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THEMATIC ARTICLHSATIONAL IDENTITY AND
EUROPEAN HENTITY

From National Identity to European ldentity

Radu CINPOES

Abstract. Since the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, and especially in the past few years, the
European Union has been going through a mixed process of expansion and consolidation. In
the lastten years alone there were two new waves of accession, the EU launched the single
currency and failed attempts have been made to introduce a constitution. With all these
transformations taking place, attention is more and more centred on the question wheth

a European identity is emerging. This article investigates this issue examining comparatively
the patterns of national identity and of European identity formation and focusing on
whether the relationship between the two is a zesam type. The aim is tehow that
although national identity is not necessarily an obstacle for the development of European
identity, nationalism is.

Key words:European identity, national identity, nationalism

Introduction

An important issue of current debate about identitythe European Union
centres onwhether or not the process of construction of a European identity
ySOSaal NAf & NBIdzA NBa (K e ektBrivBadiFurdpgdd 2 T
identity would take primacy oveit. The aim of this paper is to engag&th such
debates and to evaluate the relationship between national identity and European
identity using an approach based primarily on nationalist theory.

| argue that, for theoretical and heuristic reasons, nationalist theory can
provide a framework fothe analysis of European identity formation. Comparing
the patterns and processes involved in forging European identity with those that

yt
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have taken place in the formation of national identity could offer insights tihéo
methods appropriate to Europeanddtity formation.

As in the case of the nationalist elites, the political elites of the European
Union employ specific myths and values in order to rally support and to create a
sense of belonging: there is a process of selection of these elements agctwdin
GKSAN) LRGSYGAlL T (2 WNBaz2ylriSQ gAGK LIS2L
European flag, a European anthem and even a European Day are but some
examples for the creation of a symbolic discourse that aims to convey a sense of
unity within the Europan Union.

This paper aims to assess whether national identity and European identity
are to some degree mutually exclusive.

1. National identity and nationalism

What do we mean by national identity and how is it construct@dithout
rehearsing the debates y (G KS FASER 2F ylIdA2yltAad aid
(primordialists, perennialists, ethreymbolists and modernists), | will state that my
approach rests on the modernist claims that nations are modern constructs, that
nationalism preceded (and ieed led to) the creation of nations, and that
nationalism is primarily a political ideology concerned with power and the modern
state (Gellner 1965, 168; Hobsbawm, 1992, 10; Breuilly, 1993, 1). National identity
is a type of collective identity that givedlegiance to the nation. The concept of
nation is an elusive one (Gellner, 1983, 6), which in minimalist terms can be
understood as a communitg I Y WA YF3IAYSR O2YYdzyAdGeQ | a
arguescg of equal individuals who share a set of common valiégre is also some
degree of agreement among critics that membership in the nation contains an
objectivedimension and a subjective one. The first has to do with aspects such as
territory, mass education, and, more importantly, common legal rights an@éslut
and a claim to sovereignty (Gellner, 1983, 7; Smith, 1993, 30). The latter refers to a
common culture, which functions as the cement that unites the members of the
O2YYdzyAlGled LG A& AYLRNIFyd G2 adNBaa (K
While the nation is the community of people that share a sense of common history
and culture, the state is a legal entity that has to do with power and authority and
possesses both internal and external sovereignty over its territory and its body of
citizens, ad is constituted in the form of laws (Habermas, 1998, 107). However,
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the two concepts are conflated by the nationalist ideology, whose main tenet is
that the nation should be able taulfill itself politically through state power. This
connection is reinfrced even at the level of culture: national identity has to make
reference to state institutions to the extent that culture conceived in national
terms ¢ is produced, reproduced and transmitted within institutionalised
FNIYSGg2N L ad 2KIG GXRYEE QF A QdAINSKEKE a8y & GKS
through institutional constraints (standardised language, educational systems,
etc.).

As such, the process of natitmuilding and of national identity formation is
a political product: it is directed toards acquiring or maintaining stag@wer, and
it is the product of elites who use materials from group cultures in order to rally
YIda adzLILR2 NI 6. NBdzAf f @ X wmddoTendertiestoN & a >
discount its role in the developmenf aationalism, culture does play a crucial role
in the process of identity formation and it can also help to account for the often
nonNJ GA2yFf OKIFNIOGSNI 2F yIGA2YyFEAAYD ¢ KS
YR ae&dvyoz2taQ Ay yI (A 2igiblefnathiNdYobeinfsagigh ardl S 02 Y S 2
0KS FTR@Syd 2F WLINAYyG OFLRAGHEEAAYQ O0{YAUGK
strengthened by the shift from an oral to a written culture. Their mass availability
O2yUNROdziSas +Fa &l ONHzOAIl €3 AYA (G NBZES YONBK
GYStrya 2F FttS3aaAlLyOoS 2y (GKS olFaira 2F az
Thus, Smith is correct in assuming that these symbols and myths of communal past
are essential in binding communities together. However, constructfidhenation
should be seen as a top to bottom process, where nationalist elites select, modify,
use and often fabricate such myths of common desagats Breuilly (1996, 150
152) points outg in order to forge a sense of loyalty to national community they
claim to represerft Whether these stories of communal past are genuine or
fictitious is not particularlyrelevant for the study ohationalism:aslong as the
members of groups perceive them as real, and as long they are effective as means

!See Breuillyds statement: iTo focus wupon cul
is to neglect the fundamental point that nationalism is, above and beyond all else, about
politics and that politics is abopto wer 6 ( Breui | | vy, 1993, 1) .

% In The Sacred and the Profanilircea Eliade offers some good examples of how myths

are created on a very loose basis of real events: on the one hand there are the real events (a
young man goes into the woods, falls off #f @nd dies) and on the other hand there is the
mythologised interpretation of the event (a young man goes into the woods, he is cursed by
the witch of the forest, loses his mind, throws himself off a cliff and dies). The role of the
myths is to offer moels of conduct, which are dictated by supernatural powers.



Radu CINPOES

(JIMS JIMS Volume 2 numbe 1, 2008

of rallying spport for the nation, they should be considered when examining
nationalist discourse.

2. Pattern of European Identity Construction

In the case of European identity, one can notice patterns strikingly similar
to those of national identity construction. Of cme, as this process is in
progress, some aspects are better developed, whereas other are less clearly
shaped. Nevertheless, what we have in the case of the European gmibich is
recognisable from the framework of the natigtate ¢ is both the objective
dimension: there is a territory, and there are sets of common legal rights and
duties, which are manifest through the agency of institutionalised sli&e
structures, and thesubjectiveone: loyalty to the political community is being
constructed thraigh the employment of the same elements for symbolic
selection, reinforcement and reproduction (historical myths, symbols, etc.).

Equally importantly, the project of the European Union is fundamentally
elite-driven, in the same way the national projecteawhich spreads gradually
from top to bottom, explaining why identification with and support for the
construction of a united European community is higher among political and social
elites and lower at the gras®ots level (at least in the initial stagef.lobera,
2003, 164; Risse, 2005, 296).

At the institutional and legal (objective) level it can be argued that the
European Union has already moved far beyond the initial project of an economic
community (and a cooperation limited to coal and steel as 951 Treaty of
Paris established) and has takento all intents and purpose; the shape of
statehood. Various stages in the development of the European Union reflect the
non-linear character of the project. Delanty distinguishes three phases in the
evolution of the European venture, each corresponding to an important shift in
focus (and to a change in name). In the aftermath of WWII, the European
Economic Community (EEC) emphasised close economic ties based on
cooperation between sovereign states. In tecond phaseg Ay (G KS¢ mdy n Q3
gKSY (GKS | R2SOGAGS WwWSO2y2YA0Q 6Fa RNEL
cooperation to interdependence, with an enhanced legal and administrative
integration, but still maintaining the emphasis on sovereign states. Since the ea
MPppnQaszs ALK GKS yS¢g LKFAS SYSNAAYy3IAZ GKS
(EU) and the focus shifted to social integration, with increasing law and

6
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regulatory policies and with the new legal concept of European citizenship
(Delanty, 2000, 10910). Moreover, the institutional framework of the European
Union ¢ the European Commission, the European Court of Justice, the European
Central Bank, etc. are independent from national governments; the members of
the representative institutions; the Council ofMinisters, the European Council
and the European Parliament have the double missbmctingas government
and constituency representativashile, at the same tima,epresenting the Union
as a whole (Laffan, 2004, 85).

In parallel to these supranatiohanstitutional developments, deliberate
efforts from the Union have been visible, especially in last decades, towards the
construction of some sense of European collective identity,least at the
symbolic level. A range of techniques has been employedhis process.
Powerful symbols, usually associated with the natitate have been created:
the European Union has a flag, an anthem, a Europe Day and a motto. Perhaps
the most significant symbol of European unity is the common currency, the euro,
whichco SaAaARSa AlGa 200A2dza Gt dzS +a | dzyATA
designed to appeal to apah! | dZRASYy OS wX6 Sl OK 2F (KS
the image of a bridge intended to represent different European architectural
atef Sa¢ 65dp03 BIR)f S& S Ff & H

The EU has also placed significant focus on education, creating
programmes fittingly called Leonardo da Vinci, Erasmus, Comenius and Tempus
encouraging cultural exchange.

The goal of such projects is twold. On the one hand they have a
formal, subjective value, which is to create a sense of solidarity by appealing (as
in the cases of the anthem and of the names of the education) to personalities
that have universal, but also European (especially through geographical location)
value. On the oher hand, there is a deeper level of substance at which they
operate. These programmes play the role of exposing the younger genetation
patterns of cooperation and cultural exchange between various parts of Europe,
and thus, emphasise similarity (in digity ¢ as the EU strives to achieve) rather
than difference.

Finally, the drive towards the forging of a European identity is also visible
Ay GKS flFy3dzZ 3S SYLX 28SR Ay 9! RA&AO2dz2NRS
WIS OSQY Wdzy ANXFOYEe PINAPRRAKBLIOX | $KkXB8 RA
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2F 9dNRLISIY AyadAddziazya G2 LINBaSyd
2005, 128).

3. National and European Identities: Conflict or Mutual Recognition?

I have so far focusedn showing the similaies between national identity
and European identity in terms patterns of construction and articulation. This
discussion, however, does not necessarily mean that the two identities are
incompatible, that the relationship between them is a zson type orthat in
order for European identity to develop, national identity needs to be at least
eroded.

In examining whether national identity and European identity are mutually
exclusive or at least hostile to one another, | will engage with two types of views:
on the one hand with those claiming that national and European identities are in
competition and that in the foreseeable future national identity is likely to endure
(an opinion shared primarily but not exclusively, by scholars of nationalism who
argue fa the premodern roots of nations, such as Smith). On the other hand,
there is the view¢ defended by Habermas, among othegsthat the bases of
identification with the European community are radically different from those with
the national community; natinal and European identities are, thus, compatible
and they can coexist peacefully.

Both these types of arguments rest on the generally agreed claim that
people can have multiple identities. There are various models of observing any
hierarchical pattern tdhow these identities are displayed as well as the interaction
between them. One can distinguish betwe@ested identities (conceived as
concentric circles or Russian Matruska doMB)Y | NJ- | §h& identities (that
cannot be separated on differentuels and where components influence each
other), crosscutting, or separate (Risse, 2005, 29896; Herrmann and Brewer,
2004, 8). Also, within the multitude of identities and individual has, it is important
to recognise the role of choice in shaping theigte given to particular identities
(Sen, 2006, 4).

This framework opens the possibility for national and European identities
to coexist. Although individuals may have multiple identities, specific contexts and
circumstances dictate which identity beconmasre important (to the extent that it
takes primacy over any other) at a particular time. The nature of the relationship
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between different identities is dictated by the categories those identities belong to.
One can distinguish between contrasting and fwamtrasting identities: the first
type accounts for the identification with groups belonging to the same category,
while the latter refers to groups belonging to different categories (Sen, 2006, 28).
On this basis, as national and European identities cdenpas | have showq over
identical types of structures (both objectively and subjectively), it is conceivable
that there are conditions that may cause national identity to come into conflict
with European identity. Factors such as economic decline atmbgy, etc., can bring
about such reevaluations of identities.

Smith argues that such situations are important, and that European
identity is not attainable at the expense of national identity. His argument is based
on the claim that national identity,nce established, is impossible to remove (short
of genocide), as it reinforces itself on the basis of its links with the older cultural
myths, memories, values and symbols of the core ethnie. By contrast, European
identity cannot command such emotional coritment because it lacks such
deeply rooted rituals and ceremonies of collective identification (Smith, 1992, 73;
Smith, 1993, 30, 13134).

Similarly, Shore points out that European identity formation fails where
national identities have succeeded. Heda§ & G KIF G 9 dzNRLISQa O2YY:
[ a & RO #adition, JudeCGhristian ethics, Renaissance humanism and
individualism, Enlightenment rationalism and science, civil right tradition,
RSY2ONX O& |yR (KS NMHzZ S 27F f | goldaritg,i Od¢ I
moreover, deeply rooted values such as language, historical myths, memories and
symbols emphasise division rather than unity (Shore 1998, in Llobera, 2003, 165).

The other category of arguments suggests that European identity can be
constructedand can function alongside national identities, because their markers
of cohesiveness are different. Unlike national identities which are based on
perceived primordial allegiances and are enforced by shared cultures and history,
attachment to the EuropearUnion can be based on what Habermas calls
WOy adAddziaAzyf LIGNR2GAAYQT GKA& NBada
is shaped by the emergence of a European public sphere, of a political culture
shared by all citizens of Europe (Llobera, 2008, Habermas, 2001, 16).

The empirical evidence brought forward to contradict the opinion that
national identity and European identity operate in zeuam terms is generally
drawn from surveys (such as the Eurobarometer). Quoting Carey (2002) and Citrin



Radu CINPOES

(JIMS JIMS Volume 2 numbe 1, 2008

and Sides (2004), Risse suggests that such surveys show that national identification
and European identification are not perceived as contradictory: people feel part of
both communities (Risse, 2005, 295). Further survey results come to similar
conclusions: aigher identification with the EU does not involve a lower level of
national identity (Castano, 2004, 50).

I will now turn to these arguments and explore them. Smith is correct in
pointing out that culture plays a crucial role in determining the naturethef
relationship between national and European identities. He also concedes that if the
nation is regarded as a civic construct, based on voluntary association of rational
citizens, the conflict is less apparent, whereas when the nation is viewed as an
organic, cultural unit, the contradiction becomes sharper (Smith, 1992, 56). The
distinction between civic/political and ethnic/cultural nations, however, is not
helpful, because it points to ide&pe cases that are not mirrored by rdde
equivalents. Mtions that are regarded more or less as models of the civic type
(such as Britain, the United States or France) limit consistently membership in the

YIEGA2Y | OO2NRAY3 (2 WSIHUKYAOQ ONRUOSNRALI @

immigration laws of such cotnies where exclusion from citizenship continues to
occur on the basis of ancestry, blood, etc (Seermnd Wollman, 2002, 10405).

Thus, it is difficult to conceive many communities that qras Habermas
argues ¢ solely linked by abstract notions of ivduties and human rights.
Underneath all this there has to exist some perceived sense of common culture,
which provides and emotional bond to the members of the community. The
emotional aspect is crucial in reinforcing identity, even when that idenést on
individual freedom and rights. Even when the latter (rights and duties) remain very
important, the discourse of flagging of identity finds it necessarily to go beyond
them and to appeal to some kind of revered cultural baggage. In his famous
GettyswizZNAH ! RRNBaaz ! 6Nl KIY [AyO2fy R2Sa

ANRdzy R dadiKS oN} @S YSys fA@GAy3a IyR RSIR
é A

I
consecrated it [so] that this nation, underGad a KI f £ KIF @S | yS 0
inordertocommandloyalé G2 | ylIGA2y aO2yOSAOBSR AY
LINPLRAAGAZ2Y GKIFG FEf YSYy INB ONBFGSR S|dz
5There is considerable scholarly debate wheth

Lincoln used to address the Union. The version used here is the one inscribed on the walls at
the Linmln Memorial in Washington, D.C.

10
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Ly O2yidNYad G2 {YAGKQ&a | NBdAzYSyidz L KI
based on such values has been constructed in the cdghe nationstate, and
there is no reason why it cannot be replicatednd indeed iis beingconstructed
¢ in the case of the European Union.

LY LINAYOALX S (GKS WogAGKSNRAY3I gl &Q 21
for the construction of Euromn identity. People can have multiple identities.
What makes the relationship between these particular two special is: 1. the fact
that they compete on the same type of institutional frameworks; and 2. the fact
that they compete on the same type of symhols

Most importantly, national identity is the basis for the nationalist ideology,
and nationalism claims that the nation should take primacy over all other forms of
social identification. On that basis, nationalism is able to command allegiance and
loyalty against anything that could threaten (or be seen as threatening) the nation
(national sovereignty):

The stronger the bond that an individual feels towards the nation,
the less likely that individual will approve of measures that
decrease national influexe over economics and politics. The
growth in the scope of the European Union in the realm of
economics, politics and culture, which have previously been under
the sole control of the natioistate, impinges on this view of the
nation. (Carey, 2002, 391)

The implication is not thahational identityfunctions as a barrier for the
development of European identity, but thamtionalismdoes. National identity is
FfF33ISR yR SYLKI&airaSrR 2y | RFAf& ol
YIEGA2YII T AAVPSRRHER AY AKNEKSSRIAfTE NRdAziAySa
WRSAEAA&AQE &dzOK | a WgSQrI WGiKAAQZ WKSNBQ S
yIEGdA2ylIfAaY 0S8S02YSa KIoAGdatsx &S GKS Y
invoke the loyalty and sacrifice ¥ (G KS LIS2LX S 6KSy aO2 Yl
K2YStlIyYyRA RNl ¢ RAFTFSNBYG 062dzyRFNASA | NRd
Although survey show as mentioned earlieg that people feel that they belong to
both national and European communities simultansiyy when it comes to the
transfer of sovereignty from the natiestate to the EU (i.e. when the two come

into potential contrast), nationalism is able to influence choices, through its

11
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emotive powers. It is the emotional force that plays an important ielevaluating
identity in such cases rather then civic values or even profit. As Risse (2005, 297)
points out, categories of people such as farmers and women should, in theory, be
more supportive and loyal to the EU, the first group because the EU spleads
largest percent of the budget on its common agricultural policy, and the second
because the EU championed gender equality; despite all this, support for the EU is
rather low in both cases.

A solution for national and European identity to-exist is fi national
identity disengages from the nationalist claim about the necessity to be congruent
with the state. The two can share their common grounds as well as recognise
differences in a harmonious way only when they stop competing over the same
institutional framework. In other words, for European identity to take off it is
ySOSaalNE (G2 &aSLINFXGS ylraazyltaAade FyR
the state and shape it into a more flexible cultural process independent of political
Ay adidA il dentbulisy 2001, 205).NThis is not to say with certainty that a
European identity will develop; rather, that European identity construction is a long
term process, which depends on various context (not least the decrease in
nationalist support), but has thpotential to realise itself because it contains an
W202SOGAGS LRRaaArAoAtAleQr YdzOK Ay ((GKS
concept ofidéeforce (2003, 156).

Conclusions

This article has examined the relationship between national identity an
European identity, focusing on two directions of thought: one that claims that
national identity and European identity are conflicting and that European identity is
not likely to replace national identity; and the other that argues that European
identity is constructed on an entirely different basis than national identity and the
two can coexist.

On the one hand, it has been argued that European identity cannot
compete with national identity because it does not have deep rooted memories,
myths and traditbns that can induce a sense of loyalty the same way national
identity does. On the other hand it has been argued that national identity and
European identity do not clash, because their bases for allegiance are different.
Unlike national identity which rés on a common culture to bind people, European

12
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ARSyGAGe Aa O2yadNHzZGSR | NRPdzyR WwWO2yadadd
freedoms.
There are reasons to believe that both these views offer a narrow picture
of the relationship between the two @htities. | have argued that the formation of
European identity involves forging symbols, myths and memories in the same way
national identity did. Because these myths and memories are not fixed (although
they are often perceived to be), there is no reasinbelieve that these new
constructs cannot become as powerful as the national ones and that, indeed, they
can override national them. Second, although European identity is to a large degree
based on principles of popular sovereignty and civic rightstjlitneeds a shared
WOdzA GdzNBQ G2 O2yySOG LS2LXS Fd Fy SYy24Aa
although both European identity and national identity are created following similar
patterns they do not necessarily clash. It is nationalism rather thaiomel identity
that could hinder the development of the European identity.
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Is there a European Identity?
National Attitudes and Social Identification toward the
European Union

Mathieu PETITHOMME

Abstract This paper shows that the variety of national attitudes toward the EU could
account for the continuous difficulties in fostering integration. European citizens have
competing normative views and do not agree on the nafuhe purpose and the priorities

of the EU project. Not only do they differ in their attitudes toward enlargement and the
opportunity to foster a political union, but the reasons of their divergence are also distinct.

While national belonging does mattet the aggregated micrdevel, there are also strong
attitudinal differences linked with sociological variables within each country. Yet, in identity
terms, processes of social identifications remain closely linked with the national level. The

EU integratiyy A & | diNddatoda gKA OK GNF yaFSNEBE AYRAJDARdz
survival from the national to the supranational level. While people keep their affective
identifications at the national level, political power is increasingly exerciséieaEU level.

Ly GdzNy3> AlG OFrdzaSa | aNBiGFNRAYy3I STFFSOGE FyR
to EU integration.

Keywords:Public Attitudes, EU support, European Identity

1. Introduction

The sense of belonging to a given social commuaitg to pertinent
L2t AGAOL f a0GNHzOGdzNBa&a OFy RSTAYS OAGAT Sy
particular political identity can be considered as the principal source of legitimacy
to the selforganization of a given community. Without identity, a reblegitimacy
cannot be attached to a specific political entity. Conventionally, political science
KFa LINAYFNREE F20dzaSR 2y YSIFad2NAy3a OAGA
integration, more than on explaining the reasons of emergence oramargence
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of a sense of European identﬁ;Such an identity could be approached in two different
gledad LG OlFy 0SS -REHWHEA RINB/RR LMY 31 (KN2LdZA K
subjective limits of the European community. This perspective tries to define avhioec

considered as European? What can define the European culture and what are the
boundaries of its political community? Yet, the European identity can also be

I LALINBKSYRSR d@ABY2bzit1220k2%e | alAy3a oKz FS
not? Hence, his paper aims to contribute to the understanding of the process of
European identity formation using systematic comparisons of national attitudes toward

the EU. While many social scientists have taken for granted the existence of a European
identity, stud/ing it as arobject more than as grocesswe try to use a somewhat

different perspective, asking why, until now, it is empirically doubtful to say that a
European identity does exist? To some extent, it is true that citizens do identify
themselves witithe EU. Yet, in the short term, national identities are highly predominant

and will remain so for a long time. Thus, rather than trying to gvetsst does not yet

exists, it seems scientifically more appropriate to focusadry a European sense of

identity is so weak.

The Existence of Multiple Normative Views on the European Union

To begin with, it seems meaningful to delineate what kind of project do citizens
associate with the EU. While the views of political leaders on the aim of the integration
project are regularly acknowledged, few works emphasize that the variety of perceptions
which national citizens attach to the EU could account for the great difficulties in
fostering integratiorT, It is generally believed that the EU integration will lead torar
term convergence of national attitudes.

‘“See for instance Gabel, M. & Whitten, G. D.
Perceptions and Publ i c SRolgigaloBehaviof 1®(), ph.8B* o p e an
96; Gabel, M. (1998), Public Support for Eueap Integration: An Empirical Test of Five

T h e o r Tihee Joudrnal of Politics60(2), pp. 335 4 ; Ander son, C. J. (1
doubt wuse proxies. Attitudes toward domestic
Comparative Political Studies1(5), pp. 569%601.

®> On that point, see for instance the work of Eichenberg and Dalton which argue that
Anational traditionso can expl ain a great
Ei chenberg, C. G. & Dalton, Ran Cainmunify:1T8e9 3 ) fi E
Dynamics of Publ i ¢ Sup ploternatiofab@rgartizationgt®d,an | nt e
pp. 50734. On the growing literature on the sociology of European integration, see Deflem,

M. & Pampel, F. C. (1996) Ltty: fPdphlae Sulport for o f Po
European | d®odd Fdrcesc78(1),i pp.n1dN3; Menéndedlarcon, A. V.
(1995) , ANati onal Il denti ti elstern@tionalfJounaltofi ng Eur

Politics, Culture & Society8(3), pp. 5432; Menéndezlarcon, A. V. (2002)The Cultural
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Different countries will gradually become more similar in terms of prosperity and
social attitudes. Nevertheless, it seems that national attitudes toward the EU are

compound, and they are likely to continuoushverge in the forthcoming future.

European citizens do not agree on the purpose of the EU project and on what it should

entail for the future. For testing these strong national differences over the meaning of
9dzNB LISy Ay i S3ANI G A 2tubes anShe OB WimdndiaBs of (B G A T Sy
enlargementnd (2)political union

These two features are considered as indicators of the support toward the
wideningand thedeepeningf the EU, which are two main contentious issues of the EU
project. For decadesow, the European community has witnessed over lasting
dissensions between people preferring intergovernmental options, and others privileging
federal evolutions$.

In autumn 2006, 58% of the Europeans were in favor of a European political
union. While 5202 ¥ G KS OAGAT Sya 2F (GKS a2t R 9daNZLJ
FadrAya cm: A YWhiekBsb ofitiePapulaionzN Bloskia end Slovenia
support the promotion of a political union, the proportions are slightly lower in the
Netherlands(50%), in France and in Luxembourg (49%). The support is even lower in
countries which are traditionally reluctant to EU integration: 42% in Sweden and
Denmark, 40% in Austria, 36% in Finland and 31% in the UK. These findings tend to
suggestthat therei8 Y RSSR |y AYLRNIFYG FGGAGdRAYI R
While people in the old EU member states are becoming more skeptical, central and
Eastern European citizens are much more enthusiastic. While the former fear that the
original political projet will become less and less feasible, the latter only begin to enjoy
the benefits of membership after the imposition of EU conditionality.

Moreover, only 46% of EU citizens agree that the process of enlargement should
continue while 42% are opposed ah@% do not know. Those results can be partly

Realm of European Integration. Social Representations in France, Spain and the United
Kingdom Westport: Praeger, pp. 5432.
® For the main works on the intergovernmental thed®f, Moravcsik, A. (1993),

APr ef erd Power dn the nEuropean Community: A Liberal Intergovernmentalist

Ap p r o doarhabof Common Market Studjexl(2), pp. 47%524; Moravcsik, A.(1998),

The Choice for Europe. Social Purpose and State from Messina to MaagdiehtYork:

Cornell Universiy Press.

" Eurobarometer 66.1, QAL Ar e you, your sel f, for or again
European poliFdri cal uni on?o0

|Eurobar omet er Wha is your opini@mon 2ash ofithe foflowing statements?
Please tell me for each statement wh et her y ou a ii EurtHeenlargehentor ag a
of the EU to include other countries in future y&aFor.
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biased and could reflect the divide between Western and Eastern Europe. Considering
that old member states are more numerous than the new members, the average
attitude of European citizens on the enlargementidooverrepresent the attitude of
Western Europeans. Indeed, while in Poland, the support for EU enlargement reaches
76%, 74% in Slovenia and 68% in Romania, favorable opinions are much more moderate
in countries like Italy (47%) or Belgium (46%). Old beenstates are also the more
reluctant to EU enlargement which is only supported by 34% of French citizens, 32% in
Luxembourg and 30% in Germany. The figure 1 below presents the findings of a
comparison between national attitudes toward tHeU political uion and the EU
enlargement It clearly appears that there are various normative views associated with
the EU project. The countries which became members in 2004 and 2007 are the most
supportive of both the enlargement and the construction of a politicémunThe first
circle is composed of eight of the ten countries which entered the EU in 2004 (Poland,
Lithuania, Slovenia, Hungary, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Malta) and the last two
members (Bulgaria and Romania). Greek citizens are the onlyelladtld members
which are both in favor of the enlargement (71%) and supportive of the achievement of a
political union (73%).

Figure 1. National Attitudes towards Enlargement and Political Union - EU 27 (%)

EU Enlargement 30

EU Polhitical

Union

Personal elaboration from (1) Eurobarometer 67.1, QA 27.4: “What is your opinion on each of the following
statements? Please tell me for each statement, whether you are for it or against it", positive answer, for EU
enlargement in future years; (2) Eurobarometer 66, QA11: “Are you, yourself, for or against the development towards
a European Political Union?”, positive answer, for EU political union.
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The second circle is composed of more moderate countries which are
generally in favor of a political union but remain much renalivided on the
perspective of the enlargement. It includes the recent members of Latvia and
Estonia, but in general, all the other countries are from Western Europe (Spain,
Portugal, the Netherlands, Ireland, Italy and Belgium). France, Luxembourg and
Germany, all founding fathers of the EU, seem to share a specific position primarily
characterised by their strong reluctance toward the enlargement which is
supported by less than 35% of their respective populations. Finally, the promotion
of a political mion is favored by a minority of citizens in the Scandinavian countries
(Sweden, Denmark and Finland), in the UK and in Austria. A short majority of
Swedish citizens are in favor of EU enlargement (53%), but all the others are quite
opposed to this perspeiwe (48% in Denmark, 43% in Finland) or strongly reluctant
(36% in the UK and 30% in Austria).

Consequently, it is clear that citizens in the EU 27 are more than ever
divided on the future of the EU integration project. There are still strong national
andS@Sy GaNBIA2YylI ¢ RAGAAAZ2YA 0SG6SSy GKS
the EU. Not only do citizens differ in their general attitudes toward enlargement
and the opportunity to foster a political union, but the reasons of their divergences
are alsadistinct” Scandinavian citizens tend to resist European integration because
they perceive that their national institutions would provide higher social standards
and more inclusive and participatory political systems than the EU could do.
Differently, the new central and Eastern European members are generally
associating the EU project with peace and socioeconomic prosperity. EU
membership is an indirect way for going beyond a shameful past of Communist
200dzLJ GA2Y FYR F2NJ 08502 ¥ anycantradtYWektgfrd (i NB I Y

°A similar argument is made by Breakwell whi ¢
superordinate category and that, withemt agreeebn Aportrai to for this
derived from EU categorisation, there will be great diversity in the ways it is characterised

by different peoplCeéBrnamaldwdlfler e@.t M.oun2004&),0.r
the Context of th&r owi ng I nfl uence of European Union |
Risse, T. & Brewer, M. B. (eds.Jrransnational Identities. Becoming European in the EU

Oxford: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 8.

2 On the differences in terms of redistributive policiesl avelfare states between Western

Europe and Scandinavian political systems, see the insightful book by #sulagsen, G.

(1990),The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalisgrinceton NJ: Princeton University Press.

' The expression has been used to desthid@aths followed by Portugal and Spain in their
accession to the EU. See Royo, S. & Manuel ,
Anni versary of the Accession of Portugal and
Manuel, C. (eds.)Spain andPortugal in the European Union. The First Fifteen Years,

London Franck Cass, p. 19.
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Europeans tend to fear a dilution of the original EU project. The moderation ef pro
European attitudes in recent years seems to be a side effect of the consecutive
enlargements and the consequent losses of powers for themselves. Thais,
difficulties to foster EU integration could thus be explained by the fact that there is
no such thing aan EU integration projecbut in fact, there areseveral competing

EU integration projects.

2. APersistent Social Divide in the Support for EU ¢mtgion

When social scientists deal with the support for EU integration, they
generally focus exclusively on national attitudes. Even though the national variable
appears highly relevant, it would nevertheless be scientifically insufficient to limit
our analysis to national determinants. Hence, if one has to consider the support
toward European integration, a pertinent model has to follow a -tewel
explanation. In other words, while at the aggregated micro level, citizens differ in
their attitudes towad the EU in function of their national belonging, there are also
strong differences between citizens within each country, depending on their level
of education, social status or degree of ethnocentrism. A theory explaining the
support toward EU integratiohas to be a social theory because in a given country,
the attitudes of citizens from lower social classes can be closer with that of citizens
of the same social status in another country than with their fellow nationals from
upper classes. To assess maemprehensively this sociological divide, three
countries rather different in terms of national attitudes toward the EU have been
selected (GreaBritain, France and Belgium). National attitudes have been
decomposed in function of several so@oonomic vaables. The results of this
analysis are presented beldfFigure 2)

In coherence with our first demonstration, it can be said that for all the
independent variables considered, the British have always a less positive
perception of the EU, the French hawe moderately positive image and the
Belgians share a very good image of the EU. The figure 2 shows that for all the
independent variables, there is a double effect of the national context and of the
considered variable in itself. The factor of cognitivelitization seems to play an
important role in the differentiation of attitude? Indeed, for the three countries

2 Ronald Inglehart has argued that the shift from industrial to postindustrial societies would
lead individuals to experience higher degrees of social mobility whilgetheral level of life
and education would tend to increase. On the political plan, this social change would have
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Figure 2.Positive Perception of the EU in Great-Britain, France and Belgium (%)

Great-Britain France Belgium
Country 50 66 76
Level of Education
Less than 20 years 42 55 68
More than 20 years 73 80 84
+31 +25 +16
Age
15-39 64 71 85
more than 40 43 63 72
-21 -8 -13
Social Class
Upper Class 59 68 80
Middle Class 48 68 75
Working Class 46 61 7
-13 -7 -7
Ideological Position
Left 68 68 85
Centre 45 68 79
Right 36 69 77
-32 1 -8
Knowledge of the EU
Good 58 80 89
Bad 47 62 70
-11 -18 -19
Place of Residence
Countryside 39 58 79
Big Town 55 78 84
+16 +20 +17
Subjective Religion
Christian 45 65 75
Atheist/non believer 63 69 76
+18 +4 +1
Costs and Benefits
Fear 33 57 69
No fear 75 93 94
+42 +36 +25
Cultural Threat
Fear 31 44 57
No Fear 79 81 83
+48 +37 +26

Indicator constructed by merging together two variables of the Eurobarometer 63.4: (1) “Can you tell me what
image do you have of the EU?" and (2) “In general, do you think your country has benefited from EU membership?".

considered, the positive perception of the EU increases with a higher level of
education, a higher knowledge of the EU and it tends to declvith the
augmentation of the age. While a positive perception of the EU is shared by 42%
of British citizens which have studied less than 20 years, 55% of French and 68%
of Belgians, the proportions rise for attaining respectively 73%, 80% and 83% for
those which have accomplished more than 20 years of study. In the same way,
64% of the 1839 yearsold in GreaiBritain, 71% in France and 85% in Belgium

t wo maj or consequences: on the one hand, it
competence or ficogni thieveot mel i Ihiamat, i otnhde, parnodg |
materialisto values would influence an evol L
values | i ke economic amdt e@rhiyasliicatld swaluue d vyl

liberty, personal autonomy and patal participation Cf. Boy, D. & Mayer, N. (1997)fiLes

Formes de la Participationin Boy, D. & Mayer, N. (1997). 6 E|l ect eur ,Parsses Rai
Presses de Sciences Pg, p5. See also, Inglehart, R. (199@ulture Shift in Advanced

Industrial Socigy, Princeton, NYPrinceton University Press.
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have positive perceptions of the EU, while the proportions only reach 43%, 63%
and 72% for those who & more than 40 yearsld.

Furthermore, in the three countries considered, the social status seems
to determine the perceptions of the EU. Citizens from upper classes are always
more positive than those of the middle and working classes. The differemntiatio
between social classes seems relatively more moderate as expected in France
(from 61% to 68%) and in Belgium (from 73% to 80%), even though it is more
clearcut in GreatBritain (from 46% to 59%). Even if the effect is quite
temperate, it follows the sam trend as other existing studiéd When we look
at the ideological variable, apart from the French case, it seems that EU support
is higher on the left than on the right of the political spectrum. The effect is
quite clear in GreaBritain. While 68% ofeft voters have a good image of the
EU, they are only 36% on the right side of the political spectrum. In general, it
has been considered that left voters are more in favor of European integration
GKFG NARIKG aeYLIF GKAASNAZI | MIRIKIdKE (1 NBS 2 1.
homogeneous on the support for the EU than people on the Yetowever,
further empirical research is needed in order to define whether this tendency
might apply to all the EU 27. What has been demonstrated in the literature is
that peoplewho support political parties situated in the center of the political
spectrum have a higher probability to be positive about the EU than people
who support peripheral parties. Hence, for Hooghe and Marks, there is a
ISYSNIf aGaAYy@SNISR € dradzdiidiBes suppoit Mdd EU OF Yy«
integration®

13 Certainly, the moderate differentiation results from the difficulty to regroup the original
eighteen social classes given by the Eurobarometer survey into three different social classes
without losing the doistance of the analysis. For the evolution of the social class as an

explanatory variabl e, consul t -tHlaes,varidbles & May
|l ourdes?d, in BoyL6ED.ec& eMay BarissPedéses R@8alenogs, s

Po, p. 10138. See also Vilchesi | v a, B. (2006) , ALes cl asse
Europ®enneo, i ln6é QrRpeiymii a®n  Bu r ,@aegl &ditions dedarTab2 0 0 6
Ronde, pp. 68.

“Belot, C. & Cautrés, B. (2004 6 Eur ope, | nvi ertéhih @autrega B.& Omni pr

Mayer, N. (€l.),Le Nouveau Désordre Electoral. Les Legcons de 21 Avril Z088s:Presses

de Sciences Ppp. 131.

®Hooghe, L., Marks, G. & Wilson,C.0.2004) , fADoes |l eft/right str
European integratiod?,  arks, GM& Steenbergen, M. Rd(g European Integration and

Political Conflict, CambridgeCambridge University Prespgp. 23560.
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Various other effects can be observed by looking at other independent
variables. To live in a big town rather than in the countryside systematically
favor more positive images. On that point, the proportions asiuated
between 58% and 78% in France, 79% and 84% in Belgium and between 39%
and 55% in GreaBritain. In addition, people who fear that the EU project will
engender high individual costs for them, or who think that the process of
integration represents cultural threat have always a less positive imafj¢he
EU. The differences attitudes can even bypass 45%. Indeeds@ems that the
Gadzo2SOGAQBS @dzf ySNI oAt AGEéeés GKIFG Aa G2
conditions can be understood in paidlf GgAGK (GKS a202S0GA@GS
pertain to lower social classéf. The inequalities of cultural and political
competences seem themselves linked with inequalities in the socioeconomic
order as the social position or the belonging to the Working;s}§

In the end, if we consider the overall independent variables, it is
possible to differentiate two types of sytopulations for the three countries
considered. On the one hand, the young individuals, with a higher level of
education, a good knowledgef the EU and which identify with the left tend to
have a good image of the EU. This type of individuals which are usually in favor
of the EU are also generally from urban background, open to other cultures and
in a favorable socioeconomic situation whitdd them not to fear a loss of
benefits which would result from EU integration. On the other hand, old people,
with a low level of education, which tend to identify with the right side of the
political spectrum and which have a bad knowledge of the EU laaheher
probability to share a negative image of the EU. To live in the countryside, to
declare oneself Christian, to fear a loss of national identity or a loss of
socioeconomic benefits resulting from EU integration also reinforce the
probability to hae a negative image of the EU. In the end, the conjunction of
the factors of cultural and political competence, social position, partisan
preference and degree of ethnocentrism seems to distinguish-gwitypes of
populations with diverging attitudes towarthe EU within all the countries
considered. Alongside national determinants, see@nomic factors play a
great role in the differentiation of individual attitudes.

16 Cf. Gabel, M. J. (1998)nterests and Integration: Market Liberalization, Public Opinion
and European UnigrAnn Arbor, Michigan University Presgp. 26.
" Belot, C. & Cautrés, B. (2004p. cit, pp. 129.
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3. The lllusion of an Effect @ocialization

Since the early beginnings, European petiakers have argued that EU
popular legitimacy would be derived from its capacity to promote funented
policies and to solve complex problems at the EU level. The EU system of governance
has been presented as a new type of political system whiclidesl! features of
intergovernmental cooperation and supranational decisibh { Ay 3® DA GSYy A Ga
characteristics, many social science theorists have defended that it is useless to
compare the EU with other political systems as it is not an intemaltiorganization,
nor is it a state. This tendency to consider the EU apart from theoretical reflections has
two major consequences.

First, in terms of popular legitimacy, many have argued that the traditional
G 0 2 GdzlZEY LI2 Lddz | NJ f S 3 withih MatioOstatesscnhaD e appieds 1 A £ &
to the EU. At the national level, there iggavernmentoof the people,by the people
andfor i KS LIS2L) Sé¢d ¢KS F2dzyRIGA2ya 2F yI GA2
political actors are dependent on popular suppolf people have to elect
representatives, it is only because they cannot exercised directly and constantly their
shared sovereignty. Thus, they delegate their powers to elected political
representatives which are given a defined mandate for taking idesis Hence,
YIEGA2YI § R S M@OddhoCraci8sa AlYNBOI KS aSyasS GKIFG LI
Olyy2i 6S SESNDAASR gAlGK2dzi LIS2L) SQ& LINA 2

In contrast, many have argued that this type of legitimacy is inapplicable at the
EU level. The specificq@rements of European polieyaking, complex problem
solving mechanisms and negotiations between member states would not permit
European MPs or Commissioners to be as accountable as their national counterparts.
In fact, even though a given member of therépean Parliament could have some
commitment with his electorate, the pressures for consensus and the necessary
YSA2GAlI A2y a1l NGKSAEKBRUZ RAANBI R GKS FAYL
from different from the original project. Consequentitiropean political actors have
LIN2Y2(3 S8R (KS A Rdbtputofiktedieniodta@y/80! Aa 'y «a

Its legitimacy would not have to be assessed in reference with its popular
assets, but with its effectiveness in terms of political outcomes.

Secondly, in tens of popular identity, many politicians have believed that if
the EU would be judged in relation with its political outcomes, in the long term, its

¥Schmidt, V. (2005) , iDemocracy in Europe:
Perspectives on Politic8(4), pp. 76871.
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positive actions would necessarily lead to the development of a European sense of
identity among EU citizes. While in the short term national identities will remain
dominant, it is believed that the concrete benefits enjoyed by EU citizens in terms of
peace, security and prosperity would gradually lead them to develop positive views on
their European identityNevertheless, it is far from clear that it is actually the case. Not
only do national identities remain the first objects of popular identification, but it does
not seem that an effect of socialisation existsThe following argumentation will
address tlese two aspects in more details.

¢tKS &a20Alf aOASyidArAalta 6KAOK KIF@S RSTS
STFSOGé¢z aldrdAaya GKFG Y2NB yR Y2NB LIS2LX
overemphasise the agency of European institutions in the m®cef identity
formation° In other words, the process of European identity formation is generally
O2y4aARSNBRRFHNES LISNEIBIOGAGS® 9daNBLISHY St
integration, and in response to it, ordinary citizens would gradually idetm#@mselves
with the EU. For instance, Michael Bruter defends that supranational institution
building has a strong influence on the development of a sense of European identity for
individual citizens. He argues that the continuous exposition to EU symholthe
continual institutionalisation of the EU system of governance would stimulate the
process of European identity formatiéh.l § 6 St A 8084 GKFG adKS
9dNR LISFY ARSyGAdGe Ay | FAGSy O2dzyiNB Aa O
an implicit way of saying that national identification with the EU would necessarily
progress over timé?

Nowadays, it is true that a huge majority of European citizens know the
emblematic symbol of the European flag. 95% of European citizens in theded&e
that they have already seen ’f.Moreover, 78% of them declare that the EU flag
GadlyRa F2NJ a2YSOKAyYy3a 3I22ReX gKAOK g2dA R

Y“As Sol edad Gar c pean igentity Sannottin anyficAse Beuaomstructed
exclusively from above. Europe will exist as an unquestionable political community only

when European identity per meaQGf6&aciapSe d993),eds | i
AEuropeods frtaigenentaed kdentfirontiers of cCiti z
European Identity and the search for legitimalogndon & New York: Pinter Publishers, pp.

15.

2 For an example of such argumeff. L af f an, B. (2004) , AThe Eur
Institutions @ Al dent i t HerrBanmn, IRdKe, Risse,, T. & Brewer, M. B. (eds.),
Transnational Identities. Becoming European in the Bford: Rowman & Littlefield, pp.

75-97.

21 Bruter, M. (2005)Citizens of Europ®, Houndmills, Palgrave Macmillamp. 3036.

22 Bruter, M. (2005))bid., pp. 38

ZBEurobar omet edravée7 ,y oQA edX:r fsTaeEuropeanflag sy mbol ?2 0
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this symbol, but they also attach a positive judgment ool ithough, refuting Michael

Nbzi SND& | LIINR2I OKE ¢S RSTFSyYyR GKFdG Al Aa
that they would ultimately develop a sense of European identity. The question of
European identity is primarily linked with how peofielattached to the EU, and not
onlywith how theyperceivat. Moreover, even if one looks at how people perceive the
9!z AU A& FI NI-REN@RYY: CGif 280 ANJ £ GGG A2 ya ISZFLB S O
the EU integration does not seem to be correlated with a greater popular
consciousnes of the EU. Since the 1980s, the proportion of EU citizens which are
aware of how the EU works has not really progressed. For instance, in autumn 2006,
2yfte | YAYy2NRiGe 2F 9! OAGAT Sya o6noez0 T
@ 2 NF°@ihe figure 3 bew shows that between 2000 and 2005 there is only 2% of EU
OAGAT Sya ¢K2 O2zyaidlydte |aaSNI GKIFG GKS¢
AyaaArlddziAzyas A0a LREAOASaAD® HH: RSTFSYR (K
iKSe aly2s | KX2E0 py2imNyFeES 4AKFG-RABKBE aly
process of identity formation from elites to ordinary citizens would exist, it seems that
it has not been really effective up to now. The large majority of EU citizens still ignore
the way the EU works

Figure 3. “How much do you know about the European Union, its institutions, its policies?”
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Source Eurobarometer 66.1, QA14: “Using this scale, how much do you feel you know about the European Union, its
policies, its institutions?”, p. 147.
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In addition, it seems worthless to compare this first indicator with a second one
which deals with the effective knowledge of the EU. This second indicator is composed of
three correct answers to three statements related to EU institutiSnghe figure4
presents a comparison of these two indicators. European countries have been grouped
together depending on the date of their EU admission. Seven different groups of
countries have been delineated: (1) the six founding members (Germany, France, Italy,
TheNetherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg), (2) UK, Denmark and Ireland which became
members in 1973, (3) Greece in 1981, (4) Spain and Portugal in 1986, (5) Sweden, Austria
and Portugal in 1995, (6) Poland, Cyprus, Slovenia, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania,, Hungary
Slovakia, Malta and the Czech Republic in 2004, and finally, (7) Romania and Bulgaria in
2007.LF |y STFSOG 2F &20ALtATLGAR2ZY 62dd R SEA
the EU progresses over time. It should be observed that citizens ik otteEber states
would know better the EU, its institutions and its policies than citizens in new member
states.

Nonetheless, the figure shows that in practice, things seem more complicated. If
one exclusively compares the attitudes of the countries whinke joined the EU in 1995
with those who did it in 2005, the figure tends to suggest the existence of an effect of
socialisation. There is a gradual decrease of the effective knowledge of the EU: while
23.66 % of Swedish, Austrian and Finish people amsidered to have an effective
knowledge of the EU, the proportions decrease to 21.6 % for eastern European citizens
and to 8.5% in Romania and Bulgaria.

Figure 4. Citizens Knowledge of the EU in Function of the Date of Membership - EU 27 (%)
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Yet, the figure highlights that it is far from being a clear cut dynamic.
Indeed, Spain and Portugale members of the EU since 1986 but only 20% of their
respective citizens have a good knowledge of the EU, a similar proportion with that
of countries which are only members since 2004. On the understanding of the EU,
those southern European countries evehow lower percentages than the new
1995, 2004 and 2007 members. The same pattern seems to be true for the
founding fathers of the EU: 47.7% of their citizens declare to understand how the
EU works while only 21.6% could be considered to have an e#datiowledge of
the EU. These proportions are quite similar with those countries which became EU
members in 1995 and in 2004. The fact that France, Germany, Italy, the
Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg have been EU members for fifteen years
does not seemto make the difference. Of course, only a broad longitudinal
approach could sustain robust results. Yet, our analysis seems to show that it is
difficult to defend empirically that an effect of socialisation does exist.

4. Preexisting National Identities anBuropean Identity Formation

If there is no effect of socialisation as it has often been argued, then, how
could a European identity emerge? It seems misleading to conceive the European
identity as something out there which could be observed and obijedtifitather,
there is a crucial need to focus on tpeocessof European identity formation and
on its main determinants. A European identity will necessarily have to be based on
preexisting national identities. Indeed, many social scientists have showed tha
worthless to speak of exclusive identities. In a global world in which processes of
social integration at a higher level are widespread, identities are becoming more
multiple.27 Contrary to what postmodern or cosmopolitan theorists would say, it
seans rather improbable that people would dismiss their national identities to
identify with the EU from one day to another. Thus, the development of a
European identity could only be possible through a reconstruction, an enrichment
of national identities byncluding a European component.

The figure 5 below presents a comparison between national and European
prides. It shows that national pride is always higher than European pride in all
countries considered. While the sense of national pride vary from @8@yprus
and 70% in Germany, the sense of European pride vary from 80% in Slovakia to 33%

“Herrman, R. & Brewer, M. B. (2004), #Aldent.i
the EUO, in Herr mann, R. K . TransRationa kelentitiek.. & Br
Becoming European in the E@xford: Rowman & Littlefield, pp. 8.
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in the UK. On average, in the EU 27, the national pride attains 86% while the
European pride only reaches 59%. In all the countries, a clear majority of citizens
feel proud of their nationality. Yet, it does not seem to be the case for the
attachment to Europe: 19% do not feel proud to be European and 17% do not feel
European at all. As we have previously demonstrated, the probability to feel
European and to be proud d@ is always higher for people with a high social status,
as well as good levels of education and degrees of knowledge of the EU.

The sense of European pride is also highly correlated with positive
images of the EU and positive assessment of the b&nefi EU membership.
Among those who have a positive image of the EU, 79% feel proud to be
European, while the proportion decreases to 51% for people with a neutral
image. It only reaches 26% for people with a negative image. In the same way,
for those whoconsider that their country has benefited from EU membership,
73% feel proud to be European while the percentage decreases to 40% when
the benefits of membership are assessed to be negative. Consequently, it
seems that even if a sense of attachment to &ue can theoretically progress
in the forthcoming years, it would have to be built in complement and not
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