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ABSTRACT

THE EVOLVING CONCEPT OF FLEXIBLE INTEGRATION WITHIN THE
EUROPEAN UNION: A TOOL FOR MANAGING DIVERSITY?

Er, Basak
MS, Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Sevilay KAHRAMAN

September 2004, 125 pages

This thesis scrutinizes “flexible integration” as an evolving concept within the
European Union. It aims to understand the framework in which the debate on
flexibility has taken place before the institutionalisation of the mechanism with the
Treaty of Amsterdam through examining the different conceptualisations, past
examples and the political debate associated with these examples. After analysing
the Treaty provisions on flexible integration, the thesis attempts to answer the
question whether this mechanism can be perceived as a tool for managing diversity

in economic and political sense.

Key words: European Union, flexible integration, Intergovernmental Conference,

Treaties of European Union
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0z

AVRUPA BIRLIGI’NDE GELISMEKTE OLAN BIR KAVRAM OLARAK
ESNEK ENTEGRAYON: CESITLILIGIN SAGLANMASINDA BIR ARAC?

Er, Bagak
Yiiksek Lisans, Uluslararas: iliskiler Béltimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Sevilay KAHRAMAN

Eyliil 2004, 125 sayfa

Bu tez, “esnek entegrasyon” kavramimi Avrupa Birlidi igerisinde gelismekte olan bir
kavram olarak incelemektedir. Bu tez, Amsterdam Andlasmas: ile bir AB ilkesi
haline getirilmeden once, farkli kavramlastirmlar, pratikteki eski ornekler ve bu
orneklere eglik eden gidien sisyasi tartigmalarn incelenmesi yoluyla esnek
entegresyon mekanizmasinin iginde gelistigi cerceveyi anlamayi amaglamaktadir.
Tez, mekanizma ile ilgili Andlagsma maddelerinin incelenmesinden sonra, bu
mekanizmanin Avrupa Birligi icerisindeki ekonomik ve siyasal gesitliliginin

saglanmasinda bir arag olup olamayacagi sorusunu cevaplamaya ¢aligmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Avrupa Birligi, esnek entegrasyon, Hiikiimetleraras: Konferans,

Avrupa Birligi Andlagmalar
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The European Union has been going through major structural changes since its
establishment by the Treaty of Rome in 1957. The speed of the changes has
significantly escalated within the last decades. The Union is continuously either
amending existing Treaties, or preparing a new Treaty and expanding the scope of
policy areas, or even more strikingly, doing all of them at the same time. The Single
European Act, Treaties of Maastricht, Amsterdam and Nice led to significant
alterations in the Union. The European Community has been transformed into a
Union of three pillars. Within the Community pillar, a Single Market is achieved, so
is the Economic and Monetary Union. In the second pillar, Common Foreign and
Security Policy, the Union strives to be a more influential, effective and coherent
actor in the world affairs. Cooperation among the Member States is also expanding

in the third pillar, Justice and Home Affairs issues.

These developments constitute a “deepening” aspect of integration. The Union is not
like the one that was first established in 1957. It is becoming more involved in the
daily lives of people with a wide range of issues that falls within its scope of
responsibilities. A further step has been taken with the debate on the “Future of
Europe” which was initiated with the speech of German Foreign Minister Jocshka
Fisher in 2000 during the last stages of the Intergovernmental Conference of 2000.
One year after the IGC 2000, the Laeken Declaration of December 2001 called for
the establishment of the European Convention and this led to the formation of a
Constitution. A final agreement was reached on the “Constitution for Europe” by
European Union leaders on 18 June 2004 at the Brussels European Council which

waits to be ratified by all Member States.



There is another aspect of integration which goes concurrently, but uneasily with
deepening; “widening”. The Union is not only expanding its policy areas, or
furthering its involvement in existing policy areas but it is also enlarging its
geographical boundaries with the accession of new members. The Union has
undergone five rounds of enlargements starting in 1973 with the accession of
Denmark, Ireland and the United Kingdom. This was followed by Greece in 1981,
Portugal and Spain in 1986 and Austria, Sweden and Finland in 1995. In May 2004,
the most different and difficult round of enlargement took place. This one differed
from the earlier ones in terms of both quality and quantity. The Union welcomed 10
new Member States: Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Malta, Poland, Slovakia, and Slovenia. The increasing number of Member States
makes it difficult to reach compromise on policies and results in cumbersome
decision-making procedures. This presents a challenge for the deepening process.
Having perceived the threat of possible deadlock in decision-making and institutional
structure, the Union has decided to implement institutional reform in two ways. First,
the internal reforms that are initiated by the institutions, namely the European
Commission with its White Paper on Governance published in 2001 and the
European Council. Second, there is treaty reform which started with the Treaty of
Amsterdam of 1997 and was followed by the Treaty of Nice in 2000 and the

Constitution for Europe in 2004.

This thesis aims to discover the role of flexibility within the debate on both
deepening and widening. The European Union, with its unique structure assuming
both supranational and intergovernmental features, has been facing a challenge of
diversity in the economic and political sense. Deepening, as the expansion of its
policy areas and widening, as the increase in the number of Member Sates of the
Union, are the reasons behind this challenge. This study attempts to understand

whether flexibility is an operational tool for reconciling diversity.

In order to answer this question this study first attempts to clarify the terms relating
to flexibility. A wide range of terms is used to represent different aspects of
differentiated integration, such as: multi-speed, multi-tier, two-tier, hard-core, a la

carte, variable geometry, concentric circles and many others. A lack of uniform
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understanding prevails both in the academic and political debate. Rather than trying
to find a uniform definition and this study tries to highlight the different approaches.
Within this plethora of concepts three are taken as the main forms: multi-speed, a la
carte and variable geometry. The advantages and the risks of each mode will be
examined and the main three forms will be compared. This serves to give the general
framework in which the issue of flexibility is debated and to understand how the

concepts are perceived differently in the academic arena.

Examples of differentiated integration have been seen since the establishment of the
Union; even before it was legally defined in the Treaties. The transitional agreements
and the opt-outs given to certain Members States from social policy to EMU will be
observed as examples of differentiated integration within the Treaty framework. In
addition, certain arrangements concluded among some Members States, but outside
of the Treaty framework, will also be mentioned. Through examining these
examples, this study aims to illustrate that differentiated integration has been a part

of the EU practice since its establishment.

‘Examples in the history of the EU are accompanied by the historical and political
debate associated with them. Discussions on the issue of flexibility in the history of
the EU have been triggered by political developments and potential deadlocks in
policy areas such as monetary system, social policy, security issues and enlargement.
This study attempts to clarify how the political debate shaped the discussions on and

the practice of the mechanism.

The institutionalisation of the mechanism as “closer cooperation” with the Treaty of
Amsterdam marks an important stage within the discussion on flexibility. Although
there used to be several different examples of differentiated integration within the
history of the Union, the question of whether to lay down an article for
institutionalising the mechanism within the Treaties started to be discussed only
before the IGC 1996. The reasons for why the final decisions were made to legally
establish the mechanism are observed in third chapter. Next, the political debates that
shaped the agenda and the Treaty provisions, the views of the Member States and the

EU institutions both during the preparatory stage and the IGC are given. The
3



provisions, which are the outcome of the negotiations, are examined in detail in order

to understand the legal structure in which the mechanism can be implemented.

The closer cooperation provisions of the Treaty of Amsterdam have been subject to
amendments twice, even before they were implemented. The first amendment was
with the Treaty of Nice in 2000 and the second was one with the Constitution for
Europe in 2004. The next two chapters analyse these Treaties. They examine the
reasons for why the idea of amending the provisions was on the agenda. The chapters

question the process and the outcome.

The provisions are the outcome of a long and difficult process. Different approaches
of Member States towards the integration process in the Union were reflected in the
debate on flexibility. National preferences of Member States, discussions at technical
level were influential in shaping the provisions. Therefore, the provisions of the
Treaties were evaluated by taking into account this negotiation process and the

conflicting national interests that they comprised.

These detailed analyses of the IGC processes and the provisions serve to understand
the evolution of the mechanism. The thesis concludes with an assessment whether
this mechanism will be operational and weather it will be fit to manage the

diversified economic and political interests within the Union; while at the same time

preserving its uniformity.



CHAPTER 2

THE DEBATE ON FLEXIBILITY

This chapter presents a general picture of flexible integration before the mechanism
was institutionalised with the Treaty of Amsterdam. Its aim is to provide early

examples of flexible integration drawn from the political and historic debate.

First, the chapter defines the main concepts used in flexible integration in order to
clarify current conceptual differences brought on by historically divergent
approaches to the integration process over time. “Multi-speed”, “variable geometry”
and “a la carte” are examined individually; their origins, what kind of differentiated
integration they reflect and the risks they present are also discussed. Lastly a

comparison of these different modes of differentiated integration is introduced.

These different forms of flexibility reflect different approaches to the integration
process. For a Union that is already a mixture of intergovernmentalism and

supranationalism it is natural to witness different modes of differentiated integration.

The second part of this chapter examines several examples of flexible integration
before its institutionalisation with the Treaty of Amsterdam. Even before the Treaty
it is possible to see early examples of differentiated integration in the EU practice.
Some of these examples coincide with successive enlargement rounds and their
transitional agreements. Flexibility mechanisms were used as tools, particularly,
when there has been a deadlock in deepening regarding the policy areas, such as
social policy, EMU and CFSP. The chapter also examines these early examples that
have been exercised within the framework of the EU and those that fall outside of the

scope of the Union.



Lastly, the chapter illustrates the historical and political debate on the issue; its
turning points and crucial dates in the history of the mechanism. Starting with very
early discussions in the 1970s and through a detailed examination of the debate in the
1990s the chapter highlights the importance of these discussions in the shaping of the

mechanism with the Treaty of Amsterdam.

2.1 Conceptualisation

The conceptualisation of the term flexibility is quite difficult due to the nature of the
subject. The terminology varies widely that many different terms are used within the
general debate of flexibility. The elasticity of the concept results in a wide range of
connotations from positive to negative that are biased respectively towards inclusion
and exclusion. Thus they reflect different point of views of scholars and politicians
on the integration process of the Union within the general debate of flexibility. In one
of the articles published in Economist it was stated that “flexibility means different
things to different people which is probably why so many people like it” (Economist,
18.1.1997). For the Euro-sceptics, for example it is seen as a way of opting out from
certain policies, whereas for the pro-integrationists it is the solution to by-pass the
reluctant Member States to go further towards deeper integration. Therefore, the
concept is used to satisfy the varying expectations and needs of both the Member

States and the EU institutions (Shaw 2002: 6).

In broad terms, one can define flexibility as “varying levels, patterns and modes of
membership in a compound political structure” (Shaw 2002: 3). Yet, the concept is
heterogeneous and as it is mentioned above within the general definition so many
terms such as a la carte, multi-speed, two-speed, hard-core, two-tier, two-track,
multi-tier, opt-out, opt-in, avant-garde, etc. have been used. It is essential to mention
that not all the terms are interchangeable. They usually refer to different meanings of
the general term flexibility. The meaning of a term even sometimes differs from one
scholar or politician to another. As to give an example; what Ralf Dahrendorf, former
EU Commissioner in the 1970s understood from the term “4 la carte” differs from

the conceptualisation of the British Prime Minister John Major in the 1990s.
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Dahrendorf perceives this form of integration as a challenge to the prevailing static
interpretation of the EC and the acquis, whereas according to Major it means ‘to pick
and choose’ (Edwards and Philippart 1997: 2). Therefore, a clarification is needed
for the purposes of this study, not to adopt one point of view but to understand what
the actors and scholars understand from different concepts. More importantly it is

necessary to identify the intentions behind using those particular concepts.

It should also be added that the time factor is also important in conceptualisation.
The discussion has been transformed since 1970s with the direction that the
integration process is moving forward. Therefore, the same term could have been
used with a different connation in the past than today’s meaning. Another reason for
differences in conceptualisation is the different aspects of the discussion. The issue
of flexibility is the subject of an academic and at the same time a political debate.
Certainly the approaches of the politicians differ from the approach of the academics
and the legal experts. The political aspect of the debate link ups the issue more with
political approaches of the Member States towards integration process. Academics

and legal experts, deal more with the technicality of the concepts.

There have been some attempts to categorise the concept. For example Stubb (1996,
1998, 2000) and Ehlermann (1997) categorises the concept in terms of three
variables of “time”, “space” and “matter”, whereas some others such as Wallace
(2000) defines the type of flexibility in terms of ends, depending on either there is
common end or a different one. One can also add the categorisation of Herolf in

terms of time and scope (1998a), which is more close to the categorisation of Stubb

and Ehlermann.

Mainly there are three principal forms of flexibility that express different approaches
towards the issue, namely multi-speed integration, & la carte integration and variable
geometry. After examining all three forms individually by pointing out the
emergence of the concepts, their definitions, characteristics, and criticisms against

every each concept, a comparison between them will be made.




2.1.1 Multi-speed
The term, multi-speed was first used by Willy Brandt in 1970s, coinciding with the

early years of the adoption of the Werner Plan for European Monetary System, to
explain the relative levels of economic performance, especially in the German
discourse. Wallaces point out the pejorative approach towards the terms resulted
from the fears from both the prosperous and less prosperous countries. According to
prosperous countries it would mean supporting the less prosperous, whereas for less
prosperous the fear is being left behind by the more prosperous (Wallace and

Wallace 1995: 55).

In the recent debates multi-speed type of differentiation is defined by Stubb as;

the mode of differentiated integration according to which the
pursuit of common objectives is driven by a core group of Member
States which are both able and willing to pursue some policy areas
further, the underlying assumptions being that the others will
follow later (Stubb 1996: 287; Stubb 1998: 53; Stubb 2002: 45)

He explains the term with the ‘time’ variable in that the realization of the common
objectives differs in time. Warleigh sets “capacity” as the main variable that although
all Member States will eventually adopt the same policies, some of them lack
capacity to implement in the short term (Warleigh 2002: 10). Most scholars agree
that there is a common aim but different pace towards to achieve it (Stubb 1996,

1998, 2002; Warleigh 2002; Dehaousse 1995).

Multi-speed differentiation provides the preservation of the acquis and the common
objectives (Stubb 1998: 54). Thus a possible undermining of the Community system
and violation of solidarity are prevented. (Stubb 1996: 287). Flexible integration,
therefore, is assumed to work as an impetus to further integration for the whole

community, not the opposite.

Some related concepts that are used within the same meaning are two-speed, step-by-

step, variable speed, graduated integration.

! Main three forms of terms dlfferentratcd mtegratron and thelr related concepts have also their

meamng Therefore exrstence of many terms wrth the inclusion of these terms in dlfferent language
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Another concept, which is close to multi-speed, is the term “avant-garde”. According
to Dehousse, differentiated integration would involve an avant-garde group rather
than a hard core in which a transitional system must be provided for the countries

that wish to join but unable to associate with the avant-garde. The door must also be

left open to the unwilling ones (Dehousse 1995: 110).

The approach also differs from one Member State to another. In the research paper of
the House of Commons of Britain, Germany was accused to view the term as “tiered,
with an elite group pushing ahead and a “second class” group chugging along
behind” whereas the British Government envisaged not just two, but a number of

tracks and speeds (Miller 2000: 32).

As it is mentioned above, this approach also carries the risk of creation of a hard-core
and contrary to the assumption that the latecomers would be able to join the further
integration process, in reality distinction between the ones in the core and the ones
who are willing but unable or able but unwilling could remain still or could even
increase. The creation of a hard core is not desirable for all (Wallace and Wallace
1995: 13; Miller 2000: 32). Multi-speed approach with the creation of a hard-core
could be more associated with the German approach to European integration. This

approach is spelled out with the paper of Lamers-Schauble (supra 29).

Differentiation in the mode of multi-speed has already been an integral future of the
Community. According to Dehousse the idea of multi-speed Europe is as old as
European integration itself (Dehousse 1995: 106). Transitional agreements,
particularly the exemptions given during the accession periods in terms of the
enlargement processes are the most noticeable examples to be given. These
exemptions as a rule are granted only for a specific period of time and by the end of
this time the ordinary rules prevail over the transitory clauses (Thiirer). The EMU

also constitutes an example of multi-speed integration according to Stubb as with the

make the conceptualisation of the issue even more difficult.
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exception of some Member States, in general common objectives were set out which

were to be reached in due course.’

2.1.2 A la carte

The second type of differentiation is the a la carte Europe model. The phrase was
first coined by Dahrendorf in 1970s, indicating the existing of common policies in
which not all the members take place. Yet in the recent debates what is understood

by the term is different than the original.

Stubb defines the concept in terms of “matter” by focusing on specific policy areas,
that a la carte type of differentiation “allows each Member State to pick and choose,
as from a menu, in which policy area it would like to participate, whilst at the same
time maintaining a minimum number of common objectives” (Stubb 1996: 288; Stubb
1998: 61; Stubb 2002: 52). According to Thiirer this type of differentiation is;

characterized by the political freedom of states to apply for
membership or to become a member of an organization or
arrangement; by the absence of an overarching common goal and
institutional framework, and by the fact that, as a result of this
conception, the “common” law holding the states together is the
“lowest common denominator” agreed to by the respective states
within the arrangements (Thiirer).
Based on their political wills, goals, interests or priorities, the Member States are free
to opt in one, several or all of these institutions or arrangements (Thiirer). Therefore,
the point to be emphasized here is the political will of the Member States. They

choose not to participate in some policies (Warleigh 2002: 11).

According to Fratianni, & la carte form of differentiated integration would even give
the opportunity to pick and choose from the smaller areas of Single Market which is
normally marked with the uniform policy. Fratianni suggests that Europe a la carte

permit to break down the Single Market Program into smaller areas, such as

2 In this part of the study the examples under each form of differentiated integration will be mentioned
mples are going to be discussed more in detail to illustrate

that even before the institutionalisation of the mechanism with the Treaty of Amsterdam there is a
wide range of practices concerning flexible integration.
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agriculture, industry, government and so on. And Member States would be able to
have permanent exceptions from certain policy areas (Fratianni 1996: 18).

(13

Related concepts to the term “a la carte” are pick and choose, opt-put... As it can be
understood from the definitions, in contrast to multi-speed, there are no common
goals and common institutional structure in a la carte type of flexibility. This
approach is more based on ‘what’ the Member States opt out of, and an opt-out

usually refers to the undermining of both the acquis and the common goals (Stubb

1998: 62).

A la carte mode of flexibility is also criticised. This approach may lead to
disintegration and lack of unity if all Member States would start to choose on which
issues to participate, If one government questions certain Community policies, this
will encourage others to do the same. The increase of ad hoc and intergovernmental
procedures eventually would result in the disappearance of the disciplines and the
mutual obligations (La Serre and Wallace 1997: 7). The Belgian Prime Minister Luc
Dehaene also recalls the danger that Europe a la carte hides. In his speech at Institut
Francais des Relations Internationales, Paris, 26 October 1994 he pointed out the risk
of lack of coherence which would grow if each could choose what suited him and

abandoned that policies which did not suit him (in Dehausse 1995: 107).

A la carte form of differentiated integration resembles the intergovernmental
approach; it tries to preserve the status quo in the name of somewhat outdates
concept of national sovereignty (Dehausse 1995: 107). Therefore, a la carte approach
is associated with the classical British policy, in particular with Thatcherims
followed by Major, whereas multi-speed approach is correlates to Germans approach

to European integration.

However, it is not possible to say that an 4 la carte mode of differentiation is solely
an intergovernmentalist mode. It does not reject all common objectives and

institutional structure of the Union. An 4 la carte Europe, therefore, can be defined as

a minimum core of common policy areas with its common institutional framework
and opt-outs beyond this policy core.

11



Some examples of a la carte integration in the EU can be named as the choice given
to the United Kingdom to opt out from Social Chapter in Maastricht and, the opt-outs
of the UK, Ireland and Denmark partly or completely from Schengen. The British
and Danish derogations from the EMU can also be considered as examples of a la
carte type of integration -since these states chose not to participate in the third stage
of EMU based on their political will, not because of their incapability- along being
mentioned as an example of multi-speed approach in the previous sub-title.
Therefore, & la carte type of differentiation in the EU has been also a part of the

Community process of integration.

2.1.3 Variable Geometry

Variable geometry is the type of flexibility in between the two type of integration
forms mentioned above. Originally it was used in the French discourse in 1970s. The
original metaphor was “the configuration of the wings of the aircraft, assuming that
the composition of the body and of the engine would rest on different and less
changeable criteria” (Wallace and Wallace 1995: 57). Rather than exclusion of some

states, the term more inclines participation (Wallace and Wallace 1995: 56).

One of the definitions of variable geometry of today’s conceptualisation is made by
Stubb as “the mode of differentiated integration which admits to unattainable
differences within the main integrative structure by allowing permanent or
irreversible separation between a core of countries and lesser developed integrative
units” (Stubb 1996: 287; Stubb 1998: 57; Stubb 2002: 48). This type of differentiated
integration corresponds to differentiation by space in Stubb’s terms. As a mode of
institutionalising diversity, with this way there would be multitude of integrative
units with a less ambitious approach by taking into account the European political,
cultural and economic diversity (Stubb 1996: 287). Ehlermann, while adopting the
definitions of Stubb, argues that the decisive variable for variable geometry should
not be “space” but matter as it is for the a la carte type of differentiated integration.
Taking matter as the variable for both terms, Ehlermann differentiates the concepts

by the degree to which differentiation according to subject matter is allowed. In the

case of "variable geometry"”, the major part of Community activity and law is

considered to be unaccessible to the use of differentiation by subject matter. In the
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case of "a la carte”, however, the unaccessible area is very small or even non existent

(Ehlermann 1995: 6).

Thiirer, on the other hand describes the concept as “a certain measure of liberty”
within the same common legal order. According to Thiirer, having taking into
account the common goal in the background the room is left open for special
arrangements chosen by the members and granted to them under special

circumstances (Thiirer).

Warleigh’s approach is rather different. Firstly, he prefers to use the term “concentric
circles” instead of variable geometry. Like it was the case for multi-speed, the main
cause of differentiation is “capacity”. However, Member States are incapable of
adopting certain policies not for a short term but for long periods of time, maybe
forever. This type of differentiated integration resembles a football league with
different divisions. Each Member State should join the division which corresponds to

the degree of EU legislation with which is able to comply (Warleigh 2002: 10).

The concepts used with a similar meaning to variable geometry are two-tier, multi-

tier, two-level, many circles, multi-track, two-track, etc.

As Stubb puts it correctly, this approach goes beyond the common goals and the
acquis, and puts the emphasis on ‘who opts into what’ (Stubb 1998: 57). Therefore
not all Member States share particular goals. This results in some variable geometry
examples outside the framework of the Union; the WEU, Europcorps, Eurofor within
the area of second pillar and pre-Amsterdam arrangements of the Schengen
Agreements in the field of third pillar.> The more intergovernmental nature of the
second and the third pillar resulted from more diversified interests and priorities of
the Member States, leads to a variable geometry type of differentiated integration
outside of the Treaty. Yet there are also examples of variable geometry within the

treaty framework. One example is the Article 168, corresponds to cooperation

? With the incorporation of the Schengen Agreement into the Treaty, it became an example of variable
geometry within the treaty.
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regarding research programmes, for which participation of all Member States is not

required (Stubb 1998: 59).

There is a debate on whether the EMU constitutes an example of multi-speed
integration or variable geometry. One can argue that EMU in relation to the
exceptional provisions for Britain and Denmark marks the borderline case of multi-
speed type of integration since both Member States subscribed to the goals of
Monetary Union. On the other hand the traditional bounds on differentiation in
community law were greatly overstepped. Although it might be arguable that the
derogations given to these two states can be considered as the examples of multi-
speed Europe, according to Ehlermann in reality these derogations are the clear
examples of variable geometry (Ehlermann 1995: 10). Stubb, however, perceives the

EMU as an example multi-speed approach.

The situation for the other states, other than Britain and Denmark, which cannot
fulfill the criteria, is quite different. In this case according to Ehlermann the EMU is
fully compatible with the traditional interpretation of Community law. It is a classical
example of the “multi-speed” concept (Ehlermann 1995: 11; Ehlermann 1997: 4).
Yet one can suggest that EMU characterizes both two types of flexibility which are
variable geometry and multi-speed integration. In terms of variable geometry the
two Member States, namely Denmark and the United Kingdom have preferred to

remain outside of the EMU. On the other hand, the second category consisting of

Greece and Sweden* at the time when the article by Wijkman was written,
characterises the category of “willing but unable” Member States. These countries
were asked to fulfil the convergence criteria. By the time Greece, which has accepted
the goal of the EMU all the time, was also qualified by fulfilling the criteria,
therefore became a member of the EMU in 2001 as well. Therefore, Greece is the

example of the possibility of joining the mechanism in a later date. Wijkman

* Sweden forms another interesting aspect of the EMU. Unlike Denmark and the UK by signing the
Maastricht Treaty without any opt-outs regarding the EMU, Sweden was supposed to join the EMU

N wedis eople wi w0 referenaums one or wnic

was just took place in September 2003 rejected the common currency.
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concludes that EMU with containing both aspects of variable geometry and multi-
speed integration can provide an important model of facilitating a rapid enlargement

to the East (Wijkman 1998: 72).

Therefore, while pronouncing the same policy area, the scholars may refer to
different forms of flexible integration. It was also emphasized before that the
conceptualisation of the concepts differs from scholar to scholar, therefore, their
categorisation of the examples also differs according to their conceptualisation. The
confusion therefore, results from the different approach of the scholars and also from

the fact that a certain issue can be an example of different forms.

In the case of EMU, it can be given as the example of three different forms. To
clarify, if one thinks about the examples in terms of the opting out of several
Member States it constitutes the example of a la carte integration since Member
States had the chance to pick and choose from a menu. On the other hand when one
considers the examples from the point of view of the participant states, there is the
example of a further integration, which goes beyond the common goals and the
acquis communautaire that indicates an example of variable geometry. Yet in
principle if all the Member States were subscribed to common goals, but achieving

that goal in different paces, there exists an example of multi-speed form of

differentiated integration. >

In terms of the criticism raised against variable geometry, it depends on how the term
is defined by the scholars. For example, according to Warleigh, since the creation
concentric of circles is the result of an inability to implement certain policies in long
terms, this will cause the formation of a hard-core (Warleigh 2002: 11). Therefore,
he criticizes the mechanism because of the risk of formation of a hard-core. °

However, this criticism is far from reflecting reality. Instead variable geometry

5 Concerning the Social Charter there are also different views. In this chapter the Protocol on the
Social Policy is considered as the example of a la carte form of integration like Stubb. On the other
hand Thiirer, Laursen and Ehlermann (1995) point the Social Charter as the example of variable

eometry.
gThis criticism has been raised for multi-speed mode of differentiated integration by Stubb.
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should be criticized because of the potential creation of different cores according to
different areas of integration. This does not necessarily mean that the “core” would
be same for every field of integration. Quite the opposite, the creation of
conglomerations of integrative units carry the risk of complicating the system in the
Union. Dehausse resembles the Union, which is fragmented into several groups of
varying composition, as a headless body with its limbs moving without coordination

(Dehausse 1995: 109).

2.1.4 Comparison Between the Three Main Forms:

Multi-speed type of differentiated integration and a la carte integration are the two
extremes of the spectrum. Multi-speed integration is more ambitious, often shaped by
the supranational set of common goals whereas an a la carte approach is more an
intergovernmentalist way with the lack of common goals. The aim in multi-speed
approach is to achieve the same goal but in different times. Yet in a la carte form of
integration, differentiation is not in the timing but on the matters to integrate Member
States. Therefore, the question is ‘when’ in terms of multi-speed integration whereas

in the a la carte integration the question asked is ‘what’ (Stubb 1998: 63).

To make a comparison between the concepts of multi-speed and 2 la carte integration
is reasonably easy as they constitute almost the two opposite notions on flexible
integration. The third form; variable geometry, as it was stated above indicates a type
of integration in between the two other forms. Differences between the concept of
variable geometry and the two other terms are not as clear as the disparity between
multi-speed and a la carte. The characteristics of these models are different form one
scholar to another. Therefore, comparisons between these models differ from one
scholar to another. For example, according to Warleigh, the concentric circles
(variable geometry) model is the one that would lead to creation of the hard core, but
not multi-speed integration. He compares the two types of models based on the
timing of differentiation. Both in multi-speed and concentric circle main cause of

differentiation is an inability to implement policy. In multi- speed this inability

corresponds to the short term, whereas variable geometry expects and advocates

more or less a permanent differentiation.
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Laursen puts the difference between multi-speed and variable geometry in terms of
the goal and speed. He states that the goals are the same in multi-speed integration
whereas the speed of achievement of the goals differs. On the other hand, in variable
geometry both the goals and speed are different (Laursen 2000). Then what is the
difference between a la carte model and variable geometry, since in a la carte type of
integration the speed and goals are both differ? Stubb tries to put the difference by
emphasising the terms “opt in” and “opt out”. In variable geometry the question is
‘who opts into what?’ while a la carte approach asks the question ‘who opts our from
what?’ (Stubb 1998: 64). He also points out that variable geometry is more
integrationist than 2 la carte approach in that variable geometry creates a hard core in

a specific area (Stubb 1996: 288).

The comparison that Ehlermann makes in terms of the main models of differentiation
is based on substance. While explaining the difference between the multi-speed one
and the other concepts