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Introduction. At present, the European Union faces dramatic challenges in its
history. The EU’s future, which seemed so clear in the past, is now rather uncertain.
Over the last five years, the secession trends have become more significant. The re-
search places special emphasis on the efforts to be taken by the Europeans in order to
prevent political collapse, and strengthen the Union.

Materials and methods. Currently the EU concerns cause heated debate among
analysts and political scientists. The author follows two patterns of theoretical ap-
proaches to European problems: the works of prominent theorists - Antony Giddens
and Jiirgen Habermas. The research is based on the books “Turbulent and Mighty
Continent. What Future for Europe?” written by Anthony Giddens in 2015, and “The
Crisis of the European Union. Response” by Jiirgen Habermas (2012), which express
the opinion of these most competent researches on the specific features of democratic
processes in Europe and in the EUL

The results of the research. Following the review of the above books, the author
concludes that supranational democracy is a matter of great concern. This kind of
democracy is interpreted as manifestation of high political culture which, on the one
hand, is free from local narrow-mindedness and, on the other hand, lacks one of the
main controversies of democracy such as the conflict between the majority’s will and
the minority interests.

Discussions and conclusion. Based on Giddens’ idea of the two-tier system of
power existing in modern Europe (Europe of bureaucrats, so-called “Paper Europe” -
the EU1, and Europe of effective leaders — the EU2) the author states that successful
development the European Union requires the following three tiers of power: 1) the
power of administrative institutions (the EU1), 2) the power of effective political lead-
ers (the EU2), and 3) the power of supranational democracy (power of the European
people - the EU3).

The author focuses on the unique nature of the European experiment in terms of
history, its significance for the prospective political development of other regions of the
world, highlights the EU economic, political and anthropological conditions, which
may ensure that the development of supranational EU democracy will be a success.

in the civilized world who consciously and

publicly will argue against democracy as
such and declare himself as the uncompromis-
ing adherent of authoritarianism. Allegiance to
the principles of democracy today is an innate
character of progressiveness and humanism. It
is so not because authorities try to flirt with the
people. In sophisticated and streamlined soci-

It is doubtful is there even one political leader

eties, as European countries are, (especially the
EU Member States) the power of people dis-
plays itself not only through elections, street
actions, and rotation of authorities but through
everyday participation in public deeds and
civic actions. As M. Foucault fairly said con-
temporary societies: “Power is everywhere, not
because in embraces everything, but because it
comes from everywhere” [2. P. 266]. But just in
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this everywhereness (omnipresence) of power,
there is one of its fundamental problems. The
essence of this problem consists in the necessity
for democracy to overcome its own inclination
to populism, in other words, to get over any
demonstration of ethnic, confessional, social,
corporal and even national narrowness.

It is commonly assumed that one of the
main problems of democracy is so-called “prob-
lem of a minority”. The essence of this problem
is this, a democracy legitimizes itself by the
will of a majority, but at the same time major-
ity must take into account the minority opinion.
The ability to reconcile this contradiction is a
criterion of political maturity of democracy. But
in this respect, one question is rising: how to
combine a will of the majority with the interests
of the minority? The answer often presupposes
the idea of indifferent tolerance: let minority do
what it want if only they do not annoy majority
with its strange needs, habits, and inclinations.
It means that minority simply is granted spe-
cific virtual “reservation” in society. Majority
kindly speaks to minority: “if you want to be
unique, please be, but only in the special social
room. The main rule in your case is to uphold
the laws and to pay tax for your security and
opportunity to run your life in the framework
that a state determines for you as for any other
normal groups of citizen”. But if we take more
attentive look at this problem we can see that in
this case minority as such may exist only due to
emphasizing itself like a minority in the face of
the majority, otherwise their exceptional rights
will be canceled. But for stressing its “minority
nature” a minority must come out from its “so-
cial reservation” to open public room because
only here it can solve the question of its unique-
ness and get the right for being peculiar.

Thus within the very form of democratic
governance, there is a systemic contradiction,
and it means that it produces itself permanent-
ly. Cultural underground, gay parades, dem-
onstration of trans-sexuality and other dem-
onstrations of various minorities’ habits, the
majority estimates as a threat to the standard
social norms. Besides the purpose of scandal-
ous self-expression this kind of demonstrations
send to society also the message that minorities
want to have the same equal rights as, so-called,
normal majority has, generally it is the right to
be not within the fences of the social reserva-
tion, moreover to live in society where there are
no fences at all. In other words, the attitude of
the majority to the habits of minorities is an in-
dicator of real tolerance.

According to valuable acknowledgement
of Canadian political philosopher Will Kym-

licka: “The problem is that most liberals have
assumed, implicitly or explicitly, that individ-
uals will achieve their freedom and equality
within the majority culture; that minority cul-
ture would and should disappear; and hence
that modern states would, over time, become
“nation-state”, with a common language and
national Identity”[10. P. 135].

But real tolerance does not tolerate any so-
cial fences, any conditional arguments, no dou-
ble-thinking. The only difference that can be ad-
opted is the difference of personalities as simply
human beings, and the only one type of ideas
and convictions is prohibited that is the hated-
based ideology. This is the only way to reconcile
and annihilate the very core of contradiction of
“majority - minority” and to establish the prin-
ciple of unconditional egalitarianism. The ba-
sic principles of such kind of egalitarianism, to
our mind, clearly generalized researcher of the
problems of multiculturalism E.Karsanova. Ac-
cording to her view these principles are as fol-
lows: “1) the recognition of ethnic and cultural
pluralism as the main characteristic of civil soci-
ety by the state; 2) the assistance in socialization
of marginal cultural groups; 3) the assertion of
standards of social justice of each representative
of national culture (equal opportunities for all
citizens of the country); 4) the support of repro-
duction and development of ethnic cultures...
5) the incorporation of different ethnical popu-
lation in social institutes is possible by its active
inclusion in social reproduction... which is un-
derstood as the reproduction of the person and
social communities in all variety of their social
qualities...” [9. P 23, 25].

When we speak about unconditional egali-
tarianism as a democratic principle in relation
to the European Union we should bear in mind
that the kind of democracy that is free from the
contradiction between majority and minority is
not a matter of some most advanced countries
that can be taken as an example for others. In
this case, it is meant so-called supranational de-
mocracy as real and coming up phenomenon.
European political development now is going
to particularly this and unique direction. It is
unique because Europe is facing now with the
task which was never before in the history. This
is the task to build an unprecedented political
universal unit which could represent the unity
of diversity. This kind of unity must be free
from enforced unification, and also free from
any kind of priorities and benefits for the citi-
zens of the EU in terms of their participation in
public and political life.

History knows many examples of establish-
ing large-scale universalization whish crucially
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changed the world. Great Ancient and Medieval
Empires united peoples mainly by force, but it
was historically restricted and local universal-
ity. Capitalism brought about new (economic)
opportunities and means for universality pro-
duced global empires divided into centers and
peripheries. The United States in Philadelphia
at the Constitutional Convention in 1787 actu-
ally realized the idea of universalism on politi-
cal (democratic) and juridical base. As Arthur
Schlesinger wrote: “The men who established
the United States of America believed that they
trying something new under the sun. The idea
that a democratic republic might endure ran
against all the teachings in history. The vindi-
cation of this idea, said Washington in his first
inaugural was “an experiment intrusted to the
hands of the American people”. The founders
were far from sure of success. Can we be certain
even today that the experiment has succeeded?
At least it has lasted for two centuries, and that
is something”[12. P. X]. At the same time we
have to agree that 13 States of America despite
their economic and cultural differences were in
general similar as people are on the same street
at the city of the XVIII century. Contemporary
consolidated Europe is a union of different na-
ture.

The EU not only has avoided an imperial
fate of association by force, not only like the
United States seeks to create common political
civic ground, but, the main thing is that the EU
meets the challenge which has no analogy in
history. It has to unite European peoples which
have extremely different cultural features, lan-
guages, historical memories, economic levels of
development and, using Hegel's words, even
different national spirit. If the United States
historical experiment has defined a trajectory
of political development of the XX century than
we can say without exaggeration that European
experience will be in great demand by future
mankind. For Europe, there is no better alterna-
tive, than association on supranational democ-
racy.

Unfortunately, at the moment the Euro-
pean Union representing itself as a sprout of
the future all-European political community,
is mainly united not by democratic but bureau-
cratic means, and it is its main political prob-
lem. Bureaucracy (if just we take an effective
bureaucracy) is representing, according to He-
gel “a general class”. Its purpose is “to preserve
general interests of the society”, [6. P. 243]. That
is why it cannot create organic society and state.
Reliance on bureaucracy is an attempt to build
up society from above. As far as a social being
is an organic whole it must be built from both

opposite sides: from the ground by the people
and from above by their leaders. This is the only
way to join European nations in supranational
“Community of Fate” [4].

Of course, the EU at the moment is far from
the ideal of the united and indivisible unit. But
its experience is important for all because it dis-
closes the problems of contemporary democ-
racy and shows how Europeans are searching
the ways of their solution. One of the serious
problems is the problem of substantial econom-
ic differences between its members that cause
the problem of justice in “Europe of different
speeds”.[3] To be more concrete it is a problem
of equal distribution of benefits and loss that
occurs in the process of European consolida-
tion. But we have to remark that economic dif-
ferences are generally quantitative and have a
tendency to become smoother. In opposite cul-
tural differences in terms of values and histori-
cal memory are qualitative, deep and inertial.
“Throughout history, each the EU member has
shaped its own society, which embodies di-
verse forms of multicultural coexistence that
cannot be modified without the risk of social
tensions and popular discontent. Faced with
such perspectives, governments may prefer to
allow these deep evolutions to take shape in an
unforced way over time through quiet persua-
sion rather than foster a public debate about the
definition of immigration quotas” [15, P.14]. To
overcome these differences it will take time on
condition that European people and their lead-
ers will demonstrate political will for concord.

One of the algetic problems causes social
tension in Europe is a problem if migration.
The majority of Latvians, Lithuanians, and Es-
tonians hardly agree that their countries have
to share the common burden of overseas mi-
gration. According to European Commission
plan in 2015, Latvia had to adopt 737 migrants,
Lithuania - 710 and Estonia - 1064 [7]. These
figures are modest, but in public opinion, there
is growing concern that it is only the beginning
of an undesirable process and in future quotas
will rise. The problem is not in that the migrants
may affect national culture and cause, so called,
mutation of the indigenous code of cultural self-
identification, but that the decision for migrant
adaptation was not made by domestic people,
on “behalf of them” it had been made by bu-
reaucrats from Brussels.

It sounds strange for people who believe
that the more West means the more democracy,
Anthony Giddens asserts: “To put things bad-
ly, the Union suffers from a simultaneous lack
of democracy and effective leadership. Three
main institutions in the EU are the Commission,
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the Council and the Parliament” [4. P. 7], and
(using famous words) “they are very far from
the people” (Lenin). “Moreover, citizens are no-
where directly involved. European elections are
fought largely on national issues. The turnout
of the elections is low because voters are well
aware of the situation. The parliament tends to
operate on the sidelines its procedures obscure
to the wider public. National leaders, especially
of the larger countries, often want to have their
cake and eat it”[4. P. 7]. Giddens calls the EU
“a functionalist enterprise, driven by results
rather than affection, let alone passion” [4. P.
6]. Bureaucratic mechanism of governance is at
the moment the main one, which can fasten and
consolidate formally the EU countries, but it is
too weak to forge the feeling of united fate. Such
kind of feeling may appear not of good wishes
and hopes but through overcoming common
problems, losses, disasters and tragedies. Of
course, bureaucratic functionalism is undoubt-
edly better as the mean of political unification
than Charlemagne sword, Napoleon cannons
or Nazi tanks. But it is only the first step. In
real political practice, this condition must be
added with the development of democracy
“without benefits and exceptions for anybody”.
This principle must be spread over Europe and
bring into life a supranational democracy, the
right kind of democracy that Kant was dream-
ing about when he wrote on the theory of cos-
mopolitan civil society.

On supranational European democracy

Anthony Giddens in his book, mentioned
above, says about two levels of governance in
the EU, which he defines as the EU1 and the
EU2. The EU1 is an official structure that was
designed by “method” Monnet (European Com-
mission, Council and Parliament and other in-
stitutions). Their task is to govern normatively,
in other words, to do what must be. The EU2 in
opposite non-bureaucratic structure which in-
cludes recognized European authorities, leaders
of leading countries (like Chancellor of Germa-
ny, President of France and leaders of few other
countries). Their duty is to run the EU as it is.
EU1 Giddens calls “Paper Europe”. In analogy,
the EU2 might be called “Situational Europe”.
Both structures are necessary and complement
each other, but they are not sufficient. Appar-
ently, one more structure is necessary. It is the
EU3, which represents the direct activity of the
people. So these three elements might compose
sophisticated mechanism of power in the EU:
a power of bureaucracy, power of leaders and
power of the peoples.

But what is it “a power of the peoples” in
terms of European political context? Europe
embraces no one single people, but peoples. It
is impossible to forge the EU3 only through of-
ficial cultural contacts like museum and theater
delegations, festivals and shopping tours. The
question is more serious. This process, which
will take a long time, needs coherence of sev-
eral conditions.

The first one is a creation of common the
EU political space, which must be based on un-
conditional human rights. We may state a fact
that such kind of space already exists though its
political force is not too strong. Due to contro-
versial political consequences (a tendency, on
the one hand, to division and, and, on the other
hand, de facto to integration), European citizens
“have become aware of their interdependence.
There is for the first time a European political
space» [4. P. 8]. There are many problems that
Europeans can solve jointly, for instance, the
problems of migration and terrorism, environ-
mental security and alternative energy etc. In
domestic scale, it is a problem of huge labor
and educational commuting. Its influence will
increase in the future. Further European in-
tegration, in addition, will bring into life new
problems, among them are custom controls,
application of international law, coordination
of monetary policy, environmental cooperation
and a multitude of others [4. P. 14].

The second condition is the human rights.
It is difficult not to agree with J. Habermas, that
human being must live, feel and act according to
his or her selfjudgment [5]. This selfjudgment
has a priority before other rights of any social
subjects including the state. The idea of uncon-
ditional human rights conveyed in this philo-
sophical background of contemporary Europe
like perpetual motion machine gives impetus to
European spirit and serves for searching non-
violent and legal mechanisms and methods of
beautification of European societies.

More that 70 years Europe is living in
peace (except local military conflicts in Balkans
and Eastern Ukraine). Peaceful co-existence al-
ready became invaluable political wealth for
Europeans. That is why any manifestation of
militarism and blast of terrorism in their cities
and towns became a matter of alarm for them.
Though we can witness there from time to time
the blast of terrorist violence and street disor-
ders, nevertheless coercive methods of elimina-
tion of social and political conflicts became in
general non-systemic. In other words, coercion
is neither reproduced by the logic of domestic
policy nor by the logic of international relations
between European countries.
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The principle of non-violence which deter-
mines official European policy so much is, how-
ever, one of the cultural and historical super-
structures of deeper meta-cultural basis which
has been reproducing in European history dur-
ing a long time and in most vivid form. I mean
the principle of human dignity. ]. Habermas de-
termines this characteristic feature in scientific
mode as the “concept of human dignity”[5].
Let’s remark that this true and deepest essence
of European culture for the first time occurred
as a real “concept” in ancient sophist teaching
of Protagoras who put a man in the centre of the
Universe as the measure of all things. Appar-
ently, this “concept” is a real clue to the mys-
tery of European civilization and it gave Kant
hope to believe that “we shall discover a regular
process of improvement in the political consti-
tutions of our continent (which will probably
legislate eventually for all other continents)”[8.
P.52].

Despite very controversial European his-
tory which is indeed full of inhuman cruelty,

Kant is likely true; the progress of social good
never goes straight and gradually. It is a non-
lineal process, and it looks like winding road
that leads us from starting point when different
local societies fight each other for priorities of
their local values, towards universal society as
such.

Habermas’ optimistic attitude concerning
European “concept” of human dignity looks
quite convincing. To his mind, the well-thought-
out concept of human dignity facilitates consen-
sus between peoples with the different cultural
ground. The reason for that “idealistic” belief
consists in self-feeling of dignity, which is re-
flective and transitional simultaneously by its
nature and gives the opportunity for bilateral
recognition as a condition for positive commu-
nication and concerted actions of European so-
cieties. An important European experience, we
hope, will serve for developing supranational
democracy as a prospective cosmopolitan phe-
nomenon.
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O HAJTJHAIIMOHAJIbHONM OTEMOKPATUU

BBedenue. B Hactosimee Bpemsi Eppomerii-
ckumt Coros nepexxmBaeT CJI0XKHBIV U JTpaMaTi-
YecKuv Iepmof, B ceoent mcrtopun. Ero Gymy-
1iee, ellle HeJJaBHO KasaBllleecs BIIOJIHE SCHBIM,
CeroffHs TpeJicTaBiIsieTcss He CTOIb Oe300s1au-
HBIM. 3a TI0CJIe/THMe HeCKOJIBKO JIeT TeH/IeHIIs
K pasobmiennio BHyTpu EC mposisisiercss Bce
cwibHee. YTO [OJDKHBI [le1aTh €BPOIIeMIIbI,
9TOOBI IIPeJOTBPATUTh JIBVDKEHVE K PacKoJly,
KaK yKpenuTb enHCcTBO Cor03a, - TaKOBBI 11eH-
TpasIbHbIe BOITPOCHI JAHHOVI CTaTh.

Mamepuaasl u Memoost. B HacToAIIII MO-
MeHT 1pobsiemsl EBponerickoro Coro3a BBI3bI-
BalOT JKapKue JIMCKYCCUI CPpeyt ITOJIUTOJIOTOB.
ABTOp  paccMaTpuBaeT [iBa TeOpPeTUYecKMX
Hofixofia K aHajM3y 3TUX MpoOsieM, KOTOpkle
M3JI0KeHBI B paboTax BBITAOIINXCS eBpOIer-
cKumt TeopeTukos, DHTOHU ['mapenca n Op-
reHa XabepMmaca. 3a OCHOBY CBO€TO McCCIIefIoBa-
HIS aBTOp OepeT HefaBHO OIyOJIMKOBaHHYIO
MoHorpaduio DHToHM 'matenca «Hecriokon-
HBI VI MOTYIIIeCTBeHHBIVI KOHTVHeHT. YTo XjieT
Esporty B Oymyrmem?» (2015) 1 paboty HOpre-
Ha Xabepmaca «Dcce 0 KoHCTUTYIMM EBpOITbI»
(2012), B KoTOpBIX 00a ABTOPUTETHBIX MCCIIEO-
BaTesIsl BBICKA3bIBAIOT CBOe MHeHMe 00 ocobeH-
HOCTSX JIeMOKpaTiJeckoro nporiecca B Espore
B 1IeJIoM 1 B EBpocoro3e, B 4acTHOCTA

Pesyavmamor.  Anarmsupys 3T TPyAbl,
aBTOp IPUXOAUT K 3aK/IIOYEHMIO, YTO Ha I0-
BeCTKY JJHs CJlelyeT IOCTaBUThb ITPOeKT HaJlHa-
LIMOHAIbHOV feMokpatun B EBpocorosze. Kak
ITpOsiBJIeHVIe BBICOKOVI ITOJIUTUYECKON KyJIbTY-
PBI, 3TOT OCOOBIVI TUIT IeMOKPATUV XapaKTepu-
3yeTcsi TeM, UTO, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH CBODOTIeH
OT TOVI MECTEUKOBOVI y30CTV, KOTOPOVI CTpagatoT
HallMIOHaJIbHBIe [JeMOKpPaTuY, a C JIPYromu, - OT

KiroueBsle ci1oBa:
OesycrioBHas IeMOKpaTis, HaHaI[MOHAIbHA
nemokpatus, Esporerickiir Coros, rrpasa
4eJI0BeKa, uesioBeuecKoe JJOCTOVHCTBO.

TaK Ha3bIBaeMOW «IIpo0JIeMbl MEHBIIMHCTBA,
CBOVICTBEHHOVI TOCTIOACTBYIOIIIEVT Ha CEeTOIHSIIII-
HWUV [IeHb MapagurMe J1eMOKpPaTuy, COIJIacHO
KOTOPOVI cJIeflyeT OecIIOKOUTECS O TOM, YTOOBI
VICKaTh CIIOCOOBI IIPVMIPeHNs BOJIM OOJIBIIH-
CTBa C MHTepecaMy MeHBIIIHCTBA.

Huckyccuu u 3axarouenue. Onmpasick Ha
npero D.I'mpjieHca o AByX ypOBHAX BJIaCTH B CO-
BpeMeHHOM EBpocorose (B1acTu OropokpaTiye-
CKVMX MHCTUTYTOB, 3-3a KOTOPOVI OH Ha3bIBaeT
3Ty BiIacTh «Oymaxnov Esponon», i EC1 u
BJIaCTY ee BBbIIAIOIIVIXCS JIVIePOB, KOTOPYIO OH
obo3HauaeT Kak EC2), aBTOp BBIIBUTaeT Te3uc
0 TOM, YUTO ISl YCIIEIITHOTO Pas3BUTVs Heobxo-
AVIMO HaJIVuyie TpeX YPOBHeV BJIACTVL: BJIACTU
apgMuHUCcTpaTuBHBIX MHCTUTYTOB (EC1), Bila-
ctu ee acpdexTrBHBIX nepos (EC2) u iactn
CaMOro Hapojia, peajnsyeMol depe3 KaHaJIbl
HajHaIoHabHOM geMokpartuu (EC3).

B aToi1 cBsi3u aBTOp (POKYCHMpyeT BHUMaHe
Ha WCTOPUYECKOW YHUKaJIbHOCTM EBporer-
CKOro 3KCIIepVMeHTa, ero 3Ha4eHWW I IIpo-
IPeCCUBHOTO MOJIUTUYECKOTO PasBUTIL IPYTUX
MUPOBBIX PeTVOHOB, OOpalljaeT BHUMaHMe Ha
5KOHOMIYECKOe, IOJINTUYeCKIe 1 KYJIbTYPHO-
AHTPOIIOJIOTUYECKVe  YCJIOBUS  eBPOIIeVICKOV
napajirMbl JIeMOKpaTuy, KOTOpble JaroT BO3-
MOYKHOCTb HaJIesITbCsl Ha TO, UTO pa3BUTHe Ha/l-
HaI[MIOHAJILHOV [IeMOKpaTuy Oy[eT ycIer-
HBIM.

Bosmrua Oster CrennaHoBmy,

HOKTOP pmI0codPCKMX HayK, AOLIEHT,
rpodeccop Kadeaprl rocyapcTBeHHOTO,
MYHUIINUIIQJIBHOTO YIIpaBIeHNs Y COLMaIbHBIX
nporieccos OnMHIIOBCKOro drumasa

MI'IMO MWT Poccmm.

Keywords:
supranational democracy, unconditional
egalitarianism, European Unity, human rights,
human dignity.
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