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Abstract: Political globalization – the increasing shift of political powers from the nation-state to international and supranational organizations – highlights the importance of studying the relationship between political institutions and their societal environment. While it is clear that the chances of democratizing supranational governance structures depend on societal conditions, institutions at different levels of governance can also attempt to mold such conditions by political means. This paper develops a multi-dimensional model of social integration that allows for a conceptualization of these interactions between democratic institutions and the societal factors that define their context. It identifies and discusses four models of supranational political community – labeled democratic consociation, participatory arena, community of values, and democratic association – that can be distinguished by the extent to which they propose an intentional politicization of different aspects of social integration. 

When political theorists enter into debates about a European Constitution, their contributions tend to boil down to a set of questions concerning the relationship between the institutions of democratic governance and their societal environment: Which social conditions have to be met for putting in place democratic institutions in supranational contexts? Is it true that a polity like the EU, given the heterogeneity of its “demos” in economic and cultural terms, lacks the “social infrastructure” that democracy requires (Grimm 1995; Scharpf 1997; Miller 1998)? Or are there ways in which democratic institutions can be adapted to – or even influence – the environment in which they operate, thus cushioning or counteracting the EU’s social diversity (Habermas 1995; Abromeit 1998)? It is clear that questions such as these are not only relevant to European integration, but to political globalization in general: As political competences increasingly shift from the nation-state to international and supranational organizations, new incongruities between political and societal structures result, and the interactions between political institutions at different levels of governance and their respective societal contexts become a central concern for both political theory and practical politics.

Processes of political globalization, of which Europeanization is a part, thus highlight the need to approach questions of supranational constitutionalism and political community from a point of view that focuses not only on institutional design, but also takes into account the character of transnational societies. In other words, studies of political integration should entail, or be complemented by, an analysis of societal integration (Delhey 2004). This kind of analysis may – in David Lockwood’s (1964) definitions – focus either on system integration, the interactions between the different societal spheres or subsystems whose increasing specialization characterizes functionally differentiated societies, or on social integration, the interactions of individual or collective actors and the mechanisms of their inclusion into a societal whole. In this paper, I concentrate on the latter aspect. This is not to deny that a systems perspective might also yield important insights, concerning, for example, the extent to which the political subsystem of modern societies is “colonized” by the economic one (Bourdieu 1998). Yet when debating the conditions of democratic governance, it is indispensable to focus in the first place on the individual citizens and their interactions. We shall see that many issues of system integration can be addressed in this kind of analysis as well.

As I want to argue in this paper, a careful conceptualization and analysis of the interactions between democratic institutions and the patterns of social integration that define their environment is not only necessary to gain a thorough understanding of the options, conditions, and pitfalls of constitutionalism and democracy in non-state contexts, but also helps to distinguish different models and visions of supranational political community. To make this point, I proceed in three steps: Firstly, I identify different forms and modes of social integration, and thus construct a conceptual framework to describe the societal environments in which political institutions operate. Secondly, I use this framework to analyze the relationship between institutions of democratic governance and their societal context, stressing that this relationship has to be conceptualized as a two-way interaction in which societal factors affect the way political institutions work, while at the same time, political institutions mold societal structures. Models of supranational political community can be distinguished by the extent to which they treat different aspects of social integration either as given, or as objects of intentional political design. Hence, in a third step, I identify and discuss four models of supranational political community – labeled democratic consociation, participatory arena, community of values, and democratic association – that can be distinguished by the extent to which they propose an intentional politicization of different aspects of social integration. Focusing on the EU, I argue that while the first model is often perceived as anachronistic, it still provides the most promising basis for a democratization of the Union’s institutional structures.

1. A Framework for Analyzing Social Integration

Beginning with the founding fathers of modern sociology, Auguste Comte and Herbert Spencer, the problem of bringing about the inclusion of individual and collective actors into complex societies has been one of the central concerns of sociological theorizing. Already in the works of Comte and Spencer, but even more clearly in later contributions, it emerges that the answers given to these questions can be categorized within two dimensions: The first concerns forms of integration, i.e. the substantive mechanisms that are identified as being responsible for holding a society together; while the second concerns modes of integration, i.e. the processes according to which these mechanisms operate. I will examine both aspects in turn.

Focusing on forms of integration, the basic distinction along which different concepts of social integration can be classified is whether they primarily focus on instrumental or symbolic factors. In instrumental concepts, the inclusion of actors into society is achieved through the coordination of action via short-term or long-term rules that regulate social behavior; rules that either emerge spontaneously in processes of interaction or that are formally institutionalized. This instrumental perspective characterizes Herbert Spencer’s view of modern societies as being integrated through the functional interdependencies between actors, brought about by the division of labor and the increasing social and economic specialization it implies (Spencer 1876-96: §§212ff., §§268ff., §§440ff.). In Spencer’s concept, the most important mechanisms that hold a society together are social exchange and coordination, which come about as a result of individuals’ attempts to satisfy their personal needs. In contemporary theorizing, this idea is taken up in the Rational Choice tradition, which also portrays coordination as the most important mechanism to achieve social order, stressing both the self-enforcing character of many coordination regimes and the fact that they originate in individual self-interest (Hardin 1999: 9ff.). This view does not need to imply that all coordination is efficient, serves the general interest, or operates without elements of coercion: “In many aspects of life, coordination makes things work, but badly. For example, perverse, destructive norms of exclusion are grounded in coordination. [...] Therefore, it should not be taken as an assumption that coordination is good“ (ibid.: 17). Yet what characterizes instrumental views of social integration is that the inclusion of individual or collective actors into society is ultimately determined by the spontaneous or institutionalized rules that regulate the way people interact in their social environment.

By contrast, symbolic (or ideational) conceptions describe a society as being integrated not primarily through such forms of coordination, but through what one could call a “cohesion of beliefs” among its members, based on their knowledge, convictions, or world-views. In this conception, actors are included into society to the extent that they share the same ideas, hold the same values, or identify with the same symbols as the other members of society do, or possess a common identity uniting them as parts of an “imagined community”. Such beliefs and identities may also be formally institutionalized to a greater or lesser extent. It should be noted that symbolic integration may be just as effectual as instrumental integration in establishing and reproducing social hierarchies, and can constitute the basis for social exclusion as well as for social inclusion. Symbolic forms of integration are stressed in Auguste Comte’s model of social order, in which the members of society form an “intellectual community” based on common perceptions and feelings of solidarity (Comte 1830-42: IV-484ff.; IV-542f.). Similarly, the cohesion of beliefs also constitutes the “cement of society” in the theories of Emile Durkheim (1893) and Talcott Parsons (1966, 1971), who both argue that while mechanisms of coordination have an important impact on the workings of modern societies, these mechanisms ultimately depend on social solidarity. Even if the values shared in a society become “thinner” as social differentiation progresses, this view posits that the inclusion of individual and collective actors into society in the last instance continues to be determined by ideational factors.

Clearly, the coordination of action and the cohesion of beliefs are closely related, as human interaction always takes place on the basis of certain beliefs and reality constructions, and these in turn are continuously reconfirmed or modified in processes of interaction. Therefore, instrumental and symbolic forms of integration may be hard to distinguish in practice, and one can assume that both play a role in influencing patterns of social integration in any modern, complex society. Yet in spite of their interconnectedness, an analytical distinction between the two forms of social integration is helpful. Firstly, there are instances in which the inclusion of individual or collective actors into a society is exclusively or predominantly being brought about by just one of the mechanisms: It is possible to identify examples for coordination in the absence of shared beliefs, as well as for beliefs of commonality in the absence of direct interaction. Secondly, as I will demonstrate shortly, different aspects of the relationship between political institutions and their societal environment can be described more precisely if the two forms of integration are kept apart. 

Before proceeding with this analysis, however, it makes sense to turn to modes of integration, i.e. to the processes by which social inclusion – in either of the two forms – may come about. In this respect, the central distinction is that between non-intentional and intentional processes. This dichotomy underlies Jürgen Habermas’ (1984-87) concepts of system and social integration, which are based on definitions that differ fundamentally from Lockwood’s use of the terms. According to Habermas, system integration refers to a kind of integration that operates through “functional interconnections of action” brought about by mechanisms that work “in a subjectively inconspicuous fashion” (ibid.: II-186f.), i.e. in ways that go “beyond the actor orientations of those involved” and “cannot be grasped without further ado” from their perspective (ibid.: II-232). Habermas identifies the market and public administration as the most important coordination mechanisms of this kind in modern societies, relying on money and power, respectively, as media of integration. By contrast, social integration is defined as a kind of integration in which actors take charge of their own social relationships by means of a “communicative intermeshing of actor orientations” (ibid.: II-233), leading to a “consensus of those involved” (ibid.: II-186). The most important integrative medium in social integration is language. 

As the definitions make clear, Habermas tends to associate the non-intentional mode of integration with the coordination of action, and the intentional mode with the cohesion of beliefs (ibid.: II-232). Yet, pace Habermas, it makes sense to view forms and modes of integration as a separate dimensions (Peters 1993: 41f.). As many theories of integration point out, both instrumental and symbolic mechanisms of integration may operate in non-intentional ways. For instance, in Comte’s concept, the “intellectual community” necessary to sustain social unity does not result from a communicative agreement of the citizens, but from largely non-intentional socialization processes – albeit under the control of an authoritarian government (Comte 1830-42: IV-484ff.). While avoiding such anti-democratic implications, Parsons likewise portrays socialization as the most important mechanism through which the members of a society internalize basic norms and values (Parsons 1966: 11ff.). On the other hand, intentional processes may also result in instrumental as well as in symbolic forms of integration. For instance, such processes play a central role in Spencer’s concept of coordination, which comes about wholly voluntarily (Spencer 1876-96: §263; §§268ff.). By the same token, conflict theories stress that social integration originates in rulers’ conscious attempts to exercise control over other actors (Dahrendorf 1959: 157ff.); and theories of Rational Choice, based on the assumptions of methodological individualism and rational utility maximization, also conceptualize social order as being achieved mainly by intentional means. 

To sum up: As both the instrumental and symbolic forms of integration can come about non-intentionally as well as intentionally, it is possible to cross-tabulate forms and modes of integration in a four-fold scheme (Figure 1). In this scheme, (1) the coordination of action through an anonymous mechanism like the “invisible hand” of the market (instrumental form, non-intentional mode), (2) the coordination of action through interpersonal arrangements and contracts (instrumental form, intentional mode), (3) the cohesion of beliefs through learning and socialization (symbolic form, non-intentional mode), and (4) the cohesion of beliefs through interpersonal agreement and communicative interaction (symbolic form, intentional mode) can be distinguished as ideal-types of social integration. While all of the “classical” theories of social integration tend to highlight a particular configuration of forms and modes, all types may impact on the way modern societies are integrated, and an adequate description of social realities requires that each is taken into account. Hence, when analyzing the societal environment of political institutions, it is necessary to focus on the precise patterns according to which the different mechanisms and processes operate: Which rules of interaction and which beliefs are relevant as factors that determine the way by which a particular individual or group is included into society, and how do these rules and beliefs come about? By identifying such patterns of integration, one can arrive at a more elaborate and analytically powerful description of the way a society is integrated than by simply using the dichotomy integration vs. disintegration. Even more importantly for our purposes, it is possible to describe in a systematic way the interactions between the institutions of democratic governance and different patterns of social integration that define their societal context.

2. Societal Conditions of Democracy and Integrative Effects 
of Political Institutions 

When analyzing these interactions in the context of political globalization, two questions are particularly important. Firstly, it is necessary to specify which patterns of integration constitute necessary societal conditions that need to be in place to prevent institutions of supranational democratic governance from breaking down. Secondly, this question can only be adequately answered when the possible integrative effects of these institutions, i.e. the influences they might exert on their societal environment, are taken into account as well. 

Both questions presume that it is possible in principle to analytically distinguish a sphere of political institutions on the one hand, and a sphere of surrounding societal structures on the other. This dichotomy can be traced back to authors like Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1821) and Karl Marx (1841) an their distinction between the state and civil society. For Hegel and Marx, the term state (“Staat”) refers only to the public, political sphere of interactions, where collectively binding decisions are being made for the polity as a whole. By contrast, term civil society (“bürgerliche Gesellschaft”) describes the private – especially the economic – sphere of interactions of the people living together on a certain territory, a sphere in which they act as autonomous individuals motivated primarily by private interests. Even when the state is democratized, this analytical distinction remains in place: If individuals participate in procedures of democratic decision-making in a polity, they act not as private persons (“bourgeois”), but as citizens in a political function (“citoyen”). The question we have to ask, however, is how the two spheres interact, i.e. whether the operation of democratic institutions depends on certain societal structures, and to what extent such structures can be shaped by political means. 

When focusing on the societal conditions of democracy, it is important to recognize that these conditions differ depending on the institutional design of the political system in question. As a matter of fact, when designing political institutions, the point is precisely to arrive at some kind of congruence between political and societal structures. It is thus difficult to define the societal conditions of different kinds of political institutions in a general way. For this reason, I will focus here on one minimum condition that needs to be fulfilled by all political systems, irrespective of their precise institutional design or democratic quality: The political system and its core institutions have to be accepted, at least tacitly, by the population (Easton 1965: 13ff.). This acceptance may be grounded, according to David Easton, either in specific support, i.e. the support granted in return for some benefits obtained from the system, or in diffuse support, i.e. the support that is independent of the system’s outputs (ibid.: 267ff.). This of course is in an entirely non-normative condition that applies to democracies as well as to non-democratic systems. For the discussion of the societal conditions of democratic institutions in supranational contexts, I want to add only one minimal normative demand: In a system that claims to be democratic, the citizens’ specific and diffuse support has to come about without force and coercion. Certainly, this is an extremely undemanding definition of the normative requirements of democracy, and most theories of democracy define standards that are considerably higher. However, to discuss different models of supranational constitutionalism and political community, it makes sense to content oneself with this minimum condition. 

In this conception, then, patterns of social integration will be defined as societal conditions of democracy if they are necessary to secure the citizens’ voluntary acceptance of democratic institutions. This definition implies that I will disregard societal factors that affect the specific mode of operation and governance capacities of democratic institutions, and focus instead only on factors that might endanger their very survival. Hence, it is necessary to identify problematic patterns of social integration, i.e. patterns of social inclusion of individual or collective actors that might undermine support for democratic institutions even if these, in a formal sense, conform to basic democratic standards. Such problematic patterns of inclusion can be identified regarding both instrumental and symbolic forms of integration. Concerning instrumental integration, the citizens’ acceptance of political institutions may be threatened if the mechanisms of socio-economic coordination in a society serve to exclude groups of the population from important political, economic, or social processes, or treat different groups grossly unequal. In this case, the disadvantaged parts of the population might withdraw their specific support for political institutions, as they obtain few benefits from the society’s political and social arrangements, while their diffuse support might also suffer if they gain the impression that their interests are generally disregarded in political and social processes. A second problematical pattern of instrumental integration is the lack of intermediary structures within a polity, like political parties, interest groups, or media that constitute a “public sphere”. If such structures are absent, formal political institutions appear remote from the citizens, which might give them the feeling of being unable to influence political decisions, and could thus undercut their specific and diffuse support as well. 

With respect to symbolic integration, threats to support for political institutions might originate from societal belief systems that exclude parts of the population from a hegemonic collective identity, a symbolic degradation that might foster perceptions of not being recognized in one’s identity. Furthermore, the cohesion of beliefs in society may be so weak or fragmented that no feelings of commonality emerge in the population, resulting in a situation in which the citizens develop no attachment to their fellow-citizens and do not identify with their political institutions. While the symbolic exclusion of parts of the population might induce the affected groups to withhold their specific support for the political system, the general weakness of collective identities – the lack of a cohesive “demos” – represents a threat to diffuse support. This may be particularly problematic as diffuse support is generally considered a necessary condition for majoritarian democratic decision-making and redistributive policies: In both cases, some citizens will have to tolerate decisions violating their own expectations in the interest of the political community as a whole, which requires a minimum extent of identification with this community and respect for one’s fellow-citizens (Scharpf 1997; Miller 1998; Offe 2000). 


All things considered, a number of fundamental societal conditions can thus be defined that have to be met to secure public support for democratic institutions: the absence of significant forms of social exclusion and large socio-economic inequalities, the existence of intermediary institutions, the mutual recognition of the citizens, a collective identity, and a minimal identification with the political system. This does not mean that the absence of one or more of these conditions will necessarily result in the breakdown of democracy. It is safe to say, however, that in any case, it poses a significant risk. 


Still, even if such adversarial patterns of social integration do exist, the concept of intentional integration, as described above, suggests that the members of a political community do not necessarily have to put up with them, and accept them as unchangeable. Rather, there are options of deliberately shaping patterns of social integration. When discussing intentional modes of integration, it makes sense to distinguish between an interactional and an institutional perspective (for this distinction, though not applied in the context of social integration, see Bellamy & Castiglione 1998: 154f.). At the interactional level, patterns of integration come about intentionally if individual or collective actors deliberately construct the instrumental or symbolic structures of their own social relationships. At the institutional level, one can speak of intentional integration if a polity’s constitutional structure is shaped by institutional designers in a way that seeks to affect the patterns of integration in society.
 When discussing the interaction of political institutions and their societal environment, it is appropriate to apply the latter perspective. In principle, it is clear that political institutions can have effects on both instrumental and symbolic forms of social integration. They contribute to patterns of coordination as well as to the political community’s belief system, for example by specifying the rights associated with citizenship, organizing processes of political decision-making, or giving expression to a polity’s values and principles. What is important for our discussion is that such institutional effects on social integration may be intentionally utilized when creating supranational governance structures: Political institutions may be deliberately structured in a way that politicizes certain aspects of social integration in order to counteract societal conditions that undermine public support for the democratic political system.

For example, regarding instrumental integration, threats to public support that originate from structures of social exclusion and/or socio-economic inequalities in civil society may be remedied by granting disadvantaged or unsatisfied groups certain rights or competences, or by designing decision-making procedures in a way that allows them to make their interests heard in the political process. This might imply subjecting areas of life generally considered “private”, like the economy, to “social rights” or constitutional rules of coordination (Dahl 1985), granting minority groups a special representation in decision-making processes in different societal arenas (Young 1995), or deliberately influencing the society’s associative or intermediary structure to encourage the representation of weak interests and the formation of a democratic public sphere (Cohen & Rogers 1995: 236ff.). Concerning symbolic integration, attempts may be made to increase citizens’ attachment to the political community and its institutions by enshrining “objects of identification” (e.g. value declarations, political aims, symbols) in a constitution (Etzioni 1997: 189ff.), or by designing political institutions that operate as fora for discursive processes of identity formation (Habermas 1995; 2001: 98ff.; 2004: 68ff.). 

Finally, it is important to recognize that such strategies of integration need not address the perceived problems of integration in a “linear” way. This means that threats to the acceptance of political institutions that originate in patterns of instrumental integration do not necessarily have to be fought off by political institutions that primarily aim at an instrumental effect. Rather, problematic patterns of the coordination of action may also be countered by attempts to strengthen the cohesion of beliefs in society (Figure 2). This is the case, for instance, if appeals to common values or identities are used to legitimize (or cover up) patterns of socio-economic exclusion or inequality. By the same token, problematical patterns of symbolic integration can be countered not only by attempts to affect societal beliefs systems, but also by shaping patterns of social coordination. For example, social rights can be used to “buy” the support or acquiescence of minority groups even if these do not feel included into society in a symbolic sense.



Patterns of integration that 
threaten public support

Institutional remedies to 
secure public support

Instrumental integration (coordination of action)
· Socio-economic exclusion or inequality

· Lack of intermediary institutions & public sphere

· Social rights and regulation of decision-making processes (e.g. special representation)

· Attempt to influence intermediary institutions (e.g. support for weak interests) 

Symbolic integration (cohesion of beliefs)
· Lack of mutual recognition & collective identity

· Lack of identification with political system

· Design of objects of identification (e.g. constitutional symbols, values)

· Design of fora for identity formation (e.g. substantive or ritualistic participation)

Figure 2: Threats to Support for Democratic Institutions and Institutional Remedies

Such integrative institutions, while constituting remedies against the threats that certain patterns of integration pose for the acceptance of democratic governance structures, need not themselves be democratic in character, and might even take forms that are clearly undesirable from the point of view of normative democratic theory. Furthermore, it has to be stressed that the design of institutional remedies does not automatically and necessarily lead to the integrative effects they aim at. Like all attempts at deliberate institutional design, strategies of molding patterns of social integration may be impeded by a number of factors, like social power structures and belief systems that prove resilient to change. The different kinds of remedies against problematical patterns of integration only point to effects that institutional designers might aim at, but that need not in fact materialize. Still, when examining the recent debates about an EU Constitution, it is evident that most of the integrative institutions referred to above were in fact discussed in one way or the other by the politicians involved, and many of them had a decisive impact on the provisions of the Draft Constitution (Hurrelmann 2005a; 2005b). Furthermore, taking a step back from the concrete constitutional debates, the insights gained into the interactions between democratic institutions and patterns of social integration can help to identify and define different models of constitutionalism and political community in non-state contexts. 

3.
The Politicization of Social Integration and Visions of 
Supranational Political Community

In what follows, I want to typologize models of supranational political community by asking to what extent the political institutions they propose treat problematical aspects of social integration in society either as given, or as objects of intentional political design. This perspective presupposes, of course, that the societal conditions in which such institutions operate are in fact problematical. Yet regarding the EU this argument can certainly be made, at least if one compares the structures of pan-European society to those that characterize the societies of the individual member states. In this respect, the patterns of integration in European society turn out to be less conductive to democracy concerning all of the conditions discussed above: The social disparities between the richest and the poorest citizens in the enlarged EU are larger than those in any individual member state (Heidenreich 2003); intermediary institutions that facilitate democratic decision-making and the exercise of political control are greatly more fragmentary (Peters et al. 2005); and while European identities and identification with the EU are certainly not completely lacking, they remain weaker than national identities and identification with national institutions (Hurrelmann 2005b: 184ff.). This does not mean that European democracy is necessarily impossible. But it does signify that in principle, a case can be made for designing EU institutions that intentionally seek to exert an influence on instrumental as well as symbolic aspects of integration in European society. 

Various models of constitutionalism that can be developed for the EU diverge, however, by the extent to which they actually propose such integrative institutions. They are based on different views concerning the problems of integration that are considered relevant and the integrative strategies that are considered feasible for the EU. Thus, they ultimately sketch diverging visions of the kind of society the EU’s political institutions should try to promote, or – from the perspective of system integration – of the kind of influence the political subsystem should exert on other societal subsystems. For the purposes of this paper, I want to work with a rough typology that simply asks whether instrumental and symbolic aspects of integration, respectively, are – or are not – considered an object of intentional influence when constructing political institutions. On this basis, four ideal-type models of supranational political community can be defined, which I will label democratic consociation, participatory arena, community of values, and democratic association (Figure 3). It should be noted that more fine-grained typologies could be developed by looking in greater detail at the precise aspects of instrumental or symbolic integration that integrative institutions within these different models focus on.

The democratic consociation model is based on the idea that political institutions in all but exceptional cases cannot or should not deliberately interfere with spontaneously evolving patterns of social integration of any kind. Therefore, if societal conditions for democracy turn out to be adversarial in a supranational polity, this model does not propose to mold instrumental or symbolic structures in civil society to make them more compatible with democracy. Rather, it suggests that in such a case, it is necessary to put in place democratic institutions that promise to function as effectively as possible in spite of these problematical conditions. As Robert Goodin argues: “A political constitution must ordinarily content itself by and large with just providing a framework constituting the state and the government thereof, taking the social constitution as given” (Goodin 1996: 224). Hence, the goal can only be to compensate for problematical patterns of integration by adapting political procedures to these circumstances. In the context of the EU, this implies that the most important democratic processes will have to remain at the member state level, where the social conditions for democracy are the most favorable. The best that can be done at the EU level is to design procedures of “consociational democracy” (Lijphart 1969; 1977) that seek to ensure that none of the pre-existing nation-state segments of the European population is tempted to withdraw its support from the EU system. The current institutional structure of the Union is characterized by a number of provisions that can be justified according to this logic, most importantly the veto rights for national governments in the Council of Ministers that enable them to block decisions whenever they are considered unacceptable to the national populations. Still, the strategy of democratic consociation has its clear drawbacks and limitations. Firstly, the consensual character of decision-making might easily result in political blockades, since all decisions that involve some kind of redistribution between the nation-states will only have a chance to be accepted if the losses they imply for the “net-contributors” are made up for in some other policy area. Secondly, strategies of consociational democracy are always in danger of petrifying differences between social groups, and of privileging group elites – in the EU case especially national executives – at the expense of ordinary members or citizens. 

The participatory arena model can be interpreted as a reaction to this problem. Its main idea is that even in a heterogeneous polity like the EU, political participation can be extended beyond nation-state representatives if steps are undertaken to create a level playing field for the different kinds of societal interests that seek to influence the policy process. This model therefore proposes political institutions that intentionally attempt to shape instrumental aspects of social integration, most importantly patterns of coordination in the public sphere, while patterns of symbolic integration are left untouched. This model can provide no direct remedy for structures of symbolic exclusion or the absence of common identities, but it can attempt to strengthen the voice of disadvantaged or dissatisfied groups in political decision-making. An example for this strategy is Joshua Cohen’s and Joel Rogers’ model of “associative democracy”, which suggests to overcome inequalities in political representation by “promoting the organized representation of presently excluded interests” (Cohen & Rogers 1995: 248). In the EU, this idea has gained prominence with the Commission White Paper on “European Governance”, which sketches a model of governance that relies on direct consultation between the Commission and selected interest groups, with the Commission deliberately attempting to encourage the representation of weak interests (Commission 2001). As a number of commentators have suggested, this kind of “participatory governance” can contribute to alleviating problems that result from the lack of a European “demos”, since it provides for inclusive forms of deliberation that promises to lead to a consensus of different groups of stakeholders, even if these do not possess strong common identities (Gbikpi & Grote 2002; Greenwood 2005). What is problematic about the model, however, is that is requires a strong EU regulation of European civil society, and thus risks to endanger its independence and its ability to critically monitor institutional performance (Dryzek 1996). Furthermore, societal interests that cannot be easily promoted through the formation of organized political actors and their representation in decision-making procedures are likely to lose out in this strategy. Finally, decision-making in the participatory arena model has to remain basically consensual in character, since the model does not address the weaknesses of common identities and feelings of solidarity that are considered a necessary precondition for majoritarian decision-making.

It is exactly these common identities that the community of values and democratic association models seek to strengthen. In the community of values, political institutions are to leave instrumental aspects of integration in society largely untouched, while patterns of symbolic integration become the object of intentional institutional influence. The rationale behind this is that if it is possible to attenuate perceptions of inequality and exclusion by creating feelings of belonging, this lays the groundwork for the extension of exactly those kinds of majoritarian decision-making that are most commonly associated with democracy in the nation-state. It does not play a major role, in this context, whether such feelings of belonging are based on a “thick” patriotism (Taylor 1989) or a “thinner” constitutional patriotism (Habermas 1998; 2004: 68ff.), and whether or not they imply a weakening of existing national attachments. In every case, they promise to legitimate an extension of majoritarianism at the supranational level. Against this background, it is not surprising that at least some core actors in the EU seem to pursue a clear strategy of identity politics. For instance, that fact that the Draft Constitution was named “Constitution” at all, as well as much of its content (e.g. the Charter of Fundamental Rights), language (e.g. the self-descriptions of the Union in the Preamble), and symbolism (e.g. the articles about the Union’s values and symbols), can be interpreted as a deliberate attempt to encourage the formation of European identities (Bogdandy 2004). Yet interestingly, perhaps paradoxically, the strengthening of the cohesion of beliefs in society serves not only to legitimate greater socio-economic inequality, and thus reduces the need for policies that aim at material redistribution (since symbolic attachments prevent disadvantaged groups from withdrawing support for political arrangements), but also increases the changes for such policies (since “net-contributors” can be expected to be more supportive of redistributive measures if they possess some kind of identification with the “net-recipients”). Thus, it is possible to combine political institutions that seek to affect patterns of symbolic integration with institutions that aim at an instrumental effect. In this case, I speak of a democratic association model, in which instrumental as well as symbolic aspects of social integration are politicized and treated as objects of intentional political design. In the EU, only this model would make it possible to structure the Union’s political institutions in a way that closely mirrors the nation-states’ democratic system. Most importantly, it would allow for the design of a genuinely European welfare regime that involves substantial material redistribution on the basis of EU legislation. 

In a sense, the democratic association can be seen as the most ambitious, and maybe also the most desirable model of supranational democratic community. Yet it is also fraught with difficulties. Most importantly, both community of values and the democratic association are faced with the problem that in a supranational context characterized by comparatively weak pre-existing feelings of solidarity, any overly aggressive attempt to forge common identities not only risks bringing about undesirable side-effects, like the elimination of the diversity that presently characterizes European societies and the exclusion of allegedly “non-European” parts of the population, but might also backfire and encourage nationalist counter-movements. In general, one has to take into account that the evolution of societal beliefs is a long and complicated process that is hard to fully understand, let alone to rationally control (Elster 2000). Against this background, there are convincing reasons for restricting oneself to attempts at intentionally shaping instrumental patterns of integration, which can be affected more easily by constitutional means. But even the malleability of instrumental patterns of integration should not be overestimated, and the risks of exercising far-reaching political control over civil society should not be minimized. All things considered, it might well be the democratic consociation model, although often treated as anachronistic in the EU context, still provides the most promising basis for European democracy. If this is true, it makes sense to concentrate on strengthening democratic procedures within the consociational structure of the EU, especially regarding the member states’ involvement in European decision-making, rather than trying to lay the societal groundwork for a comprehensive move away from this structure. This means that it might be appropriate to return some decision-making competences from the EU to its member states. There is an even more compelling case, however, for democratizing the member states’ existing participation and veto rights in EU decision-making, for example by improving the national parliaments’ control over the decisions taken by their governments in the Council of Ministers (Maurer 2002) or by seriously considering more radical suggestions like the selection of national Council representatives through separate elections (Zürn 2000) or the transfer of (some) national veto rights to national parliaments or even directly to the national “demoi” by means of referenda (Abromeit 1998). 

This is not the place to enter into discussions of such suggestions in greater detail. Rather, I want to conclude with a remark on the analytical value of the proposed distinction between four ideal-type models of supranational political community. Clearly, the EU’s current institutional structure does not consistently follow one of the four models. On the contrary, different institutions can be interpreted as being motivated by different models. The four models help, however, to distinguish, characterize and analyze visions for the long-term development of the Union. This becomes evident if we take a look at some of the most important conflicts that presently dominate debates about its future. The Constitution project, for example, was greatly more important for adherents of the community of values or democratic association model than for supporters of the other models, since it played a central role as a catalyst for the processes of identity-building they envisage. On the other hand, some of the criticism of the Constitution especially in the French referendum seems to have originated from the fact that while it employed state-like language and symbolism, it did not venture far enough in the direction of a democratic association, since it did not propose an equivalent to national welfare state policies to affect instrumental patterns of integration, especially to reduce a perceived dominance of business interests in European society. The debate about the EU membership of Turkey is another case in point: Turkish accession poses no great problems for a democratic consociation, is a greater challenge for the creation of a participatory arena with a level playing fields for all kinds of societal interests, and constitutes an almost insurmountable challenge for models that seek to encourage the emergence of strong European identities and feelings of solidarity.

4.
Conclusion

This paper has sought to demonstrate the importance of studying the relationship between political institutions and their societal environment, especially when it comes to designing institutions that are to operate in a supranational context. Some of the most important questions brought up by the recent attempt to constitutionalize the EU concern this relationship: Which implications should the peculiar societal conditions of the EU have for the design of an EU Constitution? How can its institutional structure be adapted to heterogeneity of European society, and what effects can – or should – it attempt to unfold on societal structures? Different answers to these questions, and hence different assumptions about the factual or desirable relationships between political institutions and the patterns of social integration that define their context, translate into different institutional models envisaged for an EU Constitution. Starting from the distinctions between instrumental and symbolic forms of integration on the one hand, and non-intentional and intentional processes by which these can come about on the other, four ideal-type models of supranational political community were distinguished, labeled democratic consociation, participatory arena, community of values, and democratic association. Each of the models is faced with its particular set of drawbacks and difficulties, but each constitutes a coherent vision of how supranational political institutions should be structured, and which effects they should try to exert on their societal environment. 
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Figure 3: Ideal-Type Models of Supranational Political Community
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Figure 1: Ideal-Types of Social Integration






































� Obviously, degrees of intentionality at both levels do not necessarily have to coincide. The distinction between interactional and institutional perspectives helps to clarify some confusion in Habermas’ writings on the role played by the law in processes of integration. In the “Theory of Communicative Action”, which takes a pure interactional perspective, Habermas classifies law as a medium of system integration, and portrays juridification as a threat to intentional forms of integration (Habermas 1984-87: II-356ff.). By contrast, his more recent writings stress the importance of the law for social (i.e. intentional) integration: “Politics steps in to fill the functional gaps opened when other mechanisms of social integration are overburdened. In doing this, it makes use of the language of law. For law is a medium though which the structures of mutual recognition already familiar from simple interactions and quasi-natural solidarities can be transmitted, in an abstract but binding form, to the complex and increasingly anonymous spheres of a functionally differentiated society” (Habermas 1996: 318.). It is clear that this change of emphasis results mainly from a shift to an institutional point of view.





