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Aims of this paper

This paper aims to answer two questions.

1. What is the meaning of ‘social cohesion’? (sections 1 to 3)

2. What are the relations between ‘social cohesion’ and the other theoretical concepts of our project? (section 4)
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1. Social cohesion in the context of European integration

Cohesion is one of the central aims of European integration policy. This is why the European Commission must deliver a Cohesion Report every three years which analyses progress in the realisation of economic and social cohesion in the European Union.
 This Cohesion Report is one of the most important foundations of the common cohesion policy.

The concept of cohesion which is fundamental to the above-mentioned activities is essentially based upon five assumptions:

1. Cohesion is the result of the successful social integration of individuals and (socially and regionally defined) groups.

2. The most important mechanism of social integration is the market.

3. Approximate equality of opportunity for all groups and individuals in a common market is a precondition that the market brings about this integration and therefore creates cohesion.

4. Equality of opportunity does not however mean only a formal equality of conditions of access to the market but also implies at least an approximate equality of socio-economic potential for action for the actors.

5. The subsidy measures of cohesion policy for particular countries, regions and groups aim to reduce the largest deficits in this socio-economic potential for action. Equality of opportunity should thereby be increased in the common market in order to improve capacity for integration and finally achieve greater cohesion. 
 

The key problem of this concept lies in the over-optimistic evaluation of the market’s capacity to achieve this integration because, due to the mechanism of competition, the market necessarily divides society into winners and losers and thereby creates serious imbalances in the socio-economic potential for action of the actors. Its capacity for integration is therefore accompanied by the systematic exclusion of particular groups and individuals so that the ideal of equality of potential for action finally reveals itself as an illusion.

Since 1995, the European Union has attempted to make allowances for this fact by supplementing its cohesion policy with three-year Social Action Programmes. These are oriented towards the aim of an ‘inclusive society’
 and, through compensatory measures, attempt to combat the tendencies towards exclusion created by the market.

When, against this background, sociological analyses work with concepts of ‘cohesion’, they have two possibilities: they can either take on board the view of the relationship between cohesion and the market as propagated on the political level or call into question the all too optimistic supposition that the market creates cohesion.

Concepts which primarily or exclusively understand cohesion as ‘social cohesion’ in the narrower sense, tend towards acceptance of the above-mentioned suppositions of integration policy. These approaches see cohesion ‘in large parts’ as ‘a geographically localised phenomenon that includes membership of voluntary associations and clubs, ... kinship, friendships, neighbourliness’ and ‘absence of deviant behaviour.’
 The role of the market and competition in this social integration is thereby pushed so far into the background that systematic analysis of the integration potential which actually exists in these two institutions cannot be undertaken. 

If, in its conceptual tools, sociology does not presuppose market mechanisms to be the best possible model for overcoming the central problems of social welfare, and therefore largely excludes them from investigation, it must fall back upon a different concept of cohesion. This concept must enable the integration effects of the market to be compared with those of public and cooperative organisational models. Only in this way can the question be answered by what means the most comprehensive integration (and thereby the greatest cohesion) can be achieved. 

Such a concept of cohesion is wider than that of the first-mentioned approach and distinguishes between two levels of social integration and of the cohesion which is thereby created:

1. a macro level of integration and cohesion based on a particular mix of state, municipal as well as market and cooperative regulating mechanisms which form the basic conditions for the solution of the social problems of the production and distribution of goods and services.

2. a micro level of integration and cohesion on which the individual is integrated in a network of personal interaction within the framework of neighbourhood, friendship, family, membership, educational and work relationships.

The basic conditions existing on the macro level of social integration for the production and distribution of goods and services differ not only in relation to the respective shares of state, municipal, market and cooperative regulatory mechanisms. They are also open to varying degrees to cooperation with and the participation of social networks on the micro level. This is already the case because the various institutional component parts at macro level (market, state, local councils and cooperatives
) each have varying degrees of potential for such an opening.    

In addition to participation relationships, there are also close structural relations between the two levels of integration and cohesion. These can only be mentioned briefly here with a few examples:

· Fragmentation at macro level, which is expressed in varying degrees of opportunity of access for particular groups to the goods, services and action potential
 provided by the state, the market and cooperatives, causes corresponding fragmentation at the level of social networks.

· This happens because individuals and groups excluded from opportunities for action determined at macro level form especially tightly knotted social networks which have compensatory effects.

· In many cases, extreme fragmentation at the macro level of integration overtaxes the integrative power of social networks and thereby endangers social cohesion at micro level (social disintegration e.g. in the form of racial conflicts, crime and unruliness, including street disorder and rowdyism
).

· On the other hand, if there is very little fragmentation and exclusion at the macro level of integration, there is a tendency for the importance of social networks for individual behaviour to be reduced.

2. The systematic role of the concept of social cohesion

The problem of the cohesion of independent individuals within a community addressed in the term ‘social cohesion’ is not new. Under changing conceptual frameworks social theory has been concerned with it since its beginnings. The misunderstandings and lack of clarity surrounding the concepts attached to it are as old as the question itself.

An article in the latest edition of ‘Urban Studies’ is just one of many current examples of this lack of clarity.
 This article first introduces social cohesion as a phenomenon of micro-level interactions.
 However, it then goes on to classify various dimensions of social cohesion which (correctly!) are in no way limited to micro level and which also include macro-level aspects such as ‘harmonious economic and social development, or equal access to services and welfare benefits’.
 

There is obviously not only a lack of clarity among the circle of partners in the SOCOHO project to which levels of social action the concept of social cohesion should be attached and how these levels are connected.
 This conceptual confusion can only be remedied by going back to the theoretical foundations of the problem of social cohesion. Let us take a look back.

As Max Weber already knew, social action is always based on the fact that individual action is oriented towards the other participants in an interactive context.
 However, since complex societies are made up of a multitude of interactions working in combination, this basic law of social action is modified within them. Each activity here does not only refer to the immediate cooperation partner but is always simultaneously oriented towards all members of society as a whole. Therefore, in complex societies all activity takes place simultaneously on two levels of meaning. I would like to describe them as the macro and micro levels of action orientation.

The principle of a reciprocal orientation of actions towards the conduct and the expectations of the cooperation partners applies to both levels of action orientation. Since this reciprocal relationship can also be more or less close in both cases, it is useful to characterise the relationships of the actors to each other through a certain degree of cohesion both on micro as well as on macro level. 

That degree of cohesion thereby measures the closeness of the reciprocal relationship of the actors and is therefore a unit of measurement which characterises the respective community as a whole. As with many other average quantities, this is also very difficult to interpret. This most particularly applies to social cohesion at macro level. A particular mean degree of cohesion of a complex society can result from completely different models of cohesion. A very high average of cohesion can for example contain the total or partial exclusion of minority groups or individuals – it can even be based upon this exclusion (scapegoat principle, elite society principle etc.).

Therefore the type of cohesion, which can be viewed from widely differing perspectives, is at least as interesting as its degree. Three of these possible distinguishing features are mentioned below as examples. They distinguish between the type of cohesion according to:

· whether it is purely materially motivated or people oriented,

· whether it gives the individual actors greater or lesser scope for freedom, 

· whether it includes all interaction partners in the same way, or contains fragmentations
 or exclusions.

The respective type of cohesion is always only an expression of how the reciprocity of the orientation underlying all social action shows itself. Observing somewhat more closely the basic principles of this reciprocity, one sees that they are always based upon a common aim shared by all participants in a respective interaction context. On the one hand, particular tasks for individual cooperation partners are derived from this common aim and on the other, it is determined how and to what extent each of them participates in the results of their joint action. The reciprocity of orientation of the cooperation partners is therefore based on three aspects of association which constitute the cohesion of the respective group: 

1. recognition of a common aim

2. recognition of the distribution of functions defined in order to achieve the common aim (distribution of the necessary burdens and work)

3. recognition of the distribution of the returns resulting from achievement of the common aim (participation in the success of joint action)

We find definitions of these aspects of association on both levels of orientation. Let us now examine them at macro level. Whereas in traditional communities definitions which bound every individual appeared in the guise of personal claims to power mostly based on religion, in modern societies they are based on the working mechanism of the market. This has now become the central point of integration in that it creates a reciprocal orientation connection between all members of society as producers of commodities.

In the model of a market which works perfectly, which has unfortunately hardly ever been realised, the three dimensions of association which constitute the reciprocity of action and the type of social cohesion have the following form:

· Recognition of an aim common to all participants in the market exists within the explicit belief that the sum of commodities exchanged on the market satisfies the sum of all demands within society.

· Individual action is fitted into collective efforts towards reaching the common aim because individual producers of commodities, despite their own interests being in the foreground, must take into account the requirements of other (anonymous) market participants if they want to find exchange partners. In the act of exchange the productive activity of other market participants is recognised as useful action. 

· The mechanism of competition finally guarantees that in the long term the prices of the commodities exchanged find a level appropriate to the level of the content of socially useful work embodied in them. For producers of commodities this means a promise of participation in the consumption of commodities produced for the market corresponding to their own contribution.

The special feature of the integration achievement of the market registered with admiration by social theorists of all political shades thereby has three aspects:

1. The cohesion created by the market does without a common personal point of reference for all individuals (e.g. a leader or God).

2. Cohesion is possible despite the fact that individual members of society are primarily oriented towards their own interests.

3. Due to the mechanism of competition, which is decisively involved in the total function of the market, even the struggle between individuals is turned into an instrument of their integration.

In a fictive ideal model of simple commodity production this is the given form of the constitution of social cohesion on the macro level of action orientation. Under capitalism it goes through a double modification that can be characterised as a transition to a class-based society. On the one hand the moment of conflict between the individual producers of commodities which is already inherent in the competition mechanism of the market deepens here into a systematic conflict (class conflict) between groups of commodity producers (classes) characterised by their different position with respect to the means of production. On the other hand, within these now opposing classes, new forms of social cohesion appear, among which the cohesion pattern of ‘solidarity’ should be emphasised.

Just like the previously described association of all commodity producers, solidarity is a component of the macro level of action orientation. This expresses itself in its impersonal character related to an anonymous mass of commodity producers and market participants, which distinguishes it from forms of reciprocity existing on levels of personal interactions such as friendship or willingness to help. However, in contrast to the cohesion of all ordinary commodity producers, solidarity applies only to a part of all producers and is also formed through a conflict between groups defined by their opposing interests.  

A systematic analysis of the forms of social cohesion within the framework of a capitalist society would require a more detailed examination of its development. This analysis would for example have to show how the creation of a post-Ford type of accumulation leads to the dissolution of inclusive bonds of solidarity within the working class
 and to the individualisation of workers in combination with the constitution of completely new models of social cohesion. 

Furthermore, it would be necessary to describe how, on the basis of the fundamental relationship between labour and capital and in addition to the mechanism of the market, other means of social integration can assert themselves and develop by compensating for certain market deficits. These are monopolies and oligopolies, municipal and cooperative institutions as well as state organisations of national or supra-national character. These partially neutralise the unbridled working of the mechanism of competition and, each with a different weighting, have the integration functions of joint planning and solidarity in the distribution of burdens and returns as a principle of their action.  

Just as the market itself represents a characteristic form of social cohesion related to specific patterns of exclusion,
 the  principles according to which these supplementary organisations work embody widely varying types of cohesion which are also accompanied by typical patterns of exclusion. However, since in any given national economy each sector, such as the health system or the housing system, is characterised by a certain dovetailing of the market with the above-mentioned institutions, a characteristic profile of social cohesion and exclusion can be found embedded in all these social fields of action on the macro level of action orientation.

I can of course not even begin a systematic analysis of all the various forms of social cohesion and exclusion here and would only like to add a few comments on the relationship between the macro and micro levels of orientation of social action. These should also define more precisely my understanding of social cohesion.

3. The various levels of social cohesion

It should firstly be mentioned that the distinction between only two levels of action orientation merely describes a gross simplification of the actual relationships. In reality, between the lowest level of personal interactions and the highest level of activity in the context of the whole of society there are numerous intermediate levels with an increasingly wide horizon of meaning. 

The transition from the respective macro level to the next micro level of action orientation below it, at the same time means a progression towards ever smaller spatial scales of social action and social cohesion.
 In this sense, analysis can proceed downwards from the level of the single European market to the respective national economy and from there to the level of the individual city – and then go further downwards to observation of the individual quarters and neighbourhoods. 

Each of these levels must be described as a cluster of structures which express themselves in particular formal or informal arrangements and in the institutionalised personal orientation patterns associated with them
, as well as in certain organisational, housing and technical conditions. On the one hand those structures represent the result of action which takes place in the context of personal social relationships. On the other hand, for practice on the respectively lower levels, the results of the relevant action have the status of presupposed basic conditions which must be adopted in the course of personal interactions.

The laws which regulate the conditions for subsidies of housing can serve as an example of such basic conditions. They are brought into being in the course of personal interactions between lawyers, parliamentarians, representatives of interest groups and housing experts and are a precondition for the activities of subsidy authorities, housing authorities and providers, construction companies and finance institutions. The actions of each of these institutions then result in particular housing and economic structures in the housing stock which households acting on the lowest level of social action must come to terms with in their housing behaviour. Social action takes place on each of these levels  and the results of this action represent not only ‘objective meaning’ but also always a certain content of social cohesion.

It should now be described what the above-mentioned ‘adoption of basic conditions’ means for the actors. To this end I would firstly like to take up the central function of common aim orientation for social action mentioned in the previous section, and view this from now on as a cooperative form of satisfying requirements and solving problems.

When the cooperation of individuals is brought about via the market, collective action for satisfying requirements is split into two independent processes – the production of goods and their consumption. For individuals, participation in the process of production becomes a precondition for participation in the process of consumption. In the capitalist form of society, entry into this two-tier problem-solving mechanism is mediated via the market, namely the labour market. For the individual, participation and success on the labour market mean entry into the most important mechanism of problem-solving under these conditions. Conversely, exclusion from the labour market or failure in it mean a denial of access to the central collective problem-solving mechanism. 

Both in the fields of production and consumption, the starting point of individual action is always the existing basic conditions. In both fields, social action is thereby organised according to the scheme of micro and macro levels of action orientation. The basic conditions of the respective macro level provide the structures for individual solutions to problems of production and consumption. Adoption of the basic conditions therefore means nothing other than the transformation of the collectively available supply of problem-solving strategies into individual problem-solving action. 

Existing basic conditions, which in themselves each represent a certain content of social cohesion, can to a greater or lesser extent facilitate or hinder the development of such action. In extreme cases certain groups are excluded from existing problem-solving mechanisms resulting from the basic conditions; whereby exclusion from the labour market is the most important for the above-mentioned reasons. This is even more the case since access to the range of state and cooperative problem-solving mechanisms is often indirectly linked to access to the labour market.  

For those excluded, the above-mentioned ‘adoption of basic conditions for action’ means ‘coping with exclusion’. This can be done in two ways:

· by turning to available and accessible alternative solutions in other areas at macro level (e.g. a household which is excluded from the unregulated housing market due to price levels turning to social housing)

· through the development of adaptation strategies on the micro level of interactions (e.g. several households in a social network living together in a single dwelling if there is no alternative solution at macro level).

The latter example of an adaptation strategy refers to the compensatory role of social networks at micro level mentioned in the first section and underlines that social cohesion which develops at micro level has in a certain sense a complementary function to the social cohesion embodied in the macro level as a result of the basic conditions.

After explaining what ‘adoption of the basic conditions’ means for the actors, it must be shown what consequences this has for the basic conditions themselves. 

As the actors at the respective lower micro levels adopt the basic conditions existing at macro level, these conditions are reproduced - since coming to terms with (in most cases) means acceptance of existing circumstances. Such acceptance also exists if this coming to terms with the conditions consists of repairing the deficits in everyday life caused by them.
 Even criminal behaviour is a form of this acceptance since it takes place in the consciousness of stepping outside the limits which exist for other members of society. It is only in the mass negation of those existing limits and conditions that their reproduction is refused and social change initiated.

Another, less spontaneous form of social change takes place when interaction structures at the upper levels, upon which the basic conditions for action at lower levels are based, open up for actors involved at lower levels. They then have the opportunity to take part in changing the relevant basic conditions through participation. Participation is thereby the mechanism through which macro structures open themselves for social change, i.e. for adaptation to changed problematic situations and requirements of actors on the lowest action level.

Here we come to an aspect of the concept of social cohesion which has not yet been mentioned. So far it has only been shown that certain patterns of cohesion can be observed both at micro and macro levels of social action. At this point it should be added that something like social cohesion also expresses itself in the respective relationships of the various levels of orientation to each other. The more open the structures and interaction structures on the upper levels are for participation and change from below, the stronger this is. 

If we describe aspects of cohesion on the same levels of orientation as horizontal cohesion, then here we are dealing with the vertical dimension of social cohesion. A high level of vertical cohesion in a social system equates with great openness to social change arising from the problems and requirements of actors at the lowest level.

4. Social cohesion in the context of the SOCOHO project

The proposal of the SOCOHO project is based upon the following assumptions:

1. There is a general crisis of social cohesion caused by the social and economic system. This means that current processes of economic and social transformation in Europe call into question traditional forms of reproduction of social cohesion Focal points of this crisis are the following phenomena:

· Poverty and social inequality

· Problems of integration of immigrants and ethnic minorities

· Problems in the context of transformation of the socio-demographic structure (instability of the economic base of the individual households, ageing society)

2. The housing systems fulfil extremely important functions in the continual reproduction of social cohesion, because they

· alleviate or aggravate the increasing risks of poverty faced by households 

· alleviate or aggravate the dangers in many urban areas arising from increasing social and ethnic diversity

· alleviate or aggravate dealing with the growing instability of the individual household and with the increasing proportion of senior citizen households.

Against this background, at the second meeting the requirement emerged to define more precisely the relations between

a) social cohesion and the three focal points of its crisis

b) social cohesion and the housing system

c) the housing system and the three focal points of the crisis of social cohesion

I see the following relations:

a) Social cohesion and the three focal points of its crisis

From the remarks made in the previous sections it ensues that phenomena such as poverty, inequality and spatial segregation are consequences of a particular pattern of social cohesion which is anchored on the macro level of society. This also applies to the transformation in the socio-demographic structure since the crisis of the traditional family, the emancipation of women, the low birth rate and the consequent ageing in society result from very particular structures of the social organisation of work, which for their part embody a particular pattern of social cohesion.

In their interactions, individuals develop characteristic forms of reaction to the existing structural conditions of poverty, inequality, segregation etc. However, these reactions on the level of interactions themselves then also embody social cohesion. Here it is a question of micro-cohesion, which has very particular relationships (partly compensatory) to the pattern of cohesion established on macro level.

b) Social cohesion and the housing system

As a component of the macro level, the housing system embodies important aspects of the social cohesion anchored at this level. For example, a housing stock characterised by a high proportion of rental accommodation of approximately the same quality represents a completely different type of cohesion compared to a housing stock with a high proportion of owner-occupied dwellings with considerable differences in quality.

Analogue to this, a different objective content of cohesion can also be established for subsidy systems and the basic legal conditions for housing. A high total volume of subsidies and a high percentage of direct subsidies point to a completely different pattern of cohesion compared to a low volume of subsidies with a rather low percentage of direct subsidies.

c) The housing system and focal points of the crisis of social cohesion

The three focal points of the crisis of social cohesion are (as mentioned under point a) expressions of particular deficits in cohesion at macro level. The housing system can increase or compensate for these deficits in cohesion which are grounded in other components of social structure through its structural content of social cohesion. For example, housing structures which result in low housing costs for low-income households work directly against other tendencies in the social system towards economic exclusion.

Furthermore, the housing system can indirectly alleviate the crisis of social cohesion by enabling individuals to cope more easily with the effects of the crisis. Housing structures which favour the formation of compensatory social cohesion at the lowest level of interaction (neighbourhoods and other social networks) are an example of this. Another example is housing structures which improve opportunities for housing mobility and thereby increase the social and economic flexibility of households.
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�	See European Commission (2001)


�	This concept lying at the foundation of cohesion policy of an even development of socio-economic action potential also largely influences the conceptual framework of social science working at European level. Compare, for example, the definition of the concept of ‘social exclusion’ in the project ‘Social Exclusion in European Neighbourhoods’: social exclusion is seen here as a consequence of economic processes which lead to certain groups being ‘left behind’, which ‘threatens social harmony’. See Cars, G., Vestergaard, H. (2000), Final Report


�	See European Commission (1999)


�	De Decker, P., Vranken, J. (2002) p. 25 f.


�	Production and consumption cooperatives, cooperative businesses and other non-profit organisations


�	Residence permits, work permits, jobs, qualifications etc.


�	This compensation can be the completely autonomous self-organisation of groups affected by exclusion or a relief process consciously initiated by institutions at macro level in the spirit of so-called ‘communitarianism’.


�	See De Decker, P., Vranken, J. (2002) p. 24 f.


�	„The more the state promises to absorb the risk of individual behaviour via welfare arrangements, the more individuals (voters) can pursue their specific goals.“ Friedrichs, J., Vranken, J.  (2000), p.28


�	Forrest, R., Kearns, A. (2001)


�	Forrest and Kearns relate the concept of social cohesion in the initial stage to the local phenomenon of social networks in the area of neighbourhoods: ‘The problems of poor people in poor neighbourhoods in cities are at the heart of current concerns about societal cohesion. ... Social cohesion is about getting by and getting on at the ... level of everyday life.’ Forrest, R., Kearns, A. (2001) p. 2126 f.


�	Forrest, R., Kearns, A. (2001). p. 2129


�	We also find different levels of social integration in the HDSE project and in the UGIS project. However these levels are defined in different, in my view not entirely satisfactory, ways. For example, the UGIS project works with a concept of social inclusion which includes a micro, meso and macro level. However, this social inclusion on various levels refers to a concept of social cohesion which primarily sees cohesion as a local, urban phenomenon of social networks.  See Duffy, K. (1998) and Vranken, J. (2001)


�	See Weber, M. (1956), p. 1


�	Fragmentation occurs when groups are formed in which internal cohesion is higher than that between the groups.


�	In his work ‘Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego’, Sigmund Freud described the reciprocal identification of individuals through a common love for a leader or idol as a fundamental social-psychological mechanism of the constitution of large communities. The rise of fascist movements as a result of the great economic crisis of the twentieth century is impressive proof that patterns of the personal integration of masses thought to have been surpassed can re-appear at any time in place of the impersonal power of the market to create cohesion if this suffers a complete longer-term breakdown.


�	This is one form of what is described as ‘the crisis of social cohesion’. See, for example, Forrest and Kearns who mention ‘institutional changes which undermine forces of solidarity and cohesion.’ Forrest, R., Kearns, A. (2001), p. 2128


�	See the relevant parts of section 1. 


�	The importance of the respective spatial scale for the analysis of social cohesion is also seen in the previously mentioned article by Forrest and Kearns:  ‘Whether society is said to face a crisis of social cohesion depends upon what spatial scale one is examining ...’. Forrest, R., Kearns, A. (2001), p. 2128


�	Personal patterns of orientation which are connected to regulating mechanisms installed at macro level point to what Marx described as ‘character masks’. Whereas Marx was thinking of figures such as the ‘capitalist’ or the ‘worker’, we should focus on typical actors in the housing system such as the ‘tenant’ and the ‘landlord’. In my view, the term of the character mask better indicates the real status of an orientation model than the sociological concept of the role. This primarily relates to the level of personal interactions, whereas the concept of the character mask places each model of orientation in the very hard economic pressures of the market.


�	This adoption does not only relate to coping with normative, housing, organisational and technical factors but also (and especially) to the way in which individuals deal with the previously mentioned orientation models in the course of personal interaction relationships. For example, ‘the tenant’, who as such has particular interests defined at macro level which he attempts to promote through personal contact with other tenants and ‘the landlord’, who for his part is driven by his own interests.


�	For Turner the personal interactions of everyday life represent ‘ongoing repair work to normalise social relations’. Cited in Forrest, R., Kearns, A. (2001) p. 2127


�	The model described of various levels of action orientation has no clear relation to an upper-lower metaphor. On the one hand the macro levels are ‘below’ the micro level since they contain obligatory orientation models for a larger circle of actors. On the other hand they are ‘above’ the micro level since it is only possible to implement models of orientation by means of the relevant control mechanisms (power, money), which is why macro-level institutions, in the sense of the usual application of the upper-lower metaphor, are above those on micro level.
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