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The enlargement of the European Union to include countries of Central and Eastern Europe has already had pervasive impact. The populations and leadership of applicant countries have undertaken massive political and economic reforms, partly with an eye to meeting the membership criteria specified by the European Council in Copenhagen 1993.  Likewise, the present member states expect expansion to enhance stability and prosperity, to mention but two intertwined areas of long-standing concern. 

Expansion also adds urgency to some issues of long standing on the agenda of reform in the European Union.The steep increase in Member States requires drastic reconfiguration of Union institutions, to ensure adequate representation and accountability while maintaining sufficient action capability. The prospect of enlargement is also one cause of the renewed attention and concern for a European identity, to be nurtured by European citizens within a European civic society. 

Such an identity, citizenship and society seem to be sought for as a medicine or vaccination for some illness, partly in preparation for expansion of the European Union. Thus President Prodi of the European Commission has called for a European “soul” and a “shared feeling of belonging to Europe” (Prodi 1999) when reforming the institutions; and he and others have requested a broad ranging debate in civil society about the future of the Union, “the structure of political life in a Union with 25 or more members.” ( QUOTE "Prodi 2001" 
Prodi 2001
), 

These comments do not seek to set out a blueprint for institutional design - that would be a misplaced expectation of political philosophy ( QUOTE "Follesdal 2000" 
Follesdal 2000
). Instead, I seek to clarify the grounds and some desiderata of a European civic society with an eye to the eastward expansion of the Union. Central elements of these searches for a civic society, citizenship and identity are worthy of reflection: what are the symptoms, what is the diagnosis, and which vaccines are sought for – and which are not? 

1 If a European Civic society is the solution, what are the problems?

For our purposes we should distinguish civic society from a European civil society more generally. The latter consists of social networks at large, such as those found in e.g. religious, professional, recreational, and scholarly European communities. Civic networks, on the other hand, serve some role in relation to legitimate governance – centrally as arenas for debate and participation. There would seem to be at least two sets of reasons why a European civic society, is desired: mutual trust, and legitimate governance aimed at an increasingly wider range of common interests among an increasing number of Europeans. Attention to these grounds may facilitate our search for the preconditions and challenges for identifying and fostering such civic networks.

A:  Stable European Institutions require trust

The need for trust arises under circumstances of mutual dependence where the regular co-operation by each depends on their conscious or unreflected expectation of the regular co-operation of others - the "confidence of the future regularity of their conduct" as David Hume put it ( QUOTE "Hume 1960" 
Hume 1960
(, 490). 

Widespread mistrust, the suspicion that others will exploit one's co-operation rather than reciprocate, can prevent or unravel complex rule-governed practices of co-operation. Actual compliance by a large proportion of individuals is important to alleviate such mistrust, but it is insufficient. Each must also have reason to believe that the cooperative practices will continue in the future - that is, that many others will continue to comply. This becomes especially important in circumstances where compliance by each is conditional on the compliance of others. Each must assume that the practices will continue, and thus regard the compliance of sufficiently many others as highly probable. This trust requires, in turn, that the others can appear trustworthy - that they can indeed commit themselves to future compliance ( QUOTE "Hardin 1996" 
Hardin 1996
). 

Karl Deutch and others have researched integration as, in part, a matter of attaining such dependable expectations in a population  ( QUOTE "Deutsch et al. 1957" 
Deutsch et al. 1957
, 36). Trust has recently received further scholarly attention due to its role in constituting or creating "social capital" - "social connections and the attendant norms and trust" ( QUOTE "Putnam 1995" 
Putnam 1995
, 665;  QUOTE "Loury 1987" 
Loury 1987
;  QUOTE "Coleman 1990" 
Coleman 1990
). These features of social relations are not an all or nothing affair. Thus, notably, citizens of different states -- and different regions -- exhibit varying degrees of trust ( QUOTE "Fuchs and Klingemann 1999" 
Fuchs and Klingemann 1999
, Putnam 1995).  

Robert Putnam argues that the operative norm in trust is what he calls "generalised reciprocity", fostered in civil society: 

(N(ot 'I'll do this for you, because you are more powerful than I,' nor even 'I'll do this for you now, if you do that for me now,' but 'I'll do this for you now, knowing that somewhere down the road you'll do something for me'

                      QUOTE "Putnam 1993" 
Putnam 1993
, 182-83. 

However, stable institutions can also maintain – and maintain - a more general reciprocity, that "I'll do this for you, knowing that somewhere down the road someone else will treat me in the appropriate way." I submit that such impersonal reciprocity is fostered by confidence in the general compliance with social institutions -- including abstract, aggregated political systems ( QUOTE "Inglehart 1970" 
Inglehart 1970
;  QUOTE "Giddens 1995" 
Giddens 1995
). 

 Social practices exhibited in institutions rely on such norms of impersonal reciprocity, but can also foster them - though slowly (Putnam 1993, 184; Rawls 1993, 168). Institutions and social practices generally can play important roles in creating mechanisms that enhance trustworthiness by enabling commitments, thereby reducing unwarranted mistrust ( QUOTE "Kydd 2000" 
Kydd 2000
). Clear lines of authority and mechanisms for monitoring and sanctions reduce the temptation to free ride or default on one's promises. Institutions also serve other important functions in creating and sustaining trust. Institutions can generate what L. Becker calls "noncognitive" trust, a sense of security about others benevolence and compliance that is not focussed on specific people or institutions, nor a matter of conscious strategic choice ( QUOTE "Becker 1996" 
Becker 1996
). And once stable patterns of co-operation are established individuals may be socialised so that certain behaviour seem obvious and appropriate, possibly rendering calculation of consequences illegitimate ( QUOTE "Stinchcombe 1986" 
Stinchcombe 1986
,  QUOTE "March and Simon 1993" 
March and Simon 1993
). 

Rights are central to many institutionalised practices. They are allocated by institutional rules, and create important background conditions which frame individuals' perceptions of belonging and of their opportunities. Thus institutions and practices shape strategies and the games people play, but also shape identities, in the sense of how we conceive of ourselves, our values, and how we express our norms and our interests. These features have been explored by "New Institutionalism" ( QUOTE "March and Olsen 1989" 
March and Olsen 1989
), honing insights found among authors as different as Aristotle, J.-J. Rousseau,  J. S. Mill and John Rawls ( QUOTE "Rousseau 1972" 
Rousseau 1972
, 4;  QUOTE "Rousseau 1993" 
Rousseau 1993
;  QUOTE "Mill 1969" 
Mill 1969
, 139;  QUOTE "Mill 1958" 
Mill 1958
 ch. 3;  QUOTE "Mill 1970" 
Mill 1970
, 23;  QUOTE "Rawls 1971" 
Rawls 1971
). 

Thus institutions shape individuals’ conception of themselves and their ends – and require some such common socialisation among individuals to maintain compliance and trust over time. These relationships must be kept in mind when addressing the fundamental institutional choices facing the Union, particularly as it prepares to include new Member States.

New ends and decision procedures require more trust

One possible justification for Union Citizenship, and for the present concern for European civic networks, is precisely as means to foster, flag and maintain the mutual, legitimate trust and trustworthiness required for complex interdependence among Europeans for a wide range of objectives. 

Eurobarometer surveys on trust from 1976 to 1990 indicate that the peoples of various member states generally report an increasing trust in each other. Trust is also more salient among citizens of the original six member states, in the sense that more individuals had opinions about others' trustworthiness. Integration in the European Union thus seems to be accompanied by increased trust ( QUOTE "Niedermayer 1995" 
Niedermayer 1995
, 237). But the level of trust is modest, as compared to the trust in fellow citizens. Yet Union regulations increasingly require individuals and country representatives to adjust or sacrifice their own interests for the sake of other Europeans. The expansion to states with different levels of economic development, and with different political traditions and histories, will necessitate further such adjustments.

I take this to be the reason why President Prodi, has joined the ranks of those on a "search for a European 'soul' ... how to gradually build up a shared feeling of belonging to Europe" ( QUOTE "Prodi 1999" 
Prodi 1999
). Mr. Prodi suggests that several important developments of Union institutions rest on building this shared feeling of belonging: "a strengthening of Parliament, use of the right of veto in exceptional cases and a reorganising of the Commission and its powers".

There are at least three aspects of Union regulations where trust in the compliance and trustworthy commitment of others is important. Trust in the existence of a practice is necessary to ensure compliance: that is, each must believe that others will also comply with existing rules. Secondly, trust is required for creating regulations, and thirdly for establishing and adjusting the institutions of decision-making themselves. 

Increased use of majoritarian decision-making in the Union will require trust, and hence a better account of why these procedures should be regarded as binding on conduct. Assurance about the future compliance of other Europeans is especially important when individuals are required to act contrary to their own interests, and against the majority of their fellow domestic citizens, out of respect for the majority decisions made in European institutions ( QUOTE "Scharpf 1997" 
Scharpf 1997
, 21). An extreme example is the duty to fight for Europe; other demanding requirements concern redistributive efforts to bolster the living conditions in new member states. Many Europeans may be prepared to bear such obligations willingly, but only if they have reason to believe that others do their share as well. Such conditional compliance requires trust.

Secondly, deliberations and decisions concerning Union regulations must also be based on legislators' trust in the future commitment of other legislators - so as to secure sufficient stability in periods of flexibility. Expectations of shared commitments are crucial to secure common ends when creating and administering binding laws and regulations. As more decisions are made by majority vote rather than unanimity and the European Parliament gains importance, trust in the commitments and compliance of others becomes more important. But similar issues arise with the increased use of qualified majority voting (QMV) – and indeed also when more decisions are made by Community institutions with unanimity.

Choices about centralising decisions, and between QMV and unanimity, have implications for the sort of deliberation and public assessment that is required for legitimate governance. These are some of the important issues raised in the aftermath of Mr. Fischer's suggestions for the European Union ( QUOTE "Joerges, Mény, and Weiler 2000" 
Joerges, Mény, and Weiler 2000
). Under immunity or rules of unanimity, nationals of one state enjoy institutional protections against their common interests being completely overruled. If decisions are made on the basis of unanimity, other important questions must be addressed. A central topic is when veto may be used, for instance in the form of appropriate "national interest"-triggers. Some have claimed that veto rights send the wrong signal in political settings, of bargaining for self interest rather than cooperation for the common weal (Goodin 1996). This criticism seems overdrawn: veto rights and disproportional voting representation may be justified in some areas as providing expression of interests and safety valves when particularly intense interests at stake. Such arguments may justify decision procedures favouring small Member States – but such powers must not be abused ( QUOTE "Follesdal 1997" 
Follesdal 1997
). On the other hand, insofar as QMV is used, individuals must instead trust that officials of other Member States are sufficiently committed to accommodate foreigners' interests, and not only pursue the self oriented interests of their own citizens. Thus increased use of QMV in the EU requires a higher level of trust in others’ commitments to respect non-nationals generally. Major differences in policy priorities among member states – and ever the perception of such differences – may threaten such shared commitments to the common interests that support majority voting.

A third case where trust is important is when institutions are created or modified in (quasi-) constitutional conventions. The European Intergovernmental Conferences regularly recast institutions in such ways. If not yet evident, we can expect the institutions of the European Union to shape participants' motivations and values in the future ( QUOTE "Checkel 1999" 
Checkel 1999
, Checkel and Moravcsik 2001), and create and affect arenas of deliberations and decision among and within states. Trust in the shared commitments and likely future behaviour of others is important when establishing institutions with such important impact both on identities and outcomes. If the Union remains a polycentric political order with federal elements, with competencies split and shared between Member States and Community institutions, the question of institutional stability becomes even more important. Historically, the institutions of such multinational federations have been less stable than those of unitary states (QUOTE "{Kymlicka 1998 #24290}" 
Kymlicka 1998
, QUOTE "{Lemco 1991 #22890}" 
Lemco 1991
). A central challenge is to maintain trust in the co-operation of others during challenges to competence allocation between the central unit and sub-unit, while secure loyalty both to the particular group and to the state  (cf.  QUOTE "Lijphart 1977" 
Lijphart 1977
, 81-83;  QUOTE "Mason 1999" 
Mason 1999
, 282). This is even more so if the future holds "Multiple Europes", asymmetric federal arrangements where Member States have different bundles of competencies. Different sets of states may form a "Defence Europe", "Common Currency Europe", and “Schengen Europe”, particularly if the Member States differ widely regarding their need for harmonisation or common rules. Arguably, trust in a shared commitment to some common ground becomes even more important in such asymmetric and changing polycentric orders – yet the common grounds for making credible commitments may be very limited.

Three commitments 

Citizenship must confer a broad range of rights, including substantive political, social, civil and economic rights. If citizenship is to foster trust, however, it must extend beyond such a rights catalogue. I submit that citizens must be habituated to three sets of commitments if common citizenship is to ensure the requisite trustworthiness and trust among Europeans required to acquire and maintain legitimate institutions (Follesdal 2001). Incomplete habituation may still foster trust, but some lingering mistrust must be expected. 

One important role for European civic society is to foster such commitments, and to remind Europeans of these shared underpinnings. Public discussions may appeal to shared moral commitments (Myrdal 1944, 1028-9, Goodin 1992), "not so much to make politicians and the voters they represent respect the public interest as it is to remind them to do so." (Goodin 1996, 341). 

Firstly, citizens must be committed to comply with existing rules. This is an important component of loyalty to legislative institutions. Such a commitment is not enough to ensure long term trust, however. Citizens must also have reason to believe that others will continue to comply in the future. Such trustworthiness, essential for stability, can be maintained by a second, publicly known, generally shared commitment: to comply for what each person regards as good reasons. One such shared set of reasons would be principles of legitimacy for institutions. For instance, individuals must be known to accept democratic modes of decision making as an appropriate model of conflict resolution -- properly circumscribed by individual rights etc. And citizens must be prepared, at least when 'constitutional essentials' are up for vote  QUOTE "Rawls 1993" 
Rawls 1993
 to vote according to their sense of justice, rather than according to their perceived self-oriented interests. Both of these norms must also be public knowledge, in the sense that they must be generally accepted, and this fact must itself be common knowledge.  Such principles, duly worked out for multi-polar polities including sub-units with different institutional traditions, secure some shared bases for compliance. 

The third kind of commitment required is to the immediate premises for such principles, such as a conception of citizens as equal members of the multi-polar political order. One example would be John Rawls' well-known conception of society as a system of co-operation among individuals regarded for such purposes as free and equal participants. But that particular conception is inappropriate for the European Union, regarded as a non-unitary political order with Member States and Community institutions splitting and sharing sovereignty. The appropriate political theory for such an order may be legitimately different than that of traditional political philosophy addressing the legitimacy of the unitary, sovereign nation-state (such as  QUOTE "Rawls 1993" 
Rawls 1993
, xxii). 

One central reason for such commitment to a “thin” political theory is the need for a publicly shared basis to alleviate potential loyalty conflicts individuals might face between their own Member State and the Union institutions. A central mechanism for reducing such conflicts, and hence for increasing trust in others' compliance, is a clear demarcation of political authority. Clarity with regards to who has the final word in standard conflicts between political authorities facilitate general compliance and support for the complex, multilevel European system of governance. So citizens must share some conception of the proper allocation of competences between sub-units and centre, for the sake of mutual trust and trustworthiness. 

B: Legitimate governance requires arenas for deliberation about ends, for political contestation, scrutiny and accountability

Another important role of European civic society pertains to the proper working of political institutions. Civic society is required for public deliberation about common political ends and means. Such discussions affect preferences and will formation, and are crucial input for defining what are to be regarded as problems, and what are feasible solutions. Will formation of the kinds addressed above are fostered by public deliberation that allows for the development of a necessary sense of solidarity, a shared political culture and possibly a sense of community. Thus John Stuart Mill (1962) insisted on the role of deliberation for making individuals understand themselves as responsible citizens who consider the views of others. A focus on the constitutional allocation of powers easily ignores these effects on preferences and values -- the initiatives by the Commission regarding Governance and Citizenship being honourable exceptions. 

To be sure, institutions determine rights and obligations, and serve as a backdrop for bargains and co-ordination (Cf. Dahl 1956, Dewey 1927). The formal powers of putting issues on the political agenda, and the allocation of bargaining power within the political process, shape the form, content and results of informal norms and arrangements (Follesdal 1998). In addition, institutions affect the opportunities for presenting arguments and the use of public reason, both within the formal decision making process - such as in the European Parliament, in Comitology, etc - and among the public at large, in civic society. It is the latter that is of main concern here.

Deliberation about Ends

Citizens must have opportunities to deliberate about ends. The proper ends of the Union are contested today, and we should expect such issues to remain on the political agenda for a long time insofar as the EU maintains some federal elements of a non-unitary political order, and as long as the needs of Europeans continue to differ across Member State borders. A European civic society must host deliberations about the allocation and joint use of competencies. Appeals to the Principle of Subsidiarity will not remove discussion, but at best structure such arguments (Follesdal 1998). 

There must be arenas for the slow processes of habituation and learning to "European" perspectives, for instance so as to perceive each other as partners rather than adversaries (Scharpf 1988). Studies indicate that Member State representatives are indeed socialised in their joint meetings within EU bodies (Trondal and Veggeland 2000), but there are few arenas for socialisation among European citizens at large. An added challenge is that the various “national” wills should not be completely transformed into a common European will (Kohler-Koch 1999). Rather, individuals need to develop a shared understanding of the legitimate tasks of both the Union and of the Member States. This, of course becomes exceedingly difficult in scenarios of multiple Europes.

Whether such deliberations affect the participants’ ultimate ends in the international and European political arenas and in civic networks is a contested issue, currently explored (Risse 2000, Checkel 1999, Checkel and Moravcsik 2001, Joerges and Neyer 1997). The transformative efficacy of good arguments remains under debate (cf. Femia 1996; Miller 1992; Ackerman 1980, 353; Sanders 1997, 351; Follesdal 2000). Another important issue is the relative impact of such public political deliberation as compared to other inputs on character formation. Yet some such arrangements for socialisation to a common understanding of the ends of Europe seem required.
Deliberation about Means

To be legitimate, voters must select representatives for European offices on the basis of not only the appropriate preferences about what the Union should do, but who are informed about the available policy alternatives, and the candidates' performance and promises. Deliberation in this sense, scrutinising such claims, improves the chance that voters identify the best policy choices, and the best candidates, among those available. There are at least four reasons for this.

Option Creation. Deliberation may help identify better alternatives, for instance by discovering trade-offs and side payments for mutual gain. This is consistent with “integrative” bargaining theory, which suggests that public discussion -- or the use of trusted mediators -- is helpful for discovering areas of mutual gain and opportunities for linked bargains (cf. Raiffa 1982, Lax and Sebenius 1986). 

Option Assessment. Deliberative procedures can improve voters' assessments of existing policy choices. Alternatives are eliminated through three reasons: fact checks that remove preferences based on false beliefs; conditions of publicity that remove morally repugnant preferences; and requirements of universalisability that filter some positions. 

Option Choice. Voters of good will are more likely to cast their votes according to their conception of the common interest when they are convinced through public debate that they know what choice it requires. There is, however, no guarantee that voters who through deliberation are more likely to understand the common good, always will vote accordingly. 

Majority constraint. Deliberation can also indicate the limits to majority rule (cf. Barry 1991). The majority principle itself offers no guidance for identifying which issues should be on the agenda, the set of alternatives, the constituency, or the set of vital interests that should be kept off the agenda. Public deliberation may provide answers to these important questions, and remind people that under majority rule the majority must not abuse their power over the minority. 

The need for democratic deliberation at the European level

To sum up, European civic society must foster public assurance of citizens’ commitments, and allow for public deliberation about common political ends and means. There is a permanent need for European venues for preference formation prior to preference aggregation, allowing for the requisite building of trust. Citizens must have fora for participation in problem formulation, political contestation, and discussion of options and impacts. Citizens also need opportunities for evaluating competing party programs, to explore alternative institutional arrangements and policy choices, assess implementation across Member States, and test alleged political successes.

The opacity of European institutions, the present lack of a well-developed European public space, and the relative weakness of European political parties reduce the opportunities for such will formation and trust-building discussions, and limit the informational bases and range of political choice. Additional problems arise in the scenario of multiple Europes. Different arenas for public deliberation may arise clustered around each functional regime, without arenas for addressing the issues arising across functions. Segments of citizens, perhaps particularly those in small states, may fear becoming permanent minorities in the absence of trans-sectoral arenas for public deliberation.

There is currently little evidence of individuals sharing commitments to such shared institutions that treat all as equals – there seem to not yet be a civic demos in Europe (Kohler-Koch 1999,  QUOTE "MacCormick 1997" 
MacCormick 1997
). 

2 Desiderata of European Civic Society

President Prodi asks what role civil society should have vis-a-vis Member States and the Union institutions, when "Shaping the new Europe". In light of these observations on the reasons for a European civic society, it must allow both for socialisation of citizens, and for public discussions on topics ranging from clarifications of ideals to careful assessment of policy alternatives. Some of the socialisation should take place in the educational system  QUOTE "Macedo 1990" 
Macedo 1990
;  QUOTE "March and Olsen 1995" 
March and Olsen 1995
). Political deliberation must surely be the task of the European Parliament and other Union institutions. But in addition such socialisation and deliberations must happen in civic society outside the formal educational and political institutions. European civic society must serve as a European-wide source of influence on European public opinion, with opportunities for critical reflection on claims, opportunities for contestation and possibilities for offering competing accounts. 

Some preliminary observations:

· European civic society must provide, inter alia, a shared vocabulary, “frames” and theoretical understanding of the new, possibly contested European experiences - such as condominio, multi-level governance, network governance, neo-republicanism, citizenship practice, etc. (cf. Schmitter 1992, 1997, 2000; Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch 1996; Heritier1999, Scharpf 1996; Bellamy and Castiglione 1998; Wiener 1997; Olsen 2000, 2001; ... ). Academics and other intellectuals in civic society have particular resources and responsibilities for this task, a task that becomes even more daunting with an increased number of Member States.  

· There must be appropriate channels between civic society and decision-makers, such as political parties or their functional equivalent at the European level. An important challenge is to secure fair access to decision-makers, and not least to ensure the public of this. The new blends of representation, participation and consultation must ensure that views of all affected actors affect the outcomes, also in light of their real opportunities in civic society. Citizens' panels, carefully circumscribed use of networks, and other innovative modes of dissemination and consultation may be explored. The interest in "network governance" expressed in the Commission documents and by President Prodi, merit careful attention regarding the very real risks of skewed representation and transparency (Kohler-Koch 1999, Schmitter 2000). 

· Another important component is critical media, disseminating observations and arguments and filtering information to individuals in a language they can understand. Again, the requisite transparency and debate would seem to depend systematically on the institutional details of decision-making. For instance, increased use of policy networks and shared sovereignty require special efforts to secure transparency and to hold parties accountable. Insofar as politicians are expected to change their minds in deliberations with their peers within Union institutions, as trustees rather than as representatives of their constituents, accountability as traditionally conceived may suffer. The political cultures and historical experiences in the various states pose different challenges and requirements of responsible representation.

Caveats for the Commission

Given these reasons to foster and maintain institutions, procedures and arenas for debating issues of common interest at the European level, an important question is what roles the Commission should play. 

The issue is how, if at all, the Commission can stimulate and contribute to debate in civic society without dominating or steering it unduly - and while avoiding even the suspicion of such. 

President Prodi sagely notes that "It is not Euroscepticism we should be worrying about: it is public apathy, based on the perception that we talk too much and do too little." This observation seems correct, and parallels a worry many express concerning the fate of democracies as well:

The death of democracy is not likely to be an assassination from ambush. It will be a slow extinction from apathy, indifference, and undernourishment.

 (R. Hutchins, 1934)

However, there is also a Eurosceptic perception, that the Commission listens too little and does too much. The myriad initiatives seeking to maintain open access belie this perception, yet there are at least three sorts of concerns worth considering. 

Arenas for preference formation, character shaping, information dissemination and such are far too important to leave to legislators and executives - at both domestic and European levels. In particular, we should be wary of the direct targeting of citizens' fundamental values by agents with political authority to design institutions, even if imperfectly, with formative effects. The institutional backdrop has profound impact on the shape of European civic societies we can expect to see. We must also realize that even well intentioned efforts at including underprivileged groups in network governance have failed (Kohler-Koch 1998:147-152, cf. Kohler-Koch 1999). The upshot cannot be that politicians and the Commission should do nothing, for a laissez-faire approach to European civic society will decidedly be worse than most alternatives. But caution is required.

Secondly, given that the Commission is the guardian of the treaties, Juvenal's question must be answered: who guards the guardians? In particular, if the Commission is in charge of civic society, who would dare scrutinise the Commission? Such concerns support the view that Commission initiatives should only seek to supplement other efforts – perhaps another example of subsidiarity, in yet another area. 

Thirdly, the Commission may face a conflict of interests that is taxing even when its good will is not in doubt. President Prodi's plausible conception of the Commission's role is "a fully accountable Commission that inspires and manages, acting always in the European interest." Yet, insofar as the Commission is to keep trust with the elected bodies of the Union, and indeed may take on a clearer political profile of its own, it can be hard put to also facilitate objective, critical reflection about the politically contested ends of the Union. The Commission can easily be accused of politicking when merely stimulating debates decidedly political in nature - such as the proper responsibilities of the Community vis-a-vis the Member States, the power of small states and the solidarity required towards fellow Europeans. These issues are politically contested, also among members of the European Parliament and the Council. Again, these worries do not rule out Commission action, but only signal caution.

What is to be done 

In light of these needs for a European civic society and the subsidiary role of the Commission in fostering it, we turn now to consider some tasks for the Commission with particular attention to the circumstances of expansion to Central and Eastern Europe.

Some suggestions

Several of the suggestions in the perceptive study "European Governance" (De Schutter, Lebessis and Patterson 2001) should be explored and promoted. In addition, I submit some preliminary observations.

· European-wide impact studies are required. In particular, it would be helpful for public debate to systematically seek answers to the question "cui malo?": who, if any, are made worse off by various proposals? Of special interest are populations in the applicant states, whose voices may not yet have been conveyed systematically to the Union institutions.

· Important tasks indicated in the reports on Governance and European Citizenship include a permanent information effort towards citizens concerning their rights, and towards institutions to ensure the enforcement of such rights. Efforts such as “Citizens first” should be maintained. Again, the learning process may be most acutely required in the applicant countries.

· The documents note that many complaints to the European Ombudsman are dismissed as inadmissible. Such misplaced complaints may be studied with an eye to the role of civic society and the ends of the Union. These misdirected appeals may

· give indications as to possible areas of improved information dissemination; 

· offer suggestions about possible enhancements of the ombudsman mandate; 

· indicate areas where citizens believe that they have been unfairly treated - by Member States or Community public administrations. Such beliefs, legally inappropriate or not, would indicate some of the ideals and standards that citizens expect of the Community. 

· The Commission might extend early warning systems, so as to allow meaningful and influential reflection in advance of making policy positions. 

· The Commission might foster learning, for instance by promoting critical studies of the "Charter on Fundamental Rights" method before it is used as a model for the next Intergovernmental Conference. Who were included, and whose interests were not secured in the end? Which topics were not included – for instance regarding minority protections? Similarly, the third report on Citizenship should incorporate comments on implementing the Charter. 

· The Commission can seek to aid political parties, journalists and others in understanding and conveying both that many Community-level decisions matter, and that who are elected politicians will affect these decisions in important ways. Citizens and the media, in present Member States and especially within applicant states, may need assistance to politicise important issues at the European level.  

3 To conclude: Some illustrations

Political philosophers and other academics may be suspected of having unattainably high ideals about a properly functioning European public sphere, based on impractical ideals and uninformed by lessons of institutional and personal shortcomings. It is a mistake to lament the relative lack of civic society at the Community level, whilst ignoring the lacunae of vibrant civic societies in the various Member States. Another trap is to impose standards beyond what seems required to maintain a stable and legitimate European political order. Thus it seems implausible - and unnecessary - to expect sustained public discussions of the kind exhibited in our favourite select moments of graduate seminars in political theory. 

To illustrate the sort of arrangements we should be fostering, I conclude in a more practical bent by pointing to four recent cases that indicate the existence and tasks of a European civic society, albeit weak. A common challenge for the Commission, for politicians, the media, NGOs and academics is to exploit such events in fostering trust among citizens and among politicians, promoting deliberation and critical scrutiny about the ends and means of European integration among the populations within present Member States and in prospective Member States. 

Minister Joscha Fischer's speech

Mr. Fischer’s speech contributes to an important and necessary debate for reconfiguring Europe, making one small, contested step in the direction of a conceptual shift of what the EU is about. The debate it has set off concerning the ends of the Union, takes place not only in academic seminars and on-line papers (cf. Joerges, Meny et al. 2000), but also in newspapers and media generally, among politicians and commentators. Given the stakes, it is important that competing sketches – such as those of Mr. Blair – are compared with an eye to how day-to-day life for Europeans may be affected, directly and indirectly. Such clarifications should be promoted, with contributions from applicant states particularly welcome.

President Prodi's Comments on the Nice treaty

Mr. Prodi observed regarding the Nice Intergovernmental Conference that

What is more, most of the Heads of State or Government were more concerned with blocking the future action of the Union than with seizing the opportunity of advancing the common venture. Nice was a clear demonstration of what is meant by agreement on the lowest common denominator.

The assumptions and claims Mr. Prodi makes go to the heart of what the ends of the Union are and should be -- for instance, whether a legitimate European Union requires further integration, or to the contrary requires blocking further common action. The implications of this vision should be brought ought and compared to others, including the central questions of how the status quo is to be assessed, and by whom, and who should have the power to decide on the goals of integration. Such topics should be discussed among European citizens so that they understand what some options are – and so that they can use their voting rights accordingly. 

The protests against Austria 

The actions against Austria raised fundamental issues addressed in media at large in Europe. This is a concrete case where the questions of principle were obvious: with what right should foreign Europeans intervene in a technically valid democratic election in another Member State? On what grounds should national self determination be limited or steered by outside pressure, for what ends? Such debates occurred both inside Austria and in media in other Member States, leading to reflection on the scope and limits of democratic self-rule for Member States, and on the cross-border responsibilities of other Europeans. Reflections about the reactions led to the inclusion in the Nice Treaty of a paragraph permitting sanctions against Member States that violate human rights. We must expect similar expressions of democratic elections in the future, and European reactions must be expected. Indeed, some explanations of the reactions against Austria hold that some governments sought to set an example as a warning to applicant states. Such policies of protest and intervention should proceed on the basis of extensive public deliberation, reconfiguring a shared understanding of what it means to be European, and what it means to be a state in the European Union.

The causes and responses to the agricultural crises

The diseases in the agricultural sector have served to highlight the interdependence wrought by cross-border trade. Some media and civil associations are linking the disasters to European-level political decisions – or to their absence. Individuals and organisations ask whether domestic or European politicians were responsible for permitting long-range transportation of livestock, and when deciding on massive slaughtering. Some body made tradeoffs between partially conflicting concerns for animal well being, human health, and economic gain – but who? Identifying the intricate nested choices is an important task, as is the critical assessment of allegations about whether such crisis would be better handled with competences placed elsewhere. Some party differences may be expected -- and might properly become an issue in domestic and European elections.

These examples illustrate that the requisite reflection in civic society happen, and should happen, also outside academic seminars on the ends of European integration. The publics recognise the need for shared values required for trust, and seem prepared to discuss the relative legitimacy of competing parties’ visions of the Union. Academic arenas are of course valuable components of European civic society, but something more and else is required as well. Citizens at large must have arenas and resources for systematic public reflection at the moments where such questions are raised by day-to-day politics and decisions in places and in language they appreciate. 

The task is often not to convince citizens that fundamental issues of justice and legitimate institutional design are at stake. Instead, ordinary citizens, within present Member States and in applicant states, often raise fundamental questions concerning the roles and responsibilities of the European Union, the Member States, and individual Europeans. A European civic society worthy of the name must provide opportunities to discuss and assess such issues, standards, ideals and options among citizens who thereby can come to see themselves as equal, full citizens of Europe. Such vaccinations are continually required to secure trust and eternal vigilance for a fair European Union worthy of allegiance.
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