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This is a guide to the ‘what do you think?’ questions posed throughout the book. The answers are not exhaustive. It should be used as a source of inspiration but there might be other valid alternatives that are not included here.
Chapter 2

Should nationalism always be seen as something negative? Which type of nationalism might prevent conflicts like the First and Second World Wars?
Nationalism should not always be seen as negative. By tying identity and loyalty to the nation above individual or sectoral interests, it can enable solidarity, collective action, and the sense of community that underpins welfare states. It becomes harmful when defined in exclusionary, ethnic, or expansionist terms that marginalise minorities and justify aggression. Hence, the type most likely to prevent conflicts like the First and Second World Wars is civic (or liberal) nationalism: inclusive, rights-based loyalty grounded in constitutional principles and equal citizenship, coupled with respect for other nations’ self-determination and international law.

Which explanation(s) do you find more convincing? How can you link these explanations to the ‘grand theories’ of European integration explained in Chapter 6? Keep this question in mind as you read Chapter 6. Afterwards, revisit it to see how your understanding has evolved.
Early functional ‘grand’ theories align with explanations based on institutions and modernisation. They consider how the creation of common institutions arose from practical needs (preventing renewed conflict and managing growing economic interdependence). While neofunctionalism highlights the functional nature of this integration process (functional spillover), liberal intergovernmentalism stresses governments’ deliberate delegation to supranational bodies to lock in agreements and ensure compliance. Ideational explanations fit best with cleavage-based theories, pointing to a permissive elite consensus, from the Paris Treaty through Maastricht, that framed integration as desirable and kept it relatively insulated from mass publics.


To what extent can we explain the creation and failure of the EDC using neo-functionalist theories? Chapter 6 provides a detailed overview of neo-functionalism. After reading it, revisit this question to assess how well the theory explains this case.
Neofunctionalism expects spillover from economic to political realms. The EDC exemplifies an attempted move from coal and steel integration to defence, but it may reflect premature political spillover, pushing ahead before loyalties and identities shifted toward the supranational level. A liberal intergovernmentalist reading instead highlights domestic preferences and intergovernmental bargaining, suggesting the EDC’s fate was ultimately decided by domestic interests.



Chapter 3
To what extent did the Maastricht Treaty change the direction of European integration? How? 
The Maastricht Treaty marked a decisive shift from primarily economic integration to a broader political union. It consolidated earlier achievements, created the European Union, and expanded competences into core state powers, most notably monetary policy (launching EMU), internal security, and aspects of foreign policy. It also introduced EU citizenship, strengthened the European Parliament (e.g., co-decision), and embedded subsidiarity, thereby deepening integration and reorienting it toward governance beyond the single market.
Why was it necessary to create two intergovernmental pillars in the Maastricht Treaty?
Because these new areas touched core sovereign powers, many governments resisted transferring full authority to supranational institutions. The compromise was the pillar structure: retaining intergovernmental control for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and for Justice and Home Affairs (JHA), while keeping the European Community’s supranational methods for market and regulatory policies. This allowed cooperation in sensitive fields without requiring states to cede extensive sovereignty to EU institutions.


To what extent was the Lisbon Treaty transformative? Why have we not had any major reforms since 2009?
Opinions differ on Lisbon’s transformative impact. On one hand, it largely continued previous reforms, did not significantly expand EU competences, and scaled back some of the Constitutional Treaty’s more symbolic elements. On the other hand, it gave the EU legal personality, retained key institutional innovations from the Convention, abolished the pillar structure, and extended the ordinary legislative procedure to most areas except foreign policy. These changes increased coherence and autonomy without radically altering core powers.
Major reforms stalled after 2009 due to treaty fatigue among leaders from the contentious ratification process and a broad sense that Lisbon provided an adequate institutional framework. Despite the subsequent polycrisis, the prevailing consensus was to avoid reopening the treaties, opting instead for solutions via secondary law or intergovernmental instruments such as the Fiscal Compact.
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Chapter 4
The euro area crisis was characterised by a turn towards austerity. To what extent did austerity cast a shadow over subsequent crises and how?
The push for austerity led several member states, especially in Southern Europe, to cut budgets for public services and infrastructure. These reductions weakened administrative capacity and fiscal space, making it harder to cope with later crises that required robust public administration or spending. For example, during the refugee crisis (which partially overlapped with the euro area crisis), Greece and Italy struggled to host rising numbers of asylum seekers partly because asylum services had been pared back. Similarly, the COVID‑19 pandemic exposed the effects of earlier cuts to healthcare and public health systems. After Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, calls for higher defence spending were met with caution in countries still constrained by post‑crisis fiscal rules and consolidation legacies. In this way, austerity cast a long shadow by weakening state capacity and limiting the ability to mobilise public investment when new crises hit.


Why was the refugee crisis seen as less ‘life-threatening’ than the euro area crisis?
The euro area crisis was perceived as immediately systemic: cascading sovereign defaults, bank failures and the potential breakup of the single currency threatened deep recession across all member states and the collapse of the EU’s core economic project. This belief was encapsulated by Angela Merkel’s exhortation: “If the Euro Fails, Europe Fails”. By contrast, the refugee crisis, though a major humanitarian and governance challenge, was unevenly distributed and framed primarily as an issue of border management, asylum capacity and burden‑sharing. For most states the numbers were manageable relative to population and resources, so the risk was seen as political, affecting social cohesion, Schengen and trust among governments, rather than existential for the Union’s survival.
How is the refugee crisis linked to Brexit and the rule of law crisis?
The 2015–16 arrivals heightened UK public concern about borders and ‘control’, allowing the Leave campaign to conflate EU free movement with images of mass migration and to raise fears of future inflows, even though the UK was outside Schengen and enjoyed far-reaching opt‑outs. However, the framing of the refugee crisis helped make migration central to the Brexit vote. At the same time, EU disputes over relocation quotas and asylum rules sharpened East-West divides: some governments, particularly the Visegrád 4, refused to implement EU decisions and CJEU judgments, expanded emergency powers, restricted NGOs and engaged in pushbacks. These practices fed into wider rule‑of‑law confrontations, including Article 7 proceedings and conditionality debates, by normalising non‑compliance with EU legal obligations and challenging the authority of EU institutions.



Why did Brexit stop further calls for individual countries exiting the EU (such as ‘Frexit’, ‘Nexit’, ‘Dexit’)?
Brexit served as a cautionary tale for those wishing to follow the UK’s example. The withdrawal process brought years of political paralysis, protracted negotiations, trade frictions, new borders (notably in the Irish Sea), and reduced market access, alongside weaker investment and loss of influence. The EU’s negotiating stance was more united and tougher than expected; it showed ‘cherry‑picking’ was not on offer, making any exit costlier than advertised. As these downsides became visible, public opinion in many member states shifted more firmly towards supporting EU membership and Eurosceptic parties recalibrated toward softer forms aiming to reform from within, rather than advocating outright exit. 


How can the nature and origin of the crises explain the different responses given to the euro area crisis and the Covid-19 crisis?
The euro area crisis was widely framed as a partly endogenous, asymmetric shock rooted in imbalances within the monetary union, with moral‑hazard concerns at the forefront. This yielded a response centred on conditional financial assistance, austerity, and rule‑based enforcement, driven largely by intergovernmental bargaining among creditor and debtor states and constrained by treaty limits on debt mutualisation. By contrast, the COVID‑19 pandemic was seen as an exogenous, symmetric shock affecting all member states’ public health and economies at once. That framing reduced moral‑hazard anxieties and encouraged solidarity, which led to an agreement on borrowing jointly through Next Generation EU (NGEU) to finance grants and loans to support economic recovery. 
Why did we not witness a full ‘Hamiltonian moment’ during the Covid-19 crisis?
While NGEU introduced joint EU borrowing and a modest step towards fiscal federalism, it fell short of a permanent, comprehensive fiscal union. Mutualisation was limited to a one‑off, time‑bound instrument tied to specific programme. Political constraints (especially from ‘frugal’ states) legal limits in the treaties, concerns about moral hazard and judicial scrutiny curbed the scope and permanence of fiscal integration. As a result, the COVID‑19 response was path‑breaking but not transformative enough to constitute a Hamiltonian leap.
How can crises be used as an opportunity to further European integration?
Crises create policy windows by focusing attention, revealing institutional gaps and reshaping positions, making previously unpalatable reforms viable. When shocks are framed as shared and urgent, leaders can forge new coalitions, offer side‑payments, and advance functional spillovers that deepen integration in adjacent domains (e.g., banking union elements after the euro crisis; joint procurement and health coordination during the COVID‑19 pandemic). Emergency instruments can be normalised and gradually institutionalised, turning temporary fixes into durable capacities. Effective use of crises requires strategic framing (common threat rather than blame) and credible leadership. 



Why is it so difficult to fight against democratic backsliding in the EU?
While the EU’s legal toolkit offers manifold solutions, it is often constrained by politics. Core mechanisms such as Article 7, infringement actions and conditionality are slow and often require high political thresholds. Some backsliding states shield one another, making it more difficult to gather the necessary majorities to trigger sanctions (notably unanimity for Article 7). For a long time, mainstream political groups sheltered and protected political parties responsible for democratic backsliding, which helped to legitimise their actions at the domestic level. Hence, the EU institutions must balance enforcement with the risk of ‘rally around the flag’ effects in backsliding member states, which would provoke backlash against the EU. 
Why have challenges to the rule of law in different EU countries become more salient and well known in recent years?
Backsliding has intensified and become more visible through reforms targeting courts, media and civil society. Greater scrutiny from the Commission’s annual Rule of Law reports, CJEU judgments, and the use of funding conditionality has amplified attention. Investigative journalism, domestic NGOs, and transnational networks have documented abuses, while social media has accelerated dissemination. High‑profile disputes and vetoes in the Council, combined with the linkage to EU funds and recovery plans, have moved rule of law issues from the legal realm into mainstream politics, making them harder to ignore.
How do misinformation and disinformation contribute to the rule of law crisis?
Disinformation campaigns undermine trust in institutions, delegitimise independent courts and media, and polarise public debate, making it easier for governments to justify illiberal measures. Coordinated narratives cast watchdogs as ‘foreign agents’, depict judicial oversight as obstruction, and frame EU enforcement as an attack on sovereignty. Misinformation muddies facts around constitutional changes, elections and corruption, weakening accountability and reducing public support for corrective action. In this environment, rule of law violations face fewer political costs and enforcement becomes more contested and less effective.

[Can the EU be an effective organisation when it has such disaggregated leadership? What are the implications for the integration process of rising Euroscepticism and populism, the lack of emergence of a European identity, and the continuance of democratic and legitimacy deficits? How are domestic political shifts affecting European integration?] What would be your answer to these questions? 
Different evidence and theories point in different directions, so here are several options:
· You can argue that fragmented leadership primarily produces inefficiency (slow responses, unanimity deadlocks and tactical vetoes) or that it produces resilience by allowing multiple institutions and coalitions to innovate within their remits, creating workarounds when consensus is elusive.
· You can emphasise a shift from constitutional to pragmatic integration, where governments avoid opening the treaties and instead rely on secondary law, intergovernmental agreements, and time‑bound instruments that can later be normalised and institutionalised.
· You can present differentiated integration as a safety valve that enables progress without forcing uniformity, with opt‑outs, enhanced cooperation, and coalitions of the willing preventing lowest‑common‑denominator outcomes.
· You can focus on legitimacy, contrasting output legitimacy with input legitimacy, and argue that a weak shared European identity limits input legitimacy, especially when it comes to support for cross‑border redistribution and (economic) solidarity.
· You can show how domestic politics reshape Council dynamics, sometimes hardening positions and slowing implementation, but also enabling breakthroughs when governments align on concrete solutions to common problems.
· You can compare policy domains, noting that integration proceeds more smoothly where legal bases are strong and benefits are immediate (single market, industrial policy, parts of the green agenda), and struggles where sovereignty and identity are salient (foreign policy, migration, taxation).
· You can apply different theoretical lenses: liberal intergovernmentalism to explain bargains among states, neofunctionalism to trace spillovers and functional pressures, or policy analysis to show how shocks open windows for layering new EU competences and empowering certain policy-making actors.

How has the polycrisis affected the balance between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism?
This question remains contested. New intergovernmentalists argue that the European Council set the political direction in each shock and strengthened intergovernmental control over priorities, casting a shadow over supranational bodies. By contrast, advocates of new institutional leadership contend that the Commission, ECB, and to a lesser extent the European Parliament and CJEU expanded their capacities through delegated implementation, administrative rule‑making, and new instruments and competences. For example, the COVID‑19 pandemic and the energy and security crises after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine anchored major decisions in intergovernmental bargains (such as NGEU and sanctions), but supranationalised their execution via i.a. joint borrowing, conditionality, and common procurement.
Chapter 5

How has enlargement shaped the EU as a political system?
Enlargement has made the EU bigger, more heterogeneous and more consensus‑dependent, reshaping it into a multi‑level system that balances wider membership with workable governance. This tension between widening and deepening has been addressed in several rounds of treaty reform, which has modified and expanded the use of qualified majority voting in the Council (double majority) and co‑decision with the European Parliament. At the same time, greater diversity has boosted differentiated integration (opt‑outs, enhanced cooperation) and the importance of informal coalitions and conditional funding. These shifts have occurred alongside a crisis of representation that has seen party competition become more polarised, thinning the permissive consensus and politicising EU issues. 


How likely is it that Norway, Switzerland, Iceland and Liechtenstein will join the EU in the near future? What would be the advantages and disadvantages for these countries of becoming an EU member?
Short‑term accession by Norway, Switzerland, Iceland or Liechtenstein is very unlikely. All four enjoy deep single‑market access (via the EEA for Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein, and via bilateral agreements for Switzerland), domestic opinion remains sceptical, and the perceived sovereignty and sectoral costs outweigh the gains from full membership. The main disadvantages would be reduced autonomy through EU law primacy and fewer bespoke derogations, net budget contributions with limited cohesion returns, exposure to sensitive regimes like the Common Fisheries Policy (Norway, Iceland) and the CAP (Norway, Switzerland), and politically divisive accession debates at home. At the same time, in a more unstable global context, joining the EU would provide these countries with more influence on economic, industrial and foreign policy, bringing them closer to a major geoeconomic bloc. In addition, they would gain a formal vote and voice over EU laws they already apply and greater legal certainty.

What other alternatives to EU membership could be developed? What could be the advantages and disadvantages of such alternatives?
Feel free to be inventive! This is an ongoing debate, and many new options are being discussed in academic and political circles. 
One of the most plausible alternatives to EU membership are deeper single‑market association without full political union, built on existing models but better institutionalised. It could include bilateral or multilateral agreements similar to the EEA or sectoral associations linked to Schengen, energy, or research programmes. Another option is to create a tiered membership scheme tied to staged accession, where candidates would only gain rights gradually.
These alternatives models would offer the advantage of being more flexible and tailored to the specific circumstances and needs of associated countries. They would also limit potential distributive conflicts linked to the CAP, fisheries and cohesion policies. The disadvantages would be greater legal and political uncertainty, the creation of a ‘second-rate’ membership, and recurring renegotiation costs.

Should Türkiye join the EU? What are the points in favour and against Turkish membership?
This question has lost some of the prominence it had at the start of the century. However, since enlargement is still an option, it needs to be considered. Points in favour include Türkiye’s economic scale and young workforce, its role as a NATO ally and regional power, and the potential to strengthen EU security, energy corridors, and supply chains. Accession could anchor rule‑of‑law reforms and deepen market integration beyond the existing customs union. Points against focus on persistent rule of law and human rights concerns, judicial and media independence, and the concentration of executive power; unresolved disputes with Cyprus and tensions with Greece; foreign‑policy divergence in the neighbourhood; and EU ‘absorption capacity’ worries about governance with a large, populous member. Politically, enlargement fatigue in several EU states and scepticism among Turkish and European publics reduce the near‑term feasibility of accession.


Why is there a tension between widening and deepening European integration?
Widening increases heterogeneity, since it needs to take into account more diverse positions and political cultures, which raises decision costs and makes consensus harder, especially under unanimity in sensitive areas. To stay governable, the EU often relies on lowest‑common‑denominator compromises, longer timelines and differentiation, which can limit institutional deepening. At the same time, preparing for enlargement may also be a trigger for treaty reform and further integration to avoid future challenges, such as compliance and institutional capacity. The result is a structural trade‑off: adding members can dilute cohesion and slow deepening unless accompanied by stronger rules, conditionality and differentiated integration.
How can enlargement trigger Euroscepticism in potential candidate countries?
Lengthy, uncertain timelines and shifting EU conditions can breed frustration and narratives of double standards. The domestic costs of alignment are immediate, while benefits feel distant or contingent. Political actors may frame reforms as externally imposed, fuelling sovereignty and identity‑based scepticism. Social discontent from adjustment, ethnonationalist rhetoric and visible asymmetries in treatment compared with other candidates can further erode support.
Why do some accession negotiations not lead to enlargement?
Negotiations stall when convergence on rule of law, democracy and foreign‑policy alignment is insufficient or reversible, when bilateral disputes (often related to territorial borders and minority rights) remain unresolved or when the EU raises governance and absorption concerns. Domestic politics on both sides matter: candidates may backslide or lose reform momentum; member states may face enlargement fatigue and electoral pressures. Without sustained reforms, trust, and a clear political window in the EU, talks can linger without concluding.
Chapter 6
In light of this discussion, would you argue that the EU is progressing towards becoming a state?
This is an open question leading to opposite answers, particularly since it is normatively loaded. If we compare the features of classical (nation-)states and the EU, one could argue that the EU is accruing more state‑like capacities in selected domains but might not become a state in the classical sense. The EU remains a sui generis polity: it lacks a unified demos, a permanent central tax‑and‑spend authority, a single army, and a fully unified foreign policy; key sovereignty still rests with member states, and much integration is reversible or differentiated. Yet the polycrisis has expanded capacities that look like a state, notably by allowing some forms of joint borrowing (albeit temporary), macroeconomic oversight, banking supervision, common border management and common procurement. Hence, we could say that the trajectory is toward a quasi‑federal, functionally integrated system that delivers collective goods without becoming a full state.
How might changes in the international environment facilitate state-building in the EU?
External shocks can compress preferences and open windows for deeper integration. Heightened great‑power rivalry, US uncertainty, and war on Europe’s borders make joint defence planning, procurement and a stronger defence industry more attractive. Energy insecurity and climate transition needs push toward common investment, cross‑border infrastructure and coordinated industrial policy. Hence, a more unstable global context might incentivise closer integration and relaunch enlargement for geopolitical purposes. However, these same forces can also divide members if threat perceptions differ or if domestic backlash rises.


To what extent can the EU be considered a confederation or a federation of states?
The EU is neither a classic confederation nor a full federation. It has federal features, such as primacy and direct effect of EU law, an independent court, an elected parliament co‑legislating with the Council, a Commission with executive powers, a single currency for many members, and a shared external trade policy. But it also retains confederal traits, for example, member states continue to be in charge of treaty change, key areas such as taxation and foreign policy still require unanimity, fiscal capacity is limited and integration is often differentiated. Overall, it could be seen as a quasi‑federal system, embedded in a confederal constitutional order.
What are the potential advantages and disadvantages of transforming the EU into a federal system?
A federal EU could clarify authority, reduce veto deadlocks, and enhance capacity to deliver European public goods, particularly in fields where competences are limited or subjected to unanimity (e.g., macroeconomic policies, defence and energy). It could also provide a stable fiscal framework with common borrowing and revenue, improve crisis response, and make accountability more legible to citizens. The downsides are loss of national autonomy in sensitive domains, heightened distributional conflicts in a heterogeneous union, risks of democratic backlash without a robust pan‑European demos, complex constitutional hurdles in many states, and the possibility of fragmentation if reluctant members face pressure to accept deeper integration.




Which of these theories do you find more convincing, and why? To what extent are these theories mutually exclusive?
This is, of course, for you to answer and your choice is not going to be right or wrong but often linked to how you understand the world. Indeed, these theories are based on different assumptions and ontologies about actors, drivers and levels of analysis, but can be combined to a point. They are complementary when applied to different stages of the process (preference formation, bargaining, delegation, implementation) and under specified conditions; they become hard to fuse only where their core assumptions directly clash (e.g., stable vs. endogenous preferences, functional vs. politicised drivers). Hence, you should be aware of what these assumptions are and evaluate whether it makes sense to combine them.

To what extent is it still useful to employ ‘grand theories’ in the study of European integration? Should we seek new and better theories to explain this process?
Grand theories remain useful as parsimonious baselines that highlight core mechanisms—preferences and intergovernmental bargaining (liberal intergovernmentalism), functional spillovers and supranational entrepreneurship (neofunctionalism), and politicisation/identity constraints (postfunctionalism). They help frame hypotheses and compare episodes across time. This does not mean that we should refrain from refining and complementing them with further theorisation. For instance, new intergovernmentalism can be seen as an effort to complement postfunctionalism by theorising mechanisms at the EU level. In addition, we can also use middle‑range theories to fill in the gaps left by grand theories, since they tend to travel better across policy domains and crises.


What are the advantages and disadvantages of differentiated integration? Under which conditions might differentiated integration lead to disintegration?
Differentiated integration allows the EU to move forward despite heterogeneity, reducing veto deadlocks and tailoring commitments to capacity and preference differences. It can speed decision‑making, preserve unity by accommodating opt‑outs, and enable policy experimentation that later converges. The downsides are complexity, opacity, and unequal rights/obligations that can blur accountability and strain solidarity. It risks creating tiers of membership, weakening common identity and reciprocity, and empowering forum‑shopping or free‑riding. However, if flexibility becomes a substitute for solidarity in crises, trust erodes and exit or paralysis pressures grow. In this case, differentiation can tip into disintegration when it hardens into permanent, salient core-periphery divisions, especially in core state powers (money, borders, defence). This was one of the issues with Brexit, where the UK became so differentiated that it affected its identity and commitment with the EU project. 

Chapter 7

To what extent are these approaches ‘commensurable’? Can they be combined, or should they be treated as alternative explanations? 
They can be combined, but only with clear awareness of their different ontologies, assumptions and levels/domains of analysis. Some of these approaches can be sequenced or layered across stages (preference formation, delegation, implementation, feedback) if you specify scope conditions. Treat them as alternatives only when their core premises prescribe incompatible mechanisms for the same stage and domain (for instance, when using different types of new institutionalism).
What are the advantages and disadvantages of using different approaches to explain the same phenomenon?
The advantage of combination is broader coverage of mechanisms and levels, improving explanatory power and robustness. The downside is potential incoherence if assumptions and ontologies are mixed without reflecting on these inconsistencies, plus higher complexity and weaker falsifiability. The remedy is explicit mapping of assumptions, levels of analysis, and domains, and clear rules for how the approaches interact or, where they conflict, how evidence adjudicates between them.


What are the advantages and disadvantages of adapting policy analysis approaches developed for different political systems, such as those of the US or other national systems, to the context of the EU?
Adapting policy analysis approaches from the US or other national systems can bring clear benefits: well-specified mechanisms (veto points, agenda‑setting, principal-agent dynamics, policy feedback), portable hypotheses and cumulative comparability. The risk is that, given the EU’s sui generis political system, these explanations do not travel well; the tinkering needed to adapt them to the EU’s system might undermine the advantages of using well-known approaches and reduce their comparability. Hence, if you want to use (one of) these approaches, you should explicitly map assumptions to the EU’s institutional setting, set scope conditions by domain and level and incorporate EU‑specific processes. This preserves analytical rigor while avoiding category errors and misleading inference.

How can we be certain that the EU is the primary driver of changes in domestic politics and policies within EU member states and beyond? How can we empirically demonstrate that these changes are due to the EU rather than other factors like globalisation?
Treat the question as one of cause and effect. To show the EU is the main driver, compare changes in places or sectors directly affected by EU rules with similar ones that are not, before and after the EU change. Use clear timing, for example, you can look for shifts when an EU law is adopted, transposed, or when EU funds arrive. Track EU ‘fingerprints’, such as Commission proposals, Council/Parliament decisions, national transposition acts, and court rulings to show that domestic changes come as a result or a consequence of these ‘fingerprints’.
To separate EU effects from globalisation, compare EU members with closely matched non‑members facing the same global trends. Border and sector comparisons can also help: compare adjacent regions on different sides of an EU border or industries covered by an EU directive versus those not covered, which may face similar global pressures but different EU rules. Combine these comparisons with careful case studies that trace the chain from EU decision to domestic reform to outcomes. If the timing, pattern, and mechanisms line up only where EU rules apply, the EU is the most plausible cause.


To what extent can critical theories be combined or integrated with mainstream theories?
Critical and mainstream theories rest on different ontologies and assumptions: critical approaches foreground power, discourse, ideology and inequality, while mainstream theories emphasise strategic actors, institutions and observable causal mechanisms. They can be combined to a point if you are explicit about roles and sequencing. This works best when you keep concepts clear, state scope conditions, and let each approach answer the part of the question it is designed for. However, the limitations are real, since mixing them without care can blur assumptions, produce incoherent explanations and turn critical critique into merely illustrative context. Integration should be disciplined and reflexive—acknowledge the different aims (explanation vs. critique), be transparent about where they complement or clash, and show how evidence links structural power and discourse to the institutional mechanisms identified by mainstream accounts.

Chapter 8
To what extent did the 2024 EP elections mark the end of the Spitzenkandidaten system? What conditions would be necessary for it to revive in future elections?
The 2024 elections did not end the Spitzenkandidaten system but showed its fragility. The European Council nominated Ursula von der Leyen, who was the EPP’s lead candidate and whose party received the most votes in the EP elections. This outcome aligned with the Spitzenkandidaten system, but it was clearly the product of intergovernmental bargaining and a wider personnel package, not an automatic rule. The commitment of other transnational party federations to the system was rather lackadaisical and revealed their conviction that von der Leyen’s re-election was a fait accompli. 
For a future revival, three conditions matter linked to credible ex-ante commitments: main party families each field a single (or a duo, but not a ‘team’) pan‑EU candidate with a strong political profile; the European Council signals it will nominate the winner; and a majority in the EP pledges to back only a Spitzenkandidat*in. 

Do you see any potential conflicts or challenges in this organigram? What are the advantages and disadvantages of a more hierarchical College of Commissioners?
A hierarchical College with strong Executive Vice‑Presidents and clustered portfolios can improve strategic direction but creates potential conflicts. Overlaps between cross‑cutting mandates (e.g., competition/industrial policy, climate/energy, digital/internal market) can trigger turf battles between EVPs and line Commissioners. It also creates a tension with the principle of collegiality and the formal equality of Commissioners.

To what extent is it problematic to use ‘technical’ rule-making to address political issues? How is this debate connected to the concept of politicisation?
Using ‘technical’ rule‑making to settle political questions can blur accountability, sidestep public debate and invite claims of democratic deficit. It may also push conflict into courts or informal lobbying. This links directly to politicisation. As salience and contestation rise, attempts to depoliticise through technical procedures are more likely to happen, since they are seen as an alternative to slow decision-making and deadlock, but they may also be met with public backlash. 

To what extent has this power resource been affected by the polycrisis? Can the Commission still promote the general interest under the rising influence of the European Council?
The polycrisis has both strengthened and constrained the Commission’s ability to represent the EU’s ‘general interest’. In some cases, for example during the Covid-19 pandemic, it has gained agenda‑setting and executive capacity (e.g., the Recovery and Resilience Facility and the joint vaccine procurement), allowing it to broker EU‑wide solutions and steer implementation. At the same time, repeated European Council crisis summits and ad hoc intergovernmental deals have tightened political control from capitals, risked fragmentation of the single market, and narrowed the space for the Commission to define the general interest independently.


How does the shift to a ‘more political’ (or even a ‘more geopolitical’) Commission affect these power resources?
Politicising the Commission can increase its influence but changes how it uses its power. It may be better at setting priorities and building coalitions, which can help it mediate deals, yet its higher political profile can make some governments doubt its neutrality and push mediation to the European Council. As promoter of the general interest, it can speak more clearly for common EU goals, but is more closely tied to leaders’ agendas, leaving less room to define the general interest on its own. Expertise remains crucial, complex files (sanctions, trade, energy, industry) raise the value of the Commission’s know‑how, but expert decisions can be questioned if they appear politically driven. The drive towards geopoliticisation might also reduce its power as a provider of expertise, since decisions are driven by (geo)political considerations rather than functional solutions. A more geopolitical context focuses on areas where the Commission is weakest (foreign policy, defence, instead of trade and single market).

To what extent do the structure and functions of the Commission contribute to the EU’s democratic deficit?
The Commission’s unelected and technocratic design can appear distant from voters, feeding perceptions of a democratic deficit. While its President and College are indirectly linked to elections through Parliament’s consent, the Commission does not represent its ideological and partisan composition. Hence, its legitimacy is based on policy outputs rather than the input from citizens and political demands. One could argue that the deficit arises less from a lack of transparency and accountability than from the gap between strong executive capacity at EU level and relatively limited direct electoral control.
How has the shift between supranationalism and intergovernmentalism impacted the European Commission’s role and effectiveness?
Moves towards intergovernmentalism, especially in crises, can sideline the Commission, with leaders in the European Council driving major bargains. That can reduce the Commission’s discretion and coherence in implementation. At the same time, the European Council has also shown difficulties in settling political conflicts. In those cases, the Commission has often taken the lead through technical solutions and administrative rule-making. 
What are the potential advantages and disadvantages of transforming the Commission into a government that represents partisan majorities?
Turning the Commission into a partisan government could boost democratic clarity by giving voters a more direct link between EP majorities and executive leadership. It might also simplify accountability and make political choices more clear-cut. The downsides are risks to its neutrality, which might reduce its role as an honest broker and the support of small member states. It could also complicate relations with the Council and require treaty change to reconcile collegiality and equality of Commissioners with a majoritarian executive model.
Chapter 9
To what extent does COREPER align with (liberal) intergovernmentalist theories of EU policy-making?
From a liberal intergovernmentalist view, COREPER is a venue for state‑centred bargaining. National diplomats transmit domestically shaped preferences, trade across files, defend red lines, and pre‑cook deals for ministers; the Commission’s drafts set the agenda, but outcomes reflect intergovernmental compromises. However, a sociological/constructivist view would point to COREPER’s shared norms and socialisation, which limit this intergovernmentalist understanding. Repeated interaction builds trust and a problem‑solving ethos, producing consensus through a culture of compromise, even beyond strict interest‑maximisation. 
How might the decline of COREPER affect the balance between supranationalism and intergovernmentalism within the EU’s political system?

If COREPER weakens (through politicisation, overload or bypassing by the European Council), it may strengthen supranationalism if the Commission and the EP fill the gap. Alternatively, it can reinforce intergovernmentalism if leaders centralise decisions in the European Council, relying on top‑down bargains and casting a shadow over the ministers. Disempowering the most supranational of all Council bodies is likely to erode trust and affect the capacity of ministers to build consensual solutions.


To what extent is it an advantage or a disadvantage to leave the most difficult decisions to be decided by ministers?
Letting ministers decide the toughest issues brings political authority, democratic accountability and the capacity to strike high‑level package deals across files. The downsides are delay, polarisation and a tendency toward lowest‑common‑denominator outcomes. This is often due to the constraints that ministers have when attending Council meetings: their time is scarce, they often lack detailed knowledge of the files and complex files may lose technical quality if compromises are made under pressure. 


How can the connection between domestic political systems and Council negotiations be explained through the lens of liberal intergovernmentalism?
In liberal intergovernmentalism, Council decisions flow from domestic politics. First, national preferences are shaped by domestic (economic) players, coalition dynamics, parliamentary oversight, regional/federal constraints, interest groups, and issue salience. This means that fewer constraints and lower salience yield wider win‑sets, while more constraints make constraint a government’s room for manoeuvre and harden red lines. Second, interstate bargaining reflects these constraints: governments trade across files and seek side payments; there, broader win‑sets and credible authority ease deals, tight constraints increase their veto power. 

How does polarisation affect the power resources of the Council?
Polarisation is likely to raise salience and harden domestic red lines, shrinking win‑sets and making consensus or even stable QMV coalitions harder to assemble. This might affect the Council’s capacity to leverage its power resources, particularly when it is linked to its ability to build consensus and speak with one voice. It is difficult to convince the Commission and the EP, when the Council cannot find agreement among its members. At the same time, the need for political closure can enhance the Council’s leverage over the Commission and EP, by forcing them to accept difficult equilibria, probably based on lowest-common-denominator solutions, agreed by governments.
To what extent do crises strengthen or weaken the Council’s position within the EU’s political system?
Crises generally strengthen the Council’s position, since they tend to privilege executive problem-solving over normal forms of decision-making. Hence, acute crises generally tilt the balance towards intergovernmental leadership. At the same time, crisis decision-making might also privilege the European Council, which is likely to cast a shadow over the Council, making it more difficult to find compromises and solutions autonomously. Ministers’ decisions are more likely to be guided and scrutinised by their Heads and their ability to strike compromises in the Council might depend on endorsement by the European Council.
Chapter 10
Why is the president’s leadership style particularly important in an institution like the European Council?
Given that the European Council operates by consensus and the president has few formal levers, leadership style is pivotal. Effective presidents use agenda-setting, broker compromises and manage crises under time pressure while coordinating preparation and follow‑up with sherpas and the Commission. An impartial, disciplined facilitator style sustains unity and durable deals; a more activist, partisan style can accelerate action but risks alienating members and undermining consensus.


Under what conditions might smaller member states ‘punch above their weight’ in the European Council? To what extent does this contradict liberal intergovernmentalist theories of bargaining within the European Council?
Smaller states can punch above their weight when rules require unanimity or strong consensus, when cleavages are cross‑cutting so they become pivotal, and when they supply specific assets, such as high‑quality expertise and legal drafting, agenda entrepreneurship, trusted mediation, and solution packages that unlock deadlocks. Crises that disproportionately affect them, strong alliances with the Commission and key large states and timing can also help to amplify their influence. Liberal intergovernmentalism tends to privilege large member states, expecting them to dominate thanks to bigger economies, broader interdependence and agenda‑setting capacity. But the theory also looks at how, under unanimity settings, with cross‑cutting coalitions and credible vetoes, a small state can extract concessions or shape outcomes. 

How can new intergovernmentalism be used to explain the shifting responsibilities of the European Council? What alternative explanations might exist?
New intergovernmentalism explains the European Council’s expanding role as a deliberate choice by member states to manage integration through consensus‑based political steering while avoiding major new delegations to supranational bodies. As policy scope widened and politicisation rose, leaders preferred deliberation, informal coordination, and creation of flexible, de novo bodies. The European Council thus shifted from periodic strategic guidance to continuous agenda‑setting, crisis orchestration and oversight of implementation, while delegating technical execution to agencies and the Commission under tighter political control.
Alternatively, a new institutional leadership account would argue that one needs to understand how decisions are made in the European Council and the role that supranational actors, especially the Commission, play during the agenda-setting and policy formulation stage. They see the Commission as the ‘machine room’ setting out tracks and leading the ‘control room’ (the European Council) in a specific direction.

To what extent does the European Council’s involvement in internal policy issues indicate its ‘normalisation’ within the EU’s political system?
The European Council’s growing role in internal policies signals a clear normalisation: leaders now provide routine political steering beyond grand strategy and crises. This has made the European Council a regular agenda setter that coordinates cross‑cutting files and instructs follow‑up by the Council, Commission and agencies. Yet normalisation is partial: it rarely writes detailed legislation, depends on the Commission for design and implementation and intervenes most where issues are highly salient or interdependent. 

To what extent does the ‘shadow of hierarchy’ serve as evidence of the European Council’s ‘normalisation’ within the EU’s political system? How does the ‘shadow of hierarchy’ affect the EU’s legitimacy and contribute to its democratic deficit?
The ‘shadow of hierarchy’ demonstrates the European Council’s normalisation because lower‑level actors (Council formations, Commission, EP) now anticipate leaders’ preferences and possible interventions as a routine constraint. Even when leaders do not formally step in, summit conclusions, strategic guidelines and mandates shape agendas, narrow bargaining ranges and pre‑structure trilogues. Its effects on legitimacy are mixed. The European Council’s shadow can bolster output legitimacy by coordinating policy solutions and providing timely political closure, especially during crises. But it can weaken input legitimacy and deepen the EU’s democratic deficit by reinforcing executive‑driven responses and informal governance that sideline the EP, national parliaments and courts. 


To what extent can we speak of the ‘normalisation’ of the European Council within the EU’s political system?
We can speak of the European Council’s ‘normalisation’ to the extent that leaders now routinely steer EU policies beyond defining grand strategies or intervening in crises. Regular summit agendas, strategic guidelines, budget negotiations and oversight of the European Semester show that top‑level political direction has become a standard part of EU governance. Normalisation is partial, though as it is still up to the Commission, the Council and the EP to handle most technical design, legislation and implementation.
How does the institutionalisation of the European Council affect the balance between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism?
The institutionalisation of the European Council shifts the balance towards intergovernmental political steering. This means that often other (supranational) institutions act under the shadow of the European Council. In addition, some of the solutions found during crises have tended to bypass and sideline supranational institutions. However, the European Council still depends on supranational institutions to define and implement its goals. The end effect is a hybrid: stronger intergovernmental agenda‑setting and oversight, paired with continued supranational management of day‑to‑day policy.

Chapter 11

What are the advantages and disadvantages of having three seats instead of one?
Having three seats (Strasbourg for plenary, Brussels for most political work, Luxembourg for the secretariat) offers symbolism and geographic balance, keeps the Parliament close to the Commission and Council in Brussels. Some also argue that it is easier to work and get compromises in Strasbourg because MEPs have fewer distractions. The downsides are high costs and emissions from shuttling people and materials, time loss and strain on staff. 


Why are national governments opposed to empowering transnational party federations? To what extent could strengthening these federations help reduce the EU’s democratic deficit?
National governments oppose empowering transnational party federations because it would subject domestic parties to EU‑level platforms, who would then be in charge of candidate selection (especially if the Spitzenkandidaten system were to continue) and electoral campaigns. Strengthening federations could potentially reduce the democratic deficit by clarifying political choice, linking European elections to executive leadership and programmes and improving cross‑border mobilisation, but these effects would be limited by uneven party families and the absence of a common European public sphere, which would make it difficult for voters to recognise and engage with pan-European candidates.


How does the concept of an institutional ‘backbone’ relate to the idea of a ‘working’ parliament?
A ‘working’ parliament is one that does not just debate but actively drafts, amends and scrutinises legislation, oversees the executive and brokers binding compromises. In the European Parliament, committees are the ‘backbone’ of this work: they shape agendas, appoint rapporteurs, run hearings and represent the EP in trilogues. Hence, they facilitate specialisation and concentrate expertise, which is important in the EU where policies are technically complex. Hence, specialised committees reduce information asymmetries with the Commission and the Council, improve legislative quality and enable meaningful oversight. The trade‑off is that this expertise‑driven, committee‑centred process can concentrate influence and appear technocratic or opaque to the wider plenary and public.


How does the functioning of the EP plenary relate to the debate between ‘working’ and ‘talking’ parliaments? 
The EP plenary sits at the intersection of the ‘working’ versus ‘talking’ parliament debate. Most legislative crafting occurs in committees (the working core), while plenary provides visibility, authorises deals, and signals political priorities. When plenary mainly ratifies committee bargains with limited, scripted debate, it looks like a ‘talking’ forum. Hence, many claim that the plenary should be more active in reshaping texts, holding the Commission and Council to account and framing conflicts clearly before votes to complement the committee ‘backbone’ and strengthen the EP’s ‘working’ character.
What measures could make plenary debates more dynamic and engaging?
Plenary debates could be more dynamic by tightening speaking times and reducing scripted lists, expanding spontaneous interventions and cross‑questioning, clustering debates close to decisive votes, granting structured reply rights to rapporteurs, shadows and Commissioners. More interactive formats, including time for rebuttals, real‑time fact checks from services and better coordination with media would sharpen exchanges without undermining multilingual inclusiveness.


How are fragmentation and polarisation influencing decision-making in the EP?
Greater fragmentation and polarisation in the EP have weakened the grand‑coalition logic and made decision‑making more transactional and volatile. Stable centre‑left/centre‑right majorities are harder to assemble, so relais actors often struggle to find compromises and need to watering proposals down to secure a majority. Since the ninth parliamentary term, these shifts have put more pressure on the centre, particularly the centre-right, which often struggles between maintaining the cordon sanitaire against extreme and Eurosceptic forces and pushing a more right-wing agenda. This opens new opportunities for extreme forces to influence directly (by being part of coalitions, proposing amendments or leading negotiations) or indirectly (by guiding the ideas and proposals of mainstream groups) EP decision-making. This leads either to less transparency by shifting negotiations to informal forums where extreme forces are not present (for example, shadow shadow meetings) or to diminished trust among mainstream groups.


What are the potential benefits and drawbacks of granting the EP the right to initiate legislation?
Granting the EP a formal right of initiative could boost input legitimacy by tying elections to concrete political agendas and rebalancing power with the Commission and Council. However, given growing fragmentation, the EP might prove unable to draft (quality) legislation that reflects a coherent political agenda. Moreover, without a formal link between the composition of the EP and that of the Commission, it could lead to incoherence and turf wars, unsettling the treaty balance that protects the EU’s general interest (and smaller states’ interests) via the Commission. This could be somehow resolved by improving the own legislative reports procedure (Article 225). For example, requests could be made binding, including fixed deadlines and full impact assessments. Alternatively, shared initiative in defined fields would capture many benefits while limiting costs.


Why is it important for the EP to hold budgetary power?
Budgetary power gives the EP the ‘power of the purse’, anchoring EU spending choices in democratic representation. It lets MEPs set priorities in the annual budget and trade off programmes transparently. It also rebalances inter-institutional power with the Council, linking revenue and expenditure decisions to electoral mandates and giving citizens a clearer line of influence over EU funds. The ability of the EP to block the annual budget has been used over the decades to exert influence in other areas, for example blocking decisions to (informally) gain more say over legislative procedures or over MFF negotiations, where the EP only has the right to give its consent at the end of the process.


How does the EP’s representative role relate to the EU’s democratic deficit?
The EP is the EU’s only directly elected institution, so its representative role is the main antidote to the democratic deficit: it links EU law‑making and budgeting to citizens, aggregates preferences via political groups and scrutinises the executive. But the link is partial. Elections are mostly fought on domestic issues with uneven turnout, the EP lacks a full right of initiative and only indirectly shapes the executive. As a result, the EP mitigates the deficit by providing electoral input and oversight, yet structural constraints and weak EU‑level public debate limit how far representation translates into visible, accountable control.

How might fragmentation and polarisation affect the EP’s ability to speak with one voice?
Fragmentation and polarisation make it harder for the EP to speak with one voice by weakening stable majorities and splintering political groups. The result is more diluted resolutions, vaguer negotiating mandates, and greater reliance on ‘lowest common denominator’ compromises, which reduce the coherence and credibility of the Parliament’s stance in inter-institutional relations, particularly in trilogues. The rise of extreme forces in the EP leads to a dilution of the grand coalition and less stable patterns both in legislative negotiations and in political settings (notably the Conference of Presidents). Hence, these shifts affect trust and compromise-building both at the political and policy level, which makes coordination costlier and less predictable.



How do polarisation and the rise of extreme political forces in the EP affect its credibility as a promoter of fundamental EU values?
When parties hostile to rule of law, minority rights, media freedom and judicial independence gain influence, they contest reports, resist conditionality and attack watchdogs, making consistent defence of values harder and slower. Hence, polarisation and the rise of extreme forces strain the EP’s credibility as a champion of EU values by fragmenting mainstream majorities and producing split votes that external actors can portray as mixed messages or double standards. For example, the rupture of the cordon sanitaire might help to legitimise extreme political forces by cooperating with them and copying their message. Certainly, their presence could also galvanise pro‑EU groups to coordinate, uphold the cordon sanitaire and press for tougher tools (notably rule of law conditionality and the use of Article 7), but the fight becomes more openly partisan, risking perceptions that EU values are being weaponised rather than applied impartially.


How might polarisation and fragmentation influence the balance between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism in the EU?
Polarisation and fragmentation weaken the EP’s capacity to form coherent majorities and issue durable negotiating mandates, slowing trilogues and making outcomes less predictable. This might bolster intergovernmentalism if the EP is seen as unreliable, slow in providing responses in times of crisis and prone to deadlock. It could reinforce the tendency to strengthen the European Council’s capacity to set agendas, steer crises and lock in budgetary frames. Similarly, it might also push member states to look for intergovernmental solutions that do not need the EP’s participation, for example through off-treaty budgets and informal agreements. This does not mean that supranationalism vanishes completely, but integration advances more selectively and technocratically.

Chapter 12

What are the advantages and disadvantages of secluded decision-making in judicial processes? 
Secluded decision‑making strengthens judicial independence and collegiality by insulating judges from political and media pressure, encouraging frank exchanges and fostering consensus that enhances the authority and coherence of the final judgment. The trade‑off is reduced transparency and external accountability; in salient cases, the absence of insight into internal disagreements can dent perceived legitimacy and slow doctrinal development by keeping minority reasoning out of view.
What are the advantages and disadvantages of prohibiting the publication of dissenting opinions in court rulings?
Prohibiting the publication of dissenting opinions yields a single, authoritative ruling that promotes legal certainty, shields individual judges from targeting, and upholds the court’s image as a unified supranational arbiter. The downside is less openness, so that audiences cannot see competing analyses. This may weaken the authority of the court in contested cases and limit doctrinal innovation. Advocate-general opinions partly mitigate this by airing alternative views, but they do not reveal the judges’ internal divisions.


How can the court utilise its responsibilities to advance European integration? What limitations does it face?
The Court can push integration forward by interpreting the Treaties teleologically (that is, reading rules in light of the EU’s purposes and goals) and by insisting that EU law is effective in practice. It has done this through doctrines such as direct effect and primacy, by using preliminary rulings to keep the law uniform across member states and by enforcing compliance with infringement actions, interim measures and fines. However, it can act only within the powers conferred by the treaties, cannot rewrite the treaties or legislate and mostly depends on cases brought by national courts and EU institutions. Hence, its authority ultimately relies on domestic compliance, so pushing too fast can trigger backlash and undermine its legitimacy.


Under what circumstances might policy-making actors delegate political decisions to the court? How does this impact the EU’s democratic deficit?
Policy‑makers delegate to the court when politics is gridlocked and they seek to avoid blame for unpopular decisions. It can also be useful during crises, where speed is valuable and laws are intentionally vague to achieve quick compromises, leaving hard choices to judicial interpretation. This can ease the EU’s democratic deficit by ensuring output legitimacy if the court manages to fill the gaps through impartial enforcement, uniformity and rights protection that elected actors may struggle to deliver. Yet, it can also worsen the deficit by shifting contentious decisions to a non‑elected forum with limited transparency and weak electoral accountability. The overall impact depends on political oversight and the capacity to revise or override judicial outcomes through democratic processes.

What are the advantages and disadvantages of non-majoritarian institutions, such as courts, in addressing the EU’s democratic deficit?
Non‑majoritarian institutions help mitigate the EU’s democratic deficit by providing impartial enforcement, protecting fundamental rights, ensuring uniform application of law across member states and delivering credible commitments insulated from short‑term politics. They can also fill gaps when elected actors are gridlocked. The trade‑off is weaker electoral accountability and transparency, risks of judicialisation of inherently political choices and potential legitimacy problems if courts are seen to overreach and decide on distributional issues without a clear democratic mandate. 


Why does it matter that ‘judges read the newspapers’? How is this related to the concept of politicisation and the role of the court as an independent institution?
It matters that judges ‘read the newspapers’ because courts operate within a political and social context. Awareness of public debate and governmental stakes can shape how judges frame reasons, calibrate remedies and time judgments to secure compliance and protect legitimacy. This is tied to politicisation: high‑salience cases turn legal disputes into political focal points, encouraging actors and media to interpret outcomes through partisan lenses and to treat the court as a political player. The challenge for an independent court is to be context‑aware yet not context‑driven, grounding decisions in law and reasoned justification.


Chapter 13

What are the benefits and drawbacks of the ECB’s independence? What arguments support increased demands for accountability and transparency of the ECB?
The ECB’s independence bolsters its credibility in monetary decision-making by insulating policy from short‑term politics, anchoring expectations and enabling swift, consistent crisis responses. The downside is weaker electoral accountability, potential mis‑coordination with fiscal policy and legitimacy concerns from the distributive and quasi‑fiscal effects of unconventional tools (like large asset purchases) and banking supervision. Stronger accountability and transparency might be justified on the basis that ECB actions move markets and have distributional implications.
What could be the advantages and disadvantages of expanding the ECB’s goals to include climate-related objectives? To what extent can non-monetary objectives be aligned with maintaining low inflation?
Adding climate‑related aims could help the ECB manage risks that threaten how monetary policy works, for example, by adjusting what assets it accepts as collateral or buys, based on climate risk. The downsides are that it can stretch the ECB’s mandate, pull it into political debates, and sometimes clash with its main job of keeping prices stable, especially if the bank is seen as favouring certain sectors or using tools to steer the economy for non‑monetary reasons. Non‑monetary aims can fit with low inflation when they focus on managing clear risks and supporting the stability needed for monetary policy to work, with a firm rule that price stability comes first. They become hard to align when actions look like ‘picking winners’, which can create trade‑offs with controlling inflation and blur the line between what central banks do and what governments should decide. 


What theoretical concepts can explain the diminishing power and relevance of the EESC and the CoR?
There could be many different alternative explanations. For example, if you want to focus on grand theories, postfunctionalism could explain the diminishing relevance of the EESC and CoR by looking at rising politicisation and identity‑based contestation, which push core decisions into arenas with more public visibility, like the European Council, reducing the space for technocratic and consultative bodies. New intergovernmentalism similarly would hold that, in the post‑Maastricht era, high‑salience choices are coordinated among governments through flexible, often informal processes, concentrating authority away from consultative bodies towards intergovernmental actors.
If you want to argue it from a middle-range perspective, new institutionalism can help clarify how design, history and norms have undercut these bodies. Rational‑choice institutionalism highlights their soft mandates: as advisory bodies, without agenda control or binding powers, their recommendations are easy for the Council, Commission and Parliament to ignore. Historical institutionalism points to path dependence: created to channel corporatist and territorial input, they persisted while newer participation tools (for example, impact assessments, open consultations and agencies) were layered on top, crowding out their role. Sociological institutionalism stress fading normative authority and weak narrative salience: consensus‑oriented advisory norms fit technocratic policy-making better than today’s politicised, distributive bargaining, so their opinions attract less attention and uptake.


In what ways do the European Court of Auditors and the European Ombudsman promote accountability within EU institutions?
The European Court of Auditors (ECA) and the European Ombudsman work as complementary accountability mechanisms: the ECA delivers hard, system-wide financial oversight, while the Ombudsman enforces standards of good administration and transparency through soft remedies. The ECA audits EU revenue and spending for legality, regularity and performance, publishes annual and special reports with a statement of assurance, and issues recommendations that feed directly into the European Parliament’s budget‑discharge process. The Ombudsman, by contrast, tackles maladministration through investigations sparked by complaints or on her own initiative. Although her decisions are not binding, the combination of reasoned findings, publicity and EP follow‑up generates strong compliance incentives and diffuses best practice across the administration. Together, the ECA’s audit‑discharge cycle and the Ombudsman’s problem‑solving, transparency‑driven oversight foster learning and public justification that raises managerial and ethical standards across the EU institutions.



What factors influence the independence of EU agencies?
The main factors influencing the independence of EU agencies include the legal mandate (scope, powers and autonomy clauses), appointment of and powers given to directors and boards, budgetary control and oversight requirements (such as reporting to the Commission or the EP). De facto autonomy also depends on task salience (technical vs politically sensitive; regulatory vs. operational), the strength of expert and national‑agency networks and reputation.
How does the process of ‘agencification’ relate to the politicisation of EU politics?
Agencification has been used to depoliticise implementation and build credibility, but rising politicisation pushes legislators and governments to tighten mandates, appointments and oversight, turning agencies into arenas of contestation. It is thus both a response to politicisation (turning political issues into ‘technical’ issues, blame‑shifting) and constrained by it (closer control, higher visibility and conflict).
What are the advantages and disadvantages of delegating policy-making functions to agencies?
Delegation to agencies offers concentrated expertise, faster implementation and cross‑EU harmonisation with some insulation from day‑to‑day politics. The trade‑offs are accountability and legitimacy gaps, risks of drift or capture, coordination and fragmentation problems, blurred responsibility that enables blame‑shifting and reduced political responsiveness when political choices are required.



Why did member states seek to limit the powers of the EEAS? How does this limitation affect the balance between supranationalism and intergovernmentalism within the EU?
Member states curtailed the EEAS to safeguard sovereignty in foreign and security policy, prevent Commission encroachment and retain control over security‑sensitive decisions. The constraints faced by the EEAS tilt the balance toward intergovernmentalism, since the EEAS acts as a coordinator under member state authority rather than as a supranational policy‑maker. Supranational elements persist at the margins, notably through the double-hatted nature of the HR/VP, who is in charge of agenda‑setting and chairing the Foreign Affairs Council. 


What factors drive the rise or decline in the power of EU institutions and bodies over time? How are these changes connected to the balance between supranationalism and intergovernmentalism?
Power shifts hinge on a variety of factors, including mandate design and legal change, crisis salience, politicisation, expertise and performance. One could say that crises make it easier to empower bodies with hard, expandable mandates, such as with the ECB’s crisis tools and supervision powers during the euro area crisis, agencies like Frontex with strong expertise and the ECA and Ombudsman due to more politicised EU decision-making. By contrast, soft, advisory bodies decline when alternative channels proliferate (as is the case with the EESC and CoR) or when they are deliberately contained through unanimity, shared budgets and coordination‑only roles (as in the EEAS).
These trajectories map onto the supranational-intergovernmental balance: credible, time‑consistent solutions in integrated or technical domains empower supranational actors; distributive conflict, high salience and sovereignty sensitivity reassert intergovernmental control, tightening reins on agencies and constraining the EEAS. The outcome is a hybrid equilibrium where supranational authority grows in technical areas but is checked when choices are politically contested.

Chapter 14

Why are diverse interests crucial for maintaining pluralism in the EU?
Diverse interests are essential to pluralism because they prevent policy capture by well‑resourced actors, broaden the range of information and perspectives available to decision‑makers and enhance input legitimacy across the EU’s varied societies and economies. Inclusive representation also sustains trust in EU processes by showing that contested values and distributive trade‑offs are openly debated, not settled in closed technocratic circles.


How does access to national governments align with liberal intergovernmentalist and neofunctionalist theories?
Liberal intergovernmentalism expects interest groups to focus on national governments because domestic competition shapes state preferences. Hence, gaining access lets them influence the positions governments take into EU bargaining. Neofunctionalism sees sustained reliance on national access as a constraint on spillover, but also as a bridge: groups may use national channels to ‘upload’ demands that create pressures for further integration while progressively shifting lobbying towards the Commission and EU institutions as functional interdependence grows. In short, access to national governments is primary under LI, while under neofunctionalism it is transitional, either slowing or facilitating the move of loyalties and lobbying to the supranational level.


Why are the Commission and the EP more open to interest groups than the European Council and the Council?
The Commission and the EP are more open because they rely on external expertise and broad stakeholder input to draft and amend legislation and seek pluralist legitimacy. MEPs also have electoral incentives to be accessible. By contrast, the European Council and the Council are intergovernmental arenas focused on bargaining among governments under confidentiality; positions are pre‑cooked in national capitals and COREPER, reducing incentives to engage widely with interest representatives in Brussels.
How can issues related to access to EU institutions lead to bias?
Access can be biased when resources, expertise and Brussels presence skew participation towards well‑resourced business and large NGOs. It might also depend on practices like revolving doors and moonlighting, which provide better insider networks. The result can be systematic over‑representation of certain sectors or types of interests and agenda‑setting bias via early informal contacts, rather than a balanced cross‑section of EU society.


Why do EU institutions value expertise so highly? Which EU institutions have the greatest need of external expertise, and why?
EU institutions prize expertise because they face high technical complexity and information asymmetries, principally caused by very diverse domestic systems. Expert input improves foresight and implementation, reduces chances of litigation and lends credibility in politicised settings where in‑house capacity is limited. The greatest need lies with the Commission, which drafts most legislation and implementing rules, EU agencies, especially those that perform regulatory tasks, and the European Parliament, which has modest staff relative to its broad remit. By contrast, the European Council and the Council draw mainly on national administrations via COREPER and working parties rather than open, EU‑level expertise.

What are the benefits and drawbacks of further regulating lobbying within EU institutions?
Further regulation can enhance transparency and accountability, reduce risks of undue influence and conflicts of interest, create a clearer level playing field and improve the evidence base for policy-making through better disclosure of contacts, funding and methodologies. Stronger rules (e.g., mandatory registers, legislative footprint, cooling‑off periods and gift and hospitality limits) can bolster public trust, make influence chains auditable, and deter revolving‑door abuses. The drawbacks are administrative burdens that favour well‑resourced groups (especially business groups) over smaller and/or grassroots groups and incentives to shift influence to less transparent venues. Some policy-making actors also claim that excessive disclosure may undermine necessary confidentiality in negotiations and the freedom of mandate (in the case of MEPs). 



How can interest group representation either contribute to or reduce the EU’s democratic deficit?
Interest group representation can reduce the EU’s democratic deficit by widening participation beyond governments, giving a more diverse group of actors a voice in agenda‑setting and law‑making. It supplies expertise that makes policies more effective and contestable, fosters deliberation across borders, and enhances input legitimacy and public trust. It can also worsen the deficit if access is skewed towards well‑resourced actors, leading to bias, regulatory capture and unequal influence across member states. 
Chapter 15
Public opinion is often understood as a demand-driven input. How can it be influenced by supply factors such as political parties, media and interest groups?
Public opinion is shaped not only by citizens’ preferences but by how parties, media and interest groups frame issues, set agendas and cue attitudes. Parties act as ‘issue entrepreneurs’, elevating or downplaying topics and providing partisan cues that structure perceptions. Media select and frame stories, priming what people consider salient. Interest groups mobilise supporters, generate expertise and narratives and lobby for coverage, all of which can shift salience and perceived trade‑offs. Together these supply‑side forces filter information, simplify complexity and shape opinions.
To what extent should policy-makers be responsive to public opinion? When should they prioritise finding compromises that result in policy outputs, even if it means not fully meeting citizens’ demands?
Policy‑makers should be responsive, but not purely reactive. In areas of clear, stable preferences and low technical complexity, alignment with public opinion supports legitimacy. When issues are complex or when preferences are volatile or polarised, they should prioritise workable compromises that deliver implementable outputs. In multi‑level EU governance, coalition dynamics and consensus or unanimity requirements often necessitate compromise to avoid paralysis, especially in crises where speed and coherence matter. Hence, the diversity of interests makes the EU particularly prone to trade-offs between responsiveness and responsibility.


To what extent can referendums address the EU’s ‘democratic deficit’?
Referendums can partly address the EU’s democratic deficit by giving citizens a direct say, conferring consent on major treaty or policy choices and energising public debate beyond elite bargaining. Their limits are clear: complex, multi‑issue questions get reduced to binaries; votes often become ‘second‑order’ judgements on national governments; campaigns can be information‑poor; and divergent national outcomes can paralyse decision‑making or yield incoherent mandates.
What are the potential benefits and drawbacks of holding EU-wide referendums?
EU‑wide referendums could strengthen pan‑European public spheres, create a single, uniform mandate and enhance the Union’s input legitimacy on salient, foundational choices. Drawbacks include legal and constitutional hurdles, uneven campaign resources and media ecosystems, risks of disinformation and populist simplification, low or uneven turnout across member states, and the danger that a single negative result blocks necessary action or that a narrow, binary outcome lacks durability for complex, integrative policies.


Why are these forms of direct democracy lacking in effectiveness? What other forms of direct democracy could be developed in the EU? What could be the potential advantages and disadvantages of these new tools?
EU‑level direct democracy underperforms because complex, cross‑border choices get squeezed into binaries, campaigns become second‑order verdicts on national governments, and fragmented media and legal constraints blur mandates. The ECI’s high thresholds and non‑binding nature limit impact, while the Conference on the Future of Europe, despite broad participation and deliberation, lacked clear legal hooks and binding follow‑up, leaving recommendations dependent on institutional discretion and Council politics.
Stronger tools could include a partially binding ECI (for example, mandatory Commission proposal or parliamentary vote), and institutionalised citizens’ assemblies with formal response deadlines. Their advantages would be greater input legitimacy, citizen agenda‑setting and a more integrated European public sphere. It could risk oversimplification and disinformation, unequal participation favouring well‑resourced actors and ‘usual suspects’, decision paralysis or constitutional clashes.


How are domestic actors responsible for forming coherent national positions affected by Euroscepticism and the politicisation of EU affairs?
Euroscepticism and politicisation make it harder to forge coherent national positions by tightening domestic mandates and pushing ministers to adopt visible red lines. Coordination may centralise in the prime minister’s office to control messaging, yet party competition and regional claims can fragment preferences, slow bargaining and reduce room for compromise; officials become more risk‑averse and may rely on blame‑avoidance strategies.
In what ways can domestic actors leverage EU policy-making to advance their goals at the (sub-)national level?
You can use Europeanisation as a theoretical approach to answer this question. Europeanisation examines how domestic actors ‘upload’ preferred rules to the EU, then ‘download’ them as external commitments to lock in reforms and sideline domestic veto players. Misfit creates adaptational pressure that ministries, regulators and regions use to reallocate competences, professionalise administration and standardise practices. 



To what extent do traditional divisions among member states shape day-to-day negotiations in EU policy-making?
Traditional divisions do shape day‑to‑day negotiations, but their weight varies with salience, distributive stakes and decision rules. They set default coalitions, mandate red lines and shape trade‑offs, especially when unanimity applies or domestic politics are heated; they matter less on technical files, where expert consensus, Commission mediation and the norm of consensus dilute hard blocs. However, the nature of EU politics means that none of these divisions is structural; different coalitions are formed in each negotiation meaning that no member states are always either winners or losers.
In which policy areas are these divisions most likely to drive conflict between member states?
These divisions most often fuel conflict in fiscal and economic governance and the EU budget (North-South) and energy and climate as well as migration and Schengen management (centre-periphery dynamics). New tensions are emerging linked to rule‑of‑law conditionality (East-West) as well as foreign and security policy (particularly linked to positions on China, US and Russia). In sum, areas linked to core state powers or with (re)distributive consequences are more likely to be driven by member states’ divisions.
Chapter 16

How is EU law connected to the fundamental principles of democracy and the rule of law?
EU law embeds democracy and the rule of law by turning Article 2 TEU values into enforceable norms. Independent courts guarantee review and uniformity: the Commission enforces via infringements, national courts apply EU law (with the support of preliminary rulings by the CJEU) and Article 19 TEU safeguards judicial independence. Fundamental rights, anchored in the Charter, constrain EU action and national implementation. These mechanisms link EU authority to consent, constrain power by law and provide remedies when institutions or states breach shared norms.

To what extent can the EU treaties be considered a constitution, and why is this distinction important?
The EU treaties are constitution‑like: they create public institutions with conferred powers, protect rights via the Charter and are enforced by a judicial system. Yet, they remain international treaties: constituent power lies with the member states, competences are limited and ratification is national. The distinction matters for legitimacy and authority: a constitutional reading bolsters supremacy and rights protection, while a treaty view underscores limits and ultra vires control. It shapes how change occurs (treaty revision vs legislation), how crises and conflicts between the CJEU and national courts are managed as well as the politics of accession and withdrawal.

What are the advantages and disadvantages of using soft law in the EU?
Soft law offers speed, flexibility and policy learning without legislative hurdles. It can help align domestic policies, provide interpretative clarity, pilot reforms while enabling differentiation where legal bases are thin or unanimity would stall action. Its drawbacks are weaker legality and accountability: it is non‑binding, hence it can blur responsibility and stretch mandates without full parliamentary scrutiny. Compliance is uneven, legal certainty and justiciability are limited, and ‘soft’ instruments can have ‘hard’ effects without legislative safeguards, entrenching informal governance without democratic accountability and control.

Why are the principles of primacy and direct effect fundamental to EU law? 
Primacy and direct effect make EU law a coherent, enforceable legal order. Primacy ensures EU rules take precedence over conflicting national law, guaranteeing uniformity and legal certainty. Direct effect lets individuals invoke sufficiently clear and unconditional EU provisions before national courts, turning treaties and legislation into rights rather than mere intergovernmental commitments.
How do these principles contribute to the process of European integration?
Together they drive integration by making commitments credible and self‑executing across member states, reducing transaction costs and forum‑shopping and deepening the single market and other policies through reliable, court‑backed compliance. They empower citizens and firms to police obligations, encourage legal and administrative convergence and create spillovers that support further legislative harmonisation and mutual trust.

Why is it challenging to classify EU policies into distinct categories?
It is hard to keep EU policies in neat boxes because competences are often mixed and instruments hybrid. Many measures combine rules with spending (for example, climate change and cohesion conditionality), blend internal and external action (trade and foreign sanctions) or involve partial pooling of core state powers (borders, security, fiscal surveillance). Opt‑outs and differentiated integration make this variation even more complex across states. Treaty reforms, case law and secondary legislation also reshape boundaries, making categories overlap and shift over time.

How can the EU’s incremental path of integration be explained through ‘grand’ and ‘middle-range’ theories, and which of these offers greater explanatory power, and why?
Grand theories explain incrementalism in broad strokes, for example through functional and political spillovers (neofunctionalism) that slowly deepen integration or through gradual, lowest‑common‑denominator bargains driven by national preferences and credible commitments (liberal intergovernmentalism). Middle‑range theories offer finer‑grained accounts of sequencing, path dependence and the role of legal and administrative routines. For day‑to‑day, stepwise integration, middle‑range approaches usually have greater explanatory power because they capture how institutions, procedures and domestic politics constrain and nudge change across thousands of small decisions, while grand theories best situate the overall trajectory.
Can you think of any examples that diverge from the EU’s incrementalist path of integration? How do these cases relate to the concepts of differentiated integration and disintegration?
Examples that diverge from incrementalism include crisis‑driven leaps such as the Banking Union, the EU’s joint borrowing under NextGenerationEU, the rapid build‑out of sanctions and defence instruments after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and the swift adoption of the Single European Act and Maastricht’s EMU architecture. Many of these leaps worked only because differentiated integration let willing coalitions move ahead while others stayed out or joined later. EMU and the ESM entrenched euro‑area integration with non‑euro opt‑outs; the Banking Union’s SSM and SRM centre on the eurozone with opt‑in possibilities for non‑euro states; defence advances rely on variable geometry through PESCO and off‑budget tools like the European Peace Facility. Even NextGenerationEU gained consent as a temporary instrument with flexible national implementation and side‑payments. Conversely, disintegration ranges from full exit (Brexit) to partial opt‑outs or carve‑backs (Schengen, JHA, tax), showing the Union’s major steps often depend on flexibility in who participates, to what extent, and on what terms.
Chapter 17
Why have different policy modes emerged at specific points in time? What factors contribute to the prominence of certain policy modes over others? 
They emerged as treaties widened competences and shifted decision rules, as enlargement increased heterogeneity and as crises required faster or more cohesive responses. The community method rose with single market building and a stronger EP; centralised decision‑making where uniform enforcement and technical capacity were vital; intensive transgovernmentalism grew in sovereignty‑sensitive areas, particularly those under unanimity; and new modes of governance developed where legal bases were weak or preferences diverged, enabling soft coordination, benchmarking and learning. Hence, with treaty reforms, informal shifts in policy-making and changes in the political environment, some policies have moved between these modes or now feature different modes for different types of decisions.
How do these policy modes relate to the types of policies discussed in Chapter 16?
There is no clear pattern, but regulatory policies largely use the community method and, in some fields, centralised decision-making. Distributive policies mix the community method with new modes of governance for coordination and implementation. Core state powers rely on intensive transgovernmentalism, sometimes supplemented by new modes of governance at the margins – although some, like the AFSJ uses mostly the regulatory mode. External policies split: trade is mostly community method with some centralised features, while CFSP and sanctions are predominantly intensive transgovernmentalism.



How can actors both inside and outside the EU’s political system influence the agenda-setting stage to promote their demands?
Actors can influence agenda‑setting by feeding the Commission’s work through consultations, impact assessments and evaluations and using strategic signaling to raise salience. Inside the system, the European Council sets priorities and requests initiatives and the European Parliament can raise salience through own‑initiative reports, resolutions, oral and written questions and exchanges with the other institutions. Member states may also introduce and shape new issues by circulating non‑papers and joint proposals. Outside actors can contribute evidence, launch campaigns, use European Citizens’ Initiatives and exploit court rulings, crises or international commitments to open windows of opportunity.
Which EU institutions play a central role in agenda-setting, and which are less likely to have a significant influence at this stage? Why?
The Commission and the European Council are central because the Commission holds the formal right of initiative and controls drafting and sequencing, while the European Council sets strategic direction, especially in crises. The Council (particularly through its presidency trios) and the European Parliament also exert significant influence. Courts, the European Court of Auditors, the Ombudsman, the EESC and the Committee of the Regions and most agencies have more limited direct impact at this stage: they provide oversight, advice or expertise but lack initiation powers and are largely reactive.

Which EU institutions play a central role in decision-making, and which are less likely to have a significant influence at this stage? Why?
Centrally, the Council and the European Parliament are the co‑legislators in most fields (ordinary legislative procedure), with the Commission shaping outcomes through its right of initiative and its role in trilogues. In sensitive areas (notably CFSP and MFF), the European Council and Council dominate, often by unanimity; in competition and state aid, the Commission decides directly; in the annual budget, the Council and Parliament co‑decide with the Commission executing. In monetary policy, the ECB is the sole decision-maker.
Less influential at this stage are the CJEU and domestic courts (they adjudicate rather than decide policy), the European Court of Auditors and the Ombudsman (oversight roles), and the EESC and Committee of the Regions (consultative only). Most EU agencies provide expertise and may take technical decisions within narrow mandates but lack general legislative authority. The variation reflects formal treaty competences, voting rules and whether a policy relies on legislation, intergovernmental decisions or centralised executive powers.

Why is it important to understand the policy cycle in the context of EU governance? How does the policy cycle help us analyse the influence and power of different policy-making actors?
Understanding the policy cycle matters because it structures EU governance into stages (agenda‑setting, formulation, decision, implementation and evaluation) making it easier to see where authority sits, which rules apply and when windows of opportunity may open. It helps analyse power by showing how different actors dominate different stages (for example, Commission in initiation, Council and Parliament in decision-making, domestic administrations in implementation) and how feedback from implementation and evaluation reshapes future agendas.

Which EU institutions play a central role in implementation and policy evaluation, and which are less likely to have a significant influence at this stage? Why?
In implementation, domestic administrations (that is, the member states) play a key role, albeit overseen and steered by the Commission via implementing and delegated acts as well as EU agencies and regulators. In evaluation, the courts check the implementation of EU law, while the Commission leads through Better Regulation evaluations and fitness checks; the European Court of Auditors provides independent performance and financial audits; EU agencies supply monitoring data; and the European Parliament and Council scrutinise via the discharge and review processes. Less influential at this stage are the European Council (strategic, not executive) and the EESC and Committee of the Regions (consultative). The variation reflects formal mandates: execution and assessment hinge on administrative capacity, supervisory powers and audit functions rather than high‑level political direction.


What are the main advantages and disadvantages of using trilogues in the EU legislative process? To what extent can trilogues be considered a legitimate decision-making tool, or do they contribute to the EU’s democratic legitimacy?
Trilogues help forge coherent compromises and allow technical and political issues to be resolved efficiently in smaller teams. They are usually seen as a ‘space to think’ that allows for truthful negotiations out of the public limelight. Their downsides are limited transparency, weaker traceability of changes, reduced accountability to plenary and domestic publics, unequal access for outsiders and a risk of rushed or insufficiently scrutinised drafting.
Although the debate around transparency and legitimacy has never abandoned trilogues, they have become increasingly formalised over the years, reducing these concerns. Indeed, they are legally legitimate, since they depend on formal votes in the EP plenary and Council. This means that the different teams need to ensure that any deal will receive enough support in their respective institutions. 

How can middle-range theories contribute to our understanding of policy change and policy stability in the EU?
Middle‑range theories highlight concrete mechanisms behind change and stability. For example, historical institutionalism and policy feedback explain path dependence, lock‑in and drift, while policy analysis approaches, such as the multiple streams and advocacy coalitions frameworks, reveal how shocks, framing and networks open windows, leading to shifting ideas and institutional norms. They can also help us understand stability, looking at routines and preferences of actors to understand why change does not occur. These are only some examples but different approaches can shed light on different aspects (such as stability and change in ideas, in institutions, in actor constellations or in domestic processes).

In what ways might the consensual nature of EU policy-making be challenged by increasing politicisation and Euroscepticism?
Rising politicisation and Euroscepticism erode the informal consensus that underpinned EU bargaining. Salient files become zero‑sum, making early agreements and package deals harder, polarising the European Parliament and fragmenting Council coalitions. Governments grandstand for domestic audiences and increase veto threats, slowing or blocking deals, especially under unanimity. The Commission faces tighter scrutiny and more challenges to its authority. National ratifications grow riskier, constitutional litigation can also proliferate and compliance weaken. Policy‑makers respond with greater reliance on crisis‑driven executive bargains, externalising decisions and making greater use of differentiated integration. While these solutions can deliver outputs, they may further strain input legitimacy and solidarity.

To what extent does this evolution represent the normalisation of the European Council within the EU’s political system?
It largely signals the normalisation of the European Council as the EU’s crisis‑time core executive: leaders routinely set red lines, sequence choices and mandate packages, with summit conclusions steering Commission proposals and Council-Parliament bargains ‘in the shadow’ of the European Council. This routinised guidance has made early European Council direction an expected step in high‑salience files. Yet the normalisation is partial. The European Council does not legislate, its authority relies on consensus and soft steering, and its centrality often recedes once emergency phases pass, with the community method structuring day‑to‑day policy‑making.
To what extent does the shifting role of the European Council support the core assumptions of new intergovernmentalism?
The shift broadly supports new intergovernmentalism’s core claims: leaders prioritise consensus and deliberation, avoid major new transfers of authority to supranational bodies and rely on flexible, de novo bodies with constrained autonomy. It exemplifies executive‑centred coordination in high‑salience domains while keeping legislative politics at arm’s length. However, the persistent prominent role (and even empowerment) of the Commission tempers a full endorsement of the theory.

Chapter 18

To what extent can neofunctionalism explain the development of the internal market? Can you think of any alternative explanations?
Neofunctionalism explains internal market development through functional spillovers from customs union to regulatory harmonisation in other connected fields. This process was reinforced by political spillovers triggered by domestic courts and interest group mobilisation around cross‑border markets and cultivated spillovers in the shape of Commission entrepreneurship and judicial integration by the CJEU. Alternatives include liberal intergovernmentalism, which sees the internal market as a package deal emerging from intergovernmental bargains between France and Germany (market access in return for agriculture support).
Why has mutual recognition emerged as a key innovation in the functioning of the internal market?
Mutual recognition, crystallised in the Cassis de Dijon ruling, became pivotal because it enabled market integration without exhaustive harmonisation: products lawfully marketed in one member state could circulate in others even if they did not follow the exact same standards or rules unless justified public‑interest exceptions applied. This reduced legislative costs, accommodated national diversity and accelerated trade. In practice, mutual recognition is often complemented by targeted harmonisation and market surveillance to address risks and maintain trust.


Why is competition policy an exclusive competence of the EU? How is competition policy linked to the functioning of the internal market?
Competition policy is an exclusive EU competence because ensuring the functioning of the internal market requires uniform competition rules and a single enforcement system across member states. A coherent rulebook prevents fragmentation, forum shopping and conflicting national decisions; it also curbs distortions such as protectionist state aid. Competition is integral to the internal market because it preserves a level playing field, without which free movement and mutual recognition would be undermined.
Which theoretical approaches best explain the emergence and evolution of EU competition policy?
Neofunctionalism explains the rise of EU competition policy through functional spillovers from market integration: once barriers fell, supranational rules were needed to prevent private and state distortions. In an example of cultivated spillover, the Commission built expertise and enforcement capacity, while strategic litigation and secondary legislation turned initial treaty provisions into a comprehensive regime. By contrast, liberal intergovernmentalism accounts for key mandate choices and reforms by highlighting member‑state preference formation and bargaining. Governments agreed key rules and reforms (often coinciding with economic crises), such as the Merger Regulation and state‑aid overhauls, when cross‑border competition problems threatened their firms or fiscal autonomy, trading acceptance of strong EU enforcement in exchange for intergovernmental safeguards and scrutiny. Middle-range theories can also highlight some aspects of this evolution: for example, policy analysis can help us understand why ordoliberalism became the dominant policy paradigm and where these ideas came from (post-war rules‑based market order, subsequently reinforced by CJEU jurisprudence and Commission guidance).



Why have ‘green’ policies become increasingly contested in recent years?
‘Green’ policies have become more contested because their costs and distributional effects have become salient amid energy‑price shocks and industrial competitiveness worries. Parties have used these grudges to mobilise around perceived burdens on farmers, motorists and lower‑income households, particularly since these policies are seen to threaten people’s lifestyle and industrial transformation. This shift makes it easier to start culture‑wars and polarise publics, with populist actors amplifying grievances and portraying climate measures as elite impositions on ‘ordinary’ people.
How do environmental protection measures align or conflict with the principles of the EU internal market?
Environmental measures can align with the internal market when they harmonise standards, enable mutual recognition under clear safeguards and apply proportionately across firms, thus reducing fragmentation while raising protection. They can conflict when unilateral national rules restrict free movement or distort competition; in such cases they must be justified by legitimate aims (public health, environment), be proportionate and often be accompanied by EU‑level harmonisation or targeted exemptions to preserve the level playing field.
What are the implications of the EU’s shift towards deregulation for its environmental credibility and global leadership on climate policy?
A shift towards deregulation risks eroding environmental credibility if it weakens targets, monitoring and enforcement, undermining the EU’s claim to be a climate leader and its ability to shape global norms. If emerging economies, in particular, perceive EU backsliding, they may delay or dilute their own efforts, resist EU‑led initiatives in international forums and favour laxer trade partners; sustained EU ambition, by contrast, tends to catalyse upward convergence.



Why is the integration of energy policy particularly challenging within the EU? Which theoretical framework best explains the development of EU energy policy over time?
Energy integration is hard because member states retain control over their energy mix and taxation, have very different demand profiles and industrial structures, face divergent security‑of‑supply risks and carry path‑dependent industrial and regulatory models. The sector is capital‑intensive, politically salient and geopolitically exposed, so distributional conflicts over costs, sovereignty and security slow harmonisation. New intergovernmentalism can help explain the trajectory: high‑salience choices are coordinated by leaders through consensus, with the European Council steering crises and setting broad goals, while avoiding major transfers of authority to supranational actors. Integration proceeds via flexible instruments (market liberalisation packages, voluntary coordination, joint procurement in emergencies) and agencies with constrained autonomy.



Which theoretical approaches are most effective in explaining the emergence and evolution of EU digital policies? How has the development of these policies been influenced by different epistemic communities?
Neofunctionalism best captures the emergence of EU digital policy via spillovers from the internal market, with Commission entrepreneurship and CJEU case law pushing harmonisation. In turn, the ‘Brussels effect’ explain the EU’s turn to far‑reaching, enforceable standards that shape global practices. Competing epistemic communities have steered these choices in opposite directions. Market and security communities (competition economists, cybersecurity and sovereignty advocates) prioritise contestable markets, innovation and resilience, favouring ex-ante conduct rules, risk management and industrial data access. Data‑protection and fundamental‑rights communities emphasise privacy, proportionality and due process, pushing strict consent, minimisation and accountability. EU outcomes reflect negotiated balances between these camps, producing rights‑heavy frameworks tempered by security and competitiveness concerns.

Which grand theory of European integration best explains the emergence and evolution of EU regulatory policies? To what extent do middle-range theories offer stronger explanatory power?
Neofunctionalism best explains the emergence and evolution of EU regulatory policies: market‑building created functional spillovers in connected areas (such as environment, consumer protection and digital policies) that required supranational rule‑making, with Commission entrepreneurship and CJEU jurisprudence driving harmonisation and expanding scope. Liberal intergovernmentalism adds insight at major reform junctures where member‑state preferences and bargains confirm interstitial competence shifts and functional pressures for integration. Yet middle‑range theories often have stronger explanatory power to explain how integration accumulates. It can help us understand how these functional pressures are actioned by specific actors and transformed into problems requiring solutions. For instance, actor-centred institutionalism can help explain how certain actors use functional pressures to empower themselves and broaden their competences; policy analysis can also help to understand why some issues become part of the political agenda, who supports specific solutions and why some ideas are more successful than others.
How have EU regulatory policies been shaped by the increasing geopoliticisation of policy-making?
Geopoliticisation has redirected EU regulatory policy towards security, resilience and strategic autonomy. This is visible in instruments that fuse market rules with power politics, for example with decisions on FDI screening, anti‑coercion and foreign subsidies regimes; CBAM linking climate ambition to trade or DSA/DMA and data acts framed by sovereignty concerns. Regulatory choices increasingly weigh competitiveness and security alongside rights and consumer protection and integrate external relations into internal rule‑making.


Chapter 19

Why has the CAP been described as being characterised by institutional lock-ins and resistance to policy change?
The CAP is seen as locked in because decades of policy feedback have created powerful beneficiaries, administrative routines and legal entitlements that are costly to unwind. Budgetary pre‑allocation in the MFF, entrenched paying agency systems and a dense acquis encourage incremental tweaks over redesign. Multiple veto players (coalitions of farm‑dependent member states, the AGRI committee in the Parliament and well‑organised farm lobbies) favour stability and dilute reform.
In what ways do the policy-making dynamics of the CAP influence the EU’s green policy initiatives?
CAP dynamics shape EU green initiatives by channelling environmental ambition into flexible, farm‑friendly designs (eco‑schemes, soft conditionality), inserting exemptions and derogations in response to crises and slowing or watering down proposals that impose hard constraints (pesticide cuts, nature restoration, livestock emissions). Turf competition between Commission DGs and pressures from farming interests on Council and EP representatives relegates the goals set in the Green Deal, so that rules are then shifted to rely on incentives and voluntary standards rather than stringent mandates, making environmental progress contingent, uneven and vulnerable to rollback.



To what extent does the EU’s cohesion policy reflect the principles of multilevel governance?
Cohesion policy exemplifies multilevel governance through shared management, co‑financing and the partnership principle: the Commission, member states and regions co‑design operational programmes, implement through managing authorities and are overseen via audit and evaluation networks. Territorial targeting (NUTS regions), conditionalities and iterative programming embed vertical and horizontal coordination, distributing authority across levels rather than centralising it.
Which theoretical framework best explains the development of EU cohesion policy over time?
If you want to use grand theories, liberal intergovernmentalism can explain the evolution of cohesion policy evolution as the product of repeated budget bargains in the MFF, where net contributors and recipients trade package deals (eligibility, co‑financing rates, thematic priorities) linked to enlargements and domestic constraints. If you want to use middle-range theories, historical institutionalism can help explain how a combination of programming cycles, funds architecture and eligibility rules generate path dependence and feedback effects (building regional administrative capacity and constituencies) that shape subsequent reforms. In turn, periodic critical junctures (enlargements, new MFFs, crises) redirect objectives and instruments without dismantling the core.
Why is policy change generally easier to achieve in cohesion policy than in agricultural policy?
Policy change is easier in cohesion than in agriculture because benefits are more programmable and discretionary, renegotiated in each MFF round and re‑targeted via conditionalities and performance frameworks. Stakeholders are more diffuse and less coordinated compared to well‑organised farm interests. In addition, project‑based funding allows adjustment of priorities and criteria with fewer distributional shocks than reforming entrenched direct payments.
Chapter 20
Why is EMU considered a core state power? What are the main advantages and disadvantages of forming a fiscal union in the EU?
EMU is a core state power because it deals with functions traditionally at the heart of sovereignty (notably monetary policy, macroeconomic decisions and taxation), albeit with very different levels of centralisation and supranational control. Indeed, although the EU has exclusive competence in monetary policy (under full control of the ECB), other aspects of EMU are still mostly intergovernmental and far from a proper fiscal union. Forming one would bring stronger risk‑sharing and macroeconomic stabilisation, underpin a euro‑wide safe asset and better fund EU public goods, making the monetary union more resilient. Its downsides are moral hazard and loss of national fiscal autonomy, legitimacy and accountability challenges across heterogeneous polities and significant legal and constitutional hurdles to common taxation and debt.
Why is there an asymmetry between economic policy and monetary policy in EMU? Why is it so difficult to address or correct this asymmetry?
The asymmetry arises because monetary policy is fully centralised and controlled by the ECB, while fiscal and macroeconomic policies remain largely national, constrained only by soft law. It is hard to correct due to treaty lock‑in and unanimity requirements, creditor-debtor divisions, domestic constitutional limits and concerns over moral hazard. While instruments like NGEU took a step towards fiscal federalism, they were crisis- and time‑bound.
Which theoretical framework best explains the emergence and evolution of EMU?
Liberal intergovernmentalism best explains EMU’s emergence: governments, led by Franco‑German bargains, pooled monetary sovereignty to lock in commitments under specific domestic constraints. Its evolution is well captured by new intergovernmentalism: crisis‑driven, leader‑led agreements (ESM, Banking Union, NGEU) that incrementally add capacities without fully federalising fiscal power, with limited neofunctional spillovers constrained by politicisation.



Why are new modes of governance commonly used in EU social policy?
New modes of governance like the open method of coordination are used because EU competences in social policy are limited and heterogeneous national welfare models make hard harmonisation costly. These tools enable agenda‑setting, mutual learning and gradual convergence around common targets, such as the Social Scoreboard and the European Pillar of Social Rights, without binding legislation, lowering sovereignty concerns while still shaping national policies.
Why is it particularly challenging to integrate social policy at the EU level?
Integrating social policy is challenging due to constrained treaty competences and frequent unanimity requirements, deep diversity in welfare‑state design, strong domestic veto players (like trade unions) and distributional and legitimacy sensitivities around taxation, benefits and solidarity. Preference heterogeneity and fears of social dumping impede common standards and fiscal instruments, while path dependence and budgetary limits further reduce appetite for centralisation.


Why are some policy areas within the AFSJ more integrated than others? 
Variation reflects sovereignty sensitivity and functional need. Areas more closely related to Schengen and free movement make it easier to underline common challenges and the need for coordinated action (what was known as ‘compensatory measures’). Hence, governments saw more need to integrate policies in areas like asylum, irregular migration and internal security (organised crime, counter-terrorism), where free movement was seen to pose a bigger risk for domestic systems, than in areas where national control is easier (regular migration, notably for work purposes) or where identities and values play a bigger role (notably civil law, which touches upon sensitive issues like abortion or adoption).
How does politicisation influence the process of integration within the AFSJ? In what ways does politicisation affect the balance between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism in the AFSJ? 
The AFSJ is particularly prone to politicisation because it touches on issues related to sovereignty and identity. The rise of populist actors and parties has led to a more polarised debate on issues surrounding migration, border control and internal security. This has confirmed the ideational legacy of Schengen, which stressed security and the need for compensatory measures, and made it more difficult to find compromises across ideological and geographical divides. This has led to deadlock in the EU institutions, particularly the European Council and Council. As a result, policy-making in the AFSJ has been dominated by the ‘shadow of hierarchy’ and intergovernmental dynamics – with member states keeping tight control of solutions and preventing major changes in policies that might undo their security-led interests. Given the increasing difficulties in finding intra- and inter-institutional compromises, new forms of non-legislative governance have emerged (informal international deals, administrative rule-making) that could potentially reinforce the power of the Commission.
Which theoretical approaches best explain the emergence and evolution of the AFSJ?
The AFSJ’s emergence and evolution are best explained by a mix of neofunctionalism (functional spillovers and judicial politics driving integration through mutual recognition) and new intergovernmentalism (high‑salience bargains, crisis management, and constrained delegation). For example, new intergovernmentalism can explain the strength of intergovernmentalist decision-making and how it casts a shadow over supranational institutions.



How are the policies discussed in this chapter connected to the definition of core state powers presented in Chapter 16? 
These policies map closely onto core state powers because they organise who controls money, who is allowed on the territory and who is deemed part of the community. Because these functions underpin state legitimacy, identity and democratic accountability, they are constitutionally entrenched and, hence, politically salient and contentious. Integration, therefore, proceeds cautiously with tight legal bases and extensive safeguards.
Why is intergovernmentalism particularly dominant in policy areas related to core state powers?
Intergovernmentalism dominates here because high sovereignty costs, salient distributional stakes and constitutional constraints make governments insist on control. A notable exception is monetary policy, where the ECB enjoys a high degree of independence. Otherwise, even when competences are shared and the ordinary legislative procedure applies, member states continue to exert control through their practical knowledge and use of domestic constraints. Politicisation makes compromise more complicated and shifts choice to intergovernmental venues.

Chapter 21

Why is trade policy an exclusive competence of the EU? 
Trade is an exclusive EU competence because a functioning single market and customs union require one external tariff, uniform rules and a single negotiating voice. Fragmented national trade policies would undermine free movement by creating uneven external commitments and regulatory divergence. The treaties centralise the Common Commercial Policy to protect the integrity of the internal market, ensure consistent application of trade defence and standards, and maximise collective bargaining power.
How does the shift towards geopolitics and protectionism influence the EU’s actorness in trade policy?
The shift towards geopolitics and protectionism shifts the EU’s actorness from a liberal market‑maker to a strategic economic actor. With WTO paralysis and great‑power rivalry, the EU has started coupling market access with security‑oriented instruments, such as FDI screening, anti‑coercion and foreign‑subsidies control. This bolsters leverage and credibility but increases coordination demands among member states and forces harder trade‑offs between openness, security and values, often in bilateral rather than multilateral arenas.



Why have foreign and defence policies remained among the most resistant areas to deeper European integration?
Foreign and defence policies have resisted deeper integration because they touch core sovereignty and identity, with divergent threat perceptions and strategic cultures across member states, strong reliance on NATO for collective defence, and institutional limits such as unanimity and weak supranational roles that entrench national control.
To what extent do emerging global challenges represent a turning point in the integration of EU foreign and defence policies?
Emerging global challenges have the potential to become a turning point: Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, US uncertainty, China rivalry and hybrid threats have accelerated common instruments in sanctions, economic security and defence industry, yet hard military integration and unified grand strategy remain constrained by limited resources, competing priorities and lack of political commitment.
What are the potential advantages and drawbacks of replacing unanimity with QMV in EU foreign and security policy decision-making?
Replacing unanimity with QMV could deliver faster, more coherent decisions and greater external credibility, but unanimity also signals unity and secures full buy‑in, which strengthens compliance and the persuasiveness of common positions. QMV raises sovereignty and legitimacy concerns, particularly if the same countries are recurrently outvoted, which might lead to domestic backlash and fragmentation. 
Which theoretical framework best explains the development of EU foreign and defence policies over time?
The development of EU foreign and defence policies is best captured by liberal or new intergovernmentalism, which explain major steps through state preference formation, European Council-led bargaining and tightly controlled delegation in high‑stakes sovereignty domains. Neofunctionalism adds how functional pressures and supranational entrepreneurship generate limited spillovers from the single market into external action, notably in sanctions, delegation to agencies and coordination of procurement. Postfunctionalism accounts for the ceiling on integration by showing how politicisation and identity raise salience, helps maintain unanimity rules and constrains supranational expansion even when functional demands grow.





In what ways does the geopoliticisation of global affairs influence the effectiveness of the EU’s ‘Brussels effect’? 
Geopoliticisation both strengthens and weakens the Brussels effect. It strengthens it when the EU couples its market size with harder instruments and security logics, which raise the costs of non‑compliance and make global firms adopt EU‑compatible standards. It weakens it when great‑power rivalry fragments markets, prompt rival regulatory blocs or induce firms to develop dual standards and region‑specific supply chains, reducing the incentive to converge on EU rules. Retaliation risks and subsidy races can also blunt unilateral leverage, making diffusion more contingent on coalitions with like‑minded partners.
How are the concepts of ‘market power Europe’ and the ‘Brussels effect’ conceptually interconnected?
‘Market power Europe’ is the strategic use of the EU’s large, integrated market to shape external behaviour across trade, competition, standards and procurement, while the ‘Brussels effect’ is the mechanism by which EU rules diffuse globally as firms and jurisdictions align to retain access. The EU’s market size and regulatory capacity underpin the ‘Brussels effect’, while the ‘Brussels effect’ operationalises ‘market power Europe’ in regulation, with de facto firm‑level convergence often preceding or accompanying de jure international adoption.


Chapter 22
Why is it so challenging to reform the structure and functioning of the EU budget?
Reforming the EU budget is hard because its core parameters are locked in by treaties and require unanimity and national ratification (for own resources), while the seven‑year MFF pre‑allocates most spending and embeds path‑dependent programmes like the CAP and cohesion programmes. Distributional politics dominate through net‑balance and juste retour bargaining, making winners and losers highly visible. The budget’s small size and limited flexibility constrain reallocation to new priorities, complicating agreement between EU institutions and enhancing the chance that change will be incremental and crisis‑driven rather than structural.


How does the nested structure of EU budgetary decision-making influence the balance between intergovernmentalism and supranationalism? 
The nested structure places intergovernmental control at the outer layers and supranational influence at the inner layers. Own resources and the MFF are set by unanimity and leader‑led bargains, anchoring ceilings and major distributional choices. Within those ceilings the annual budget and programme implementation run through Commission proposals and Parliament-Council decision-making under the budgetary or co-decision procedures, giving supranational actors more agenda‑setting and technocratic sway over allocation and execution.
Which theoretical approaches are most effective in explaining how EU budgetary decisions are made?
Liberal intergovernmentalism best explains the MFF and own‑resources bargains driven by juste retour politics and domestic constraints. It explains why changes are incremental and dominated by (economically) large member states. Rational choice institutionalism accounts for annual budgets and programming by showing how formal rules, veto points and incentive structures shape strategic behaviour and outcomes, how agenda control, information asymmetries and side‑payments in trilogues and committees enable the Commission and Parliament to extract concessions, and how path‑dependent payoffs and repeated interactions stabilise compromise within the ceilings set by intergovernmental deals.


What changes would be required to overcome the conflict rooted in the principle of juste retour?
Overcoming juste retour requires shifting incentives and narratives from net balances to European added value. This means expanding genuine own resources so revenue is raised from EU‑wide bases rather than national contributions, phasing out rebates and correction mechanisms and anchoring allocations in objective criteria tied to common public goods and performance rather than entitlement. Procedurally, stronger roles for the EP and Commission in the MFF and own resources decisions would reduce divisions between net contributors and net beneficiaries. 


What are the main advantages and disadvantages of adopting a seven-year budgetary framework in the EU?
A seven‑year framework offers stability and predictability for long‑term investment, allowing multiannual programmes in cohesion, research and CAP to plan and contract efficiently, pool resources across years and reduce annual bargaining volatility. Its main drawbacks are rigidity and path dependence, as priorities and allocations are locked in despite shifting economic conditions or crises, making mid‑term reallocation slow and politically costly. It also misaligns with electoral cycles, dilutes democratic responsiveness, encourages juste retour bargaining during lengthy negotiations and can lead to late adoption and constrained flexibility in the annual budget.

Why is it hard to balance centralised and decentralised control of the EU budget?
It is hard to balance centralised and decentralised control because the EU must ensure uniform financial integrity and EU added value while relying on national authorities for delivery. Divergent preferences and capacities, limited administrative capacities and information asymmetries make strict central oversight costly and rigid, yet lighter controls risk misallocation, fraud and politicisation. 
To what extent is rule of law conditionality an effective and legitimate instrument for addressing democratic backsliding within the EU?
Rule of law conditionality is a reasonably effective and legitimate tool when large funds and clear benchmarks are at stake, as it protects the budget and EU values and has been upheld by the CJEU. Its impact is uneven because breaches must be linked to EU budget risks, decisions take time and partial compliance can be traded for fund releases, creating room for politicisation. Overall, it complements, rather than replaces, Article 7 and other instruments, and works best when coordinated with other types of conditionalities in cohesion policies or the RRF.

Chapter 23
In what ways might increasing polarisation and politicisation shape the trajectory of the EU and its integration process?
Rising polarisation and politicisation raise the salience and identity costs of integration, making governments more risk‑averse and defensive, which slows treaty‑level change and pushes decisions into intergovernmental venues with tighter mandates. Integration becomes more fragmented and variable, based on differentiated integration, where politicisation is higher, while technocratic instruments sustain incremental advances where politicisation is lower. Crisis episodes still catalyse targeted integration, but reforms are framed as protecting sovereignty, security or European autonomy in a more geopolitical world. Domestic contestation also sharpens rule of law and value conflicts, which can hinder unity externally and undermine solidarity across European publics.


How might increasing geopoliticisation and a more unstable global environment influence the future direction of the EU and its integration process?
A more geopolitical and unstable world might push the EU towards security‑centred integration, with stronger economic security tools, tighter control of critical technologies and supply chains and a larger defence‑industrial pillar. This might push integration in sectors that are predominantly intergovernmental at the moment but might also affect long-standing priorities and values of the EU (for example, multilateralism, cohesion policies, climate and environmental protection). Given that these functional pressures are mostly situated in core state powers areas, integration is likely to be executive‑led and crisis‑driven. Differentiated integration might be increasingly used, as some member states are willing to move faster in areas such as defence, technology and industrial policy than others. Geopoliticisation might also raise the pressure to enlarge, which will require changes to budget and decision‑making procedures to make a bigger EU functional. The likely outcome is a more strategic, less uniformly liberal EU that integrates where security externalities are high while relying on differentiation to hold unity.


How might the absence of clear leadership affect the EU’s future direction and the progress of European integration?
In the absence of clear leadership, the EU might drift into reactive choices, with agenda control shifting to actors empowered by crises. Without a clear vision, there is a risk of increasing differentiation and even disintegration. Executive entrepreneurship by the Commission can partly fill gaps, but without political cover hard files like migration, fiscal rules and defence might remain contested and affect the EU’s ability to speak with one voice in a more volatile global context.
In what ways could the crisis of representation impact the EU, and what strategies might help address or mitigate it?
A crisis of representation can contribute to eroding trust, fuelling Euroscepticism and weakening the EU’s legitimacy. Mitigation strategies include strengthening participatory and deliberative channels, clarifying competences and accountability, improving transparency and accountability and linking tangible benefits to local needs through targeted investment and social solidarity.
How problematic is the absence of solidarity and a common identity for the EU, and how might these issues be addressed?
The lack of solidarity and common identity undermines responsibility‑sharing, turning distributive debates into zero‑sum conflicts and hampering enforcement of common rules. It can be addressed by investing in cross‑border public goods that create shared wins, embedding fair responsibility‑sharing formulas and automatic stabilisers, expanding mobility and civic exchange and communicating the concrete value of EU action. Over time consistent, fair treatment and visible joint projects are more likely to build trust and a thin but resilient sense of community.


Which scenario do you find most compelling or persuasive, and why?
This is an open question left to your own consideration.
How do these scenarios relate to the main themes explored throughout the book?
All of them are born of tensions related to polarisation and politicisation, a more unstable world order and a wider crisis of representation, which put not just the EU but also its member states under external and internal pressure. These pressures are self-reinforcing and question the functional and technocratic narrative of European integration, showing how past and future are determined by complex factors, such as the relationship between publics and elites, leadership and clear political projects. These projects do not need to necessarily be in favour of more integration, but the scenarios show that the failure of planning for the future might have unintended consequences, such as slowly unravelling integration or strengthening Euroscepticism and the gap between the EU and its citizens. 
In what ways might these scenarios help resolve or exacerbate the EU’s democratic deficit?
These scenarios show the difficulty in ensuring the continued functioning of the EU while ensuring input, throughput and output legitimacy. For example, bellicist integration can only work if any transfers of power and competences are offset by more democratic decision-making and the possibility for citizens to ratify these changes and participate in future decisions. Similarly, de-politicised governance might improve output legitimacy but endanger democratic accountability and participation in decision-making, thereby harming throughout legitimacy. Hence, the core challenge is to institutionalise responsiveness through clear mandates, contestable choices and credible accountability, while ensuring that the EU possesses the tools needed to manage common internal and external challenges. 
Can you identify any alternative scenarios that might also be plausible?
This is an open question left to your own consideration.
How are contemporary political and societal debates helping to define what kind of Europe future integration should lead to?
Today’s debates are already signalling that some scenarios might be more likely than others. For example, arguments over strategic autonomy, defence production and economic security nudge towards a bellicist turn, while the increased politicisation in key areas like migration are increasingly laying the path towards de-politicised governance. Representation pressures in the form of elections and mobilisation will matter to whether greater capacity is matched by clearer accountability and participation or whether Europe’s power grows while its democratic core thins.
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