lack of recognition and unfair treatment. A recent example of such intra-European 
disagreement on past events and related political claims can be seen in the Greek demand for Germany to 
war reparations.  Interestingly, Verhofstad’s (ALDE) reply to the Greek call for reparations was that it 37

counters “the European spirit” and further noting that; "He [Tsipras] seems to have forgotten that former 
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enemies made a vital choice to cooperate and build on a common future after the second World War.”  38

Stressing that the Greek prime minister ought to commemorate that conflict was overcome through 
collaboration, and not paying tribute to this memory is against the European spirit. It is beyond the scope 
here to make any assessment to whether the Greek demand for war reparations is just. The point here is 
merely to underline that the decontestation of the ‘Promoters’ of an ethical commitment to remember a 
shared European memory of conflict seem to exclude the conflictual memories of concrete acts of conflict 
and their political aftermath, and by doing so delegitimizes calls for recognition of particular historical 
injustices.  This is, I believe, worrisome as such ethical command to remember conflict in the abstract 39

might counter the local and national experiences of past conflict, and might thus, cause rifts between the 
European system and the national and local level. The example of the Greek call for war reparations point 
to the potential fragility of the narrative of a common ground crated by European historical experience.  
This is interesting in relation to the above discussions of historical references in the demoi-cratic model of 
EU democracy. Nicolaïdis here warns that any attempt to build a European identity should be avoided as 
such might cause antagonism towards those who are not included, and further breach with the many 
identities already existing in Europe. However, as discussed above, the demoi-cratic model of EU 
democracy, in the writings of Nicolaïdis, extracts the normative basis from a particular interpretation of 
European history, which has instilled a shared European ethos. I believe that the Greek German conflict 
regarding war reparations shows that even in seeking to construct an European ethos with reference 
European history might be countered by objections. Indeed; a notion of non-dominance justified with 
reference to a collective European memory of being dominated might be countered by claims that not all 
Europeans were equally dominating. This shows, I argue, how porous the boundaries are between the 
objection raised, by the demoi-cratic position, to notions of European identity, and the idea that a shared 
European ethos justified in history can be extracted. History, and the narrative substance it carries, is not, 
I believe as clearly separable from notion of European identity as the demoi-cratic position would like it 
to seem. The claim that not all European powers were equally dominating is obviously not a justification 
for retaliation in the form of domination. My point here is just that if such ethos is justified with reference 
to collective European memories, the Greek German conflict shows how, and why, it might meet 
objections.  
The articulation of an ethical command to remember is both closely connected to the decontestation of the 
latency of war, but also to the parallel promotion of overcoming of conflict through regional integration, 
which I will turn to in the following.  

2.2 “Out of the dust of war came a new way to work together” - Past achievements  
"Politics is about looking ahead, solving current problems and preventing future ones. But it does not 
hurt to look back once a year and celebrate what we have achieved together: unprecedented peace 
and prosperity on our continent. That is why for me Europe day is so important."  40

Verhofstad (ALDE) 

The above decontestation of Europe as a continent of latent conflict was further linked to a parallel 
decontestation of collective memory highlighting regional integration as a past achievement remedying 
conflict. As the above quote by Verhofstad (ALDE) points to certain achievements are worthy of singling 
out when commemorating the past, among these, is according to the ‘Promoters’ regional integration. 
Regional integration as central to European collective memory cannot be understood independent from 
the above discussed memory of latent war. The reason that regional integration stands out as a significant 
part of the European memory is that it is promoted as an answer to the parallel memory of latent war. As 
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such, the decontestation promoted by the ‘Promoters’ gives substance to the concept of collective 
European memory by simultaneously activating the ill of latent war, and the remedy in the form of 
regional integration. 

Regional integration is accentuated as the past achievement which have brought about the relative 
peacefulness of the present era. This is noted by the S&D; “Out of the dust of war came a new way to 
work together, and new institutions to protect against abuses of power and safeguard fundamental rights. 
When the Berlin Wall fell, the European institutions were a magnet for the new democracies of central 
and Eastern Europe ...”  The idea that regional integration is directly linked to overcoming of conflict 41

was an idea shared by shared by the EPP, who noted “Today, such catastrophes seem unthinkable in 
Europe. That is the case because we have been sharing strength, political power, wealth and knowledge 
over the decades of closer European integration. Replacing the rule of the powerful with the rule of law 
through common institutions and democratic procedures by fostering the community method, which has 
allowed us to ensure that the strong are just and the weak are secure. These are achievements that belong 
to all of us, and we should not allow ourselves to forget them.”   42

As is evident from the quotes above the way in which regional integration is invoked here as a collective 
memory is intimately connected to the memory of war. It is the shared experience of war, which initiated 
and facilitated regional integration. Similarly to the way in which the memory of violent conflict was 
extended from being a memory of the past to becoming a prophecy for the future, the celebration of 
regional integration as a past achievement is extended into the future as a guiding principle for future 
political action. As such, the memory of regional integration as a past achievement does also conflate the 
past and future.   Regional integration have led to great changes, and regional integration is still needed to 
secure peace. In fact, promoting greater integration is a duty linked to the peace of the continent; “Our 
duty as pro-European parliamentarians is to act for greater integration, to build more common policies, 
and to participate in the creation of an area of partnership for the peace and prosperity of our 
continent.”  As such, the need to continuously promote integration in Europe is linked to the idea of a 43

common and peaceful future.  

This extension of the memory of regional integration as a past achievement to a future trajectory, cannot, I 
believe, be understood without the parallel understanding of the latency of war. But the relationship 
between the two parallel decontestations for collective European memory is left unsettled by the 
‘Promoters’. Recall the above quote by Junker (EPP) stressing that the eternal question of war and peace 
is not yes a thing of the past.  As is made evident by this quote it is unsettled whether the latency of 44

conflict can be overcome, or whether it is eternal. That is, it is not settled whether regional integration 
have the power to transcended the possibility of war altogether. Some indications seems to suggest that 
regional integration might in fact help to transcend the state of latent conflict, for example, ALDE’s 
statement that the EU has changed how national differences are perceived; “The European project has 
turned our national differences from something negative into a force for good. That is a huge 
achievement.”  However, as discussed above, the focus on the latency of conflict seems to emphasize 45

that we have not transcended the situation where conflict could potentially break out, but rather, limited 
the probability that it will. This is worth noticing because such understanding also point to a future 
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trajectory of continuous integration of Europe. Indeed; rather than being merely descriptive the 
decontestation also harbors a prescriptive for how the future development of the European  political 
structure should take form. The decontestation of European history, through the dual memory of latent 
war and regional integration, thus, works to create a circle of necessity where the latency of war, and the 
ethical command to keep this memory active, continuously justify further regional integration. The dual 
memory and the unsettled relation between them, thus, I argue, risks depoliticizing European integration. 
Regional integration is depicted here as the form of politics capable of dampening the latency of war, 
criticizing or rejecting the need for further integration thus implicitly equates to an increased probability 
of spurring up dormant animosity. The semantics of latent conflict inspires a feeling of necessity, and 
thus, I believe, depoliticizes regional integration. The decontestation of Europe as a continent of latent 
conflict is interesting to note because the emphasis on violent conflict as an ever-existing possibility 
limits the scope of politics that can be encouraged. I will return to this discussion of how decontestations 
of European history through interpretations of European memory might serve as a tool to depoliticize the 
question of future political development in the concluding remarks for the chapter. But before this, I will 
turn to a competing decontestation of European history as pursued by the ‘Resisters’. 



3. Peace secured by cooperation, without integration 
As argued above, the dominant decontestation of the European history relies on interlinking two central 
European memories; the memory of war and the past achievement of regional integration. Both these are 
invoked both as past memories, of illness and remedy, and further stretched to have present day relevance. 
And thus creates a circle where the memory of war creates a continuous call for furthering the past 
achievement of regional integration. As I will show in this section this decontestation is challenged by a 
different understanding of European history and the lessons which can be drawn from it. In opposition to 
the above narrative, the ‘Resisters’ promotes an idea of European history in which the memory of war still 
serves as a reference, but where another lesson, namely that cooperating sovereign, democratic nation 
states as the solution to conflict, should be draw from it.  

While it was discussed above that repressing competing interpretations of history and collective memories 
might stir conflict, this is not the same as saying that bringing forth a counter-narrative in itself makes it 
legitimate. However, apart from being another widely shared narrative worthy of bringing forth in order 
to understand the political language of EU democracy, this competing decontestation of European history 
is also interesting in that it challenges the link of necessity between peace and integration central to the 
‘Promoters’ interpretation of European history. It thus , by presenting a competing interpretation of the 
link between memory of war and political power contest the link by necessity called for by the 
‘Promoters’. 

3.1 Post-war – Dissociating peace and the EU 
“The EU of today is not just the trading block we thought we signed up to.”  46

UKIP (EFDD) 

As the above quote indicate, there is, according to the ‘Resisters’, a discrepancy between the EU of today 
and the ‘original Europe’. The authentic or original Europe is depicted as trapped within the political 
structure of the EU which does not do justice to the original pact. This discrepancy means that the EU of 
today must be rejected, a point accentuated by both Farage (EFDD); “I don’t want Europe in the EU.”  47

and Le Pen (EAF); “I want to destroy the EU, not Europe!”  This idea is of an authentic Europe as 48

different from the EU is linked the idea of a particular European culture, which I will return to in the 
following chapter. However, this envisioned discrepancy between the ‘EU of today’ and ‘the EU we 
signed up to’ also points to an opposing interpretation of the founding myth or original contract binding 
the EU project together.  
The memory of war, and in particular overcoming WWI and WWII, also serves as a reference point in the 
collective European memory as it is portrayed by the ‘Resisters’. The experience of war, has instilled a 
acuteness towards finding peaceful solutions. MEP Martin Callahan (ECR) notes; “since the chain of 
events that began in Sarajevo a hundred years ago, we have learnt that when we have differences, we can 
find peaceful ways of resolving them. It is one of the greatest achievements of western civilisation that 
must never be taken for granted. It is the legacy of all those who suffered during the twentieth century and 
it is the legacy we honour here today.”  That is, memory of war has impacted the atonement to 49

differences and conflict mitigation between them. This is, however, not a lesson confined to the European 
continent but something that is shared throughout the ‘western civilization’. In an op-ed on Pope Francis’s 
visit to the European Parliament Farage makes this reference to the post-war historical reality of Europe 
clear when he notes “He [the Pope] made it clear that getting countries together in the 1950s that had 
previously been busy fighting each other was a good and a Christian thing, and that behind the project 
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there were some high-minded ideas and individuals.”  Reminding the present about the historical context 50

of EU’s origin places the emphasis on the ambition of peace and cooperation among nations. Here, the 
experience of war is related to a very broad lesson of securing peace by ‘getting countries together’ and 
resolving differences, the lesson to be learned is thus independent of European integration. Both quotes 
acknowledge that past conflict, and the experience of overcoming conflict, is central to European 
collective memory, however not extending the memory of past conflict onto a probability of present or 
future conflict, and further not connecting the overcoming of conflict to European integration.  
Read in comparison to the above portrayal of the European collective memory as it was pursued by the 
‘Promoters’ the experience of war is present, but the memory is not extended to the presence. Further; the 
memory of war is present but it is a more distant reference than what is seen in the political language of 
the ‘Promoters’. Farage (EFDD) actively highlights this distance to the above discussed narrative, as he 
notes how the horrors of WWII has dominated thinking of politicians, leading them astray; “So the whole 
European project comes from the disaster that was sparked by the WWI and it is entirely understandable 
that people have sought ways to prevent such awfulness. The difficulty is that they chose the wrong 
target”  This is echoed by the ECR, which in their EP election manifesto acknowledge the that European 51

integration has helped to reconcile past conflict, but that; “too many in the EU remain stubbornly wedded 
to some of the dogmas of the past: to the concept of ever closer union.”  These quotes, I believe, at one 52

at the same time recognize the impact of past conflict on European memory and the vital importance of 
preventing conflict, but also seeks to decouple the issue of preventing conflict from European integration 
(in the case of Farage) and from continued European integration (in the case of ECR). 
As I will show in the following the ‘Resisters’ seek to offer another interpretation of the historical lesson 
drawn from the experience of war, a story which seeks to dissociate peace and the EU. The overcoming of 
conflict in Europe is not a consequence of regional integration in the aftermath of WWII, but a 
consequence of an evolution of sovereign, democratic states establishing a system of cooperation.  

3.2 Sovereignty, democracy, and cooperation  
Two corner stones are singled out as central historical achievements in European history promoted by the 
‘Resisters’. Firstly, the establishment of a system of sovereign nation sates, and secondly, the cementation 
of democratic governments in the European nation states. Based on these two core achievements a system 
of mutual cooperation, based on the self-interest of sovereign, democratic nation states, has emerged. And 
this is the core historical achievement which should be celebrated in Europe.   

AfG (ECR) states that is aims for a; “European Union (EU) of sovereign states.”  While this both holds 53

as a core description of the EU, according to the ‘Resisters’, it also allude to a political system which have 
evolved over centuries, and which is a corner stone in the stability of the continent. MEP Morten 
Messerschmidt (ECR) elaborates on the historical significance of the evolution of a system of sovereign 
states. Messerschmidt invokes the historical agreement in 1648, the Westphalian peace treaty, as the 
“birth certificate of Europe.”  The important lesson drawn from the Thirty Year’s War, which has present 54

day relevance, was, according to Messerschmidt (ECR), that sovereignty is a prerequisite for legal states. 
Building on the writing of Bodin, Messerschmidt (ECR) identifies the notion of sovereignty  constructed 
here as shift from a medieval to a modern world view. He notes; “… Bodin is still significant because his 
thinking established the foundation for the legitimacy of the political power of absolutism [enevælde], and 
hence, the Westphalian Treaties, which conclusively moved Europa away from a medieval worldview with 
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an Emperor and Pope as sole enabling powers to a worldview based on sovereign, equal, and territorially 
well-defined nation states.”  While the Westphalian peace is not directly related to any notion of 55

democracy, Messerschmidt here connects the Westphalian notion of state sovereignty to the functioning 
of legitimate political power, and the legal state. A legal state can obviously exist without being 
democratic, as the Westphalian monarchies exemplifies, but democracy needs legal structures. Thus 
Messerschmidt indirectly links the notion of state sovereignty to democracy. It is important to note the 
diffusion of meaning here, legal structures, a prerequisite of democratic rule, are firstly linked to ‘state 
sovereignty’ and then in the following to ‘nation state sovereignty’. Thus, the notion of sovereignty gets 
linked to the working of a state and more so to the working of a nation state. And more so, by invoking 
the historical political agreement of Westphalia, it is linked to the idea of a ‘unified’ state. Sovereignty, 
understood as a trait of unified nation states, is thus what has historically brought peace to the European 
continent. However, while the Bodinan notion of sovereignty might link to a notion of a unified (nation) 
state, it is not clear that sovereignty conceptually needs to be linked to a unified state. Theoretical debates 
on ‘divisible sovereignty’, identifies different strains of sovereignty, such as pooled, partial, and shared 
sovereignty. This underlines how the notion of sovereignty here promoted is a way of confining, through 
reference to history, a particular meaning of sovereignty among the many different meaning this concept 
might have.  These examples of notions of sovereignty from recent theoretical debates, do not just 56

indicate, I believe, that the concept of sovereignty could be thought of differently, they also emphasize 
how the notion of sovereignty guiding the position of the ‘Resisters’, by drawing on the Bodinan 
conception of sovereignty,  holds on to an interpretation of the state as self-determining its internal affairs. 
This idea that the state as absolute authority to determine its own affairs should, I believe, be criticized for 
not reflecting on the development of international standards which today challenges the concept of 
sovereignty as absolute authority of a unified state. Obvious examples are international trade regulation as 
conducted through the WTO and the global human rights regime. I believe that even such anecdotal 
evidence points how idealized the concept of sovereignty promoted by the ‘Resisters’ is.    

The trouble with the EU of today, as understood by the ‘Resisters’, is that the EU does not respect the 
historically achievement of the system of sovereign nation states. As noted by Messerschmidt (ECR); 
“The EU’s ideological DNA is not based on the equilibrium, which after 1648 brought peace to 
Europe.”  Le Pen (EAF) supports this interpretation of the development if European integration as being 57

disrespectful to the founding idea of Europe, she notes; “In our glorious history, millions have died to 
ensure that our country remains free. Today, we are simply allowing our right to self-determination to be 
stolen from us.”  Accordingly, the present development of the EU is not aligned with the European 58

historical memory of equal and sovereign post-Westphalian states. The notion of sovereign nation states is 
here accentuated as a core European historical achievement, to secure order on the European continent, 
which as a collective memory has present day relevance.. This lesson from history, that sovereign states in 
equilibrium is a precondition for peaceful Europe, is accentuated as a sharp contrast to the development of 
European integration. As with idea, accentuated by the ‘Promoters’, that regional integration has 
historically impeded conflict and should thus be kept in mind and guide further political action, the 
identification of the sovereignty here works to confine the limits of what can be thought of as legitimate 
political action.  

The second corner stone invoked as a European historical achievement is the spread of democracies 
throughout Europe. European democracies are seen as a post-war achievement, that too have helped to 
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secure the order on the European continent. AfG (ECR) underscores how; “Peace and increasing 
prosperity were achieved through the unification of Europe because its member states attained 
democracy, the rule of law, and a social market economy.”  What is play here is, I believe, an attempt to 59

illuminate a grand ambition of the past, namely the cementing of the democratic rule throughout Europe. 
AfG (ECR) further highlights that; “Europe’s most important post-war achievement [is] the firm 
rootedness of democracies on the continent.”  A similar account of past achievements is given by the 60

ECR, which in their election manifest state; “The European Union has done much to reconcile the painful 
division of Europe, and to spread democracy and the rule of law in the former communist countries.”  61

The quotes here clearly address the initiative to establish, and the succeed in cementing, democratic rule 
in Europe to a past overcoming of conflict.  

Whether the spread of democracy should be accredited to the European project seems to be an area of 
disagreement in the group. As the quotes from the ECR and AfG (ECR) underscores, these actors links 
the spread of democracy in Europe to an abstract notion of European, or more directly to the EU. As we 
shall see below such explicit reference is avoided in the quotes of Farage (EFDD). While differences 
might exist among the actors as to whether they wish to link the cementing of democratic government to 
an idea of European project, or simple stating that is happened, it shows that the ‘Resisters’ display as 
common focus of the past establishment of democratic rule as a focal historical achievement, both to be 
celebrated for its ability to foster peace in Europe, and an accomplishment which should be continuously 
respected.  

That it should be respected in turn means that any attempt to circumvent or undermine democratic 
government in sovereign nation states should be fought. According to the ‘Resisters’ the most pressing 
danger to system of sovereign, democratic nation states is a form of European integration, which does not 
respect the established system. AfG accentuate this point, by stressing how; “[t]he magnificent idea of a 
peaceful, democratic Europe, crumbles away under the pressure of the rescue programs forced on the 
countries experiencing a crisis.”  Farage similarly notes; “Monnet and Schumann decided that it was the 62

existence of nation states that led to war, and therefore we have to abolish nation states. Actually what we 
should have focused on  post 1945 is not the abolition of nation states, but that the European nation states 
were democratic. Because democratic nations states do not go to war with each other.”  As these quotes 63

accentuate the emphasis given to the establishment of democratic government in Europe as a core 
achievement, is used to direct and critique present day political endeavor.  
Together, these two corner stones of European history has, according to the ‘Resisters’ created a political 
environment in which the sovereign, democratic nation states can cooperate based on shared interest. This 
was the original intend behind the European project  an intend which should be continuously respected. 64

This means that the resistance to the EU as articulated by the ‘Resisters’ should be read, I argue, a 
resistance against a notion of European integration, which is seen as countering the original intent for 
Europe. The original intend for Europe, according to the ‘Resisters’ is one of cooperation without 
integration.   
The call for cooperation without integration is thus a call for a Europe that respects the interpretation of 
European history, and the overcoming of conflict, advanced by the ‘Resisters’. Cooperation, among 
sovereign, democratic nation states is both respectful to the historical settlement, and a further guarantor 
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of peace. This is evident in the call for international exchange, by AfG, where trans-national exchange is 
linked to European peace. They state that;  “International exchanges widen professional and cultural 
experience. In addition to qualifications earned abroad, they facilitate understanding and friendship 
among the peoples of Europe and are therefore also for the future a significant source of inner-European 
peace.”  In a similar tone the Danish People’s Party links cooperation and peaceful relation among 65

states. They note; “The Danish People’s Party wishes a close and friendly cooperation in Europe.”  66

Likewise Farage underscores his positive attitude to European cooperation; “we’re not anti-European.  
We want to trade with Europe, cooperate with Europe, get on well with our next door 
neighbours.”  These statements link the idea of European exchange and trade to the tranquility of present 67

day European relations. Further, the idea of European cooperation is depicted as a necessary, beneficial, 
and natural component to the idea of a European Union. EAF notes; “European Union can only naturally 
exist as a non-centralised, flexible, cooperation framework where free European peoples coordinate their 
efforts towards their mutual benefit in accordance with mutually agreed common standards.”  Taken 68

together this illustrates how European cooperation is both largely supported by the ‘Resisters’, and seen 
as naturally linked to the originating intend behind the European project. And further, it is highlighted 
how political integration in Europe undermines this original agreement.   

4. Which memories does European hold in common, and why does it matter?  
The chapter has shown how two decontestations of historical context and collective memories are at play 
in the political discourse regarding EU democracy. One advocated by the ‘Promoters’ in which the 
memory of war is accentuated, and further linked to the present through the notion of latent war. This 
memory of conflict made present, is supported by a commemoration of regional integration as a past 
achievement diminishing (but not abolishing) the potential of violent conflict. In opposition to this, the 
‘Resisters’ sought to decouple European integration and peace, by celebrating how the evolution of a 
system of sovereign, democratic nation states have abolished violent conflict in Europe. Thus, the 
‘Resisters’ both point to a different political institutional remedy, but more so, they also seem to dismiss 
the idea of latent conflict.   

Identifying these two decontestations of historical context and collective memory in relation to debates of 
EU democracy is, I believe, in itself interesting because it shows how ideologies are working within, and 
with, a specific temporality. That is, ideologies are both situated in a historical context, but they also seek 
to activate this by promoting  particular events and memories as worthy of commemoration. By distilling 
particular memories, from which lessons for the present can be drawn, the historical context is used to 
confine and enable present day visions of EU democracy. Both ‘Resisters’ and ‘Promoters’ thus embed 
their visions for EU democracy by calling upon different “democratic recollections”. This is interesting, I 
believe, because it shows how closely the activation of historical context, through collective memories, is 
linked to present day and future political visions. In the case of the ‘Resisters’ the evolution of a political 
system of sovereign, democratic nation states as an historical achievement worth celebrating and 
respecting as it has helped to abolish conflict in Europe. In the case of the ‘Promoters’ the latency of war, 
introduces an ever existing call for the remedy of regional integration. This, contested, display of 
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European history is thus used to justify present day and future visions for EU democracy. This is not to 
say that historical context and collective memories serve as the only source of justification in neither of 
the two ideologies of EU democracy, but rather to show how this component serves as an important 
source of justification. As discussed above this is not a trait confined to political discourse among 
practitioners, in the normative models of EU democracy history too accentuated historical traits not just as 
a description of the context form which the EU democracy emerged, but as a source of justification for 
different forms of EU democracy. This shows how intimately related memory is to visions of present and 
future political power, and, thus, why a comprehensive understanding of ideologies must encompass an 
understanding of the decontestations of historical context and collective memory. 

That historical context and collective memory is an inevitable part of political (and theoretical) discourse 
does not entail that all interpretations given of historical context and collective memory are equally 
justifiable. That something has historical importance cannot in itself be a sufficient argument for allotting 
it normative weight. As was made evident in the analysis historical context and collective memories are 
activated in different and sometimes incommensurable ways. Reflecting on the particular decontestations 
of European history and collective memory is thus important, I believe, to highlight the nuances and 
reflect on differences between the competing decontestations. I will thus end the chapter by discussing the 
link of necessity constructed by the ‘Promoters’ between past conflict and European integration, as a way 
depoliticizing opposition to European integration, a strategy that I will argue to be potentially 
unsustainable and undesirable. By discussing how maintaining that violent conflict will occur if 
integration fails is an effective, but undesirable way of delegitimizing opposition to European integration.  

4.1 The link of necessity between peace and integration 
As a last point of reflection on the decontestations presented here, I wish to elaborate on the link of 
necessity 
established between the two quasi-contingent components in the decontestation of the ‘Promoters’ in 
which the reference to past conflict and the promoted fragility of peace continuously  justifies further 
integration. As I stated in the beginning of the chapter I believe the link of necessity to be both 
unsustainable and undesirable. Let me try to specify this critique. While one need to examine critically the 
specific institutional set-up which is justified through decontestations of history, I believe that one also 
needs to reflect on the links constructed between memory and political power which are used to justify 
these political intuitional set-up. As argued above, such link of necessity is evident in the decontestation 
of the ‘Promoters’, where the memory of war, made latent, was activated as a continuous justification for 
furthering regional conflict.  

The ‘Promoters’ interpretation of historical context and collective memories as reoccurring and latent war 
and regional integration as a potent remedy against past conflict is a narrative shared by the larger EU 
system. As mentioned briefly in the beginning of the chapter this interpretation of European history 
permeates EU narration. The granting of the Nobel Peace Prize to the EU for its capability to foster peace 
is one example of this. The broad resonance is also evident in the publications related the New Narrative 
for Europe project.  In the book produced as part of the New Narrative Project the latency of conflict is 69

stressed by high-ranking actors. José Manuele Barroso stating: “Those who say the peace narrative for 
European integration is a thing of the past need only look at Ukraine. Peace is never a given. Peace 

 The New Narrative for Europe is a comprehensive project launched in 2013 by José Manuele Barroso with the aim of facilitating a 69

discussion of the European narrative. A group of cultural, academic, and intellectuals was commissioned by the European 
Commission to produce a new narrative for Europe, which could “revitalize the European spirit”. The project has generated a 
declaration (EC 2014) and a book (EC 2014b) as well as a range of events. 



needs to be won over and over again through the generations, through European unity.”  A message 70

echoed by Angela Merkel;  “This means that we Europeans, including today’s generation, are repeatedly 
called upon not to forget the lessons of history, but rather to put them into practice and live 
accordingly.”  These are just example to indicate that the decontestation advocated by the ‘Promoters’ is 71

not confined to this cluster of actors, but a widely shared narrative of EU history and the memories 
Europeans should carry with them. 

The ‘Resisters’ too link peace to a political institutional set-up, but in opposition to the ‘Promoters’ this is 
not linked to an ever intensified process of furthering this political institutional set-up. As was made 
evident in the analysis, this link of necessity is challenged by the ‘Resisters’ who are advocating a 
different historical narrative, linked to a different political solution, where peace is achieved not through 
integration but through sovereign, democratic nation states. My point is not to argue that the historical 
narrative advocated by the ‘Resisters’ is better or more historical correct. I believe that an important 
weakness of the institutional answer provided by the ‘Resisters’ is the reliance on the capability of the 
nation state to defend its self-interest in an increasingly globalized world. That is, the institutional answer 
to past conflict given by the ‘Resisters’, as analyzed above, has at its core sovereign, democratic nation 
states equipped and capable to secure their self-interest through cooperation with other states. As argued 
above, the notion of sovereignty underlying this decontestation is drawn from a historical account of 
unified and absolute state-sovereignty, which does not sufficiently take into account the changed 
circumstances of a globalized world. That is, the concern that nation states have declining capacity to 
enact democratic decisions is not sufficiently considered, rather this capability seems to be assumed.  

Rather, what I wish to address is, how the existence of a persistent historical counter-narrative, based on 
the same collective memory of war, but drawing different lessons and promoting a different institutional 
system, challenges the link of necessity, justified in history, advocated by the ‘Promoters’. I believe that 
the narrative promoted by the ‘Resisters’ works to impede the link of necessity that the ‘Promoters’ are 
trying to espouse, by breaking with the idea that regional integration is a necessary response to past 
conflict. The counter-narrative advocated by the ‘Resisters’ indicate a different and incommensurable 
interpretation of the European historical context, and thus, I argue, challenge the sustainability of link of 
necessity between memory and European integration advocated by the ‘Promoters’. This is not to say that 
the decontestation of historical context and collective memory as presented by the ‘Resisters’ by default 
brings legitimacy by the virtue of being a counter narrative, it is rather to show how decontestation seeks 
to destabilize the core link between history and European integration. As noted above, legitimacy cannot 
be gained merely from establishing pluralism. 

This challenge to the link of necessity is further strengthened, I believe, by the need for continuous 
activation of the memory of war, build in to the decontestation of the ‘Promoters’. As the memory of past 
conflict evades the mind of younger generations, justifying continuous integration, solely, based on 
demons of the past, to stay with Junker’s (EPP) terminology, which the peoples of Europe have only 
second hand or vague recollection risks, I believe, to construct a link of necessity which is not conceived 
to be as acute as it is presented. In the interview with Junker (EPP) cited above, he too, seems to 
recognize the limit of the historical justification, noticing; “Indeed, we can't completely rely on the 
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aberrations of history to explain today's European necessities.”  Junker (EPP) here point to the need for 72

justifications for European integration which is less dependent on the historical narrative, this, I believe, is 
an important insight, and it points to the potential weakness of justifications relying heavily on historical 
narrative. Such links of necessity as evident in the decontestation of the ‘Promoters’ are thus sensitive to 
competing ways of interpreting historical memory and to the evading memory of past. This I believe, 
points to the weakness of such historical justification when they stand on their own. It, thus, also point to 
the need for strengthening the justification for European integration with justifications that are not 
embedded in history, but rather functional and future-oriented.  

But more than just being difficult to sustain, I believe that the link of necessity central to the 
decontestation of the promoters might also be undesirable as it, I argue, works to delegitimize alternatives 
to European integration. As noted above, the ‘Promoters’ construct a justification for continuously 
furthering of regional integration by upholding violent conflict as a luring danger, which can only be 
hindered through European integration. As the conflict referred to is both monstrous and latent there can 
be no end to integration, we simply need to keep integrating to reduce the risk of conflict. The latency of 
conflict thus, in this decontestation, function as a catalyst continuously reinforcing the claim for further 
integration. 

It is the combination of the lacking threshold and the seriousness of the threat as advocated which, I 
argue, unduly delegitimizes opposition to further integration. The lack of threshold for when European 
integration has reached a level which will make it sufficiently conflict mitigating is, I believe, a central to 
the decontestation pursued by the ‘Promoters’ and it shows how the notion of latency works to 
continuously further deeper integration. European integration is depicted as mitigating but not abolishing 
conflict. The ‘Promoters’ does not touch on when integration has reached a level will can sustain peace. 
This might be because this level of integration is, according to the ‘Promoters’ so far from where we are 
today that is has not crystalized, but it might also because the ‘Promoters’ wish to keep this threshold 
undefined, and thus, constructing a historically justified argument for ever increasing integration. I think 
it is worth to point to the tension in this position, which on the one hand advocate European integration as 
a tool to circumvent conflict, but which, by advocating that conflict is latent, also seems to recognize that 
European integration (at least at its present state) is not sufficiently conflict mitigating. I do not wish to 
argue against the potential for future conflict, I think it would be a mistake to rule out this as an option, 
but rather to point to the link of necessity established between the idea of latent conflict and European 
integration. It is, further, important here to note that the potential of conflict accentuated by the 
‘Promoters’ is not just that disagreements between states can turn into conflicts. Rather, the conflict is 
articulated as both monstrous, and vividly described. I am in no way denying the atrocious acts of 
violence which was committed in past European conflicts. But I believe it is important to note how the 
very grim events of past conflict in the ‘Protesters’ historical narrative works as a backdrop in the debates 
regarding European integration. 

A worry related to this form historical justification is that it removes European integration from the 
political realm. That is, it seeks to move opposition to European integration outside the realm where one 
can legitimately argue pro et contra. The persistent threat of enormous destructive forces constructs a 
position in which opposition to European integration is portrayed as, if not directly awakening these 
demons, then at least disregarding the danger of doing so. That is, by presenting the alternative to 
European integration so grim then European integration is not a choice, it is a necessity. Opposition to 
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integration is thus, I believe, all to quickly linked potential grand scale conflict. To recall what I discussed 
above, potentially dangerous political opposition is, by the ‘Promoters’ a rather broadly defined cluster, 
comprising xenophobes, nationalists, populists, extremists, and Eurosceptics. To recall MEP Joseph Daul 
(EPP) argued that; “The dangers of egoism, nationalism and crises of ego are still present. I am 
convinced that if Europe succumbs to populists and Eurosceptics, we will go back in time, we will return 
to chaos and war.”  This broad group of opponents to continuous integration are thus all positioned as 73

countering the political institution which prevents the ‘return to chaos and war’. This is an effective, but I 
believe, also problematic way of delegitimizing political opponents, as the tremendous danger they 
espouse,  means that their arguments and suggestions does not need to be considered.  

As a stated in the beginning of the chapter historical narratives and collective memories, are both 
ineliminable components of ideologies of EU democracy, and further they might also be desirable 
components as they help to induce social cohesion a prerequisite of democracy. However, as the analysis 
has shown such historical narratives might not provide the “unanimous judgment across national borders” 
that Honneth envisions in his call for “narrative substance” as contribution to what he believes are overly 
legalistic notions of constitutional patriotism.  As I argued in the beginning I think this form of 74

“unanimous judgement” of collective memory is a mirage, I believe, and I hope that the above analysis 
have provided a supporting example, that disagreements exists in the interpretation of historical context 
and collective memory. As historical context and collective memory are activated as a means to justify 
present day and  future political visions they are not objective historical accounts but rather ever contested 
narratives. But does the existence of competing, and potentially incommensurable, historical memories 
mean that calls to historical context and collective memory should be kept private, and thus avoided in 
political discourse? I do not believe so. I believe that rather than aiming for a unanimous judgement of the 
past, which will add up one shared collective memory, that arguing about the past, by crystalizing and 
discussing the different historical justifications and collective memories that are used to justify different 
visions of EU democracy, might in itself be a way of developing social cohesion. It is thus, I argue, 
important that an open stance is kept towards such competing historical narratives, also to counter-
narratives promoting different historical narratives, different collective memories, and which seek to 
amplify different lessons learned pointing to alternative institutional set-ups. Decontestations of history 
and collective memory should, thus, be scrutinized not just based on the political institutional vision they 
promote, but also based on the way in which they work to depoliticize opponent views. As was argued 
above, such depoliticization occur for example when political alternatives are implicitly linked to 
incomprehensible danger, and thus through historical decontestation removed from the political realm.  
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