Reflexive Europeanization and Contentious Cultural Heritage
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„History is not given. Please help to construct it.“ This provocative encouragement was promoted by IRWIN, part of the artists collective Neue Slowenische Kunst, in their project “East Art Map”[footnoteRef:1]. Seen from the post-Cold War perspective that the artists engaged, an East Europeaern history of arts and modernism is missing on the contemporary map of European cultural heritage: it thus needs to be creainvented. IRWIN called for contributions to fill this “no man’s land” which is “painted in pitch black” on their map of “Eurasia with the former East block territories, from the pacific to the Baltic shores …: a zone of unknown, unwritten, un-interpreted histories”[footnoteRef:2].	Comment by Sharon Macdonald: Would saying East European be OK here? [1:  www.eastartmap.org]  [2:  see the back cover of IRWIN (ed.): East Art Map: Contemporary Art and Eastern Europe. 2006] 


Such perspectives from the unfocused margins of apparently pristine European epistemologies and genealogies are highly enlightening.: They point to forgotten and contested border zones of commemoration and belonging that are, nevertheless, essential for an enlarged, deepened self-conception of , and for aspiring what Europe is not yet is, but might hopefully become. They reveal too that also Europe itself is not given, but that it is instead a volatile product of diverse, and continuously negotiated projects of Europeanization. And they show that such projects of Europeanization are not only imposed from above and from the inside but are, moreover, reflected and redesigned from below and beyond.  As within the case of unknown or displaced Eastern histories of Europe, also forgotten genealogies of post/colonial entanglements also increasingly make claims for inclusion to be included, and thus better enablinge the prospect of a post-postcolonial Europe. By way of intellectual, artistic, political counter-movements, and by way of practical movements of migration and refuge, these neglected essentials of European histories and presences intrude and decentre dominant occidentalist self-constructions.	Comment by Sharon Macdonald: This was to try to capture the aspirational – but can cut if you prefer

[bookmark: _GoBack]Such processes of reclaiming Other Europes from the margins productively engage in processes of “reflexive Europeanization”. They not only criticize dominant European histories on the basis of themselves having beenbeing pushed back and Othered in dominant European histories but also go beyond such criticism, in that they call for and already practice other possible European futures.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  see also: Regina Römhild (2009): Reflexive Europäisierung. Tourismus, Migration und die Mediterranisierung Europas. In: Gisela Welz u.a. (ed.), Projekte der Europäisierung. Frankfurt a.M.: Kulturanthropologie Notizen; Regina Römhild (2011): Other Europes/Europe’s Others. In: Alexei Monroe (ed.), State of Emergence. A Documentation of the First NSK Citizens’ Congress. Leipzig, London: Poison Cabinet Press 2011, S. 24-63; Regina Römhild/Bonaventure Soh Bejeng Ndikung (2013): The Post-Other as Avantgarde. In: Daniel Baker & Maria Hlavajova (Hg.), We Roma. A Critical Reader in Contemporary Art. Amsterdam: Valiz.
] 


Attempts to forge European futures, however, easily become caught up in struggles over difficult pasts and contentious cultural heritage. Although history is not given, different versions of the past and troubled memories can intrude into present-day and future social relationships in disruptive ways. Europe is full of legacies of past – and sometimes continuing – atrocities, conflicts and inequalities; it is full of heritage that can remind of enmity, cruelty and power differentials between peoples. Some of this heritage takes durable material form: as buildings and landscapes; monuments and graveyards; and in the numerous collections held by museums and related institutions. Sometimes such heritage is hidden away, scarcely marked in the present or even forgotten. But it is there, nonetheless, potentially capable of making trouble for peaceful future-making.  

Cultural heritage does not, of course, only run counter to more cosmopolitan future-making. Collections may, for example, speak of past greater diversity and cooperation between peoples; they may show areas to have long been characterised by migration and heterogeneity. 

When we talk of contentious cultural heritage we always need to ask: “Contentious for whom?” and “contentious in what ways?”. Some cultural heritage is regarded as wholly unproblematic by some people and hotly disputed by others. Sometimes it is questions of provenance and ownership that are contentious; sometimes facts and interpretations of these; sometimes the traumatic memory load and emotional charge – and often it is a combination of these. 

We can also ask “contentious with what effects?”. Like history, these are not given. Contestable memories do not have to lead to social contest in the present; contentious cultural heritage does not have to lead to disruptive contention and fraught futures. Rather, these can themselves be used to prompt reflexive Europeanization. 

How to do so is, however, the challenge. And this is the task that TRACES has set itself. 
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