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ABSTRACT 

 

 

DIVERSITY IN UNITY: A PROPOSAL FOR THE DIFFERENTIATED 

INTEGRATION IN THE EUROPEAN UNION 

 

TÜRKER, Emre 

M.S., The Department of European Studies 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Başak Zeynep ALPAN 

 

September 2025, 128 pages 

 

Since Russia’s attack on Ukraine in February 2022, the European Union (EU) has 

gained three new candidate countries in Eastern Europe in just two years. European 

integration also followed the fast pace of the European enlargement, with new 

members in both the Eurozone and the Schengen Area. Finally, the European 

Political Community (EPC) has been established to include all European countries. 

While the discussions regarding European enlargement and integration made their 

comeback into the EU agenda, new questions are also raised about how the EU can 

be more integrated inside, how new countries can be added into this system and how 

relations with non-member countries can be framed. Many proposals tried to find 

answers, including the idea of a multi-tier structure proposed by a Franco-German 

working group of experts in 2023. 

This thesis will focus on whether a differentiated integration model can be 

implemented and how a multi-tier system between member states and other 

European countries can work with an institutional framework. Starting with the 

classification and the theoretical background of differentiated integration, the thesis 

will continue with the explanation of the current differences of integration between 

more and less integrated countries, first inside and then outside of the EU. It will be 

followed by political and academic proposals of a multi-layered Europe, from the 

past to the present. Then, the practicality and legitimacy of the differentiated 
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integration will be analysed. The thesis will be concluded with a brief analysis of 

what has been discussed. 

 

Keywords: Differentiated integration, European Union, multi-tier, enlargement, 

proposal 
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ÖZ 

 

 

BİRLİKTE ÇEŞİTLİLİK: AVRUPA BİRLİĞİ’NDE FARKLILAŞTIRILMIŞ 

ENTEGRASYON İÇİN BİR ÖNERİ 

 

TÜRKER, Emre 

Yüksek Lisans, Avrupa Çalışmaları Bölümü 

Tez Yöneticisi: Prof. Dr. Başak Zeynep ALPAN 

 

Eylül 2025, 128 sayfa 

 

Rusya'nın Şubat 2022'de Ukrayna'ya saldırmasından bu yana, Avrupa Birliği (AB), 

Doğu Avrupa'da sadece iki yıl içinde üç yeni aday ülke kazandı.. Ayrıca Avrupa 

entegrasyonu, hem Avro Bölgesi'nde hem de Schengen Bölgesi'nde yeni üyeleriyle 

Avrupa genişlemesinin hızlı temposunu takip etti. Son olarak, tüm Avrupa ülkelerini 

kapsayacak şekilde Avrupa Siyasi Topluluğu (APK) kuruldu. Avrupa genişlemesi ve 

entegrasyonuna ilişkin tartışmalar AB gündemine geri dönerken, AB'nin kendi içinde 

nasıl daha fazla entegre olabileceği, bu sisteme nasıl yeni ülkelerin eklenebileceği ve 

üye olmayan ülkelerle ilişkilerin nasıl şekillendirilebileceği gibi yeni sorular da 

gündeme geldi. Birçok öneri buna yanıt bulmaya çalıştı ki bunlardan biri, 2023 

yılında Fransız-Alman uzmanlardan oluşan bir çalışma grubu tarafından önerilen çok 

katmanlı bir yapı fikridir.  

Bu tez, farklılaştırılmış bir entegrasyon modelinin uygulanıp uygulanamayacağına ve 

üye devletler ile diğer Avrupa ülkeleri arasında çok katmanlı bir sistemin kurumsal 

bir çerçeveyle nasıl işleyebileceğine odaklanacaktır. Farklılaştırılmış entegrasyonun 

sınıflandırılması ve teorik arka planıyla başlayan tez; önce AB içinde, sonra dışında, 

daha fazla ve daha az entegre olmuş ülkeler arasındaki mevcut entegrasyon farklarını 

anlatarak devam edecektir. Bunu, geçmişten günümüze çok katmanlı bir Avrupa 

hakkında yapılan siyasi ve akademik öneriler takip edecektir. Ardından, 
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farklılaştırılmış entegrasyonun uygulanabilirliği ve meşruiyeti analiz edilecektir. Tez, 

tartışılanların kısa bir analiziyle sonlandırılacaktır. 

 

Anahtar kelimeler: Farklılaştırılmış entegrasyon, Avrupa Birliği, çok katmanlı, 

genişleme, öneri 

  



 viii 

DEDICATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To my family 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 ix 

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

 

 

I would like to extend my gratitude to my supervisor, Prof. Dr. Başak Alpan, who 

supported me during this whole two-year writing process. With her guidance, 

assistance and feedback, I have managed to improve and conclude this thesis. 

 

I would also like to thank my family: my father M. Cem Türker, my mother Arzu 

Türker and my brother Kerem Türker, for their continuous love and care. Their 

patience, understanding and full support have motivated me, especially in this 

process. 

 

Lastly, I am grateful to meet with so many valuable scholars and students in both my 

European Studies master’s program and my International Relations bachelor’s 

program at the Middle East Technical University. Throughout these seven years, I 

have learned so many things from these people that have developed me both as a 

student and as a person. 

  



 x 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

 

PLAGIARISM ............................................................................................................ iii 

ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................ iv 

ÖZ ............................................................................................................................... vii 

DEDICATION .......................................................................................................... viii 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ........................................................................................... ix 

TABLE OF CONTENTS ............................................................................................. x 

LIST OF TABLES .................................................................................................... xiii 

LIST OF FIGURES ................................................................................................ xiviv 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS .................................................................................... xv 

CHAPTERS 

1. INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................. 16 

2. CONCEPTUALISATION OF DIFFERENTIATED INTEGRATION ................. 21 

    2.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................... 21 

    2.2. Original Concept by Stubb .............................................................................. 22 

    2.3. Categorisation and Further Explanations of DI............................................... 25 

    2.4. Integration Theories and DI ............................................................................ 28 

    2.5. Conclusion ....................................................................................................... 33 

3. INTERNAL DIFFERENTIATION........................................................................ 34 

    3.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................... 34  

    3.2. Current Implementation in the European Union ............................................. 35 

    3.3. More Integrated Member States ...................................................................... 36 

    3.4. Less Integrated Member States ....................................................................... 40 

        3.4.1. Countries Exempt from Full Integration .................................................. 42 



 xi 

        3.4.2. Countries Obliged to Integrate ................................................................. 46 

    3.5. Institutionalisation of Internal Differentiation  ............................................... 48 

    3.6. Conclusion ...................................................................................................... 49 

4. EXTERNAL DIFFERENTIATION ...................................................................... 51 

    4.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................... 51 

    4.2. Countries on the Enlargement Agenda ........................................................... 53 

        4.2.1. Case Study #1: Ukraine ............................................................................ 54 

        4.2.2. Case Study #2: Türkiye ............................................................................ 56 

    4.3 Countries Not on the Enlargement Agenda ..................................................... 57 

        4.3.1. Case Study #1: Norway ............................................................................ 59 

        4.3.2. Case Study #2: United Kingdom ............................................................. 60 

    4.4. Institutionalisation of External Differentiation ............................................... 62 

    4.5. Conclusion ...................................................................................................... 65 

5. PROPOSALS FOR A MULTI-LAYERED EUROPEAN STRUCTURE ............ 66 

    5.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................... 66 

    5.2. Early Proposals from de Gaulle and Brandt .................................................... 68 

    5.3. Tindemans Report ........................................................................................... 70 

    5.4. Support & Criticism: Dahrendorf & “Three Wise Men” ................................ 71 

    5.5. European Confederation by Mitterrand and Havel  ........................................ 73 

    5.6. 1994 CDU Report ........................................................................................... 75  

    5.7. 21st Century Discussions in the EU ................................................................ 77 

    5.8. Recent Franco-German Plan for a “Four-Tier” Europe  ................................. 79 

    5.9. Conclusion  ..................................................................................................... 82 

6. Future Implementation of DI in the European Union ............................................ 85 

    6.1. Introduction ..................................................................................................... 85 

    6.2. Current (and Possible Future) Structure of the EU ......................................... 88 

    6.3. Practicality and Legality of DI ........................................................................ 93 



 xii 

    6.4. Conclusion ....................................................................................................... 96 

7. CONCLUSION ...................................................................................................... 98 

REFERENCES ......................................................................................................... 102 

APPENDICES 

A. TURKISH SUMMARY / TÜRKÇE ÖZET ........................................................ 117 

B. THESIS PERMISSION FORM / TEZ İZİN FORMU ........................................ 128 

 

  



 xiii 

 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

 

 

Table 1. Participation of EU member states in certain EU policies as of 2025  ....... 37 

Table 2. Participation of all member states of the European Political Community +      

               Belarus, Russia and Vatican City as of 2025 .............................................. 60 

Table 3. The “multi-tier Europe” plan written in the report “Sailing on High Seas:  

               Reforming and Enlarging the EU for the 21st century” (Costa, Schwarzer et   

               al., 2023) ..................................................................................................... 79 

  



 xiv 

 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

 

 

Figure 1. Six dimensions of differentiated integration (Original table from Holzinger  

                & Schimmelfennig, 2012)  ......................................................................... 27 

Figure 2. The graphic shared by the then EU Chief Negotiator Michel Barnier about  

                the future relationship between the EU and the UK (Waugh, 2017). ........ 60 

  



 xv 

 

 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

 

 

AB  Avrupa Birliği 

AFSJ  Area of Freedom, Security and Justice 

AST  Avrupa Siyasi Topluluğu 

CDU  Christian Democratic Union 

CFR  Charter of Fundamental Rights 

CoE  Council of Europe 

CSCE  Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe 

CSDP  Common Security and Defence Policy 

DI  Differentiated Integration 

EC  European Communities 

ECSC  European Coal and Steel Community 

EEA  European Economic Area 

EFTA  European Free Trade Area 

EPC  European Political Community  

EPPO  European Public Prosecutor’s Office 

ERM  Exchange Rate Mechanism 

EU  European Union 

JHA  Justice and Home Affairs 

MENA Middle East and North Africa 

NATO  North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 

OSCE  Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe 

PESCO Permanent Security Cooperation 

SEA  Single European Act 

UK  United Kingdom 



 16 

 

 

CHAPTER 1 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The process of political integration has been defined by Ernst Haas (1958, p. 16), a 

known neofunctionalist theorist, as “whereby political actors in several distinct 

national settings are persuaded to shift their loyalties, expectations and political 

activities toward a new centre, whose institutions possess or demand jurisdiction 

over the pre-existing national states”. While many countries around the world have 

been part of different levels of integration together based on politics, economy or 

military, one integration model has risen as being operated for decades, featuring 

many countries in different sectors and areas: European integration. 

The history of European integration in the European Union (EU) has many ups and 

downs. Creating a common currency or abolishing border controls between many 

European countries were major steps that even the founding fathers could not have 

dreamed of for the near future. Yet, the EU has been transformed from an exclusive 

economic union of a few Western European countries to a broader political union of 

27 member states that operates from trade and agriculture to defence and foreign 

policy, and is open for more members.  

However, over the years, in terms of integration and enlargement, the EU started to 

not satisfy everyone. For those who want more integration, the EU is too 

intergovernmental to deliver necessary decisions. And for those who want less, the 

EU has become so powerful that it eliminates the will of national governments. 

Interestingly, on both sides, reformation of the EU prevails over its abolition, either 

as a fully federal union or a much intergovernmental union than it was in its early 

years. And finally, if we see the outer side of the EU, we can see countries want to be 

included in the integration process, but not in the EU.  
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This current situation shows how the EU, which was once seen as competent for 

many issues, is now insufficient. Therefore, my research question of this thesis has 

been what if a “multi-tier” structure that features three intertwined organisations is 

established, instead of one multifunctional European organisation that tries to appeal 

to everyone? While keeping the current EU, can a more integrated group between 

some member states and a larger but less integrated group that includes non-member 

states be established? Can this structure reshape Europe and the EU specifically in a 

more functional and powerful but also inclusive and cooperative form? 

Since any proposal related to this topic, which will be discussed in Chapter 5, has 

been made as an address to the latest issues the EU is facing, with the current mixed 

identity of the EU, partial integration and gradual enlargement are the main ones; we 

analyse it as if it can be the solution for these issues. And the overall argument of the 

thesis is that since uniformity among the member states is not expected in the near 

future, a “three-tier” Europe between more integrated member states in a more 

federal structure, less integrated member states in the current structure, and countries 

outside of the Union in an intergovernmental structure, can be established, albeit in a 

different and more complex yet connected structure. But why are we discussing this 

case, and why has the uniformity in question not been achieved? 

The key reason is that the future of the EU has always been debated for decades. For 

some, its end is near, and it will finally be abolished by its member states. 

Meanwhile, more optimistic observers believe that the EU has the potential to evolve 

into a more federal union with a supranational structure. Between the death of the 

EU and the “United States of Europe,” there are also those visualising more 

moderate possibilities, such as less or more integration, or simply the status quo of 

today. What fuels this discussion is the current events in the world. 

On the one hand, the current European integration has the risk of going backwards. 

For example, the Schengen Area, one of the most integrated parts of the EU, has 

been debated for a decade or more, and more countries within the Area started to 

implement internal border checkpoints for security reasons. While there is no threat 

of a member withdrawal in the post-Brexit era, Eurosceptic parties are on the rise 

across Europe, and the foreign policy vetoes often shown by Hungarian Prime 



 18 

Minister Viktor Orban, a soft Eurosceptic, can hint that European unity is not at the 

expected level by many.  

On the other hand, the EU has an enlargement policy with 10 countries on the 

agenda, but they all have their own struggles. For example, the country with the 

longest wait, Türkiye, is still technically a candidate but with frozen negotiations. 

Despite being grouped as one for years, the pace of the EU accession of each 

Western Balkan country is different. While each country in the enlargement process 

of Eastern Europe has a similar issue of secessionist territories, their candidacy status 

is varied. Moldova and Ukraine, the latter of which is in active war right now, are 

currently the negotiating countries; and Georgia, while continuing its candidacy and 

EU objective, unilaterally suspended the negotiation talks. 

Often referred to as “deepening” and “widening”, integration and enlargement are 

happening simultaneously, yet they also create new questions and even challenges. 

When all of these countries can join and, if they do, how can they be integrated into 

the Union policies altogether? Interestingly, integration itself has not been limited to 

those part of or aspiring to join the EU, as many non-member states have political 

and economic relations. Norway is well integrated into the EU by participating in the 

European Economic Area and Schengen Area, but it has no plans for full 

membership. The United Kingdom, on the other hand, was a member of the EU, 

which was excluded from some of the EU policies, but it is no longer a member and 

is trying to reshape its relations with continental Europe. 

While the EU membership is often seen as the main distinction between European 

countries, there are unusual cases like non-member San Marino legally using the 

Euro as legal tender while member Romania is not, or non-member Iceland being 

part of the Schengen Area while member Ireland is not. The current structure of 

European integration is not fully black and white; a grey area of countries with these 

cases exists and it is called differentiated integration. 

Since the academic definition by Alexander Stubb in the 1990s, which was later 

developed by several scholars in the 2000s, differentiated integration exists not only 

as a term but also as an alternative policy idea for the Union.  In fact, it has started to  
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become indirectly recognised by the EU as well, which can be seen better by the 

European Commission’s “White Paper on the Future of Europe” report in Section 

5.7. Therefore, when discussing the possible implementation of a “multi-tier 

Europe”, differentiated integration is not only the explanation but also the solution. It 

is important to explain the concepts and discussions on differentiated integration, the 

current implementation of differentiated integration by the EU as well as member 

and non-member states, and any proposals in the past and today by politicians or 

academics regarding the formalisation and even institutionalisation of differentiated 

integration. 

After the brief introduction in this chapter, the next three chapters are about the term 

differentiated integration itself, both abstract and practical. Chapter 2 discusses it 

with its original definition, later additions and categorisations by other scholars, its 

different forms, and its relations with the integration theories. Chapters 3 and 4 are 

about the practice of differentiated integration as “internal” and “external”, two key 

concepts that are based on EU membership and participation in EU policies. Chapter 

3 focuses on the differentiation inside the EU (internal) and why there are member 

states not fully integrated with the EU policies. Chapter 4, on the other hand, wants 

to focus on the EU integration outside of the EU (external) and tries to explain the 

level of integration of some of the non-member states, from both candidate and non-

candidate countries. 

The thesis continues with the earliest and latest proposals that came from both 

political and academic circles in Chapter 5. These proposals either accept the further 

integration of some member states, creating a more integrated group inside the EU, 

or a larger but more intergovernmental organisation that includes non-member states 

as well. One key report shared in 2023 by a Franco-German, also known as the 

“Group of Twelve”, has proposed the existence of both without abolishing the EU. 

As a great example of a “multi-tier” Europe, it will be taken as an example for later 

discussions. The chapter ends with a brief analysis and comparison of these 

proposals. Chapter 6 is dedicated to the broad debate about the idea of the “multi-tier 

Europe”, the possible structure of it and both practicality and legality behind it.. 

Finally, Chapter 7 ends the thesis with the summary and conclusion of it. 
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The overall discussion regarding the possible acceptance of differentiated integration 

should not be perceived as a direct response to a hypothetical question of “can it save 

the EU?”. As with multiple variants and scenarios, it is hard to answer with the 

simple “yes” or “no”. However, the thesis argues that while there are positive and 

negative aspects of it, overall, it can be supportive to achieve both integration and 

inclusion simultaneously. It can link non-member states like the United Kingdom, 

which left the Union in recent years, and also candidate countries like Ukraine by 

presenting it as a step before full membership instead of presenting it as a 

“substitute” for it. It can formalise the already existing differentiated integration, 

create more bonds between already well-integrated member states, not force less 

integrated member states without pushing them out of the Union policies, and 

institutionalise the links of the EU to the non-member states, as it has been done for 

years. But before discussing its future, we have to understand its past, as how 

differentiated integration emerged as a definition, what its terms and concepts are, 

and what its location is in theoretical discussions. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

CONCEPTUALISATION OF DIFFERENTIATED INTEGRATION 

 

 

2.1. Introduction 

Throughout the years, the Union has deepened, with more countries participating in 

more integrationist policies, such as the common currency, and at the same time, it 

has widened with new enlargements every decade since the 1970s. Instead of 

choosing a side between an ever-closer union with fewer members and a more 

intergovernmental union that features more and more countries, the EU decided to 

find the middle ground. Between countries inside the EU that want to integrate more 

and those that want to do less, and between countries outside the EU that want to 

participate and those that do not, a compromise can be found to satisfy each 

country’s needs and to reform the EU without entirely making it supranational or 

intergovernmental only. Even though there was no name, it would later be referred to 

as “differentiated integration”. 

The practice of differentiation in European integration has been indirectly recognised 

as an alternative policy idea for the Union by many actors, including the EU as well. 

But in terms of academic discussion, differentiated integration (DI) has been 

included in European studies for just three decades, and it is often referred to as a 

very fresh and dynamic concept. After all, this term had not been named until the 

publication of “A Categorization of Differentiated Integration” in 1996, written by 

Finnish scholar and politician Alexander Stubb. It has also been open to any changes 

by scholars with different definitions and new concepts, as neither European 

integration nor enlargement is stagnant. However, it was not an unfamiliar concept 

either. 
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As will be mentioned in Chapter 5,  there were many proposals in the past regarding 

the future of Europe where countries, inside and outside of the European 

Communities (EC), could take part in some of the EC policies, while those that want 

to integrate further could go on. But ever since Stubb’s definition, many scholars 

started to reference, contribute and even challenge the differentiated integration and 

its terms  

To understand the current and future practice of differentiated integration, it is 

essential to understand its conceptual background. That is why the chapter will first 

explain the original term itself, based on Stubb’s work and categorisation. Then, 

further explanations and newer concepts will be given, such as Katharina Holzinger 

and Frank Schimmelfennig’s six-dimensional categorisation of differentiated 

integration. Before concluding the chapter, which will pave the way for a two-

chapter explanation of the practice of differentiated integration, a theoretical analysis 

based on differentiated integration’s relationship with certain theories will be 

provided. 

 

2.2. Original Concept by Stubb 

After mentioning the precedent proposals as well as written terms with their German 

and French counterparts, Stubb (1996) defines three categories to explain 

“differentiated integration”: time (multi-speed), space (variable geometry), and 

matter (à la carte). Time is for countries that are able to integrate faster to start to do 

so, with those struggling to integrate following later. Space is the distinction between 

member states that are integrated more and less. Finally, the matter is related to 

countries choosing which policies they want to take part in. For example, Estonia's 

joining the Eurozone three years later than Malta is an issue of "time". Slovakia is 

currently a Eurozone member, but its neighbour, Czechia, is not, which is an issue of 

"space" due to being separate in the case of a common currency. Finally, Denmark's 

decision not to join the Eurozone is an issue of "matter" due to choosing which 

policies it wanted to be involved in. 
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We can see the difference in these categories’ relationship with integration. For 

multi-speed (time), the question is not “if?” but “when?”, and it is the belief as well 

as the eventual goal that countries will finally adopt it sometime in the future. 

However, it would be wrong to assume that it is only wishful thinking because the 

idea of some countries not being able to adapt is recognised. Because main 

integration mechanisms like the Eurozone and the Schengen Area have their own 

criteria for outer member states to join. 

À la carte (matter) focuses more on what countries want to do, rather than what they 

can do. National policy-makers and the public can decide on which EU policies they 

can take part in based on their suitability and interests. For example, if Poland cannot 

join the Eurozone due to not fulfilling the necessary criteria to join despite their 

interest, it is the issue of time. Yet, if Denmark decides not to join certain policies 

which are legally accepted by the EU, it is the issue of matter. 

That is why Stubb (1996) sees “multi-speed” and “à la carte” as opposite sides of a 

spectrum; the former seeks a deeper integration in a supranational fashion, and the 

latter cares more for what national governments want, hence being more 

intergovernmental. Multi-speed keeps the optimism of full integration and 

encourages those who can or want to integrate more. À la carte has the opposite 

effect. It accepts the fact that some member states prefer not to take part in all EU 

policies, therefore encouraging a differentiation among member states. What about 

the variable geometry (space)?  

Going back to the spectrum analogy, Stubb (1996) puts variable geometry in the 

middle due to being more integrationist than à la carte but also more open to 

differentiation than multi-speed. Variable geometry argues for a separation between 

more and less integrated countries, which can distinguish groups inside the EU. 

While it will be explained more in Section 5.6, it is similar to the idea of a “core 

Europe” that Schäuble & Lamers mentioned in their 1994 CDU Report (Stubb, 

1996). Many written multi-tier proposals before and after this work are linked to 

variable geometry because they all recognise the fact that some countries can move 

for further integration, some member states want to be excluded, and some countries 

outside of the circle to be included. Between all or nothing, a fully integrated and 
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complete Europe and a separation between countries, the category aims to accept 

both integration and differentiation; hence, creating separate spaces for both sides. 

Similar to Ralf Dahrendorf, who will be mentioned in Chapter 5, Alexander Stubb 

was also one of the few people who were involved in academics and politics while 

giving his opinions on European integration. Despite his earliest work in the 

academic field, Stubb would later be involved in politics and become a Member of 

the European Parliament (2004-08), Prime Minister of Finland (2014-15) and later, 

the President of Finland (2024-). Nevertheless, he would continue to work on this 

matter also in his political career. When he was Finnish Minister of Europe, Stubb 

shared his opinion that a three-tier European Union was emerging based on Eurozone 

membership: already members, those who want to join and those who do not 

(Euractiv, 2013). Though it should be noted that this opinion was given during the 

Euro crisis and before Brexit, it was evident that not only differentiated integration 

continued to exist, but it could be formalised in the future. 

Although we will see more about proposals regarding the future structure of the 

EC/EU in Chapter 5, it is worth referring here that Stubb himself had his own 

proposal of a “three-tier Europe” too, which would be more institutional and 

inclusive to those outside of the EU. In his article in the European Council on 

Foreign Relations, Stubb (2022) mentions variable geometry at the start and later 

mentions three different organisations for a confederal Europe: the European Union 

under its current shape, the European Community for candidate countries, and the 

European Area for those not wanting to join.  

The Community would be basically a waiting list for candidates while allowing them 

to engage in some EU policies, and the Area could have countries like Switzerland, 

Norway or recently outside the United Kingdom. Countries from both sides could be 

more integrated as part of a broader confederal structure. However, it does not mean 

a distinction inside the EU. Although the EU would remain the same with some 

improvements, his proposal was focused more on widening (enlargement) than 

deepening (integration). 
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Overall, Stubb’s definition, all the way back to 1996, continued to make an impact in 

academic and political discussions regarding European integration; though it would 

not be limited, as other scholars would also start to work on this subject. 

 

2.3. Categorisation and Further Explanations of DI 

What makes Stubb’s definition important is not only referencing precedent ideas or 

being the starting point of differentiated integration, but also categorising into three 

groups. In fact, this was the basis of his work; its title was “A Categorization of 

Differentiated Integration”. The original categorisation of Stubb in terms of time, 

space and matter has often been regarded and accepted as the basis to understand 

differentiated integration. Yet, it does not mean there were no attempts to expand, or 

there are also disagreements in academic circles over Stubb’s categorisation.  

Frank Schimmelfennig is one of the well-known scholars in European politics. While 

he has many works related to differentiated integration, we will take a look at two of 

them based on newer concepts shared in these articles. His work with Dirk Leuffen 

& Berthold Rittberger proposes a new kind of categorisation of the differentiation 

system. According to Schimmelfennig, Leuffen & Rittberger (2015), there are two 

types of differentiation: vertical and horizontal. Vertical differentiation refers to the 

policy areas having a difference in their integration speeds, while horizontal 

differentiation refers to the existence or lack of participation of countries in these 

policy areas (Schimmelfennig, Leuffen & Rittberger, 2015). 

For example, the integration level of Italy and Hungary within the EU is not the 

same. The former is a founding member that participates in all of the EU policies, 

while the latter joined half a century later and has not adopted the Euro. This is the 

horizontal differentiation. However, the integration level of not only the countries 

but also of the policies and institutions can be different from one another. The 

integration level of the European Council, an intergovernmental body of heads of 

state or governments with veto power for each member, is not the same as that of the 

Customs Union. Vertical differentiation, as Schimmelfennig, Leuffen & de Vries 

(2023) wrote, shows the difference of the EU policies based on their centralisation, 
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ranging from supranational policies decided by the EU to intergovernmental policies 

decided by states. As Marks (2012) put it, the authority is spread vertically at the 

governmental level (through its multiple layers) and horizontally at the European 

level (through its institutions and offices).  

There are also two sub-categories inside the horizontal differentiation. The first one 

is internal differentiation, which is the exclusion of some EU member states from 

certain EU policies (Schimmelfennig, Leuffen & Rittberger, 2015). The second one 

is external differentiation, which is the inclusion of some non-member states in these 

policies (Schimmelfennig, Leuffen & Rittberger, 2015).  

When we look at the key areas the EU aims for full integration, such as a common 

currency, justice and home affairs or open borders area, it is obvious that it has not 

been achieved so far, as many countries were excluded due to many reasons that we 

will discuss in the next chapter. Internal differentiation is not an official policy but 

rather the ongoing state of European integration in the EU. Poland not adopting the 

Euro or Ireland not joining the Schengen Area are some of the great examples of it. 

External differentiation, on the other hand, supplies the integration the EU needs, but 

from outside. These outsiders can be either those aiming to join, like Ukraine 

recognising the jurisdiction of the European Court of Justice as a candidate country, 

or those that do not want to join, like Norway being part of the Schengen Area and 

the European Economic Area. In fact, Schengen is a great example of both internal 

and external differentiation as it has participating non-member states (Iceland, 

Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland) but lacks two member states (Ireland and 

the Republic of Cyprus). 

We often see the categorisation of Stubb in his work (time, space and matter) as the 

basis to explain differentiated integration. However, one criticism of Stubb’s 

categorisation came from Holzinger & Schimmelfennig (2012), who argued that 

every differentiation already corresponds with space and matter since there will be 

countries left and sectors not fulfilled, and there is no mention of functional 

conceptions. They also tried to explain further about the past terms mentioned in 

Stubb’s work, such as “multiple-speed Europe” being temporary and closest to 
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today’s EU or “avant-garde Europe” creating fixed memberships in multiple groups 

(Holzinger & Schimmelfennig, 2012). 

Figure 1. Six dimensions of differentiated integration (Original table from Holzinger 

& Schimmelfennig, 2012) 

Holzinger & Schimmelfennig (2012) further made their own categorisation with six 

main features that can be seen in Figure 1. The first one is the “permanent v. 

temporary” differentiation that refers to the time. Second is the “territorial v. 

functional” differentiation, which is a debated term associated with the functional 

part in the figure: FOCJ. Shortened for “functional, overlapping and competing 

jurisdictions”, it was proposed by Frey & Eichenberger (1996) to create a “fifth 

freedom” to include in the “four freedoms” (labour, goods, services, capital) of 

European integration. (Frey & Eichenberger, 1996).  

Third is the “across nation-states v. multi-level” differentiation. While debating the 

terms such as “Europe à la carte”, “variable geometry” or “flexible integration”, 

Holzinger & Schimmelfennig (2012) argued that most of these concepts do not touch 

the multi-level system. FOCJ can enter this group as well, but it is not the only one 

fitting for this category, as Holzinger developed her own model of “flexible co-

operation” in the past. Being functional with territorial jurisdictions would allow sub-

national units from the EU as well as non-member states to participate, and unwilling 

member states to not (Holzinger, 2000, as cited in Holzinger & Schimmelfennig, 

2012). 
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Fourth differentiation is “within the EU treaties v. outside the EU treaties”. For 

example, the Schengen Area was born from an agreement with the same name in 

1985, creating free movement between a few members of the European Communities 

(EC). It was not part of the EC law; however, its rules and procedures would be 

added as a protocol of the Amsterdam Treaty in 1997, being integrated into the EU’s 

acquis communautaire and binding for future members (Walsch, 2008). 

Fifth is about the scope of decision-making, which is “EU level v. at national level”, 

which is the great distinction between supranational and intergovernmental 

decisions. Finally, the sixth one is “only for EU member states v. also for non-

member states” which is about the differentiation inside and outside of the EU. Even 

though this work was published three years before Schimmelfennig’s work with 

Leuffen & Rittberger, we can see that the terms “internal differentiation” and 

“external differentiation” are part of the six-dimensional categorisation. 

There are many concepts shared in literature about differentiated integration, but it is 

also important to analyse from a theoretical perspective and their relations with the 

term itself. 

 

2.4. Integration Theories and DI 

When they concluded their work, Holzinger & Schimmelfennig (2012, p. 302) called 

the literature of differentiated integration “a striking imbalance between 

overconceptualization, undertheorization and even less systematic data collection 

and analysis”. In fact, the title of their work, “Differentiated Integration in the 

European Union: Many Concepts, Sparse Theory, Few Data”, sums up the lack of 

theoretical discussion for differentiated integration. Still, many scholars tried to 

explain differentiated integration with the help of theories existing in the literature. 

According to Zingg (2023), there have been four phases of differentiated integration 

that started with conceptualisation, followed by theoretical and empirical discussions 

and later focused on Brexit.  
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Before analysing the relationship of differentiated integration with these theories, a 

brief explanation of these theories is important. Therefore, the starting point is the 

introduction of the three “grand theories” of European integration: neofunctionalism, 

intergovernmentalism and postfunctionalism (Hooghe & Marks, 2019).  

Influenced by two key theories, pluralism and functionalism, neofunctionalism is 

much older than even the practice of differentiated integration itself. It challenged 

the realist idea of state interests and saw international relations as where societal 

actors can interact (Hooghe & Marks, 2019). According to Ernst Haas (1958, as cited 

in Kuhn, 2019), there are three main drivers of European integration by 

neofunctionalism: regional elites looking for government efficiency, transnational 

interest groups looking for better representation of their interests, and accidental 

outcomes that move regional institutions to integrate further, also known as spillover, 

a key factor of neofunctionalism. In a functional sense, countries will try to integrate 

in one sector, and there will be a realisation that they have to integrate further in 

multiple sectors, as further outcomes will feed further actions (De Wilde, 2019). 

A great example of neofunctional understanding is how Jean Monnet, then President 

of the High Authority of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), 

approached the possibility of integration at that time. According to Schmitter (2013), 

Haas’ neofunctionalism is the mixture of David Mitrany’s theoretical understanding 

of functionalism and Monnet’s pragmatic approach of transforming the ESCS into 

the European Economic Community. Often referred to as the “Monnet method”, his 

approach supported a gradual integration that would start in economic and technical 

areas, which would encourage political integration (Spaliore, 2015). It should be 

noted that this emerged after the failure of the creation of both the European Defence 

Community and European Political Community, which were much more ambitious 

with supranational elements such as a common army and budget (Spolaore, 2015). 

The President of the European Central Bank in 2017, Draghi (2017), said that 

Monnet linked economic integration as the basis of political union, with a common 

market paving the way for a single currency and later, a federation. Monnet method 

is very linked to the spillover effect, as they both argue that integration and 

cooperation in one sector will encourage more. Since a political union was seen as 
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unlikely at that time, finding a common ground between participating countries first 

was the basis for further cooperation, which would be seen as beneficial for 

participants. A coal and steel union of 6 member states becoming a political and 

economic union of 27 members in 6 decades proves the point of spillover. 

Sert (2020) argues that, according to neofunctionalism, spillover is the basis for the 

integration process, which has been controlled by supranational institutions. 

However, because of countries not wanting to give their sovereign rights to these 

institutions, especially in the 1960s, their anticipated lead has not been achieved, 

causing the decline of their importance in explaining the process  (Sert, 2020). In 

fact, Haas himself called neofunctionalism “obsolescent” in the mid-1970s and 

claimed that a complex system like the European Commission should not be seen 

only as an integration project (Dunn, 2012). The “Empty Chair Crisis” crisis in 1965 

due to French President Charles de Gaulle’s boycott to the European institutions for 

opposing more supranationalism, followed by a more intergovernmentalist solution 

with Luxembourg compromise was also an important defeat for neofunctionalism 

(Spolaore, 2013).  

Still, it cannot be said that neofunctionalism lost its place in the general discussion of 

European integration. Spolaore (2013) claimed that with the return of European 

integration debates during the Jacques Delors’ Commission Presidency in 1980s; the 

functionalist views returned to discussions among both academics and European 

policy-makers. Just as the integration process, the theories commenting on it are 

open to change. Sandholtz and Stone Sweet (2010) tried to modify Haas’ position by 

referencing the expansion of a supranational governance while adding the terms of 

“institutionalisation” and “path dependency” that did not exist in Haas era. While 

writing that neofunctionalism has been more accepted as a “middle range” theory, 

Jensen (2022) wrote that even the idea of a “neo-neofunctionalism” has been brought 

by Phillipp C. Schmitter in 2004. 

Classical intergovernmentalism has been defined by Stanley Hoffman when he 

criticised neofunctionalists in 1966, a year after France vetoed the European 

institutions and caused the “empty chair” (Kuhn, 2019). Hoffman argued that 

European countries were still relevant as important actors in the international arena, 
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and while they can transfer some of their power in “low politics” (i.e. economy), 

they did not want to give up on their national sovereignty when it came to “high 

politics” (Kuhn, 2019). 

A liberal, known reinterpretation of the intergovernmentalist approach came from 

Andrew Moravcsik with his work, “Preferences and Power in the European 

Community: A Liberal Intergovernmentalist Approach” in 1993. For Moravcsik 

(1993), there are three components that are essential for liberal 

intergovernmentalism: the assumption of rational state behaviour, a liberal theory of 

national preference, and the interstate negotiation under an intergovernmental 

analysis.  

Intergovernmentalists have both similarities and differences with neofunctionalists in 

terms of European integration. According to Hooghe & Marks (2019), both theories 

explain integration as the outcome of cooperation and competition. The issue they 

disagree on is the actor behind it. Neofunctionalists see the transaction among 

societal actors, while intergovernmentalists, as the name suggests, put the importance 

on governments (Hooghe & Marks, 2019). Schimmelfennig, Leuffen & Rittberger 

(2015) also argued that both theories are driven by interdependence, which increases 

the integration, and it gets differentiated when politicisation also increases. 

Unlike neofunctionalists and intergovernmentalists, who see European integration as 

an improvement where participating actors can gain economically, postfunctionalists 

see a possible clash between functional pressures and exclusive identity (Hooghe & 

Marks, 2019). Presented by Hooghe & Marks themselves in 2009, postfunctionalism 

sees the result as a consequence of political conflict over identities instead of 

efficiency (Kuhn, 2019). With the introduction of referendums over EU treaties or 

memberships, as well as direct elections for the European Parliament, people have 

more to say and participate in the process. With the focus on identity and with the 

power of public support, Eurosceptic parties entered into debates over European 

integration. They shaped domestic party systems and had electoral gains in several 

European countries (Schimmelfennig & Winzen, 2019). 
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One good example of a postfunctional outcome is when the Netherlands went to the 

polls to ratify the Ukraine-EU Association Agreement in 2016. At that time, the 

discourse over the referendum evolved from the possibility of Ukrainian labour in 

the Netherlands to a broader issue of national identity, sovereignty, foreign policy 

and the overall perception of the EU, which would be rejected in the end (Abts, 

Etienne, et al., 2023). 

In the case of differentiated integration, Schimmelfennig & Winzen (2019) argue that 

both neofunctionalists and liberal intergovernmentalists have the same hypothesis 

that integration gets more differentiated when there is a heterogeneity of wealth 

among the EU member states. Because a wealthy country not only wants the 

preservation of the status quo, but also has the power to be exempt from full 

integration (Schimmelfennig & Winzen, 2019). As we will see more on the next 

chapter, Denmark receiving exclusions from some of the EU policies during the 

ratification of the Maastricht Treaty is a good example, since the Danish public 

rejected it and had Denmark not come up with a less integrationist treaty to be 

ratified, the entire process could have been stopped for a very long time. 

Neofunctionalism additionally supports the claim that a differentiated integration 

policy creates more differentiation as the gap between more and less integrated 

countries becomes wider (Schimmelfennig & Winzen, 2019). Basically, the chain is 

similar to the spillover effect, but this time it encourages countries to integrate less 

rather than more. 

Finally, postfunctionalists, which look more at the identity side rather than 

functionality, has four hypotheses when it comes to differentiated integration: 

Heterogenity of national identity leads to more differentiated integration, 

differentiation is more likely when the integration is concentrated on core states, 

stronger Eurosceptic parties mean more exemptions; treaty ratifications by 

referendums mean more exemptions (Schimmelfennig & Winzen, 2019). Some of 

them match with the elements of Danish rejection of the Maastricht Treaty, like the 

debate of national sovereignty among Danish voters or the fact that it was put into a 

referendum. Yet, they did not have a major party that campaigned for rejection. The 

same can be said for the United Kingdom during the Brexit referendum, as the ruling 
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party at that time, the Conservatives, were heavily divided over that matter; while 

most of the parties in the opposition, including the main opposition Labour, were in 

favour of remaining in the EU. 

 

2.5. Conclusion 

Calling the conceptual and theoretical discussions over differentiated integration 

“scarce” would be unfair, as there are more and more works being published in 

recent years. Still, the field lacks more academic discussions regarding this issue. 

Differentiated integration is not only a dynamic topic that is open to changes and 

recommendations, but also has become more accepted as the reality of European 

integration by both scholars and policy-makers. That is why more analyses, 

proposals and criticisms will be there in the future. 

Going back to Schimmelfennig’s two works that brought further definitions and 

categorisations, we can see the importance of internal and external differentiation 

that featured in both, directly and indirectly. They not only explain the current 

practice of differentiated integration, but also correspond with the research question 

of this thesis regarding the possibility of “multi-tier” Europe. Because the 

establishment of a more integrated group inside the EU means the formalisation of 

internal differentiation, as there will be countries continuing their EU membership 

without being forced to do more. Meanwhile, the creation of a larger organisation 

that includes both member and non-member states of the EU and operates in 

different policy areas can be linked to external differentiation that can encourage 

more non-member states to participate in EU policies without forcing full 

membership, unless they want it. 

That is why the next two chapters are dedicated to internal and external 

differentiations. We will examine the current practice of them; some countries’ level, 

status and motivation of integration, and the possibility of their acceptance as the 

official EU policy that can pave the way for a “multi-tier” Europe. 

  



 34 

 
 

 

 

CHAPTER 3 

 

 

INTERNAL DIFFERENTIATION 

 

 

3.1. Introduction 

It is often a misconception to assume there is uniformity among the member states of 

the EU. It is true that they all share the general rights and responsibilities, from 

common passports and regulations to having parliamentarians and Commissioners at 

the European level. And despite the fact that some member states are viewed as more 

or less important in the media based on their actions (or lack of them), the EU never 

made separate distinctions for its members and in its eyes, they are all equal partners, 

representing sovereign countries. Therefore, asking countries to have more or less 

important roles in the EU is often seen as disrespectful and unjust. However, it does 

not mean that their participation in the EU institutions and their role in the Union in 

general are the same in practice. 

A good example is the United Kingdom (UK). Before leaving the EU in 2020, the 

country was exempt from many EU policies, with these exemptions ranging from 

monetary union to the Schengen Area. While the UK was regarded as one of the 

most distinct and least integrated members of the EU at that time, a much newer 

member, such as Finland, joined both areas in a few years after its accession. Even in 

cases of obligations, countries may not be ready to join these integrated policies due 

to many factors, such as the reluctance of national governments, public disapproval, 

and a lack of the necessary mechanisms to join. This can be described as a 

“situation” because it is neither a proposal, an idea, nor a policy in general. 

Therefore, this current practice has been referred to as “internal differentiation” by 

Schimmelfennig, Leuffen & Rittberger (2015). 
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In this chapter, the implementation of internal differentiation based on EU law and 

current practice will be explained, followed by an overview of how integrated 

member states are. The third section will look at more integrated member states, and 

the fourth section will focus on less integrated member states and whether they are 

excused from participating in these   

policies by the legal exemption called “opt-out” or not. It will finally look at the idea 

of creating a more integrated organisation inside the EU that can institutionalise the 

practice of internal differentiation. 

 

3.2. Current Implementation in the European Union 

As will be mentioned in Chapter 5, both Willy Brandt and Leo Tindemans already 

mentioned the idea of internal differentiation two decades before Alexander Stubb 

came up with the term. However, it was not an official policy of the Community, but 

rather a proposal. Nevertheless, it would change with the 1986 Single European Act 

(SEA). According to Article 8 of the SEA (which is Article 27 of the Treaty of the 

Functioning of the EU now), the Commission will propose suitable provisions for 

national economies showing differences in development in case of the establishment 

of the internal market, which these provisions must be temporary if they are 

derogations (Leruth, Gänzle & Trondal, 2019).  

This does not mean member states earned the legal right to their exclusion from 

Union policies, at least for then. Still, the fact that some member states were unable 

to join any integrated European mechanism being recognised was a major step in 

differentiation. Similar to the previous proposals regarding internal differentiation, 

the Community had no plan for permanent differentiation, let alone a separate 

organisation for more or less integrated states. Instead, this recognition would ease 

any kind of pressure on member states regarding their participation in European 

integration. 

A mechanism for countries not wanting to participate in European policies had not 

been established yet, as the general preference among European policy-makers was 
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that countries eventually join all EC policies once they were eligible. However, this 

view had to change during the discussions regarding the Maastricht Treaty. As will 

be explained more in Section 3.4.1, Denmark voted narrowly against the ratification 

of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 despite the support from the majority of the 

Folketing, the Danish Parliament. This result would not only exclude Denmark from 

all policy areas of the Union but would also halt the entire process Europe-wide. 

Therefore, a compromise was needed so that Denmark could return to participation 

with exclusions in some areas. So, the Maastricht process and subsequent 

amendments would not be disrupted, while the will of the Danish electorate would be 

respected. Therefore, the idea of “opt-out” arrived with the signing of the Edinburgh 

Agreement after the 1992 European Council summit in Edinburgh, granting 

Denmark the right to be excluded from four common policies (currency, justice & 

home affairs, security & defence, and citizenship), followed by the approval in a 

second referendum. This would be followed by new opt-outs for other member 

states, as the case of both Ireland and Poland will be explained in Section 3.4.1. 

To understand the internal differentiation between member states that continues to 

exist, it is important to look at more and less integrated countries separately and to 

find out why some countries cannot or prefer not to integrate more. 

 

3.3. More Integrated Member States 

When we look at Table 1, it is possible to see which countries are more integrated 

into the EU and which are not. Six areas are chosen to determine the definition of 

European integration: Eurozone, Schengen Area, Permanent Security Cooperation 

(PESCO), Area of Freedom, Security and Justice (AFSJ), Charter of Fundamental 

Rights (CFR), and European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO). 18 out of 27 

member states are fully integrated into the EU by being part of all these six areas, 

while 6 member states (Bulgaria, Republic of Cyprus, Czechia, Malta, Romania and 

Sweden) are not included in one area; and 3 remaining member states (Denmark, 

Hungary and Ireland) are not included in multiple areas.  



 37 

While the mechanism of “opt-out” is mentioned in this table, it can be seen that there 

are also countries being considered, especially in the Eurozone. These exclusions 

show that even though there is no official policy or separate institutions for 

differentiation, internal differentiation exists in practice. But is there a clear 

distinction between more and less integrated countries? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1. Participation of EU member states in certain EU policies as of 2025  

While we often read previous proposals on differentiated integration based on the 

West-East divide, such as the 1994 CDU Report, as will be explained in Section 5.6, 

the regional divide cannot be the main explanation for the division. It is true that all 

six founding member states (Belgium, France, Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and the 

Netherlands) that are also well integrated into European mechanisms are from 

Western Europe, as well as newer members like Spain and Portugal. Nevertheless, 

there is the case of the Baltic states, namely Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Located 

in Northeastern Europe and formerly part of the Soviet Union, the Baltic states 
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gained their independence in 1991. In just 24 years, all three countries would join the 

European Union and both the Schengen Area and the Eurozone; as well as major 

Western organisations outside of the EU, such as the Council of Europe and the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO).  

A similar outcome can be said for Finland, which was politically neutral until the end 

of the Cold War and militarily neutral until the Russian invasion of Ukraine. Both 

cases ended with the EU and NATO memberships, respectively. Of course, their full 

integration does not fully mean they are more capable than less integrated ones. Even 

when we discuss neighbouring countries, it would be wrong to compare countries 

that have different geography and population sizes, histories, and governments. But 

the reasons for many countries’ exclusion from many integrationist policies also 

differ, from Sweden not adopting the Euro due to the lack of popular support, to 

Malta not being part of PESCO for military neutrality, and to the Republic of Cyprus 

not being part of the Schengen Area due to the ongoing Cyprus dispute. 

Some of these countries have interesting cases. Slovenia and Croatia, two states that 

gained their independence from Yugoslavia in the 1990s, would join the EU in 2004 

and 2013, respectively. Jović (2006) argued that Croatia’s slowness compared to 

Central and Eastern European countries could be due to the Yugoslav War at that 

time, as well as the rule of Franjo Tudjman and frozen relations with the EU because 

of it. Both countries declared their independence at the early stage of the civil war in 

Yugoslavia that saw not only the dissolution of the country, but also numerous 

deaths, displacement and war crimes at the heart of Europe. However, there were 

member states in the EU that already had the tendency to include both Croatia and 

Slovenia in the European family during the breakup of Yugoslavia. It was Germany 

that pushed other member states to recognise these two countries in 1992, and 

Austria supported accession talks with Türkiye only if the same was applied to 

Croatia (Jović, 2006).  

Socio-political factors can be the reason for their push, such as Croatian and Slovene 

governments adopting more pro-Western policies, or all of these four (Croatia, 

Slovenia, Germany and Austria) having a Catholic majority or plurality in their 

populations. Nevertheless, it should not be forgotten that these two independent 
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countries were relatively new and, just like their Eastern counterparts, they were 

transforming their political and economic system in a short time.  

Another interesting case is Slovakia. Despite being behind Czechia, then known as 

the Czech Republic, in the accession process after the dissolution of Czechoslovakia, 

not only would they join the European Union at the same time, but would also join 

the Eurozone easily, unlike their Czech counterparts, who were more sceptical of the 

Euro (Pechova, 2012). Currently, Slovakia is the only country among Visegrad Four 

states to be part of all major EU mechanisms mentioned in Table 1; while Poland and 

Hungary were excluded from two policies each, and Czechia from one.  

This is a great illustration that differentiation exists even among countries in similar 

regional blocs. If we take five Nordic countries that joined the Schengen Area at the 

same time, we can see Finland fully integrated into the EU, Denmark and Sweden as 

EU member states without adopting the Euro, and Norway and Iceland outside of the 

EU but as members of the Schengen Area. Denmark and Sweden are great examples 

of internal differentiation due to being inside the EU but also being excluded from 

certain EU policies. Norway and Iceland, on the other hand, are good examples of 

external differentiation, as will be explained more in the next chapter. 

Each of these remaining four is not fully integrated into Europe, not because they are 

less capable than Finland, or they are culturally, politically and economically much 

more different from Finland. That is where domestic issues come in, such as Swedish 

and Danish public opposition to the adoption of the Euro, or Norwegian and 

Icelandic public being worried over EU membership due to certain policies affecting 

their national industries, such as fishing. Finland does not have similar issues; 

therefore, it is fully integrated into the EU. 

Overall, there is no clear distinction between more integrated and less integrated 

countries based on characteristics. Full European integration is possible regardless of 

geography [such as Portugal (West) or Estonia (East)] or time of accession [such as 

Luxembourg (1952) or Croatia (2013)]. The main question is why countries prefer 

not to integrate. 
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3.4. Less Integrated Member States 

There can be many reasons for member states not wanting to integrate further with 

the EU policies. One known reason is not being able to adapt its national systems, 

such as economy, law or foreign policy, to the European ones. While it has been 

desired by European policy-makers to have more countries participating in these 

policies, it cannot be said that every member state can join them freely as soon as 

they are part of the EU. Just like the EU membership itself, which has a long 

negotiation process, certain EU mechanisms also have several conditions for aspiring 

member states to join. If full membership has the Copenhagen criteria, the Eurozone 

membership has the Maastricht criteria. 

In the Maastricht Treaty, five conditions were written to join the Eurozone: the 

inflation rate being below the average of the inflation rates of the lowest three 

countries plus 1.5% points, the exchange rate remaining within the Exchange Rate 

Mechanism (ERM) for the last two years before membership, the public sector 

deficit is 3% of GDP at maximum for the last three years, the public sector debt is 

60% of GDP at maximum, and the interest rate on 10-year sovereign bonds not 

exceeding the average of the three countries with the lowest inflation rates plus 2%. 

(Iversen, Soskice & Hope, 2016) 

One country that can be given as an example under these conditions is Bulgaria, 

which will be the newest member of the Eurozone. In fact, recently, the European 

Commission and the European Central Bank voted in favour of Bulgaria’s accession 

into the Eurozone by 1 January 2026 (Butler, 2025). Still, it was an 18-year process 

for Bulgarians to be admitted, and the previous year’s report can hint at that. 

According to the Convergence Report of the European Central Bank (2024), 

Bulgaria fulfilled other conditions, such as its currency, the Lev, being part of ERM 

for two years, as well as long-term interest rates being below the limit. However, its 

12-month average inflation rate being 5.1%, which is 1.8% points more than the 

limit, made Bulgaria not fully eligible to join the Eurozone at that time (European 

Central Bank, 2024). Public opinion is not united either about the anticipated 

accession. However, Bulgaria’s case has always been different as it is the only 
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country outside the Eurozone which is also a member of the European Exchange 

Rate Mechanism II (alongside opt-out member Denmark). 

Sometimes, external factors can be a factor for one country’s exclusion, such as a 

veto of one country. Member states are interdependent, especially in the case of EU 

policies that need further integration for participating countries. The Euro and 

migration crises in the 2010s were clear indications of this. What happens to the 

Portuguese economy can affect Estonia, or boats of asylum seekers arriving in Malta 

can affect Germany. Therefore, countries are very delicate in accepting new 

members not only to the EU itself but also to the common policies that require full 

integration. And since these mechanisms need unanimity on decisions and 

admissions, countries can be excluded despite meeting the criteria to join and the 

approval of European policy-makers. 

One good example of this case was the Schengen situation with Romania and 

Bulgaria. While they recently became the new members of the Schengen Area, these 

two countries have been waiting to join ever since their accession to the EU in 2007. 

In the 2022 European Council meeting, these two countries met with a small but 

significant opposition. With Austria’s veto on both countries (and the Netherlands’ 

solely on Bulgaria), they would not be approved to join due to the new flow of 

asylum seekers going from the Balkans to Austria (Bălan & Troncotă, 2024). It was 

not Romania’s fault for the new arrivals, and officials from both countries made 

efforts to satisfy both the EU and the participating members of the Area. However, 

cases like this can happen in the European integration process. 

Finally, there is the reality of popular will. National governments or the public, or 

both, have always affected the trajectory of European integration. From the Swiss 

rejection of the European Economic Area in 1992 to the Norwegian rejection of EU 

membership twice, from opposition to Europe-wide constitutional changes in the last 

decades to British approval of leaving the EU, the will of the people can be a major 

factor in why countries prefer not to integrate more. Even if these countries are 

capable of adapting to European integration with no objection from possible 

partnering countries, they are dependent on ruling or opposing political parties and 

on the electorate in general. 
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Now knowing the reasons for integrating less, it is vital to see the examples of some 

countries currently implementing this policy in key areas. However, there is one 

more difference that separates less integrated countries: acceptance by the EU. Some 

countries are not legally obliged to take part, which has been approved by the EU. 

This is not the case for every country; some countries still must join once the 

necessary conditions are met. That is why the two groups of countries should be 

explained separately. But for the former, an important term which legalised a de 

facto differentiation should be explained: opt-out. 

 

3.4.1. Countries Exempt from Full Integration 

Ever since the Danish rejection of the Maastricht Treaty and the subsequent events 

that led to the Edinburgh Agreement, the term “opt-out” has existed in some EU 

mechanisms. It gives the member states the right to be legally exempt from these 

mechanisms, bound by bilateral and multilateral agreements. It is not only the way of 

European acceptance that some countries are willing to be excluded from integration 

that are able to do so, but also the solution of possible disturbances by countries 

reluctant to integrate. If Denmark were forced to join the Eurozone, a unity could 

have been reached, but its healthy participation would be highly unlikely due to the 

lack of public support, thereby lacking legitimacy. The idea of creating a common 

monetary policy with a centralised authority in Frankfurt was already controversial 

and discussed, and if member states with few political or public support joined this 

policy by coercion, many decisions and steps could not have been taken due to 

disagreements. 

Another reason why the EU does not want to force countries to fully integrate is to 

avoid creating an impression of being an undemocratic power that goes against the 

will of the people and the politicians they elected. Many rejections of European 

integration and the EU membership itself by referendums have a similar cause 

among those opposing it: national sovereignty. The EU not giving the right for 

member states to be excluded will prove the argument of the EU acting 

undemocratically by interfering in domestic affairs.  
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In fact, Qvortrup (2001) argued that many Danes opposing the 2000 Euro 

referendum were already angry over the fact that the EU member states put sanctions 

on Austria due to the right-wing Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs (Freedom Party of 

Austria) of Jörg Haider entering into a coalition government. It should be noted that 

the step was taken by the governments of member states, not the EU itself, but still, 

the general pattern and the foreign reaction to national politics are undeniable. 

The UK was once the best example of a member state that was excluded from many 

EU policies. The country had many opt-outs at that time, ranging from common 

currency, justice and home affairs, and even the Charter of Fundamental Rights (von 

Ondarza, 2015). Brexit would create a new position where the UK would move from 

being a member state with little inclusion to an outsider in just a decade, therefore 

being the main topic of “external differentiation”, which will be explained well in the 

next chapter. According to Schimmelfennig (2018), Brexit would create 

“differentiated disintegration” under two stages. First stage was having the 

negotiations between the UK and the EU for further exemptions in certain policies 

before the Brexit referendum, meaning an “internal differentiated disintegration”; 

and the second stage was having the negotiations to include the UK in some policies 

as a non-member, referred to as an “external differentiated disintegration”  

(Schimmelfennig, 2018). As of now, there are three countries that hold an opt-out 

from the EU policies: Denmark, Ireland and Poland. 

Denmark is a unique member of the European Union. It is one of the three countries 

that were part of the first enlargement of the Community in 1973 (alongside the 

United Kingdom and the Republic of Ireland). Even though two of its autonomous 

territories, the Faroe Islands and Greenland, are outside of the EU, the Danish 

government has generally been in favour of preserving the country’s membership 

and role in the EU, which the electorate supported as well. However, it cannot be 

said that European integration earned similar success in Denmark as the EU 

membership has. 

To find a middle ground between full integration and national sovereignty, the opt-

outs emerged, where Denmark would remain as part of the EU but would be exempt 

from some areas with the approval of the EU as well. Four areas where Denmark was 
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allowed not to be part of were the Eurozone, the Justice and Home Affairs (JHA), the 

Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), and the EU citizenship (Pedersen, 

Beach, et. al, 2023). The final opt-out regarding the possibility of EU citizenship 

replacing national citizenships is currently not used and can be referred to as “non-

existent”, as the EU citizenship did not replace any national citizenship of a member 

state.  While the Maastricht Treaty has Article 8.1. of  “Citizenship of the Union is 

hereby established. Every person holding the nationality of a Member State shall be a 

citizen of the Union”, the Amsterdam Treaty, which was signed five years later, 

would have a less supranational version as Article 2.9. which is “Citizenship of the 

Union shall complement and not replace national citizenship” (Behrens, 2021). 

Aside from the 2000 failed referendum regarding the lifting of the Eurozone opt-out, 

Denmark organised two more referendums in two different decades about two 

different opt-outs. The first one was organised in 2015 regarding the JHA opt-out, 

which was about whether Denmark should join the Area of Freedom, Security and 

Justice (AFSJ) while already being part of the Schengen Area. Similar to 2000, the 

2015 referendum resulted in 53% rejection, retaining the opt-out despite its removal 

being necessary to take part in Europol (Larsen, 2015).  

We see many changes in Western organisations in the year 2022; from Ukraine, 

Moldova and Georgia’s applications for the EU membership, to even Finland and 

Sweden’s applications to the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. However, not only 

European enlargement, but also European integration were affected due to Russia’s 

invasion of Ukraine in February 2022. The integration in question was Denmark’s 

accession to the CSDP, which required the lifting of its opt-out. All previous 

referendums regarding the EU had inter-party positions, with parties from left and 

right approving or rejecting the issues in question.  A social democrat and a 

conservative party could agree on further integration, while a socialist and a 

nationalist party could oppose it; no matter which parties are in the ruling coalition or 

in the opposition.  

Though a similar division could be seen in the latest referendum as well, the 

developments created a new “national compromise” among Danish parties on 

common foreign policy and European integration (Neergaard & Butler, 2022). 
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Therefore, a referendum on abolishing it was held less than three months after the 

attack was planned.Denmark wanted to strengthen its participation in the EU in times 

when unity was needed, and an active participation in the CSDP was a major step to 

do so. More than 2/3 of valid votes (66.9%) voted in favour of lifting the opt-out, 

integrating Denmark into the CSDP (Kosiara-Pedersen, 2023). Naturally, it put the 

futures of two other opt-outs in question. However, Prime Minister Mette 

Frederiksen ruled out any possible referendum for the other two existing opt-outs on 

the Euro and AFSJ (Prakash, 2022). 

Two more countries continued to be exempt from certain EU policies. One of them, 

Poland, has one opt-out today, which is from the Charter of Fundamental Rights. It 

was not alone in the past, as the UK had a similar opt-out from the Charter. The 

motivations of these two countries over their exemption, however, are not the same. 

The UK’s concern at that time was a possible creation of social and economic rights 

that could cause confusion with the European Court of Human Rights, which is a 

part of the Council of Europe, not the EU (Black, 2003).  

Poland, on the other hand, under a much more conservative government, wanted to 

be excluded due to social issues like LGBT+ rights and abortion written under 

certain provisions (Nedělníková, 2022). Both countries received additional protocols 

in the Lisbon Treaty, giving them the right of opt-out from the Charter (Adler-

Nissen, 2009), and Poland currently continues its right. 

The final country’s exclusion cannot be referred to as an opt-out, but rather as an 

“opt-in”, where a country’s participation is not full but rather partial. Ireland has an 

opt-in arrangement in asylum, immigration and judicial co-operation in civil matters, 

like what the UK had at that time, and unlike what Denmark currently has (Adler-

Nissen, 2009). Ireland is exempt from joining the Schengen Area as it has its own 

open travel area with the UK called the “Common Travel Area”, which covers both 

countries as well as the Channel Islands (Guernsey and Jersey) and the Isle of Man. 
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3.4.2.  Countries Obliged to Integrate 

What happens if a country has the ability to fulfil all criteria to join an EU policy, has 

the support from both the national government and its European counterparts and is 

obliged to join by EU law, but still decides not to due to lack of public support? This 

special case belongs to Sweden. 

In 2003, the Swedish government organised a referendum to join the Eurozone 

despite no legal exemption and the support of then Prime Minister Göran Persson. 

While the debate itself was overshadowed by the assassination of Swedish Foreign 

Minister Anna Lindh a few days before the voting (Oscarsson, 2021), it was still 

organised and ultimately rejected by 56% of the total electorate. Aside from two 

major metropolitan counties voting in favour of the total electorate, Stockholm with 

a majority and Skåne with plurality, the other 19 out of 21 Swedish counties voted 

against the possible adoption of the Euro (Miles, 2004).  

One major reason for rejection among the Swedish electorate was the threat of the 

common currency to Swedish democracy and power; as key decisions would be 

taken in Brussels and Frankfurt, not in Stockholm (Jonung, 2004). The question of 

“national sovereignty” was generally seen in both the 1992 and 2000 Danish 

referendums as well, which cannot be a surprise considering the fact that Swedes and 

Danes, two Scandinavian nations, have political, economic and cultural similarities. 

In fact, similar results in both countries’ Euro referendums can be seen. Like 

Persson, his Danish counterpart, Poul Nyrup Rasmussen, was in favour of joining the 

Eurozone and even claimed that more than 6.000 jobs would be gone if “no” wins 

(Downs, 2007). Nonetheless, the Danish electorate would reject this referendum. 

However, there is a major difference that emerges: opt-out. 

As Denmark already received the opt-out from entering the European Monetary 

Union after the rejection of the original Maastricht Treaty, the rejection of joining 

there would not change anything from its position. In fact, all three referendums 

Denmark voted on regarding their opt-outs, unsuccessful ones in 2000 and 2015, and 

a successful one in 2022, were about lifting them. Not staying out but joining them 

would be the one bringing change. 
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Sweden’s referendum, meanwhile, was organised in a consultative manner, and the 

country itself was and is still required to join. In fact, since the referendum was 

organised a year before the 2004 enlargement, they were the only country with this 

obligation, as Denmark and the United Kingdom had their own opt-outs, and the rest 

had already joined the Eurozone. However, with the enlargement towards the East 

and South, new member states and new issues would emerge. As of now, there are 

four countries that joined the EU in the 21st century and are yet to join the Eurozone. 

Like Sweden and Bulgaria, they are required to join somewhere in the future. These 

countries are Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Romania. 

We can also measure these countries’ positions to join the Eurozone under two 

conditions: popularity and capability. According to the 2025 report of the 

Eurobarometer research conducted in these six countries; Hungary is the most 

positive country to join with 75% very much to rather in favour; followed by 

Romania with 71%, Sweden with 53%; Czechia and Poland with 46% each, and 

Bulgaria with 45% (European Commission, 2025). Optimism, on the other hand, 

does not go hand in hand with popularity. In the same report (European Commission, 

2025), 39% of Swedes believe they are ready to join the Eurozone, which is the 

number 32% for Romania, 30% for Czechia, 29% for Bulgaria, 21% Hungary and 

19% for Poland.  

While Romania is more positive about the adoption of the Euro and optimistic about 

its future accession, annual performance is important. That is where capability 

comes. In fact, when we look back at the Convergence Report of the European 

Central Bank (2024), we can see that Romania has many issues in fulfilling 

Maastricht criteria to join the Eurozone, from the independence of its central bank to 

its long-term interest rates being above the reference value. As the EU cannot have 

full integration just for the sake of it, it also brings requirements for candidate 

countries to join these mechanisms to make the entire integration process efficient 

and functional. Therefore, countries being capable of joining while achieving 

political and public support is the key for these countries to be integrated. 
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3.5. Institutionalisation of Internal Differentiation 

Despite not being an official policy, differentiation is already an accepted situation in 

the EU. The “White Paper” of the European Commission, which will be explained in 

Section 5.7, wrote the idea of “those who want to do more”, which can be understood 

as the acceptance of differentiated integration as a possible future plan for the EU 

(European Commission, 2017). However, it cannot be said that there are plans at the 

European level to institutionalise a model that creates a special group for integrated 

countries. Although we see informal groupings such as the Eurogroup for Eurozone 

member states, there is no separate supranational organisation for countries wanting 

to do more.  

If it is created inside the EU, we will see two unions: the first one is a federal union 

of countries that are already integrated, and the second one is the current EU with the 

same competencies. These two are not separated but rather intertwined, as every 

member of the first union is also a member of the second one, but not the other way 

around. It does not argue over fundamentally changing the EU altogether, either; 

instead, it is about creating a space inside the EU for countries that want to integrate 

more.  It can be seen as “best of both worlds”, as both supporters and opponents of 

further integration can get what they want. If a country wants to do more, it can join 

this organisation; or if it wants less, it can decide to stay out while keeping its EU 

membership.  

The principle of openness for those that want to be included, especially newer 

member states, is actually important to be referred to, because we often hear plans 

like this when an enlargement is on the horizon. In fact, it was no coincidence that 

the 1994 CDU report was talking about the “core Europe” of already integrated 

countries, while the Central and Eastern European countries were discussing joining 

(Schäuble, 1994). While it is true that a full integration of new member states into 

the EU mechanisms should not be hoped for in the near future, it also cannot be said 

that there will not be any of them to be fully integrated. Seven countries (Croatia, 

Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Slovakia and Slovenia) that joined the EU in the 

21st  century are already integrated in both the Schengen Area and Eurozone, and 

this number will go to eight when Bulgaria joins the latter. 



 49 

While we will discuss more in Chapter 6, the distribution of decision-making powers 

between more and less integrated countries should be debated, as the first tier will 

not be a group of countries in this case, but rather an organisation. And as an 

organisation, it will need its own institutions and offices. So the real question would 

be what type of bodies can be created to observe key policies such as the Eurozone 

or Schengen Area? One proposal mentioned in the past was creating a new European 

Parliament for Eurozone countries that would feature most of the member states but 

exclude countries like Poland, Sweden or Denmark. In fact, in a conference on the 

20th anniversary of the 1994 CDU report, most speakers would be in favour of this 

idea, though whether it should be a separate institution or a subcommittee inside the 

existing European Parliament was not decided (Koenig, 2014). However, creating 

parallel institutions to already existing ones of the EU can also create further 

confusion over which one the “inner circle” countries take seriously. After all, they 

will continue their EU membership and they will be represented equally in the 

Parliament, the Commission and the Council as the other member states. 

We will also discuss the possibility of exits from the federal union in Chapter 6, over 

a detailed analysis of the “multi-tier” plan. 

 

3.6. Conclusion 

Differentiation among member states has coexisted with European integration, and 

as the Union became enlarged with more countries on the waiting line, it is very 

unlikely to achieve full integration of the EU. Nearly 1/3 of member states are not 

part of at least one integration policy. These member states are not part of these 

policies, either because they are unable to do so due to a lack of performance or of 

political and public support, or they are accepted by the EU to be excluded from 

these policies under the “opt-out” mechanism.  

Even in the case of these countries joining the EU policies altogether, we cannot say 

that full integration can be achieved, because Europe is bigger than the EU. There are 

candidate countries slowly integrating their systems into the EU, ranging from 

already adopting the Euro in a unilateral step (Montenegro) to the ones with the 
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European Court of Justice jurisdiction (Ukraine) and with the Customs Union 

(Türkiye). However, integrating them into the Eurozone and the Schengen Area once 

they join the EU in a decade, especially since there are nine candidates, is a very 

unexpected situation. Even though there is precedent, with Croatia joining both areas 

almost a decade after its EU accession, full integration of the EU with more than 30 

member states can be hoped for, but is very unlikely to be achieved. That is why a 

“second tier”, which is the regular EU membership, can be seen as a start for them, 

where they will be part of the EU with the same rights and obligations, but always 

open to doing more. 

Meanwhile, these countries can still be integrated before full membership. It can be 

even said for countries not on the enlargement agenda, ranging from Switzerland to 

Norway and the UK. That is why we have to discuss the differentiation happening 

outside the EU in the next chapter: external differentiation. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

EXTERNAL DIFFERENTIATION 

 

 

4.1. Introduction 

Differentiation is a two-way concept; it not only explains the absence of the member 

states in many key areas of the European Union (EU), but also the presence of the 

non-member states in these areas. Just as the former has been described as “internal 

differentiation” in the previous chapter, the latter is defined as “external 

differentiation”. 

The concept of external differentiation is used to explain how countries outside of 

the EU take part in European policies. It takes the form of political and economic 

agreements and partnerships as an alternative to the EU membership rather than 

being a legal concept (Keating et. al, 2022).  

Similar to internal differentiation, both the Eurozone and the Schengen Area can be 

given as examples of this concept. While the Eurozone has six and the Schengen 

Area has two member states missing from participation, it can be observed that some 

countries that are not part of the European Union are included; from Monaco printing 

Euro coins through a bilateral agreement with the EU to Iceland being part of the 

common travel area as a signatory to the Schengen Agreement.  

Just as their actions and their status in the eyes of the EU, these countries’ 

motivations for their participation can vary. Some of these countries are in the 
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enlargement agenda as they are trying to integrate with the policies of the Union to 

fulfil the criteria and become the next members. Meanwhile, there are countries 

without any intention or goal to join the EU but are trying to align with some of the 

EU policies that can be beneficial for both sides.  

For example, both Ukraine and Norway partially take part in EU agencies, but their 

vision of the EU is different, since Ukraine has a willingness to join and Norway 

prefers to stay out. That is why, just like in the case of internal differentiation, two 

different reasons can be used as an explanation for why there are European countries 

not part of the European Union: Those that are waiting to fulfil the criteria to join, 

and those that have already decided not to join. Therefore, when we discuss the cases 

of the countries outside of the EU and their contribution to the external 

differentiation, two groups of countries are defined: Those in the enlargement agenda 

and those out of the enlargement agenda. 

Two countries in each sub-section will be examined over their current (and maybe 

future) role in the Union. The first sub-section has been reserved for two countries on 

the enlargement agenda: Ukraine and Türkiye. Ukraine obtained the negotiating 

candidate status in December 2023, and both Ukraine and the EU are working 

together to improve the relations and the negotiations despite the ongoing war with 

Russia, whose roots date back to 2014. Türkiye, on the other hand, has already been 

partly integrated into the Union structure due to the Customs Union, but it is 

currently not expected to join in the near future after the negotiations have been 

frozen since 2016. The third section will focus on two countries not part of the 

enlargement agenda: Norway and the United Kingdom (UK). Norway is well 

integrated into the EU by participating in certain areas such as the Schengen Area, 

but it is not an EU member for different reasons. Finally, the UK was the essential 

country of the internal differentiation for years until its departure from the EU in 

2020. 

Finally, we will try to discuss and understand whether a broader organisation outside 

of the EU that features non-EU countries to comply with some of the EU rules can be 

established legally or institutionally. While there are already existing broader 

organisations larger than the EU, and the European Political Community was 



 53 

established in 2022 as an echo of the previous plans of a pan-European organization, 

we will try to understand whether it can evolve from a discussion forum to a formal 

institution and whether can it become beneficial for the EU as creating common 

bonds and policies between the countries inside and outside of the EU. 

 

4.2. Countries on the Enlargement Agenda 

When all the countries in the enlargement agenda are mentioned, they are usually 

divided into three groups by the EU. The first group is the Western Balkan region 

that includes Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosovo, Montenegro, North 

Macedonia, and Serbia. The second group is often referred to as the “Association 

Trio”, which is located in Eastern Europe and the Caucasus and features Georgia, 

Moldova, and Ukraine. The final group is one country only, Türkiye, due to being a 

unique and the longest waiting candidate country.  

While these candidate countries are grouped in one category for the sake of this 

thesis, it cannot be said that all countries have a similar pace or similar status in the 

enlargement agenda. For example, North Macedonia and Albania started 

negotiations only in 2022; Montenegro had started a decade before, opening all 33 

chapters and closing 3 by the year of 2023 (Lukšić & Pejović, 2023), followed by 4 

more closed chapters in next two years. Candidate countries in Eastern Europe, 

named as the “Association Trio”, applied to join the EU in 2022. Moldova and 

Ukraine are negotiating candidates now, and accession talks with Georgia have been 

suspended.  

Annual reports of the European Commission regarding the countries on the 

enlargement agenda are also clear indicators. In the latest report, the Commission 

(2023) suggested opening negotiations with both Ukraine and Bosnia and 

Herzegovina; in the Bosnian case, however, it looks conditional as Bosnian 

authorities need to comply with the EU criteria. In a way, it can be said that even in 

the case of the enlargement, we can see a differentiation among the countries on the 

enlargement agenda. 
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Not only do the candidacy status of these countries differ, but also their 

contributions, bilateral relations, and roles in the EU do. Therefore, while there are 

many examples to explain the external differentiation among candidate countries, 

two of them will be examined. One is Ukraine, a candidate country since 2022, that 

has been steadily integrating into the European system since the post-Maidan era in 

2014. The other one is Türkiye, a candidate country since 1999, which has a long 

economic and political history with the European Union all the way back to the 

European Economic Community era, but is currently not expected to join the EU in 

the near future. 

 

4.2.1. Case Study #1: Ukraine 

Ever since the Euromaidan protests in late 2013, joining the EU has been one of, if 

not the most important, goals of Ukrainian foreign policy. This goal not only has a 

practical but also a symbolic importance for Ukrainians, as the flag and symbols 

were part of these protests. Russia’s annexation of Crimea and the separation of 

breakaway oblasts from the Donbas region in 2014, followed by the Russian 

invasion in February 2022, caused many consequences for both Ukraine and the EU. 

In just a short period, Ukraine applied to be a candidate country, and just two years 

later, the two sides started further accession negotiations in 2024.  

So far, the process for Ukrainian accession is neither great nor disappointing. 

According to the enlargement report by the Directorate-General for Neighbourhood 

and Enlargement Negotiations (2024), Ukraine’s performance in 4 chapters has been 

labeled as “good”, 4 chapters as “moderate”, 17 chapters as “some”, 5 chapters as 

“early stage”, and the remaining 3 chapters are either “moderate to good” or “some 

to moderate”. For a country that is in the middle of an ongoing war and has been a 

candidate for only 3 years, this result can be somewhat good. However, even in a 

scenario where peace is achieved and the general dispute with its neighbour, Russia, 

is over, it will still take a long time for Ukraine to be reconstructed and stable both 

politically and economically.  
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Therefore, while there is still optimism among some Ukrainian and European 

politicians for possible membership in the near future, it is not seen as a reality for 

now. But between now and the day of official accession in the future, there is a long 

period during which Ukraine should not be isolated and should be included in 

European politics. It is no coincidence that the European Political Community (EPC) 

was established just two months after the Russian attack on Ukraine in 2022. 

Ukraine, on the other hand, did not receive the establishment of the EPC well, just as 

Georgia and Moldova, as these new applicant countries felt that it could be used as a 

substitute for their membership aspirations (Sapir, 2022). 

The concept of “associated membership”, which will be debated more in the Türkiye 

section, was often seen as an alternative for Ukraine instead of full membership. 

However, Ukraine has had the goal of EU membership for almost a decade, which 

has been credited as one of the reasons why it was invaded by Russia. If Ukraine’s 

status is relegated to some third party to the EU with extra privileges, it can be seen 

as an insult by many. However, European politicians reject the idea of EPC as a 

substitute for full membership. After its presentation, the French government insisted 

that the EPC is not an alternative to full membership for candidate countries, but 

rather a process of strengthening links with the member states of the EU before they 

join (Petrov, 2024). Ukraine also took further steps to be integrated into the EU 

before even applying to join, such as judicial integration. For example, the 

Association Agreement between the two sides also grants Ukraine the right to cover 

the entire EU acquis, that is, not only the primary and secondary law, but also the 

entire set of legal principles, common values and the case law of the Court of Justice 

of the EU (Petrov, 2019).  

As of 2025, Ukraine regularly attends the EPC summits with its President, 

Volodymyr Zelenskyy, and the country continues to adapt the EU law into its 

legislation. Currently, Ukraine has the unusual status among candidate countries 

where it expresses interest in being part of the EU and takes necessary steps for it, 

but due to the ongoing war, as well as to the further efforts to improve accession 

talks and having a very large population, make Ukraine’s chances to join in the near 

future impossible. 
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Still, Ukraine has been trying to engage in European mechanisms with the 

implementation of the Association Agreement, as well as with its participation in 

both the EPC and the Council of Europe. Therefore, despite a full membership not 

being expected for the near future, Ukraine will continue to be engaged in the 

policies and actions of the EU. 

 

4.2.2. Case Study #2: Türkiye 

Due to its culture and history, Türkiye has always been unique. It was the first ever 

Muslim-majority country to join the Council of Europe and then later NATO, and 

Türkiye’s journey to the EU started in 1963 when Türkiye signed an Association 

Agreement with the European Economic Community, which was the first step for 

possible Turkish accession in the future. Economic relations continued between both 

sides as a common customs union had been established. However, many 

developments both inside and outside of Türkiye left the country out of the 

membership until it applied in 1987 and was declared as an official candidate in 

1999, when the negotiation talks started six years later. And again, many 

developments shaped the relations for better or worse. While there were European 

governments focused more on socio-cultural issues, such as how “European” 

Türkiye was, disagreements over both Cyprus and Aegean issues, as well as the EU’s 

criticisms over political conditions in Türkiye, not only froze the chapters but also 

stopped the accession talks in general.  

It is obvious that Türkiye’s status in the eyes of the EU is more as a regional partner 

rather than a candidate country, as observed by many speeches of Ursula von der 

Leyen, President of the European Commission, who did not call to end the accession 

process, but rather preferred to exclude Türkiye when it comes to enlargement. 

However, it is worth mentioning that the bilateral relations did not stop, as both sides 

continue to cooperate in cases that require security.  

Since both Türkiye and the EU had to think more security-based policies, especially 

due to the major flow of Syrian asylum seekers in 2015, relations between both sides 
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evolved into a more transactional nature, added with the signing of a EU-Türkiye 

deal in 2016 regarding the return of asylum seekers (Alpan, 2024). 

Discussions over how Türkiye should be included in the European family without 

EU membership go back before the start of the accession talks in 2005. There are 

some alternative concepts that were developed to make Türkiye’s status as an 

associate partner without full membership, but with some advantages, such as 

“associated membership” and “privileged partnership”. Introduced in the mid-2000s, 

“privileged partnership” was supported by centre-right politicians in France, 

Germany and Austria, but what were the reasons for this policy?  

İçener (2007) argued that due to the unpopularity of its accession, discussions over 

Türkiye’s “Europeanness”, bordering with the Middle East and the “enlargement 

fatigue” the EU faced after the 2000s, Türkiye could be integrated more in areas such 

as common foreign policy, extended customs union and free movement of workers 

instead. However, every European politician has his or her own style of defining a 

possible partnership between Türkiye and the EU in the future. Türkiye currently has 

a limited customs union and has no free movement with the EU, which separates it 

from candidate countries and even from third parties. Compared to the latter group, 

however, such as the United Kingdom, which has its own case that will be explained 

better in its section, Türkiye is still an official candidate country for the EU. Turkish 

accession is currently off the agenda for the EU, but neither Türkiye nor the EU 

plans to remove the status of Türkiye’s candidacy. 

 

4.3. Countries Not on the Enlargement Agenda 

Integration into the EU policies is not limited to countries aspiring to join in the 

future. Just as full membership brings rights and responsibilities, outer participation 

in these policies can look privileged, but they also have costs. Why is Norway part of 

the Schengen Area and European Economic Area if it will not join the EU, or why 

does it refuse to join if they are well integrated with the EU? 
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A less talked-about example of external differentiation can be the case of 

microstates. Andorra, San Marino, Monaco, and Vatican City; the countries with 

fewer areas and populations as well as being surrounded by the Union member states 

(Italy, France and Spain), have permission from the Union to use Euro officially and 

their participation in Schengen Area differs country to country (from official 

participation to open borders for the EU nationals). However, European integration 

does not end in these areas. Whether countries can adapt the rules or policies of the 

EU politically, economically and socially also shapes the decision of the membership 

for both aspiring countries and the EU. In the case of microstates, while explaining 

all of them as well as Liechtenstein (a member country of the European Free Trade 

Area), Dózsa (2008) argues that these countries can be hurt economically in the case 

of a possible membership in the EU. Another concern for these countries is that their 

voices cannot be heard well due to their size and population, which explains why a 

full membership for these four countries is not a plausible solution; though an 

exclusion of these countries from any EU policy should not be the alternative either. 

Even if they are grouped together when it comes to referring to the common issues of 

these countries, their difference should be noted. Aside from the Vatican’s theocratic 

and Monaco’s absolute monarchic structures, these countries also want to have 

different types of relations with the EU. From Monaco wanting to discuss options 

exclusively on the internal market to Andorra and San Marino being more open to 

many scenarios, such as European Economic Area membership or bilateral 

agreements (Kalicka-Mikołajczyk, 2018), the EU needs to take its relations with 

these countries on a case-by-case basis for closer cooperation. 

Nevertheless, all of these countries (except the Vatican), as well as the United 

Kingdom, Azerbaijan, Armenia and members of the European Free Trade Area 

(EFTA), are part of the Council of Europe and they take part in the meetings of the 

European Political Community twice a year. Furthermore, some countries take part 

in the policies of the European Union voluntarily without taking part in the decision-

making process. After all, Norway complies with the Schengen rules without any 

representation in EU bodies, and the microstates are not in the governance of the 

European Central Bank. 
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This may look like these participating non-member states have a huge disadvantage. 

While it is true that there is a cost, it cannot be seen as a waste for countries like 

Iceland or Switzerland, which are voluntarily out of the EU for different reasons. 

Interests play a big part in why countries join the EU mechanisms and policies, but 

not the EU itself. Therefore, we will examine two countries in the case: Norway, 

who applied to join the EU twice in the past but also rejected it twice by referendums 

but nevertheless takes part in several EU programs; and the United Kingdom, which 

voted to leave the EU in 2016 by a referendum, formalized it four years later and 

currently excluded in many EU programs, although there are discussions over the 

future of the EU-UK relations. 

 

4.3.1. Case Study #3: Norway 

Unlike its Nordic neighbours (Sweden, Denmark and Finland), Norway refused to 

join the EU twice. One was in 1972, when the UK, Ireland and Denmark joined a 

year later. The other one was in 1994, when some prominent members of EFTA 

(Austria, Finland and Sweden) joined at that time. Both have similar outcomes: 

smaller margins, capital Oslo voting in favour, and some of the major parties 

supporting the accession. However, the Norwegian public rejected the referendum 

twice. These outcomes might be interpreted by someone as Norway’s heavy 

opposition to the existence of the EU. Contrary to the belief, Norway continued to 

have closer relations with the EU as they are part of both the European Economic 

Area (EEA) and the Schengen Area. 

As part of the EEA Agreement which also includes Iceland and Liechtenstein, 

Norway adopted many parts of the EU acquis by its national legislation (Kux & 

Sverdrup, 2000); so it can be argued why Norway is part of the larger European 

mechanism without its privileges such as voting rights in the European Parliament or 

taking part in decision-making process? The key reason for Norway’s exclusion from 

the EU lies in economic reasons. 

Months after joining the European Economic Area (EEA), the Norwegian electorate 

rejected joining the EU for the second time. If Norway joined the EU, it would be 
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obliged to take part in both the Common Fisheries and Common Agricultural 

Policies of the EU, which are not featured in the EEA agreement (Vahl, Emerson & 

et al., 2002). Taking the benefits of the common market while being exempt from 

certain EU policies that are related to its key industries is the major aim of Norway, 

even though governments in two membership referendums supported the accession. 

However, it is not a perfect model either, as Norway has the responsibility of taking 

several EU rules and regulations while not being represented in the EU institutions 

because it is not a member state (Marthe Narud & Strøm, 2000). Both being a full 

member of the EU, adopting the EU policies, and partially being integrated into the 

EU without representation have benefits and costs. Unless this model is no longer 

feasible, as Norway has the capability to join the EU, it will continue to choose the 

latter. 

 

4.3.2. Case Study #4: United Kingdom (UK) 

Despite there are territories that left the EU in the past, such as Algeria being a part 

of the European Communities (EC) until its independence from France or Greenland 

leaving the EC in 1985 despite being the autonomous territory of an EU member 

state, Denmark; no country that joined the EU as an independent state ever left the 

EU, until 52% of the UK electorate voted to leave the EU in 2016 referendum and 

the country officially left the EU in 2020. The UK has a unique status in the EU. For 

years, it was the main country of internal differentiation by having opt-outs in many 

EU policies, similar to Denmark, and it was much less politically and economically 

integrated into the EU compared to Norway or Switzerland. However, its departure 

from the EU gave many discussions about its future status. 

A good example of showing the future relationship between both sides is Figure 2 

shared by Michel Barnier, EU Chief Negotiator on the withdrawal process of the 

UK, to the EU leaders in 2017. The British government at that time, which argued 

for “hard Brexit”, had many red lines in defining the bilateral relations. They did not 

want any free movement with the EU (unlike EFTA members), the jurisdiction of the 

Court of Justice (unlike Ukraine), or a customs union (unlike Türkiye), which could 
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make them a country with free-trade deals only, similar to Canada or South Korea 

(Waugh, 2017). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The graphic shared by the then EU Chief Negotiator Michel Barnier about 

the future relationship between the EU and the UK (Waugh, 2017). 

Currently, the United Kingdom is outside of the European Economic Area as well, 

which requires either EU or EFTA membership. Even though the possibility of the 

EFTA membership was discussed in the past, it also requires the free movement of 

people, as all four EFTA members (Norway, Iceland, Liechtenstein and Switzerland) 

are part of the Schengen Area. After the official withdrawal of the United Kingdom 

in January 2020, many political developments have occurred. With what has been 

happening in Ukraine, the new British government under the Labour Party and the 

re-election of Donald Trump in the United States can and will put both the United 

Kingdom and the European Union closer together as they act together in foreign 

policy matters, especially in the case of Ukraine. Though it should not be viewed as 

rejoining the EU as well as further political and economic integration, as they are 

currently expected by either side. The current Labour government also rejected any 

plan to reapply to join the EU, which is why a status quo with some minor 

improvements and better cooperation is the possible outcome for now. 
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4.4. Institutionalisation of External Differentiation 

Table 2 below gives us the current political and economic structure of Europe and 

the current status of each country. As mentioned in Table 1 shared in Section 3.3, 

there are currently 18 EU member states that are engaged in both the Eurozone and 

the Schengen Area. Two member states (the Republic of Cyprus and Ireland) are 

participating only in the Eurozone, and two member states (Bulgaria and Romania) 

only in the Schengen Area. It will be changed when Bulgaria joins the Eurozone next 

year. However, it gets much more complicated when we start to add non-member 

states. 

 

Table 2. Participation of all member states of the European Political Community + 

Belarus, Russia and Vatican City as of 2025 

*Andorra, Monaco, San Marino and Vatican City have formal agreements with the 

EU. They are not part of the decision-making process, but they use the currency 

officially and issue their own euro coins.                                                                                                                             
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 **Montenegro and Kosovo use the Euro unilaterally without an official agreement; 

hence, they are not part of the Eurozone. 

 

Four EFTA members participate in the Schengen Area, but one of them, Switzerland, 

is excluded from the EEA after it was rejected by the public in a 1992 referendum. 

We can say Switzerland and, for example, Ireland have not so much in common as 

the former is not part of the EEA and the latter is not part of the Schengen Area; two 

key external differentiation mechanisms of the EU. It gets more complicated if we 

include four microstates (Andorra, Monaco, San Marino and Vatican City) that can 

officially use the Euro as their currencies without being part of the Eurozone. All 

except Vatican City are part of the EU Customs Union that also includes Türkiye. 

Finally, all of the EU Customs Union members, EU candidates, EFTA members, the 

UK, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Kosovo are all part of the European Political 

Community (EPC), which excludes three sovereign European countries: Belarus, 

Russia and Vatican City. 

One organisation is not mentioned in the table, but it is the pioneer of European 

unity. In terms of a pan-European organisation with its own institutions and rules, 

one organisation is older than the European Coal and Steel Community and 

continues to exist: the Council of Europe (CoE). Despite being much less 

supranational and less spoken of than the EU nowadays, the foundation of the CoE is 

seen as the earliest steps for European unity. In fact, during the Second World War, it 

was Winston Churchill, the Prime Minister of the UK, who talked about the concept 

of a “Council of Europe” where Europe can be united with fewer barriers (Mauter, 

1998). Having more political and legal causes rather than economic or security, the 

CoE has its Secretary General, Parliamentary Assembly, Committee of Ministers and 

European Court of Human Rights, not only to pursue European unity, but also to 

protect democracy and human rights on the continent. 

As we will discuss in the next chapter, Mitterrand’s plan for a confederal Europe in 

the early 1990s did not work because it would be the duplication of the CoE as well 

as the Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) (Lucinescu, 

2023). Being the vital organisation of the Cold War era for having the West and East 
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Blocs as well as non-aligned and neutral countries, CSCE would later be branded as 

the Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). Compared to the 

EU and the CoE, OSCE is a much larger organisation as it features all European 

countries (including the Holy See but excluding Kosovo as an independent member), 

all ex-Soviet countries (including Central Asian ones) and even non-European 

NATO members (Canada and the United States). 

A more policy-based organisation that will also include economic and political 

partnership is often considered but never implemented. That is why the 

institutionalisation of EPC is important because, as of today, there are two goals of 

EPC: to integrate candidate countries with the EU so that they can prepare to join the 

EU, and to include non-candidate countries for closer cooperation without 

membership. 

As the EU wants to be integrated more inside and some politicians even argue for 

federalisation, a scenario where the EU reaches its full capacity based on both 

enlargement and integration seems highly unlikely, especially in the near future. 

Therefore, an intergovernmental organisation where countries can take part in certain 

policies together, while not being closely integrated, can be seen as an alternative by 

many. How this organisation will be planned is an issue, as it is discussed well above 

that many non-EU countries have their own characteristics, interests and relations 

with the EU. An organisation that wants to regulate the Schengen Area might not be 

beneficial for the United Kingdom, or certain candidate countries may object to some 

policies, as “an alternative organisation to the EU” is already seen as controversial by 

some. 

This organisation should not be promoted as a replacement for the EU either, as it 

can be seen as a better model for Eurosceptics inside the EU member states and can 

harm the integration process altogether. Regardless of its positive and negative sides, 

what is certain is that the creation of this type of organisation can institutionalise the 

concept of “external differentiation” and be recognised by the EU. 
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4.5. Conclusion 

Throughout the thesis, we wrote about many negative aspects of the relationship 

between the EU and non-member states. Ukraine wants to join as soon as possible, 

but the current conditions make it harder. Relations with Türkiye continue in a 

transactional way, focusing on cooperation in different sectors rather than on 

integration and accession. Optimism for the EU membership in Georgia is still high, 

but the latest political developments, which arose from last year’s parliamentary 

elections, have deteriorated the relations. The Western Balkans is too diverse, having 

both an advanced candidate like Montenegro and an applicant like Kosovo, which 

has not been recognised by some EU member states. Microstates can somehow 

integrate into the countries they are surrounded by, but they are too small to be part 

of the EU. Norway is mostly, Switzerland is partly, and the UK is rarely integrated 

into the EU, but none of them will join the EU in the near future. There is a need for 

a more effective and broader organisation that can prepare candidates for future EU 

membership, and include non-aspiring countries in a less integrated manner. 

While this thesis discusses the possibilities of the creation of both a more integrated 

union inside the EU and a more intergovernmental union outside of the EU, it is not 

the first to propose this plan. In fact, it is the cumulation of previous proposals shared 

by politicians and scholars over the past six decades, and one of them, the Franco-

German plan published in 2023, inspired me to work on this matter. Therefore, in the 

next chapter, we will examine these proposals that aimed to address the ongoing 

differentiation in both member and non-member states. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

PROPOSALS FOR A MULTI-LAYERED EUROPEAN STRUCTURE 

 

 

5.1. Introduction 

“Differentiated integration” is neither a new nor stagnant concept. It has often been 

seen as new since it was explained with this name by Alexander Stubb in the 1990s, 

which paved the way for scholars to present further definitions and categorisations. 

However, the practice of differentiation among the member states of the European 

Union (EU) has existed for decades. In fact, to address this differentiation, there were 

already proposals regarding a much more or less integrated Europe alongside the 

existing EU, which existed even in the early years of the European Economic 

Community (EEC). The discussions regarding this issue continued in both academic 

and political circles during the 1980s and 1990s, when new countries started to join 

the European Community and member states discussed further political and 

economic integration. Although the EU faced major changes and new challenges in 

the 21st century, the concept of differentiation in European integration not only 

continued to keep its relevance but has also been developed. Many proposals 

regarding the future of the EU often mention the understanding of countries that 

want to integrate more, of countries that need time and will to do so, and of countries 

that want to participate in the European mechanisms without membership. 

After analysing the conceptual, theoretical and practical framework of differentiated 

integration, it is important to understand the discussions in the near European history 

that sought to address it. That is why this chapter will analyse the proposals that were 

shared throughout the history of the EU, from the earliest ones dating back to the 

Economic Community era to the 21st century.  
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That is why this chapter will analyse the proposals that were shared throughout the 

history of the EU, from the earliest ones dating back to the Economic Community 

era to the 21st century. While all of these proposals are important to understand the 

idea of a “multi-tier” Europe, the latest one, Franco-German plan published in 2023 

is essential for this thesis as the main discussion topic.  

Many of these proposals are actually referenced in Alexander Stubb’s earliest work 

on differentiated integration, explained in Section 2.2. Even though Stubb’s work has 

been viewed as the basic framework to understand the concept, he admits that earlier 

terms and concepts regarding the future structure of Europe were already presented 

in the past. One key difference between the ones before Stubb’s work and after is the 

political influence. While key policy-makers, including heads of state and 

government, would be more present in the proposals during the Community years, 

experts in both the academic and political fields would start to get more engaged in 

the future. But to understand the analysed work, we have to understand the earliest 

discussions. 

It has been argued that differentiated integration was in practice in the first years of 

the Community, as the Treaty of Rome, which established the EEC in 1957, had 

certain provisions that excluded some of the member states (Brunazzo, 2022). Hanf 

(2021) mentions that the Treaty of Rome has flexibility causes based on territorial 

scope (overseas territories of member states), specific derogations (on both founding 

and new member states) and safeguard clauses. However, the starting point of Rome 

started with Messina Conference, with the participation of Foreign Ministers of 

member states. The integration process was halted due to the rejection of the 

European Defence Community by the French Parliament, stopping further talks on a 

political union.  

However, the integration process, which had a success in coal and steel industry, was 

back on the track for further economic integration (Ellison, 1999). The conference 

inspired not only the signing of Treaty of Rome in the future; but also the foundation 

two important institutions, European Economic Community and Euratom, with the 

former proposed by Dutch Foreign Minister Johan Willem Beyen and the latter by 
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Jean Monnet (Ellisson, 1999). The debates for further integration and whether 

countries should be included or excluded however, was just getting started. 

 

5.2. Early Proposals from de Gaulle and Brandt 

Charles de Gaulle, President of France from 1959 to 1969, is a key figure to mention 

when writing the history of the Community in the 1960s. Having a pro-European 

foreign policy with closer relations with West Germany and the vision of Europe as 

an alternative to both main powers of the Cold War (the United States and the Soviet 

Union), his actions affected both the enlargement and integration processes of the 

EEC. The second enlargement process would be halted twice when the United 

Kingdom (UK)’s membership application for the EEC was vetoed by him. European 

integration, on the other hand, would be challenged by the “empty chair crisis” when 

de Gaulle withdrew French participation in EEC bodies, as Jourdain (2015) argues 

that it would weaken the ambition for further integration among European policy-

makers. However, during his presidency, two key proposals regarding the future 

structure and integration of Communities would emerge: the Fouchet Plan and the 

“Soames Affair”. 

Written by and named after Christian Fouchet, France’s Ambassador to Denmark, 

the Fouchet Plan aimed for a “union of states” where cooperation would increase in 

many areas such as common foreign policy but in an intergovernmental sense, with a 

Council of heads of states and governments voting in unanimity and a sharp 

distinction of powers between member states and the Community (CVCE, 2016). 

This plan and the subsequent plan, “Fouchet Plan II”, were the clear signs of Gaullist 

foreign policy: a united Europe but under the authority of sovereign nations rather 

than a supranational institution as a new power. However, de Gaulle’s idea of 

undermining the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) with this new Union 

was rejected by Dutch and Belgian delegations, as these two were also asking for the 

inclusion of the UK in these plans (van der Lee, 2017).  
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Just two months before the end of his presidency, de Gaulle would have an 

interesting talk with Christopher Soames, the UK’s Ambassador to France and future 

European Commissioner for External Relations, which talk would be named as 

“Soames Affair”. In their talk, de Gaulle mentioned the EEC should be less 

integrated but enlarged with the addition of seven members of the European Free 

Trade Association (EFTA), as four of these members (Denmark, Ireland, Norway, 

UK) were negotiating to join EEC at that time; followed by a smaller council of large 

states that would include France, Germany, Italy and the UK (Brunazzo, 2022).  

The proposal of a “two-circle Union” can be seen as an unprecedented idea, as in the 

1960s, there were two blocs in Northern and Western Europe that were divided over 

the level of economic integration: the EEC (“inner six”) and EFTA (“outer seven”). 

Merging these two under one roof but offering multiple mechanisms to navigate the 

needs and interests of all parties instead could be seen as a motivation that complied 

with de Gaulle’s vision of uniting Europe. However, the talk or “the affair” did the 

opposite of uniting; German officials not being happy about their exclusion from the 

talk, the UK officials not wanting to act against other member states of the EEC that 

supported the UK’s accession to the EEC, and de Gaulle criticizing the UK for 

“betraying their trust” stopped further talks over this proposal (The Penguin 

Companion to European Union, 2012).  

Now, analysing the plan from the vision of the 2020s, one can argue whether the UK 

would support being included in a smaller council that could evolve into a more 

integrated union. The UK could be a key influence in the organisation and 

Euroscepticism beyond the Channel was less significant compared to the Brexit era. 

Still, the hypothetical questions on how the British participation could change de 

Gaulle’s idea, and how integrated this organisation could be, will remain a mystery. 

A certain fact is that the UK would eventually join the European family, as de Gaulle 

would be replaced by Georges Pompidou, who would lift the veto on the UK that 

paved the way for the EEC membership. 

Meanwhile, a new idea of European integration would come from another major 

member of the Community: West Germany. Seven months after the end of his rule as 

Chancellor, Willy Brandt would make a speech in the European Movement in Paris 
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and use the term “Abstufung der Integration”, meaning graduated integration 

(Scharrer, 1981).  He argued that countries with stronger economies should have the 

right to integrate, and while the others with weaker economies would eventually join 

them, this should not be aimed at insulting the latter but to help the Community to 

understand their problems and support them (Scharrer, 1981). 

Brandt’s idea was much different from de Gaulle’s because he was not looking for a 

replacement for the Community or the creation of a new organisation inside or 

around the Community. His idea was about the acknowledgement of member states 

having different powers, especially in the case of the economy. Yet, instead of a 

scepticism over European integration, he argued that integration should still happen 

between member states that were able to do so, with the rest of the Community 

joining them in the future as well. What Brandt proposed would eventually happen in 

the 1990s, as there would be a lack of participation by some member states in several 

policies. His idea would later be referred to under the time section of Stubb’s (1996) 

work on differentiated integration, which will be explained in more detail in Chapter 

2. Another idea Stubb would mention in the same section was the Tindemans Report, 

which was shared a year after Brandt’s speech. 

 

5.3. Tindemans Report 

Leo Tindemans, then Prime Minister of Belgium, was tasked with a new mission, 

which Jouan (2016, p. 12) referred to as “issuing a comprehensive report on the idea 

of a European Union, drawing the ways to evolve from an economic to a political 

union.” His one-year work would feature many consultations from national 

legislations and governments, as well as different sectors and public opinion (Jouan, 

2016). Tindemans also had many questions upon writing this report, such as what 

Europe is and its accomplishments, the future of Europe, the evolution of European 

institutions and the method to establish the European Union (Jouan, 2016). 

While the report pointed out many issues, ranging from institutions to common 

policies and the rights of European people, differentiation among member states 

would be addressed as well. Tindemans (1976) believed that a fully integrated policy 
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was not possible given the economic differences between member states, and less 

integrated countries should be supported by others, but countries should be legally 

bound by a common agreement, and the only difference should be the timeline of 

countries’ integration. Tindemans accepted the fact that differentiation exists, and 

instead of denying it, helping the states to overcome it is the major step for 

integration. Nevertheless, he did not want countries to “pick and choose” policies, 

and for him, the question for less integrated countries to integrate more was not “if?” 

but rather “when?” and “how?”. 

The report overall can be seen as idealistic based on the conditions and the structure 

of the EEC at that time. Tindemans (1976, p. 5) himself wrote that “Europe fulfil its 

destiny if it espouses federalism”. Nevertheless, this follows his statement that his 

aim is neither to write a Constitution for the Union nor to tell the ideal Europe, in his 

letter to other national leaders sitting in the European Council (Tindemans, 1976). 

Still, it cannot be said that his proposals were unachievable, as direct election and 

more powers to the European Parliament would be given a few years after the 

publication of the report. Despite trying to find the middle ground, the report neither 

won the support of federalists nor nationalists (Thorn, 1976), but it cannot be denied 

that it was one of the earliest works to discuss what kind of future Europe could have 

and how it could address the non-participation of countries in certain areas. 

 

5.4. Support & Criticism: Dahrendorf and “Three Wise Men” 

It can be argued that, like the others behind the proposals of the early years of the 

Community, Ralf Dahrendorf is a politician too, whose career ranges from the 

German Bundestag to the European Commission to the House of Lords. However, it 

would still be inadequate to describe him, since he was also a social scientist and a 

professor who worked at the London School of Economics. Since many early 

proposals regarding differentiation between member states came from politicians or 

policy-makers, hearing the perspective of an academic is very important.  

In a Jean Monnet Lecture at the European University Institute, Dahrendorf (1979, p. 

8) called the “European Union” (which still had not been named as such) “a 
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remarkable political success, but an equally remarkable institutional failure”. In his 

lecture, Dahrendorf brought a new term which would be used under the “matter” 

section of Stubb’s differentiated integration definition: à la carte. He describes 

Europe à la carte as “common policies where there are common interests without any 

constraint on those who cannot, at a given point of time, join them, must become the 

rule rather than the exception” (Dahrendorf, 1979, p. 20-21).  

Similar to Brandt and Tindemans, Dahrendorf was aware that further integration 

between member states was possible only if the necessary conditions were met. With 

the term à la carte, it was pointed out that countries could choose which policies they 

could engage with other member states without any coercion. 

Meanwhile, while the idea of differentiation among member states was seen as a 

possibility that could be beneficial for countries and for the Community in general, it 

cannot be said that it did not receive any criticism. In 1979, former Prime Minister of 

the Netherlands, Barend Biesheuvel, would co-present their “Report on European 

Institutions” to the European Council with Edmund Tell (former UK Trade Minister) 

and Robert Marjolin (former Commission Vice President), who would be called the 

“three wise men” (Brunazzo, 2019). In their report, they mention “a permanent and 

systematic differentiation in the position of various States within the Community, 

resulting in an implicit or explicit two-tier system” (Biesheuvel, Tell & Marjolin, 

1979, p. 68). Their report, on the other hand, is much more critical as they rejected 

differentiation in general. While they accepted the existence of variations in 

Community policies and their usage only if there was no alternative; they did not 

support it because it would be undemocratic for the Community to limit member 

states’ “institutional rights” in their participation, and it would bring new 

complications on both free trade and free movement with a complicated Community 

law (Biesheuvel, Tell & Marjolin, 1979). 

Despite differentiation not being an official policy of the Community and still not of 

the Union today, many political and academic works on differentiation have been 

cautious but rather positive. The report shared by “three wise men”, on the other 

hand, opposed the legitimisation of differentiation and kept the belief of 

harmonisation until all member states were ready. It should be noted that this was 
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shared even before Greece acceded to the EEC; therefore, it was possible to have an 

integrated political and economic system with 9 member states only. But how could 

the enlarged EEC integrate newer member states or those aspiring to join? 

 

5.5. European Confederation by Mitterrand and Havel 

Throughout his political career, François Mitterrand was one of the key leaders in 

European integration, as his 14-year term as President of France started a few years 

before the adoption of the Single European Act and ended after the Maastricht 

Treaty. His presidency saw three different enlargements (1981, 1986, 1995), and 

more importantly, he witnessed both the height and the end of the Cold War. These 

developments caused two questions to be asked in European circles: How can further 

integration continue, and how can Central and Eastern European countries, after the 

Cold War, be included in the European system? 

Despite different views based on ideology and European integration, Mitterrand’s 

vision was similar to de Gaulle’s, which was that a greater Europe would be 

established with the inclusion of Eastern Europe as well (Bozo, 2008). Troitiño, 

Färber & Boiro (2017) wrote four key policies premises of Mitterrand’s European 

policy: France’s independent role against the United States and Soviet Union while 

introducing Euro for national interest, federalist approach with the Council (of 

national governments) controlling critical issues; internal consensus about Europe; 

and leading partnership with Germany in the integration process. 

At the same time, as the Cold War was ending, the entire Eastern Europe was in the 

process of major changes. Countries like Poland, Hungary and Czechoslovakia, 

which were under communist rule and Soviet influence, were moving into 

democracy and an open market economy. Joining the EEC and subsequently the EU 

was not only a desire but also a necessity for them. However, while the EU at that 

time was widening with new member states and candidates, it was also deepening 

with new ideas such as removing border controls between each other, adopting a 

common currency and joint defence and foreign policy. This was not an easy task for 

countries that had just changed their political and economic systems. As explained in 
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the previous chapter, both Bulgaria and Romania, two ex-communist countries that 

joined the EU in 2007, could join the Schengen Area only in 2024 and are still 

candidates for the Eurozone.  

Therefore, what Mitterrand at that time envisioned was a “two-tier system”: a more 

integrated Europe and a more enlarged Europe. His idea would be supported by 

Vaclav Havel, who would evolve from the last President of Czechoslovakia to the 

first President of the Czech Republic in a short time. Havel would speak in favour of 

a confederal Europe similar to the Council of Europe and even organised a 

conference in Prague in 1991 to support Mitterrand’s plan (Bugge, 2000). The 

confederal plan could be seen as similar to the Conference on Security and Co-

operation in Europe (CSCE, later Organisation for Security and Co-operation in 

Europe) due to featuring Western and Eastern blocs as well as “third-way” countries 

and neutrals. But the key difference would be the exclusion of two non-European 

NATO members, the United States and Canada, from this plan while including the 

Soviets (Moulin, 2022). Mikhail Gorbachev, the Soviet President, gave his support to 

Mitterrand’s plan (Troitiño, Färber & Boiro, 2017). However, soon after, differences 

in opinions between the French and Czechoslovak authorities regarding the 

confederation would emerge.  

Bozo (2008) mentioned four reasons for objections: the first reason is the American 

exclusion and Soviet inclusion, which the latter is already a danger (size) and is in 

danger of potential collapse; the second is the usage of the confederation as an 

alternative to the Community membership for candidate countries; the third is no 

cooperation with Germany for this structure; and the final reason the risk of 

duplication of European organisations. 

The second reason can be relatable for future candidate countries as well, since even 

though the Confederation plan was not materialised, there were many proposals for 

these countries, such as association, “alternative membership” and “privileged 

partnership”. These were used especially in the Turkish accession process by 

German, French and Austrian politicians in the 2000s due to the socio-cultural 

assumption of Türkiye “not being European” (Türkeş-Kılıç, 2020). One good 

example was when another French President, Nicolas Sarkozy, proposed a “Union 
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for the Mediterranean” of the EU member states and Mediterranean countries from 

three continents (Europe, Asia and Africa). Turkish policy-makers were suspicious 

and reluctant over the plan as Sarkozy himself was presenting his idea as an 

alternative for EU membership during his presidential campaign (Eralp & 

Karatekelioğlu, 2009). 

Lucinescu (2023) would explain that the last reason, duplication of organisations, 

would be pointed out by Germany, the United Kingdom and Central and Eastern 

European candidates, as there was already the CSCE and the Council of Europe. 

Germany even argued that the confederation could be included as an economic 

agency of the CSCE (Lucinescu, 2023). 

Overall, while further integration and enlargement of the European Union continued 

in the 1990s, a “two-tier” type of plan that Mitterrand desired failed. However, as 

will be explained in further chapters, a similar idea of gathering all European 

countries, inside and outside of the EU, would be later echoed by another French 

President again in the next century. This time, it would be Emmanuel Macron’s turn 

as the group would be formalised as “European Political Community” (EPC). Similar 

to the Confederation debate, there were suspicions by candidate countries that an 

attempt to undermine their application process (Petrov, 2022), as Ukraine, Moldova 

and Georgia also applied to join in that short period. Nevertheless, the launch of the 

EPC did not affect the enlargement process for the worse, and the first summit of this 

organisation was organised in 2022, in, coincidentally or not, Prague. 

 

5.6. 1994 CDU Report 

In 1994, there was no “iron curtain” that divided Europe anymore. There was also no 

Soviet Union as a rival because, just as with Mitterrand’s confederal plans, the 

Soviet Union was over with the appearance of new independent countries, including 

three future EU member states (Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) and three future 

candidate countries (Georgia, Moldova and Ukraine). Eastern European countries 

were improving themselves to engage in Western organisations; from joining the 

Council of Europe to participating in the Partnership for Peace of the North Atlantic 
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Treaty Organisation, which many of them would eventually join in general. 

However, key differences between Western and Eastern Europe had been present 

ever since World War II, and even in the case of enlargement, integrating them from 

basic policy adaptations to being part of newly formed integrated mechanisms (such 

as the European Monetary Union) was a long way to go for the EU.  

This distinction would be reflected well in the 1994 report of the Christian 

Democratic Union (CDU) called “Überlegungen zur europäischen Politik” 

(Reflections on European Policy). Being the party of Helmut Kohl, then Chancellor 

of Germany, he had no direct involvement in this report. However, it was written by 

two particular names: Wolfgang Schäuble, parliamentary group leader, and Karl 

Lamers, parliamentarian. Their report aimed to address both integration inside the 

EU and the enlargement to the East; therefore, their vision was a “core Europe” 

inside the European Union. The core group could move further than just integration 

by also taking joint initiatives to strengthen the Union, such as Benelux countries 

(Belgium, Luxembourg and the Netherlands), helping French-German participation 

(Schäuble, 1994). Their report, mostly focused on monetary policy, did not reject the 

enlargement of the core as they believed that Italy, Spain and the United Kingdom 

should be allowed to join as well once they resolve their ongoing problems (Lamers, 

Green, et al., 1994). 

The report did not make any clear distinction between member states based on 

geography or size. It tried to be more inclusive for Eastern enlargement as candidate 

countries (Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Slovenia) should 

adopt EU policies as well as a partnership with Russia (Schäuble, 1994). Yet, the 

idea of two Europes, with the smaller one being in the centre of it, for further 

integration, had mixed views. Von Ondarza (2015) wrote that both smaller member 

states and candidate countries were rejected on the grounds of creating two types of 

EU: privileged and first-class vs. non-privileged and second-class.  

Despite both plans proposing two connected European organisations, it cannot be 

said that it is similar to Mitterrand’s Confederation plan. While the Confederation 

envisioned an intergovernmental organisation outside of the EU, “Core Europe” 

envisioned a more federalist organisation inside the EU. It could be more acceptable 
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for Eastern European countries as it was not an alternative for their EU accession 

aspirations, but rather a partial acceptance without full integration at first. So, the real 

debate would start after their accession process was finalised, not before. 

Furthermore, the mention of the “Franco-German” partnership is also noteworthy as, 

usually, any proposal from either side emphasises the importance of the other major 

partner to push together common integration. These two countries’ partnership, 

during the Mitterrand and Kohl eras, helped the creation of a common monetary 

area. However, the wording in this report did not receive a positive reception, as the 

“core Europe” under France and Germany could be seen as hegemonic and other 

countries could be excluded from the core with much less influence (von Ondarza, 

2015). 

 

5.7. 21st Century Discussions in the EU 

As differentiated integration became more mainstream in European studies, 

academic works started to discuss the possibility of it as the future of Europe. One 

example came from two Polish social scientists, Agnieszka Cianciara & Adam 

Szymański, who discussed differentiated integration regarding EU-Türkiye relations. 

In their work, Cianciara and Szymański (2020) talked about three possible scenarios 

for the future of Europe: integrating and disintegrating together, and some countries 

integrated and some not. What inspired their work is a published EU report they 

referenced: the White Paper on the Future of Europe. 

In 2017, the European Commission, during Jean-Claude Juncker's presidency, 

published a report called “White Paper on the Future of Europe”. The report featured 

five scenarios for the future of Europe: carrying on, nothing but the single market, 

those who want to do more, doing less more efficiently, and doing much more 

together (European Commission, 2017). The first scenario suggests the continuation 

of the status quo; while the second, fourth and fifth scenarios propose a uniform 

model based on either integration or disintegration. The third scenario, on the other 

hand, recommends the possibility of member states acting separately on certain 

issues. 
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European Commission (2017) also references the year 2025 as the future, which is 

also the year this thesis is concluded. Some advantages and disadvantages were also 

written for each scenario. For the third scenario about “those who want to do more”, 

the Commission (2017) argued that while the unity will be preserved with also the 

allowance of member states want further integration, as well as these member states 

catching up with their expectation, it could cause divisions on individuals rights 

coming from EU law based on the country they reside. As the discussion of legal 

equality is essential to build a fair “multi-tier” Europe where more and less 

integrated member states cannot be superior to each other,  it will be examined more 

in the next chapter, based on Claus-Dieter Ehlermann’s work, “How Flexible Is 

Community Law? An Unusual Approach to the Concept of ‘Two Speeds’”. 

The future of European integration was actually discussed during the constitutional 

process in the entire continent when the emergence of an EU Constitution was 

discussed. In fact, then Commission President Romano Prodi (2002, p. 3), in his 

speech at the European Parliament, referred to the aim of the institutions as “to 

define more clearly who does what in the European Union”. Prodi (2002) later 

mentioned a failure between institutions based on competences, calling for a simpler 

and more accountable structure. It cannot be separated from Prodi’s more integrated 

constitution project at that time, nicknamed “Penelope” (Tupy, 2002). However, 

even though it proposed a change in European integration as well as in the 

constitutional and institutional structure of the EU, there were no major proposed 

changes regarding the differentiation, as Eastern enlargement was close to 

happening. While being an ambitious plan, it did not achieve full ratification by 

member states. 

Going back to the “White Paper”, as this would also mean a constitutional change in 

Europe, it did not propose a different institution for these countries. Instead, it 

focused solely on the formalisation of differentiated integration in the EU. Still, it 

raises the question of whether a structure that not only recognises both internal and 

external differentiation, but also creates a “multi-tier” system of multiple intertwined 

organisations, while also retaining the current powers, rights and institutions of the 

EU, is possible? 
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5.8. Recent Franco-German Plan for a “Four-Tier” Europe 

In September 2023, “Group of Twelve”, a working group consisting of twelve 

independent experts from France and Germany, published a report called “Sailing on 

High Seas: Reforming and Enlarging the EU for the 21st Century”. Though this 

report points out that the opinions written in this report belong to the experts rather 

than the official position of France and Germany, the group itself was tasked by 

Laurence Boone and Anna Lührmann, two national ministers from these countries 

who are responsible for the EU affairs (Ministère de l'Europe et des Affaires 

étrangères, 2023). 

The report which Olivier Costa & Daniela Schwarzer (2023) are the co-rapporteurs, 

talks about a set of proposals the EU can adopt but one of the most talked about 

proposals in this report is a proposed “four-tier” Europe where each member and 

non-member countries’ relations with the EU will differ based on their participation 

in certain EU policies such as foreign policy, common currency and common travel 

area.  While it does not abolish the EU, it will pave the way for a more integrated and 

federal group inside the EU, and partial integration and transactional relationships 

outside the EU. It should be mentioned that this “four-tier” plan does not recommend 

a clear separation of countries in different organisations, but rather creates a Russian 

“Matryoshka doll” style European structure where every European country is part of 

a big European organisation such as the European Political Community (EPC) and in 

each circle, we see much more integrated and smaller organisations. 

In Table 3 next page, the first and innermost tier can be seen, which is also regarded 

as the “inner circle”. Countries like France and Germany, often seen as the pioneers 

of European projects, are well integrated into the EU by participating in several EU 

mechanisms, such as the Eurozone. Creating an “inner circle” would not only mean 

the acceptance of some countries’ inclusion and some exclusion from European 

integration, but also the institutionalisation of this acceptance, where more integrated 

countries can act together without waiting for others to catch up. 
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Table 3. The “multi-tier Europe” plan written in the report “Sailing on High Seas: 

Reforming and Enlarging the EU for the 21st century” (Costa, Schwarzer et al., 

2023) 

Going out of it, the second tier is the current European Union, which includes both 

more and less integrated countries. Every first-tier country is a member of the EU, 

but not every EU country is a member of the first tier. This tier has countries “bound 

by the same political objectives” and “required to comply with Article 2 of the 

Treaty of the European Union” (Costa, Schwarzer et al., 2023, p. 35). Less integrated 

countries like Denmark or Hungary will still have similar rights and responsibilities 

as the more integrated ones and they will continue to enjoy their current status in the 

EU while keeping their current memberships. 

The outer circle is the third tier, which has associated countries outside of the Union. 

As explained in the previous chapter, Norway already takes part in some EU 

mechanisms, such as the Schengen Area and it is legally integrated with the EU; 

however, it is not expected to join the EU in the near future. Other countries like 

Switzerland and the United Kingdom (former member) have a similar status when it 

comes to future EU membership, while their level of integration with the EU differs. 
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The third tier is created to include these countries in certain EU policies and to 

increase cooperation between them and the EU member states. As a more formalised 

mechanism, it can be a way for those countries to enjoy privileges (single market) 

and to have obligations (compatibility with the EU law) without the more complex 

requirements of full membership, such as the common fishing policy that still affects 

the Norwegian public and political opinion over membership. The report clarifies 

that a single market will be the centre for associate membership, participating 

countries will be under the jurisdiction of the Court of Justice of the European 

Union, will speak at the Council without voting rights and will have fewer benefits 

and costs (Costa, Schwarzer et al., 2023). Even though going from associate 

membership to full membership is possible, there is no reference to candidate 

countries in this tier. As countries like Ukraine and Türkiye are against any 

alternative for full membership, creating this tier for countries that do not want to be 

a full member but rather to be partially included in the European mechanism is the 

rational move.  

Finally, the outermost circle includes the remaining European countries taking part in 

the EPC, which has existed since 2022. It can evolve into a strong institution that 

focuses on political cooperation in important areas, with the requirement of being a 

party to the Council of Europe and the European Court of Human Rights (Costa, 

Schwarzer et al., 2023). The motivation for this tier can be defined as transactional, 

as the main goal is cooperation rather than integration. For example, Azerbaijan is 

not part of the enlargement agenda despite fulfilling the geographic criteria by being 

a member of the Council of Europe. However, as part of the EU’s Eastern 

Partnership, EU-Azerbaijan relations are shaped by the economy, especially in the 

energy sector, after the EU sanctions on Russia in 2022.  

This proposal is a reflection of the ongoing situation inside and outside of the EU. 

Some of the less integrated countries prefer not to take part in these policies for 

various reasons and are excluded from a mutual agreement with the EU, while some 

of them are not yet suitable for these policies. Furthermore, there are countries 

outside of the EU that comply with these policies, ranging from those that want to 

join the EU someday in the future to those that do not. 



 82 

Since there is no partial membership or association to the EU for outsiders, some 

third countries (like Norway or Switzerland) participate in the EU policies like the 

Schengen Area without any voting or decision rights (Tekin, 2021). 

 

5.9. Conclusion 

When we look at these proposals, they are neither too similar nor too different. They 

all want to address the differentiation between European countries and tried to find a 

solution, either creating a much more integrated group of member states, or creating 

a much less integrated group of member and non-member states of the Union. For 

example, de Gaulle and Mitterrand’s plans wanted a broader Europe with smaller 

and more integrated organisations within it. All the other plans focused more on the 

differentiation inside the EEC/EU, with the varying degree of acceptance being the 

major difference. The Franco-German plan, which is also the main source of this 

thesis, can fit in both groups as it proposes several differentiations for both member 

and non-member states. 

One key similarity in many of these proposals is that they all accept the reality of 

some countries’ willingness to integrate more and some’s lack of capability or will to 

do so. Brandt, Tindemans, Dahrendorf, CDU Report, “White Paper”, and the Franco-

German plan all mention how the countries that want to integrate should be allowed 

to do so. They also agreed on the fact that full integration is not possible, at least in 

the near future. Member states not being able to catch up with the integration process 

should not be forced and their exclusion should be tolerated. 

Whether the differentiation in European integration should continue to exist or not is 

the main difference between these proposals. When we examine the earlier proposals 

that were published during the Community year, there is an understanding of the 

differentiation as a temporary solution and the full integration should be the eventual 

goal. However, after the Cold War, with more new countries joining the EU, the idea 

of a permanent differentiation has been discussed. Another major difference between 

these proposals is the formalisation and institutionalisation of this difference. 

Dahrendorf went beyond Brandt and Tindemans by using the term Europe à la carte, 
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referring not only to the differentiation based on speed but also on the issue. It does 

not only mean the acceptance of differentiation as a current status, but also as a 

future policy for the Union. That is why “three wise men” were against it, as fearing 

it would create a “two-tier system” with or within the EU (Biesheuvel, Tell & 

Marjolin, 1979). 

Both de Gaulle’s plans during the 1960s and the 1994 CDU Report have the 

similarity of wanting a smaller core that would feature major countries like France, 

Germany and possibly a few countries of similar size and population. Neither of 

these plans was against enlargement or the abolition of the EEC/EU altogether; 

nevertheless, while emphasising the need for more integration between some 

member states, they wanted to make it exclusive and create a new institution to serve 

this need.  

While emphasising some of de Gaulle’s foreign policy ideas, such as having a united 

Europe with partnership with Germany and without American influence, Mitterand’s 

European Confederation idea may look similar to the proposals mentioned above, as 

it also aimed at a distinction between more and less integrated countries. However, 

his plan was not about creating a more integrated and supranational organisation 

inside the Community, but rather creating a less integrated and intergovernmental 

organisation outside of the Community. 

The CDU Report and Mitterand’s idea are also different when it comes to 

enlargement, with the former in favour of allowing Eastern countries into the EU but 

excluding them from the integration mechanism for now, and the latter in favour of 

meeting them under a broader organisation that would make them partly integrated 

into the EU without full membership. 

Finally, while there is no reference to its precedents in the report, the Franco-German 

plan can be understood as the broadest plan that features all of these ideas discussed 

or advised before. It accepts the fact that some countries may want to integrate more, 

and they should be allowed to do so in the “inner circle”, while the excluded member 

states can continue their EU membership.  
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At the same time, countries outside of the EU can be included in the European 

mechanism in two different models: either a partial integration as an associate 

member of the EU or under much more intergovernmental participation as a member 

of a broader organisation of the EPC. While the idea of a “Europe with different but 

intertwined organisations” based on integration has been proposed by many 

European policy-makers since the 1960s, this one is not only a more ambitious, but 

also a more comprehensive plan that tries to institutionalise the differentiated 

integration on a continent-wide scale. That is why it is the essential element of this 

thesis. But can this plan be implemented, and can it answer the current problems the 

EU is facing? 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 

FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION OF DI IN THE EUROPEAN UNION 

 

 

6.1. Introduction 

The European Union (EU) is no stranger to crises, and each time a crisis hits, many 

pessimistic analyses are made regarding its future. Newly reformed Union could not 

handle Eastern enlargement and Western integration at the same time, Euro would be 

destroyed thanks to the crisis that hit Greece and Southern Europe, borders would be 

back due to the 2015 migrant crisis which could be the death of Schengen Area, and 

the whole Brexit process would create a domino effect with further exits and 

therefore ending the whole European project as we know it. There is no denying that 

each of these crises hurt and, in fact, seriously affected the EU, but none of the 

worst-case scenarios happened and the Union managed to survive each of them.  

A common currency, travel area, foreign policy and home affairs were established 

despite not having complete unity among member states. A large enlargement 

process towards East and South happened in the 21st century and there are still 

countries waiting to join. Was this a perfect process? Far from it, as some member 

states that joined the EU two decades ago have not been fully integrated yet. 

However, the idea of former communist countries in Central and Eastern Europe, as 

well as in the Balkan region, being part of the European enlargement process would 

be seen as utopic even just after the Iron Curtain fell.  

The impact of the crisis regarding the relocation of Syrian asylum seekers in Europe 

still had major consequences. Border controls between some Schengen countries 

were reestablished. Central and Eastern countries, particularly Poland and Hungary, 

opposed the relocation of these asylum seekers. Western countries, on the other 

hand, especially Germany and Austria, saw the surge of far-right parties in their own 
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domestic politics. But even though it weakened the Schengen Area and the EU in 

general, it did not end them; as the Area and the border partnership and controls 

continue to exist.   

The Euro crisis itself caused many debates and headaches. Many disaster scenarios 

were already discussed at that time, such as Greece’s exit from the Eurozone, ending 

the Monetary Union as we know it. Or the Eurozone would not have any member 

state withdrawals, but would be unable to respond to the financial crisis and end up 

being shut down altogether. There were even discussions about the separation of the 

currency in the media. Joseph Stiglitz (2016), a Nobel laureate and former Chief 

Economist of the World Bank, proposed a division into “strong Northern Euro” and 

“soft Southern Euro” in his Financial Times article at that time. However, the fate of 

the Euro would be changed with the then President of the European Central Bank, 

Mario Draghi’s remark to save the Euro, “whatever it takes” (Waibel, 2020, p. 346). 

Euro managed to survive the crisis, and even included new member states, Croatia in 

2023 and Bulgaria projected in 2026. 

Even in the case of Brexit, which saw the EU lose a member country for the first 

time ever after a very long process of negotiations, it did not create the effect of 

further estrangement from member states as was anticipated beforehand. In fact, 

according to Pew Research Center’s annual reports on how much the EU is favoured 

(by %) in countries, we can see the favourability in Greece rose from 27% in 2016 to 

49% in 2023, in Spain from 47% to 69%, and dramatically in France from 38% to 

57% (Gubbala, 2023). While Eurosceptic politicians continued to rise, there is no 

appetite for a withdrawal from the EU; therefore, the dismantling of the Union is not 

expected at least for the near future. 

“What does not kill you makes you stronger” can be applicable when we see the 

recent crises the EU faced in this century. Because while the EU was faced with 

multiple problems that could affect its existence, it managed to survive, and survival 

does not mean perfection, but being fairly well. This is the positive aspect of the 

recent history of the EU. However, just because there is no major crisis within the 

EU, it does not mean the EU is not currently affected by many political events in 

Europe and around the world. 
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The current events of the world have been a test for the Union. For example, the 

chain of events that led to massive protests in Kyiv, the Russian annexation of 

Ukrainian lands since 2014 and the current war since 2022 started with Ukraine’s 

choice between Europe and Russia. Therefore, Ukraine’s status does not only have a 

political or security meaning in the eyes of the EU, but also a symbolic one. 

Defending Ukraine is not only a strategy against Russia, but also an ethical move to 

protect a country that has fought to be part of you.  

Many major changes inside and outside Europe also happened in the 2020s. Despite 

not having the power, both Alternative für Deutschland of Germany and 

Rassemblement National of France gained their influence in national legislations. 

With these parties rising in opinion polls for the next national election, the possibility 

of a German Chancellor or a French President, two main national positions that guide 

the Union, being Eurosceptic can create a much less enthusiastic path on European 

integration. European Council, the main body of heads of governments or states, 

already has leaders with similar thoughts on integration, such as Giorgia Meloni of 

Italy and Viktor Orban of Hungary. “Rise of far-right” is not a new phenomenon, as 

it has been observed for two decades; however, it gained ground as it had never 

before.  

Beyond the Atlantic Ocean, Donald Trump was reelected as the President of the 

United States of America, which the first year of his second term witnessed tariff 

increases, criticisms aimed at European leaders and even a territorial claim of 

Greenland, which is not part of the EU but is part of a EU member state (Denmark). 

Having its major partner in the West that is no longer friendly was something the EU 

had already prepared for, but the recent outcomes were still unexpected. In fact, the 

High Commissioner and Vice President of the Commission, Kaja Kallas, called the 

United States “try to pick a fight with us”  (Reuters, 2025). This came after the Vice 

President of the United States, JD  Vance, criticised European democracy, before 

saying that the actual threat to Europe is neither Russia, nor China, nor any other 

external actor, but “the threat from within, the retreat of Europe from some of its 

most fundamental values” (Minakov, 2025, p. 125-126). 
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The functional side of the EU is well organised; having multiple institutions of 

legislation, executive and judiciary, composed of politicians and parties from 28 

different countries communicating in 24 official languages. Yet, this is a major 

success only if we consider the endgame as being the unifying structure of a 

continent, similar to the African Union or to the Association of Southeast Asian 

Nations. The EU’s goal has been one voice, rivalling the United States, Russia or 

China on the international stage. 

However, aside from the fact that they are all countries, with the first two being 

federations, the EU cannot be united as having too many members with the power of 

“veto”. In fact, we can see the threats of vetoes by some member states in recent 

years, such as Hungary and Slovakia’s refusals on sanctions over Russia. A more 

federalist approach could bring more efficient decisions, but this time the sovereignty 

of member states would be questioned, as the debate can be traced all the way back 

to the “empty chair” days in the European Economic Community. 

Overall, when we look at today’s problems, from the EU’s failure to step up as a 

global actor to the lack of integration of candidate countries into the European 

structure, they are part of the EU’s complex identity. The proposals we explained in 

the previous chapter were intended to address this confusion, ranging from a smaller 

yet more federalist organisation to a larger organisation that would unite the entire 

continent, albeit in a less integrationist manner. Franco-German proposal in Section 

5.8, however, included both elements without eliminating the EU altogether. 

Therefore, we will examine this plan in this chapter. First, we will try to understand 

the current structure of the EU and whether a “multi-tier” system can be established. 

It will be followed by the practicality and the legality of this system, and the possible 

outcomes of this system, both positive and negative. 

 

6.2. Current (and Possible Future) Structure of the EU 

Being a middle ground of supranationalism and intergovernmentalism has worked 

since it paved the way for both integration and enlargement. Member states wanting 

to do more, those wanting to do less, and outsiders wanting to be included is the 
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compromise the EU and countries have accepted. However, it is no secret that the 

EU’s current structure cannot be sustainable for the future, because it will never 

satisfy either side.  

Throughout the years, we have heard different explanations and definitions of the 

structure of the EU. Despite featuring the characteristics of a federation, a 

confederation, a supranational entity, and an intergovernmental organisation 

altogether in its institutions and its laws, the European Union cannot be classified 

with one single term compared to other international or regional institutions like the 

United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation or the African Union. But 

many scholars, politicians, or the key names in regard to the European Union politics 

are not only asking normative questions like whether the European Union is good or 

bad, but also more positive questions like “What is the European Union?”, “Under 

which category does the EU take part?” or “What type of policies do the EU adopt?”.   

While describing the author Mario Rosentau’s 2003 piece under the name 

“Suveräänsus Euroopa Liidus” (“Sovereignty in the European Union”), Hazak 

(2012) mentions several answers presented by Rosentau over the definitions of the 

European Union’s structure, which Rosentau prefers calling the European Union a 

supranational institution that has passed being a confederation but has not yet 

become a federation. Hazak (2012, p. 63) also mentions Rosentau’s other definition 

of the European Union as a “federation with certain characteristics of confederation”. 

There are arguments that there is no uniform European structure at all. In fact, de 

Neve (2007) referred to the EU as “European Onion” due to being a multi-layered 

organisation with subgroups of countries. One similar argument came from Fabbrini 

(2015, as cited in Leruth & Lord, 2015), who mentions that there are multiple 

European Unions as the EU itself has the Unions of economic, intergovernmental 

and parliamentary ones, bound by Community and Union methods. 

The reason why the European Union has more than one definition or why it has both 

supranational and intergovernmental powers on certain policies is also linked to the 

fact that the EU membership is not the same for every member country based on 

characteristics, participation and duties. This also gives the reason why the European 

Union continues to be one of the most integrated yet one of the most heterogeneous 
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organisations in the world. After all, the EU will have 35 member states in the future 

if all candidate countries manage to join, which makes the idea of economic and 

political integration harder, considering the fact that the EU is not fully integrated in 

its current state.  

Discussions regarding the formalisation of differentiated integration appear, whether 

it means creating a legal acceptance process or a broader framework of tiers that 

feature not only more and less integrated member countries but also the European 

countries linked with the EU policies. However, creating a “three-tier” Europe goes 

beyond the full acceptance, as it can create groupings, institutions and even 

organisations inside and outside the EU. 

While we cannot propose a branding for these new organisations, such as “European 

Federation” or “European Confederation”, as many proposals mentioned in the 

previous chapter did, we can assume the hypothetical characteristics of these 

organisations. The inner circle would be basically the most federalist one, as it would 

feature the member states that want to be integrated more. As we discuss in Section 

3.3, every 2 out of 3 member states are fully integrated into the EU as being part of 

the Eurozone, Schengen Area, Permanent Security Cooperation (PESCO); Area of 

Freedom, Security and Justice (AFSJ); Charter of Fundamental Rights (CFR); and 

European Public Prosecutor’s Office (EPPO). Therefore, an inner circle of 18 

member states, though their level of support for integration is not the same, would be 

inclusive and open for more members. A key question would be raised over whether 

they will have separate institutions for this organisation. Eurozone members already 

have their own special system, such as the Eurosystem authority. Yet there were 

discussions for institutional differentiation in this case as well, such as a Eurozone 

sub-committee in the European Parliament or a separate chamber altogether 

(Fromage, 2018). How the major positions of the Union, such as Commission or 

Council Presidents, would be distributed among more and less integrated member 

states is another issue we will discuss in the next section. 

Franco-German plan, which is the inspiration of this thesis and is explained in detail 

in Section 5.8, envisions two different organisations, associate membership and the 

European Political Community (EPC). However, when we look at some non-member 
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states already integrated into the EU, such as Norway or Switzerland, an unnamed 

association already exist for their situation. As being integrated into the EU law and 

mechanisms such as the European Economic Area (EEA) and the Schengen Area, 

without voting rights and exemptions from certain policies (such as the common 

fishing policy), Norway is already associated with the EU. Therefore, the plan does 

not propose a bigger role for these countries. It can be viewed similarly to “guest” or 

“observer” status, as we see parties in certain organisations. 

The EPC, on the other hand, is a more transactional organisation that focuses more 

on common interests and gains rather than the EU principles such as the rule of law 

and democracy. It already exists with the same name since 2022. While it cannot be 

said that it is useless, as it has been supported by major European leaders and it has 

tried to address issues that concern Europe (such as the Armenia-Azerbaijan dispute). 

Still, it operates more as a forum rather than an institution. 

The “three-tier” European proposal of this thesis does not have the same structure as 

the Franco-German plan, especially in the case of external differentiation. Rather 

than proposing an associate membership model for participating non-member states 

while limiting the relations of the EU with other European countries to transactional, 

these countries can be united under the same roof, where they can decide to be more 

integrated into the EU without the requirement of membership. Those on the 

enlargement agenda can use this organisation as a preparation for their accession 

processes, while those who are not can continue and even strengthen their relations 

with their counterparts in the EU. 

That is why the “outer tier” can be a broader organisation that can link both the 

Council of Europe (CoE) and the EPC, as well as inter-European mechanisms such 

as Schengen and the Eurozone. It should not mean the dissolution or the alteration of 

the CoE. After all, CoE, even older than the European Coal and Steel Community, 

was founded not only for the goal of promoting peace and democracy in Europe, but 

also for building and keeping European unity. It also has rules, principles and 

institutions that are binding for participating countries. However, it does not address 

the issue of external differentiation, where non-member countries can integrate into 

the EU policies.  
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This is not a weakness or a negative trait of the CoE, as it would be unfair to ask for 

more. Yet, it can rather be the realisation that a bigger organisation is needed, which 

is not the replacement for CoE or EPC (or even the Organisation for Security and 

Co-operation in Europe), but rather a complement and even an umbrella for them. 

Just as there were multiple organisations inside the European Communities, or there 

were pillars inside the European Union; a “confederation” of Europe where several 

organisations can co-exist, where candidate countries can prepare themselves by 

participating more in European structure and where countries not on enlargement 

agenda can be part of an integration process with their connection to the EU policies. 

It will be the middle ground between the obligations of full membership and the 

bilateral relations that cannot go beyond transactional gains. 

Finally, the plan also said that the EPC tier can be open for all Southern 

Mediterranean countries that are not only located in Europe, but also in the Middle 

East and North Africa, where these countries can join as “guests” (Costa, Schwarzer 

et al., 2023). Since this region, often referred to as “MENA”, is important for Europe 

as it brings many consequences, such as the asylum crisis or rise of terrorism, 

European leaders may think of a mechanism further than the European 

Neighbourhood Policy or the Union for the Mediterranean. In fact, when Macron’s 

EPC plan emerged in mid-2022, then Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Boris 

Johnson, mentioned the inclusion of North African countries due to the ongoing 

migration issue (Turner, 2022). An observer or guest status inside this organisation 

can be established. This status can give more rights to these countries in terms of 

“four freedoms” (goods, services, capital and labour) if they comply with the EU or 

the CoE’s basic principles. It can be an incentive for neighbouring countries, whether 

in the MENA region, in Central Asia or in the Atlantic. It can even improve 

European countries’ relations with Canada, the other non-European country inside 

NATO, which wants to improve its trans-Atlantic relations after a much threatening 

United States is back under Trump. And finally, setting its principles as a 

precondition for further cooperation does not only mean improving those countries’ 

political and economic status, but also means strengthening the EU’s position as the 

“moral power”, which has been questioned in recent years. Because morality does 

not put the EU forward among major powers, but at least distinguishes it. 
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6.3. Practicality and Legality of DI 

Going back to the Franco-German plan, it explains five main principles for its 

differentiation idea: respecting the EU law, principles and objectives; using EU 

institutions; deeper integration being open to everyone; sharing decision-making 

powers, costs, and benefits; and allowing exits from each group (Costa, Schwarzer et 

al., 2023). While the “three-tier” proposal of this thesis does not have a similar 

structure to this, it also accepts the importance of these principles, as the role of the 

EU should not be neglected, these organisations should be inclusive to all aspiring 

countries, and the structure should be fair and equal to everyone. However, it cannot 

be said that these principles can be implemented without any negative consequences, 

therefore raising questions. 

Some of the elements of these principles are positive. For example, openness for all 

three tiers, especially for the “inner circle”, is really important. Because while 

differentiation lifts the obligation of full integration, it should not cause a situation 

where only selected member states are creating a private organisation, similar to 

what de Gaulle envisioned in the “Soames affair” situation mentioned in Section 5.2. 

Another good aspect for a possible organisation of fully integrated countries is the 

diversity based on location, population and size. From Baltic states located in North-

Eastern countries to Portugal located next to the Atlantic Ocean; from Germany with 

more than 80 million population to Luxembourg with less than 700 thousand; from 

France with overseas territories all around the world to the smaller islands of Malta, 

this tier shows that what only matters is the willingness and capability to integrate. 

The last principle, which is the acceptance of transitions between tiers, may be seen 

as a logical action. After all, basically every European country (with the exception of 

the UK) is more integrated than they were a decade ago; so no one would question 

the process of integration, as a non-member country can join the EU or a member 

country can join the inner circle within the EU. But what happens if a country wants 

to do the reverse, which would be disintegration? We already have the example of a 

country leaving the EU with the entire Brexit process, where the UK turned from an 

internally differentiated member state to a disintegrated country. Yet, we have never 
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seen a situation where an already integrated member state has taken action to become 

less integrated without leaving the EU.  

This has actually been echoed by Eurosceptic politicians. One good example was 

when Giorgia Meloni, in her pre-Prime Ministerial career, called her view on 

integration as “right-wing Blairite third way”, which was in the middle between 

“dogmatic European federalism” and full EU objection (Paci, 2020, as translated in 

Bressanelli & de Candia, 2025, p. 66). From Fratelli d’Italia to Rassemblement 

National, from Alternative für Deutschland to Fidesz; European politicians on the 

right wing to far right politics started to discuss more on giving powers from the EU 

institutions to the states rather than leaving the EU or the Eurozone entirely. And 

even in this situation, a fully integrated member state can have a new Eurosceptic 

government, which can leave this organisation to do less. Leaving the EU is already 

a complex situation, as it has been seen in the Brexit process, that both sides want to 

address all issues. But creating a supranational organisation where countries are able 

to leave easily can make this organisation inefficient and even extinct in future. This 

does not mean that countries should not be allowed to leave, which can make this 

supranational organisation much less appetising. Yet, just as joining, leaving should 

be consequential and countries should be bound by the rules and policies of not only 

the EU, but also of this organisation. 

The other principle, “sharing decision-making powers, costs, and benefits,” is also 

worthy of discussion. It is undeniable that countries that do more will be affected 

more and therefore should gain more. It is an important understanding for more or 

less integration. However, the remaining one, “decision-making powers”, is open for 

question. Does that mean key EU roles, such as the Presidency for Commission or 

Council, should be distributed to the more integrated countries only? Will French 

and Romanian Presidents have the same rights in the European Council, or Spanish 

and Hungarian MEPs in the European Parliament? And how will it affect the 

decision-making process in general? 

One thing is certain. With 27 member states and still candidates waiting to join, the 

EU cannot act efficiently as long as a well-structured plan might be blocked with one 

veto from one country. A more federal structure where willing countries adopt 
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common federal policies unanimously and participate in them, supervised by a group 

of people from these countries, can be a solution for this case. Specific positions or 

institutions, separately or inside the EU institutions, can be established as well. 

However, they should not be planned as superior to the existing ones of the EU. 

Doing otherwise would not only lower the EU’s status and turn it into a weaker 

intergovernmental organisation, but also would create a massive inequality among 

EU member states and bar politicians, bureaucrats and citizens from less integrated 

EU members from participating in the decision-making process. 

Another key issue is legal equality between EU member states. Will someone living 

in Poland have the same, fewer or more rights and obligations than someone living in 

Germany based on their status on European integration? It is important not to cause 

an unequal situation for member states if differentiated integration is expected. 

German lawyer Claus-Dieter Ehlermann (1984) explained in his work regarding 

community law that the “two-speed” concept, which requires a Treaty amendment, 

could bring five questions. The first one was about which policies of the Community 

would apply at a “two-speed” level. The second question was the requirements for 

member states to participate. The third was about how the decision-making process 

is shaped, followed by how the “two-speed” operations are financed. The final 

question was what the consequences of these operations would be on the 

Community’s external powers. His work concluded that the differentiation of 

secondary Community law is open to interpretation, and “multi-speed” can be used 

in secondary Community legislation if it is appropriate for fundamental law 

principles of the Community (Ehlermann, 1995). Therefore, the legality of the 

practice of differentiation is valid as long as it fits with the laws, principles and 

actions of the Community, later the Union. While policies of two different member 

states differ based on their level of integration, their citizens are equal based on the 

same rights, responsibilities and their status in the world as an EU citizen. 

Formalising and even institutionalising this differentiation should not change this 

situation. 
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Finally, it can be argued whether the differentiation can bring more legitimacy to the 

EU. Without reading the context, some may assume that Denmark was forced to vote 

in favour of the Maastricht Treaty in a second referendum after they rejected it a year 

ago. But, as explained in Chapter 3, Denmark received opt-outs from certain areas 

and put a different Treaty to be ratified, which changed the public opinion. Main 

tools of integration, especially a common currency, can be seen as a burden among 

the public in member states, as you have to eventually join them. And even though 

the EU does not force even those obliged to join, as in Sweden’s case, it does not 

help to improve the popularity of integration. However, the acceptance of 

differentiated integration can make European integration a more desirable case rather 

than being obliged to. Federalism is supported by some people and even politicians 

in Europe, not because it is the final requirement, but because it is a possible scenario 

that can be best for the continent, according to them. Europe is much bigger and 

more diverse than we think, and every country’s needs and wants may differ. Full 

integration can be a goal and even a plan, but should not be an urgency. 

 

6.4. Conclusion 

Overall, a multi-tier Europe is not the perfect idea. Just as many steps have been 

taken in the path of European integration, such as a common currency, market and 

borders, this one will also bring major consequences, positive and negative. Issues of 

power-sharing, the future institutional framework of these organisations, and the 

possibility of exits of a more integrated structure should be discussed in more detail. 

Yet, creating a federal structure within the EU and a more intergovernmental yet 

integrated organisation between EU members and non-member states can bring 

multiple outcomes that can be the solution to many issues.  

First of all, with an inner organisation of more enthusiastic members, the EU will do 

more and stand together on the global stage. Secondly, those who want to stay in the 

EU but do not want to act further will not be forced to do so, which the EU can 

enlarge, but at the same time can allow further integration.  
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Thirdly, an outer organisation where all European countries have to comply with the 

principles of the CoE and the EU will be formalised as operating alongside the CoE 

and the EPC. It will also combine the goals of these two organisations: promoting 

democracy, human rights and rule of law in the continent; and improving further 

political and economic relations between Europeans. It can even be the tool of 

external differentiation, where non-member countries can integrate into the existing 

EU policies, such as the EEA and the Schengen Area. From a candidate country 

waiting to join, like Ukraine, to a country that does not want to join, like 

Switzerland, it will be the organisation where countries are not part of the EU, but 

are linked to it. 

Finally, the EU can be productive but also inclusive and united in this plan. The EPC 

was founded a few months after the Russian invasion of Ukraine to show European 

solidarity. A confederal Europe with partial integration will continue this solidarity. 

The European Union will continue to exist with its existing institutions, rights, rules 

and principles. And a more federal Europe will be the roof for further integration. 

Rather than advocating the uniformity that will take a few years or more decades for 

countries, promoting differentiated integration where countries can decide which 

suits them best can be an ideal solution for the future. 
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CHAPTER 7 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

The thesis has tried to discuss whether an institutional framework for a multi-tier 

European structure could work or not. Inspired by the 2023 Franco-German plan 

after years of political and academic discussions and proposals regarding this subject, 

it wants to discuss a three-tier Europe that features more and less integrated members 

of the European Union (EU), as well as countries outside of the EU. While 

differentiated integration is allowed in practice but not referred to by its name in 

certain EU policies, creating a three-tier system not only means the legitimisation of 

this practice, but also the institutionalisation of it. After all, more integrated member 

states could be grouped under a different name while continuing to be part of the EU. 

Meanwhile, all European countries can be part of a larger group that is much less 

integrated compared to the EU, but can still have common goals and actions. This 

organisation can be bound by a superior authority and rules, but under an 

intergovernmental structure. 

Chapter 2 talks about the background, the classification and the subgroups of the 

concept of differentiated integration itself. It starts with the basic definition of 

differentiated integration, famously introduced by Alexander Stubb. Understanding 

the further categorisation and newer concepts by other scholars is also worth 

mentioning to discuss differentiated integration deeply. The relationship of 

differentiated integration with major theories of European integration is also written 

as the theoretical background of the concept. The chapter ends with an emphasis on 

focusing on two main ingredients of differentiated integration, internal and external, 

which are the main topics for the next two chapters. These two chapters are 

important as they not only explain the practice of differentiated integration by both 
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member and non-member states, but they also form the main core of a multi-layered 

Europe. 

Chapter 3 focuses exclusively on internal differentiation and on which member states 

of the European Union are more or less integrated. On less integrated member states, 

we look at two subgroups. The first group has certain member states being legally 

exempt from some EU laws and policies, which is referred to as “opt-out”. As being 

told in detail with the legal and historical background, opt-outs have historical (the 

UK) and current examples (Denmark, Poland and Ireland). The second group 

features member states that are legally obliged to join but cannot because of either a 

lack of political or public support, or the necessary criteria to join have not been 

fulfilled yet. Sweden’s public rejection by referendum to join the Eurozone is an 

example of the former, and Romania's not fulfilling the necessary criteria to join is 

an example of the latter. 

The concepts we mentioned in the earlier chapter will be framed to explain these 

countries’ actions and whether an “inner circle” with more integrated countries (like 

France or Portugal) and a “second tier” with less integrated countries (like Romania 

or Hungary) can be established officially. It does not mean relegating the position of 

the less integrated member states, as they will continue to have the rights and 

responsibilities granted by their EU membership, but it means having a more 

integrated organisation inside the Union. 

Chapter 4 focuses on external differentiation, and which countries outside of the EU 

can be linked under what circumstances, formally or institutionally, will be 

discussed. Two types of groups are mentioned: countries on the enlargement agenda 

and countries not on the enlargement agenda. In the first group, we will examine two 

countries as case studies: Ukraine, which was granted a candidate status shortly after 

the Russian invasion, and Türkiye, which is the oldest applicant but currently is not 

expected to join the Union due to frozen negotiations. Both countries’ history, status 

and reputation of their candidacies are different, but both of them have a long path to 

join the EU. In the second group, we see Norway, which is well integrated into the 

EU despite rejecting membership twice by public vote, and the United Kingdom 

(UK), a former member state which was already less integrated before it left the EU. 
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Neither the EU nor the countries have the aim of membership. Yet, they all care 

about closer relations, but the level of integration differ from country to country, as 

the example of Table 3 from Section 4.4 is a great example of it. Already established 

pan-European organisations such as the Council of Europe and the Organisation for 

Security and Cooperation in Europe will be explained, as well as a much younger 

European Political Community that operates more as a forum. The chapter is 

concluded with a discussion of whether a larger and institutionalised organisation 

outside the EU can be used as an instrument for bringing non-EU European countries 

into the EU. 

Chapter 5 wants to focus on previous proposals first. Because while the latest written 

proposal in the chapter is the most relevant one for the thesis as well as the most 

detailed and inclusive one, it cannot be understood without knowing the ones that 

came before. All of them have the similarity of accepting differentiation, though 

whether it should be a temporary measure (Brandt or Tindemans) or a permanent 

policy (Dahrendorf or CDU Report). While they were addressing the differentiation 

inside the EU, creating a more integrated group of member states, there were also 

proposals addressing countries outside the EU. Both de Gaulle and Mitterrand 

wanted to include non-member states inside the EU; as de Gaulle’s aim was more of 

changing the EEC, and Mitterrand wanted a much broader European organisation 

that unites both member and non-member states. The Franco-German plan addressed 

both issues. 

Chapter 6 is reserved for the analysis and discussion of the differentiated integration 

in practice and the future structure of the European Union in general. A “multi-tier 

Europe” with three tiers based on their integration and membership in the European 

Union is examined, and whether this system can be compatible with EU law and be 

practical in general is discussed. There are both advantages and disadvantages of this 

structure, which are explained in detail; however, the tendency of this thesis is more 

positive about this structure.  

Overall, the “multi-tier” system proposes a group of more integrated countries inside 

the EU, other countries that want to keep their current rights and responsibilities 

while not moving further in the EU, and other countries being partially integrated 
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with the rest of the continent while continuing to stay outside of the EU. It is not the 

same as the current practice of differentiated integration, which the EU recognises 

the exclusion of member states (or inclusion of non-members), but it neither wants to 

adopt as an official policy nor does it have plans to create different organisations or 

institutions for countries based on integration. Perhaps the possible consequences 

written in Chapter 6 can be the reason why the EU is very cautious over the 

recognition of differentiated integration. Another reason can be to reach the unity in 

integration without creating divisions between member states.  

Yet, this system can satisfy all countries. Germany can integrate more with the like-

minded countries without waiting for the others. Czechia can stay in the EU without 

being forced to integrate more. Albania can be integrated into the EU system as a 

preparation for its future membership. Iceland can have closer relations without the 

need to join the EU, unless it wants more. 

This system does not mean the EU will solve its current problems. In fact, there is no 

guarantee that it will not bring new ones. But with this system, the EU can find its 

character and redefine itself. The European Union does not need to be one single 

entity that tries to be a federation, a confederation and an intergovernmental 

organisation at the same time, for everyone. A more federal organisation with 

enthusiastic member states and a more intergovernmental organisation with 

cooperating non-member states can help the EU to remove its burden. It can even 

help the EU to create new and closer partnerships under its norms and principles with 

neighbouring areas, whether that is North Africa, the Middle East, Central Asia or 

the Atlantic Ocean. But for the European Union to evolve, it needs to do what the 

European Coal and Steel Community, European Economic Community and many of 

their laws, treaties, principles and institutions have done for decades: change. 

 

  



 102 

 
REFERENCES 

 

 

Abts, K., Etienne, T., et al. (2023). EU-sentiment predicts the 2016 Dutch 

referendum vote on the EU’s association with Ukraine better than concerns 

about Russia or national discontent. European Union Politics, 24(3), 495. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epub/10.1177/14651165231157612 

 

Adler-Nissen, R. (2009). Behind the scenes of differentiated integration: 

circumventing national opt-outs in Justice and Home Affairs. Journal of 

European Public Policy, 16(1), 63-64. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501760802453239?need

Access=true 

 

Alpan, B. (2024). Türkiye-EU Relations and the European Political Community in 

the Aftermath of Russian Invasion: Is the Transactional Turn Here to Stay?. 

EuroMeSCo. 12-13. https://www.euromesco.net/wp-

content/uploads/2024/02/EuroMeSCo-Paper-69.pdf 

 

Bălan, C., & Troncotă, M. B. (2024). Romania's Troubled Journey towards 

Schengen: Between Double Standards, Politicisation and Legitimate 

Claims. Suedosteuropa-Mitteilungen, (1). 43. 

 

Behrens, K. (2021). Formal citizenship in European constitutions. Political Science| 

Volume 85, 83. 

https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/47370/1/97838394

49493.pdf#page=84 

 

Biesheuvel, B., Tell, E. & Marjolin, R., (1979),  Report on European Institutions, 

Presented by the Committee of Three to the European Council. 68-69.  

https://aei.pitt.edu/999/1/Committee_of_Three_Report_1979.pdf 

 

Black, I. (2003). New sticking points for Blair in draft text. The Guardian. 

https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2003/may/28/politics.eu 

 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epub/10.1177/14651165231157612
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501760802453239?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501760802453239?needAccess=true
https://www.euromesco.net/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/EuroMeSCo-Paper-69.pdf
https://www.euromesco.net/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/EuroMeSCo-Paper-69.pdf
https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/47370/1/9783839449493.pdf#page=84
https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/47370/1/9783839449493.pdf#page=84
https://aei.pitt.edu/999/1/Committee_of_Three_Report_1979.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2003/may/28/politics.eu


 103 

Bozo, F. (2008). The Failure of a Grand Design: Mitterrand's European 

Confederation, 1989–1991. Contemporary European History, 17(3). 393-

407. https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/20081415.pdf?refreqid=fastly-

default%3A872a04d8db05844e9da1240cff4a3ec8&ab_segments=&initiator

=&acceptTC=1 

 

Bressanelli, E., & de Candia, M. (2025). Fratelli d’Italia in the European Parliament: 

between radicalism and conservatism. Contemporary Italian Politics, 17(1), 

66. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/23248823.2023.2285545?ne

edAccess=true 

 

Brunazzo, M. (2019). The Evolution of EU Differentiated Integration between Crises 

and Dilemmas. 7. 

https://iris.unitn.it/bitstream/11572/244259/1/euidea_rp_1.1.pdf 

 

Brunazzo, M. (2022). The Politics of EU Differentiated Integration: Between Crises 

and Dilemmas. The International Spectator, 57(1), 21-22. 

 

Bugge, P. (2000). Czech perceptions of the perspective of EU membership: Havel vs. 

Klaus. 15. 

 

Butler, E. (2025). Bulgaria to adopt the euro as ECB and European Commission give 

green light. Euronews.  

https://www.euronews.com/business/2025/06/04/bulgaria-to-adopt-the-

euro-as-ecb-and-european-commission-give-green-light 

 

Cianciara, A. K., & Szymański, A. (2020). Differentiated integration: towards a new 

model of European Union–Turkey relations?. Turkish Studies, 21(2), 257. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14683849.2019.1618190?ne

edAccess=true 

 

 

 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/20081415.pdf?refreqid=fastly-default%3A872a04d8db05844e9da1240cff4a3ec8&ab_segments=&initiator=&acceptTC=1
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/20081415.pdf?refreqid=fastly-default%3A872a04d8db05844e9da1240cff4a3ec8&ab_segments=&initiator=&acceptTC=1
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/20081415.pdf?refreqid=fastly-default%3A872a04d8db05844e9da1240cff4a3ec8&ab_segments=&initiator=&acceptTC=1
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/23248823.2023.2285545?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/23248823.2023.2285545?needAccess=true
https://iris.unitn.it/bitstream/11572/244259/1/euidea_rp_1.1.pdf
https://www.euronews.com/business/2025/06/04/bulgaria-to-adopt-the-euro-as-ecb-and-european-commission-give-green-light
https://www.euronews.com/business/2025/06/04/bulgaria-to-adopt-the-euro-as-ecb-and-european-commission-give-green-light
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14683849.2019.1618190?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14683849.2019.1618190?needAccess=true


 104 

Costa, O., Schwarzer D. et. al. (2023). Sailing on High Seas: Reforming and 

Enlarging the EU for the 21st Century. Report of the Franco-German 

Working Group on EU Institutional Reform. 33-36. 

https://www.auswaertiges-

amt.de/resource/blob/2617322/4d0e0010ffcd8c0079e21329bbbb3332/2309

19-rfaa-deu-fra-bericht-data.pdf 

 

CVCE. (2016). The Fouchet plans.  2. https://www.cvce.eu/obj/the_fouchet_plans-

en-c7c2b3f9-cf51-4a8e-874a-d6c3eda5125a.html 

 

Dahrendorf, R. 1979. A Third Europe? Third Jean Monnet Lecture. Florence, 

EuropeanUniversity Institute. 7-21. https://aei.pitt.edu/11346/2/11346.pdf 

 

De Neve, J. E. (2007). The European onion? How differentiated integration is 

reshaping the EU. Journal of European Integration, 29(4), 503-504. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/07036330701502498?need

Access=true 

 

De Wilde, P. (2019). Media logic and grand theories of European integration. Journal 

of European Public Policy, 26(8), 1197. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1622590?ne

edAccess=true 

 

Directorate-General for Neighbourhood and Enlargement Negotiations (2024). 

“COMMISSION STAFF WORKING DOCUMENT: Ukraine 2024 

Report”. 5-21. https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-

content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52024SC0699 

 

Downs, W. M. (2001). Denmark’s referendum on the euro: The mouse that roared... 

again. West European Politics, 24(1), 222–223. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/01402380108425426?need

Access=true 

 

Dózsa, D. (2008), EU Relations with European Micro-States. Happily Ever After?. 

European Law Journal, 14: 102. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-

0386.2007.00403.x 

https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/resource/blob/2617322/4d0e0010ffcd8c0079e21329bbbb3332/230919-rfaa-deu-fra-bericht-data.pdf
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/resource/blob/2617322/4d0e0010ffcd8c0079e21329bbbb3332/230919-rfaa-deu-fra-bericht-data.pdf
https://www.auswaertiges-amt.de/resource/blob/2617322/4d0e0010ffcd8c0079e21329bbbb3332/230919-rfaa-deu-fra-bericht-data.pdf
https://www.cvce.eu/obj/the_fouchet_plans-en-c7c2b3f9-cf51-4a8e-874a-d6c3eda5125a.html
https://www.cvce.eu/obj/the_fouchet_plans-en-c7c2b3f9-cf51-4a8e-874a-d6c3eda5125a.html
https://aei.pitt.edu/11346/2/11346.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/07036330701502498?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/07036330701502498?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1622590?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1622590?needAccess=true
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52024SC0699
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52024SC0699
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/01402380108425426?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/01402380108425426?needAccess=true
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0386.2007.00403.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0386.2007.00403.x


 105 

Draghi, M. (2017). The Monnet method: its relevance for Europe then and now. 

Award of the Gold Medal of the Foundation Jean Monnet pour l'Europe, 

Lausanne. European Central Bank. 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/key/date/2017/html/ecb.sp170504.en.html 

 

Dunn, T. M. (2012). Neo-functionalism and the European Union. E-international 

relations, 28. https://www.e-ir.info/2012/11/28/neo-functionalism-and-the-

european-union/ 

 

Ehlermann, C. D. (1984). How Flexible Is Community Law? An Unusual Approach 

to the Concept of "Two Speeds". Michigan Law Review, 82(5/6), 1276-

1278. https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/1288478.pdf?refreqid=fastly-

default%3A00c90815a1e3004200d79d316d3bb29c&ab_segments=&initiat

or=&acceptTC=1 

 

Ehlermann, C. D. (1995). Increased differentiation or stronger uniformity. 6-7. 

https://cadmus.eui.eu/server/api/core/bitstreams/8ac0c1d5-623f-527f-90b3-

294b9f2d23ae/content 

 

Ellison, J. (1999). Why Was the Treaty of Rome Signed in 1957 and with What 

Consequences?. In P. Catterall (Ed.). Exam Essays in 20th Century World 

History, 98. 

 

Eralp, A., & Karatekelioglu, P. K. (2009). Turkey's Perspective on European Union's 

Mediterranean Policy and the Union for the Mediterranean. Études 

helléniques/Hellenic Studies, 17(2), 172. 

https://ejournals.lib.uoc.gr/hellst/article/view/581/497 

 

Euractiv (2013). Britain flirting with the edge of three-tier Europe: Stubb  

https://www.euractiv.com/section/politics/news/britain-flirting-with-the-

edge-of-three-tier-europe-stubb/ 

 

European Central Bank (2024). Convergence Report June 2024” 68-72. 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/other-

publications/convergence/pdf/ecb.cr202406~475c2172bc.en.pdf 

 

https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/key/date/2017/html/ecb.sp170504.en.html
https://www.e-ir.info/2012/11/28/neo-functionalism-and-the-european-union/
https://www.e-ir.info/2012/11/28/neo-functionalism-and-the-european-union/
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/1288478.pdf?refreqid=fastly-default%3A00c90815a1e3004200d79d316d3bb29c&ab_segments=&initiator=&acceptTC=1
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/1288478.pdf?refreqid=fastly-default%3A00c90815a1e3004200d79d316d3bb29c&ab_segments=&initiator=&acceptTC=1
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/1288478.pdf?refreqid=fastly-default%3A00c90815a1e3004200d79d316d3bb29c&ab_segments=&initiator=&acceptTC=1
https://cadmus.eui.eu/server/api/core/bitstreams/8ac0c1d5-623f-527f-90b3-294b9f2d23ae/content
https://cadmus.eui.eu/server/api/core/bitstreams/8ac0c1d5-623f-527f-90b3-294b9f2d23ae/content
https://ejournals.lib.uoc.gr/hellst/article/view/581/497
https://www.euractiv.com/section/politics/news/britain-flirting-with-the-edge-of-three-tier-europe-stubb/
https://www.euractiv.com/section/politics/news/britain-flirting-with-the-edge-of-three-tier-europe-stubb/
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/other-publications/convergence/pdf/ecb.cr202406~475c2172bc.en.pdf
https://www.ecb.europa.eu/press/other-publications/convergence/pdf/ecb.cr202406~475c2172bc.en.pdf


 106 

European Commission. (2017). “White Paper on the Future of Europe”. 16-25. 

https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/b2e60d06-37c6-4943-

820f-

d82ec197d966_en?filename=white_paper_on_the_future_of_europe_en.pdf 

 

European Commission (2025). Introduction of the euro in the Member States that 

have not yet adopted the common currency. Flash Eurobarometer 560. 21-

22. https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail/3384 

 

Frey, B. S., & Eichenberger, R. (1996). FOCJ: competitive governments for Europe. 

International Review of law and economics, 16(3), 315-316. 

https://www.unifr.ch/finwiss/de/assets/public/research/academic%20publica

tions/FOCJ_competitive_governments_for_europe.pdf 

 

Fromage, D. (2018). A parliamentary assembly for the Eurozone?. ADEMU WP, 

134. 4. https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3200043 

 

Gubbala, S. (2023). People broadly view the EU favorably, both in member states 

and elsewhere. Pew Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/short-

reads/2023/10/24/people-broadly-view-the-eu-favorably-both-in-member-

states-and-elsewhere/ 

 

Haas, Ernst B. 1958: The Uniting of Europe: Political, Social, and Economic Forces 

1950–57, Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 16. 

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/100books/file/EN-H-BW-0038-The-

uniting-of-Europe.pdf 

 

Hanf, D. (2001) ‘Flexibility clauses in the founding treaties, from Rome to Nice’, in 

B. De Witte, D. Hanf and E. Vos (eds), The Many Faces of Differentiation 

in EU Law, Oxford: Hart. 5. 

 

Hazak, G. (2012). the European union—a federation or a confederation?. Baltic 

Journal of European Studies, 2(1), 11. 63. 

https://www.ies.ee/iesp/No11/articles/03_Gabriel_Hazak.pdf 

 

https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/b2e60d06-37c6-4943-820f-d82ec197d966_en?filename=white_paper_on_the_future_of_europe_en.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/b2e60d06-37c6-4943-820f-d82ec197d966_en?filename=white_paper_on_the_future_of_europe_en.pdf
https://commission.europa.eu/document/download/b2e60d06-37c6-4943-820f-d82ec197d966_en?filename=white_paper_on_the_future_of_europe_en.pdf
https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail/3384
https://www.unifr.ch/finwiss/de/assets/public/research/academic%20publications/FOCJ_competitive_governments_for_europe.pdf
https://www.unifr.ch/finwiss/de/assets/public/research/academic%20publications/FOCJ_competitive_governments_for_europe.pdf
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3200043
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2023/10/24/people-broadly-view-the-eu-favorably-both-in-member-states-and-elsewhere/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2023/10/24/people-broadly-view-the-eu-favorably-both-in-member-states-and-elsewhere/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2023/10/24/people-broadly-view-the-eu-favorably-both-in-member-states-and-elsewhere/
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/100books/file/EN-H-BW-0038-The-uniting-of-Europe.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/100books/file/EN-H-BW-0038-The-uniting-of-Europe.pdf
https://www.ies.ee/iesp/No11/articles/03_Gabriel_Hazak.pdf


 107 

Holzinger, K., & Schimmelfennig, F. (2012). Differentiated integration in the 

European Union: Many concepts, sparse theory, few data. Journal of 

European Public Policy, 19(2), 294-302. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2012.641747?nee

dAcneed=true 

 

Hooghe, L., & Marks, G. (2019). Grand theories of European integration in the 

twenty-first century. Journal of European Public Policy, 26(8), 1114-1116. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1569711?ne

edAccess=true 

 

İçener, E. (2007). Privileged partnership: An alternative final destination for Turkey's 

integration with the European Union?. Perspectives on European Politics 

and Society, 8(4), 421-425.  

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/15705850701640777?need

Access=true 

 

Iversen, T., Soskice, D., & Hope, D. (2016). The Eurozone and political economic 

institutions. Annual review of political science, 19(1), 168-169.  

https://www.annualreviews.org/docserver/fulltext/polisci/19/1/annurev-

polisci-022615-

113243.pdf?expires=1755686208&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=BEF

F5A3B928B84449E0321A4D0C14C6C 

 

Jensen, C. S. (2013). Neo-functionalism. In M. Cini & N. Perez-Solorzano Borragan 

(Eds.), European Union Politics, 4(3), Oxford University Press. 61-62.  

 

Jouan, Q. (2016). Narratives of European integration in times of crisis: Images of 

Europe in the 1970s. JEIH Journal of European Integration History, 22(1), 

12-13. https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/0947-9511-2016-1-11.pdf 

 

Jonung, L. (2004). To be or not to be in the euro? Benefits and costs of monetary 

unification as perceived by voters in the Swedish euro referendum 2003. 8. 

https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/1334/1/MPRA_paper_1334.pdf 

 

 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2012.641747?needAcneed=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2012.641747?needAcneed=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1569711?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1569711?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/15705850701640777?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/15705850701640777?needAccess=true
https://www.annualreviews.org/docserver/fulltext/polisci/19/1/annurev-polisci-022615-113243.pdf?expires=1755686208&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=BEFF5A3B928B84449E0321A4D0C14C6C
https://www.annualreviews.org/docserver/fulltext/polisci/19/1/annurev-polisci-022615-113243.pdf?expires=1755686208&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=BEFF5A3B928B84449E0321A4D0C14C6C
https://www.annualreviews.org/docserver/fulltext/polisci/19/1/annurev-polisci-022615-113243.pdf?expires=1755686208&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=BEFF5A3B928B84449E0321A4D0C14C6C
https://www.annualreviews.org/docserver/fulltext/polisci/19/1/annurev-polisci-022615-113243.pdf?expires=1755686208&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=BEFF5A3B928B84449E0321A4D0C14C6C
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/0947-9511-2016-1-11.pdf
https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/1334/1/MPRA_paper_1334.pdf


 108 

Jourdain, J. (2015). How Crucial Was the ‘Empty Chair Crisis’ in the Course of 

European Integration?. E-International Relations (10), 1(5). https://www.e-

ir.info/2015/08/22/how-crucial-was-the-empty-chair-crisis-in-the-course-of-

european-integration/ 

 

Jović, D. (2006). Croatia and the European Union: a long delayed journey. Journal of 

Southern Europe and the Balkans, 8(1), 85-86. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14613190600595598?need

Access=true 

 

Kalicka-Mikołajczyk, A. (2018). Cooperation between the European Union and 

European Mini-States–Possible Scenarios for Future Closer and Enhanced 

Integration with the European Union. Wroclaw Review of Law, 

Administration & Economics, 8(1), 58. 

 

Keating, M., Frommelt, C., Hix, S., & Müftüler-Baç, M. External Differentiation in 

the EU (2022). Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies Research 

Paper No. RSC_26, 1. https://ssrn.com/abstract=4149418 

 

Koenig, N. (2014). 20 Years “Core Europe” Where Do We Stand and Where Are We 

Heading? Jacques Delors Institut Berlin. 2-3. 

https://institutdelors.eu/content/uploads/2025/04/coreeurope-koenig-jdi-b-

sept14-1.pdf 

 

Kosiara-Pedersen, K. (2023). Denmark: Political developments and data in 2022: 

Referendum, election and a new type of government. European Journal of 

Political Research Political Data Yearbook, 62(1), 123. 

https://ejpr.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/2047-8852.12424 

 

Kuhn, T. (2019). Grand theories of European integration revisited: does identity 

politics shape the course of European integration?. Journal of European 

Public Policy, 26(8), 1216-1220. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1622588?ne

edAccess=true 

 

 

https://www.e-ir.info/2015/08/22/how-crucial-was-the-empty-chair-crisis-in-the-course-of-european-integration/
https://www.e-ir.info/2015/08/22/how-crucial-was-the-empty-chair-crisis-in-the-course-of-european-integration/
https://www.e-ir.info/2015/08/22/how-crucial-was-the-empty-chair-crisis-in-the-course-of-european-integration/
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14613190600595598?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14613190600595598?needAccess=true
https://ssrn.com/abstract=4149418
https://institutdelors.eu/content/uploads/2025/04/coreeurope-koenig-jdi-b-sept14-1.pdf
https://institutdelors.eu/content/uploads/2025/04/coreeurope-koenig-jdi-b-sept14-1.pdf
https://ejpr.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/2047-8852.12424
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1622588?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1622588?needAccess=true


 109 

Kux, S., & Sverdrup, U. (2000). Fuzzy borders and adaptive outsiders: Norway, 

Switzerland and the EU. Journal of European integration, 22(3), 245. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/07036330008429087?need

Access=true 

 

Lamers, K., Green, P., et al. (1994). Ein Kerneuropa in der Europäischen Union?. 

Wirtschaftsdienst, 74(10), 496. 

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/137171/1/wd_v74_i10_pp495-

506.pdf 

 

Larsen, H. (2015). What the Danish ‘no’vote on Justice and Home Affairs means for 

Denmark and the EU. LSE European Politics and Policy (EUROPP) Blog. 

https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/europpblog/2015/12/10/what-the-danish-no-vote-on-

justice-and-home-affairs-means-for-denmark-and-the-eu/ 

 

Leruth, B., Gänzle, S., & Trondal, J. (2019). Exploring differentiated disintegration 

in a post‐Brexit European Union. JCMS: journal of common market studies, 

57(5), 1016. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/jcms.12869 

 

Leruth, B., & Lord, C. (2015). Differentiated integration in the European Union: a 

concept, a process, a system or a theory?. Journal of European Public 

Policy, 22(6), 755. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2015.1021196?ne

edAccess=true 

 

Lucinescu, A. (2023) From European Confederation to European Political 

Community: how Mitterrand’s failure could enable Macron to succeed. 

Monitor Strategic. 12. https://biblioteca-digitala.ro/reviste/monitor-

strategic/Monitor-Strategic-3-4-an-XXIV-2023.pdf#page=9 

 

Lukšić, I., & Pejović, A. A. (2023). The role of civil society in Montenegro's 

European Union accession process. In Handbook of Civil Society and 

Social Movements in Small States. Routledge. 262-273.  

 

 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/07036330008429087?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/07036330008429087?needAccess=true
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/137171/1/wd_v74_i10_pp495-506.pdf
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/137171/1/wd_v74_i10_pp495-506.pdf
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/europpblog/2015/12/10/what-the-danish-no-vote-on-justice-and-home-affairs-means-for-denmark-and-the-eu/
https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/europpblog/2015/12/10/what-the-danish-no-vote-on-justice-and-home-affairs-means-for-denmark-and-the-eu/
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/jcms.12869
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2015.1021196?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2015.1021196?needAccess=true
https://biblioteca-digitala.ro/reviste/monitor-strategic/Monitor-Strategic-3-4-an-XXIV-2023.pdf#page=9
https://biblioteca-digitala.ro/reviste/monitor-strategic/Monitor-Strategic-3-4-an-XXIV-2023.pdf#page=9


 110 

Marks. G. (2012). Europe snd its empires: From Rome to the European Union. 

Journal of Common Market Studies 50(1): 7. 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2011.02218.x 

 

Marthe Narud, H., & Strøm, K. (2000). Adaptation without EU membership: 

Norway and the European economic area. The Journal of Legislative 

Studies, 6(1), 125-126. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13572330008420616?casa_to

ken=zZW069-

AOesAAAAA:9Ls2ko28mto42izr667RK3v4a7McsHjsOsxBoVuM0pYIc1x

6UYgMGIJ6i42VflLSfvEprp-1zShSAQ 

 

Mauter, W. R. (1998). Churchill and the Unification of Europe. The Historian, 61(1), 

69. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1540-

6563.1998.tb01424.x?needAccess=true 

 

Miles, L. (2004). Sweden:‘Hitchhiking’and the Euro referendum. Cooperation and 

Conflict, 39(2), 159. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epdf/10.1177/0010836704042867 

 

Minakov, M. (2025). Freedom and Progress at the Dawn of the Age of Will: The 

Struggle of Two Enlightenments  in the Current Euro-Atlantic Debate. 

Political Expression of Will Today. The Age of Will: Philosophical 

Foundations, Political. 125-126. https://www.ideopol.org/wp-

content/uploads/2025/07/2.1.-Minakov.pdf 

 

Ministère de l’Europe et des Affaires étrangères. (2023). Report by the Independent 

Franco-German group of experts on EU reforms. France Diplomacy - 

Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs. 

https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/france-and-

europe/events-and-news-relating-to-france-s-european-

policy/news/article/report-by-the-independent-franco-german-group-of-

experts-on-eu-reforms 

 

Moravcsik, A. (1993). Preferences and power in the European Community: A liberal 

intergovernmentalist approach. JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 

31(4), 480. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1468-

5965.1993.tb00477.x 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1468-5965.2011.02218.x
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13572330008420616?casa_token=zZW069-AOesAAAAA:9Ls2ko28mto42izr667RK3v4a7McsHjsOsxBoVuM0pYIc1x6UYgMGIJ6i42VflLSfvEprp-1zShSAQ
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13572330008420616?casa_token=zZW069-AOesAAAAA:9Ls2ko28mto42izr667RK3v4a7McsHjsOsxBoVuM0pYIc1x6UYgMGIJ6i42VflLSfvEprp-1zShSAQ
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13572330008420616?casa_token=zZW069-AOesAAAAA:9Ls2ko28mto42izr667RK3v4a7McsHjsOsxBoVuM0pYIc1x6UYgMGIJ6i42VflLSfvEprp-1zShSAQ
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13572330008420616?casa_token=zZW069-AOesAAAAA:9Ls2ko28mto42izr667RK3v4a7McsHjsOsxBoVuM0pYIc1x6UYgMGIJ6i42VflLSfvEprp-1zShSAQ
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1540-6563.1998.tb01424.x?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1540-6563.1998.tb01424.x?needAccess=true
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epdf/10.1177/0010836704042867
https://www.ideopol.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2.1.-Minakov.pdf
https://www.ideopol.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2.1.-Minakov.pdf
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/france-and-europe/events-and-news-relating-to-france-s-european-policy/news/article/report-by-the-independent-franco-german-group-of-experts-on-eu-reforms
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/france-and-europe/events-and-news-relating-to-france-s-european-policy/news/article/report-by-the-independent-franco-german-group-of-experts-on-eu-reforms
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/france-and-europe/events-and-news-relating-to-france-s-european-policy/news/article/report-by-the-independent-franco-german-group-of-experts-on-eu-reforms
https://www.diplomatie.gouv.fr/en/french-foreign-policy/france-and-europe/events-and-news-relating-to-france-s-european-policy/news/article/report-by-the-independent-franco-german-group-of-experts-on-eu-reforms
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1468-5965.1993.tb00477.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1468-5965.1993.tb00477.x


 111 

Moulin, M. (2022). Confédération européenne. Histoire d’une idée malmenée Institut 

Jacques Delors. 2. 

https://institutdelors.eu/content/uploads/2025/04/PB_220601_Confederation

_Europeenne_Moulin_FR.pdf 

Nedělníková, T. (2022). Application of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights: 

Article 47 in the Context of Judicial Reform in Poland. 41. 

https://dspace.cuni.cz/bitstream/handle/20.500.11956/176239/120416635.pd

f?sequence=1&isAllowed=y 

 

Neergaard, U., & Butler, G. (2022). Denmark’s Defence Opt-out, the Forthcoming 

Referendum, and the Changing Face of EU Defence and Security 

Arrangements. EU Law Live, 95, 9. 

https://findresearcher.sdu.dk/ws/portalfiles/portal/219800250/2022_03_Nee

rgaard_Butler_DenmarksDefenceOptouttheForthcomingReferendum.pdf 

 

Oscarsson, H. (2021). The 2003 Swedish Euro Referendum. The Palgrave Handbook 

of European Referendums, 559. 

 

Pechova, A. (2012). Legitimising discourses in the framework of European 

integration: The politics of Euro adoption in the Czech Republic and 

Slovakia. Review of International Political Economy, 19(5), 786-787. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/09692290.2011.633477?nee

dAccess=true 

 

Pedersen, R. B., Beach, D., et. al. (2023). Danish defense opt-out referendum, 1 June 

2022. BLUE, 3(1), 83. 

https://shs.cairn.info/article/E_BLUE_003_0083?tab=texte-integral 

 

Petrov, R. (2019). The impact of the Court of Justice of the European Union on the 

legal system of Ukraine. Law Ukr.: Legal J., 57. 

 

Petrov, R. (2022). How the European Political Community Could Support the 

Accession of Ukraine to the EU. VerfBlog, 12, 2. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4312181 

 

https://institutdelors.eu/content/uploads/2025/04/PB_220601_Confederation_Europeenne_Moulin_FR.pdf
https://institutdelors.eu/content/uploads/2025/04/PB_220601_Confederation_Europeenne_Moulin_FR.pdf
https://dspace.cuni.cz/bitstream/handle/20.500.11956/176239/120416635.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://dspace.cuni.cz/bitstream/handle/20.500.11956/176239/120416635.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y
https://findresearcher.sdu.dk/ws/portalfiles/portal/219800250/2022_03_Neergaard_Butler_DenmarksDefenceOptouttheForthcomingReferendum.pdf
https://findresearcher.sdu.dk/ws/portalfiles/portal/219800250/2022_03_Neergaard_Butler_DenmarksDefenceOptouttheForthcomingReferendum.pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/09692290.2011.633477?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/09692290.2011.633477?needAccess=true
https://shs.cairn.info/article/E_BLUE_003_0083?tab=texte-integral
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4312181


 112 

Petrov, R. (2024). EU Solidarity in Time of War in Ukraine. In Solidarität in Europa| 

Europäische Solidarität. Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft mbH & Co. KG. 159. 

https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/9783748940340-151.pdf 

 

Prakash, T. (2022). Ét forbehold blev stemt væk, ét blev uaktuelt, men de to sidste 

kan leve mange år endnu. DR, 2 June. Available online at: 

https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/politik/folkeafstemning/et-forbehold-blev-stemt-

vaek-et-blev-uaktuelt-men-de-sidste-kan-leve 

 

Prodi, R. (2002). Romano Prodi President of the European Commission A Wider 

Europe—A Proximity Policy as the Key to Stability ‘Peace, Security And 

Stability International Dialogue and the Role of the EU’Sixth ECSA-World 

Conference. Jean Monnet Project [Speech]. European Commission. 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/SPEECH_03_242 

 

Qvortrup, M. H. (2001). How to lose a referendum: The Danish plebiscite on the 

euro. The Political Quarterly, 72(2), 193. 

 

Reuters (2025). EU's Kallas: listening to Vance speech felt like United States was 

trying to pick fight with us. Reuters. 

https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/eus-kallas-listening-vance-speech-

felt-like-united-states-was-trying-pick-fight-2025-02-14/ 

 

Sandholtz, W., & Stone Sweet, A. (2010). Neofunctionalism and Supranational 

Governance. 9. 

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1585123 

 

Sapir, A. (2022). Ukraine and the EU: Enlargement at a New Crossroads. 

Intereconomics, 57(4), 216. 

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/262972/1/s10272-022-1065-2.pdf 

 

Scharrer, H. E. (1981). Abgestufte Integration–Eine Alternative zum herkömmlichen 

Integrationskonzept?. Integration, 4(3), 124-125. 

https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/24217916.pdf?casa_token=CVyuIZXvNLE

AAAAA:3nfwBldryzk4STT1E49qxG2zE2x00n3J96w0QIAwujMgAKMTt

zwpAFypue7LDxXRLySoKSWh1DTjovqx0gUpXPCUD25dT1NrXPMdsZ

8wZ6VwbLz30bfh 

https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/9783748940340-151.pdf
https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/politik/folkeafstemning/et-forbehold-blev-stemt-vaek-et-blev-uaktuelt-men-de-sidste-kan-leve
https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/politik/folkeafstemning/et-forbehold-blev-stemt-vaek-et-blev-uaktuelt-men-de-sidste-kan-leve
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/SPEECH_03_242
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/eus-kallas-listening-vance-speech-felt-like-united-states-was-trying-pick-fight-2025-02-14/
https://www.reuters.com/world/europe/eus-kallas-listening-vance-speech-felt-like-united-states-was-trying-pick-fight-2025-02-14/
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1585123
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/262972/1/s10272-022-1065-2.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/24217916.pdf?casa_token=CVyuIZXvNLEAAAAA:3nfwBldryzk4STT1E49qxG2zE2x00n3J96w0QIAwujMgAKMTtzwpAFypue7LDxXRLySoKSWh1DTjovqx0gUpXPCUD25dT1NrXPMdsZ8wZ6VwbLz30bfh
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/24217916.pdf?casa_token=CVyuIZXvNLEAAAAA:3nfwBldryzk4STT1E49qxG2zE2x00n3J96w0QIAwujMgAKMTtzwpAFypue7LDxXRLySoKSWh1DTjovqx0gUpXPCUD25dT1NrXPMdsZ8wZ6VwbLz30bfh
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/24217916.pdf?casa_token=CVyuIZXvNLEAAAAA:3nfwBldryzk4STT1E49qxG2zE2x00n3J96w0QIAwujMgAKMTtzwpAFypue7LDxXRLySoKSWh1DTjovqx0gUpXPCUD25dT1NrXPMdsZ8wZ6VwbLz30bfh
https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/24217916.pdf?casa_token=CVyuIZXvNLEAAAAA:3nfwBldryzk4STT1E49qxG2zE2x00n3J96w0QIAwujMgAKMTtzwpAFypue7LDxXRLySoKSWh1DTjovqx0gUpXPCUD25dT1NrXPMdsZ8wZ6VwbLz30bfh


 113 

Schäuble, W. (1994). Überlegungen zur europäischen Politik (Schäuble-Lamers-

Papier). Retrieved April, 2, 2006. 5-11. 

https://www.cvce.eu/documents/10181/41685/Piermattei_schauble+lamers+

tedesco.pdf/2db4233b-a084-45b6-b94b-cd0607888b7e 

 

Schimmelfennig, F. (2018). Brexit: differentiated disintegration in the European 

Union. Journal of European Public Policy, 25(8), 1156–1157. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467954?ne

edAccess=true 

 

Schimmelfennig F., Leuffen D. & Rittberger B. (2015) The European Union as a 

system of differentiated integration: interdependence, politicization and 

differentiation, Journal of European Public Policy, 22:6, 765-771. DOI: 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13501763.2015.1020835 

 

Schimmelfennig, F., Leuffen, D., & De Vries, C. E. (2023). Differentiated 

integration in the European Union: Institutional effects, public opinion, and 

alternative flexibility arrangements. European Union Politics, 24(1), 5. 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epub/10.1177/14651165221119083 

 

Schimmelfennig, F., & Winzen, T. (2019). Grand theories, differentiated integration. 

Journal of European Public Policy, 26(8), 1176-1180. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1576761?ne

edAccess=true 

 

Schmitter, P. C. (2005). Ernst B. Haas and the legacy of neofunctionalism. Journal of 

European Public Policy. 256. https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760500043951 

 

Sert, H. (2020). Turkey and the Euroepan Union: Differentiated Integration from a 

Security Angle. (Master’s Thesis, Sabancı University). 20. 

https://research.sabanciuniv.edu/id/eprint/41274/1/10337674_Sert_Hilal.pdf 

 

Spolaore, E. (2013). What is European integration really about? A political guide for 

economists. Journal of economic perspectives, 27(3), 134. 

https://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.27.3.125 

 

https://www.cvce.eu/documents/10181/41685/Piermattei_schauble+lamers+tedesco.pdf/2db4233b-a084-45b6-b94b-cd0607888b7e
https://www.cvce.eu/documents/10181/41685/Piermattei_schauble+lamers+tedesco.pdf/2db4233b-a084-45b6-b94b-cd0607888b7e
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467954?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2018.1467954?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/13501763.2015.1020835
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/epub/10.1177/14651165221119083
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1576761?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/13501763.2019.1576761?needAccess=true
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760500043951
https://research.sabanciuniv.edu/id/eprint/41274/1/10337674_Sert_Hilal.pdf
https://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.27.3.125


 114 

Spolaore, E. (2015). Monnet’s chain reaction and the future of Europe. VoxEU. 

CEPR. https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/monnets-chain-reaction-and-future-

europe 

 

Stiglitz, J. (2016). A Split Euro Is the Solution for Europe’s Single Currency. 

Financial Times. https://www.ft.com/content/dbbd151c-62f4-11e6-8310-

ecf0bddad227 

 

Stubb, A. C. G. (1996). A categorization of differentiated integration. JCMS: Journal 

of Common Market Studies, 34(2), 283-289. 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1468-

5965.1996.tb00573.x 

 

Stubb, A. C. G. (2022). The case for a confederal Europe. European Council on 

Foreign Relations. https://ecfr.eu/article/the-case-for-a-confederal-europe/ 

 

Tekin, F. (2021). Differentiated integration: An alternative conceptualization of EU–

Turkey relations. In W. Reiners & E. Turhan (Eds.), EU-Turkey Relations: 

Theories, Institutions, and Policies. Cham: Springer International 

Publishing, 162. 

https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/49501/9783030708

900.pdf?sequence=1#page=172 

 

The Penguin Companion to European Union (2012). Soames affair. 

https://penguincompaniontoeu.com/additional_entries/soames-affair/ 

 

Thorn, G. (1976). The meaning of the tindemans report. Intereconomics, 11(5), 130. 

https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/139369/1/v11-i05-a04-

BF02928778.pdf 

 

Tindemans, L. (1976). European Union. Report by Mr. Leo Tindemans, Prime 

Minister of Belgium, to the European Council. EUR-OP. 5-21. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/86474a24-ccae-

462b-8de4-00aacde62c65 

 

https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/monnets-chain-reaction-and-future-europe
https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/monnets-chain-reaction-and-future-europe
https://www.ft.com/content/dbbd151c-62f4-11e6-8310-ecf0bddad227
https://www.ft.com/content/dbbd151c-62f4-11e6-8310-ecf0bddad227
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1468-5965.1996.tb00573.x
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/j.1468-5965.1996.tb00573.x
https://ecfr.eu/article/the-case-for-a-confederal-europe/
https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/49501/9783030708900.pdf?sequence=1#page=172
https://library.oapen.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.12657/49501/9783030708900.pdf?sequence=1#page=172
https://penguincompaniontoeu.com/additional_entries/soames-affair/
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/139369/1/v11-i05-a04-BF02928778.pdf
https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/139369/1/v11-i05-a04-BF02928778.pdf
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/86474a24-ccae-462b-8de4-00aacde62c65
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/86474a24-ccae-462b-8de4-00aacde62c65


 115 

Troitiño, D. R., Färber, K., & Boiro, A. (2017). Mitterrand and the great European 

design—from the Cold War to the European Union. Baltic Journal of 

European Studies, 7(2), 134-137. 

https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/155777507.pdf 

 

Turner, C. (2022). The European Political Community is born – now what? UK in a 

Changing Europe. https://ukandeu.ac.uk/the-european-political-community-

is-born-now-what/ 

 

Tupy, M. L. (2002). In Praise of Penelope: Prodi’s Project and the Undoing of the 

European Union. CATO Institute. https://www.cato.org/commentary/praise-

penelope-prodis-project-undoing-european-union 

 

Türkeş-Kılıç, S. (2020). Justifying privileged partnership with Turkey: An analysis 

of debates in the European Parliament. Turkish Studies, 21(1), 33. 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14683849.2019.1565941?ne

edAccess=true 

 

Vahl, M., Emerson, M., et al. (2002). Navigating the Stars: Norway, the European 

Economic Area and the European Union. CEPS Paperback. February 2002. 

19. https://cdn.ceps.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/25.pdf 

 

van der Lee, C. (2017). The Contribution of the Fouchet Commission to the Fouchet 

Negotiations: European diplomacy in the 1960s and the battle between 

supranationalism and intergovernmentalism. Student Undergraduate 

Research E-journal!, 3, 2-3. 

https://journals.open.tudelft.nl/sure/article/view/2518/2779 

 

von Ondarza, N. (2015). Core Europe vs. Europe à la carte. German and British 

Conceptions of Differentiated Integration in Comparison. Drifting Towards 

the Exit?. 52-57. 

https://thestacks.libaac.de/server/api/core/bitstreams/8fa56a34-c875-42fe-

b6f1-33fac4e9aaf9/content 

 

Waibel, M. (2020). The EU’s Most Influential Economic Policy-maker: Mario 

Draghi at the European Central Bank. European Journal of International 

Law, 31(1), 346-347. 

https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/155777507.pdf
https://ukandeu.ac.uk/the-european-political-community-is-born-now-what/
https://ukandeu.ac.uk/the-european-political-community-is-born-now-what/
https://www.cato.org/commentary/praise-penelope-prodis-project-undoing-european-union
https://www.cato.org/commentary/praise-penelope-prodis-project-undoing-european-union
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14683849.2019.1565941?needAccess=true
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/epdf/10.1080/14683849.2019.1565941?needAccess=true
https://cdn.ceps.eu/wp-content/uploads/2013/02/25.pdf
https://journals.open.tudelft.nl/sure/article/view/2518/2779
https://thestacks.libaac.de/server/api/core/bitstreams/8fa56a34-c875-42fe-b6f1-33fac4e9aaf9/content
https://thestacks.libaac.de/server/api/core/bitstreams/8fa56a34-c875-42fe-b6f1-33fac4e9aaf9/content


 116 

Walsch, C. (2008). Europeanization and democracy: negotiating the Prüm Treaty and 

the Schengen III Agreement. Politička misao: časopis za politologiju, 45(5), 

83-84. https://hrcak.srce.hr/file/62594 

 

Waugh, P. (2017). Hard Brexit explained in one “Killer graphic” – How the EU 

ridiculed Theresa May’s ‘Red Lines.’ HuffPost UK. 

https://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/michel-barnier-killer-graphic-

brexit-theresa-mays-red-lines-on-bespoke-

model_uk_5a39497ce4b0fc99878f2058 

 

Zingg, B. E. (2023). Differentiated Integration in the EU. (Master’s Thesis, Istanbul 

Bilgi University). 9.  

https://openaccess.bilgi.edu.tr/server/api/core/bitstreams/1549e55b-0d6d-

4066-9e79-85a8ab878923/content 

  

https://hrcak.srce.hr/file/62594
https://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/michel-barnier-killer-graphic-brexit-theresa-mays-red-lines-on-bespoke-model_uk_5a39497ce4b0fc99878f2058
https://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/michel-barnier-killer-graphic-brexit-theresa-mays-red-lines-on-bespoke-model_uk_5a39497ce4b0fc99878f2058
https://www.huffingtonpost.co.uk/entry/michel-barnier-killer-graphic-brexit-theresa-mays-red-lines-on-bespoke-model_uk_5a39497ce4b0fc99878f2058
https://openaccess.bilgi.edu.tr/server/api/core/bitstreams/1549e55b-0d6d-4066-9e79-85a8ab878923/content
https://openaccess.bilgi.edu.tr/server/api/core/bitstreams/1549e55b-0d6d-4066-9e79-85a8ab878923/content


 117 

 

 

 

APPENDICES 

 

 

 

A. TURKISH SUMMARY / TÜRKÇE ÖZET 

 

 

Özel bir ekonomik sektör birliği olarak faaliyete geçen Avrupa Kömür ve Çelik 

Topluluğu, zaman içinde Avrupa Birliği adında büyük bir siyasi ve ekonomik bir 

birlik yapısına ve daha da genişlemeye açık olan bir organizasyona dönüşmektedir. 

Özellikle Avrupa Birliği’nin önemli bir parçası olan Avrupa entegrasyonu tarihine 

baktığımız zaman Avrupa Birliği’nin daha çok entegrasyon isteyen federalist 

düşünce ile daha az isteyen hükümetlerarasçılık düşünce arasında bir orta yol 

politikası sürdürdüğünün görülmesi mümkündür. 

Fakat günümüze baktığımız zaman Avrupa Birliği’nin bu politikası, her iki taraf için 

de yetersiz gözükmektedir. Bir taraftan Avrupa Birliği politikalarına daha çok 

entegre olan ülkeler, Birlik’in ileri gitmesi gerektiğini savunurken bir taraftan da 

daha az entegre olan ülkelerin varlığı görülmektedir. Öte yandan Avrupa Birliği 

üyesi olmayan ülkelerin Avro Bölgesi ve Schengen Bölgesi gibi entegrasyon 

politikalarına dışarıdan katıldığı da gözlemlenmektedir. Üye olmayı bekleyen aday 

ülkelerin  de tamamen entegre olmalarının da yakın gelecekte beklenmiyor olması, 

Avrupa entegrasyonunun bütün kıtayı kapsama ihtimalini en aza düşürmektedir. Bu 

yüzden yakın gelecekte Avrupa Birliği’nin lağvedilmesi ya da Brexit süreci gibi bir 

üye kaybetme tehlikesi bulunmasa da özellikle de entegrasyon ve genişleme 

konularında Avrupa Birliği’nin bir değişime ihtiyacı olduğu açıktır. 

Dolayısıyla bu tezin araştırma sorusu, Avrupa Birliği’nin mevcut ve herkese hitap 

etmeye çalışan tekli bir yapı olmak yerine, “çok katmanlı” olarak da 

nitelendirilebilecek bir üçlü organizasyon yapısına dönüştürülebilme ihtimali 

üzerinedir. Bu yapıya göre daha çok entegre olan Avrupa Birliği üyeleri, Birlik’in 
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içinde bir federal yapı oluştururken daha az entegre olan üyeler ise üyeliklerini 

kaybetmeden Birlik’in parçası olacaklardır. Üye olmayan ülkeleri ise Avrupa 

Birliği’nin de ötesinde bir organizasyonla kapsamak hedeflenmektedir. 

Günümüzde üye ülkelerin entegrasyon politikalarına katılmaması ya da üye 

olmayanların katılması, resmi bir Avrupa Birliği politikası olmasa da bir gerçekliktir. 

Bu gerçekliğe “farklılaştırılmış entegrasyon” denmektedir. 1996 yılında Fin 

akademisyen ve siyasetçi Alexander Stubb’un ortaya attığı bu terim; zaman, yer ve 

konu olmak üzere üç kategoriye ayrılmıştır. Zaman, ülkelerin farklı zamanda entegre 

olmalarını; yer, entegre olan ve olmayanlar arasındaki gruplaşma farkını; konu ise 

ülkelerin entegre olmayı seçtiği sektörleri simgeler (Stubb, 1996). Makalesinde 

Stubb (1996); zaman kategorisini daha entegrasyonist, konu kategorisini daha 

hükümetlerarasıcı bulurken yer kategorisini ise daha orta yolda değerlendirmiştir. 

Stubb’un farklılaştırılmış entegrasyon tanımı ve gruplandırması, zamanla diğer 

Avrupa Çalışmaları akademisyenleri tarafından da geliştirilmiştir. Frank 

Schimmelfennig’in Dirk Leuffen ve Berthold Rittberger ile 2015 yılında yaptığı 

çalışmaya göre farklılaştırılmış entegrayon; politika alanları için dikey farklılaşma ve 

ülkeler için yatay farklılaşma olarak ikiye ayrılmıştır. Yatay farklılaşma ise üye 

ülkelerin eklenmediği iç farklılaşma ve üye olmayanların eklendiği dış farklılaşma 

olarak ikiye ayrılmıştır (Schimmelfennig, Leuffen & Rittberger, 2015). 

Schimmelfennig’in ayrıca 2012 yılında Katharina Holzinger ile beraber Stubb’un yer 

ve konu gruplandırmalarına eleştiri getirdiği ve farklı açılardan değerlendirdiği altı 

katmanlı bir gruplandırma çalışması da yer almaktadır. 

Schimmelfennig & Holzinger’a (2012) göre farklılaştırılmış entegrasyon literatürü, 

fazla kavramsallaşmaya, az teorileşmeye ve çok daha az sistematik analize sahiptir. 

Ancak mevcut literatüre bakıldığında farklılaştırılmış entegrasyon kavramının 

“büyük teoriler” olarak da adlandırılan Avrupa Çalışmaları teorileriyle kıyaslanması 

da önemlidir. Yeni kuramsalcı düşüncenin fikir babası olarak da kabul edilen Ernst 

Haas’ın 1958’deki makalesine göre bölgesel elitlerin hükümet verimliliği arttırması, 

çıkarlarının daha iyi temsil edilmesini isteyen ulusötesi çıkar grupları ve bölgesel 

kurumları daha fazla entegre olmaya iten tesadüfi sonuçlar; yeni kuramsalcılığı iten 

etkenlerdir.  
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Son etken, bize “spillover” olarak adlandırılan kavramı da tanıtır; çünkü bir sektörde 

entegre olan ülkeler, daha iyi sonuç alabilecekleri diğer sektörlerde de işbirliğine 

gitmektedirler. Fakat özellikle 1960’larda Fransa Cumhurbaşkanı Charles de 

Gaulle’un başrolünde olduğu “boş sandalye krizi” ve  ardından gelen “Lüksemburg 

uzlaşısı” ile Avrupa entegrasyonunun sekteye uğraması, Ernst Haas’ın da teoriye 

eleştiri getirmesine sebep olmuştur. 

Yeni kuramsalcılık, 1980’lerden sonra yeniden önem kazansa da yine o dönem 

Andrew Moravcsik, Avrupa entegrasyonuna liberal hükümetlerarasıcı bir bakış 

getirmiştir. Hooghe & Marks (2019)’a göre her iki teori de işbirliği ve rekabet 

entegrasyonu doğursa da liberal hükümetlerarasıcı bir görüş, sosyal aktörleri bu 

sürecin merkezine koyan yeni kuramsalcı düşüncenin aksine devleti merkeze 

koymaktadır. Diğer iki teorinin aksine daha yeni bir kavram olan postkuramcılık, 

entegrasyona etkinlikten çok kimlik üzerinden bakar ve fonksiyonel baskılar ile 

kimlikler üzerindeki çatışmaya odaklanmaktadır (Hooghe & Marks, 2019). 

Üç teorinin sadece Avrupa entegrasyonu, farklılaştırılmış entegrasyon ile bağlantısını 

da bulmak ve kıyaslamak önemlidir. Schimmelfennig & Winzen (2019)’a göre hem 

yeni kuramsalcı, hem de liberal hükümetlerarasıcı görüşler, ülkeler arasındaki 

entegrasyon farkının refah farkına bağlı olduğunu, hatta yeni kuramsalcı görüşe 

ülkeler arasındaki makas açıldıkça farklılaşmanın da arttığını belirtmişlerdir. 

Postkuramsalcı görüşe göre ise kimliklerdeki farklılık, entegrasyonun belirli 

devletlere odaklı olması, Avrupa şüpheci partilerin yükselişi ve Avrupa Birliği 

antlaşmalarının halkoyuna sunulması olarak farklı hipotezler ortaya koyulmuştur 

(Schimmelfennig & Winzen, 2019). 

Farklılaştırılmış entegrasyonun günümüzdeki uygulamasını daha iyi anlayabilmek 

için Avrupa Birliği’nin içinde ve dışında olan entegrasyonun analizi gereklidir. İç 

farklılaşmaya bakıldığında Avrupa Birliği üyesi ülkelerin Avrupa Birliği 

kurumlarında aynı haklar ve sorumluluklar ile temsil edildiğini görmek mümkündür. 

Fakat Avrupa Birliği’nin yürüttüğü ortak politikalara bakıldığında tam entegrasyon 

sağlanamamıştır.  

2025 yılında altı entegrasyon politikası temel alındığında (Avro Bölgesi, Schengen 

Bölgesi, Özgürlük, Güvenlik ve Adalet Alanı, Avrupa Birliği Temel Haklar 
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Bildirgesi, Kalıcı Yapılandırılmış İşbirliği, Avrupa Kamu Savcılığı) yirmi yedi 

ülkenin on sekizi, yani üçte ikisi bu politikaların tamamına üyedir. Tam entegre olan 

ve olamayan ülkelere bakıldığında kesin bir coğrafi ya da tarihi bir ayrımdan 

bahsetmek güçtür. Çünkü Avro bölgesi, Portekiz gibi Atlantik Okyanusu’na kıyısı 

olan bir ülkeye de, Estonya gibi Baltık Denizi’ne kıyısı olan bir ülkeye de ev 

sahipliği yapmaktadır. Lüksemburg gibi Avrupa Birliği’nin kurucu üyesi de, 

Hırvatistan gibi birliğe son katılan üye de bu bölgeye üyedir. Aynı şekilde komşu 

ülkeler Finlandiya ile İsveç ya da Slovakya ile Çekya arasında Avro Bölgesi üyeliği 

konusunda farklılıklar gözükmektedir. 

Az entegre olan üye ülkelerin bu durumda olmalarının nedenine odaklanmadan önce 

bu ülkelerin “katılma zorunluluğu olmayan” ve “olan” şeklinde gruplandırılması 

gerekmektedir. Çünkü Avrupa Birliği, üye ülkelerin entegrasyon politikalarına 

katılmalarını istemektedir ve entegrasyondaki farklılaşmayı bir gerçeklik olarak 

kabul etse de bir politika olarak kabul etmemektedir. Fakat 1992 yılında 

Danimarka’da Maastricht Antlaşması, halkoyunda kabul edilmeyince Danimarka 

hükümeti ile Avrupa Birliği yetkilileri arasında yapılan müzakereler sonucunda 

Edinburgh Antlaşması imzalanmıştır ve Danimarka’ya dört farklı alandan “opt-out” 

yani muafiyet hakkı tanınmıştır. Muaf olduğu alanlar sırasıyla Avro bölgesine 

katılım; Özgürlük, Güvenlik ve Adalet Alanı’na katılım, Ortak Güvenlik ve Savunma 

Politikası’na katılım ve Avrupa Birliği vatandaşlığıdır. İlk iki alandaki muafiyetlerin 

kaldırılması, sırasıyla 2000 ve 2015’te yapılan halkoylamalarıyla reddedilirken 

üçüncü alandaki muafiyet 2022 yılında kaldırılmıştır ve Danimarka Ortak Güvenlik 

ve Savunma Politikası’na üye olmuştur. Sonuncu alan olan Avrupa Birliği 

vatandaşlığı ise 1997 yılında imzalanan Amsterdam Antlaşması’na göre birlik 

vatandaşlığının ulusal vatandaşlıkların yerini almayacağını garanti eden madde 

sebebiyle doğal olarak ortadan kaybolmuştur (Behrens, 2021). 

Danimarka’nın yanı sıra Polonya’nın Avrupa Birliği Temel Haklar Bildirgesi’nden, 

İrlanda’nın ise Schengen Bölgesi’nden muafiyetleri bulunmaktadır. Öte yandan 

benzer bir hakka sahip olmayan ancak yine de tam entegre olamayan ülkeler de 

mevcuttur. Bunda iki sebep bulunabilir. Birincisi, bu ülkeleri yöneten hükümetlerde 

ya da genel olarak halktaki isteksizlik olabilir. İsveç’in günümüzde Avro Bölgesi’ne 

katılmasını engelleyen etkenlerden biri, 2003 yılında yapılan bir halkoyu 
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oylamasında çoğunluğun reddetmesidir. Bu tarz durumlarda Avrupa Birliği, üye 

ülkeleri zorlayamaz iken katılmaya istekli ülkeler için karşılanması gereken kriter 

listesini koymaktadır. Örneğin Avrupa Komisyonu’nun 2025 yılındaki raporuna 

Romanya’da halkın %75’i Avro Bölgesi’ne katılımı desteklese de Romanya’nın 

Maastricht kriterlerini karşılayamıyor olması, üyeliğindeki en önemli etkendir. 

Avrupa Birliği’nin dışında gerçekleşen dış farklılaşmaya baktığımızda ise üye 

olmayan birçok ülkenin entegrasyonist politikalarda yer aldığını görmekteyiz. 

Örneğin Andorra ve San Marino gibi mikro devletler, Avrupa Birliği ile imzalanan 

antlaşmalar neticesinde resmi olarak Avro’yu para birimi olarak kullanabilirken 

İsviçre ve İzlanda gibi ülkeler ise Avrupa Birliği üyesi olmamalarına rağmen 

Schengen Bölgesi’nin parçalarıdır. Üye olmayan ülkeleri “aday olanlar” ve 

“genişleme politikasında olmayanlar” şeklinde ayırmak gerekmektedir.  

Aday olan ülkeler içinden Ukrayna, 2022 yılında Rusya’nın işgalinden sonra Avrupa 

Birliği’ne tam üyelik için başvurmuştur ve o dönem kurulan Avrupa Siyasi 

Topluluğu’na “tam üyelik için bir alternatif” olabileceği endişesinden dolayı temkinli 

yaklaşmıştır. Ancak Ukrayna’nın Avrupa Birliği üyeliği, iki taraf için sadece stratejik 

değil sembolik öneme de sahiptir ve Ukrayna’nın üyeliği güvenli bir ortamın 

oluşturulduğu bir yakın gelecekte bile beklenmez iken daha öncesinde Avrupa Birliği 

ile imzalanan Ortaklık Antlaşması ile beraber kısmen entegre olmaya çalışmaktadır.  

Öte yandan adaylık müzakereleri dondurulan ancak en eski aday olarak statüsünü 

sürdüren Türkiye, Gümrük Birliği üyeliği ile beraber kısmi bir entegrasyona sahiptir 

ve kimi zaman tam üyelik yerine “imtiyazlı ortaklık” gibi alternatif öneriler ile de 

karşı karşıya kalmıştır. Ancak günümüzde Türkiye-Avrupa Birliği ilişkileri, üyelik 

perspektifinden çok iki tarafı da ilgilendiren güvenlik konularında ortak hareket etme 

ve karşılıklı çıkarlar üzerinden şekillenmektedir. 

Genişleme politikasında olmayan ülkelere bakıldığında Norveç, üye olmayan ülkeler 

içinden Avrupa Birliği yasaları ve politikalarına en fazla entegre olan ülke olabilir. 

Çünkü hem Schengen Bölgesi’ne, hem de Avrupa Ekonomik Alanı’nın bir 

parçasıdır. Ancak Norveç’in tam üyelik istememesinin sebebi, tam entegrasyonun 

balıkçılık gibi en önemli ulusal sektörlerden birini etkileme endişesi ve buna karşılık 

halkoyunda tam üyeliğin iki defa reddedilmesidir. Dolayısıyla Norveç, tam üyeliğin 
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getirdiği sorumluluklardan uzak durmayı başarsa da Avrupa Birliği enstitülerinde 

temsil edilememektedir ve oy hakkı olmamasına rağmen parçası olduğu politikaları 

adapte etmek zorundadır. 

Bir dönem Avrupa Birliği’ne en az entegre üye ülkelerinden biri olan ve birçok 

politikadan “opt-out” politikasına sahip olan Birleşik Krallık, Brexit süreci ile 

beraber 2020 yılında resmi olarak Avrupa Birliği’nde ayrılmıştır. Günümüzde iki 

taraf arasında resmi ilişkiler; bahsedilen diğer ülkelere kıyasla çok daha az entegre 

bir şekilde devam etmektedir, ancak her iki tarafta ve dünyada yaşanan siyasi 

gelişmeler ile yakın gelecekte entegrasyon arttırılabilir. 

Hem iç hem de dış farklılaşmanın kurumsallaşması, Avrupa Birliği’nin resmi bir 

politika olarak da farklılaştırılmış entegrasyonu tanıması anlamına gelmektedir. İç 

farklılaşmaya bakıldığında üye ülkeler arasında kesin bir ayrım olsa da bu, Avrupa 

Birliği’nin değiştirileceği ya da lağvedileceği anlamına gelmemektedir. Çünkü bütün 

üye ülkeler, üyeliklerini devam ettirirken daha fazla entegre olan ülkelere Avrupa 

Birliği içinde daha ileriye gidebilme şansı verilecektir. 

Öte yandan Avrupa Birliği dışına bakıldığında da Avrupa Konseyi ya da Avrupa 

Güvenlik ve İş Birliği Teşkilatı gibi kıta çapında birliği sağlayan organizasyonlar 

varlığını sürdürürken 2022 yılında Fransa Cumhurbaşkanı Emmanuel Macron’un 

inisiyatifinde kurulan Avrupa Siyasi Toplululuğu ise bir organizasyondan ziyade 

daha çok bir forum görevi üstlenmektedir. Dış farklılaşmanın kurumsallaşması ise bu 

tarz bir topluluğun bir organizasyona dönüşmesini sağlarken hem aday ülkeleri hem 

de üye olmayı düşünmeyen ülkeleri farklı kounlarda Avrupa Birliği’ne bağlayabilir. 

İç ve dış farklılaşmayı daha iyi anlayabilmek için geçmişten günümüze “çok 

katmanlı” bir Avrupa yapısından ve dolaylı olarak farklılaştırılmış entegrasyondan 

bahseden önerilere bakmak gerekmektedir. 1954 yılında Avrupa içinde siyasi ve 

askeri birlik oluşturma planları başarılı olamasa da Messina Konferansı ile beraber 

başlayan bir süreç, 1957 yılında Roma Antlaşması’nı imzalanmasıyla ve yeni 

kurulan Avrupa Ekonomi Topluluğu ve Euratom ile beraber yeni alanlarda 

entegrasyonun oluşturulmasıyla devam etmiştir. Brunazzo (2022)’ya göre Roma 

Antlaşması’nın bazı üye ülkeleri bazı maddelerden dışarı bırakması, farklılaştırılmış 

entegrasyonun o dönem de faaliyette olduğunu göstermektedir. 
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“Çok katmanlı” Avrupa ile alakalı ilk öneriler dönemin Fransa Cumhurbaşkanı 

Charles de Gaulle’den gelmiştir. Önce “Fouchet Planı” ile egemen devletlerin 

parçası olacağı bir “devletler birliği”ni önermiş, ardından da “Soames olayı” olarak 

da geçen İngiliz Büyükelçi Christopher Soames ile görüşmesinde Avrupa Ekonomi 

Topluluğu ile Avrupa Serbest Ticaret Bölgesi’nin birleşmesini ve büyük devletlerin 

oluşturduğu ufak bir konseyin oluşturulmasını önermiştir (Brunazzo, 2022). De 

Gaulle’un önerileri faaliyete geçemezken Almanya’nın eski  Şansölyesi Willy 

Brandt, yaptığı bir konuşmada “aşamalı entegrasyon”dan bahsetmiş ve gücü olan 

ülkelerin entegre olması gerektiğini, olamayan ülkelerin ise daha sonra entegre 

olabileceklerini anlatmıştır (Scharrer, 1981). 

1976 yılında çok kapsamlı bir rapor yayınlayan dönemin Belçika Başbakanı Leo 

Tindemans da tam entegrasyonun zamanla olacağından, ancak nihayetinde olması 

gerektiğinden bahsetmektir. Bu, farklılaştırılmış entegrasyonun bir politika olarak 

değil de bir gerçeklik olarak tanınması anlamına gelmektedir. Alman sosyal bilimci 

Ralf Dahrendorf ise 1979 yılında katıldığı bir Jean Monnet dersinde ileride 

Alexander Stubb’ın da yazısında bahsedeceği “konu” (“à la carte”) kısmına 

değinmiştir ve ülkelerin hangi ortak politikalara katılıp hangilerine katılamayacağı 

konusunda tercih yapabileceğinden bahsetmiştir. Ancak üç yıl sonra hazırlanan bir 

rapor, farklılaşmaya eleştiri getirmiştir. Geçmişte ulusal ya da Avrupa çapında 

siyaset yapan üç ismin (Barend Biesheuvel, Edmund Tell ve Robert Marjolin) 

oluşturduğu ve “üç bilge adam” olarak adlandırılan bir grubun 1979 yılında 

hazırladığı rapor, farklılaşmanın bazı üye ülkelerin katılımını engellemesinden dolayı 

demokratik olmadığını iddia etmişlerdir. 

1980’lerin başından 1990’ların ortalarına kadar Fransa Cumhurbaşkanlığı yapan 

François Mitterrand, Fransa’ya bir yandan Amerika Birleşik Devletleri ve Sovyetler 

Birliği’nden bağımsız bir rol kazandırmaya çalışırken bir yandan da Almanlar ile 

Avrupa entegrasyonuna öncülük etmeye çalışmıştır. Soğuk Savaşı’ın bitmesine çok 

yakın bir dönemde Mitterrand, dönemin Çekoslovakya Cumhurbaşkanı Vaclav 

Havel’in de desteğini alarak üye olmayan ülkeleri de içceren bir “Avrupa 

Konfederasyonu” fikri ortaya atmıştır. Böylelikle eski Sovyet ülkeleri de olmak 

üzere Doğu Bloku’nun eski ülkeleri, doğrudan bir Avrupa Toplulukları üyeliği 

almadan geniş bir Avrupa organizasyonunun parçası olacaklardır. Ancak bu plan 
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hayata geçememiştir. Bozo (2008)’nun belirttiğine göre plana Amerika Birleşik 

Devletleri’nin dahil edilmemesi, Almanya ile iş birliği yapılmaması, yeni ülkeler için 

tam üyeliğe alternatif olarak üretilebilecek bir üyelik modeli ve halihazırda var olan 

kurumların (ör. Avrupa Konseyi) bir benzerini üretilmesi ihtimali plan hakkında 

getirilen temel eleştirilerdir. 

Öte yandan 1994 yılında Almanya’da hükümeti yöneten Hıristiyan Birlik Partisi’nin 

iki milletvekili, Wolfgang Schäuble ve Karl Lamers, “Avrupa Politikası Üzerine 

Düşünceler” olarak çevrilebilecek raporlarında “merkez Avrupa” kavramından 

bahsetmektedirler. Bu raporun Mitterrand’ın “Avrupa Konfederasyonu” önerisinden 

farkı, demokrasiye ve kapitalist sisteme yeni geçen Orta ve Doğu Avrupa ülkelerine 

Avrupa Birliği üyeliğini kapatmasa da “merkez Avrupa” için Almanya ve Fransa 

başta olmak üzere daha büyük Batı Avrupalı ülkelerin katılımını önermiştir. 

21. yüzyılda anayasal reform ve daha fazla entegrasyon tartışmalarının ortasında yer 

alan Avrupa Birliği de önerilerde bulunmaya başlamıştır. Özellikle 2017 yılında 

Avrupa Komisyonu’nun paylaştığı “Avrupa’nın Geleceği için Beyaz Kağıt” adındaki 

rapora göre 2025 yılındaki Avrupa Birliğ için beş farklı senaryo öngörülmüştür. Bu 

senaryolarından dördü entegrasyonun toplu şekilde arttırılması ya da azaltılması ya 

da aynı şekilde kalmasına odaklanırken “daha fazla yapmak isteyenler” senaryosu, 

bazı üye ülkelerin diğerlerinden ayrı olarak daha fazla entegre olmak isteyebileceğini 

vurgulamaktadır. Fakat bu senaryo, farklılaştırılmış entegrasyonun kabul edilmesi 

anlamına gelse bile kurumsallaşması ve bu ülkelerin ayrı bir organizasyon 

kurmalarını önerdiği anlamına gelmemektedir. 

2023 yılında Fransa ve Almanya’dan on iki kişilik bir uzman ekibinin hazırladığı 

rapora göre dort katmanlı bir Avrupa sistemi önerilmiştir. En çekirdeğini fazla 

entegre olmuş ülkelerin yer aldığı bir “iç daire” oluştururken bir dışında Avrupa 

Birliği yer alıyor. İkinci katmanda yer alan ülkeler, daha az entegre olsalar da onlar 

da Avrupa Birliği Antlaşmasının 2. maddesine bağlı kalacaklardır (Costa, Schwarzer 

et al., 2023). Onun bir dışında olan 3. katman, Avrupa Birliği’nin dışında yer alan 

ülkelerin ortak pazar ve Avrupa Birliği hukukuna bağlı kalacağı bir “ortaklık” 

modelini önerirken en dışta kalan katman ise geriye kalan Avrupa ülkelerini içeren 

bir Avrupa Siyasi Topluluğu’nu oluşturmaktadır (Costa, Schwarzer et al., 2023). 
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Geçmişte paylaşılan önerilerin birbiriyle benzerlikleri ve farklılıkları bulunsa da 

hepsi isim vermeden farklılaşmış entegrasyonun Avrupa Birliği’nin içinde ya da 

dışında resmileşmesini önermiştir. Ancak 2023 yılında yayınlanan rapor, bu konuda 

yazılmış en kapsamlı öneriye sahiptir. Çünkü bir taraftan Avrupa Birliği’ni 

koruyarak içinde daha entegrasyonist bir organizasyonun kurulması önerilirken bir 

taraftan da dışarıda kalan ülkelerin dahil edilebileceği bir yapı önerilmiştir. Aynı 

zamanda “çok katmanlı” bir Avrupa modelini tartışan bu teze de ilham kaynağı 

olmuştur. 

Geçmişte pek çok sorunla mücadele etmiş Avrupa Birliği, bu sorunları en az zararla 

kapatsa da günümüzde sorunsuz olduğunu söylemek güçtür. Çünkü Avrupa 

Birliği’ne bakıldığında iç ve dış politikada yaşanan pek çok sorun (Avrupa şüpheci 

partilerin yükselişi, entegrasyon ve genişleme yaşanan sorunlar, Avrupa’nın 

dünyadaki yeri) aslında Avrupa Birliği’nin kimliğinde yatıyor. Halihazırda tam 

entegrasyonu sağlayamayan Avrupa Birliği’nin tamamen uluslarüstü ve federal bir 

yapıya dönüşmesi, destekleyen üye ülkeler olsa bile günümüz koşullarında 

imkansızdır. Öte yandan Avrupa Birliği’nin daha geriye, daha çok ülkelere ve 

hükümetlere söz bırakan bir yapıya dönüşmesi; sadece bu zamana kadar elde edilen 

kazanımların bırakılmasına değil, aynı zamanda geniş bir kapasiteye sahip olacak bir 

organizasyonun oy birliği aranarak etkin karar alınamamasına da sebep olur. Fakat 

Avrupa Birliği’nin herkesi tatmin edebilecek bir orta yolu bulması mevcut statüko ile 

değil, çeşitli bir yapıya dönüştürülebilmesi ile mümkündür. 

Dolayısıyla önerilen model, 2023 yılında paylaşılan raporun bir benzeri olmak ile 

beraber üç katmanlı bir yapıyı önermektedir. Temel fark, Avrupa Birliği’nin dışında 

kalan bir yapının “ortak üyelik” ile “çıkarlara dayalı bir topluluk” şeklinde ikiye 

bölünmesiyle değil; daha hükümetlerarası, kurumsallaşmış ve kapsayıcı bir yapının 

oluşturulmasıdır. Üye olmak istemeyen ülkelere daha kurumsallaşmış bir yapının 

içinde entegre olma fırsatı sağlamak ile beraber aynı zamanda aday ülkeleri alternatif 

bir model önermeden tam üyelik öncesi Avrupa Birliği’ne alıştırmaktadır. Bu yapı 

bir yandan Avrupa’nın dışında kalan komşu bölgelerdeki (Kuzey Afrika, Ortadoğu, 

Orta Asya, Atlantik) ülkelere de bölgesel iş birliği fırsatı sağlarken bir yandan da 

Avrupa Konseyi ve Avrupa Siyasi Topluluğu ile beraber çalışarak varlığını 

sürdürebilir. 
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Bu temel planın olası faydalarına ve zararlarını daha iyi anlayabilmek için tekrar 

2023 yılındaki rapora dönmek gerekmektedir. Raporda beş temel ilke belirlenmiştir: 

Avrupa Birliği hukuku, ilkeleri ve amaçlarına saygı; Avrupa Birliği enstitülerinin 

kullanımı; derin entegrasyonun herkese açık olması; karar alım mekanizmasındaki 

güç, zarar ve kazançların paylaşımı; ve bütün gruplar arasındaki geçişlerın açık 

olması (Costa, Schwarzer et al., 2023). Öncelikle katılımın herkese açık olması, 

özellikle de iç farklılaşma bölümünde bahsedilen entegre ülkelerin farklılıkları da 

göz önünde bulunduğunda önemli bir etkendir. Bununla beraber “daha çok entegre 

Avrupa Birliği üyeliği”nden “daha az entegre Avrupa Birliği üyeliği”ne geçişin 

doğurabileceği sonuçlar ise şüphe uyandırmaktadır. Çünkü bu, özellikle İtalya’da 

mevcut Giorgia Meloni hükümeti olmak üzere Avrupa Birliği üyeliğini ancak daha 

az entegrasyonu savunan bir anlayışa ve genel olarak daha az entegrasyona sebep 

olabilir. Bu durumun yasal olarak da nasıl düzenleneceği aynı şekilde gelecekte soru 

işareti oluşturabilir. 

Ek olarak güç paylaşımının daha çok ve daha az entegre ülkeler arasında nasıl 

yapılacağı da bilinmemektedir. Her ne kadar daha çok entegre olan ülkelerin 

(özellikle de Avro bölgesi üyesi olan ülkelerin) ayrı kurumlar ya da makamlar 

oluşturabileceği tartışılsa da bu plana göre temel organizasyonlar olan Avrupa 

Parlamentosu, Avrupa Komisyonu ve Avrupa Birliği Konseyi’nde başkanlık gibi 

temel makamların nasıl dağıtılacağı ve ülkelerin nasıl temsil edileceği 

tartışılmamıştır. Çünkü bir yandan ülkelerin sahip olduğu sorumluluklar, entegrasyon 

derecesine göre aynı olmamak ile beraber bir yandan da temsiliyetin kısıtlanması, 

Avrupa Birliği  üyeleri arasında eşitsizlik oluşturabilir. 

Fakat “çok katmanlı” Avrupa yapısı, hem fiilen hem de hukuken uygulanabilir bir 

sisteme sahiptir. Avrupa Birliği içindeki daha bir federatif bir yapının tanımı, 

kararların daha etkin ve daha hızlı alınmasını sağlayabilir ve net bir kimliğe sahip 

olan bir Avrupa, dünyada daha bilinen bir role sahip olabilir. Ayrıca Alman hukukçu 

Claus-Dieter Ehlermann (1995)’a göre eğer Avrupa Birliği’nin yasaları ve ilkeleriyle 

çelişmiyorsa ülkeler, yasal olarak farklı zamanlarda entegre olabilir. Entegrasyonun 

bir zorunluluk değil de gönüllü olarak desteklenen bir politikaya dönüşmesi de 

Avrupa Birliği’ne entegrasyon konusunda daha fazla meşruiyet kazandırabilir. 
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Sonuç olarak daha çok entegre üyelerini içeren bir federal organizasyon, mevcut 

Avrupa Birliği ve dışındaki ülkeleri de kapsayan hükümetlerarası bir organizasyon, 

“çok katmanlı” bir Avrupa yapısını oluşturmaktadır. Bu yapının Avrupa Birliği’nin 

bütün sorunlarını giderebilecek bir yapı olduğundan bahsetmek imkansızdır, çünkü 

entegrasyon ve genişlemede atılan her adım olumlu olduğu kadar olumsuz sonuçlar 

da doğurmuştur. Ancak daha fazla entegrasyon isteyenler ile istemeyenler, ya da 

bunu gerçekleştirebilecek kapasitesi olanlar ile olmayanlar arasında bulunabilecek en 

iyi çözüm, tek bir organizasyonun herkese hitap etmesi değil, herkese hitap 

edebilecek çoklu bir yapının oluşturulmasıdır. Bu sistem tekdüzeliği ya da ayrılığı 

değil, farklılığı ve birliği teşvik etmektedir. Fakat en önemlisi, Avrupa Birliği’nin 

artık kurumsal bir değişime ihtiyacı olduğudur ve bu yapı önerisi de değişimin ilk 

adımı olma potansiyeline sahiptir. 
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