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efficient| Community, which would even more erode and thus not be able to he!p,

weaker countries. It would be even better for these countries that E_.C-Eurogc—;s;' “’

efficient and effective enough to deal with the major challenges for the whole o’ff

Europe, even if the direct participation at the Community’s activities is limited. The-
Commuhity Bs a "strong anchor” would have a positive spill-over effect also on tk

other Evltrope:an countries, irrespective of the exact forms of participation at the

decision ~malring.
Thus after J serious cost benefit analysis the deepening-first school points at real
advantages of a smaller Community — for all of Europe. -

[

One further|argument is launched against widening-first, [n_case of "deepening-first
all applicant countries woul%kyw into what kind of Community they will enter an

—
what com , they have to accept, i.c. finally that they must be ready to-

become inta a political system of a "quasi federal" nature. Those countries will then’

not access to the Community on a wrong or at least a distorted perception of EC.-

Europe and its longer term vocation, Having a ciear view of what a European Union
will look like it could prevent both, the present Community members as well as

prospective applicant countries of going through a difficult soul-searching period after ’
. et ot : :

{ .
membership. The politicians of applicant countries will then have no possibility of
1embel Q_.__ P PP P ty
arguing that the Community they entered is only a functional economic agency -

without | further political commitments.
This argument for reforming the EC first is even more accentuated in view that some
of the applicant countries have to find to their identity first. Premature entry might
jead to disruptive developments inside the Community later. -

d) The "déepening-for-also-widening" arguments

|
According to this school the Community needs first to have a democratic, efficient
B ~__.—-—-—\ .

and effective set of institutions to deal with the problems of an enlarged Community
I

*
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later on. é,nlargcment without deepening will lead to a blockags as v)cll of EC-
- —

institutionsj as well as in relation to the "policy mix", which is necessary for a dynamic

| .
Cornmunity. Thus it is argued that with a Mediterrancan or Central European

enlargement, the internal budgetary conflicts will i as the institutional

capacities of the present Community, e.g. the rotati‘ng‘ Presidency of the Council and
of the EPC, will be further weak=zned.

Deepening is, however, not only a goal in itself, as the school would argue, but a
BN S, B =

N ——

necessary pre-condition for a reasonable and productive widening, which in itself is

5 seen as desirable or at least inevitable, Thus the Community-should not only think

————

about internal strengthening but when deepening, it should take into account possible

T—

consequences for further applicant countries. That means institutional reforms and
I !

———

the new policy mix of the Cornmunity should already try to consider further enlarge-

ments, and thus offer structures for the membership of further Europear: countries.

——

In this phase applicant countries should be helped to develop institutional structures

and economic cépacitles, which would make them fit for "full” membershipm
e e . —

Community (EG-Fahigkeit). In view of necessary membership critenia those countries

p———

e ST B + . - - .
should have a certain "traineeship”. This school sets a clear priority for deepening-

first and then widening, but at the same time stresses the overall European vocation
e e—

of the European Community and the necessity to develop a serious early strategy for

widening.

This approach does not imply that deepening should be "softer", i.e. less radical in

,‘ L ’ i ‘—A
kN institutional terms and in the transfer of competences. The threshold should not be
kept low for new members. Some even perceive further accessions as a major reason

for more reforms to keep the Community efficiens, effective and democratic. In this
- A_/——’ P

U view "the shadow of the future" in terms of a larger Community will be pressing for

more deepening. Adherents for a stronger Eucope such as a majority of the

European Parliament might even set a clear “junctim™ they might M

members only in so far as adequate reforms of the EC are decided at the same
s e ——

time.
s
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e) The argu#hcnts for a differentiated widening

i
{
|

A fourth -~ more ambiguous ~ school of thought stresses that deepening and
| e

widening can ‘be pursued at the same time. The basic strategy is based on the

ey

differentiation of membership in certain institutions or policy fields. The procedures
1

for the diffcri:ntiation can follow different options. The concept of a "Europe of

several circlegl"5 would strengthen the traditional core area of the Community to a
»‘ . -

federal state; ;the present EC would become 2 Iqoser regime. Several-circles of other

countries areforgam'zed around the EC by special arrangements of “"an association

<
plus" provxsudn Thus the Europear: Economm Area, as now negotiated with the

—

EFTA counmes, could be one of the circles around the Community. Other gircles

might be buflt by the Council of Europe and the Conference for Secunty and

Cooperation in Europe®.
——

This approaJ:h is not convincing. It suggests that certain forms of participation can
| ———

———

be offered tg non EC countries, at t'ie same time when the Community is rcﬁ_n&*cing

its decision making structure; as the negotiation with the EFTA countries on the

European Economic Area indicates this strategy can only lead to frustration: The
| s U3 SUrategy

offers of thgi EC or even of a further smaller circle will not meet the derrands by
those countﬁes outside the inner circle,

| This approaich is also based on the assumption that there are homagenous groups
of other countries, which could build a "circle" as a precondition for forming together

better rela ;ons with the Community — an assumption, which W

accepted by some countries, whick are forced by the inner circle to work together. 13

| - . ,
Other sub-?ptions of this school are connected with several kinds of concepts being

launched from the middle of the seventies to the middle of the eighties with terms

|
|

5 Michael Mertes, Norbert J. Prill, Der verhingnisvolle [rrtum eines Entweder-Oder, Eine Vision
fiir Euqopa. in: Michael Mertes et alii, Europa ohne Kommunismus, Bonn 1994, p. 45.

¥ 6 Sce Glbnm de Michelis, Die EG als Gravitationszentrum: Fir ein Europa der vier Kreise, in:
integration 4/1990, pp. 143~149.
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like "abgestufte Integration"’, multi-tier Community3, L’ Europe a plusieures vxtcsscs,

L’europe & géometrie variable®, and a Europe of diversity!9.

<

In these c:oncepts rights and obligations of member countries and of non-member
1€ ol nog-memt

countries would bs dxslomtcd according to thc policy sector dealt with. In a multi-
tier sub- dpnon the EC would constitute a broader framework in which member
countries | pamcxpatc according to their objective capacities. The exchangc-rate
mcchamsg of the Europeanw which not all Em
pamca.pa_jg_ﬁ one example of intra-community differentiation. The basic idea of this
strategy 1$ however, that these ¢xceptions to a full membership are te;x\gomy,l.e.

that all mcmbcrs share the basic orientation and will take up their obligations and

rights as soon as they are capable to do so.

In a Eurppe & géometrie variable "optimal areas” for problem-solving could be i
s

enlarged by some non Community members, such as Austria or Sweden, such a step

T —

would finally take the real world into accSunt, at least when referring vo the fixed
relation of the Austrian Schilling to the DM. .

’

This option takes up certain arpuments of the widening first school, namely that it

is artiﬁci?l and even contraproductive to tackle all problems with a historically
accidcmai Community of the Twelve: for them it rnakes more sense to have problem
solving solutions along the lines of functional necessities and political interests.

!

7 See Eberhard Grabitz (ed.), Abgestufte Integration -~ Eine Alternative zum herkOmmlichen
Integrationskonzept, Kehl am Rhein et al, 1984.

8  See Leo Tindemans, The European Union, Report to the Evropean Council, Brussels 1976.

9  See Commissariat Général du Plan, Quelle stratégie européenne pour Ia France dins les années
807 Préparation du [X® Plan 1984—1988, Paris: La Documentation Francoise 1683

10 See Helen Wallace, Widening and Deepening: The European Community und the® Ncw

European Agenda, London 1989.
\
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EC-prog

existing examples for this option are the participation of EFTA countries to
rams like COST or ERASMUS.!! The Community would remain the major

arena of policy making, but allow a larger degree of flexbility, which seem to be

Such a

: \
system of sector solutions with those European countries, which are able ‘and
interested to participate, paves the way for eventual further intcgration, i.c. they

j v f v H
positive for the Community as well as for other non-Community countries.

—

could be{1 seen as a good traineeship for full Community membership. They might

also lead to a looser Community system, if this would be sufficient for problem-

solving, |

This approach is tempting, also for quite a lot of Community countries and political
p

forces within the Community: It looks quite often more rational in terms of adequate
problem-solving than too stringent Community measures for all the member states.

Why not have different environraental standards and policies in Central Europe from

those in

join EP(

Southern Europe? Why not have Central European and EFTA countries

'l
s

—

for at least some common activities; why not have an EMS with
e ——
“discipliﬂed“ members in and outside the EC and leave the weaker economies out?

E—

Part of the ongoing debate on "subsidiarity" as a basic principle for attributing tasks

and powL:r to different levels of government is closely linked to these considerations.

4
As to the internal logics it is difficult to clearly divide problems into neat policy
sectors: spill-over processes in a world of sectoral interdependences reduce any
legally oriented splitting ups of policy fields to artificial and inefficient solutions.

When analyzing the dynamics of the EC this set of argumcnwﬁ:s, hcwever, a lot
\_/_\_

of its copviction in its internal logics as well as in its political consequences. The

political

"mix of p

progress in the Community’s capacity’to act is just based on the dynamic

olicy areas" not on disjoining them. The success of the Single European Act

with the

subsequent implementation of the internal market programme was based

11

See \

William Wallace, Introducticn: the dynamics of European [ntegration, in: William Wallace
The Dynamics of European Integration, London 1990, p. 3.
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on broad ﬁjmctional package deals, which offered positive incentives for each of the

participating countries. To work within "one issue organizations” reduces drastically

the possibi$ties for side payments and thus the decision making capacity of the EC
or any otﬂcr European organization. Without those package-deals,!? especially

t ) ] . - .
smaller and weaker c tries will loose in influence. Instead of having an

institutionaﬂ}y based equal access 10 decision-making they will be marginalized and

bcww the process of building more flexible policy networks.

|
|

Funhcrmor#, the proper implementation of Community policies and therefore its

suCcess canioniy be guaranteed, when based on a legal system, which is diffienlt to

—_— }

| . establish in looser sub-systems. Ditfer@on thus should be kept as an exception,

as otherwise the basic legal, institutional core of the Community would be eroded,

|
|
|

- Within a stﬂ‘atcgy of differentiation new (= old) political games which would start

again will also lead in political terms to a negative outcome, as the traditional

balance of dbwer concept might recmerge. 'I‘hwgal and institutional properties of
; J the Commu‘i are a v@s such for all member countries, which should not be
abolished fm; some kind of short term functional advantage. Thus the benefits of this
“ strategy, naqgaely to reduce the dilemma between widening and decpening, is more
than met by the costs — also for many countries, who think to profit from it. This
approach scdi:ms finally to be no more than an alibi of not taking the fundamental

decisions for deepening or widening or for making clear that the real alternatives are

limited.

o ‘
<

|
)

3. Cuncluswons: No casy exit from the dilemma
|

Q By the pr(’:seliptcd schools of thoughts different explicit and implicit assumptions and

hypothesis a!ﬂout trends in Europe and especially about the dynamics of European

|
|

12 Sece Heien\Wallacc, Making multilateral ncgotiations work, in: William Wallace (ed.), op. cit.,
pp- 213—228.
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integration a#’c made. The respective validity of the competing prognoses and
!
expectations are difficult if not impossible to test by academic means. Thus an

"objective judgcmem" which would be shared by other observers being confronted

> data cannot be presented.

cless helpful to present some kind of own ‘educated guesses and

‘hree ‘izr/conclusiom should be drawn:

no easy "exit” from the dilemma between deepening and widening.
—_—/“

r you choose as a strategy for the EC or for applicant countries some

ma.jor co

sts are involved; especially those proposals for a "differentiated strategy"

which sed

10 more

2m to permit to pursue both ways at the same time are ﬁnal-fyafgading

costs for both sides insiead of more benefits.

Some ans

e

Intergove

swers will be given by major actors rather soon. The results by the two

‘\
'rnmental Conferences due in Autumn 1991 will document how for the

present I

 m————

for applic

&—
=C-Europe wi

eepen and what kind of preconditions or thresholds
-ant countrics are set by the Community itself. Though widening might

be in the

members

Also the ¢

mind of many actors the crucial test will be in how far the present

are prepared to take serious steps ahead.

putcome of the EC/EFTA negotiation on an European Economi: Area,

due in 19

are suffiq

—

91, will signal if specific forms of relationship can be found and if they

iently meeting the aspirations of potential applicant countries, At the

end of 1

thus be r

791 the number of open issues between the schools of thought might

educed. Furthermore, developments in some areas of Europe might

dramatically underline some arguments —for and against widening.

Whatever strategy the EC will choose between widening and deepening one

point is present in nearly all contributions to the debate: the future of EC is a

vital issue¢ for the whole of Europe;the issues at stake cannot he easily tackled

in what way so ever. Major lines in both extreme schools of thought share one
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[*

assessment: the EC is not just a "functional agency" of secondary importance

whose bnctioning is ultimately not of further relevance. On the contrary: most 1
arguments might even overestimate some of the potential consequences the
decisions between the strategies might have. From this conclusion about the .

debate w:thm the EC we might draw a major lesson for applicant countsies: they -

should hot underestimate the importance EC-Europe gives to the debate about

its future shape. To treat the accession to the EC as a subject of minor.

- - rmm——— .

importance for the future identity of the own country is creating mistrust in the

—

EC a;;{ will only lead to regative backlashes later on. To become member- of

the EC is not equivalent to joining an intergovernmental organization 6f\'a

traditional kind. The Ec¢ is aa entity with considerable inbuilt dynamics for

e

further change. Integration is a moving train which cannot be easily stopped by
et CTamat Er; | g I y stopped by
one new passenger. The accession to the EC implies a fundamental decision for

both the applicant country and EC-Europe. Both should take their decisions only ’
after an intensive debate about what is involved. Emotional reactions might even
be helpful to highlight this importance,






