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Daktaro disertacijos santrauka

Temos kontekstas

Per pastaraji Europos Sajungos politikos deSimtmeti ,,tapatybés® ir ,,naratyvo* savokos
igijo vis didesn¢ reikSme. [vairiy i18Stukiy akivaizdoje — tokiu kaip konstituciné krize,
finansin¢ krizé, Eurozonos skolos krizé, migracijos ir pabégeliy krizé, Didziosios
Britanijos atsiskyrimo kriz¢ ir visas Sias krizes vienijanti populiarumo bei legitimumo
krizé — Europos Sajunga atsidiiré situacijoje, kuri i8ryskino stiprios Europos tapatybés ir
stipriy Europos naratyvy stygiy. Kaip daznai teigiama, tam, kad kriziy akivaizdoje ES
galéty priimti ryztingus ir efektyvius sprendimus virSnacionaliniame lygmenyje, Siuos
sprendimus privalo gristi solidarumo ir vienybés jausmas, o toks jausmas yra
nejmanomas be ji grindzianciy tapatybiy ir bendry pasakojimy. Anot J. Habermaso
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(2003), ,,vienos $alies pilieciai kitos Salies pilieCius turi trakuoti kaip i§ esmés ,,savus™”’.

Siuolaikiniai politikos mokslai pripaZista $ia argumentacijos logika: minkstieji tapatybés,
kolektyvinés atminties ir bendry pasakojimu klausimai turi esming reikSme kietiesiems
politikos klausimams, tokiems kaip kolektyvinis veikimas, efektyvus valdymas ir
politinis vystymasis (Manners, 2011; Keolvraa, 2016). Tod¢l, kaip teigia Fukuyama
(2012), esminé ES problema Siandien yra ,,atrasti esminj atsakyma | klausima, ka reiskia
biti europieciu”. Aktyvus domé¢jimasis tapatybémis ir naratyvais pasireiSkia tuomet,
kuomet jy stygius bendruomeng¢je tampa dramatiskas. Kaip teikia B. Strdth (2010, p. 20),
,Utopinés svajonés apie bendruomeng, sanglauda ir holisting tvarka telpa bendroje
tapatybés savokoje, ir visa tai yra mobilizuojama tais atvejais, kuomet pasireiskia Siy
jausmy trikumas”. Todé¢l, panasSiai kaip aStuntojo deSimtmecio Europos kultiiros politika
gimé didziosios naftos krizés suformuotame politiniame kontekste (Kaiser, 2015),
dabartiné nezinomybé dé¢l ES ateities paskatino naujas diskusijas dél Europos tapatybés

ir budy, kuriuos pasitelkus tokia tapatyb¢ galéty biiti sukurta ir jtvirtinta.

Politiniame lygmenyje Sis bendruomenés troskulys buvo tiesiogiai iSreikStas Komisijos
prezidento Barroso iniciatyvoje ,,Naujasis Europos naratyvas”. Nuo 2013 m. balandzio

iki 2014 m. kovo darbavosi Europos komisijos suburtas ,,Kultirinis komitetas”, kuriam
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buvo pavesta sukurti naujaji Europos naratyva, kuris iSreiksty ,,Europos mintj ir kiing”
(Europos Komisija, 2014). O stai 2017 m. Briuselyje duris atvéré Europos istorijos
namai. Europos istorijos namai — tai Briuselyje veikiantis muziejus, kuri finansuoja
Europos parlamentas, ir kuriam yra keliama uzduotis ,,skleisti didiji Europos integracijos
pasakojima, kuris lankytojams biity perteikiamas tiek faktais, tiek emocijomis” (Rigney,
2012). Aptariant Sias iniciatyvas, pabréziama, jog, nors Europos Sajungai 2012 m. buvo
suteikta Nobelio taikos premija, Europos taikos naratyvas baigia prarasti savo
paveikuma ir tod¢l Europos Sajunga Siandien aktyviai ieSko nauju europieciams aktualiy

politiniy naratyvy.

Politinis naratyvas Sioje disertacijoje yra suvokiamas kaip istorinis pasakojimas su
politinémis implikacijomis — tai tam tikras praeitis ivykiy nupasakojimas, kuris perziiiri
ir perkuria bendruomenés kilmés samprata ir pasiiilo naujus moralinius horizontus
bendruomeng¢s ateiCiai (Kelvraa, 2016, pp. 170-171). Politinio naratyvo (kaip Sios
savokos sinonimas daZznai naudojama politinio mito savoka) svarba siejama su Siy
naratyvy funkcija konstruojant ir konsoliduojant politines bendruomenes. Remdamiesi
nacionalizmo studijomis, Europos tapatybés tyriné¢tojai daznai tvirtina, jog s€¢kmingos
investicijos 1 bendruomenés pradzios mitus ir simbolius gali ,,padéti pamatus politiniam

lojalumui ir politinei identifikacijai” (Theiler, 2005, p. 21).

Pastarojo meto krizinis ES politinis kontekstas paskatino akademikus aktyviau dométis
naratyvais ir juy politinémis funkcijomis (Gilbert, 2008; Eder, 2009, 2011; Kaiser, 2011,
2015; Keolvraa 2012a, 2012b, 2016; Manners ir Murray, 2016). Sia tendencija patvirtina
sprendimas vieng i§ 2016 m. zurnalo ,,Journal of Common Market Studies” numeriy
paskirti kone iSimtinai naratyvy analizei. Kod¢l Siaip jau pozityvistinés orientacijos
7urnalas nusprendé tyrinéti Europos pasakojimy problematika? Sio specialaus numerio
redaktoriai I. Manners ir R. Whitman (2016) paaiSkino, jog ES studijy lauke
dominuojantys (angl. mainstream) modeliai nebéra tinkami naujausiems politiniams
procesams paaiSkinti. Anot redaktoriy, naujausios ES politikos realijos akivaizdZziai
prieStarauja nebyliai ES studijuy lauko prielaidai, esa ,,Europos Sajunga yra neoliberali,
valstybinei formai artima sistema, o europeizacija yra vienkryptis procesas”. Redaktoriai

kritikuoja lauke dominuojancias ,,gamtamoksling objektyvizmo ontologija” bei
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,pozityvizmo epistemologija” — principus, kuriems, anot redaktoriy, lauke

dominuojantys akademikai iSlieka lojaliis ir nekritiski.

Anot Manners ir Whitman (2016, p. 4), biitent toks akademinio lauko nelankstumas
leidzia paaiskinti, kodél ,,per pastaraji deSimtmetj tarp teoriniy svarstymu ir politiniy
realijy atsivéré plySys”. Reaguodami | §j i8Stki, specialaus JCMS numerio autoriai
svarste, kaip Siandienes Europos politines realijas galéty padéti suprasti kritiniai,
normatyviniai ir | naratyvus nukreipti analizés buidai. Teigiama, esa blitent naratyvisting
pastarojo meto reiSkiniy teorija ir padéti konceptualizuoti naujas galimas Europos

politinio vystymosi trajektorijas (Manners ir Whitman, 2016, p. 3).

Antrindami Fukuyamai, Sio numerio autoriai tvirtina, jog ,butent dabar Europos
tapatybeés klausimai tampa i§ tikryjy svarbiis ir lemiami” (Kelvraa, 2016, p. 169), jog
,haujo Europos naratyvo poreikis nieckada nebuvo toks rySkus kaip Siandien” (Manners
ir Murray, 2016). Sie autoriai teigia, jog akademikai privalo nedelsdami imtis atsakingos
Europos pasakojimu problematikos analizés (Manners ir Murray, 2016, p. 185). Sie
akademikai siiilo jvairias naratyvy analizés technikas ir atkreipia démesj | tarpusavyje
konkuruojancius Europos pasakojimus, kuriais méginama artikuliuoti skirtingus Europos
tapatybés projektus. Kaip tokiy konkuruojanciu pasakojimy pavyzdziai jvardinami
Europos taikos naratyvas, Zaliosios Europos naratyvas, socialinés Europos naratyvas,
ekonominés Europos naratyvas, globalios Europos naratyvas ir kt. (Manners ir Murray,
2016, pp. 188-197). Anot autoriy, zvelgdami | Siy naratyvy kilme, motyvus ir struktiira,
galime suprasti, dél ko i§ tikryju yra kovojama: dél Europos Sajungos ivaizdzio, dél
Europos tapatybés ir dél krypties, kuria Sajunga pasuks, jveikusi dabartinius i$Siikius
arba suklupusi juy akivaizdoje. Tod¢l, kaip nuspéja Manners ir Murray (2016, p. 199),

,moksliniai Europos Sajungos pasakojimy tyrinéjimai isliks aktualiis dar labai ilgai”.

Akademiné mjslé

Pastaraisiais metais pasirodé daug naujy publikacijy, kuriose buvo pasiiilyti nauji

Europiniai pasakojimai arba kuriose tokios tapatybés konstravimo technikos yra
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analizuojamos, dekonstruojamos ir kritikuojamos. Akademinio démesio centre atsidiire
politiky, vieSyjy intelektualy ir menininky méginimai kurti naujus Europos pasakojimus
ir Europos prasmes, siekiant sukurti pagrinda naujam Europos tapatybés turiniui. Taciau
iki Siol rimtai nebuvo nagrinétas klausimas, ar pats akademinis ES Studijy laukas
nedalyvauja Europos naratyvy ir tapatybiy politikoje. Si disertacija uzpildo §i akademini
vakuuma: joje nagrinéjamas santykis tarp Europos tapatybés politikos ir Europos

Sajungos akademiniy tyrinéjimy.

Si disertacijos projekta paskatino konkreti akademiné mislé, kuria uzmyné intelektualing
kelioné po ES studijy lauka. Paméginkime trumpam isivaizduoti kurios nors Europos
Salies piliet, kuris siekia geriau suprasti Europos politika. Sis pilietis yra nusivyles
tradicinémis ir socialinémis medijomis. Jis vis dazniau pastebi, jog Zzmoniy nuostatas ES
atzvilgiu nulemia subjektyviis politiniai pasakojimai, kuriuos jiems perteikia juy aplinka
bei ju skaitomos, klausomos ir Zifirimos tradicinés bei socialinés medijos. Sis pilietis su
nerimu pastebi, jog Sie pasakojimai vienas kitam prieStarauja ne tik vertybiu, bet ir fakty
lygmenyje. Pavarges nuo Sio tiesos iSsiZzadéjusio ir netikras naujienas kuriancio pasaulio,
pilietis pasiryzta atrasti patikima informacijos apie ES Saltinj. Pilietis tikisi, jog tokiu
esmg, pilietis savo paieSkas nori pradéti nuo Sakny ir iSsiaiSkinti, kaip viskas prasidéjo:
kaip ir kodel pokario metais gimé¢ Europos politiné bendruomene? Ir kas gi buvo tas

Jeanas Monnet, kuris taip daznai vadinamas Europos Sajungos tévu kiiréju?

Deja, po iSsamiy akademinés literatiiros studiju miisy pilietis tapo dar neramesnis.
Ieskoty atsakymuy jis nerado. Vietoje ieSkoto aiSkumo jis sutiko tuzinus skirtingy istoriju
apie Jeana Monnet ir jo vaidmenj Europos polinio kiino sukiirime. DidZioji mislé yra ta,
jog Sios istorijos yra tokios radikaliai skirtingos, jog jas privalu ivardinti kaip viena kitai
prieStaraujancias. Didziai pilieCio nuostabai, akademiky pasakojimuose sukurti Monnet
tvaizdZziai yra tokie kontrastingi ir vienas kitam prieStaringi, kad tampa sunku patikéti,
jog akademikai i$ tikryju raso apie ta pacia istoring figira. Pilie¢iui sunku suprasti, kodél
Zymis tyrinétojai paprasciausiai nesusiSneka dé¢l Monnet gyvenimo fakty ir jo politinés
programos principy. Negi jo skaityti autoriai taip prastai susipazing su savo tyrimy

objektu, jog negali prieiti vieningos i§vados dél esminiy istoriniy realiju? O galbiit esama



kaZzkokio kito motyvo (ne tik noro prisikasti prie istorinés tiesos), kuris skatina autorius
taip skirtingai prisiminti {vykius, lémusius Europos integracijos pradzia ir logika pokario

metais?

Disertacijos klausimas ir tezé

Tai yra Sios disertacijos misle. Kaip paaiSkinti toki auksSta heterogeniSkumo laipsni
akademinéje Jeano Monnet istoriografijoje? Si mislé paskatino platesnius apmastymus
apie politinio veiksnio svarba akademiky darbuose apie Europos Sajungos iStakas.
Kokiais atvejais akademiky naratyvus apie Europos Sajunga galime traktuoti kaip
politinius naratyvus Europos Sajungai? Kokia prasme galétume teigti, jog ES studiju
laukas dalyvauja Europos tapatybés konstravimo projekte? Jeigu Europos kriziy
laikotarpis paskatino naujy Europos naratyvy paieSka, tuomet galbiit naujos Monnet
reprezentacijos taip pat gali biti traktuojamos kaip simbolinés formos, kuriomis yra

komunikuojami konkuruojantys Europos tapatybés projektai?

I Siy apmastymy iSplauké pagrindinis disertacijos klausimas:

Koks specifinis rysys sieja Siuolaikine Europos tapatybés politikq ir akademinius gincus
deél Europos Sqjungos istorijos bei vystymosi trajektorijos — gincus, besireiskiancius per

skirtingus ir tarpusavyje konkuruojancius Europos Sqjungos kilmés naratyvus?

Kaip $io klausimo atsakymas, disertacijoje ginama $i tezé:

Teigiu, jog skirtingi akademiniai naratyvai apie Europos Sqjungos kilme sudaro miisio
laukq tarp tarpusavyje konkuruojanciy Europos tapatybés projekty, o Sis misio laukas
atspindi  pagrindinius FEuropos politinio lauko konfliktus bei jtampas: jtampq dél
ekonominés paradigmos, jtampq dél suverenumo, jtampq dél politinio metodo, jtampq

dél nacionaliniy tapatybiy ir etniskumo.

Kiekviena i$ §iy itampy savyje talpina bent dvi itakingas politines pozicijas, i$ kuriy kyla

tarpusavyje konkuruojancios Europos politinés tapatybés vizijos:
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e [tampa d¢l ekonominés paradigmos — tai konfliktas tarp ,,Socialinés Europos” ir
,Ekonominés Europos” viziju.

e [tampa dél suverenumo — tai konfliktas tarp federalizmo, neofunkcionalizmo ir
tarpvyriausybiSkumo kaip konkuruojanciy ES valdymo organizacijos principu.

e Jtampa dé¢l politinio metodo — tai itampa tarp Europos technokratijos ir Europos
demokratijos viziju.

e [tampa dé¢l nacionaliniy tapatybiy ir etniSkumo — tai konfliktas tarp nacionalizmo,
post-nacionalizmo ir euro-nacionalizmo kaip konkuruojanciy viziju, grindZian¢iy
ES pozicija dél nacionaliniy tapatybiy ir ju vietos bendroje Europos politinéje

organizacijoje.

Disertacijos tezés originalumas ir aktualumas iSrySkéja tezg¢ kontekstualizuojant
platesnéje akademingje diskusijoje ir prieSpastatant Sia tez¢ dviem dominuojantiems
aiskinimams, susijusiems su ES studiju lauko funkcija Europos tapatybés politikoje. Sie

aiSkinimai gali buti jvardinami kaip ,, Tarnaités™ pozicija ir ,,Grynojo zinojimo” pozicija.
b

, Larnaités” pozicija teigia, jog ES studijy laukas patarnauja centrinéms ES institucijoms
ir $iy institucijy darbotvarkei bei Europos tapatybés projektui. Visas akademinis laukas

daznai redukuojamas i §j tarnaités vaidmeni:

,»Iraktuodami akademini diskursa kaip privilegijuota patikimy Zziniy diskursa
ignoruotume fakta, jog tarp dominuojanciy Europos politiky ir dominuojanciy Europos
akademiky esama esminio — galbiit ir daznai nesamoningo — sutarimo. Politinis laukas ir
akademinis laukas — tai du diskurso laukai, kurie pagal geriausias modernizmo tradicijas
dirba iSvien konstruodami ir reprodukuodami Europos tapatybe™ (Stavrakakis, 2005, p.

81).
Si argumentacijos logika ES istoriografija traktuoja kaip ideologija, kuri ,tarnauja

dabartinés Europos politikos legitimavimui” (Mitterauer, 2006). Ivairls autoriai

pabrézia, jog ES istoriografija yra Europos komisijos orchestruojamas bandymas atsverti
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nacionaliniy istorijy hegemonija ir tokiu budu suteikti Europos Sajungai simbolinio ir
emocinio patrauklumo (Shore, 2000; Wolf, 2003; Calligaro, 2015). Apie ES politikos ir
ES studiju lauko bei ES istoriografijos sajunga kritiSkai atsiliepia jvairiis akademikai
(McGowan, 2009; Heffernan, 1998; Calhoun, 2003). Anot Calhoun (2003), Europos
studijas turime matyti kaip ,,ideologini-pedagogini projekta”, tarnaujanti ,,Europos
Sajungai palankios europinés savivokos” populiarinimui. Klinke (2014) savo ruoZtu
kalba apie ,,intelektualini Europos studiju homogeniskuma”, kuris atspindi hegemonini
ES politikos diskursa. Tod¢l, anot Sio autoriaus, ES studijas privalu traktuoti kaip
Europos Sajungos minkstosios galios iranki. Sig ir panasia kritika apibendrina G.
Majone (2009, p. 2-3), kuris teigia, jog absoliuti dauguma ES tyrin¢janciy akademiky

,yra ne neutraliis stebétojai, o greic¢iau nekritiski Europos integracijos réméjai”.

,,Grynojo 7inojimo” pozicija yra priesinga ,,Tarnaités” pozicijai. Si pozicija neigia bet
koki akademinio lauko vaidmeni Europos tapatybés konstravimo procese ar Europos
politikoje bendrai. Akademinio lauko santykis su politiniu lauku yra i§imtinai mokslinis:
tikslas yra ,,sitilyti patikrinamas hipotezes ir teorinius teiginius apie priezastinius rysius”
(Lynggaard, Loffgren ir Manners, 2015 p. 8). Si pozicija nepripaZista griztamojo rysio i3
akademinio i politini lauka. Nors tiesiogiai iSriekiama retai, $i pozicija grindzia didZiaja
dali ES studijose dominuojanciy politologiniy modeliy, kuriais yra aiSkinama Europos
integracija. Kaip teigia Manners (2016), biitent Sia prielaida yra grindziami bandymai ES
studijoms suteikti ,,normalaus mokslo” statusa. ,,Normalus mokslas” turi buti atsietas
nuo politiniy poreikiy, todél mokslininkai skatinami vengti tokiu politiSky klausimuy kaip
,Kas yra Europa?” (Manners, 2003, p. 72). Jiems nedera gilintis { tokius moksliskai
neSvarius klausimus kaip ,,gin€ai d¢l prasmiy ir tapatybés”, ,,disintegracijos galimybg
liudijancios politinés tendencijos” ar ,,perspektyvy ir Zitiros tarSky ivairové mastant apie
politinius i8$iikius” (Rumford, 2008, p. 23). ,,Grynojo Zinojimo” pozicija jgauna panasia,
bet kiek kitokia forma humanitarinése disciplinose. Cia yra daZnai teigiama, jog ES
tyrinétojai samoningai siekia iSvengti to vaidmens, kuri suvaidino ju kolegos praeityje,
padédami konstruoti didziuosius nacionalinius pasakojimus, tod¢él samoningai vengia
dalyvauti Europos tapatybés projekte. Prie to prisideda ir postkolonializmo perspektyvy
Salininkai, kurie akylai stebi, jog akademikai nepasiduoty eurocentristinéms

tendencijoms (Kaiser, 2011b). Apibendrinant galima pasakyti, kad miisy postmodernus
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laikmetis seniai nebetiki, jog socialinis mokslas ar istorija gali turéti absoliuty imuniteta
politinéms jtakoms, taciau ,,Grynojo Zinojimo” pozicijos Salininkai tvirtina, jog S§is

imunitetas yra ir privalo bati kaip ymanoma stipresnis.

Biitent toks yra Sios disertacijos ,,zaidimo laukas”. I§ vienos pusés turime ,,Grynojo
Zinojimo” pozicija, kuri brézia griezta linija tarp mokslo ir politiniy Europos tapatybés
klausimy. IS kitos pusés turime ,, Tarnaités” pozicija, pagal kuria beveik visos mokslinés
zinios apie ES, kurios yra pristatomos kaip objektyvios ir neSaliSkos, i§ tikryju téra
uzslépta paramos Europos Sajungai forma ir budas legitimuoti i§ Europos politinio
centro konstruojamai Europos tapatybei. Disertacijoje teigiu, jog abi pozicijos
akcentuoja akademinés motyvacijos singuliaruma, o tai ignoruoja itin svarbia aplinkybe:
ne vienyb¢, o konfliktas apibrézia Europos tapatybés politika ir jos santyki su

akademiniu lauku.

Kitaip tariant, politizacijos tez¢ disertacijoje yra apginama, taciau kinta pati politizacijos
samprata. [rodoma, jog ES politinio centro itaka akademinei produkcijai yra pervertinta.
I politizacija pasitiloma pazvelgti kompleksiskai, jvertinant pliuralisting ir konfliktais
nuséta Europos politinio lauko ir Europos tapatybés politikos struktiira. Biitent todél
disertacijoje teigiu, jog skirtingi akademiniai naratyvai apie Europos Sqjungos kilme
sudaro musio laukq tarp tarpusavyje konkuruojanciy Europos tapatybés projekty, o Sis
misSio laukas atspindi pagrindinius Europos politinio lauko konfliktus bei jtampas:
itampq dél ekonominés paradigmos, jtampq dél suverenumo, jtampq dél politinio

metodo, jtampq dél nacionaliniy tapatybiy ir etniskumo.

Ginamieji teiginiai

Tezé apginama pagrindziant penkis ginamuosius teiginius, 1§ kuriy iSplaukia ir penkiy

daliy disertacijos struktiira:

1. Europos tapatybé yra daugialypé. Europos tapatybé reiskiasi per
konkuruojancius tapatybinius naratyvus. Europos tapatybés pagrinda sudaro

socialinis, politinis, ekonominis ir Kkultirinis Europos politinio lauko
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kompleksiSkumas. PrieSingai nei homogeniSkos nacionalinés tapatybés, Europos
tapatybé reiSkiasi per misio lauka tarp vienas kitam oponuojanciy naratyvy, kurie
atspindi Europos politinio lauko viding santykiy sistema ir galios dinamika. Sioji
sociologiné Europos tapatybés samprata yra plétojama pirmojoje disertacijos dalyje,
remiantis Europos tapatybés tyrinéjimy lauke sparciai populiar¢jancia tyrimy
programa, skirtingy autoriy jvardinama ,,daugelio Europuy” (angl Many Europes)
,»Buropos ivairovés” (European multiplicity) ir ,pasakojimy tinklo” (Narrative

network) vardais.

. Akademinis ES studijy laukas yra viena i§ Europos tapatybés politikos erdviy,
Europos tapatybés politika suprantant kaip komunikacijos muasj tarp
konkuruojanciy naratyvy, kurie atspindi Europos politinio lauko vidine
santykiy sistemg ir galios dinamika. Kitais zodZiais tariant, teigiu, jog sociologiné-
pliuralistiné Europos tapatybés interpretacija tinka ne tik politiky, vieSyjy intelektualy
ar menininky diskursams, taciau ir akademiniams diskursams aiskinti. Be to, tvirtinu,
jog sociologiné-pliuralistiné Europos tapatybés interpretacija santyki tarp Europos
tapatybés politikos ir ES Studiju lauko suprasti leidzia geriau negu kiti du
dominuojantys S$io santykio aiSkinimai: ,,Tarnaités” ir ,,Grynojo Zinojimo”
interpretacijos. ,,Tarnaités” pozicija teigia, jog ES studiju laukas patarnauja
centrinéms ES institucijoms, legitimuodamas S§iy instituciju formuojamas
darbotvarkes ir Europos tapatybés samprata. ,,Grynojo Zinojimo” pozicija atskiria
akademinj lauka nuo bet kokio vaidmens, kurj Sis laukas galéty vaidinti tapatybés

konstravimo procese ar Europos politikoje bendrai.

. Skirtingi ir vienas kitam oponuojantys akademiniai pasakojimai apie ES iStakas
ir kilme atspindi pagrindinius Europos politinio lauko konfliktus bei jtampas:
itampg dél ekonominés paradigmos, jtampa dél suverenumo, jtampa dél politinio
metodo, jtampa dél nacionaliniy tapatybiy ir etniSkumo. Sios keturios jtampos yra
1Svedamos 1§ Davido Marquando 2011 m. darbo ,,The End of the West: The Once and
Future Europe”, kuriame brity filosofas pateikia i§samia Europos politinio lauko ir §io
lauko genealogijos apZvalga. Disertacijoje Sios keturios itampos pasitelkiamos kaip

operazinalizuota reikSmé tokioms bendresnéms savokoms kaip ,,ribos”, ,,ltiziai” bei
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»galios dinamika”, kuriomis sociologin¢je Europos tapatybés teorijoje bendrai
apibiidinama Europos politinio lauko struktiira. Treciasis ginamasis teiginys tikslina ir
konkretina antrgji ginamaji teigini. Sékminga antrojo ir tre€iojo teiginiy gynyba

priklauso nuo ketvirtojo ir ypac penktojo teiginiuy gynybos.

. Jeano Monnet reprezentacijos akademiniame ES studijy lauko diskurse sudaro
tinkamg atvejo studijos medZiaga tre€iojo teiginio gynybai. Jeanas Monnet yra
apibiidinamas kaip ,,pamatinis Europos bendrijos pastangy sukurti Europos tapatybg
elementas, centriné téviskoji figtra, aplink kurig buvo lipdoma visa simboliné tvarka”
(Kolvraa, 2012b, p. 84). Jeanas Monnet yra vienas 1§ nedaugelio emociniu paveikumu
pasizyminciy Europos projekto simboliy. Be to, Monnet Siandien yra prisimenamas
ne tik kaip Europos Sajungos ,,tévas kiir¢jas”, bet taip pat kaip svarbi figiira Europos
integracijos teorijy lauke. Remiantis kolektyvinés atminties studijy, metabiografijos ir
mokslo sociologijos izvalgomis, yra pagrista tikétis, jog akademiniai pasakojimai apie
ES ideologizuoti, politizuoti ir romantizuoti labiausiai bus tuomet, kuomet kalba eis
apie ES kilmés mito simboliu tapusia ir kone mitologing funkcija igavusia Jeano

Monnet figlira.

. Istoriné ir teoriné literatiira apie ES pasiZymi itin turtinga konkuruojancdiy ir
vienas kitam prieStaraujanciy Jeano Monnet jvaizdZiy jvairove, o §ia jvairove
formuoja Europos Sajungos tapatybés politikos konflikty struktara (tokia, kaip
ji buvo apibrézta treCiajame teiginyje). Tai reiSkia, jog Jeano Monnet istoriniy
tvaizdziy turiniui itaka daro dabarties politiniai motyvai. Dauguma variacijos tarp
skirtingy Jeano Monnet reprezentaciju atvejy galima paaiskinti remiantis keturiomis
pagrindinémis Europos politinio lauko jtampomis: jtampa dél ekonominés
paradigmos, itampa dél suverenumo, itampa dél politinio metodo, jtampa dél
nacionaliniy tapatybiy ir etniskumo. Sis teiginys yra patikrinamas ir apginamas
analizuojant istorinius ir teorinius darbus apie Europos integracija, kuriuose svarbus

vaidmuo yra skiriamas Jeano Monnet figiirai.

14



Metodologija

Disertacijoje naudojamas specifinis naratyvy analizés metodas. Pasitelkiant §§ metoda,
analizuojamos, lyginamos ir interpretuojamos skirtingos akademiky pasakojamos
Monnet istorijos, identifikuojant specifines $iy naratyvy laikysenas didziyju Europos
politinio lauko itampy atzvilgiu. Toliau jvardinami akademikai, kuriy darbai disertacijoje
yra aptariami: Trygve Ugland, Michael Burgess, Giandomenico Majone, John
Gillingham, Richard Swedberg, Catherine Guisan, Alan S. Milward, Christopher Booker
ir Richard North, Wolfgang Wessels, Martin Holland, Alessandro Isoni, Hungdah Su,
Philomena Murray, Francois Fontaine, Robert Marjolin, Luciano Levi, ir kt. Visiems
Siems darbams bendra yra tai, jog juose plétojama makro lygmens Europos integracijos
problematikos analizé. Kone visi Sie darbai — tai plaCios akademinés aprépties
apmastymai apie dabarting Sajungos buklg, Europos Sajungos vystymosi trajektorija ir

istorines dabartinés Sajungos situacijos, kaip ja supranta autoriai, iStakas.

Sie darbai disertacijoje tyrin¢jami pasitelkiant naratyvy analizés metoda, kuris yra
grindziamas dviguba politinio naratyvo savokos samprata. Viena vertus, politinis
naratyvas yra pasakojimas apie praeiti, kuris pateikia moralines i§vadas ateiciai (White,
1980, pp. 24-26), moralinis pasakojimas su tarpusavyje suriStais kosmogeniniais ir
eschatologiniais elementais (Kelvraa, 2016). Antra vertus, techniné-lingvistiné samprata
naratyva apibrézia tiesiog kaip ,,specifiniy lingvistiniy techniky pasirinkima praeities
tvykiams raportuoti” (Labov, 1997, p. 395). Sujungus Sias dvi sampratas, politini
naratyva galime suprasti kaip pasakotojo teksta, kuriame jis ar ji istorija pradeda
pasakoti 1§ anksto Zinodamas ar Zinodama, kaip S§i istorija pasibaigs, todel i§ anksto
sukuria tinkama scenariju, kuris leis praeities {vykius vienas kito atzvilgiu pozicionuoti
taip, kad iSankstinis pasakotojo tikslas biity pasiektas. Siam procesui apibudinti
naudojama ,iSankstinio naratyvo konstravimo” (angl. narrative prie-construction)

savoka (Labov, 2006).

Politiniai naratyvai apie politines bendruomenes (arba politiniai naratyvai politinéms

bendruomenéms) jprastai pasizymi ta pacia ,,fundamentalia schema, kuria sudaro pradzia
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(ankstesné stadija), vidurys (ivykis) ir pabaiga (naujoji stadija)” (Kelvraa, 2016). Tai,
kaip naratyve yra apibiidinama ,,ankstesnioji stadija”, ,,vidurys” bei kiti jungiantieji
tvykiai, priklauso nuo to, kokias moralines i1§vadas pasakotojas pateikia arba ,,naujaja
stadija” arba, kitaip tariant, dabart;. Naratyvuose tekstiné¢ ivykiy sekos nupasakojimo
technika tampa neatsikariama nuo politiniy prasmiy kirimo: ,,pasakojimo arba

scenarijaus tapatybé kuria paties reiskinio tapatybe” (Ricoeur, 1992, p. 147).

Vadovaujantis $ia logika, disertacijoje tyrin¢jami autoriai, kurie pasitelkia Jeana Monnet
kaip centring figiira savo pasakojimuose apie Europos Sajunga. Zvelgiant struktiiriskai,
Siy autoriy darbuose atsikartoja ta pati schema: Jeanas Monnet yra pasitelkiamas kaip
pagrindinis personazas ivykstant ,ivykiui®, kuris leidzia jvykti transformacijai i$
»ankstesnés stadijos” i ,,naujaja stadija”’. Dazniausiai, nors ir ne visada, Sis jvykis yra

susijes su Sumano planu bei Europos anglies ir plieno sajungos ikairimu.

Naratyvy analizés metodas leidzia atskleisti, kaip autoriai atsirenka, struktiiruoja ir
interpretuoja praeities ivykius siekdami praeit] ,,atvesti” iki esa neSaliSko dabartinés
Europos Sajungos situacijos ir trajektorijos jvertinimo. Sio pratimo tikslas — parodyti,
jog uz to, kas i§ paziiiros atrodo kaip chaotiSka vienas kitam prieStaraujanciy pasakojimy
apie Jeana Monnet jvairové, i§ tikryjy stovi Europos politinio lauko struktiira, kurig ir

atspindi Sie tarpusavyje konkuruojantys pasakojimai.

ISvados

Viena esminiy Sios disertacijos i§vaduy yra susijusi su simboline funkcija, kurig Jeano
Monnet figlira vaidina akademikuy naratyvuose apie Europos Sajunga. Daugeliui
disertacijoje nagrinéty autoriy Jeanas Monnet yra ne tiek sudétingas istorinis klausimas,
kuri biity bandoma saziningai i$spresti, kiek veikiau supaprastintas simbolinis atsakymas
1 sudétingiausius Europos politinio gyvenimo klausimus ir dilemas. Kiekviena 1§ keturiy
itampuy, kurios yra nagrinéjamos disertacijoje, sukasi aplink klausimus ,Kas yra

Europa?” ir ,,Kokia kryptimi Europai eiti toliau?”.
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Meéginti pateikti galutinius atsakymus 1 Siuos klausimus reiSkia suteikti Europai
nekintama tapatybg. Suteikti nekintama tapatybe reiSkia konstatuoti tgstinuma laike,
nustatyti tam tikrus esminius bendruomenés elementus, kurie iSliko pastovis ir tapatiis
laike, nepaisant visa keiCianCios laiko tékmés. Tai paaiskina, kodél akademiky
teiginiuose apie Siandiening Europos Sajungos ,,sveikata” gausu nuorody i politinés
bendruomenés iStakas ir 1 Jeano Monnet vizijas, intencijas, pirmuosius principus ir
metodus. Tokiu biidu autoriai sukuria stabilumo ir tasos nuo Monnet, kaip simbolinio
Sajungos tévo kiir¢jo, iki pat misy laiky ispiidi. Tokiu biidu yra pasakoma, jog mano
atsakymas { didziuosius Siandienos politikos klausimus yra ne tik racionalus, bet kone
logiskai biitinas, nes tam tikra prasme iSplaukia i§ istorinio vystymosi logikos ir

,,pirminio plano”.

Sukonstruodamas bendruomenés kiiréjo politing tapatybe, autorius siekia specifing
politing tapatybg primesti ir paciai politinei bendrijai dabartiniame jos pavidale. Taigi
akademiniuose naratyvuose Jeanas Monnet yra tapgs tam tikru simboliniu indu, kuri
autoriai pripildo tuo, ka kiekvienas i§ ju laiko esminiu — geruoju ar bloguoju — Europos

Sajungos dabartiniu bruozu.

Disertacijoje irodoma, jog istoriné ir teoriné literatira apie ES pasizymi itin turtinga
konkuruojanciy ir vienas kitam prieStaraujan¢iy Jeano Monnet jvaizdziy {vairove, o §ia
tvairove formuoja Europos Sajungos tapatumo konflikty struktira - keturios didZiosios
itampos: itampa dé¢l ekonominés paradigmos, itampa dél suverenumo, ijtampa dél

politinio metodo, {tampa dél nacionaliniy tapatybiy ir etniSkumo.

Kitaip tariant, i§ pazitiros chaotiSky Monnet istoriju ivairové yra paaiSkinama susiejant
Sig ivairovg su didZiaisiais Europos politinio gyvenimo luziais, kuriuos itin gerai
uz¢iuopé¢ Davidas Marquandas: pirma, tai konfliktas tarp ,,Socialinés Europos” ir
,Ekonominés Europos” kaip konkuruojan¢iy ekonominiy paradigmy; antra, tai
konfliktas tarp federalizmo ir konfederalizmo kaip konkuruojanciu politinés
organizacijos principy; trecia, tai konfliktas tarp Europos technokratijos ir Europos
demokratijos idealy; ketvirta, tai konfliktas dél nacionaliniy tapatybiy vaidmens ir

lemties bendroje Europos politinéje organizacijoje. Siandieninés Europos tapatybés
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politikos esme sudaro $iy didziyju Europos politiniu viziju konkurencija, ir visos §ios
vizijos paskutiniaisiais metais buvo artikuliuojamos ir ginamos su nauju politiniu
entuziazmu, tokiu biidu reaguojant 1 krizini pastarojo deSimtmecio Europos politikos
konteksta. Sios skiriamosios Europos politinio gyvenimo linijos yra importuojamos i
akademinj lauka, kuriame yra perdirbamos i specifinius politinés bendruomenés kilmeés
pasakojimus, kurie savyje talpina konkuruojancius politinius pasaulévaizdzius bei

konkuruojancius normatyvinius Europos tapatybés projektus.

Monnet, nacionaliniy tapatybiy priesas ir naujo Europinio zmogaus kiir¢jas, stoja pries
Monnet, Pranciizijos valstybininka-patriota ir jos nacionaliniy interesy sargybini.
Monnet, neofunkcionalizmo  jkvepéjas, stoja  prieS Monnet, iSmintinga
tarpvyriausybininka. Monnet, klastingas technokratas, nekentgs demokratijos, stoja pries
Monnet, kantry demokratijos idealy puoselétoja, kuris ruosé dirva demokratinei Europos
federacijai su dominuojan¢iu Europos parlamentu. Monnet, neoliberalios laisvy rinky
Europos architektas, stoja prieS Monnet, Saint-Simono pasekéja ir socialistinés Europos
super-valstybés kureja. Tai tik dalis Monnet {vaizdziy, kuriuos aptinkame akademinéje
ES studijuy literatiiroje, ir visi Sie ivaizdziai gali buti traktuojami kaip specifiniai Europos

tapatybés projektai.

Disertacijoje $i viena kitai oponuojanciy akademiniy pasakojimy istorijy jvairove yra
klasifikuojama ir aiSkinama remiantis sociologine Europos tapatybés teorija. Pavyzdziui,
disertacijoje pasiiloma nauja pliuralistineé ES studijy politizacijos samprata,
akcentuojanti ne tiek Briuselio, kaip politinio Sajungos centro, itaka, kiek daugialype
politinés jtakos Saltiniy struktiira, atspindinc¢ia itin kompleksiSka ir santykinai silpna
centro galia pasizymintj Europos politinj lauka. Si samprata antrina esminei A. Sonntago
(2011) izvalgai, esa, prieSingai nei nacionalinés sistemos, kurias konsoliduoti leido
politiniy centry gebéjimas efektyviai atlikti prasmiy reguliavimo hegemono funkcijas,
Europos Sajunga, kaip sistema, pasizymi atvira konkurencija tarp ivairiy prasmiy
reguliuotojy, politiniam centrui neturint jokiy efektyviy komunikacijos erdvés kontrolés

instrumentuy.
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ES kilmeés istorijy ivairove geriausiai suprantama traktuojant Europa kaip unikaliai atvira
komunikacijos sistema. Si sistema pasizymi itin sudétinga oponuojanéiy ekonominiy
interesy, kultiriniy tradicijy, istoriniy patir¢iy struktiira, kuri neturi nei stipraus politinio
centro, nei vieningos Svietimo sistemos, todél negali sau primesti hegemoninio
kolektyvinio savgs supratimo. Tod¢l Europa yra atvira komunikacijos sistema, kuri, kaip
savo politinés struktiiros antstatui, leidzia vystytis Europos tapatybés projekty jvairovei,

iskaitant tuos projektus, kurie grasina sunaikinti pa¢ia Europos Sajunga.

Akademinés Zinios, kurios yra kuriamos akademiky pasakojimuose apie Europos
Sajungos kilme, negali biiti traktuojamos nei kaip grynojo zinojimo paieSky vaisius, nei
kaip tarnysté Briuselio apibréztai darbotvarkei. Veikiau §j akademinés produkcijos tipa
turime suprasti kaip konfliktais nusétos Europos tapatybés politikos vaisiy. Skirtingi
akademiniai pasakojimai apie Europos Sajungos kilme¢ sudaro miSio lauka tarp
tarpusavyje konkuruojanciy Europos tapatybés projekty, o §is miiSio laukas atspindi
pagrindinius Europos politinio lauko konfliktus bei jtampas: itampa dél ekonominés
paradigmos, itampa dél suverenumo, jtampa dé¢l politinio metodo, jtampa dél

nacionaliniy tapatybiy ir etniSkumo.
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Summary of Doctoral Dissertation

Thematic Grounding

‘Identity’ and ‘narrative’ are two concepts that have grown in relevance during the last
decade of European Union politics. In the face of multiple challenges such as the
constitutional crisis, the financial crisis, the eurozone debt crisis, the migration and
refugee crisis, the crisis of British secession, and the overarching crisis of popularity and
legitimacy, the EU was found lacking in powerful identities and narratives that could
give the European polity the solidarity and cohesion necessary for decisive political
action on a supranational scale. As Francis Fukuyama (2012) explains, in a time of
major turmoil it becomes evident that the supranational project cannot function if the
peoples of different European nation-states do not feel the obligations of solidarity
towards each other. In the words of Jiirgen Habermas (2003), “The citizens of one nation

must regard the citizens of another nation as fundamentally ‘one of us’”.

This argument is increasingly accepted in political science: namely that the softer issues
of identity, collective memory, and shared narratives are fundamental to the harder
issues of politics, such as collective action, efficient governance and political
development (Manners, 2011; Kolvraa, 2016). Therefore, Fukuyama (2012) tells us, the
major challenge facing EU today is “to answer the question - in a more substantive sense
- of what it means to be European”. The interest in identities and narratives manifests
most acutely when their absence is felt most strongly. “Utopian dreams of community,
cohesion and holism which are all contained in the concept of identity”,- Bo Strdth
(2010, p. 20) explains: “are mobilized precisely in situations where there is a lack of
such feelings”. Just like the European cultural policy of the 1970°s was grounded in the
political context shaped by the great oil crisis of 1973 (Kaiser, 2015), the present
uncertainty over EU’s future has reinvigorated discussions on the European “we feeling”

and how it could be engineered.
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On a political level, this newly found longing for community and cohesion was directly
expressed by Commission President Barroso in his call for a ‘New Narrative for
Europe’. From April 2013 to March 2014, the European Commission appointed a
‘Cultural Committee’ to produce a ‘New Narrative for Europe: The Mind and Body of
Europe’ (European Commission, 2014). In 2017, the EU opened the House of European
History, a European Parliament financed museum on the history of European integration,
with an aim to “convey, both cognitively and through an appeal to the emotions, a
master narrative of European integration” (Rigney, 2012, p. 615). In the context of these
initiatives, it is often argued that, despite the awarding of the 2012 Nobel Peace Prize to
the EU, the European peace narrative has largely exhausted itself, and the EU is now in

search of new political narratives.

A political narrative is understood here as a historical narrative with political
implications, a recounting of past events in a way that reinvents communal origins and
connects them to new moral horizons of communal future (Kelvraa, 2016, pp. 170-171).
The importance of political narrative (a concept that is often used synonymously with
the concept of political myth) is usually explained by reference to its function in the
construction of political communities. Drawing their theoretical models from the studies
of nationalism, students of European identity typically argue that, if successful,
investments in communal origin myths and symbols can “lead to the formation of

overarching political loyalties and political identification” (Theiler, 2005, p. 21).

EU’s crisis-ridden political context has given rise to a new wave of research on
narratives and their political functions (Gilbert, 2008; Eder, 2009, 2011; Kaiser, 2011,
2015; Keolvraa 2012, 2016; Manners and Murray, 2016). Illustrative of the new trend is
the fact that, in 2016, the Journal of Common Market Studies hosted a special issue on
‘Dissident Voices in Theorizing Europe’, with narrative analysis as one of the issue’s
core topics. Explaining the decision to host this issue in what is normally a
positivistically minded journal, editors lan Manners and Richard Whitman (2016) argue
that mainstream EU studies are having great difficulty grasping recent political
processes. Readers of the issue’s editorial are told that recent realities of EU politics

seem to contradict the mainstream academic “premise that the EU is a neoliberal, state-
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like political system and that Europeanisation is a one-way process”. The editors also
point to the pitfalls of the “natural science “ontology of objectivism” and the

9999

“epistemology of positivism™ to which, according to Manners and Whitman,

mainstream EU Studies are exclusively attached.

Manners and Whitman (2016, p. 4) use these alleged sins of the mainstream to “explain
why the gap between theoretical scholarship and political realities has opened over the
past decade”. To address this mismatch, the contributors to this JCMS issue have called
for a critical, normative, and narrative-based analysis. As the argument goes, narrativist
epistemology holds the key to a better understanding of contemporary European
challenges, to a more realistic theory of recent developments, and to a conceptualization

of new European trajectories (Manners and Whitman, 2016, p. 3).

Concurring with Fukuyama’s point, contributors argue that “the question of European
identity today seems to be all the more pressing” (Kelvraa, 2016, p. 169), and that the
need for a new European narrative is greater than ever (Manners and Murray, 2016).
This group of authors assumes the scholarly task of tackling the “relative lack of
narrative scholarship regarding the EU” (Manners and Murray, 2016, p. 185). Different
techniques of narrative analysis are accordingly proposed to dissect different European
narratives that have been communicated on a political level as platforms for an
overarching European political identity: for example, the European peace narrative, the
green Europe narrative, the social Europe narrative, the economic Europe narrative, and
the global Europe narrative (Manners and Murray, 2016, pp. 188-197). By looking at the
origins, motives and structures of these narratives, contributors for this JCMS special
issue explain what is it at stake in this highly competitive field of European narratives:
the popular image of the EU, the European identity, and the direction which the
European project may take after overcoming, or failing to overcome, the contemporary
political crisis and political exhaustion amidst great external pressures and internal
divisions. As Manners and Murray (2016, p. 199) predict, “the scholarly analysis of

narratives in the European Union will be a burgeoning concern for some time to come”.

26



Academic Puzzle

In this monograph, I will look at the academic discourse as a distinctive site of European
political narratives and European identity projects. The idea for this project was born out

of reflections on a certain puzzle encountered in the body of EU Studies literature.

As a way of presenting this puzzle, the reader is asked to imagine, for a moment, a
citizen of some European country who wants to get a better grasp on European politics.
This citizen has, by now, lost trust in traditional and social media sources. He has come
to a conclusion that most people’s views on the European Union are largely determined
by the type of biased narratives they are exposed to in traditional and social media, as
well as in their immediate environments. The citizen has also come to a troubling
realization that these narratives are usually mutually irreconcilable, not only in their
political judgments, but also in the facts presented. Having grown tired of this shadowy
world of fake news and post-truth politics, our citizen is determined to escape it, and to
find truly reliable and trustworthy information about the European Union. The natural
course of action for this knowledge-thirsty citizen is to turn to the academic literature on
the subject-matter. And so, he does. Resolute to get to the bottom of the present political
issues, he firsts wants to find out how it all started: why, how and with what
consequences has the European polity come into being in the postwar period? And who

was this man, Jean Monnet, who is so often credited as the founding father of the EU?

Unfortunately, after all his reading and studying, our citizen has grown even more
troubled. He did not gain the knowledge he had sought. Instead he has encountered
dozens of exciting and detailed stories about Jean Monnet and his role in the founding of
the European Community, but — ant this is the puzzle - these stories were so radically
different that they had to be judged as mutually contradictory. To the great astonishment
of our citizen, the images of Monnet constructed in the academic narratives are so
sharply different and mutually antagonistic that they simply cannot be referring to the

same historical actor. The citizen was deeply puzzled by the fact that esteemed EU
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Studies scholars show irreconcilable differences when it comes to describing the key
facts of Monnet’s life and the key tenets of his political programme. And so, our citizen
has nothing else left to do except wonder whether his academic sources are simply too
poorly informed on their subject-matter to agree on basic historical facts, or whether
there is some other driving force, besides the search for historical truth, that makes
scholars disagree so sharply on what really has happened during the yearly years of

European integration.

This is the academic puzzle. How can we explain such a sharp level of heterogeneity in
the contemporary academic historiography of Jean Monnet? The content of the Monnet
stories told by EU scholars, and their heterogeneity, is explored in detail in the
monograph. Here it will suffice to say that the puzzle encountered in the pages of EU
Studies literature stimulated a reflection on broader questions pertaining to the political
nature of academic works dealing with the origins of the European Union. In other
words, the varying imagery of Jean Monnet in contemporary EU scholarship suggested
that it might be reasonable to read the scholarly accounts of the EU as political narratives
for the EU. And if such a reading proved to be productive, then we might well learn
something important about the role of the academy in the politics of European identity.
For, as it was argued in the pages above, political narratives function as carriers of
political identities. If it is true that the period of political crisis in Europe has brought
about a new intensity to the quest for European identity and European narratives, then
perhaps the images of Monnet - the so-called Father of Europe - produced by EU
Scholars in their narratives, could also be read as symbolic forms for competing projects

of European identity?

Research Question and Thesis

While the emerging field of European narrative studies has mainly focused on political,
public and literary sources of narratives and identities for Europe, as of yet there was no
systematic attempt to determine whether the scholarly field of EU Studies itself is also
complicit in engaging in the politics of narratives and identities. This doctoral thesis is,

therefore, meant as an attempt to fill this academic void by tackling in detail the question

28



of the relationship between the politics of European identity and the academic study of

the European Union.

This is the main research question of the monograph:

What is the specific relationship between the contemporary politics of European identity
and the scholarly debates over the history and trajectory of the European Union,

expressed in competing origin narratives of the European Union?

As a way of answering the research question, I defend the following thesis:

I argue that different scholarly accounts of EU’s origins constitute a battlefield of
competing projects for European identity, and that this battlefield reflects the key
contemporary conflicts and ambiguities of the European political field: the ambiguity of
economic paradigm, the ambiguity of sovereignty, the ambiguity of political method, and

the ambiguity of belonging and ethnicity.

Each of these political ambiguities - or cleavages - has produced at least two influential

political positions with a corresponding framework for European identity:

e The ambiguity of economic paradigm represents the conflict between ‘Social
Europe’ and ‘Economic Europe’.

e The ambiguity of sovereignty represents the competition between federalism,
neo-functionalism and intergovernmentalism as the organizing principles of EU
governance.

e The ambiguity of political method represents the tension between visions of
European technocracy and European democracy.

e The ambiguity of ethnicity and belonging represents the conflict between
nationalism, post-nationalism and euro-nationalism as alternative visions
competing over EU’s political stance vis-a-vis different national identities and

their possible displacement.
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The importance of this thesis is understood when contextualized in existing academic
debates and when set against the two dominant accounts of the relationship between the
academic study of the European Union and the quest for European identity emanating
from Europe’s political field: the ‘Handmaiden’ position, and the ‘Pure knowledge’

position.

The ‘Handmaiden’ position claims - in terms that can be more or less straightforward -
that the field of EU studies performs a handmaiden role to the agendas and identities
advanced by EU institutions. The entire academic field is often reduced to this

handmaiden role:

“Treating academic discourse as a privileged - more or less reliable - discursive source
would obscure the - often unconscious - ‘complicity’ between mainstream (European)
politics and academia, two discursive domains which, in a typically modernist fashion,
are interimplicated in the formulation and reproduction of a particular standpoint vis-a-

vis European identity” (Stavrakakis, 2005, p. 81).

The same argumentation reduces EU historiography to an ideology that ‘“serves to
legitimate current European policies” (Mitterauer, 2006), or an attempt - orchestrated by
the Commission - to counteract the hegemony of national histories and to tackle the
emotive deficit of EU’s symbolic appeal (Shore, 2000; Wolf, 2003; Calligaro, 2015).
The critical argument is repeatedly made in numerous sources critical of the alleged
alliance between EU politics and EU studies/EU historiography (McGowan, 2009;
Heffernan, 1998; Calhoun, 2003). For Calhoun (2003), European Studies should be seen
as ‘an ideological-pedagogical project’ that supports ‘a European self-understanding
supportive of the EU’. Klinke (2014) discusses the “intellectual homogeneity in
European Studies” which conforms to the hegemonic discourse underlying EU policy.
Klinke, therefore, proposes to think of EU Studies as a soft power tool of the European
Union. The critique is summarized by Giandomenico Majone who claims that most EU
scholars ““are not detached observers, but convinced supporters of European integration”

(Majone, 2009, p. 2-3).
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The ‘Pure knowledge’ position is diametrically opposite to the ‘Handmaiden’ position.
This position, which is usually implicit, divorces the academic field from any role it
could possibly play in identity construction or European politics in general. The field’s
relationship vis-a-vis European politics is purely scientific: the objective is “the
development of testable hypotheses and theoretical causal claims” (Lynggaard, Loffgren
and Manners, 2015 p. 8). No intended feedback impacts on the political field are
acknowledged. This is the implicit position in much of the mainstream political science
literature on European integration. Manners (2006) characterizes this literature as an
attempt to impose ‘normal science’ over EU studies. To consolidate the separation of
this ‘normal science’ from political demands, EU studies scholars are encouraged to
avoid messier questions like ‘what is Europe?’ (Manners, 2003, p. 72), and messier
problems such as the ‘“contestations over meaning and identity, disintegrative and
fragmentary political trends, and the existence of multiple perspectives on the important
issues of the day” (Rumford, 2008, p. 23). The ‘Pure knowledge’ position takes a
related, yet somewhat different form in the humanities. Here it is often argued that
students of the EU are self-reflective enough to take precautions against producing
anything akin to the master-narratives produced for the purposes of nationalism by their
colleague predecessors, especially when “post-colonial studies of all kinds” are carefully
monitoring the field of EU studies against any signs of Eurocentristic tendencies (Kaiser,
2011b). To sum up, while our postmodern age no longer believes that social scientists
and historians can be completely immune from political influences, the ‘Pure

knowledge’ position concedes very little of this immunity.

This - I surmise - is the playing field. On the one hand, we have the ‘Pure knowledge’
approach which divorces sound scholarship from the concerns of European identity. On
the other hand, we have a critical approach which has it that most of what passes as the
production of impartial knowledge about the EU is actually a disguised form of
advocacy for the EU, and for European identity in the form it is imposed from the

Union’s political centre.
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Both positions presuppose a unity of purpose, whereas I want to argue that it is conflict,

rather than unity, that is at the core of the field’s relation to the politics of European

identity. In other words, while I do subscribe to the politicization thesis, I argue that the

top-down impact of ‘Brussels’ on the academic accounts of the EU is overestimated, and

a more complex structure of Europe’s political field — and the politics of European

identity — needs to be acknowledged. Therefore, I argue that different scholarly accounts

of EU’s origins constitute a battlefield of competing projects for European identity, and

that this battlefield reflects the key contemporary conflicts and ambiguities of the

European political field: the ambiguity of economic paradigm, the ambiguity of

sovereignty, the ambiguity of political method, and the ambiguity of belonging and

ethnicity (thesis).

Propositions

The thesis is established by way of advancing and defending five propositions:

)

2)

European identity is multiple, it is expressed in competing identity
narratives, and its origins lie in the social, political, economic, and cultural
complexity of the European polity. Unlike singular national identities, European
identity is expressed in a battlefield of competing and mutually-antithetical
narratives which are reflective of the underlying social relationships and power
dynamics of the European polity. This new sociological understanding of the
European identity concept is developed in the first part of the study by drawing
from the research program that has been variously labeled as ‘Many Europes’,

‘European imaginaries’, ‘European multiplicity’ and ‘Narrative network’.

The academic field of EU studies is a site of European identity politics,
understood as a communicative battlefield between competing and mutually-
antithetical narratives which are reflective of the underlying social
relationships and power dynamics of the European political field. In other
words, | argue that the sociological-pluralistic interpretation of European identity

applies not only to political, public or literary discourses, but to academic
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3)

4)

discourses as well. More than that, I argue that the ‘Many Europes’ approach
(elaborated in part One) is not only justified, but also explanatorily superior to the
other two dominant accounts (‘Handmaiden’ and ‘Pure knowledge’) of the
relationship between the politics of European identity and the academic
production of EU Studies scholars. The ‘Handmaiden’ position claims that the
field of EU studies performs a handmaiden role to the agendas and identities
advanced by EU institutions. The ‘Pure knowledge’ position divorces the
academic field from any role it could possibly play in identity construction or

European politics in general.

Different and mutually-antithetical scholarly accounts of EU’s origins reflect
the key contemporary conflicts and ambiguities of the European political
field: the ambiguity of economic paradigm, the ambiguity of sovereignty, the
ambiguity of political method, and the ambiguity of belonging and ethnicity.
The four ambiguities are derived from David Marquand’s (2011) account of the
contemporary European debate in his ‘The End of the West: The Once and Future
Europe’. These specific ambiguities are employed as an operationalization of
general terms such as “boundaries”, “cleavages”, “underlying structure” and
“power dynamics” that are used — in the emerging sociological theory of
European identity - to describe the complex political basis of the narrative politics
of political identity. The third proposition is a specification of the second
proposition. The defense of both of these propositions rests on the following two

propositions.

The representations of Jean Monnet advanced in the scholarly discourse
offer a suitable case for a study of the above proposition. Jean Monnet has
been described as “a center piece of the EC’s ambitions to forge something like a
European identity, the central father-figure around which a communal symbolic
law was constructed” (Kelvraa, 2012b, p. 84), and as one of the few emotionally
charged symbols of the European project. Furthermore, Monnet is remembered

not only as a ‘Founding father’ of the European Union, but also as an important
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S)

figure in the development of European integration scholarship. Drawing from the
perspectives developed in collective memory studies (Schwartz, 1985), it is
reasonably safe to predict that academic narratives on the EU will tend to be most
politically motivated and politically biased when representing a figure as
symbolically charged and mythologized as Jean Monnet. That is why the
scholarly representations of Jean Monnet offer a suiting case for an investigation
of the relationship between the academic study of the European Union and the

constructions of a European identity.

The historical and theoretical literature on the EU has produced a rich
variety of competing and irreconcilable images of Monnet, and the pattern of
this variety is shaped by the embeddedness of respective scholarly narratives
in the structure of EU’s key identity divisions as it was described in the third
proposition. That is to say that disagreements over Monnet’s historical image are
shaped by presentist political concerns, and most of the variation between the
different representations can be accounted for by referring to political conflict
over one or several of the four ambiguities: the ambiguity of economic paradigm,
the ambiguity of sovereignty, the ambiguity of political method, and the
ambiguity of belonging and ethnicity. This proposition is tested and defended by
means of a narrativist analysis of Jean Monnet stories recounted in academic
works belonging to historical and theoretical body of literature on European

integration.

Methodology

I employ the method of narrative analysis to interpret different Monnet stories told by
EU Studies scholars as political narratives informed by specific political standpoints vis-
a-vis the four ambiguities. I focus on the academic works of Trygve Ugland, Michael
Burgess, Giandomenico Majone, John Gillingham, Richard Swedberg, Catherine
Guisan, Alan S. Milward, Christopher Booker and Richard North, Wolfgang Wessels,
Martin Holland, Alessandro Isoni, Hungdah Su, Philomena Murray, Francois Fontaine,

Robert Marjolin, Luciano Levi, and others. What is common to all the works analyzed is
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that all of them are concerned with the macro dimension of European integration. These
works are all broad academic reflections on the general state of the Union, its trajectory,

and the historical roots of the Union’s current situation.

I approach the scholarly works by way of a narrative analysis that is informed by a
double definition of political narrative. One the one hand, a political narrative is an
account of the past with a moral conclusion for the future (White, 1980, pp. 24-26), a
moral story with interrelated cosmogenic and eschatological properties (Kolvraa, 2016).
On the other hand, a technical-linguistic definition holds a narrative to simply be a
‘choice of specific linguistic technique to report past events’ (Labov, 1997, p. 395).
Combining these two definitions, we come to an understanding of a political narrative as
a text by a given narrator who begins to tell a story with the prior knowledge of how it is
going to culminate, and then devices a plot that structures past events in such a way as to
accomplish this end. William Labov (2006) uses a notion of narrative pre-construction

to describe this process.

Political narratives of (and for) political communities typically have the same
“fundamental schema of beginning (prior state) — middle (event) — ending (new state)”
(Kolvraa, 2016). The perceived character of the ‘prior state’ and the ‘event’, as well as
the happenings leading from the ‘prior state’ to the ‘event’, depend on the narrator’s
moral evaluation of the ‘new state’, or the present. This is why, in narratives, textual
emplotment becomes inseparable from political meaning: “it is the identity of the story

[the plot] that makes the identity of the character’ (Ricoeur, 1992, p. 147).

In the monograph, I investigate the emplotment techniques of authors in the field EU
studies who use Monnet as a key figure in their accounts of the EU, typically ‘playing’
him as the main protagonist in the ‘event’ (typically, but not necessarily, the Schuman
Plan or the founding of the European Coal and Steel Community) that transformed the
‘prior state’ into the ‘new state’ (the European Union as we know it today). The method
of narrative analysis uncovers how these authors select, arrange and interpret events to
arrive at what is usually presented as an impartial description of what the EU is today,

and of the direction the European polity is going. The point of this exercise is to show
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that the seemingly chaotic plurality of the Monnet narratives is shaped by and embedded

in the structure of the European political field.

Conclusion

One of the conclusions of this monograph regards to the function of Jean Monnet in
academic storytelling on the European Union. For most of the authors considered, Jean
Monnet was not so much a complex historical question to be resolved so much as he was
a symbolic answer to the most important political dilemmas of European political life.
Each of the four ambiguities covered in the pages above revolves around the questions

‘What is Europe?’ and ‘Where should Europe go?’.

To attempt an answer to these questions means an attempt to give a fixed identity to
‘Europe’. Establishing a fixed identity means establishing continuity over time,
determining some key elements that have remained constant, or ‘identical,” amidst the
turbulence of passing time. This explains why claims about community origins and
references to the ‘vision,” ‘intention,” ‘firsts principles’ and ‘methods’ of Jean Monnet
are so prominent in academic evaluations of EU’s present-day reality: because it is a
way of establishing an image of stability and continuity from the times of Monnet, as the
Union’s founder, all the way through to our own time. It is a way of saying that my
answer to the great political dilemmas of the day is not only rational, but it is almost
logically necessary, because it is emerging through the flow time in the sense of being

consistent with the logic of historical development and the ‘original plan’.

By way of establishing a fixed political identity of the founder of the community, an
author attempts to impose, through storytelling, a fixed political identity on the
community in the present time. Therefore, in academic storytelling, Jean Monnet
functions as a symbolic vessel to be filled with whatever authors hold to be

fundamentally right or wrong about the European Union in its present condition.

It was demonstrated that the historical and theoretical literature on the EU has produced

a rich variety of competing and irreconcilable images of Jean Monnet, and that the
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pattern of the variety of these images is shaped by the embeddedness of respective
scholarly narratives in the structure of the key divisions of European political field,
namely (1) the ambiguity of economic paradigm, (2) the ambiguity of sovereignty, (3)
the ambiguity of political method, and (4) the ambiguity of belonging and ethnicity.

The diverse variety of Monnet narratives was made sense of by referring to the great
divisions of the European political debate that were so well captured by David
Marquand: the conflict between ‘Social Europe’ and ‘Economic Europe’ as competing
economic paradigms, the conflict between federalism and confederalism as competing
principles of political organization, the conflict between the ideals of European
technocracy and European democracy, and the conflict over the role and fate of national
identities in the larger European polity. The contemporary politics of European identity
revolves around these competing grand visions for Europe, all of which have been
advocated with new vigour on Europe’s crisis-ridden political scene during the last
decade or so. These persistent dividing lines of European political life are imported into
the academy where they are reproduced in the form of narratives that serve as carriers of
competing political world-views and competing normative projects for European

identity.

Monnet, the enemy of national identities and the builder of a new European man, is set
against Monnet, the patriotic guardian of France’s national interests. Monnet, the
visionary pioneer of (neo)functionalism, is set against Monnet, the prudent
intergovernmentalist. Monnet, the treacherous technocrat and the hateful enemy of
democracy, is set against Monnet, the prudent builder of structures for a future European
democracy. Monnet, the harbinger of a European neoliberal order, is set against Monnet,
the Saint-Simonian super-state planner of a socialist persuasion. These are just some of
the images observed in the literature of EU Studies, and all of them carry in themselves

specific normative projects for European identity.

In this monograph, the cacophony of mutually contradictory stories told by EU scholars
is classified and made sense by referring to the sociological theory of European identity.

For example, redefining politicization in plural and conflictual terms conforms to
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Sonntag’s (2011) key insight that, unlike most national systems which have been
consolidated by way of powerful political centers operating as hegemonic ‘regulators of
meaning’, the EU is a system where the center is but one among a plurality of competing

‘regulators of meaning’.

In other words, the cacophony of EU origin stories was explained by reference to Europe
as a quintessentially open system of communication. Characterized by an intensely
complex and divided structure of economic interests, cultural traditions and historical
experiences, and lacking a powerful political center (and an education system) to impose
a hegemonic collective understanding of itself, Europe is a quintessentially open system
of communication that allows an unrestrained proliferation of identity projects
(including those that threaten to destroy the Union) on top of its structure of unresolved

ambiguities.

The type of knowledge produced in scholarly EU origin narratives was found to be
guided neither by the quest for pure knowledge, nor by the will to serve the power of
Brussels. Instead this type of scholarly production was found to be shaped by the
conflict-ridden politics of European identity. Different scholarly accounts of EU’s
origins constitute a battlefield of competing projects for European identity, and this
battlefield reflects the key contemporary conflicts and ambiguities of the European
political field: the ambiguity of economic paradigm, the ambiguity of sovereignty, the

ambiguity of political method, and the ambiguity of belonging and ethnicity.
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