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Abstract?!

Current discussions on making the EU ‘enlargement ready’ highlight the need to reform EU
institutions. Western proposals often ignore differences between central and peripheral states
and overlook "horizontal integration” through the centralization of power in core states.
Further enlargements will exacerbate these challenges. We suggest drawing on the emerging
system of horizontally expanded electorates to constitutionalize the horizontal dimension of
European Integration, granting all EU citizens voting rights and parliamentary representation
in multiple member states. Properly institutionalized, this system would allow citizens to track
power dynamics within the EU. Core states' parliaments would see more transnational
expansion than those of peripheral states. This asymmetrical expansion would enable
peripheral countries to relinquish veto rights in the European Council, thereby strengthening
vertical integration through enhanced political leadership and the provision of new
mechanisms for citizen accountability. Finally, transnationally expanded party caucuses in
national parliaments could mediate conflicts between peripheral and core countries.
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Introduction and Overview

Current discussions on making the EU “enlargement ready” have revitalised debates on
reforming EU institutions. A working group of the French and German Governments, as well
as the European Parliament, the EU Commission, and others have put forward reform
proposals with a twofold aim: increasing the EU’s collective capacity to act while defending its
liberal character against illiberal pushbacks.? What is remarkable about these proposals is
their exclusive focus on the vertical dimension of European integration, and their respective
ignorance of what we call its horizontal dimension. Whereas “vertical integration” implies the
shifting of processes of will-formation and decision-making from the national to the European
level, and the concentration of political power in European (supranational or multinational)
institutions, “horizontal integration” refers to the shifting of processes of will-formation and
decision-making from peripheral to central states, and concentration of political power in a
cluster of core states. The ignorance of Europe’s horizontal integration is surprising, seeing
how it leads to differences, inequalities, and conflicts between core and peripheral states that
would only grow in the wake of further expansions toward the South-East of Europe. Against
the backdrop of this insight, we present a model for reform that would multiply opportunities
for mediating core-periphery conflicts through democratic processes. We also show, however,
how constitutionalizing Europe’s horizontal integration might pave the way for fostering its
vertical integration as well.

We first introduce the central tenets of recent reform proposals, pointing to the fact that they
all reflect a one-sided understanding of European integration as “vertical integration”. We
then turn, drawing on a broad set of studies, to support our claim that the EU is characterized
by persistent differences, integration-induced divergence, and unequal political influence
between core and peripheral states. We argue that the proposed reforms — especially the
elimination of national veto rights in the European Council — would enhance the EU’s capacity
to act jointly, but this would come at a high price: it would deepen the asymmetric political
influence between powerful states in Western Europe (especially Germany and France) and
less powerful states in Europe’s peripheries. The proposed reforms ignore not only the
horizontal dimension for European integration, that is, but they would be detrimental to
addressing them in a way that limits the power asymmetries and conflicts between core and
peripheral states.

In the following sections, we show how we might overcome this dilemma. We describe first
how we could draw on the emerging system of horizontally expanded and overlapping
national electorates and parliaments to constitutionalize Europe’s “horizontal integration.” All
EU citizens (not only mobile and dual citizens as is currently the case) would get voting rights
and parliamentarian representatives in multiple member states. Properly institutionalised, the
granting of voting rights in multiple member states would allow EU citizens to track the
structures of influence within the EU. The parliaments of core states (especially in France and
Germany) would undergo greater transnational expansions than the parliaments of states that

2 This represents a specification of the classic argument that the “widening” of the EU demands its “deepening.”
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play — in the eyes of Europeans — a more peripheral role. Second, we argue that such an
asymmetrical expansion of national electorates and parliaments might allow peripheral
countries to forgo their veto rights in the European Council. Whereas the latter would foster
Europe’s vertical integration by facilitating joint decision-making and leadership, the former
would do so by strengthening joint will-formation and by granting citizens further means to
hold relevant leaders accountable across borders. Finally, we illustrate how transnationally
expanded party caucuses in national parliaments could function as core hinges for mediating
conflicts between peripheral and core countries.

Making the EU Enlargement Ready: The Renewed Interest in Institutional Reform

Russian aggression and further geopolitical shifts, like China’s rise to global power, have put
EU enlargement back on the political agenda. The EU feels pressured to contain the growing
influence of authoritarian competitors in its south-eastern neighbourhood. One way of doing
so is to bring more nation-states under the mantle of its liberal-democratic order. The EU has
consequently enlarged the list of states that it recognizes as candidate states, adding Ukraine
and Moldova to the list at the end of 2023, and Bosnia-Hercegovina in March 2024. There is
also greater pressure to make progress in the negotiations that the EU started with Turkey
(1999), North Macedonia (2005) Montenegro (2006), and Serbia (2012). Finally, it provides
new leverage for countries that applied for membership — Albania (2009) and Georgia (2022)
— but have not yet been recognized as candidates.

It seems equally clear, however, that the EU in its current form would be unable to integrate
further south-eastern neighbours. What are the major problems and how might the EU
become “enlargement ready”? To find answers to these questions, the French and German
governments have taken the lead and set up a Franco-German Working Group on EU
Institutional Reform (FGWG). The FGWG'’s report, which was submitted in September 2023,
emphasizes the need to increase the Union’s “capacity to act” — primarily by reducing the veto
rights of national governments in the Council. The FGWG recommends the application of the
Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) procedure in all policy decisions. Suggestions on how to
increase the capacity to act are complemented by reform proposals aimed at improving the
democratic legitimacy of the EU. Two recommendations stand out: a) transnationalising
European elections and strengthening the European Parliament (EP) and b) making existing
participatory instruments (like Citizen Assemblies) more visible and more closely tied to
decision-making (p. 26-29). The most striking aspect of the report, however, is the preeminent
position that the FGWG assigns to defending the rule of law as “a non-negotiable
constitutional principle for the EU’s functioning” (p. 5). By pointing to a supportive Court of
Justice of the EU, it proposes to expand the use of “conditionality” criteria. The Budgetary
Conditionality Regulations should be transformed from being an instrument for protecting the
EU budget to an instrument for protecting the rule of law. In other words, the idea is for the



EU to be provided with a more potent instrument for coercing (newer) member states into
complying with its liberal order, not only before accession but also afterward (p.16/17).3

In a resolution of 22 November 2023, the European Parliament (EP) endorsed similar reform
proposals. It stressed the necessity of enhancing the competencies of the EU in general, and
of the European Parliament and the European Court of Justice in particular. The supporting
majority for these centralizing proposals was slim, though. Only left and liberal parties fully
supported them, nationalists opposed them, and conservatives were split (FAZ 22.11. 2023).
On March 20™ 2024, the European Commission presented its opinion on necessary “pre-
enlargement reforms” in a “Communication” to the EP and the European Council. In respect
to institutional reforms, the Commission prioritized shifting the decision-making rule from
unanimity to QMV in the European Council and identified the “passerelle clauses” in the
existing Treaties as available pathways for achieving this shift. Political leaders, think tanks,
and academics have joined and broadened the debate. > What is striking though, is that all
proposals build on an understanding of European integration that takes only its vertical
dimension into account. They widely ignore that European integration is also characterized by
what we call “horizontal integration” — a growing differentiation between core and peripheral
states and concentration of power in the West European core states.

Centres and Peripheries in Europe: The ignored “horizontal integration” of Europe

All recent reform proposals are shaped by federalist ideas. They perceive the EU as a multi-
level system of governance, in which all member states have equal status. European
integration is equated, first, with a process in which growing exchanges among member states
lead to socio-economic, cultural, and political interdependence and convergence. More
importantly for us, integration is also associated with a process in which the centralization of
political power takes place through a “vertical” shift of processes of democratic will-formation
and decision-making from the national to the European level. The latter process is usually
associated with the delegation of competences and capacities to supranational institutions
like the European Central Bank (ECB), and with the pooling of competences and capacities in

3 Some scholars provide justifications (e.g. Beetz, 2024) for such an assertive enforcement of liberal principles.
Others (e.g. Scicluna & Auer, 2019, Schlipphak & Treib, 2017) are more critical.

* In a Manifesto published on October 4™, 2023, a “group of distinguished former senior European policymakers,
eminent personalities and leading academics” presented their proposals for reforming the EU “at the time of
the New Cold War”. They argue that “(t)wo persistent conflicts are stretching the political fabric of the EU to
the limit: (1) the traditional “North-South” conflict of interest along the solidary/responsibility dimension; and,
compounding this, (2) an “East-West” conflict of values along the integration/national sovereignty dimensions,”
and call for a “new articulation between national policies (horizontal coordination) and between the national
and EU level (vertical coordination).” While the diagnosis is similar to ours, the solution sticks to a traditional
understanding  of  federalist integration as a predominantly  vertical process.  See
https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/european-union-time-new-cold-war-manifesto.

To point to a second reform proposal: in October 2023, a CEPS-SWP High-Level Group on Bolstering EU
Democracy presented a report in which one out of “five pathways for a more democratic Europe” identified
national parliaments as the “sleeping beauties” of European democracy. Nevertheless, the pathway contains
only proposals for stronger — vertical and horizontal — interactions among institutions. When it comes to citizen
involvement, the report sticks to established ideas like the European Citizens Initiative and Citizens’ Assemblies.
See https://www.freiheit.org/european-union/radicality-sunlight-five-pathways-more-democratic-europe.
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multinational (mostly intergovernmental) institutions like the European Council (e.g. Hooghe
and Marks 2015). Note, however, that the emphasis most reform proposals place on changing
the decision-making mode within the European Council, implicitly builds on the claim that we
are witnessing a “new intergovernmentalism,” where integration takes place “without
supranationalism” (Fabbrini and Puetter 2016). Within such a context, the loss of national veto
rights in intergovernmental institutions like the European Council would be the most
important step towards “vertical integration,” given that such a step would facilitate joint
decision-making and joint action. Despite the corresponding focus on the relationships and
interactions between states (in contrast to the relationships between institutions on different
levels), the reform proposals still widely ignore, however, that not all member states are
equally powerful, and that such a change in decision-making rules has different implications
for less powerful and more powerful states.

III

We question the two presumptions that underly a purely “vertical” understanding of
European Integration. First, we point to recent evidence, which indicates that increasing
“exchanges” might not only lead to convergence but can also trigger divergence, in particular
“political” divergence. We also show that enlargements do not simply lead to a “horizontal
expansion” of the EU. Earlier and future enlargements contribute to an increasing “horizontal
differentiation” between core and peripheral states, and to a “horizontal centralization” of
power in core states.

To give support to the first claim, namely that an increase in transnational exchange may very
well lead to political divergence, rather than convergence, we turn to a recent study by Auer
and Schaub (2024) that shows how the free movement of people spurs the “sorting” of voters.
The EU-induced cross-border movement of people has weakened liberal parties in Central and
Eastern Europe (Auer and Schaub, 2024). This is because those who move have a more liberal
attitude compared to those who stay put. Emigrants still have voting rights in their countries
of nationality, but they use them less than their sedentary compatriots. Liberal parties in
Central and Eastern Europe suffer in consequence (Auer and Schaub 2024). The free
movement of people leads, that is, to political “sorting,” which, in turn, increases the
likelihood of ideological polarization and political conflicts between core and peripheral
countries. These trends run counter to the presumption that European integration is
characterized by diminishing cleavages between territorial entities and rising “functional”
cleavages between economic and/or cultural entities (Caramani, 2015).

To give support to the second claim, we point to two distinct sets of studies. First, studies
which show that the growing level of economic dependence that the free movement of capital
in the EU has brought about have translated into inequalities in political influence. Second,
studies which indicate that the ability to use crises as stepping stones towards further
European (vertical) integration depends very much on the interactions of two states most
clearly in the centre of the European power structure: France and Germany.

There is a large literature that points to economic differences and inequalities between core
states that have strong economies and peripheral ones with weaker economic capacities that
appeared after enlargement (e.g. Magone, Laffan, and Schweiger, 2016; No6lke and
Vliegenthart, 2009). Instead of drawing on this established literature to make our point that
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economic dependence has led to unequal political influence, we draw on a recent study by
Bruszt and Vukov (2024) which shows how (divergent) flows of capital from core to peripheral
states create different levels of economic dependence in the European peripheries and how
this, in turn, translates into diverging levels of political inequality between core and peripheral
states.

Economic growth in Southern as well as CEE countries has been financed largely by the flow
of financial capital from Western European countries. Western countries finance the
consumption-led growth model in the South through credits, whereas in CEE the flow of
financial capital takes place in the form of foreign direct investment (FDI) in financial and/or
manufacturing sectors. FDIs imply higher sunk costs than credits. Creditors can more readily
threaten to withdraw funds, that is, than investors. This explains, according to Bruszt and
Vukov (2024), why the indebted countries in the South have become more economically
dependent on the West than those in CEE.

Now what is of interest to us here is not, in itself, how different forms of indebtedness have
led to lesser and greater economic dependency, but how these divergent forms of
dependence have led to a divergence in political influence. CEE countries, because they
received capital from the centre mainly in the form of FDIs, have more leeway to resist liberal
economic policies pursued by the EU (Bruszt and Vukov, 2024). Their greater economic
independence translates into greater political independence. The same cannot be said for the
more economically dependent Southern countries, which rely on credits: while election
campaigns in Southern countries saw great gains for populist parties that promised more
independence from the Western European creditors, these parties had to give in to the
political and economic pressure from the West once in government (which was far less true
for the CEE governments). The greater the economic dependency that the European flow of
capital from central to peripheral states has created, that is, the less political independence
and influence peripheral states have.

While economic dependency has led to waning influence, especially from Southern peripheral
states, recent crises, to turn to our second set of studies, have highlighted the level of political
power that the central states France and Germany hold in the EU. Both countries took centre
stage not only during the early years of European Integration, but their cooperation and
leadership were also of crucial relevance for translating recent crises into further steps
towards European integration. Degner and Leuffen (2019) show how France and Germany
jointly affected the reforms of the Economic and Monetary Union in the aftermaths of the
EURO crisis “beyond their individual weights as large and powerful member states” (Degner
and Leuffen, 2019: 90). The two governments did so not by imposing their preferred solution
on other members, but by eliminating proposals or issues from the negotiation agenda,
thereby reducing the choice set available to other member states, and by forming “an inner
negotiation circle to develop compromises and propose compensation measures” (Degner
and Leuffen, 2019: 90). Other scholars have analysed the processes through which the COVID
crisis led to the creation of the 750 billion ‘Recovery and Resilience Facility.” The latter was
hailed as a Hamiltonian moment for the EU since the states agreed on a form of debt
mutualization for the first time (which Germany and other Western and Northern states had



strongly opposed during the EURO crisis). While Smeets and Beach (2024) emphasize that
actors from EU institutions formulated legally feasible solutions, they acknowledge that it was
the “Franco-German initiative for the European Recovery from the Coronavirus Crises” that
had been crucial for a political breakthrough. The Franco-German paper reflects, as they put
it “a degree of political leadership that only France and Germany can provide” (Smeets and
Beach, 2024: 388). Schramm and Krotz (2024) go on to argue that France’s and Germany’s
“composite leadership” depends not only on the sum of their “critical mass”, but also on their
dense net of political, diplomatic, and administrative ties.®

In summary, the studies we discuss support our claim that it is an illusion to assume that
European integration is a process that necessarily overcomes the territorial cleavages and
political inequalities that exist between core and peripheral states. Instead, it may very well
deepen them. Unfortunately, recent reform proposals have acknowledged this insight, if at all,
only in a very limited way. It is their one-sidedly “vertical” understanding of integration that
not only stunts their ability to analyse how European integration is de facto shaped by
horizontal divergences and inequalities but also their ability to propose models of reform that
adequately address the political inequalities and conflicts between core and peripheral states.

Limited Recognition and Reconciliation of Centre-Periphery Conflicts

Western academics and elites shy away from describing the EU as a political entity comprised
of central/core’ and peripheral states, but this is a mistake. It is true that the new member
states were not forcefully integrated into the EU (as would be typical of an empire) and that
narratives of the EU as an empire or colonial power are carelessly bandied by populist
demagogues (see Bruszt and Vukov, 2024: 856-857 for revealing examples). There is also no
single “metropole,” “core,” or “hegemon” that we could point to, but rather different circles
with fuzzy boundaries.® A “cluster” of actors from the executive branches of governments in
Brussels, Berlin, and Paris form the “inner circle” in European processes of will-formation and
decision-making, and these actors form the nodes through which the interests of broader

6 Please note that we do not claim that the Franco-German leadership has been the only relevant factor in
explaining the breakthrough in the COVID crises (e.g. Waas and Rittberger, 2024, who highlight framing).

7 We use the terms “core” and “centre” interchangeably. The language of “core” versus “periphery” is more
common in the literature that discusses the similarities of European Integration and imperial forms of integration
(e.g. Behr and Stivachtis, 2016). Those who transfer concepts from democratic state formation (especially
“cleavages”) to European Integration (e.g. Bartolini, 2005) prefer to talk about “centre” versus “periphery.” Our
diagnosis draws on both usages, but we do not fully assign to either perspective. In contrast to the former, we
diagnose and promote democratic forms of integration. Contrary to the latter, we focus not on stable socio-
economic “cleavages” and corresponding political “oppositions”, but on the unequal political influence between
different state-peoples, and we clearly distinguish between vertical and horizontal forms of “centre formation”
in Europe.

8 Recent reflection on the state of the East-West divide come to similar conclusions: there is no clear-cut divide,
but persistent differences between Eastern and Western member states (Volintiru et al., 2014). The same is true
for scholars who study Europe’s “differentiated integration.” They diagnose that the EU is characterized by a “soft
core” made up of overlapping clusters of member states participating in the many different policy communities
(e.g. Schmid 2019).



alliances of states are represented within this inner circle.’ The “outer circle” of core states
basically (with borderline cases like Italy and Ireland) comes down —in the perceptions of EU
citizens —to all member states in Western and Northern Europe, whereas the newer member
states in Southern and Central-Eastern Europe are perceived as “periphery” (Clasen, 2014).
Even those who do not fully subscribe to this description should not close their eyes to the
observation that relationships especially between older member states in Western Europe
and the states in Southern and Central-Eastern Europe that joined an already strongly
institutionalized EC/EU later on are characterized by persistent cultural and economic
differences, integration-induced divergence®, and unequal political influence. Otherwise,
they risk overlooking the important horizontal dimension of European integration.

Current reform proposals are very limited not only when it comes to recognizing these facts,
but also in respect to how to address the tensions between more and less powerful states.
While the Franco-German Working Group acknowledges that “[s]maller to medium-sized
Member States fear domination by larger ones...”, it proposes to abolish the most important
instrument available to less powerful member states: it proposes to do away with national
veto rights in favor of generalizing Qualified Majority Voting (QMV) in the European Council
(FGWP, 2023: 25). What is more, it reduces the problem to one about population size (pointing
to “smaller” member states), rather than recognizing the inequalities between older Western
member states and newer member states in the South and East. Finally, it treats power
asymmetries between different member states as merely a hurdle on the way to a necessary
reform, and not as a fundamental line of conflict that must be reconciled.

As stressed in the introduction, however, we do agree with the French-German working group
(and similarly oriented reform proposals) that the EU’s capacity to act needs to be enhanced.
But it needs to do so while taking seriously the domination fear of peripheral member states.
On the face of it, this is a dilemma: the simplest way to enhance the EU’s capacity to act would
be to take away member state veto rights in the European Council — but this would be to take
away the most potent safeguard against domination available to peripheral states. Those who
understand European integration only in its vertical dimension as shifting power from the
national to the European level are trapped in this dilemma. This becomes visible in the French-
German working group’s proposal to define QMV as “unanimity minus one”. This is a
compromise that allows weaker states to effectively keep their veto rights, making it slightly
more difficult to use them (now there must be two rather than one defector against an
otherwise unanimous decision to block it). But this does not, of course, solve the problem.
While the solution slightly weakens veto rights, it still greatly undermines the EU’s capacity to
act collectively.

To overcome the dilemma of a trade-off between enhancing the collective capacity to act and
safeguarding member states against domination, we should think about solutions beyond

9 Schoeller (2022) shows how smaller creditor states tried to form an alliance for upholding the creditor-friendly
status quo in the Economic and Monetary Union, when they realized that Germany might give in to French
pressure. Without a strong advocate in the inner circle, the small states in the European northern periphery
could not prevent the turn towards the mutualization of debts.

10 please note that we do not claim that integration does not lead to convergence, we just claim that it can also
lead to divergence.



decision-making processes on the European level. In the following, we show how we can draw
on the emerging system of horizontally expanded and overlapping national democracies for
constitutionalizing Europe’s “horizontal integration.” This, in turn, could pave the way for a
reform deal in which the state-peoples in Europe’s peripheries are willing to forgo the national
veto rights of their governments in the European Council in exchange for greater inclusion in
the will-formation and decision-making processes of core states.

Constitutionalizing the Emerging System of Horizontally Expanded and Overlapping
Democracies

EU member states should overcome the current situation in which they determine the
boundaries of their national electorates autonomously and establish a system in which they
do so jointly and regularly. They thereby adjust the ways they constitute their electorates to
the way they enact their sovereignty through a horizontally and vertically overlapping system
of governance. We propose that they ratify what we call a Joint Declaration of
Interdependence and Identification through national referenda. The Joint Declaration would
offer all citizens of all participating states the opportunity to become “consociative citizens”
and vote in the national elections of other signatory states. Representatives elected by
consociative citizens would fill a fixed number of special seats in national parliaments.!!

In doing so, the European state-peoples would not only acknowledge that they are very much
dependent on each other; they would also identify each other as parts of a political union that
joins forces to safeguard the freedom of its collective and individual members from external
and internal domination.'? Accordingly, they would be willing to open not only their markets
and territories to each other, but also their national processes of democratic will-formation
and decision-making.

In the Joint Declaration, state-peoples jointly determine what balance between national
autonomy and transnational openness they consider appropriate for the current state of
European Integration. They do so primarily by determining how many representatives each
state can send to the parliaments of other member states. It must be emphasized that the
proposal does not entail the risk of swamping — i.e. the flooding of national electorates by
consociative voters. No matter how many members of a consociative state-people participate
in the elections, the expansion of the parliament would always be limited (e.g. to two
representatives per consociative state-people). Tipping — when consociative MPs lead to a

11 This would be to constitutionalize and expand an existing trend: an increasing number of citizens have more
than one citizenship and can vote in two or more member states. As things stand, this is a normative problem in
the EU, because those who can vote in multiple member states have more influence in all multilateral institutions
(especially in the Council) than those who can vote only in one member state. We want to turn a normative
problem into an opportunity by giving everyone the right to vote in several national elections. On this see Blatter,
Michel, and Schmid (2022) as well as Blatter and Baubdck (2019).

12 The formulation signals that our proposal has strong affinities to power-centered Neo-Republican theories of
democracy (e.g. Lovett and Pettit 2009). In line with Neo-Republican reasoning, we do not perceive all kinds of
cross-border interference as problematic (in the sense that they would reduce the freedom/sovereignty of state-
peoples), but only those that are “arbitrary” or “unjustified.” For a justification of our proposal based on
normative theories of democracy, see Blatter and Schulz (2022).
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change in the majority in parliament — would be possible, however. This is because we want
to give consociated citizens not only a voice that might convince, but a vote that counts.
Consociated representatives should not only be able to influence public debates and
processes of national will-formation. They should also have the power to influence decisions
that determine the composition of national governments, as well as the stances that these
governments take in joint decision-making processes on the European level, and the content
of national policies (given the likelihood that national policies have significant external effects
within an integrated Europe). In other words, consociative citizens should have an influence
similar to the one that non-residential citizens currently have in countries, which have set up
special seats in parliament for them. We see the fact that resident citizens did not question
the legitimacy of elections in situations (e.g. in Italy or Romania), in which non-resident voters
altered the results (Hutcheson and Arrighi, 2015), as an indication that this would also be the
case when consociated citizens play a similarly decisive role. While we acknowledge that
there is a difference between granting non-resident nationals such influence and providing
fellow Europeans with such power, we want to emphasize that resident citizens get
something in return in the latter case: they would get additional voting rights themselves. For
the first time in history, and in contrast to previous expansions of electorates (e.g. the
inclusion of women), those who would agree to share their voting rights with other people
would do so not only because they consider it a moral imperative, but also because they
themselves get further voting rights in exchange.

When citizens act as consociative citizens, they commit to a Declaration of Interest and
Identification, proclaiming their legitimate interest in participating in the political process of
the selected states a) because they feel affected by the decisions of these states, b) because
they have to submit to rules decided on in joint decision-making processes, and c) because
they see themselves as "stakeholders" in a democratic Europe.!® They thus recognize the
legitimacy of the joint decision-making structures and processes, they signal their
identification with common values, and their willingness to contribute to the functioning of
the multi-national system of governance that exists in the EU.

Regularly and Mutually Re-Constituting the Electorates of Member States

European state-peoples would not only exercise their pouvoir constituant in the founding
moment. At regular intervals, they would determine the boundaries of the electorates of the
other states in democratic processes: each time voters elect their national parliament, they
get the opportunity to determine in which other member states they will have voting rights
in the next few years. To make this decision, they get a list of all other participating states and
can select those they prefer to have a voting right in, where filling out this list also acts as
their symbolic signature on the mentioned Declaration of Interest and Identification. This
process of selection is then not only an act that aims to remind each citizen of his/her political

13 These formulations are intended to make clear that the proposal aims to integrate the various positions in the
normative discussion on the boundaries of the demos (all affected interests, all subjected to law/coercion, all
stakeholders; Baubock, 2018: 18-54).
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rights and his/her responsibilities within the European Union. It also, and predominantly,
functions to determine the electoral boundaries of other member states.

Let us assume, to turn from the abstract to the concrete, that the signatories of the Joint
Declaration have agreed that every citizen can obtain consociative citizenship in five other
member states. All those entitled to vote in Germany would, in this case, be able to choose
up to five states each time they vote for the German Bundestag. The states in which German
citizens can vote, though, are determined at the collective level: namely the five states that
receive the most votes (e.g. France, Italy, Poland, Hungary, and Denmark). Until the next
election for the German Bundestag, these countries would grant all Germans a consociative
citizenship and the right to vote in their national elections. German citizens could enact this
right until they re-elect the Bundestag when they decide anew towards which states they
want to send elected representatives. In all other EU member states, the decision on the
electoral boundaries of the other member states would be made in the same manner. This
implies that the boundary of the electorate and the size of the national parliament in Germany
(as in all other EU member states) is determined by voters in the other member states.

From Symmetric Rights to Asymmetric Representations

By ratifying the Joint Declaration, European state-peoples grant each other’s members voting
rights in their national elections based on the principle of reciprocity. All state peoples send
(two) consociated representatives to the same number of parliaments in other EU member
states. Nevertheless — and this is a crucial feature of the proposal — it allows, envisions, and
endorses that the electorates and parliaments of member states would not be expanded
equally. Instead, the expansions of electorates and parliaments would be greatest in states
perceived as particularly powerful. Almost certainly, that is, citizens of all member states
would include Germany and France in the list of states in which they want to have voting
rights. In consequence, all European state peoples would be represented in the German and
French national parliaments. In contrast, only a few state peoples will prioritize the right to
elect representatives in less powerful states like Portugal or Estonia (but some, especially
neighbours, might). In consequence, the citizens and parliamentarians of these countries
would have to share their power with less consociated citizens and representatives.

European state-peoples should be empowered, that is, to regularly, and mutually adjust the
scope of their state demoi to the perceived scope of their state kratoi: the process of
horizontal expansion of electorates and parliaments would trace and counteract (perceived)
power relations between states. Furthermore, these constitutive adjustments take place in
regular intervals and through democratic processes in which citizens play a decisive role.'*

The re-constitution of electoral boundaries at regular intervals ensures that shifting
perceptions of power and influence can be addressed by the citizens. European state-peoples

1 This implies that support for our proposal does not depend on fully accepting our description of the EU as
horizontally differentiated along the center-periphery dimension and integrated through the concentration of
power in core states. It is sufficient to recognize the horizontal challenges and processes of integration in principle
and to commit to addressing these challenges as democratically as possible.
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might choose not only to maximally expand the French and German electorates and
parliaments. They might also opt for having a voice and vote in countries not seen as powerful
per se, but perceived as undermining the functioning of the EU or the commitment to its
(liberal-democratic) values. For example, many state peoples might currently opt for voting
rights in Hungary, in as far as they come to believe that Hungary undermines Europe’s liberal-
democratic order or its ability to react adequately to Russian aggression. Or many might opt
for voting rights in Italy if they fear that the fiscal policies of this country might threaten the
stability of the Euro.

We are proposing, in summary, a system of electoral representation that opens a new kind of
venue and procedure for dealing with conflicts between member states beyond the
supranational institutions of the EU: national processes and institutions of will-formation and
decision-making. The reform we propose is particularly apt for addressing the unequal
influence that central and peripheral states wield in the eyes of European citizens. Such
perceptions would not only be openly addressed in a legitimate democratic process but also
shape European politics. They would do so, what is more, in a way that, unlike veto rights for
national governments, would not endanger the EU’s ability to act collectively. In the following
we argue, to make an even stronger point, that the proposed constitutionalisation of Europe’s
horizontal integration could strengthen its vertical integration as well.

A Reform Deal between State-Peoples in Europe’s Core and Peripheral States

In this section, we argue that constitutionalizing the horizontal dimension of European
Integration would create the basis for a reform deal that might be attractive for state peoples
in peripheral states as well as for those in core states. Such a reform deal may act as a
precondition for strengthening the EU’s vertical integration by enhancing its capacity to act
collectively. We first show why our proposal is not caught up in the trade-off between fighting
external threats and counter-balancing internal asymmetric influence, a trade-off that we
identified earlier on in existing proposals. Afterward, we identify motives and arguments that
proponents of such a reform deal might enact within central and peripheral states.

Content and advantages of the reform deal

The reform proposal put forward by the French-German Working Group (and others who
propose to overcome national veto rights) is based on the following (implicit) presumptions:
Member states in the southern and eastern peripheries have the strongest interests in
expanding the EU further towards the South-East since this would reduce their exposition to
external threats. In consequence, they are likely to sacrifice their national veto rights if central
states make this a condition for further expansions. From a Western perspective, the main
problem with further expansions is that they would strongly increase the internal diversity
within the EU, which endangers not only its collective capacity to act but also its liberal
character. Western reformers accordingly seek to overcome national veto rights and to
provide the EU with more efficient means for safeguarding the rule of law.
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Our proposal takes seriously the need for securing European sovereignty against any form of
external threat and domination. This does not only imply that the EU must increase its
collective capacity to act, but also that it must make sure that the inclusion of further states
at its south-eastern periphery does not endanger its functioning and its liberal-democratic
character from within. But unlike other reform proposals, it also urges us to consider that
further accessions and centralizing institutional reforms that enhance the collective capacity
to act are likely also to increase existing forms of inequality and domination between central
and peripheral states. In consequence, we opt for a different solution. Instead of exploiting
the weaker position of peripheral states to force them to give up their veto rights, core states
should offer them an attractive alternative to the veto rights that their governments currently
have. Our alternative provides countries in Europe’s periphery with means to counter the
asymmetric influence that countries in Western Europe wield, and, in contrast to national
veto rights, these new means do so without limiting the collective capacity to act.
Furthermore, instead of giving priority to securing the EU’s liberal character by introducing
new instruments for enforcing the rule of law in (peripheral) member states, we prefer to
strengthen the democratic character of the EU by granting citizens new rights to hold rulers
in central and peripheral countries accountable. The latter approach is preferable from a
principled point of view since it aims to safeguard not only the liberal but also the democratic
character of the EU. It is also advantageous from a practical perspective since strengthening
the vertical integration of the EU would be reached through a fair deal and not through the
exploitation of power asymmetries. This would signal that in the future interest- and value-
based conflicts between central and peripheral states would be addressed primarily through
cooperative means and democratic processes and less through coercive instruments and
legalistic procedures. Both aspects would make it much more difficult for populist nationalists
in the peripheries to portray the EU and central states as imperial or colonial powers.

Motivations and Arguments for the Reform Deal

Why should political actors in peripheral and core states support such a deal? Within
peripheral states, the proposal is, admittedly, unlikely to garner much support from political
elites, especially those in government. For them, giving up veto rights in European institutions
is unappealing, seeing how these rights give them, the rulers, a direct and powerful tool not
only for influencing European politics, but also for presenting themselves to their national
audience as staunch defenders of national values or interests. In contrast, there are good
reasons for their citizens to see things differently: they would be awarded new opportunities
by sending representatives not only to Brussels, but also to those national capitals (e.g. Berlin,
Paris) they perceive as playing important roles in their lives and by whose decision-makers
they feel ignored. Many of them might be willing to exchange veto rights that their
governments can use for constitutive and participatory rights that they can enact themselves.
What is more, opposition parties have a strong incentive to support such a reform if the
influence of other countries looms large in public discourse, since supporting the reform
agenda might get them the votes of those who feel dominated by external powers.*

15 Ironically, it is highly likely that ruling politicians and parties contribute to such a discourse. In the current
institutional set up of the EU, they have strong incentives to play “blame games” — making “external elites” not
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But why should citizens of peripheral states accept that consociated citizens from central
states get a vote in their domestic elections and representatives in their national parliaments?
Because, given that all peripheral state peoples will send representatives to the most
powerful states, citizens from peripheral states will have more representation and influence
in central states than the other way around (Clasen 2024 shows that the necessary shared
identity and solidarity among peripheral citizens already exists). For citizens in peripheral
states, the power-sharing agreement with citizens from central states will bring them a net
gain of influence. More representatives of peripheral states will sit in parliaments of central
states than the other way round. What is more, the influence they get in the will-formation
and decision-making processes in central states has greater weight, on the European level,
than the influence citizens of central states get within peripheral states — especially when the
latter have lost their national veto rights. While adherents of nationalist narratives will almost
certainly reject the proposal (since they prefer regaining national autonomy), things might
look different from the vantage point of a populist worldview: under the proposal, the people
get new means for holding distant elites accountable after all. In other words, the proposal
contains the potential to draw a wedge between the two narratives — nationalist and populist
— that usually come hand in hand (Blatter and Schulz 2022: 734). Finally, reform proponents in
peripheral states could argue that rejecting the offer would be a lost opportunity. The reform
proposal offers the peripheral states compensation for losing their veto rights on the
European level. If not taken, the next crisis might provide central states with the opportunity
to press peripheral states into sacrificing their veto rights without any compensation.

The situation in central states is different. In these states, political elites have strong motives
for supporting the reform deal, since the removal of national veto rights would allow them to
play out their stronger capacities and connections within the EU in a less restricted way. The
French and German government could fulfil their leadership roles more effectively and with
greater democratic legitimation. Opposition parties that seek government have no reason to
mobilize against a reform that might provide them with greater opportunities to pursue their
goals once they are in government. Nevertheless, the political elites must convince their
citizens that they would profit from granting consociated citizens a limited but significant level
of electoral influence and parliamentarian representation within their own nation-state. The
first and most important argument employed by reform proponents would be that the
citizens get electoral influence and parliamentarian representations in other member states
in exchange. German and French citizens will likely have a great interest in holding political
elites in those countries accountable that in their perception endanger the functioning of the
EU and its liberal-democratic character.

In contrast to proponents of the reform deal in peripheral states, advocates in central states
cannot claim that the envisioned system will provide their citizens with a “relative gain” when
they compare their increase in influence with the increased influence that citizens of
peripheral states get. Nevertheless, they can argue that the citizens gain influence in absolute
terms, since — in the context of the European system of governance — additional voting rights

only in Brussels, but also in Berlin or Western Europe, in responsible for unpopular policies and social frustration
(Bruszt and Vukov, 2024: 858).
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and representatives in further states offsets the reduced weight of their own votes and
representatives in their nation-state (Blatter and Baubdck 2019: 51/52). They might also
argue that the reform deal empowers European democracies in their struggles against their
authoritarian challengers by enhancing their collective capacity to act. This means that the
reform provides a “relative gain” in influence not only for citizens in peripheral states but for
Europeans as a collective that is now better able to resist its autocratic competitors due to its
heightened internal democratic legitimacy and capacity to act collectively.

Finally, reform proponents will be able to argue that the democratic inclusion of citizens from
peripheral states is preferable to the alternative for holding accountable those who wield
(increased) power at the European level that is proposed by the Franco-German Working
Group and the EP: transnationalising and strengthening the European Parliament. First,
because national elections, parties, and parliaments are much less detached from citizens
than those on the European level since the institutions that mediate the interaction between
rulers and the ruled are far less developed on the European level (Blatter and Schulz 2022).
Second, because, for citizens in central states, it will be “their” national elections, parties, and
parliaments that take centre stage in a constitutionalized system of horizontal expanded and
overlapping national democracies, since these institutions and processes shape the positions
and policies of those national governments that play the leading roles in an EU that has been
able to overcome national veto rights. For us, it seems very plausible that the inclusion of
consociated citizens and representatives in those processes of will-formation and decision-
making they are familiar with looks more attractive to citizens of core states than the
alternative of getting familiar with new processes of will-formation and decision-making on a
distant European level.

The latter point takes us to our final sections. In an earlier presentation of our proposal to
constitutionalize the horizontal dimension of European Integration, we emphasized that these
reforms would help to re-vitalize the two major intermediary institutions of representative
democracy: political parties and national parliaments (Blatter and Schulz 2022). In the
following, we complement these arguments. First, we show how the proposed reforms would
empower European citizens to play major roles in the process of European Integration.
Second, we describe how party caucuses in national parliaments could function as pivotal
hinges for addressing conflicts between core and peripheral states constructively. These two
sections complement our argumentation in two respects. First, we show that the proposed
reform promises to further the vertical integration of Europe not only by granting rulers more
leeway for joint action but also by introducing new means for holding those rulers
accountable. Second, we identify core institutions and processes that play important
mediating roles not only between rulers and the ruled but also between central and peripheral
member states.

15



Empowering Citizens
Granting Rights that Constitute and Count

Our proposal aims to strengthen the vertical integration of Europe not only by providing its
political elites with more leeway for joint action (the top-down element), but also by granting
European citizens more options for holding those very elites accountable (the bottom-up
element). In this section, we show how the proposed reform would empower citizens both
symbolically and practically. We argue that granting citizens voting rights in multiple member
states does a better job in this respect than prominent alternative means (Citizen Initiatives
and Citizen Assemblies) since it assigns them a constitutive role and provides them not only
with more voice but also with more votes. Afterward, we address fears that citizens might be
unable to fulfil their new roles. Finally, we emphasize that our proposal is neither based on an
idealistic picture of citizens nor geared at mobilizing and empowering Europhiles. On the
contrary, a major goal is to provide citizens who feel “left behind” by an elite-driven process
of European Integration with means for engagement that are comparatively easy to use, and
at the same time productive for the process.

The Joint Declaration of Interdependence and Identification would send a powerful signal to
all European citizens: in the future, they are no longer relegated to playing a secondary role
in a system dominated by executive and technocratic elites. They would not only be asked, as
is currently the case, to ratify treaties developed and agreed on by their leaders. Instead, they
would get the right to regularly re-constitutionalize the European system of demoi-cratic
governance by determining the boundaries of state electorates. In other words, the European
citizens would receive a new form of constitutive power. This could help to establish a feeling
among citizens that they themselves and not only elites “sit in the driver’s seat” when it comes
to European Integration.

As useful as instruments like citizen assemblies or the European Citizen Initiative might be (if
appropriately set up), they cannot fulfil what the proposed system of horizontally expanded
and overlapping electorates can deliver for the vertical and horizontal integration of Europe.
Citizen assemblies empower citizens in a much more limited way since they provide (some)
citizens further opportunities for participating in the process of will-formation (voice), but no
further weight in the processes of decision-making (vote). As the FGWG admits, the main
problem with citizen assemblies is how to link their outputs to institutions of decision-making.
We propose an expansion of the institutions uniquely qualified not only for linking processes
of will-formation and decision-making, but also for selecting and socializing political elites:
parties and parliaments. Finally, and most importantly, even a reformed European Citizen
Initiative cannot deliver what is at the heart of our proposal: providing democratic and
constructive means for addressing inequalities and conflicts between central and peripheral
states.

Enabling all Citizens to Shape European Integration

A typical reaction to our idea of providing citizens with the right to vote in a multiplicity of
states is that this would demand too much from citizens. There is evidence, however, that
(dual) citizens do use their political rights in multiple states, even in the current context,
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where simultaneous involvement in multiple states is neither institutionalized nor
encouraged (Schlenker, Blatter, Birka 2017). The Swiss experience with extensive use of direct
democratic means provides us, what is more, with insights into the kind of conditions that
allow citizens to make up their minds and regularly cast their votes on situations in which they
are not able or willing to make them familiar with the decision at hand (as it the case with the
many referendums and initiatives that Swiss voters are faced with). The voters use “cues”
that they gain from the government, parliament, political parties, and other intermediary
institutions like the media or interest groups. All those institutions provide citizens not only
with information and arguments, they also explicitly endorse specific choices. In all cases in
which citizens are unable or unwilling to invest the time and resources needed to acquire an
adequate level of information on a complex issue they can follow the arguments and
endorsements of intermediary institutions they identify with or trust most (e.g. Milic, 2020).
These intermediary institutions could fulfil the same function for EU citizens when they get
the opportunity to vote more often and in contexts, they are less familiar with (in other EU
states).'® It would be those intermediary institutions anchored in the country in which the
consociated citizens live that would provide these voters with the information they need to
make a meaningful choice when voting in another EU state. Political parties, in particular,
would explicitly endorse specific parties in the other country, and provide arguments why
voters should select those parties. Individual citizens need not inform themselves directly in
consociated countries, they can rely on the political discourse in their own country and
especially on the hints they receive from their national parties.

A further objection might be that this proposal is geared towards liberal cosmopolitan
Europeans, providing them with a new means for counteracting populists and nationalists.
This would be a misunderstanding, however. The proposal equally targets those who feel left
behind by the process of European Integration, and those who meet the liberal principles and
policies driving the process with scepticism. The goal is to offer both — the Europhiles and the
Eurosceptics — new means for getting involved in the process of European Integration as
citizens. These means must not only provide all citizens with a sense of empowerment, they
are also asked to contribute themselves to mediating the inequalities and conflicts between
central and peripheral state peoples. To clarify this latter point, we use the last section to
point to institutional sites we envision as crucial hinges for mediating conflicts between the
people living in central and peripheral states.

Expanded party caucuses in national parliaments as sites for interest mediation

It is crucial for fulfilling the envisioned goals that the system of horizontally expanded and
overlapping democracies does not undermine the functioning of national parliaments and
party systems (see Blatter and Schulz 2022). In consequence, we must be sure that the
proposed system does not contribute to the ongoing fragmentation of party systems and the

16 Our main point here is to indicate how citizens can be enabled to vote more often and in other countries.
Nevertheless, the proposed transnationalized elections would also enhance the will-formation process in the EU,
because it would reduce the current dominance that cues sent from national governments have in forming voter
preferences (Kriesi and Vranceanu, 2023).
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resulting difficulties in forming stable majorities and governments. Therefore, the Joint
Declaration should contain the following regulations: All candidates for consociative seats in
national parliaments must run on the lists of national parties. The elected consociative
parliamentarians must belong to the parliamentary caucuses of these national parties.
Independent consociative MPs or parliamentary groups that consist of exclusively
consociative MPs should be prohibited. Such regulations serve the purpose not only of
avoiding the further fragmentation of parliaments; they are also important for enabling the
envisioned processes of interest mediation between central and peripheral countries.

How party caucuses might be expanded

Let us imagine the following hypothetical scenarios. All state peoples in the EU participate in
the proposed system of horizontally expanded and overlapping democracies. All of them
opted to send representatives to the German parliament, and most of them chose to
participate in the Hungarian election. Like the Greek and the Maltese, the Italian voters
elected a candidate from the Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschland (SPD) and a member of
the radical right Alternative fiir Deutschland (AfD) into the German Bundestag. Voters of the
German Social Democrats followed public discourses in the European South that highlighted
the German influence in economic and fiscal policies. Furthermore, most left-leaning parties
had recommended a vote for the SPD, given its support for state interventions in economic
affairs, and solidaristic fiscal policies on the EU level. For voters of the AfD, in contrast, the
field of migration and asylum policies is paramount, and they came to believe that Germany
prevents more restrictive policies. They voted for the AfD since many right-wing parties
signaled that this party promises the strongest support for a restrictive migration and asylum
policy on the EU level. When the Hungarian elections took place, Dutch voters, like those in
most other Western states, strengthened the progressive and pro-European Democratic
Coalition in Hungary’s national assembly. But there were those, as well, who elected a
member of Fidesz, the nationalist party led by Viktor Orban to the second seat. Those who
voted for a progressive candidate were primarily mobilized by discourses that emphasized
the autocratic tendencies that have taken hold in Hungary. Those who opted for a nationalist
candidate followed the advice given by their own nationalist parties, which depicted Orban’s
Fidesz as a hero in defending national sovereignty.

We develop these scenarios to point to two aspects of our proposal. First, we expect that
voters use their votes for the new consociative seats in a way very similar to how they use
them in their national and EP elections: they are predominantly influenced by discourses in
their home country. That being said, there will be more representative institutions where a
certain level of ideological coherence among representatives can help to mediate
transnational differences. Party groupings in parliaments are the prototypical spaces for
fulfilling such tasks — not least because their meetings are closed to the public, which allows
discussants to voice divergent opinions and to actually engage with each other’s arguments
(Heidar and Koole, 2003).
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How expanded party caucuses might mediate

To illustrate our expectation that expanded party caucuses might help mediate conflicts
between central and peripheral countries, we build on the scripts we have already drawn on
above. In the SPD parliamentary group, the MPs elected by German citizens and the MP
elected by Italian consociated citizens would share basic convictions, for example, that state
interventions are necessary, and that there should be some fiscal solidarity among EU states.
But the consociated MP from Italy would be far more aware than her German colleagues that
the large subsidies the German state grants for supporting the transformation of its economy
produce massive external effects in other EU state economies, especially in those countries
that cannot afford to grant similarly substantial subsidies. Her inclusion in the parliamentarian
caucus of the strongest party in the German government might help to reduce German
ignorance on this issue. In the AfD caucus, the inclusion of the parliamentarian who
represents another significant part of the consociated citizens in Italy would probably not lead
to any major disputes regarding the fundamental direction of European migration and
refugee policies. That might change, however, when the extended parliamentarian group
turns to discussing the issue of burden-sharing among EU states. The shared principled beliefs
of national and consociated parliamentarians might create a situation in which German AfD
parliamentarians begin to take more seriously the Italian claim that when it comes to refugees
the burden needs to be shared more fairly. Overall, in these and similar situations, it seems
conceivable that within expanded parliamentary groups ideological coherence will contribute
to reducing nationalist ignorance and egoism.

Summary and Conclusion

The current debate on further EU enlargements has not taken seriously enough the increasing
divergences, inequalities, and conflicts between core and peripheral states. To make the EU
enlargement ready in a way that addresses these divergences, inequalities, and conflicts, we
urge the European state-peoples to constitutionalize what we call Europe’s “horizontal
integration.” Through a Joint Declaration of Interdependence and Identification, they could
grant all citizens the right to elect representatives in multiple states. Furthermore, they would
establish seats in their national parliaments not only for representatives of their non-resident
nationals (as some states currently do), but also for representatives of their fellow Europeans.

Constitutionalizing the horizontal dimension of European Integration could pave the way for
breakthroughs in strengthening its vertical dimension. First, it could open the door for a
reform deal between core and peripheral member states. Core states would grant peripheral
state peoples an asymmetric level of influence in their domestic processes of will formation
and decision-making. This would allow peripheral states to give up their veto rights in EU
institutions, which is crucial for enhancing the EU’s collective capacity to act. Second,
constitutionalizing its horizontal dimension of integration would also be a major step in
strengthening the EU’s vertical integration by granting citizens further means for holding its
rulers accountable. EU citizens would receive the right to mutually re-constitute their
electorates in regular and democratic processes, and the right to send elected representatives
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into the national parliaments of member states they take to be particularly influential. Those
intermediary institutions that play crucial roles in representative democracies — parliaments
and political parties — could be revitalised. At the same time, their transnational expansion
would allow them to function as multiple sites of interest mediation between central and
peripheral states.

With all those who advocate institutional reforms, we share the conviction that the proposed
reforms would still be very useful, even if the envisioned enlargements do not take place soon.
Strong disparities between core and peripheral states are already an important feature of the
current EU. The constitutionalisation of Europe’s horizontal integration might not only serve
to address the corresponding conflicts. It could also pave the way for a more effective and
more democratic vertical integration.
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