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Among the different dynamics of integration inside the European Union, I’ll focus on the conceptual alternatives that currently dominate the social science debate, which can be divided by the conceptual pairings neo-federalism and inter-governmental voluntarism. The first, the neo-federalism, refers to the dynamics that envisages the intentional establishment of a political order for all of Europe, oriented towards the fulfilment of shared values and standards (J. Habermas). The second, the inter-governmental voluntarism, analyzes functionalist dynamics driven by national and sectoral interests or contractual compromise, wherein progress is made through cooperative tactical moves that cumulatively fulfil emergent functional necessities (M. Leonard). I conclude suggesting a kind of post-modern constitution frame, founded on European and cosmopolitan ethical perspectives. Like all compromises it is apparently contradictory, but of all the models that are on offer it seems to me the one most likely to be well equipped to face the challenges of 21st. 
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Part I. - What is Postmodernism?
  The manuals inform us that Postmodernism is a set of ideas, emerged since the mid-1980s as an area of academic studies, hardly definable because it is a concept that appears in a wide variety of disciplines including art, architecture, music, literature, sociology, communications, fashion, technology, and now politics. The very ubiquity of the discourse on post-modern, its constant proliferation, its refusal to fade away, and its seeming longevity suggests that it is addressing current concerns in a useful way, that it illuminates salient present-day realities, that it resonates with shared experience, and that it is simply an ingrained part of the current critical lexicon that one has to come to terms with, one way or another.

Scholars are still now debating when exactly the modern period begins, and how to distinguish between what is modern and what is not. It seems likely the modern age starts earlier and earlier every time historians look at it. Some historians trace elements of Enlightenment back to the Renaissance or earlier, others insist on the importance of Scientific Revolution of Modern age. Generally speaking, the modern age is associated with the European Enlightenment, which roughly begins in the middle of the eighteenth century. But at the core of modern conception is the nineteenth and twentieth-century world of nation-states, political democracy, capitalism, urbanization, mass literacy, mass media, mass culture, rationality, anti-traditionalism, secularization, faith in science, large-scale industrial enterprise, individualism, enlightenment ideals and a public ideology in which liberal, progressive, humanitarian ideals are prominent.  

F. Lyotard, the most theoretical of the post-moderns, with his famous pamphlet La Condition postmoderne, 1979, opened the European debate on post-modernism affirming that post-modernity doesn’t replace or come after modernity, nor is against modernity or wants to portray the dissolution of the programs of modernity, whose causes, instead, are immanent to Enlightenment and Idealism. The society in which we are living today is not looking for a universal language, for a stable knowledge as in the past. The present society can be considered as a network of linguistic games, in which communication and technologies of communication assume a prevailing role. Again, on the definition of post-modern Lyotard wrote: “I define postmodern as incredulity towards meta-narratives. This incredulity is undoubtedly a product of progress in the sciences: but that progress in turn presupposes it. To the obsolescence of the meta-narrative apparatus of legitimating corresponds, most notably, the crisis of metaphysical philosophy and of the university institution that in the past relied on it. The narrative function is losing its functors, its great heroes, its great dangers, its great voyages, its great goals”.1 

Perhaps the easiest way to start thinking about postmodernism is to think briefly about recent modernism, the movement from which postmodernism seems to grow or emerge.

   The first facet or definition of modernism comes from the aesthetic movement broadly labelled modernism. This movement is roughly coterminous with twentieth century Western ideas about art, though traces of it in emergent forms can be found in the nineteenth century as well. Modernism is the movement in visual arts, music, literature, and drama, which rejected the old standards of how art should be made, consumed, and what it should mean. In the period of high modernism from around 1910 to 1930, the major figures of modernist literature helped radically to redefine what poetry and fiction could be and do. Woolf, Joyce, Eliot, Pound, Stevens, Proust, Mallarmé, Kafka, and Rilke are considered the founders of twentieth-century modernism. 

According to some scholars, modernism and postmodernism are cultural formations, which accompany particular stages of capitalism. It is possible outline three primary phases of capitalism which dictate particular cultural practices (including what kind of art and literature is produced): a) the market capitalism, which occurred in the eighteenth through the late nineteenth in Western Europe, England, and the United States, b) the monopoly capitalism, associated with electric and internal combustion motors, and with modernism, c) the multinational or consumer capitalism, the phase we're in now, associated with nuclear, electronic technologies and informatics, and correlated with postmodernism. 

  But now let’s re-visit for a moment Lyotard’s thought and discuss postmodernism from his particular visual-angle. He ascribes to the modern age the concept of totality, or better, totalized system. Totality, stability and order, Lyotard argues, are maintained in modern societies through the means of grand narratives or master narratives, which are stories a culture tells itself about its practices and beliefs. Lyotard argues too that all aspects of modern societies, including science as the primary form of knowledge, depend on these grand narratives. Postmodernism is the critique of grand narratives, the awareness that such narratives serve to mask the contradictions and instabilities inherent in any social organization or practice.

In rejecting grand narratives postmodernism favours obviously mini-narratives and stories that explain small practices, local events, rather than large-scale universal or global concepts. Postmodern mini-narratives are always situational, provisional, contingent, and temporary, making no claim to universality, truth, reason, or stability. 

In modern societies knowledge was good for its own sake. One gained knowledge, via education, in order to be knowledgeable in general, to become an educated person. This is the ideal of the liberal arts education. In post-modern society, instead, knowledge becomes functional to learn things, not in order to know them, but to use them (It deals with the so-called instrumentalism). 

In post-modern societies knowledge is not only characterized by its utility, it is also distributed, stored, and arranged differently than in modern ones. Specifically, the advent of electronic computer technologies has revolutionized the modes of production, distribution, and consumption of consumer goods (indeed, some might argue that postmodernism is best described by, and correlated with, the emergence of computer technology, starting from the 1960s, as the dominant force in all aspects of social life). By discarding the grand narratives and focusing on specific local goals, postmodernism offers a way to theorize local situations as fluid and unpredictable, though influenced by global trends. Hence the motto for post-modern politics that might well be think globally, act locally  and don't worry about any grand scheme or master plan.

Some allow that the post-modern politics of identity and difference has had the positive effect of responding to new global social transformations, and in this dimension, the post-modern insights into plurality, multiplicity, openness, contextualise are positive. Some think that post-modern theory, like modern liberal pluralist theory, is unable to grasp systemic relations and causal nexuses, and remains ineffectual in adjudicating issues in the great conversation of social relations. Some, at last, think that post-modern theory is inarticulate, radically individualist, and irrational.  

Postmodernism, as the definition of an entire social formation, or set of social/historical attitudes, contrasts on principle post-modernity with modernity. But historically speaking it clashes with modernity only after the European civil wars of the short century, as some historians call twentieth century. Conservative scholars judge the post-modern option in politics as a dangerous exit after the dramatic changes of the late '80s and early '90s, symbolized by the fall of Soviet Communism, and demand systemic theories for explanation and future direction. According to them, being the Post-modern theory incapable of delivering, it's better to look at the classical theorists of modernity. Moreover, historically and theoretically the postmodernism seems clearly parasite towards modernism, something that the same postmodernists admit. Moreover, the conservatives declare war against post-modern political renunciations of systemic social theory, fragmentation, nihilism, apathy and inertia. Not by chance in Der Philosophische Discurs der Moderne, dated 1985 Jürgen Habermas engaged a vigorous debate with French poststructuralist, M. Foucault and F. Lyotard, arguing that their radical rejection of any notion of foundations destroys the very possibility of social critique, and asserted that his project was to ‘complete’ the Enlightenment and ‘transform’ philosophy rather than to end it. More recently referring to the European political project he said that is quite right to keep the road of deconstructing the modernity especially with regard to the instrumental reason. In addition, he said that it is not wise to abandon regulative and practical postulates for emancipation and support in advantage of federal plan for Europe. (To be continued. Next part: Europe, Two approaches, two models)
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Part II. - Two approaches, two models
 

   Habermas’vision2 is a sort of neo-federalist model that gives wings to imagination and which in the different national arenas unchains an ample, public and dramatic debate on common interests. According to Habermas, in order to a European integrated politics can enter into action European citizens, only countermarked by a common passport, need to learn to recognize, beyond their national boundaries, each other as belonging to the same political community. The civic solidarity untill now limited to the national state must enlarge to that of citizens of Union so that, for example, France and Greek are ready to give themselves reciprocal guarantee. Habermas’model, in short, substantiates a mayor cohesion among the countries of European Union, an enlarged basis of solidarity that aims at something like a European demos.

At this point, the question arises: are we moving into a post-national era? 

   In a picture of globalization wherein the nation-state withdraws into itself as a sea urchin and is neither able to get back its former strength, nor to face the outside challenge by means of protectionist measures, clearly it dissolves itself into the network of globalization. Although the nation-state generates the relations of trust and solidarity upon which democracy and the welfare state depends on the economic point of view, it is structurally a sub-optimal formation and less efficient than a common market, which provides for the comparatively unlimited exchange of all goods and services under uniform conditions. It is, too, politically sub-optimal because it tends to prioritize narrowly-defined national interests over trans-national problems, untill it accepts to use the collective harm of military force. The rational solution would be to transfer political responsibilities from national to European governmental authorities, particularly in the areas of foreign affairs, security, law and monetary policy. But, even if this argument appears compelling on the surface,  put into practice it quickly runs up against fundamental facts of social life, and requires a rational method of resolving conflicts between local and global efficiency, short-term and long-term efficiency. 

   From a juridical point of view, we cannot speak of European citizenship and of European state. The treatise of Maastricht doesn't represent the foundation of the European state. It only recognizes the European Union as a society of states, ein Staateenverbund. It might be possible to use the expression European people in particular circumstances, for example at the times when we go to vote the European Parliament. Moreover, here another question arises: When does a collection of persons constitute an entity, a people, entitled to govern itself democratically?

   The suggestion of a temporal order, which the people must somehow mature into readiness for democracy, has often been a staple of dictators and elites who think popular democracy should be postponed to some future time when the people are ready. At the same time this thesis is challenged by the other suggestion that democratic participation is itself the educative process, which potentially makes a people ever more ready, not only by developing democratic capacities, but also by developing democratic solidarities.

   In subsequent statements Habermas softening his preceding positions has admitted that there is no intrinsic reason why either nationalism, even nationalism with strong ethno-cultural components, or European constitutional patriotism could flourish on a European scale. 

   So, the Habermasian notion of constitutional patriotism of Europeans remains ongoing, grounded in the future. The actual democratic deficit is not simply an institutional phenomenon, which concerns the limited powers of the European Parliament; it is also a deficit of the public sphere and of the formation of political will. And the institutional manoeuvring is possible only if so far as institutional change goes hand in hand with real processes of creation of a European public sphere (see the referenda in France and Dutch 2005).

   The fundamental issue becomes then one of a constituent process, a process that goes together with the formation of a common language. What is the process, or the set of processes, which allow for the coming into being of these common media of communication, of this public sphere? In order to even start answering these questions, we have to evaluate the nexuses linking on the one hand the extended socio-economic and political processes of homogenisation and on the other hand several new or emerging social processes. To put it another way, in the absence of a common identity, the European Union is still now dependent on the existence of a pan-European public space, die Öffentlichkeit. That is a common space, as an implicit contract might be, to the press, to the publishing industry, to the media. (To be continued. Next part: The Public Sphere and the European identity)

Part III. - The Public Sphere and the European identity
 

But what is a European public space? 

“By the public sphere we mean first of all a realm of our social life in which something approaching public opinion can be formed. Access is guaranteed to all citizens. A portion of the public sphere come into being in every conversation in which private individuals assemble to form a public body…Today, newspapers and magazines, radio and television are the media of the public sphere. We speak of the political public sphere in contrast, for instance, to the literary one, when public discussion deals with objects connected to the activity of the state. The expression public opinion refers to the tasks of criticism and control which a public body of citizens informally-and, in periodic elections, formally as well-practices vis-à-vis the ruling structure organized in the form of a state”3. The public sphere, therefore, is the realm in which trans-national values and principles can be defined, shaped and reshaped, and in which supranational political institutions can gain legitimacy.

 Shifting the accent from the definition of public sphere and from the traditional public sphere to the current European debate, Habermas can conclude that the public sphere “It could only be realized today, on an altered basis, as a rational reorganization of social and political power under the mutual control of rival organizations committed to the public sphere in their internal structures well as in their relations with the state and each other”4.

 The new European public sphere would be an arena in which the Europeans participate in discussion about matters of common concern, in an atmosphere free of coercion or dependencies that would incline individuals toward acquiescence or silence. Habermas’s institutional concerns centre on empowering voice, and on disenabling other means of collective judgement within democratic arenas-coercion, markets, and tradition.   

An example. About four years ago, an ambitious attempt was launched to discuss Europe's common future on a trans-national level. On May 31, 2003, seven European newspapers published articles by well-known intellectuals addressing the question, "What is Europe?" Umberto Eco wrote in La Repubblica (Italy), Gianni Vattimo in La Stampa (Italy), Adolf Muschg in Neue Zürcher Zeitung (Switzerland), Richard Rorty in Süddeutsche Zeitung (Germany) and Fernando Savater in El Pais (Spain). The article, that turned out to be most momentous and widely discussed, was written by Jürgen Habermas - who had initiated the entire project - and co-signed by Jacques Derrida. Both Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung (Germany) and La Libération (France) published the article. That the two most influential European intellectuals of recent decades took the pragmatic step of brushing aside their past differences and spoke in unison was a remarkable development in itself. The Habermas/Derrida article calling for “the rebirth of Europe" with "new responsibilities beyond all Eurocentrism" was an example of substantive contemporary history, a kind of intervention, a performance that cried out for that which the text both is and conjures forth: a European discussion about Europe, a European public space. Nearly twenty years before, in a sort of ‘intellectual return to Europe’ Derrida commenting the birth of the Liber. Revue européenne des livres, exorted us to consider in particular the title chosen for the newspaper, “It is a Latin title, and it was accepted by the English as well as the Germans. The newspaper is called Liber. Those in charge of the newspaper are quite attached- and they are entitled to be so- to this name’s rich polysemy, since they recall its elliptical economy in each issue. “This polysemy gathers the hominyms and derivations at play in the lexical roots of a rich Latin soil: “(I) Liber, era, erum : free (socially), of free birth, emancipated, independent, free Morally); absolute, unbridled, free from restraint. (2) Liber, eri: the name of Bacchus, wine. (3) Liber, bri: the inner bark of a tree used for writing; a book, writing, treatise, or play; a collection, catalogue, or newspaper”. 5

By playing seriously, but also with irony, at recalling the memory of the written language at the very moment of reawakening the identity of European culture, by pretending to gather this memory around freedom, the grape wine, the wine-press, the printing book, Derrida renewed an alliance and reaffirmed at the same time an Euro-Mediterranean idiom. “If I added the untranslatable homophone "libère," "liberate yourself, you and the others" [libère-toi, toi et les autres], namely, a command in the familiar form [un ordre qui tutoie] a familiar imperative in the form of a jussive* speech act that is possible only in the idiom of "my" own language, you would be even more sensitive to the problem that I wish to raise. It concerns an irreducible experience of language, that which links it to the liaison, to commitment, to the command or to the promise: before and beyond all theoretic-constatives, opening, embracing, or including them, there is the affirmation of language, the "I am addressing you, and I commit myself, in this language here; listen how I speak in my language, me, and you can speak to me in your language; we must hear each other, we must get along" [nous devons nous entendre].”6

With the destruction of the Berlin Wall, with the diverse movements of "democratization," and with the legitimate but sometimes ambiguous aspirations for national sovereignty, he said, there is in today's day, age the reopening and denaturalization of monstrous partitions. “There is today the same feeling of imminence, of hope and of danger, of anxiety before the possibility of other wars with unknown forms, the return to old forms of religious fanaticism, nationalism, or racism. There is the greatest uncertainty concerning the borders of Europe itself, its geographic-political borders (in the center, to the east and to the west, to the north and to the south), its "spiritual" borders (around the idea of philosophy, reason, monotheism, Jewish, Greek, Christian [Catholic, Protestant, Orthodox, and Islamic memories, around Jerusalem, a Jerusalem itself divided, torn apart, around Athens, Rome, Moscow, Paris, and it is necessary to add, "etc.," and it is necessary to divide yet again each of these names with the most respectful persistence).” 7 According  to Derrida Europe, the European identity is located above all into its books: the Bible, the Euclid’s Elements, the Odyssey and so on, the books that have made the European culture and civilization. 

After twenty years, Europe has in part changed.

A common European culture is emerging between the generation ranging from ages 15 to 40, known as “Generation E” (or “the Nineties Generation”). It is that of college-educated young professionals who grew up in one part of Europe—Edinburgh, Madrid or Florence, for example—studied at universities in other parts of the continent—such as Oxford, Paris or Frankfurt—and are pursuing professional careers in still another section of Europe, as in Rome, Brussels or Dublin (Read on the way the Erasmus Project, EU programme).
