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Purpose and scope of the 

Communication and Dissemination 

Report 
The InDivEU Communication and Dissemination Report (Volumes I and II) comprises 
two project deliverables (D10.4 and D10.7) covering months 1-18 and 19-36 of the 
project’s lifetime respectively. It aims at collecting in a single resource detailed 
information about the main outreach events where the InDivEU project and its findings 
were presented, as well as about the InDivEU newsletter, a key tool for the 
dissemination of project activities and results. This public resource will allow interested 
readers to delve into the substance of the discussions ongoing in the framework of the 
InDivEU project on key issues of differentiation and the Future of Europe. 

With this in mind, the scope of the InDivEU Communication and Dissemination Report 
cover the following activities: 

• Project newsletters 
• Reports from centralised project events (InDivEU kick-off, mid-term and final 

conference) 
• Reports from decentralised project events 
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InDivEU Newsletter 
Date October 2020, February 2021, June 2021, October 2021 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) 

Type of activity Public 
Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, civil society 

organisations and citizens 

 

Institutional Challenges for External Differentiated 

Integration: the case of the EEA, October 2020 

Editorial by Christian Frommelt (Liechtenstein Institute) 

Brexit has given new attention to the various models of external differentiation. At the centre of 

this interest are questions of institutional design: How to keep agreements up to date in light of 

relevant new EU law? How to monitor partners’ compliance? How to ensure the uniform 
interpretation of agreements in line with the EU law from which they are derived? And how to 

settle disputes between the parties? In other words, the institutional design of external 

differentiation must address the entire process, from policy formulation to policy 

implementation to the settlement of potential disputes. 

Various approaches can be taken to categorise the different models of external 
differentiation. Among other things they distinguish between: 

1. Bilateral and multilateral models, 

2. Static and dynamic models, 

3. One-pillar and two-pillar models, and 

4. The incorporation of EU law and the recognition of the equivalence of national 
and EU law. 

These categorisations are helpful to gain an overview of the various possible models 
and their mechanisms. However, they rarely do justice to the institutional complexity of 
externally differentiated integration. This is also evident in the European Economic 
Area (EEA). 

Main principles of external differentiation 

The EEA is generally regarded as something like the archetype of external 
differentiation. It provides for substantial functional and institutional integration 
between the EU and the participating EFTA States: Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway. 
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Due to its broad functional scope and elaborate institutional framework, it is 
undoubtedly the most far-reaching model of integration of non-Member States with the 
EU. Since the EEA is an institutional benchmark for a privileged partnership with the 
EU, it can also be used to analyse the institutional challenges that come with external 
differentiation. 

Negotiations on the EEA were based on the same institutional principles that the EU 
applies today to the United Kingdom and Switzerland. These are, in particular, to 
protect the autonomy of EU decision making and to protect the integrity of EU law. The 
EU’s desire to preserve its decision-making autonomy means that non-Member States 
do not have the right to vote in the decision-making process at EU level. The protection 
of the integrity of EU law means that access to the EU’s internal market for non-Member 
States can only be based on EU law. 

Different procedures for EEA decision making 

One of the most significant challenges of external differentiated integration is the lack of 
congruence of rule makers and rule takers. The EEA is no exception here. It requires the 
continuous incorporation of new EEA-relevant EU rules into the EEA Agreement, while 
the EEA EFTA States’ participation in EU policy making is limited in various aspects. 
However, empirical analyses of the standard procedure for EEA decision making show 
that the EEA EFTA States could preserve a surprisingly large amount of room for 
manoeuvre, for instance by deliberately delaying the incorporation of politically 
sensitive acts into the Agreement, and by making EEA-specific adaptations to EU acts. 
On the other hand, they were forced to introduce simplified procedures for EEA 
decision making in order to cope better with the high legislative dynamics of the EU. 
These procedures give priority to the efficacy of the EEA over the decision-making 
autonomy of the EEA EFTA States by establishing a more or less automatic rule transfer 
from the EU to the EEA. 

Participation in EU agencies 

The EEA EFTA States’ participation in EU agencies that can take legally binding 
decisions of EEA relevance is another institutional challenge for the EEA. According to 
the logic of the two-pillar structure, the competence to take such decisions vis-à-vis the 
EEA EFTA States must be located within the EFTA pillar. However, this has the potential 
to undermine the homogeneity of the EEA as EU agencies are characterised by a 
particularly high level of expertise and degree of independence, and therefore cannot 
simply be replaced by an authority of the EFTA pillar. The institutional arrangements 
for the EEA EFTA States’ participation differ for each EU body. This piecemeal approach 
begets the risk of increasing complexity and inconsistency, which is likely to raise the 
administrative and democratic costs of the EEA. 
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No solution in sight? 

It is likely that for most EU agencies the participation of the EEA EFTA States would 
have been agreed much faster by combining the requirement of full participation in the 
agency with the offer of full voting rights. Likewise, the legality of this arrangement 
would be higher and the democratic cost for the EEA EFTA States lower. Thus far, 
however, the EU – for understandable reasons – has been very consistent in preserving 
the autonomy of its decision making, which is very unlikely to change in the near future. 
In a recent paper I therefore raised the question of the extent to which the EU should 
enable the functional integration of non-Member States when it restricts their 
institutional integration. The paper cannot ultimately answer the question, but shows 
with various examples that the search for an effective and democratic institutional 
design for external differentiated integration will continue. 

Read the full newsletter at: https://bit.ly/3imPeDc  

 

National Constitutional Obstacles To Differentiated EU 

Integration, February 2021 

Editorial by Jan-Herman Reestman (University of Amsterdam) 

Differentiated integration among EU member states may be the solution to the inability to unite 

all member states behind policies that some consider desirable or necessary to advance the 

European integration process, but it may also come at a price. In a way, the rocky history of the 

ratification of the Agreement on a Unified Patent Court tells the story in a nutshell. The 
Agreement is a treaty under international law to which only EU member states can be party, and 

which has been signed by 25 of them. At the time of writing, almost all conditions for its entry 

into force have been fulfilled: the final hurdle to be overcome is ratification by the German 

President. However, that will take some time, because first the German Constitutional Court will 

have to deal with complaints lodged against it. It is the second time that the German court 

reviews the treaty. The first time this resulted in the invalidation of the act by which the German 

Parliament approved the treaty: the Bundestag, the German lower house, had not adopted it by 

the required two-thirds majority. This time, that procedural condition has been met and 

substantive issues will take center stage. In other member states, the approval of the Agreement 

has not gone unnoticed too. It also had to be approved by qualified parliamentary majorities in 

several other member states because it transfers sovereign powers to an international 

organization. For the same reason, a referendum was necessary in Denmark. In Hungary, the 

Constitutional Court ruled the Agreement contrary to the Hungarian Constitution. It can 

therefore only be approved by the Hungarian Parliament and ratified by the Hungarian 

President after the adoption of a constitutional amendment. And should Ireland, which has 

signed the Agreement, ever want to ratify it, it has to amend its Constitution too, for which a 

referendum is required. In short, the road to the establishment of differentiated integration may 

https://bit.ly/3imPeDc
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be paved with all kinds of national constitutional obstacles, depending on the variety chosen 

and the states participating. 

Differentiated integration inside and outside the EU legal order 

Differentiated integration among member states comes in two varieties: inside the EU 
legal order, established by the Treaties themselves or on the basis of those Treaties by 
secondary EU law; and outside the EU legal order, via so called substitute EU Treaties. 
The enactment of secondary EU law which requires the consent of the Council and the 
conclusion of treaties are to a certain extent always conditioned by national 
constitutional law. Therefore, in order to determine whether and to what extent the 
establishment of differentiated integration complicates decision-making, a comparison 
must be made with the ‘ordinary’ or at least the ‘most obvious’ decision-making 
procedure for the relevant subject matter. That ‘ordinary’ or ‘most obvious’ decision-
making procedure is decision-making by all member states inside the EU legal order if 
regulating the relevant subject matter is a competence of the EU, and the conclusion of 
an EU (Amendment) Treaty in case the EU lacks that competence. 

There are only very few additional national constitutional obstacles to establishing 
differentiated integration inside the EU legal order. In fact, the only additional obstacle 
is that Ireland’s participation requires the consent of both houses of the Irish 
Parliament. 

As regards differentiated integration outside the EU legal order, two categories of 
substitute EU treaties should be distinguished. The first consists of treaties which 
regulate subject matter which could also have been regulated in secondary EU law. The 
Schengen Treaties, the Prüm Convention, the Treaty on Stability, Coordination and 
Governance in the EMU, and the ESM Treaty, belong to this category. If we compare the 
national processes of treaty conclusion to the EU decision-making process, the 
additional national constitutional obstacles are manifold. They differ from one member 
state to another and may range from approval by parliament or by referendum, via 
constitutional amendments, to ratification. The second category consists of treaties 
which regulate subject matter for which no competence exists at the EU level. Instead of 
transferring the lacking competence to the EU by way of an EU (Amendment) Treaty, 
member states can opt for an ordinary treaty, as they did with the Agreement on the 
Single Resolution Fund. If we compare the national constitutional obstacles faced by 
ordinary treaties to similar obstacles faced by EU (Amendment) Treaties, no additional 
national constitutional obstacles have been detected. On the contrary, in some member 
states some substitute EU treaties have benefitted from the fact that they were not 
equated with EU (Amendment) Treaties: the national hurdles they had to clear were 
less high, given that they could be approved by a simple parliamentary majority, 
whereas the same subject matter wrapped in an EU (Amendment) Treaty would have 
required a qualified majority. But it should be clear that this minor advantage will never 
be decisive for the choice between a substitute EU treaty and an EU (Amendment) 
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treaty. For that choice, the relinquishment of the requirement of unanimous ratification 
for substitute EU treaties is far more important. 

No requirement of unanimous ratification 

Substitute EU treaties have a huge advantage over EU (Amendment) Treaties: they do 
not require unanimous ratification. That means that a hitch somewhere along the line 
during the national treaty-conclusion phase will not necessarily frustrate the entire 
project. However, not all member states are equal in this respect. For some of the 
substitute EU treaties (the ESM Treaty, the Agreement on the Single Resolution Fund, 
and the Agreement on a Unified Patent Court) ratification by a core of large member 
states, among them France and Germany, was, or is, indispensable for their entry into 
force. It should be added that, although this was not necessary from a strictly legal 
perspective, it is questionable whether the Fiscal Compact would have entered into 
force if France and Germany, and perhaps Italy, had not accepted to be bound by it. That 
suggests in more general terms that the participation of these two or three member 
states is, from a political point of view, a conditio sine qua non of differentiated 
integration, at least if it takes place outside the EU legal order. But that of course is not a 
particularly surprising finding. 

Read the full newsletter at: https://bit.ly/3kW9jS9  

 

Post-functional differentiation, functional reintegration: the 

Danish case in Justice and Home Affairs, June 2021 

Editorial by Marta Migliorati (Hertie School of Governance) 

Differentiated Integration (DI) is a long-lasting feature of the European Union (EU). For 

a long time, and especially in the post-Maastricht era, EU integration has been 

characterised by multiple ‘speeds’ and ‘menus’.  Even now that the champion of 

differentiation, the UK, has left the club for good, rules do not apply uniformly to all 

Member States. In particular, when it comes to the integration of sovereignty-sensitive 

areas (or ‘core state powers’) such as monetary policies, internal affairs and defence, 

differentiation endures. Sweden and Denmark´s opt-out from the Eurozone, Denmark´s 

opt-out from Justice and Home affairs and Defence and Ireland´s opt-out from the 
Schengen Area are examples of this tendency. 

Differentiation exists, it is clear. However, what does differentiation really imply? Is 

Treaty-level differentiation matched by differentiation at the policy-making stage? One 

may expect, once opt-outs are established, that ‘laggard’ states are left on the sidelines, 

while the rest of them proceed with further integration. The EU grows more and more 
diverse as the processes of differentiated integration replace unified integration. 

https://bit.ly/3kW9jS9
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Upon closer inspection, however, the policies enacted by countries with an opt-out can 

vary greatly and, eventually, be closer to EU norms than might be suggested by the 

characterization of the EU as a durably differentiated system. To name a few examples, 

the UK (before Brexit) and Ireland contributed financially to the European Border 

Agency Frontex for over a decade, although they opted out from the Frontex regulation. 

Denmark, which enjoys a full opt-out from Justice and Home Affairs (JHA) has 

negotiated far-reaching agreements with Europol and Eurojust to compensate for its 

recent loss of membership in the EU law-enforcement agencies. Similarly, during Brexit 

negotiations, the UK attempted to obtain preferential treatment in police cooperation 

through Europol. 

How to explain this divergence? Starting from the observation that differentiation in 

core state powers often derives from pressures exerted by public opinion upon policy-

makers in a context of domestic politicisation (i.e. ‘postfunctional pressures’), the 

question is about what happens if the opt-out state finds itself in a situation in which it 

would beneficial to actually participate in those policies (‘functional pressures’). In 

short, what if there was a way to ‘reintegrate’, into the policies from which they opted 

out? A detailed reconstruction of the case of Denmark in Justice and Home affairs helps 

understand how the juxtaposition of postfunctional pressures and functional incentives 
encourage reintegration practices. 

In 1992, Denmark negotiated the Edinburgh agreement and successfully obtained opt-

outs from Justice and Home Affairs, Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) and defence. 

As the majority of Danish elites were considerably in favour of the Maastricht Treaty in 

its original formulation, (i.e. without opt-outs), the opt-out was a rather obvious 
‘postfunctional’ response to public rejection of further integration. 

While this action did not bear immediate and practical implications in JHA, eventually 

functional consequences arose. In particular, since the Amsterdam Treaty, given the 

rapid advancement of EU cooperation in JHA matters, Danish governments pursued 

policy ‘reintegration’ through several means, including the negotiation of parallel 

agreements (e.g. the Dublin regulation), the obtainment of ‘exemptions to the 

exemptions’ (e.g. for the application of the Schengen Acquis, and the copycatting EU 

laws into national legislation.  These practices went hand in hand with a keen attitude 

towards transnational cooperation through EU agencies, the latest example being the 

aforementioned negotiation of a ‘’backdoor’ entrance to police and judicial cooperation 
through Europol and Eurojust in 2019. 

At first sight, the Danish experience could be considered as a classic example of how 

elites construct legal and pragmatic ways out of clear political dilemmas. Beyond this 

rather straightforward observation, our research suggests that the practices stemming 

from formal DI might be more modest than traditionally expected: even when rules are 
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very (and durably) differentiated, policies and practices adopted by states with an opt-

out can be very similar to EU ones. In fact, in spite of the challenges posed by 

politicization to uniform integration, interdependence is a driver of alternative channels 

of (re)integration. Formal DI remains a way to overcome gridlock and avoid stagnations, 
but allows for a number of undetected deviations to occur. 

In conclusion, our research invites to reflect upon what the real boundaries between 

membership and non-membership, between opt-ins and opt-outs, between integration, 

disintegration and ‘reintegration’, might be. In Eriksen and Fossum’s analysis as to the 

implications for Norwegian democracy of membership of the European Economic Area, 

Norway’s rejection of formal membership turns it into a de facto rule-follower, without 

a full voice in decision making. Even in the extreme case of Brexit, the self-imposed 

disintegration process has been accompanied by the possibility to be re-included in 

several policy areas (see Brexit Agreement, 2020). This could imply that, at least in 

cases where the pragmatic/functional pressures for participation in EU policy regimes 

are compelling, formal DI (and formal non-membership) are matters deeply rooted in 

domestic politics, rather than authentic barriers to uniform policy-making in the EU. 

Read the full newsletter at: https://bit.ly/2ZBU8FB   

 

Differentiated Integration: Do the member states care and 

what do they want?, October 2021 

Editorial by Stefan Telle (European University Institute) 

Research on differentiated integration (DI) in the European Union (EU) has made extraordinary 
progress in recent years. We now have a much better understanding of what differentiation is. 
We know what drives it. We know about its advantages and risks. We know that there are many 
types of differentiated integration and there are many ways in which it can be realized. And we 
know that, historically, differentiation has increased in absolute terms, but not in relative terms 
in the EU. 

This scrupulous academic dissection of the phenomenon suggests that DI has become an 
important feature of the European Union. One could assume, therefore, that it is of great interest 
to the Member States, which are not only the principal drivers of differentiation but are also 
affected by its consequences. However, we neither know whether national governments and 
politicians care much about differentiated integration, nor if they have clear positions on the 
issue. In the InDivEU project, we have looked at all 27 Member States in the period 2004-2019 
to find answers to these questions. Our analysis suggests that differentiated integration is 
primarily seen as a means to an end, not as an end in itself. As a result, however, few 
governments seem to fully appreciate the long-term potentials and risks of DI. 

  

https://bit.ly/2ZBU8FB
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Do governments and politicians care about differentiated integration? 

Our analysis of programmatic documents, such as government programs or inaugural speeches 
by Prime Ministers or Presidents, suggests that governments rarely take clear positions on 
differentiated integration. They almost never formulate what type of differentiation would be 
more or less acceptable in general terms. If differentiation is discussed at all, it is related to 
achieving specific policy objectives which may be attained via more or less integration. 

Given the sparse discussion of DI in governmental documents, we broadened the analysis to 
parliamentary minutes. This richer data source allowed us to see how much of a topic DI was in 
day-to-day political discussions. Yet, we found that DI-related keywords were used only 
occasionally in parliamentary debates. This was especially so when we looked at debates on 
more abstract ideas such as ‘multi-speed Europe’ or a ‘core Europe’. When such debates 
occurred, it was usually in reaction to European-level developments, like Treaty changes, major 
crises which require quick political responses, but also the initiation of the Future of Europe 
debate by the Commission in early 2017. After such episodes of elevated discussions, the 
salience of differentiated integration dropped back to low levels. This synchronicity suggests 
that common European challenges can trigger moments of debate about the longer-term 
consequences of differentiation in the European Union. 

Looking at the mechanisms through which DI is realized, we find that ‘enhanced cooperation’ 
has been debated more frequently after 2010 than before. This increase is related to debates on 
specific policy initiatives, such as the European Financial Transaction Tax (especially in 2012), 
the European Public Prosecutors Office (especially after 2013), or PESCO (especially in 2017). 
While the specific issues were not equally salient in all Member States, these debates have in 
common that the mechanism of ‘enhanced cooperation’ is considered as a potential way to 
overcome inaction. As could be expected, the mechanism of opting out of EU policies has mainly 
been debated in periods of treaty change. Also unsurprisingly, it is mentioned more often in 
countries that themselves have opted out (de facto or de jure) from major EU policies, especially 
Ireland, Denmark, and Sweden. Interestingly, the 2015 Danish referendum on ending 
Denmark’s opt-out from Justice and Home Affairs matters led to more debates not just in that 
country, but also in Ireland and Sweden. 

What positions do governments have? 

The low salience of differentiated integration in programmatic documents and parliamentary 
debates makes it difficult to assess governmental positions on the issue. In fact, it seems 
questionable whether governments have clearly formulated positions, especially on the more 
abstract implications of differentiation. Nevertheless, we have asked country researchers, after 
having analysed the various data sources mentioned above, to provide us with an estimation of 
how national governments assess DI. While imperfect, the results are interesting in two regards. 

First, we find that there is great variation in how governments assess alternative models of 
differentiated integration (i.e., ‘multi-speed Europe’ and ‘Europe of multiple endpoints’). We 
also find that the two models at times get assessed differently by the same government. In 
France, for example, the ‘Europe of multiple endpoints’ was seen more positively than the idea 
of a ‘multi-speed Europe’. But the opposite was the case in Germany! The explanation seems to 
be that French governments viewed differentiation primarily as a tool to achieve deeper 
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integration, while German governments worried more about the potential disintegrative 
consequences of differentiation. 

To illustrate, the 2007 presidential programme of Nicolas Sarkozy states that “Institutional 
mechanisms that govern the EU should not prevent those who want to integrate further. 
Reinforced cooperation, or specific treaties, should allow the willing countries to engage in 
specific European policies which are adapted to their concerns.” By contrast, the German 
chancellor, Angela Merkel, warned in June 2008 in the German Parliament that “discussions 
about a two-speed Europe or core Europe are not helpful. To avoid any misunderstandings, I do 
not think this discussion leads anywhere and is even reckless to a certain extent because you 
cannot have an enlarged EU and as soon as the first difficulties arise say ‘Now we are going to 
create a core Europe.’ This means that reaching unity in Europe, as hard as it might be, is not an 
end in itself but a high good instead.” 

A decade later, under a different government, the French position had not changed. In 2017, 
Danielle Auroi, President of the Commission on European Affairs, declared in Parliament that 
“on certain topics, on which the Union is stuck today, it is inevitable to form a core of European 
states which want to go further – a Europe of pioneers. These choices will have important 
implications for common institutions, which operate as of now on the principle of 
representation of every Member State.” However, the French focus on deepening integration 
stands in stark contrast to the positions formulated in those Member States which involuntarily 
find themselves outside the European core. In reaction to the Commission’s White Paper on the 
Future of Europe, Romanian President Klaus Johannis made it clear in March 2017 that: “We 
believe, and we have said this very clearly and firmly, in a strong united supportive European 
Union, and this consolidation must be done together, by all 27. For this reason, I did not think it 
was right for us to go for variants such as Europe with several speeds or Europe with two 
speeds or Europe with concentric circles. […] This has been and will continue to be presented as 
Romania’s position.” 

The second main finding is that the mechanism of ‘enhanced cooperation’ is viewed more 
positively than that of ‘opt-outs’ in almost all Member States but one: Ireland, which is the only 
country where enhanced cooperation tended to be seen more negatively than opt-outs. This 
observation is interesting because it suggests that it matters how differentiated integration is 
framed. In analytical terms, both mechanisms create an out-group and an in-group. In fact, opt-
outs have historically produced more inclusive in-groups than enhanced cooperation. But what 
seems to matter here is that ‘enhanced cooperation’ is perceived as a mechanism which enables 
more integration, while opt-outs are perceived as undeserved or undesirable special treatments 
for specific Member States. In other words, ‘enhanced cooperation’ puts the focus on furthering 
the integration process, while opt-outs put the focus on reluctant Member States. 

Conclusion: Unused potential, unappreciated risks? 

Our analysis suggests that differentiated integration is primarily seen in instrumental ways, as a 
means to an end. This is borne out by the fact that debates on DI are rare and tend to take place 
when DI might be the solution to a common European challenge. Besides these common 
challenges, governments predominantly appear to view DI as a way to achieve their immediate 
policy objectives. However, this raises the question of whether governments take the long-term 
potentials and risks of DI sufficiently into account. They may well be too myopic in this regard. 
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In terms of potentials, research has shown that DI can boost EU support in reluctant Member 
States. Hence, opting for less integration in one specific policy field could be used to nurture 
support for more cooperation in other areas. For integration-seekers, DI is a means to pursue 
deeper cooperation within a limited coalition of willing Member States without having to wait 
for all 27. If membership in the group of integration seekers is stable, differentiation may 
therefore be used to forge a federal style ‘Core Union’. This seems to be how French 
governments view DI. 

At the same time, the focus on using DI as a tool to achieve policy objectives can lead 
governments to underappreciate its undesirable long-term consequences. For Member States, 
opting out of one or several EU policies reduces their ability to influence the long-term 
development of these policy areas. While reluctant Member States can block enhanced 
cooperation if they fear that it will impact them negatively, this is not the case when they have 
opted out of a policy voluntarily. Hence, using DI to achieve a current policy objective may 
jeopardize the ability of the Member State to influence EU policymaking in the long term. For 
the EU, differentiation implies the risk of fragmentation, increased transaction costs, and even 
disintegration. While most opt-outs are temporary, differentiation in the Eurozone and 
Schengen Area appear to be rather stable, providing national politicians in peripheral states 
with an opportunity to lament ‘second class membership’. Finally, the application of EU rules in 
non-Member States blurs the line between members and non-members. While there are 
humanitarian, economic, and geopolitical reasons to bind non-member closer to the Union, 
uncertainty about what membership means could lead to more demands for ‘cherry picking’ 
among the Member States. 

Read the full newsletter at: https://bit.ly/31NgsOe     

https://bit.ly/31NgsOe
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Project events 
Conference: Differentiated Integration and the Future of 

Europe – Promises, Pitfalls, Pathways 

Date 30 September – 1 October 2020 

Location Online 

Partner responsible University of Amsterdam 

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Academic and researchers, policy makers and practitioners, civil society 

organisations and citizens 

 

Agenda 

30 September 2021 

 10:30-12:00         Differentiated Integration in Theory and Practice: State of the Art 

• Frank Schimmelfennig (ETH Zurich/InDivEU) 

• Sandra Lavenex (Geneva/EUIDEA) 

• John Erik Fossum (ARENA Oslo/EU3D) 

Moderator: Jonathan Zeitlin (UvA/InDivEU) 

14:30-16:00         Politics and Preferences: For and Against Differentiated Integration 

• Catherine De Vries (Bocconi/VU/InDivEU) 

• Dirk Leuffen (Konstanz/EU3D) 

• Stefan Telle (EUI/InDivEU) 

Moderator/Discussant: Theresa Kuhn (UvA/InDivEU) 

20:00-21:30          Brexit and the Future EU-UK Relationship: A Case of Differentiated 
Disintegration? 

• Michael Keating (Aberdeen/InDivEU) 

• Eulalia Rubio (Jacques Delors Institute/EUIDEA) 

• Chris Lord (ARENA, Oslo/EU3D) 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y_dkpcQIFIg&list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh&index=2
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vl2U2cPbKkY&list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh&index=3
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vl2U2cPbKkY&list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh&index=3
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• Jochem Wiers (Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs Brexit Task Force) 

Moderator: Christina Eckes (UvA/ACES) 

1 October 2021 

10:30-12:00          Experimentalist Governance and Differentiated Integration: 

Alternatives or Complements? 

• Bernardo Rangoni (UvA/InDivEU) 

• Maria Weimer (UvA/InDivEU) 

• Jonathan Zeitlin (UvA/InDivEU) 

Moderator/Discussant: Sandra Lavenex (Geneva/EUIDEA) 

14:30 - 16:00        Demoi-cracy or Domination? Normative Perspectives on 
Differentiated Integration 

• Richard Bellamy (UCL/Exeter/InDivEU) 

• John Erik Fossum (ARENA Oslo/EU3D) 

Moderator: Ben Crum (VU Amsterdam) 

20:00-21:30          Differentiated Integration and the Future of Europe 

• Brigid Laffan (EUI/InDivEU) 

• Sabine Saurugger (Grenoble/EU3D) 

• Ceta Noland (Strategic Policy Advisor, Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs) 

• Moderator: Jonathan Zeitlin (UvA/InDivEU) 

Report 

Differentiated integration, understood as rules and policies that apply to some but not 

all member states, has become increasingly central to academic and political debate on 

the future of the EU. Established divisions between groups of member states, such as 

the Eurozone and the Schengen Area, show no signs of disappearing, while new ones 

such as Banking Union and Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO) in defence have 

recently been introduced. Non-member states such as Norway, Switzerland, and Turkey 
likewise participate in key EU policies like the Single Market and the Customs Union. 

Some EU leaders, such as President Macron of France, see closer cooperation among a 

hard core of countries as the most promising pathway to deeper European integration, 

while others, like Commission President von der Leyen, appear more concerned with 

ensuring that member states move forward together within a common policy 

framework. Differentiated integration has also been proposed as a means of 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JuEHL5Jxf8g&list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh&index=4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JuEHL5Jxf8g&list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh&index=4
https://youtu.be/5JzrPWxs1wo
https://youtu.be/5JzrPWxs1wo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tWRl75R4jCw&list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh&index=5
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tWRl75R4jCw&list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh&index=5
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accommodating national diversity within an increasingly heterogeneous Union and 

reducing public discontent with European integration by allowing member states to opt 
out of specific EU policies.  

This conference brought together researchers from three Horizon2020 projects: 

Integrating Diversity in the European Union (InDivEU), EU Differentiation, Dominance 

and Democracy (EU3D), EU Integration and Differentiation for Effectiveness and 

Accountability (EU IDEA), gathered together in the Differentiation: Clustering 
Excellence (DiCE) network. 

The conference examined the development of differentiated integration within the EU 

from an empirical and a normative perspective, focusing on both its promises and its 

pitfalls.  Speakers covered internal and external dimensions of differentiation, including 

Brexit, linking academic research to current political debates about the future of 

European integration. The conference also shed light on alternative pathways to 
accommodating national diversity within the EU, such as experimentalist governance. 

The recording of the conference is available at this link: 

https://youtube.com/playlist?list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh  

 

InDivEU Stakeholder Forum I: Poland 

Date 19 October 2020 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, European University Institute, 

University of Warsaw 

Type of activity Closed-door workshop 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, business and 

interest groups, civil society organisations 

 

Report 

The Polish Stakeholder Forum was the first in a series of 7 Stakeholder Forums 

coordinated by the Trans European Policy Studies Association and aimed at gathering 

insights about what national stakeholders think of Differentiated Integration, with a 

particular focus on three dimensions: feasibility, desirability and sustainability. The 

event was co-organised by the University of Warsaw, the Trans European Policy Studies 

Association (TEPSA) and the Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies at the 

http://indiveu.eui.eu/
https://www.eu3d.uio.no/
https://www.eu3d.uio.no/
https://euidea.eu/
https://euidea.eu/
https://www.dice.uio.no/
https://www.dice.uio.no/
https://youtube.com/playlist?list=PL8roVYSOmToVBDB-ONFiAt81ZXLUd3iMh
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European University Institute (EUI). The workshop was facilitated by Prof. Wojciech 

Gagatek, Assistant Professor at the University of Warsaw. Due to Coronavirus 

restrictions the event took place online via Zoom. 11Polish stakeholders took part in the 

discussion, representing different societal sectors: policy makers and civil servants, 

businesses and interest groups, civil society organisations, and academia and think 

tanks. 

The key takeaways from the Polish Stakeholder Forum can be summarised as follows: 

• Feasibility of Differentiated Integration (DI): according to the participating 

stakeholders, the existence of several forms of DI in the European Union (EU) is 

already a proof of its feasibility. However, stakeholders stressed the crucial role 

played by the political will of the member states’ governments to make DI 

happen. 

• Desirability of DI: the stakeholders’ perception of the desirability of DI was 

generally negative. While it was recognised that DI may be a pragmatic solution 

in the short term(as a tool to accommodate different preferences of the member 

states, to pave the way for deeper integration, and to ensure the survival of the 

European project in a moment of severe crisis), this tool was mainly perceived as 

a threat to EU integration in the long run. Overall, the participating stakeholders 

agreed that uniform integration could bring about a stronger EU both internally 

and in the global arena. 

• Sustainability of DI: on this dimension, there seemed to be differences in the 

assessment of the internal and external dimension of DI. When it comes to 

external DI, stakeholders were inclined to think that the current very diversified 

picture of the EU’s relations with surrounding third countries would be stable in 

the near future, as third countries have different aspirations end expectations 

the EU that do not seem to be shifting. Discussing internal DI, stakeholders 

tended to agree that DI is bound to disappear in the long run, and uniform 

integration will most likely be the ultimate outcome. Overall, there was 

consensus on the fact that, in order to make DI sustainable in the short term, DI 

should be devised in such a way as to guarantee that n ocountry is discriminated 
against. 

The full report of the Stakeholder Forum can be downloaded at: 
https://bit.ly/3B1kL4D  

  

https://bit.ly/3B1kL4D
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InDivEU Stakeholder Forum II: Slovakia 

Date 29 October 2020 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, European University Institute, 

Comenius University 

Type of activity Closed-door workshop 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, business and 

interest groups, civil society organisations and citizens 

 

Report 

The Slovak Stakeholder Forum was the second in a series of 7 Stakeholder Forums 

aimed at gathering insight about what national stakeholders think of Differentiated 

Integration (DI), with a particular focus on three dimensions: feasibility, desirability and 

sustainability. The event was co-organised by the Institute of European Studies and 

International Relations (IESIR) at Comenius University, the Trans European Policy 

Studies Association (TEPSA) and the Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies at 

the European University Institute (EUI).  

The workshop was facilitated by Prof. Lucia Mokrá, Dean of the Faculty of Social and 

Economic Sciences at Comenius University and Chairperson of the TEPSA Board. Due to 

Coronavirus restrictions the event took place online via Zoom. 14 Slovak stakeholders 

took part in the discussion, representing different societal sectors: policy makers and 

civil servants, businesses and interest groups, civil society organisations, and academia 
(universities, academies of science) and think tanks. 

The key takeaways from the Slovak Stakeholder Forum can be summarised as follows: 

• Feasibility of Differentiated Integration (DI): Participants across stakeholder 

groups agreed that the main driver of DI across policy areas is political will. It 

was generally agreed that, in the history of the EU, DI has been a tool to allow 

different countries to integrate gradually when joining the Union.  

• Desirability of DI: the stakeholders’ perception of the desirability of DI was 

generally positive, with some caveats. This was mainly based on pragmatic 

arguments: 1) integration in some policy areas (e.g. Schengen and the eurozone) 

would have hardly been possible without DI; and 2) if the EU does not allow DI, 

there is a risk that countries in the neighbourhood will slide towards other 
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powerful neighbours. At the same time, participants also highlighted the risk of 

further differentiation eventually leading to disintegration. DI was also perceived 

as dangerous when used by national government to fulfil short-term domestic 

political advantages. Furthermore, it was repeatedly pointed out that in no 

circumstance DI should be allowed to opt out from the core values of the EU such 

as the rule of law.  

• Sustainability of DI: overall, stakeholders were inclined to believe that DI will 

continue to exist in the future, but to a lesser extent, especially in policy areas 

such as the eurozone, where there is a Treaty obligation for most member states 

to eventually join. At the same time, the absence of legal tools to enforce this 

obligation was also highlighted. It was also argued that the more countries join 

an instance of DI, the more this will create centripetal effects and thus pave the 

way for uniform integration.  

The full report of the Stakeholder Forum can be downloaded at: 

https://bit.ly/3F8XLD9  

 

InDivEU Stakeholder Forum III: The Netherlands 

Date 5 November 2020 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, European University Institute, 
Netherlands Institute for International Relations ‘Clingendael’ 

Type of activity Closed-door workshop 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, business and 
interest groups, media, civil society organisations and citizens 

 

Report 

The Dutch Stakeholder Forum took place on 5 November 2020, in the framework of the 

InDivEU project. It was the third in a series of 7 Stakeholder Forums aimed at gathering 

insights about what national stakeholders think of Differentiated Integration, with a 

particular focus on three dimensions: feasibility, desirability and sustainability. The 

event was co-organised by the Clingendael Institute, the Trans European Policy Studies 

Association (TEPSA) and the Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies at the 

European University Institute (EUI).  

The workshop was facilitated by Dr. Monika Sie Dhian Ho, General Director of the 

Clingendael Institute in The Hague. Due to Coronavirus restrictions the event took place 

https://bit.ly/3F8XLD9
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online via Zoom. 20 Dutch stakeholders took part in the discussion, representing 

different societal sectors: policy makers and civil servants, businesses and interest 
groups, civil society organisations, the media, academia and think tanks. 

The key takeaways from the Dutch Stakeholder Forum can be summarised as follows:  

• Feasibility of Differentiated Integration (DI): Overall, DI was perceived by the 

participating stakeholders as an integral feature of the European project, 

however it was believed to also have some major effects on the EU as a polity and 

on the feasibility of future DI. Namely, the risk was underlined that presenting 

the EU as an a la carte menu rather than as an indivisible package may 

undermine popular consensus for the European project as a whole. At the same 

time, by putting countries on different levels, DI risks shifting the perception of 

the EU from an exclusive club to one scrambling to try and keep as many 

members as possible. Finally, the lesson of Brexit (which may be read as DI 

leading to disintegration) may make DI less feasible or likely in the future.  

• Desirability of DI: The group of stakeholders was split on the question of 

desirability of DI. If some argued that DI can be a useful tool for those countries 

not willing to integrate fully, there was a general agreement that rules should be 

strict and DI should not be allowed in matters related to the rule of law or other 

core EU values. Other stakeholders perceived DI mainly as the provision of opt-

outs, and advocated for other tools to ensure flexibility within a common policy 

framework. The stakeholders’ perception of the desirability of DI also seemed to 

be closely related to the policy area concerned, with DI being perceived more 

favourably when occurring in policies where there is a clear-cut line between 

member countries and non-EU countries, and the externalities for other member 

states are minimal. 

• Sustainability of DI: Most stakeholders believed Differentiated Integration to be 

a long-term feature of the European Union. The general understanding was that 

the wider the EU becomes, the more flexible (and thus differentiated) it will have 
to be.  

The full report of the Stakeholder Forum can be downloaded at: 
https://bit.ly/3D4bo4K  

  

https://bit.ly/3D4bo4K
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InDivEU Stakeholder Forum IV: Estonia 

Date 25 November 2020 

City Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, European University Institute, 
Estonian Foreign Policy Institute – International Centre for Defence and 
Security 

Type of activity Closed-door workshop 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, business and 
interest groups, civil society organisations and citizens 

 

Report 

The Estonian Stakeholder Forum was the fourth in a series of 7 Stakeholder Forums 

aimed at gathering insights about what national stakeholders think of Differentiated 

Integration, with a particular focus on three dimensions: feasibility, desirability and 

sustainability. The event was co-organised by the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute at 

the International Centre for Defence and Security (ICDS), the Trans European Policy 

Studies Association (TEPSA) and the Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies at 
the European University Institute (EUI).  

The workshop was facilitated by Dr. Kristi Raik, Director of the Estonian Foreign Policy 

Institute. Due to Coronavirus restrictions the event took place online via Zoom. 15 

Estonian stakeholders took part in the discussion, representing different societal 

sectors: policy makers and civil servants, businesses and interest groups, civil society 
organisations, and academia and think tanks. 

The key takeaways from the Estonian Stakeholder Forum can be summarised as 

follows:  

• Feasibility of Differentiated Integration (DI): Stakeholders tended to agree 

that existing instances of Differentiated Integration are a testimony of the 

feasibility of DI. In situations where not all EU member states were ready to 

apply uniformly all EU rules, DI has proved not only feasible but necessary to 

move integration forward. This, however, does not necessarily make the launch 

of further DI initiatives in the future more likely.  

• Desirability of DI: The stakeholders’ assessment varied depending on the 

specific models and mechanisms of Differentiated Integration. DI was considered 

useful and desirable as a tool to build closer cooperation with some key non-EU 
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partners (e.g. the UK). At the same time, internal differentiation (from which the 

UK benefitted) was considered as a potential driver of disintegration. DI was 

favoured in a scenario in which it enables further integration in areas that are 

only loosely integrated (e.g. foreign and security policy) and when it is 

implemented in a transparent and inclusive manner. Preserving trust between 

the member states was regarded as a crucial element in this respect. DI was 

opposed in a scenario in which it would create a contrast between a core and a 

periphery and/or put pressure on smaller countries to integrate further. This 

was seen as potentially fostering mistrust, and when applied to policy areas that 

are already highly integrated it may lead to opt-outs or even disintegration. 

Overall, the stakeholders’ preference was for uniform integration, leaving all 

alternatives as second-best solutions.  

• Sustainability of DI: Overall, there was little expectation for either more 

differentiation or more uniform integration in the future, making the picture of 

DI rather stable in the eyes of the stakeholders. Some underlined the increasing 

willingness by some (especially relatively new) member states to obtain 

exemptions from certain aspects of European integration. Finally, it was 

observed that the sustainability of DI also depends on how its causes and 

consequences are communicated to the citizens.  

The full report of the Stakeholder Forum can be downloaded at: 

https://bit.ly/3ooYBpG  

 

Panel on ‘Differentiated Integration and the Future of 

Europe’, TEPSA Portuguese Pre-Presidency Conference 

Date 27 November 2020 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association 

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, media, civil 

society organisations and citizens 

 

Speakers 

• Stefan Telle (European University Institute) 

https://bit.ly/3ooYBpG
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• Katrin Auel (Institute for Advanced Studies) 

• Ramūnas Vilpišauskas (University of Vilnius) 

• Maja Bučar (University of Ljubljana) 

• Gunilla Herold (Swedish Institute for International Affairs) 

Moderator: Frank Schimmelfennig (ETH Zürich) 

Report 

In the framework of the Horizon 2020 project ‘InDivEU - Integrating Diversity in the 

European Union’, on 27 November 2020 TEPSA organised a panel on ‘The Future of 

Europe’ at its Portuguese Pre-Presidency Conference (PPC), held on the occasion of the 

incoming Portuguese Presidency of the Council of the EU. The PPC is TEPSA’s biannual 

flagship event, taking place right before the inauguration of each new Council 

Presidency. Bringing together academics, think tankers, policy makers, media and civil 

society, the conference aims to discuss the agenda and challenges of the upcoming 

Presidency and of the EU more broadly. Due to the current restrictions in place because 

of the Covid-19 pandemic, the conference was held in a virtual format. 

 

Frank Schimmelfennig started off by introducing the InDivEU project, whose core aim 

is to produce high level research, evidence and policy proposals on differentiated 

integration (DI) in the EU. He highlighted the relevance of investigating national 

positions and preferences on this topic, as member states are the most relevant actors 
involved in EU decision-making when it comes to DI. 

Stefan Telle started off by presenting the methodology employed in the EU-wide 

comparative exercise conducted by the InDivEU project. The main research question 

(What do member states’ governments want in terms of DI?) was split along two 
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dimensions: 1. How important is DI for member states’ governments?; 2. What position 

do member states’ governments take on DI? Inferences have been made by coding 

expressed preferences in documents from 2004 to 2019, which were then positioned on 

a +/- scale. Moving on to introduce the aggregated preliminary findings, Dr Telle 

focussed on three aspects characterising national DI debates: issue salience, 

predominant positions, and preference for models and mechanisms. With regards to 

salience, it appears that DI does not generally score high on the political agenda, with 

few peaks of interest during moments of crises and difficult changes, or at the time of 

EU-related referenda. Member states tend to assess more positively models of enhanced 

cooperation – in an upward fashion – while opposing DI in the form of opt-outs. 

Nevertheless, the position of national governments is not consistent and varies 

according to the context, particularly when comparing specific policy areas to the EU as 

a whole. Finally, party ideology does not seem to significantly influence assessments of 

DI, likely because of the low salience of the issues in national debates, which 
consequently keeps it on the outskirt of party agendas as well. 

Katrin Auel presented the first country-specific findings, introducing the Austrian 

perspective on DI. Overall, salience levels are very low within the timeframe analysed 

(2004-2019), with keywords referring to DI models being mentioned scarcely in 

government documents. On the contrary, concrete instances of DI (e.g. Schengen, EMU, 

public prosecutor, etc) appear more often in the documents analysed, thus highlighting 

the importance of these topics, although they generally tend not to be framed within 

broader debates on ‘visions for the EU’. In Austria, party ideology plays a part in the 

political actors’ assessment of DI, with most parties viewing it negatively regardless of 

the model. Particularly, the question of the subsidiarity principle has gained salience in 

recent years, with the perspective that the EU should focus on its main core tasks. 

Nevertheless, the notion of the Union as a community of cooperating members with the 

same rights and obligations is also important in the Austrian political discourse. For this 

reason, opt-outs are usually seen negatively as cherry-picking, particularly in the British 

context. In fact, the narratives around DI do not entail concepts such as ‘core-EU’, which 

has a more positive connotation in German, but revolve around the idea of ‘EU à la carte’ 

and ‘two-speed EU’. Support for DI in Austria was noted only in the discourse of one 

right-wing party, although not as a mean to foster integration among the core but as a 

way to exclude the ‘weakest’ members of the Union. Otherwise, generally the Austrian 

position is to see the EU as unitary club, with rights and duties. DI in the form of 

enhanced cooperation is sometimes acknowledged and supported as second-best 

alternative when no agreement can be reached. For example, on the financial 

transaction tax, Austria lobbied for the possibility of an opt-out to be given to all 

member states, and not only for its own individual benefit. 
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Ramūnas Vilpišauskas presented Lithuania’s perspective on DI. Prof. Vilpišauskas 

added that these findings are likely to apply to all three Baltic States, therefore including 

Latvia and Estonia. The salience of models, mechanisms and instances of DI in the 

Latvian political debate, has been rather low except for two cases. One had to do with 

the possibility of opt-outs for the Schengen area and eurozone, which emerged as very 

salient. The second case regarded the reference to closer EU relationship with countries 

from the Eastern Partnership, which is a salient point in Lithuanian politics. The overall 

position of the Lithuanian government towards DI is clearly negative, with reference to 

‘discriminatory’ opt-outs. However, it became more selective or pragmatic depending 

on particular instances of enhanced cooperation or opt-outs. For example, Lithuania 

decided not to be part of the financial transaction tax and other policies Prof. 

Vilpišauskas concluded by explaining that there is widespread confusion regarding 

terms of DI. For example, two-speed Europe is often confused with two-tier Europe or 

Europe à la carte. In parliamentary debates, MPs often conflate these notions, and 

perceive DI negatively as part of a narrative of rich core states vs. periphery smaller 

states. However, overall, Lithuanian MPs ad a rather neutral position on DI, as 

sometimes they conceive the notion positively, sometimes negatively. 

Maja Bučar noted that DI is not a salient issue in Slovenian politics. This is not only 

connected to the general obscurity of the term DI but more so to the fact that the very 

issue of the EU in general is rarely mentioned in parliamentary debates. There are two 

instances in which EU politics were mentioned more specifically: one referred to the use 

of structural funds and another was on the issue of updating various EU legislations. 

Peaks in the salience of DI were observed after the economic and financial crisis, and in 

the context of the 2017 debate on the Future of Europe. The position of the government 

throughout the years, excluding recent months, was one of willingness to contribute to 

build a strong EU. Policy makers referred to Slovenia wanting to belong to the core, in a 

positive sense, promoting closer cooperation between EU members. That said, overall 

the Slovenian government tends to oppose the idea of a multi-tier EU, which would 

mean fewer opportunities for development both economically and socially for smaller 

countries. In a more elaborate discussion, mostly in academics circle, there is a debate 

on whether Slovenia could become part of the core. This fear emerges from the idea that 

smaller countries have a harder time being taken seriously by the core members of the 

EU. This was very much stressed in debates in the committee of European Affairs, but 

much less in speeches from the government, where some mentions can be found but 

little more. Furthermore, the Prime Minister is recently moving towards the Visegrad 

group and is stressing this move in his speeches. However, the general Slovenian 

opinion is that the country should move closer to the key members of the EU rather 

than the Visegrad group, causing increasing tensions. 
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Gunilla Herolf stated that DI has very low salience in Sweden and there are very few 

references in parliamentary debates and government programmes. Looking at the 

selected keywords, ‘multi-speed’ is the one used most frequently but it is seen very 

negatively, as something leading to diminished cohesion. ‘Multi-end’ is not seen 

negatively as Sweden is not part of the euro. If we look at the DI mechanisms such as 

Enhanced Cooperation, Sweden is quite indifferent, which is consistent with its view on 

multi-end Europe. Sweden has not reacted negatively when other countries decided to 

use enhanced cooperation and it is pleased for initiatives from which Sweden can opt-

out. The argument is often that it is a way of increasing efficiency. For example, Sweden 

positively perceives Permanent Structured Cooperation (PESCO), the European Public 

Prosecutor, and unitary patents. Only two instances are perceived very negatively: the 

financial transaction tax, which is seen as very easy to circumvent by moving to places 

with lower taxes; and the European Union rule 3, regarding enhanced cooperation in 

the area of divorce. This second point regards mostly legitimacy, as Sweden would not 

accept to follow a divorce rule which is less liberal than the one it has already. On the 

opt-outs side, Dr. Herolf stated that there is a discussion regarding the euro. While the 

Left party – characterised as very left – and the Swedish Democrats – which is on the far 

right – have both asked for a formal opt-out, the other parties prefer to leave things as 

they are. This is because a formal opt-out would make the overall relations more 

complicated. There is also no pressure from the EU to obtain a formal opt-out, butthis 

might change in the future. At the moment, noted Dr. Herolf, only 20% of the population 

is favourable to joining the euro, down from 42% in 2003. In conclusion, Swedish 

politicians are not interested in institutional issues, but rather in concrete political 

issues. They have demonstrated to be highly pragmatic and it is political views that 

decide their positions. Overall, the views between the parties (except the two extremes) 

are strikingly similar. Sweden accepts easily multi-end solutions. However, Sweden is 

adamant on the fact that all the important decisions which affect the whole EU should 

be taken by all the members, rather than by a small group. 

The recording of the panel is available at: https://youtu.be/fbqIGIQ0C7w  

 

TEPSA Explainer: Differentiated Integration in the European 

Union 

Date 21 December 2020 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, European University Institute  

https://youtu.be/fbqIGIQ0C7w
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Type of activity Multimedia 

Target audiences Academic and researchers, policy makers and practitioners, media, civil 

society organisations and citizens 

 

Report 

In this TEPSA Explainer, Giulia Bonacquisti (TEPSA) and Stefan Telle (EUI) go through 

the details of differentiated integration: policy implications, and the main pros and cons. 

They are also joined by two special guests to explain the basics of differentiated 

integration: what it means, why it is necessary, and where it already exists. Former 

Finnish Prime Minister Alex Stubb, who now serves as the Director of EUI’s School of 

Transnational Governance explains his analysis of differentiated integration as being 

made up of three parts: ‘time, space, and matter’, while Brigid Laffan, Director of the 

Robert Schuman Centre at EUI, explains the differences between internal, external, and 
hybrid forms of differentiation. 

 

The video is available at: https://youtu.be/qPS4Kf1nL8g  

 

InDivEU Stakeholder Forum V: Finland 

Date 28 January 2021 

Location Online 

https://youtu.be/qPS4Kf1nL8g
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Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, European University Institute, 

Finnish Institute of International Affairs 

Type of activity Closed-door workshop 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, business and 

interest groups, media 

 

Report 

The Finnish Stakeholder Forum was the fifth in a series of 7 Stakeholder Forums aimed 

at gathering insights about what national stakeholders think of Differentiated 

Integration, with a particular focus on three dimensions: feasibility, desirability and 

sustainability. The event was co-organised by the Finnish Institute of International 

Affairs (FIIA), the Trans European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) and the Robert 

Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies at the European University Institute (EUI).  

The workshop was facilitated by Dr Saila Heinikoski, Senior Researcher in the European 

Union Programme at FIIA. Due to Coronavirus restrictions the event took place online 

via Microsoft Teams. 10 Finnish stakeholders took part in the discussion, representing 

different societal sectors: policy makers, businesses, media, and academia and think 

tanks. 

The key takeaways from the Finnish Stakeholder Forum can be summarised as follows:  

• Feasibility of Differentiated Integration (DI): Stakeholders generally agreed 

that DI is easier to achieve than uniform integration, especially when member 

states have different capacities and/or interests. A peculiar feature of the Finnish 

political debate seems to be that (differentiated) integration initiatives are 

assessed through a security lens, which tends to set Finland apart from the other 

Nordic countries. An underlying tension was highlighted by the stakeholders: on 

the one hand, Finland strives to remain part of the core Europe in order not to be 

left out of important decisions, while on the other hand it is pulled towards the 

‘Nordic block’ and therefore opposes integration in certain fields considered 

sensitive, such as welfare and social policy. In conclusion, the success of 

differentiated integration seems to rest, according to the stakeholders, in the 

flexibility of this tool, that allows moving integration forward in a pragmatic way.  

• Desirability of DI: The majority of stakeholders had a neutral stance on the 

desirability of DI, and it was highlighted that DI can have both advantages and 

disadvantages. On the one hand, DI allows moving integration forward when 

conditions for uniform integration are not favourable. Similarly, it can be used to 

safeguard current integration levels by keeping reluctant members in. On the 
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other hand, however, DI also risks leading to the exclusion of certain member 

states, and poses problems in terms of solidarity between member states and 

equality between member states’ citizens. Overall, participants agreed that the 

desirability of DI varies across policy areas, and that DI should be intended as a 

tool rather than as an objective or end point.  

• Sustainability of DI: Stakeholders agreed that Differentiated Integration is likely 

to remain a permanent future of the EU in the foreseeable future. Certain 

developments, such as divisive influences of foreign actors and increasingly 

divergent visions of EU values by the member states, could even increase the 

desire for differentiation. At the same time, Brexit can be considered as a limiting 

factor for the growth of DI – it was observed that the UK’s remaining in the EU 

could potentially have led to the creation of a permanent two-tier Europe. 

Despite the spill-over effects and issues of equality between members states that 

DI creates, there was consensus among the stakeholders that the EU will need 

more flexibility in the future, and DI is seen as a tool to enable that flexibility.  

The full report of the Stakeholder Forum can be downloaded at: 

https://bit.ly/3kWn2IF  

 

InDivEU Stakeholder Forum VI: Spain 

Date 2 February 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, European University Institute, 
Elcano Royal Institute 

Type of activity Closed-door workshop 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, business and 
interest groups 

 

Report 

The Spanish Stakeholder Forum was the sixth in a series of 7 Stakeholder Forums aimed 

at gathering insights about what national stakeholders think of Differentiated 

Integration, with a particular focus on three dimensions: feasibility, desirability and 

sustainability. The event was co-organised by the Elcano Royal Institute, the Trans 

European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) and the Robert Schuman Centre for 
Advanced Studies at the European University Institute (EUI).  

https://bit.ly/3kWn2IF
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The workshop was facilitated by Prof. Ilke Toygür, Analyst at the Elcano Royal Institute 

and Adjunct Professor at the University Carlos III of Madrid. Due to Covid-related 

restrictions, the event took place online via Zoom. 19 Spanish stakeholders took part in 

the discussion, representing different societal sectors: policy makers and civil servants, 
businesses and interest groups, and academia and think tanks. 

The key takeaways from the Spanish Stakeholder Forum can be summarised as follows:  

• Feasibility of Differentiated Integration (DI): Stakeholders agreed that 

Differentiated Integration is easier to achieve than uniform integration and that, 

in a Union as diverse as today’s EU, it would be very difficult to pursue uniform 

integration. In some cases, it was highlighted, DI is also favoured by political 

leaders because it allows postponing difficult political decisions.  

• Desirability of DI: DI was not seen as desirable per se, mainly because of its 

consequences on the complexity of decision making and solidarity between 

member states. However, from a pragmatic perspective, stakeholders seemed to 

accept that in some cases DI is necessary to move integration forward while at 

the same time accommodating the EU’s diversity. An aspect that was highlighted 

was that, compared to uniform integration, DI projects to the external world the 

image of a divided European Union, thus weakening the EU’s position in the 

global arena.  

• Sustainability of DI: Stakeholders agreed that with an increasingly large and 

diverse Union, DI is most probably a long-term phenomenon. Stakeholders also 

referred to a spiral of differentiation generating more differentiation: the 

integration of certain member states in a policy area fosters the development of 

common norms and a common identity that can widen the gap between the 

insiders and the outsiders. Looking at the future, stakeholders stressed the 

importance of mechanisms that would enable the EU to remain flexible without 

relinquishing its fundamental principles and falling into a cherry-picking 

scenario.  

The full report of the Stakeholder Forum can be downloaded at: 

https://bit.ly/3uuI44u  

 

InDivEU Stakeholder Forum VII: France 

Date 9 February 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, European University Institute, 
Centre international de formation européenne 

https://bit.ly/3uuI44u
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Type of activity Closed-door workshop 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, business and 
interest groups, civil society organisations 

 

Report 

The French Stakeholder Forum was the last in a series of 7 Stakeholder Forums aimed 

at gathering insights about what national stakeholders think of Differentiated 

Integration, with a particular focus on three dimensions: feasibility, desirability and 

sustainability. The event was co-organised by the Centre international de formation 

européenne (CIFE) the Trans European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) and the 

Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies at the European University Institute 
(EUI). 

The workshop was facilitated by Tatjana Kuhn, Project manager and Research Associate 

at CIFE, and Dr. Florent Marciaq, Senior Fellow at CIFE. Due to Coronavirus restrictions 

the event took place online via Zoom. 14 French stakeholders took part in the 

discussion, representing different sectors of society: policy makers and civil servants, 

businesses and interest groups, civil society organisations, and academia and think 
tanks. 

The key takeaways from the French Stakeholder Forum can be summarised as follows:  

• Feasibility of Differentiated Integration (DI): For both the policy areas 

analysed (migration policy, and foreign and defence policy), the stakeholders’ 

assessment was mixed. On the one hand, in both areas DI is sometimes a 

necessity, given that the diverging member states’ preferences make uniform 

integration impossible. On the other hand, some factors hinder the feasibility of 

DI in these areas: in migration, the full deployment of DI is seen as not very likely 

because of the implications on solidarity between the member states; in foreign 

policy, the EU-27 speaking with one voice is often seen as a pre-condition for 

effectiveness.  

• Desirability of DI: Stakeholders were quite divided on this matter. For some, DI 

greatly enhances the EU’s capacity to deliver in concrete policy areas and thus 

has the potential to increase citizens’ support for the European project. It also 

allows willing member states to go further in integration without being blocked 

by more reluctant members and allows non-member states to be integrated in 

certain EU policies (external DI). For others, DI risks undermining the EU’s role 

and credibility on the international scene, or even leading to disintegration. 

While recognising that DI can be an effective tool in the short term, those 

stakeholders underlined the dangers of long-term differentiation.  
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• Sustainability of DI: Stakeholders agreed that DI cannot be used in a sustainable 

manner in certain policy fields, such as migration policies, because of the 

implications for solidarity between member states. It was also argued that, in 

foreign policy, the EU loses credibility when it is not able to present a common 

approach to the external world. Therefore, while recognising the usefulness of DI 

in the short term, stakeholders stressed the importance of a common vision 

shared by all member states, with the ultimate goal of uniform integration.  

The full report of the Stakeholder Forum can be downloaded at: 
https://bit.ly/39TCbEi  

 

Seminar: EU Member States’ Positions on Differentiated 

Integration. What Do Government’s Say They Want? 

Date 24 February 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible European University Institute  

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Academic and researchers 

 

Speakers 

• Claudia Badulescu 

• Stefan Telle 

• Daniel Fernandes 

Report 

This seminar discussed a recent InDivEU paper by Claudia Badulescu, Stefan Telle and 

Daniel Fernandes that looked at member states’ governments’ preferences with regard 

to Differentiated Integration. The literature on DI suggests that demand for 

differentiation is rooted in the heterogeneity of EU member states’ preferences, 

capacities, and dependence. The sources of heterogeneity are traced to differences in 

size, wealth, and identity of the member states. The paper uses new data from 27 MS on 

expressed governmental preferences to test some of the associated hypotheses. It seeks 

to contribute to the literature in three ways: First, rather than focusing on the existing 

degree of legal differentiation, the paper focuses on what governments say they want. 

https://bit.ly/39TCbEi
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Second, the existing literature has focused mainly on differentiation originating in 

demand for less integration. This paper draws a clearer distinction between DI 

originating in demand for less integration and DI originating in demand for more 

integration. Demand for less integration relates to the opt-out mechanism, while 

demand for more integration relates to the enhanced cooperation mechanism. Finally, 

the paper distinguishes between expressed preferences for differentiation at the policy 

level and at the polity level. What governments want with regard to a specific policy 

may be very different from what they want with regard to other policies and with 
regard to European integration as a whole. 

 

InDivEU Conference on Brexit 

Date 15 April 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible University of Aberdeen  

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Academic and researchers, policy makers and practitioners, civil society 

organisations and citizens 

 

Agenda 

10.00 - 11.00: What sort of Brexit does the public want? | Simon Hix (LSE) 

11.30 - 12.30: Brexit and the Nations | Michael Keating (University of Aberdeen) 

12.30 - 13.00: Summing up, discussion and some thoughts on Wales | Daniel Wincott 
(Cardiff University) 

14.00 - 15.00: Scotland | Nicola McEwen (University of Edinburgh) 

15.30 - 16.30: Ireland and Northern Ireland | Mary C. Murphy (University College Cork) 

16.30 - 17.00: Summing up and discussion | Sionaidh Douglas-Scott (Queen Mary 
University of London) 

Report 

The conference focused on the impact of Brexit on the devolution settlements in the 

United Kingdom. The premise was that devolution to Scotland, Northern Ireland and 
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Wales was sustained in important ways by membership of the European Union. It was 

organised by the Centre on Constitutional Change in Edinburgh and held on-line. 

Michael Keating argued that both the United Kingdom and the EU are plurinational 

unions, in which demos (the people), telos (purpose), ethos (foundational values) and 

sovereignty are all contested and never resolved but continually negotiated. EU 

membership provided a source of ideas and discursive space for ideas of divided and 

shared sovereignty, which also underpin devolution. Brexit, on the other hand, is 

premised on the reassertion of a unitary, sovereign state. The EU provided for an 

internal market within the UK itself, so allowing for a less restrictive internal settlement 

that would otherwise have been possible. It also allowed for the opening of the border 

between the two parts of Ireland, thus underpinning the Northern Ireland settlement. 

Brexit has destabilised the UK union and provoked both a rise in separatist sentiment 

and a recentralisation on the part of the UK Government.  

Simon Hix presented the results of a survey on the trade-offs which citizens would make 

between access to the European Internal Market and recovering sovereignty. Brexit 

supporters prioritise sovereignty over market access. This concern with sovereignty is 

most pronounced in England. Scottish voters are more supportive of being in the EU, as 

they were in the 2016 referendum. More than English voters, they also prioritise access 

to the market rather than sovereignty concerns.  

Nicola McEwen examined the link between Scottish independence and Europe. While 

Scottish nationalists had been rather hostile to the European project in the 1970s, they 

had changed their position during the 1980s. The project of Scottish independence itself 

had always been ambivalent, with sections of nationalism arguing for a new form of 

union rather than statehood in the classic sense. This has linked to ideas of post-

sovereignty, rooted in European practice. As a result, Scottish nationalism is now 

associated with ideas of divided and shared sovereignty, in contrast to the new British 

nationalism represented by Brexit and associated with traditional, absolute ideas of 
national and parliamentary sovereignty.  

Mary Murphy explored the role of Europe in underpinning the Northern Ireland 

political settlement. The European Internal Market had opened the border, so 

accommodating one of the main issues in contention. EU membership had also brought 

the governments of Ireland and the UK into regular contact. While nationalists in 

Northern Ireland had overwhelmingly voted for Remain, the unionist community, under 

the influence of the Democratic Unionist Party, had voted by a majority for Leave. 

Closure of the Irish border was avoided only by the Protocol to the withdrawal 

agreement, which effectively imposed a regulatory and customs border between 

Northern Ireland and Great Britain, a move that was not acceptable to unionists.  
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Daniel Wincott commented on the implications of Brexit for Wales and for England. 

While Wales had voted Leave by a small majority, the pro-Remain minority had 

registered a significant rise in support for independence. The Labour-controlled Welsh 

Government was exploring ways of reconstructing the UK union. In England, support for 
Leave was associated with strong English (as opposed to British) identity. 

Sionaidh Douglas-Scott presented a review of interpretations of sovereignty, arguing 

against the traditional, monist view. Drawing on experiences of the British Empire and 

Commonwealth, as well as European developments, she argued that the arguments for 

Brexit as a means of restoring sovereignty represented a misreading of constitutional 
and political traditions in these islands and associated territories. 

 

Wincott and Douglas-Scott’s presentations were commentaries on the themes and on 

the papers. The papers by Keating, McEwen and Murphy are being published in a special 

issue of Territory, Politics, Governance, edited by Keating. Hix’s paper is under review for 
the InDivEU-based special issue of European Union Politics 

 

InDivEU closed-door meeting with the European Economic 

and Social Committee 

Date 28 May 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association  

Type of activity Closed-door discussion 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, business and interest groups, civil society 

organisations and citizens 

 

Speakers 

• Brigid Laffan (EUI) 

• Frank Schimmelfennig (ETH Zürich) 

• Catherine de Vries (Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam) 

• Giulia Bonacquisti (TEPSA) 
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Report 

On 28 May 2021, InDivEU researchers had the chance to present the preliminary results 

of their research to members and officials from the three groups of the European 
Economic and Social Committee. 

Prof. Brigid Laffan (European University Institute, InDivEU coordinator) presented 

the InDivEU project to the EESC members. She outlined InDivEU’s building blocks, 

underlining that the project is designed to build on a bottom-up approach with four 

main elements: 1) Foundations of Differentiated Integration, 2) Evolution, 3) Zooming-
in in particular policy areas, 4) Policy Advice and Designs on DI. 

Prof. Frank Schimmelfennig (ETH Zurich, InDivEU scientific lead) provided an 

overview of the causes and consequences of Differentiated Integration (DI). He 

presented the distinction between Internal Differentiation (member states do not 

participate in all EU policies) and External Differentiation (non-member states 

participate in individual EU policies). Prof Schimmelfennig then explained different 

patterns of DI: Multi-speed integration (differentiation is temporary), Multi-tier 

integration (durable, core vs. periphery countries) and Multi-menu integration (durable, 

varying groups of members across policies). He underlined that, according to his 

research, there are two sorts of heterogeneity that drive DI: 1) based on different 

economic preferences and capacities and 2) based on different ideological preferences 

and identities. 

Prof. Catherine De Vries (Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam and Università 

Bocconi) gave a presentation on public preferences for Differentiated Integration. 

When it comes to DI preferences and their drivers, her research investigates 

determinants of those preferences and examines if patterns in public opinion are 

mirrored by political parties and governments. 

Giulia Bonacquisti (Trans European Policy Studies Association) presented the 

findings of a consultation that was conducted within the InDivEu project among 

national stakeholders in 7 EU Member States (Estonia, Finland, France, the Netherlands, 

Poland, Slovakia, and Spain). The aim was to gather insights from the national 

stakeholders on DI with a particular focus on 3 dimensions: feasibility, desirability and 

sustainability of DI. These consultations involved a wide range of national stakeholders 

like policy makers and civil servants, academics, business and interest groups, media 

and civil society. Methods used were participatory workshops, brainstorming groups, 
real-time polls, surveys. 

The presentations were followed by a discussion with members of the EESC about the 

pros and cons of Differentiated Integration and its implications for the Future of Europe. 
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Panel on ‘Differentiated Integration and the Future of 

Europe’, TEPSA Slovenian Pre-Presidency Conference 

Date 18 June 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association 

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners, academics and researchers, media, civil 

society organisations and citizens 

 

Speakers 

• Keynote speech: Dubravka Šuica (Vice-President of the European Commission) 

• Sandra Kröger (University of Exeter) 

• Matteo Bonomi (IAI) 

• Magdalena Gora (Jagiellonian University Krakow) 

Moderator: Michael Kaeding (TEPSA & University of Duisburg-Essen) 

Report 

In the framework of the Horizon 2020 project ‘InDivEU - Integrating Diversity in the 

European Union’, on 18 June 2021 TEPSA organised a panel on ‘The Future of Europe’ at 

its Slovenian Pre-Presidency Conference (PPC), held on the occasion of the incoming 

Slovenian Presidency of the Council of the EU. 

 

http://indiveu.eui.eu/
http://indiveu.eui.eu/
http://www.tepsa.eu/pre-presidency-conferences/
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The PPC is TEPSA’s biannual flagship event, taking place right before the inauguration 

of each new Council Presidency. Bringing together academics, think tankers, policy 

makers, media and civil society, the conference aims to discuss the agenda and 

challenges of the upcoming Presidency and of the EU more broadly. Due to the current 

restrictions in place because of the Covid-19 pandemic, the conference was held in a 

virtual format. 

The aim of this panel was to answer a number of key questions about the Future of 

Europe and the concept of Differentiated Integration, with a special focus on the 

Conference on the Future of Europe and the extent to which it is a viable tool for 
European reform, and on what citizens and governments want for the future of Europe. 

Commissioner Dubravka Šuica underlined the importance of the ambitions presented 

by the Slovenian EU Council Presidency that are summed up in three words: ‘Together. 

Resilient. Europe.’. Ms Šuica then linked these ambitions with her Portfolio on 

Democracy and Demography, highlighting that bringing citizens to the heart of the EU 

policy-making reinforces EU democracy and makes it resilient in face of many 

challenges. She supports the initiative of the Conference on the Future of Europe and 

believes that it could bring the EU closer to its citizens. Commissioner Šuica added that 

the EU must address common challenges together, particularly taking into 

consideration the emerging opportunities of the EU’s green and digital transitions. 

Dr Sandra Kröger provided an overview of the main benefits and risks of DI. According 

to her research, one of the main benefits of DI is the fact that it works as a pragmatic 

compromise and as a push towards more integration. DI can also provide more efficient 

policy solutions and overall improves the efficient functioning of the EU. Moreover, DI 

can be regarded as a potentially fair arrangement that fosters equality by 

acknowledging that uniform rules and policies may deepen, rather than overcome, 

inequalities. She continued with presenting the risks of DI and highlighted that DI often 

sets Member States (MS) on different paths of policy and institutional development, 

challenges the principle of legal unity and exacerbates legal fragmentation. 

Furthermore, DI can give rise to domination by creating power asymmetries between 

MS. It can also undermine democratic self-rule and lead to division between MS which 

might result in the weakening of mutual trust. 

Secondly, Dr Kroger focused on public opinion and political parties’ position on DI. She 

highlighted that right-wing parties tend to be more supportive of DI than left or the 

centre parties, and that citizens with stronger support for equality tend to be less in 

favour of DI. Regarding the geographical distribution of DI preferences, Dr Kroger 

underlined a gap between Northern and Eastern European citizens on the one hand, and 

Southern European citizens on the other hand: Greece, Spain and Portugal appear to be 

by far the most DI-sceptic countries. In her conclusion, Dr Kroger highlighted that whilst 
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in general there is fair support for a more flexible Europe amongst the public and party 

actors, there is very little tolerance for the rule of law to be part of that flexibility. 

Dr Matteo Bonomi highlighted a number of reasons why the EU needs reforms, and 

explained the importance of the Conference on the Future of Europe in this context. He 

highlighted that citizens’ voices must be heard and addressed during, but more 

importantly after, the Conference. When addressing the question of DI and the 

Conference on the Future of Europe, Dr Bonomi underlined that differentiation is not a 

synonym of division but rather a necessary step towards a common political project and 

a device that can make the EU a more relevant, effective and legitimate actor. According 

to him, the Conference on the Future of Europe is the right setting to present and 

delineate such a project. 

Dr Magdalena Góra presented the views from national parliaments on EU reforms and 

DI. Her research is focused on how the national parliaments envision the constitutional-

democratic outline of the EU in the future, and how the EU is envisaged in parliaments 

in terms of the relationship between integration and differentiation and in relation to 

the question of dominance. These questions were examined in the period from 2015 to 

2019, and one of the main conclusions is that the reform processes (concerning the 

institutional set-up of the EU polity) were less debated in this period. Instead, actors 

were focused on policies requiring immediate and necessary reforms so, according to 

Dr Gora, it is expected that the Conference on the Future of Europe will be driven by 

similar dynamics. She also underlined the risk that populist actors will use this 

Conference as a vehicle to prove that the EU is impotent. At the same time, the 

Conference itself can raise hopes and expectations among citizens.  

The presentations were followed by discussion that focused on a number of topics, 

including: possible applications of DI in the fields of human rights and enlargement; the 
link between the DI and the rule of law; present and future interests of the EU;  

The recording of the panel is available at: https://youtu.be/FbeJUO5ZhHY  

 

InDivEU dialogue with national parliaments: Austria 

Date 24 September 2021 

Location Vienna, Austria 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, Institute for Advanced Studies  

Type of activity Closed-door discussion 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners 

https://youtu.be/FbeJUO5ZhHY
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Agenda 

10:00 – 10.10 Welcome by IHS General Secretary Dr. Eva Liebmann-Pesendorfer 

10:10 – 10.30 Introduction of the InDivEU Project by Professor Frank Schimmelfennig 

10.30 – 10.50 Discussion 

10.50 – 11.00 Coffee Break 

11.00 – 11.20 Presentation of comparative InDivEU findings by Dr Stefan Telle 

11.20 – 11.40 Discussion 

11.40 – 12.00 Presentation country report Austria by Dr Katrin Auel 

12.00 – 12.30 Discussion and Conclusions 

12.30 – 14.00 Lunch 

Report 

On 24 September 2021, TEPSA and its Austrian member institute, the Institute for 

Advanced Studies, organised a closed-door discussion between InDivEU project 

researchers and Members of the Austrian Parliament in Vienna. This event is part of a 

series of InDivEU dialogues with members of the national parliaments’ Committees on 

European affairs, coordinated by the Trans European Policy Studies Association 

(TEPSA). These dialogues serve to ensure that InDivEU findings and recommendations 

are brought to the attention of national policymakers. 

Following a welcome by the General Secretary of the IHS, Dr Eva Liebmann-

Pesendorfer, Prof. Frank Schimmelfennig introduced the InDivEU project. In his 

presentation, he gave a short overview over the main research questions, aims and 

results of the project. In particular, he outlined the development regarding 

differentiated integration both regarding the Treaties as well as secondary EU law. 

Although the number of differentiations has increased over the course of European 

integration, Prof. Schimmelfennig stressed that the overall level of differentiated 

integration had remained rather stable relative to the growth of the EU’s membership, 

policy portfolio and legal production. In addition, the project’s findings show that 

differentiated integration is predominantly multi-speed integration, i.e., Member States 

reaching integration steps at different times, typically originated in enlargement, 

focused on internal market policies, and mainly affected newer Southern and Eastern 

Member States. Prof. Schimmelfennig also touched upon the question of public opinion 

on differentiated integration, showing that, overall, differentiated integration enjoys 
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strong and growing support among EU citizens, albeit with differences between 

Member States and at the individual level. 

Dr Stefan Telle (Research associate at the Robert Schuman Centre and member of 

InDivEU) followed with a presentation in the main findings regarding the salience of 

and position on differentiated integration among executive and legislative actors within 

the member states. The findings are based on an analysis, conducted by country 

specialists, of government programs, programmatic speeches, and parliamentary 
debates over the past 20 years in the 27 Member States. 

As Dr Telle outlined, differentiated integration is not a very salient topic for national 

government or parliaments during the period under observation. It gained attention 

especially in the context of Treaty changes, European crises, or specific policy 

initiatives. In addition, and in contrast to public opinion, differentiated integration both 

as a process (for example in the sense of a ‘Europe of different speeds’) and as a result 

(for example in the form of a ‘core Europe’) is assessed rather negatively on average by 

national policy makers. At the same time, however, the findings showed clear 

differences between the Member States. With regard to specific instruments of 

differentiated integration, Dr Telle showed that ‘enhanced cooperation’ among of a 

group of Member States is seen much more positively overall than exemptions from 

Community law for individual member states in the form of ‘opt-outs’. As he explained, 

the different positions of the member states cannot be traced back to characteristics 

such as size or economic strength, but rather seem to be based on the expected effects 

of differentiated integration on the legitimacy and efficiency of European politics. In 

addition, he highlighted Member States’ ‘integration experiences’ and different ‘visions 
of the EU’ as explanatory factors.  

These findings were also confirmed by Dr Katrin Auel (Head of Research Unit 

‘European Governance, Public Finance and Labour Markets at the IHS), who presented 

the results of her study on Austria. While specific instances of policy integration were, of 

course, very salient for Austrian policy makers, differentiated integration as a more 

general topic had come up only very infrequently in both government speeches and 

parliamentary debates since 2004. Overall, her analysis showed that most Austrian 

parties were not in favour of differentiated integration. Rather, as Auel highlighted, the 

speeches and debates indicated that the vision of most parties for the EU was that of a 

community of Member States with the same rights and responsibilities, where opt-outs 

were often seen as ‘cherry picking’. As also evident from Prof. Schimmelfennig’s 

research, she underlined, integration of Austria in the EU has, with very few exceptions, 

never been strongly differentiated. Austria has, as part of the European core, actively 

participated in all aspects of the integration process, including those in the context of 

enhanced cooperation or the European Common Security and Defence Policy and 
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PESCO, despite and within the limits of its constitutionally guaranteed neutrality. 

Differentiated integration, Dr Auel found, is therefore only occasionally supported as 

the second-best option for an EU-wide provision as, for example, in the case of the 

financial transaction tax.  

The presentations were followed by a lively discussion with the parliamentary 

participants, who addressed a broad range of topics related to differentiated integration 

and the findings of the InDivEU project. These included aspects of public opinion, for 

example whether public support for differentiated integration could be interpreted as a 

sign of decreasing public support for EU integration or whether differentiated 

integration, and especially opt-outs, by contrast, rather fostered a lack of identification 

with the EU project among citizens. Participants also addressed the difficulty of 

conveying highly complex issues such as differentiated integration to citizens. In 

addition, some participants stressed that in their personal experience citizens never 

expressed support for an Austrian opt-out in a specific policy field. Rather, citizens 

seemed to support Austria taking part in all aspects of EU integration even though 

Austria’s neutrality remains a difficult and sensitive aspect regarding the EU’s common 

defence policy. Other participants, by contrast, raised the growing tensions between 

increasing integration – or centralisation – in the EU, on the one hand, and national 

democratic processes, on the other hand, tensions that also resulted in decreasing 

public support for EU integration. Participants were also interested in the project’s 

findings regarding the framing of different instruments of differentiated integration in 

political debates. Finally, much of the discussion focused on the general desirability of 

differentiated integration, and especially on whether differentiated integration should 

be considered as an expression of as well as a means of safeguarding the EU’s 

fundamental value of diversity and as a complement to the EU’s principle of 

subsidiarity. In this context, participants also debated whether the EU is or should be 

undergoing a more fundamental transformation towards more differentiated 

integration as a result of increasing deep conflicts between Member States as evidenced 

most recently in the debates on the multi-annual financial framework and 

NextGenerationEU, but also regarding Schengen and migration and asylum policy.  

 

InDivEU workshop: ‘External Differentiated Integration 

Date 11 October 2021 

Location Istanbul, Turkey 

Partner responsible Sabanci University  

Type of activity Public 
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Target audiences Academics and researchers 

 

Speakers 

• Meltem Muftuler-Bac, Professor, Sabanci University, Istanbul Turkey 

• Michael Keating, Professor, University of Aberdeen, Scotland 

• Simon Hix, Professor, LSE and European University Institute 

• Christian Frommelt, Liechtenstein Institute 

• John Erik Fossum, Professor, Arena, University of Oslo 

• Virginia Crespi- De Valldaura, PhD Candidate at London School of Economics 

• Joanne Scott, Professor, European University Institute 

• Damla Cihangir Tetik, Assistant Professor, Istanbul University 

 

Report 

A workshop on pulling the threads together on External Differentiated Integration was 

held in Istanbul on 11 October 2021 at Sabanci University. The workshop was organized 

by Meltem Muftuler-Bac, who was physically present together with Michael Keating, the 

work package leader for WP6 at University of Aberdeen. The workshop’s main 

discussion revolved around the UK’s relations with the EU following Brexit and around 

a comparative analysis of external differentiation bringing together all the cases 

examined by the InDivEU project. 

 

InDivEU workshop: ‘Citizens and the European Union: a 

complicated relationship’ 

Date 13 October 2021 

Location Amsterdam, the Netherlands 

Partner responsible Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam  

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Academics and researchers, policy makers and practitioners, citizens, media 
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Agenda 

09:15 – 11:00 Panel 1: Euroskepticism 

Chair: Ben Crum   

Discussant: Lisanne de Blok 

Dimiter Toshkov and Andre Krouwel - Beyond the U-Curve: Citizen and Party 
Preferences on European Integration in Multidimensional Political Spaces  

Andre Krouwel and Jan Willem van Prooijen - The New European Order: Euroscepticism 

and Conspiracy-Belief 

Katjana Gattermann - Polity, politics or policy? Voters’ information preferences during 
European Parliament election campaigns  

11:45 – 13:30 Panel 2:  Integration preferences 

Chair: Lisanne de Blok    

Discussant: Catherine de Vries & Maurits Meijers 

Stefan Telle, Lisanne de Blok, Catherine de Vries, and Lorenzo Cicchi - Elite-Mass 

linkages in the preference formation on differentiated integration 

Giorgio Malet and Stefanie Walter - Recalibrating the costs of non-cooperation: How 
Brexit affects preferences towards European integration in non-member states 

Nikoleta Yordanova, Anastasia Ershova and Aleksandra Khokhlova - Curb EU 
Enthusiasm: Categorising the Commission’s legislative ambition 

14:30 – 16:15 Panel 3: Public support for specific EU policies 

Chair: Catherine de Vries   

Discussant: Giorgio Malet 

Brian Burgoon - What kind of EU fiscal capacity? Evidence from a randomized survey 
experiment in five European countries in times of corona.  

Max Heermann, Sebastian Koos & Dirk Leuffen - Fair for Everybody? Citizens’ 
evaluations of differentiated integration in the EU 

Maurits Meijers, Björn Bremer, Theresa Kuhn, and Francesco Nicoli - Party Cues and 

Support for Eurobonds. A Survey Experiment in Five Countries 

17:00 – 18:00 Roundtable: Public Opinion and Brexit  
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With Stefanie Walter, Sara Hobolt, and Brigid Laffan 

Chaired by Brian Burgoon 

Report 

On 13 October 2021, the work package 3 (WP3) team of the Integrating Diversity in the 

European Union (InDivEU) project organized a hybrid workshop on EU public opinion 

in Amsterdam, with a particular focus on public support for differentiated integration 

(DI). The aim of the workshop was three-fold. First, to allow for the presentation of the 

research findings by the various researchers working on the project, shedding light on 

both the citizens’, parties’ and governments’ perspectives on DI. Second, to connect 

these findings to broader research agendas and ongoing research within the field. Third, 

to extend the outreach of our findings beyond the academic world, focusing specifically  

In the first panel, Dimiter Toshkov (Leiden University) explored the complexities of 

support for European integration on the ideological spectrum. André Krouwel (Vrije 

University Amsterdam) discuss the relevance of psychological factors that may explain 

the link between Euroscepticism and conspiracy thinking. Katjana Gattermann 

(University of Amsterdam) discussed what kind of information European voters prefer 

prior to European Parliament election day when it comes to polity, politics or policy. 

In the second panel, Stefan Telle and Lorenzo Cicchi (European University Institute)  

addressed public preferences about differentiated integration among governments, 

political parties and citizens. Giorgio Malet (University of Zurich) discussed  how 

withdrawal from the EU (Brexit) affects contestation of the EU in non-member 

countries, and to what extent non-EU countries with close ties to EU learn from non-

cooperative challenges and the EU’s response to them to recalibrate the costs of non-

cooperation. Nikoleta Yordanova (Leiden University) explored whether and to what 

extent the European Commission responds to public opinion across policies and across 
time. 

In the third panel, Brian Burgoon (University of Amsterdam), discussed the conditions 

under which citizens accept EU budgetary instruments to combat adverse temporary or 

permanent economic shocks hitting member states. Dirk Leuffen (University of 

Konstanz) addressed the ‘redistribution to’ side of public support, which contrasts 

much existing literature that focuses on ‘redistribution from’. Maurits Meijers (Radboud 

University) and Theresa Kuhn (University of Amsterdam) discussed how partisan 

cueing affects these preferences, in Europe’s multi-level context and on a highly salient 

and polarized issue such as Eurobonds. 

The conference ended with a round-table on public opinion and Brexit. Sara Hobolt 

(London School of Economics and Political Science) argued that the British electorate is 
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still split over Brexit, which has become less of a salient issue, but still shapes many 

opinions in various ways. Stefanie Walter (University of Zurich) discussed public 

opinion on Brexit within the EU-27. Brigid Laffan (European University Institute) 

addressed the fundamental shift in power internal to external differentiation during 
Brexit negotiations.  

The recording of the workshop is available at: 

https://vimeo.com/event/1340571/4db9f13ab5  

 

InDivEU workshop: ‘New legal issues of Differentiated 

Integration’ 

Date 10 November 

Location Florence 

Partner responsible European University Institute  

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Academics and researchers 

 

Agenda 

9.15 - 9.30 Opening 

9.30 - 10.15 The law as tool and constraint of differentiated integration,  Bruno De 

Witte | European University Institute 

10.15 - 11.00 Constitutional standards of democracy and accountability in 

differentiated integration, Deirdre Curtin and Maria Patrin| European University 
Institute 

11.15 - 12.00 Structural principles of EU law and differentiated integration, Alberto 

Miglio | University of Turin 

12.00 - 13.00 Do EU fundamental rights prompt or limit differentiated integration?, 
Mark Dawson | Hertie School and Elena Bertolini | Higher Regional Court of Berlin 

14.00 - 14.45 The feasibility of enhanced cooperation on the Pact on migration and 
asylum, Emanuela Pistoia | University of Teramo 

https://vimeo.com/event/1340571/4db9f13ab5
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14.45 - 15.30 Differentiated integration and the Banking Union, Diane Fromage | 

Sciences Po Paris 

15.45 - 16.30 National constitutional limits to differentiated integration, Jan-Herman 
Reestman | University of Amsterdam 

16.30 - 17.15 The legal framework of external differentiation, Joanne Scott and Luigi 

Pedreschi | European University Institute 

17.15 - 18.00 Wider Europe: the extension of the EU’s legal space,Alessandro Petti | 

European University Institute 

18.00 Conclusions 

Report 

The workshop ‘New legal issues of Differentiated Integration’, organised in the 

framework of the InDivEU project, took place on 10 November at the European 

University Institute. The morning session of the workshop dealt with general aspects of 

internal differentiation (between EU member states), whereas the afternoon session 

addressed differentiated integration in particular policy areas as well as external 

differentiation (in the relations between the EU and third countries). The workshop was 

primarily an occasion for the researchers participating in Work Package 2 on Legal 

Feasibility and Constitutional Acceptability of Differentiated Integration to discuss the 

outcome of their work. Project members presented their reports and/or related 

publications. In order to enrich the debate, other scholars working on differentiated 

integration were invited to present their research or to act as discussants. 

 

InDivEU dialogue with national policy makers: Slovenia 

Date 15 November 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, University of Ljubljana  

Type of activity Closed-door discussion 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners 

 

Speakers 

• Jerneja Jug Jerše, European Commission 
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• Valentina Grganovic, TEPSA 

• Paolo Chiocchetti, EUI 

• Maja Bučar, University of Ljubljana 

Report 

The Centre of International Relations (University of Ljubljana) organised, in cooperation 

with TEPSA, an event to present the main objectives and results of the InDivEU project, 

especially the findings on Member States’ positions with a special focus on Slovenia, and 

to discuss them with Slovenian officials and policy makers. Participants included 

Slovenian officials from the European Commission representation in Ljubljana, 

representatives from the European Parliament (including one MEP) and from the 

national Parliament. 

The Head of the European Commission Representation to the Republic of Slovenia, Dr. 

Jerneja Jug Jerše welcomed the participants by highlighting the relevance of such 

debate in the context of the Conference on the Future of Europe. She outlined that while 

differentiated integration has made us more connected, recalling the slogan ‘united in 

diversity’, respect of European values should remain a uniform basis. It was followed by 

a presentation of the InDivEU project by Valentina Grganović (TEPSA), who also 

emphasised how important research on the cases and effects of differentiated 

integration is to understand its current and future impact on European integration.  

Dr. Paolo Chiocchetti (European University Institute) introduced the main findings 

and recommendations of the InDivEU project, including an overview of the past and 

future trends where he stressed that the level of differentiation is likely to either 

stagnate or increase with enlargement and / or Eurosceptic public opinions and 

governments. The analysis of differentiated integration in terms of strengths and 

weaknesses also led to the formulation of general recommendations. While the 

introduction of differentiations can be very suitable when countries have radically 

different needs or preferences and to avoid political paralysis, it is not adapted to issues 

requiring uniform regulation (e.g. fundamental EU values and principles). He therefore 

advised for the use of design features that would improve desirability of differentiated 
schemes and avoid detrimental applications.   

Dr. Maja Bučar presented the key findings of the Slovenian country case, which she 

prepared together with Dr. Boštjan Udovič. Their assumption that differentiated 

integration is a concept not well-known and only seldom debated in Slovenian politics 

was proved correct by the data analysis they conducted. The empirical data was 

provided by the CLARIN project, where corpus of texts of parliamentary meetings from 

1990 to 2018 was examined for the frequency of appearance of the key words of 

differentiated integration. Also text analysis of prime ministers’ speeches and coalition 
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agreements was performed. Slovenian politics is unified in a belief that the country 

should seek to be part of the EU core countries and participate fully in the ever-closer 

integration, yet this does not result in sufficient efforts to increase the capacity to 

implement joint policies.  

The presentations were followed by a discussion that focused mainly on how to address 

heterogeneity between preferences, capacities and interests of Member States, and how 

to understand the relationship between differentiated integration and other tools such 

as subsidiarity. Here, the importance of (combinable) flexibility tools was highlighted, 

the limit being if they are used to undermine credible commitments between Member 
States. 

 

InDivEU dialogue with national parliaments: Estonia 

Date 24 November 2021 

Location Tallinn, Estonia 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, Estonian Foreign Policy Institute – 

International Centre for Defence and Security  

Type of activity Closed-door discussion 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners 

 

Speakers 

• Kristi Raik (Estonian Foreign Policy Institute) 

• Stefan Telle (EUI) 

• Paolo Chiocchetti (EUI) 

Report 

On 24 November 2021 the Estonian Foreign Policy Institute (EFPI) at the International 

Centre for Defence and Security (ICDS) and the Trans European Policy Studies 

Association (TEPSA) co-organised a roundtable on the future of Europe and 

differentiated integration with researchers from the European University Institute 

(EUI), members of the European Affairs Committee of the Estonian Parliament and 

researchers of EFPI and the University of Tartu. 

The meeting was held in the framework of the Horizon 2020 funded research project 

Integrating Diversity in the European Union (InDivEU), aimed at contributing to the 
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current debate on the Future of Europe by assessing, developing and testing a range of 

models and scenarios for different levels of integration among the EU member states. 

The findings of the project were presented by Paolo Chiocchetti and Stefan Telle from 

the EUI. Members of the Riigikogu Siim Kallas, Riina Sikkut and Oudekki Loone as well 

as other participants provided their comments and discussed the presentations. 

 

Some key points from the discussion: 

• The future of Europe can be envisaged with four broad alternative scenarios: (1) 

the EU being unified in future integration, (2) proceeding with different levels of 

integration among the member states, (3) having a uniform disintegration or 

finally (4) having a differentiated disintegration. 

• Member states are in constant search for the right balance between the 

Community method and intergovernmental method. Sharing national 

sovereignty is needed for more influence in Europe and at the global level, so 

that the EU can become a stronger global player next to the US and China. 

• Due to different positions of member states a key choice to be made is whether 

the EU wants to proceed with deeper but less inclusive integration or with 

inclusive but shallower integration. Looking at big member states, France has 

rather been in favour of the former and Germany of the latter option. 

• Estonia’s position has been in favour of a unified EU, but to the extent there is 

differentiated integration, it has aimed to be part of the ‘core’. 

• There cannot be any differentiation regarding the EU’s core values, including the 

rule of law. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

5
1

 

InDivEU Final Conference: ‘A differentiated future for the 

European Union?’ 

Date 2-3 December 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association  

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Academic and researchers, policy makers and practitioners, civil society 

organisations and citizens 

 

Agenda 

Thursday 2 December 

09:40 – 10:00 Welcome words 
 
Lucia Mokrá | Trans European Policy Studies Association 
Frank Schimmelfennig | ETH Zürich & TEPSA, InDivEU scientific lead 
 

10:00 – 11:00 Conversation with a keynote speaker 
 
Enrico Letta | President of the Jacques Delors Institute and former 
Prime Minister of Italy 
 
Moderated by Frank Schimmelfennig | ETH Zürich & TEPSA, InDivEU 
scientific lead 
 

11:00 – 11:30 Coffee break 
 

11:30 – 13:00 Panel I : What drives differentiated integration and how does DI affect 
the EU as a polity? 
 
Frank Schimmelfennig | ETH Zürich & TEPSA 
Bruno de Witte | European University Institute 
Marta Migliorati | Hertie School & European University Institute 
Micaela del Monte | European Parliament 
 
Moderated by Katrin Auel | Institute of Advanced Studies 
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13:00 – 14:30 Lunch break 
 

14:30 – 16:00 Panel II : Deepening Eurozone integration: towards an ever more 
differentiated Union? 
 
Paolo Chiocchetti | European University Institute 
Markus Jachtenfuchs | Hertie School 
Danuta Maria Hübner | Member of the European Parliament 
Irena Pereša | European Commission 
 
Moderated by Michele Chang | College of Europe & TEPSA 

 

Friday 3 December 

09:30 – 11:00 Panel III : What do governments, parties and citizens think of DI? 
 
Stefan Telle | European University Institute 
Marta Lorimer | London School of Economics 
Catherine de Vries | Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam and Università 
Bocconi 
Richard Corbett | European Parliament 
 
Moderated by Ilke Toygür | Elcano Royal Institute & TEPSA 
 

11:00 – 11:30 Coffee break 
 

11:30 – 13:00 Panel IV : How to build close relations with neighbouring countries 
while preserving the integrity of the Single Market? 
 
Paolo Chiocchetti | European University Institute  
Michael Keating | University of Aberdeen 
Christian Frommelt | Liechtenstein Institut 
 
Moderated by Brigid Laffan | European University Institute 
 

13:00 – 14:30 Lunch break 
 

14:30 – 16:00 Panel V : Are flexible implementation and experimentalist governance 
viable alternatives to DI to manage diversity in the EU? 
 
Sebastiaan Princen | Utrecht University 
Jonathan Zeitlin | University of Amsterdam 
Irena Andrassy | Permanent Representative of the Republic of Croatia 
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to the EU 
Carsten Schierenbeck | European Commission 
 
Moderated by Sandra Lavenex | University of Geneva 
 

16:00 Concluding remarks 
 
Frank Schimmelfennig | ETH Zürich & TEPSA, InDivEU scientific lead 
Brigid Laffan | European University Institute, InDivEU coordinator 
Jim Cloos | Trans European Policy Studies Association 

 

Report 

On 2 and 3 December 2021, the Trans European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) 

organised the Final Conference of the InDivEU project “A differentiated future for the 

European Union?”. The high-level event gathered leading European experts and high-

level practitioners and policy makers to dicuss Differentiated Integration (DI) and the 

key findings as well as the political implications of the Horizon 2020 project “InDivEU – 

Integrating Diversity in the European Union”, which ends in December 2021. The 

conference was organized in a virtual format because of the restrictions linked with the 

Covid-19 pandemic, and was streamed through several online platforms (Zoom, 
YouTube and Facebook). 

In their opening words, TEPSA Chairperson Lucia Mokrá and InDivEU scientific lead 

Frank Schimmelfennig (TEPSA & ETH Zürich) welcomed the participants and recalled 

that the main objectives of the InDivEU project were to assess whether DI could be a 

plausible scenario for the future of the integration of the European Union (EU), and to 

provide evidence-based approaches on the latter. Highlighting DI positive outcomes in 

the past, Prof. Mokrá evoked the relevance of the topic today, in a context where 

populism in many EU member states stretches the limits of the concept to, for instance, 

put into question the universality of EU values. Prof. Schimmelfennig broadly 

introduced the project’s outcomes and its contributions to DI normative, theoretical and 
methodological approaches. 

A conversation with keynote speaker Enrico Letta (Jacques Delors Institute, former 

Italian Prime Minister) offered the opportunity to interactively discuss whether DI 

might contribute to the challenges that the EU faces today. Building on his research and 

policy works, Dr Letta offered three main observations. 1) Brexit had the effect of 

closing the fundamental debate between multi-speed and multi-destination Europe. 

Paired with the ongoing Covid-19 crisis, Brexit reinforced the commitment to European 

solidarity, so that member states no longer consider themselves only as ‘compagnons de 
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voyage’ but real ‘compagnons de destin’. 2) DI has a role to play in creating compliance 

tools for the rule of law. Incentive would emerge from the participation of willing 

member states in a scoreboard, overseen by neutral stakeholders and linked to the 

2027 budget. 3) The creation of a new Schengen treaty could be envisaged to solve the 

migratory policies’ deadlock. In conclusion, Dr Letta proposed a conception of DI which 

could solve current stalemates in certain policy areas. Here, DI would create strong 

incentives for member states to participate as the non-participation costs would be too 

high (e.g. losing freedom of movement benefits).  

 

The conference continued with the first Panel: What drives differentiated integration 

and how does DI affect the EU as a polity? Following introductory words of the 

moderator Katrin Auel (Institute of Advanced Studies), Frank Schimmelfennig 

presented the main explanations for DI developments in the EU as being driven by the 

need to accommodate heterogeneity between member states. He presented his research 

results and emphasised that DI has been used mostly in the 1990s and 2000s to 

compensate both the increasing diversity after the enlargement rounds and the 

diverging national interests following the extension of EU policy portfolio to core state 

powers. He noted that DI has recently declined due to integration stagnation (slow-

down of enlargement and no major treaty-revision). In addition to accommodating 

diversity, Bruno de Witte (European University Institute) added a flexibility 

component, or that DI has also been historically used to overcome the rigidity of the EU 

system as well as sidelining obstacles to integration. The discussion followed up on the 

Covid-19 crisis management and the absence of DI in the financial recovery programs, 

where De Witte confirmed that DI in economic policy has been holding off recently. 

Contextual explanations help understand, according to Prof. Schimmelfennig, that the 

euro crisis was more about saving an already integrated policy than facilitating early-

stage integration like during the 1990s-2000s. Micaela Del Monte (European 
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Parliament) however recalled that, in times of crisis, citizens’ demands for EU 

uniformity increase and that DI requires important public communication to not be 

considered a cherry-picking system. She highlighted the texts in which the European 

Parliament, for accountability reasons, explicitly favoured institutionalised forms of 

communitarian DI rather than practical intergovernmental agreements. Bruno de Witte 

also considered that DI should continue following specific legal constraints to not 

become a threat to the EU polity and remain a tool of the integration progress. When 

asked about how DI affects policy practices in the EU, Marta Migliorati (Hertie School 

& European University Institute) highlighted that opt-outs are not always formally 

reflected in the grounded policy practices. Sometimes adopted for national symbolic 

reasons, member states (e.g. Denmark) often negotiate at the technical level more 

flexible ways of participation. The motives behind such decision vary on the political 

level but include wills to not diminish influence and to not miss out on capabilities. To 

sum up, this panel discussion highlighted the primary uses of DI, and how these have 

changed today in some specific policy areas and following the Covid-19 crisis. The 

speakers insisted on the fact that there is often more to see to the opt-outs clauses, and 

therefore on the importance of analysing concrete policy implementation. Finally, they 

recalled that some of EU most urgent issues such as fundamental values, institutional 
reforms or redistribution are probably those where differentiation is least applicable.  

The second panel addressed the topic of “Deepening Eurozone integration: towards an 

ever more differentiated Union?”. Michele Chang (College of Europe & TEPSA) 

moderated the discussion based on the InDivEU results presented by Paolo Chiocchetti 

(European University Institute). Dr Chiocchetti developed four different scenarios for 

2035 in relation with DI and the integration of the Euro area following an imaginary 

economic crisis. The objectives of this exercise are to visualise the expected outcomes of 

key futures trends, provide models to assess the desirability of alternative visions, and 

to prepare for external shocks. 1) The scenario “Highland Europe” describes a high level 

of uniform integration moving towards federalism but with a smaller number of 

member states. 2) “Mountain Europe” is characterised by DI, which might temporarily 

weaken the Eurozone. 3) “Lowland Europe” is defined by a uniform disintegration and a 

sole focus on the internal market. Finally, 4) “Archipelago Europe” describes a scenario 

of differentiated disintegration, with withdrawal from common policies. Policy 

practitioners presented their views on the scenarios. Member of the European 

Parliament Danuta Hübner expressed optimism, as she considers that the ongoing and 

upcoming projects such as the Conference on the Future of Europe or the Green Deal 

have the potential to strenghten EU integration. Irena Peresa (European Commission) 

reaffirmed the relevance of such research work for EU policy-making. The discussion 

continued with the presentation of Markus Jachtenfuchs’ (Hertie School) research on 

the functional costs and benefits of DI. His results showed that in the great majority of 
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cases, countries took the opportunity to re-integrate the field where they had opt-outs 

before. Constitutional DI however, he observed, tends to be more permanent.  

On 3 December, the conference started off at 09:30 with Panel III on “What do 

governments, parties and citizens think of DI?”, moderated by Ilke Toygür (Elcano 

Royal Institute and TEPSA) and counted with the presentation of DI research findings 

by Stefan Telle (European University Institute), Marta Lorimer (London School of 

Economics), Catherine de Vries (Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam and Università Bocconi) 

and the insights of former MEP Richard Corbett (European Parliament). On the 

salience of DI in governmental discourses, Stefan Telle argued that politicians have so 

far mostly used it to overcome deadlocks when they run out of alternatives. He further 

noticed that DI tends to be particularly salient in national governmental discourses in 

moments of treaty change or enlargements. His research showed neither any major 

geographical patterns across national member states’ governments nor any substantial 

presence of DI in national documents. He highlighted however that some differences can 

be observed, such as Germany having a slightly worse connotation of DI (where an 

inclusive approach is preferred) than France (which deems it more positive, as Paris 

tends to favour depth over inclusion). Dr Telle’s initial assumption was that member 

states with voluntary opt-outs would have greater affinity to DI. This revealed to be 

false, as opt-outs often result in less political influence. Nonetheless, in countries with 

‘involuntary opt-outs’, the opinions about DI tend to be negative as long as the opt-outs 

persist, but they fade out once the country gets integrated in the group. On political 

parties’ view of DI, Marta Lorimer began by differentiating the notions of substantive 

fairness, which concerns the redistribution of social justice and the idea of fair 

contributions, and procedural fairness, which relates to fair democratic participation. 

Respondents from wealthier and older member states tend to be more favourable to DI 

than newer and poorer MS. The former view it as a way to allow integration to continue, 

whereas the latter are concerned that DI would exclude them and lead them to a ‘second 

class status’. Lorimer noted that national cleavages were more visible than ideological 

cleavages. Looking at citizens’ perceptions of DI, Catherine de Vries remarked that DI 

is an abstract discussion which is very far from people’s daily lives. At the voters’ end, 

the discussion is primarily based on what their political party is saying, and on their 

position on European integration. For instance, Eurosceptics are more prone to 

favouring opt-outs, as it aligns with more sovereigntist ideas. Regarding the left-right 

spectrum, left-leaning voters tend to favour a multi-speed Europe as a way to keep 

integration going, whereas right-leaning voters are more favourable to opt-outs, in line 

with the idea that European integration should be chiefly of economic nature. While 

some geographical cleavages across member states were seen, it is hard to consider the 

geographical factor as an indicator, given that each country is itself multi-layered and 

national politicization runs counter to the formation of homogenous opinions. Finally, 
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Richard Corbett developed many ideas based on the answers given by the researchers. 

He highlighted that in each given DI instance, there are different groupings of countries 

(e.g. defence, Schengen space, Euro…) but the two common denominators are the fact 

that member states with opt-outs always constitute the minority and that the groupings 

are always different. He further underscored the importance of trade policy as the main 

activity of the EU in its normative decision-making, and the European Parliament’s lack 

of differentiated voting (i.e. a MEP can vote in a policy area where their country has an 

opt-out). Asked on the distribution of stances on DI across the European Parliament’s 

political groups, Corbett argued that right-wing parties (e.g. ID and CER) are more 

favourable to DI, whereas other groups have many layers of intra-party divergences, 

often based on the national parties which compose the political group. Corbett stressed 

the importance of key moments of the EU’s development in which new fields kept being 

added and creative tension was present (e.g. creation of Euro and Schengen). Even 

countries which are not keen on particular ideas of further integration prefer them to be 

done within the EU framework so as not to lose political influence in the decision-

making. When asked about the divergences between citizens’ and academics’ 

understandings of DI, Prof. De Vries argued that citizens do tend to equate opt-out with 

DI and many (including even national party officials) do not know the consequences of 

opt-outs. Generally speaking, the issue of DI is not well understood across the general 

public, though she argues it is mostly an issue of salience and awareness, which can be 

improved if the topic is brought up more often. Dr Telle highlighted that smaller and 

pro-EU countries perceive temporary differentiation more positively than larger 

member states (both old and new). However, when the issue is permanent 

differentiation, larger member states interpreted it more positively (particularly older 

member states). 

Brigid Laffan (European University Institute) moderated the next discussion on 

External Differentiated Integration in Panel IV: “How to build close relations with 

neighbouring countries while preserving the integrity of the single market?”. Defined as 

the selective application of EU rules by third countries, the concept of External DI can be 

applied to relations with neighbouring countries. As part of the scenario building 

exercise conducted by Paolo Chiocchetti (European University Institute), relations 

with the neighbourhood could follow three possible paths: 1) “Extended family”, where 

more third countries choose the path of EU accession; 2) “Close-knit community’, closer 

external integration of third countries without membership and thus the continued 

application of External DI; and 3) “Good fences make good neighbours”: a scenario of 

external disintegration leading to more distant relationships with neighbours. Michael 

Keating (University of Aberdeen) then analysed what kind of neighbouring relationship 

between the EU and the United Kingdom Brexit created. He emphasised the ideological 

nature of Brexit, which was motivated by ideologies (e.g. including on sovereignty) 
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rather than by practical cost-benefit calculations. Therefore, the agreed deal is closer to 

a World Trade Organization trade agreement, making the notion of partnership 

disappear. Prof. Keating concluded that these components would make it difficult to 

predict the future relationship between the EU and the UK due to diverging political and 

negotiating attitudes. When asked about whether Brexit changed conceptions and uses 

of External DI, all speakers agreed that the UK cannot be compared with other 

traditional External DI participants due to its economic and political weight. According 

to Dr Chiocchetti, the attitude of the EU additionally seems to have become more rigid 

towards third countries in order to fully distinguish between member states and 

External DI. Challenges of External DI and its impact on integration were further 

developed by Christian Frommelt (Liechtenstein Institut). His work on EFTA states 

and the EEA demonstrated that institutional integration depends on both maintaining 

autonomy and ensuring efficiency, making the success of external integration rely on 

flexibility and pragmatism. In summary, InDivEU research has shown that External DI 

could be an efficient way to maintain and deepen cooperation with the neighbourhood 

while accommodating enlargement fatigue and rising Euroscepticism in the EU. Thanks 

to its various options of institutional design (e.g. deep multilateral agreements, bilateral 

or shallower agreements), External DI has the advantage of being easily tailored to the 
parties’ mutual needs.  

In the last fifth and last panel, “Are flexible implementation and experimentalist 

governance viable alternatives to DI to manage diversity in the EU?”, Sandra Lavenex 

(University of Geneva) moderated a discussion on several additional concepts which 

could complement DI. Sebastiaan Princen (Utrecht University) explained the concept 

of Flexible Implementation (FI) and how it relates with DI. Defined as the possibility for 

member states to make decisions in the implementation of EU policies, FI is a form of 

differentiation used in practical applications and not in policy-drafting. The concept has 

however not been given much academic and political attention despite being widely 

used in the EU. FI additionally has a great potential in explaining differentiated 

compliance with EU law. Compared to DI, Prof. Princen argued, FI has the advantage of 

benefitting all members states (and not just the ones having opt-outs) and could, 

therefore, contribute to better compliancy. Jonathan Zeitlin (University of Amsterdam) 

introduced a second complementary concept, Experimentalist Governance (XG). This 

relates to a process of provisional goal setting and implementation revision rounds to 

accommodate diversity at each level (national, regional and local). Considered a 

mechanism of a multi-governance architecture, it successfully involves consultation 

processes with relevant stakeholders and subsidiarity. XG also ensures democratic 

accountability insofar it involved a peer-review process to monitor implementation 

progress. XG has, in that sense, the potential of adapting to each local system and not 

being limited to the adoption or not of opt-outs at the drafting level like DI. The 
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perspective from a member state was shared by Ambassador Irena Andrassy, 

Permanent Representative of the Republic of Croatia to the EU, who considers DI as a 

temporary tool to in fine prepare for more convergence in the EU. When considering the 

Croatian case, she recalled the country’s commitment and will to become a fully 

integrated member state, and that DI was rather used in the accession process to 

temporarily accommodate a lack of capacity in several policy areas. She agreed that 

flexibility is central in reaching decisions in the Council of the EU, where peer pressure 

is often more efficient to bypass deadlocks than legal infringement procedures. 

European Commission’s Carsten Schierenbeck agreed with this conception, 

highlighting the administrative burden, legal uncertainty and understanding complexity 

linked to an increase of DI. The applicability of EU policies was also described as a 

central accountability goal, which requires the direct involvement of all impacted 

stakeholders on the ground. Both researchers presented case studies based on concrete 

policies, which are particularly relevant due to their strategic uncertainty and rapidly 

changing technologies (i.e. electricity policies, and genetically modified organisms). 

They have shown that in practice, policy design is a dynamic process regularly revised 

and flexibly implemented on the ground. It was concluded that conditions of high 

interdependence coupled with high uncertainty may require rules and practices to be 

both uniform and revisable. Regarding the question of uniformity, the speakers 

disagreed on whether this should be an all-time objective. Prof. Princen here 

emphasised that while uniformity is required at the early stage of a policy or 

integration, once those have matured, its implementation should be adaptable to all 

local contexts. Carsten Schierenbeck insisted that some policy areas should thrive for 

uniformity, especially when they are related to rights access for citizens even though, 

according to Ambassador Andrassy, those are the very fields were differences between 
member states (e.g. on what are values) should be respected. 

The conference ended with concluding remarks by Brigid Laffan, Frank 

Schimmelfennig and TEPSA Secretary-General Jim Cloos. They thanked the members 

of the consortium for their research results, which allowed to create comprehensive 

knowledge on DI but also on crosscutting issues and future research areas such as FI 
and XG.  

The recording of the conference is available at this link: 

https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL7IG8v3Q1uQs6kHy0uHlZLCQUnLL7L7
8n  

  

https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL7IG8v3Q1uQs6kHy0uHlZLCQUnLL7L78n
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL7IG8v3Q1uQs6kHy0uHlZLCQUnLL7L78n
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Panel on ‘The Future of European Integration”, TEPSA 

French Pre-Presidency Conference 

Date 9 December 2021 

Location Paris, France 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association  

Type of activity Public 

Target audiences Academic and researchers, policy makers and practitioners, media, civil 

society organisations and citizens 

 

Speakers 

• Ivo Belet | Cabinet of Dubravka Šuica, Vice-President of the European 

Commission in charge of Democracy and Demography 

• Frank Schimmelfennig | InDivEU lead, ETH Zürich and TEPSA 

• Donald Wertelen | Comenius University Bratislava 

Moderated by: Olivier Costa | CEE Sciences Po Paris 

Report 

In the framework of the Horizon 2020 project “InDivEU - Integrating Diversity in the 

European Union”, on 9 December 2021 TEPSA organised a panel on “The Future of 

European Integration” at its French Pre-Presidency Conference (PPC), held on the 
occasion of the incoming French Presidency of the Council of the EU. 

The PPC is TEPSA’s biannual flagship event, taking place right before the inauguration 

of each new Council Presidency. Bringing together academics, think tankers, policy 

makers, media and civil society, the conference aims to discuss the agenda and 

challenges for the upcoming Presidency and for the EU more broadly. The objective of 

this panel was to present some of the key challenges for the future of European 

integration, with a special focus on the role of Differentiated Integration (DI) and the 

Conference on the Future of Europe. 
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Moderated by Olivier Costa (Sciences Po, CEVIPOF, CNRS), the panel included 

contributions by Frank Schimmelfennig (InDivEU Scientific Lead, Centre for 

Comparative and International Studies - ETH Zürich & TEPSA), Donald Wertlen 

(Comenius University Bratislava), and Ivo Belet, member of Cabinet of European 
Commission Vice-President Dubravka Šuica (in charge of democracy and demography). 

Ivo Belet presented the Conference on the Future of Europe, its nature, ongoing 

developments and expected outcomes. He explained that the Conference is organised 

around two innovative processes: 1) citizens’ panels with randomly selected 

participants and 2) plenary sessions where all stakeholders together adopt final 

recommendations. Mr Belet emphasised that the objective of the Conference is not only 

to be a deliberative tool, but also - as the European Commission, the European 

Parliament and the Council of the EU committed to - the basis for institutional follow-up 

and change. He further clarified the timeline, expecting the recommendations and the 

final report to be released under the French Presidency.  

Looking at Differentiated Integration (DI) as one of the possible scenarios for the future 

of Europe (as mentioned in the 2017 White Paper and in President Macron’s Sorbonne 

speech), Frank Schimmelfennig noted that the concept does not generate much 

discussion in the context of the Conference. The concept is absent from communication 

materials, and the first report featured only few ideas related to DI. This can be 

explained by a number of factors. First, DI is generally understood as an academic 

analytical tool, which is hardly relatable as such for the general public. Most 

importantly, the Conference addresses topics requiring broad, common, and uniform 

action (i.e. constitutional and redistributive reforms, which are the least suitable for 

differentiation). He thus concluded that DI could play an important role in the 
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implementation of the Conference’s reforms more as a possible remedy for the lack of 

consensus than as a general strategy.  

Donald Wertlen presented the views of Slovakia, where the Conference’s format and 

organisation were criticised as neglecting participatory democracy by focusing too 

much on expert groups. Despite this, two topics of the Conference particularly 

resonated with the media and the population: Schengen and related challenges (i.e. 

migration, Brexit, freedom of movement), and the recovery plan. The green transition, 

according to Mr Wertelen, represents a clear example of high heterogeneity where DI is 

necessary. While this policy field has been progressively Europeanised towards 

objectives of greener modes of production, priorities differ in the member states. 

Indeed, energy is framed in security terms and clear path dependence makes the shift to 

green energy more costly. Both together hamper the uniform institutionalisation of 

energy policies at the EU level.  

The presentations were followed by a discussion, which touched upon the expected 

outcomes of the Conference on the Future of the EU and the possibility for applying DI 

in a hypothetic Europeanisation of health policies. In their concluding remarks, all 

panelists reaffirmed the positive political context for discussions on the Future of 

Europe, with a French Presidency of the Council of the EU led by strong commitments 

towards EU integration, and a new German governmental coalition with explicit 
commitments to deepen integration. 

 

InDivEU dialogue with national policy makers: Finland 

Date 13 December 2021 

Location Online 

Partner responsible Trans European Policy Studies Association, Finnish Institute of International 

Affairs  

Type of activity Closed-door discussion 

Target audiences Policy makers and practitioners 

 

Speakers 

• Satu Hassi, Member of Parliament, Chair of the Grand Committee, Parliament of 

Finland 
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• Saila Heinikoski, InDivEU researcher, Senior Research Fellow, European Union 

research programme, FIIA 

• Marta Migliorati, InDivEU researcher, Max Weber Fellow, Robert Schuman 

Centre for Advanced Studies, EUI 

Chaired by: 

• Juha Jokela, Programme Director, European Union research programme, FIIA 

• Tuomas Iso-Markku, Research Fellow, European Union research programme, 

FIIA 

Report 

On 13 December 2021, the Finnish Institute of International Affairs and the Trans 

European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA) organised the event “Are coalitions of the 

willing the future of the EU?”. Finnish policymakers and InDivEU researchers discussed 

the project’s outcomes, with a particular focus on Finland’s position on Differentiated 

Integration (DI). This event is part of a series of InDivEU dialogues with members of the 

national parliaments’ Committees on European affairs and other national policy makers, 

coordinated by the Trans European Policy Studies Association (TEPSA). These dialogues 

serve to ensure that InDivEU findings and recommendations are brought to the 
attention of representatives from the national parliaments and government institutions. 

The discussion focused on the role played by DI in past and future EU developments. 

Saila Heinikoski (FIIA) presented the research she conducted within the InDivEU 

project on the salience of DI in Finnish government discourses between 2004 and 2019. 

Thanks to case studies on the Prüm Convention and PESCO establishment, she showed 

that DI is not a politicised issue in the country and that the governments tend to have 

positive attitudes towards enhanced cooperation and opt-outs. This is reflected in 

policy-practices, where uniform integration is narratively preferred, but DI is used as a 
pragmatic tool when relevant for the country’s security interests. 

Building on this, Marta Migliorati (European University Institute) introduced her work 

on DI in core state powers, where she explained the divergences between formal opt-

outs and policy practices. The conflict between mass politics of sovereignty and identity, 

versus high functional costs of exclusion explains a trend towards reintegration. 

Through different modes (i.e. “by default”, “legal engineering” and “separate 

agreements”), Dr Migliorati highlighted that governments try to mitigate the trade-offs 

by combining formal opt-outs with reintegration practices. While this causes problems 

of efficiency and legitimacy, these findings suggest that functional pressure tends to 
push for more uniformity in core state powers integration. 
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Member of the Finnish Parliament Satu Hassi reacted to these presentations by 

confirming that DI is not the object of heated debates in the country but is rather used 

for practical purposes. Reaffirming the non-negotiating character of EU values, she 

considered that DI could be used to overcome challenges related to EU institutional 
reforms and capacity-building.  

The presentations were followed by a discussion among the participants. Dr Jokela 

concluded the discussion by summarizing the key takeaways, stating that DI, multispeed 

arrangements and flexibility are positively seen in Finland as an efficient way to counter 

deadlocks on the integration of core European capacities.  

 

 


