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As part of ECFR's 'Reinvention of Europe' project, we are running a series of 
responses from leading thinkers and academics to Mark Leonard's recent paper
'Four scenarios for the reinvention of Europe'. The paper outlined four possible 
routes towards solving Europe's current crisis, and argued that Europe's main 
challenge was to solve the acute euro crisis without exacerbating the chronic 
crisis of declining European power. In the fourteenth in this series we hear from 
Miguel Maduro from the European University Institute in Florence. 

-----

Underlying Mark Leonard analysis seems to be the belief that addressing Europe’s 
crisis requires more integration, but that there does not seem to be either the required 
political will or legitimacy for that. As a consequence, any route presented may fail. 
The final choice of route will be itself a product of the tension between what is needed 
and what can be done politically. Europe is like Alice in Wonderland, meeting the 
Cheshire cat and asking him which road to take. The cat’s simple answer is that it 
depends where Alice wants to go.

It is now often said that the euro crisis is primarily a political crisis. But what exactly 
does this mean? The focus is largely on what needs to be done, but isn’t it the case 
that we now know what needs to be done? The real problem is that no one knows how 
to get the European Union to do it.

Understanding the absence of political will that lies behind this is crucial. This leads 
to an understanding of what can we do to change the nature of political incentives in 
Europe so that Europe does what Europe needs. The Union’s incapacity to find an 
answer to the present crisis has, at its core, a political gap: the scope and level of 
politics has not followed the scope and level of political problems in Europe. This is 
our most important democratic deficit. We have not internalised the degree and 
democratic consequences of the interdependence generated by integration. This is 
what explains why, as Mark Leonard notes, most attempts to engage citizens with EU 
issues have failed.

The reason for this gap is to be found on how European integration was conceived: 
not as a new space for politics but either as a new discipline on national politics (to 
correct state externalities) or as functional government of limited powers at the 
service of the collective interests of the states. It is this that allowed it to be 
legitimated by the foundational equilibrium between voice and exit famously 
described by Weiler, even when its decisions were no longer reached through 
unanimity. However, the interdependence generated by increased economic, social 
and political integration has challenged this model, by requiring an expansion of the 
political authority of the Union. The governance of the euro will be one more (very 
important) step in this direction. The risk is that the Union is increasingly being 



perceived not as a form of discipline on the politics of national passions, but as 
politics without passion.

I see only one option to support the politics that Europe requires. In his exit and voice 
analysis Weiler made use of two famous concepts of Hirschman. There is a third: 
loyalty. Loyalty is the result of the extent to which a member estimates his or her 
possible influence. How can we guarantee to all EU citizens an equal estimation of 
influence? It requires us to move towards systemic voice. Four things are necessary. 
First, systemic identity. In other words, the fundamental values of the Union must 
coincide with the fundamental values of the member states. Second, a deliberative 
system favoring proxy politics (where national majorities can be, for the most part, 
replaced by cross-national ideological majorities). Third, preventing the emergence 
ofpermanent and insulated minorities (net losers). Fourth, a certain degree of civic 
solidarity that may be started by rendering more democratic the internal market and 
its benefits.

To achieve this does not require (yet more) institutional change to be a priority. 
Though there are serious problems with the institutional system resulting from the 
Lisbon Treaty, the starting point is in understanding that the creation of European 
politics must go hand in hand with a change in the character of politics. For that, 
changes in policies (for example, from promoting redistribution between states to 
redistribution between citizens) may be even more important than changes in 
institutions.


