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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
This executive summary is aimed to give a synthetic overview of the content of the report which 
has been elaborated in the framework of the 7FP Project “European Regions, EU External Borders 
and the Immediate Neighbours. Analysing Regional Development Options through Policies and 
Practices of Cross-Border Co-operation (Euborderregions)”, as a result of the activities carried out 
for Work Package 2 (Regional Dimension of Change: Geopolitical Data). 
The report is based on primary and secondary sources: a review of the literature, the analysis of 
official documents, newspapers, websites, several interviews to key stakeholders and the 
information included in the Euborderregions Project Empirical Database (Deliverable 2.7). 
The structure of the report is the following: the first chapter offers a general reflection of European 
internal and foreign policy in the last years in light of the global economic and financial crisis, 
analysing some possible future scenarios for the relations of the EU with neighbouring countries.  
Chapter 2 includes an analysis of the current relations of the EU with its neighbours, in the 
framework of the European Neighbourhood Policy and within EU’s meso-regional strategies 
(Union for the Mediterranean, Eastern Partnership, Black Sea Synergy, Northern Dimension). 
Starting from the main criticisms that several authors have expressed towards the ENP, the analysis 
come to define ENP as a container of several regionalization processes and various regional policies 
in the European neighbourhood, involving different geographical scales and materializing different 
geo-strategies (Browning and Joenniemi, 2008) or multiple neighbourhood policies (Emerson, 
2012).  
Chapter 3 is focused on ENPI Cross Border Cooperation programmes. The chapter includes first a 
reflection on the role and meaning of the cross border cooperation component within ENP. Second, 
the chapter includes an overview of the ENPI CBC programmes, in order to identify differences and 
similarities among diverse initiatives at the meso-regional scale. Finally, the chapter includes a 
specific focus on the relation between ENPI CBC and cohesion policies, with particular focus to the 
concept of territorial cohesion.  
Chapter 4 will analyse the EU response to the Arab spring and the implications for the policy 
framework with the EU neighbourhood countries, by concentrating in the renewed ENP approach 
put forward by the EC in the aftermath of the upheavals in the Mediterranean area against the 
worsening of the situation in this area. After having identified the main aspects of the renewed 
approach put forward at EU level, this chapter will identify the main opportunities and constraints 
of the new approach and the challenges that the worsening of the situation in the southern 
neighbouring countries will pose for the EU in the next future. 
Chapter 5 is focused on updated information on the new macro-regional strategies of the European 
Union, as a possible new tool for managing the relations between EU member countries and the 
neighbouring countries.  
Finally, chapter 6 is dedicated to the analysis of the relations between three main global players 
(Russia, China and USA) and the countries included in the ENP. Each of these global players 
pursue its own strategy in the European neighbourhood, affecting the relations of neighbouring 
countries with the EU and the future perspectives for these relations. 
In the next pages we offer a summary of the main findings which is particularly aimed at reflecting 
on both the current achievements and the future perspectives for the European Neighbourhood 
Policy, in light of the wider geopolitical scenario in which relations between EU member states and 
their neighbouring countries are framed, with a particular focus on cross-border cooperation and 
(meso-regional) integration processes across the EU external frontiers. 
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2. THE EUROPEAN NEIGHBOURHOOD POLICY: AIMS, LIMITS AND OPEN QUESTIONS 
The EU enlargement in 2004 determined a new attitude from the European Union towards its 
neighbouring countries. The EU had to deal with three main issues deriving from the new 
geographical and geopolitical scenario: first, to guarantee security and stability to the Union along 
its new external border; second, to avoid the emerging of new “dividing lines” between the enlarged 
EU and its neighbouring countries; third, to strengthen relations with those countries that, although 
they are not EU members, are of strategic relevance for the reconfiguration of the European space. 
The main response from the EU to these challenges has been the elaboration of the European 
Neighbourhood Policy, firstly introduced by the “Wider Europe” Communication in 2003. The 
policy was definitively launched for the 2007-2013 programming period with the aim to “avoid the 
emergence of new dividing lines and strengthening prosperity, stability and security” in the 
neighbourhood. ENP is therefore based on the idea of a “wider” Europe with blurred borders; a 
space of strengthened cooperation based on the recognition of “common challenges”, “common 
values”, a common history and – hopefully - a common future of increased convergence and 
integration.  
With the aim to promote “stability and prosperity” in the partner countries, the ENP on the one hand 
finances interventions which aim to strengthen cooperation in various fields and at various 
geographical scales, and promote economic, social and political development in the partner 
countries. On the other hand, through the ENP, EU institutions attempt to motivate partner countries 
to pursue autonomous domestic reforms. 
The final aim of the ENP should be “to share everything but institutions”, as famously declared by 
the former Head of the European Commission Romano Prodi in 2002. The idea is that relations 
between the EU and its neighbouring countries should somehow replicate the same degree of 
integration that exists among European countries, although neighbouring partners have no prospect 
for accessing the EU, at least in the short-medium term. 
The spatial imaginary that has been said to capture better the essence of EU strategies towards 
neighbouring countries is the logic of “concentric circles” (Moisio 2007, Zielonka 2006): the EU, 
pre-accession countries, neighbouring countries and – among those – the identification of privileged 
partners, represent “concentric circles” of cooperation that project a sort of ‘soft’ (or ‘mobile’) path 
toward closer integration with the EU, which is opposed to the ‘hard’ lines that other EU policies 
are putting forward (e.g. Schengen) and that are often represented by the imaginary of a “Fortress 
Europe”.  
Several issues have been raised in the literature on the meaning and functionality of the European 
Neighbourhood Policy, that can be summarized as follows.  
The first issue that has been critically scrutinized within policy and academic debates about the 
ENP, is the policy’s geographical delimitation and the idea to include Mediterranean countries and 
Eastern European countries within a single policy framework (Aliboni, 2005, Dimitrovova, 2010a). 
Even the European Parliament expressed doubts about “the meaningfulness of the ENP’s 
geographical scope, as it involves countries which are, geographically and culturally, European 
together with Mediterranean non-European countries” (European Parliament, 2007). The inclusion 
of Mediterranean countries together with Eastern European countries, and the proper scale at which 
EU’s external policies should be implemented, still remains an open and debated issue. 
It has already been said that the ENP was designed as a response to the EU’s 2004 enlargement. 
The “dividing lines” that the ENP should help to avoid are primarily those between Eastern 
European countries that have become EU members and their non-EU neighbours. “Dividing lines” 
are, moreover, those resulting from the Schengen Agreement: the ENP should attempt to avoid that 
the freedom of movement within the EU could be obtained at the expense of strengthening the EU’s 
external border (Beck and Grande, 2007, p. 176).  
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Enlargement, however, not only represents the challenge that ENP wishes to respond to but also 
serves, somehow, as a “model” for the design of the policy. In fact, the strategy adopted towards 
neighbouring countries, according to many authors, represents a ‘policy transfer’ from the 
enlargement approach (Kelley, 2006; Gawrich et al., 2010), where partner countries commit their 
selves in pursuing the objectives of the acquis communautaire and to guarantee respect for the so 
called “Copenhagen criteria”, in order to join the European Union. Similarly, the European 
Neighbourhood Policy proposes an approximation that will lead partner countries more “closer” to 
the Union, in a mutually beneficial relationship that will guarantee peace, stability and harmonious 
development to the entire area. This is the second issue that have been emphasized in the literature: 
to apply the “enlargement approach” to neighbouring countries is problematic, as long as in this 
case the promotion of political and regulatory convergence is not supported nor justified by an 
enlargement perspective (Del Sarto and Schumacher, 2005). This is particularly true for 
Mediterranean countries that, differently from Eastern partners, have indeed no prospect for 
accessing the EU and do not qualify for EU membership according to Article 49 of the Treaty of the 
EU, because they are not “European” countries. Many authors have stressed, moreover, that the 
ENP was targeted primarily to Eastern Europen countries and, consequently, it is less adaptable to 
the specificities of the Mediterranean countries (Zaiotti, 2007). More generally, the ENP generated 
a gap between the expectations raised by the policy and the EU’s “capacity to deliver” (Cremona 
and Hillion, 2006, p. 18), both in terms of financial resources and of concrete perspectives for 
integration. The incentives offered in the ENP framework are especially too limited to support 
domestic drivers for institutional reform, as the EU hope and expects (Gawrich et al., 2010). The 
adoption of the enlargement model, finally, creates ambiguity and false expectations regarding what 
the final aims of the policy are.  
Due to the complexity of the issues at stake, and due to the diversity of the area, the ENP includes a 
complex set of strategies aiming at promoting cooperation on the one hand and securitization on the 
other. A third frequent criticism to the ENP, is that those two objectives are contradictory: the “ring 
of friendship” that EU is trying to promote is incoherent with the emphasis on security issues and 
on ‘hard’ threats, such as illegal migration and terrorism (Zaiotti, 2007; Lynch, 2005; Bialasiewicz 
et al., 2009). Throughout the ENP, EU institutions try hard to balance this emphasis on 
securitization by prioritizing other dimensions of cooperation - to contrast the image of a fortress 
Europe with the idea of a borderless Europe, as we will see in the next sections. But the two goals 
are hardly coherent and create ambiguity in the implementation of the policy (Boedeltje and Van 
Houtum, 2011, p. 143).  
A fourth related criticism is that - despite good wills and even throughout those parts of the ENP 
that emphasize cooperation and friendship - the policy results in strengthening, rather then 
weakening, the EU’s external border. The same creation of a new geographical category – that of 
“neighbouring countries” - is indeed a bordering exercise, as long as the same identification of what 
countries should be included or excluded from the ENP is a (temporary) decision about where the 
border between the EU and the outside world lies (Dimitrovova, 2010b; Bialasiewicz et al., 2009).  
The narratives that the policy is putting forward to describe relations and integration perspectives 
between the EU and neighbouring countries are controversial in this regard. Such controversy has 
been described by Kostadinova (2009) as the result of an ambivalence between the attempts to 
define, on the one hand, the “common values” (e.g. democracy, the rule of law, human rights) on 
which relations with external partners should be based while, on the other hand, to establish the 
proper “repertoire of differences” between EU and non-EU countries which justifies both the lack 
of further integration perspectives for those countries and their need for assistance from the EU. 
Within the ENP’s strategies, diversity between the EU and its non-EU neighbouring countries is 
therefore perceived, sometime, as an obstacle toward integration, at other times as a rationale for 
cooperation and very rarely as something that should be preserved or respected. The emphasis, 
throughout ENP narratives, on differences, and the tendency to identify “common values” with 
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“European values”, ends up reinforcing the perception of a hard border between the EU and the 
outside world (Kostadinova, 2009, p. 249); a border which is not only political and military, but 
cultural in the first place (Kostadinova, 2009; Dimitrovova, 2010a; Boedeltje and Van Houtum, 
2011; Delanty, 2006). The ENP is consequently, according to many authors, “a bordering and not a 
cross-bordering policy” (Boedeltdje and Van Houtum, 2011, p. 124).  
A fifth related criticism to the ENP is indeed that common values that Europe should be sharing 
with its neighbours are mostly defined in Eurocentric terms. The tendency to impose a ‘package’ of 
economic, political and institutional norms, that are considered un-negotiable, risk being perceived 
by external partners as an attempt to Europeanize the neighbourhood (Lavenex, 2008), and has led 
some authors to stress the neo-colonial nature of the ENP (Boedeltje and Van Houtum,  2011, p. 
131).  
We may say that the design of the ENP is influenced, on the one hand, by the colonial past of 
European countries, that forces them to respect the autonomy of their partners and to adopt a ‘soft’ 
geopolitical approach. There is, on the other hand, a “colonial present” (Gregory, 2004), in that 
European institutions continues to consider their values as universal, superior, something that most 
neighbours still do not possess but need to, in order to access the benefits of the ENP, and that they 
will probably possess in the future - with the help of the EU - through modernization, institutional 
reforms and economic development. It is surely not to be contested that European institutions 
believe liberal democracy is better than other political regimes, and the same applies to respect for 
human rights and other more or less universal values. The problem is that such values are usually 
presented as intrinsically “European” values, causing discontent from the partner countries (Ibid., 
136). 
The EU approach is not only ‘soft’ but also ‘normative’ (Manners 2002), as it uses cooperation and 
integration perspectives as ‘sticks’ to indirectly promote political reforms in non-EU countries, with 
a strong emphasis on the ‘civilising’ mission that the EU is supposed to play in its neighbourhood. 
Such a political discourse “is structured in such a way that the neighbours are the subjects of the 
ENP policy rather than partners” (Dimitrovova, 2010a, p. 477). Diez (2006) defined this 
ambivalence as the “normative power paradox”: the tendency to elevate Europeans’ values as 
universally good reinforces the border between the EU and the outside world. “The ENP on the one 
hand creates an image of an inferior neighbour that urgently needs to move towards European 
standards and on the other hand produces a speech politics of mutuality and dialogue” (Boedeltje 
and Van Houtum, 2011, p. 130). “Both the content and form of the initiative reinforce the 
asymmetry characterizing the two sides” (Zaiotti, 2007, p. 151). “The approach is dominative, 
rather then universalistic or cosmopolitan” (Barbé et al., 2009, p. 379).  
Moreover, in promoting such common values, the ENP is controversial and internally contradictory. 
European institutions themselves do not totally agree upon which reforms should be pursued or not. 
“The problem of the ENP, as it has developed, is that this EU’s ‘geopolitical subjectivity’ is 
increasingly putting forward geopolitical discourses that are competing and hardly coherent” 
(Boedeltje and Van Houtum, 2011, p. 143). 
Tensions and contradictions are particularly visible in considering single sectoral domains within 
the ENP, as security policy, justice and home affairs or migration management. This is the sixth 
main criticism to the ENP. Although democracy and human rights are the first priority in the ENP 
Action Plans, other priorities (e.g. energy resources) or strategic interests are obviously more 
important (Dimitrovova, 2010a, p. 479). Migration control policies are particularly contradictory. 
Irregular migrants’ readmission agreements are, in some cases, included in the ENP Action Plans 
(Smith, 2005) but, according to many authors (Fekete 2005, Peers and Rogers 2006), they imply 
violations of the same human rights that the ENP is supposed to promote. 
The EU, moreover, as argued earlier, find it difficult to impose good governance to its 
neighbourhood, as it does not offer the proper direct or indirect incentives - e.g. funding, 
conditionality - for neighbours to voluntarily adopt political and economic reforms. There is the 
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impression that European values themselves, as stated once by Ferrero-Waldner (cited by Boedeltje 
and Van Houtum, 2011, p. 136), should constitute the “weapons” for pushing neighbours to achieve 
the requirements of the ENP and to adopt the proper reforms. 
Another critic to the programme is indeed the overwhelming role of central political authorities of 
neighbouring countries in respect to, for example, sub-national authorities or the civil society 
(O'Dowd and Dimitrovova, 2011; Scott and Liikanen, 2010; Scott, 2011). This critic has been 
particularly strong after the so called “Arab spring”, which have shown what is the risk of having 
governments, rather then countries, as political partners. The ENP infrastructure - and EU 
institutions more generally - have proven to be unable to cope with the challenges of unexpected 
political changes in the Arab countries. 
To conclude, there is a substantial agreement in the literature about the ENP being only partially 
effective. The ‘soft power’ that the EU is adopting towards its neighbours seems to be too soft 
indeed. The EU approach toward its neighbour requires therefore a renewal that, as we shall see in 
the next sections, is currently undergoing. 
 

3. DIFFERENT STRATEGIES TOWARDS A DIVERSE NEIGHBOURHOOD 
In the previous section we have tried to synthesize the main criticisms that have been raised on the 
ENP. It should be noted that all these critics are focused on the general approach and meanings of 
the European Neighbourhood Policy, which is however a differentiated and articulated policy, also 
due to the diversity of the area. Starting from these findings, we conducted an overall analysis on 
the ENP aims and achievements, taking into account the concrete implementation of the policy in 
different neighbouring meso-regions. 
European strategies towards the neighbourhood are not only multi-scale, multi-level and multi-
actor, but they also can be said to materialize different geo-strategies (Browning and Joenniemi, 
2008) or multiple neighbourhood policies (Emerson, 2012), both in terms of priorities and interests 
in each specific area or country (Figure 1) and in terms of bordering/cross-bordering processes. 
These differences can be first identified with respect to the Mediterranean basin and to the Eastern 
partners respectively. 
 
Figure 1. Distribution of ENP resources per capita, 2007-2013, Euro 
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Source: own elaboration based on committed resources for 2007-2010 and programmed 
resources for2011-2013. Data on Palestinian authority is not available. 
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On the basis of an analysis of Action Plan, Country Strategy Papers and National Indicative 
Programme for the 2007-2013 programming period, the main difference can be identified in the fact 
that, despite some similarities, Mediterranean strategies recall more an “external assistance” 
approach, with the general aim of creating “an area of peace, prosperity and security”, while 
strategies towards Eastern partners are primarily influenced by the approach and narratives of 
enlargement, on the one hand (Gawrich et al. 2010), and by those of internal cohesion policies.  
Several examples can be mentioned in this regard: first of all, it is worth mentioning that the 
concept of “approximation” and “EU’s acquis” diffused in the eastern strategies are never 
mentioned in the Mediterranean strategies. Furthermore, all the strategies towards the Eastern 
countries acknowledge “expressed European aspiration” from the partners, while nothing similar is 
declared for the Mediterranean partners. Several Mediterranean strategies are explicitly linked to 
national rules and national reform agendas, thus emphasising the support and “external” role played 
by the EU with regard to the ongoing internal processes; on the other hand, Eastern strategies aim to 
the development of “an increasingly close relationship, going beyond past levels of cooperation to 
gradual economic integration and deeper political cooperation”. Another difference can be 
identified with regards to the issue of local participation. With the exception of Belarus, all the 
Eastern Country Strategy Papers state that: “Member states, other donors and civil society 
organisations were consulted during the drafting process”. No mention for civil society or local 
actors is included in the Mediterranean strategies.  
Moreover, the allocation of ENP funds shows that the priority in the Mediterranean is clearly the 
“Trade and internal market”, that  includes details on legislative and regulatory approximation for 
promoting the development of a market economy in the partner countries, through liberalization and 
support to the private sector, and fostering global trade in accordance to the principles of the WTO 
and of the Barcelona Process. On the other hand, Eastern funds are more equally distributed among 
“Trade and Internal Market”, “Political Dialogue and reforms” and “Economic and social 
development” (Figure 2).  
 
Figure 2. ENP Financing allocations per region and key-area 
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Source: own elaboration based on ENP NIPs. 

 
The key area “Political dialogue and reforms” is intended to empower the local civil society, to 
promote ”good governance”, to improve the respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, to 
foster pluralism and the impartiality/effectiveness of the judiciary system, with the final aim of the 
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democratization of partner countries. “Social and economic development” is aimed at sustainable 
development, poverty reduction, employment and social well being, reducing territorial inequalities 
and promoting regional and local development.  
 
Table 1. Percentage distribution of ENP resources per country and key-area, 2007-2013 (%) 
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Trade & Internal Market 20,8 23,8 20 27,7 28,9 11,9 25,6
Political Dialogue & Reform 32,2 28,8 26,7 27 17 22,2 23,4
Socio-Economic Development 24,3 28,8 13 36,3 12,2 35,9 21,7
Neighbourhood Networks 9 0 21,9 0 27,5 0 14,6
People-To-People Actions 9 7,9 9,1 3,3 3,8 11,9 5,6
Others 4,7 10,7 9,3 5,7 10,6 18,2 9,1
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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People-To-People Actions 20,4 19,1 11,6 54,9 34,3 13,1 4,4 0 18,8
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Others 12 0 7,4 0 0 0 7,2 10,7 3,6
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: own elaboration based on ENP NIPs. 
 
The ENP is indeed, as already stated, the container of several regionalization processes. Various 
“regional strategies” in the European neighbourhood have been launched in the past years, at 
different geographical scales. In the second half of the 2000s, in parallel with the implementation of 
the ENP, existing regional strategies such as Northern dimension and the Euro-Mediterranean 
Partnership were re-launched (in 2006 and 2008 respectively), while the Black Sea Synergy (2007) 
and the Eastern Partnership (2008) were created.  
The regional strategies include both EU and non-EU partners and may be said to propose, at least 
symbolically, the image of an Europe of “Olympic rings”, rather than a Europe of “concentric 
circles”, in that “the different yet interdependent regions/rings of Europe (…) become simply nodes 
in a wider framework (…) in which peripherality becomes a resource for action rather than a burden 
that confirms one to the margins” (Browning, 2003, p. 50). 
The ENP is, at the same time, a sum of meso-regional strategies and a tool for the implementation 
of those strategies. The value-added that the meso-regional dimension is supposed to bring to the 
ENP is, first, the definition of geographically differentiated strategies. Second, regional initiatives 
allow each EU member country to display its differentiated interest toward a region or the other, 
while maintaining all of those bilateral relations within the EU umbrella. Finally, these initiatives 
establish multi-lateral inter-governmental forums aimed at region-building between equal partners – 
in respect to the more mono-centric character of the ENP and of other EU external assistance 
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policies.  
The results are profoundly diverse in the various areas. Following the classification proposed by 
Tassinari (2011), based on Neumann (2004), we can say that regional strategies can either be based 
on an “inside-out” strategy, where EU intervention is made in areas with strong established 
practices of regional cooperation (e.g. the Northern Dimension), or an “outside-in” approach (e.g. 
Eastern Partnership and the Euro-Med Partnership), with the EU plays a central role. “Inside-out” 
regionalism “presupposes a degree of ownership and thereby more sustainable premises of trust and 
cooperation among regional parties (…) On the other hand, the existence of a caucus of regional 
actors acting in concert, often through regional institutions, may in some cases complicate the 
agenda” (Tassinari, 2011, pp. 229-230). In the “outside-in” approach, on the other hand, “EU-
promoted regionalism often risks giving local actors the impression of a full-scale EU ‘takeover’ of 
the region (…) especially when combined with post-colonial grievances (…). Secondly, the EU-
centric logic of region-building often clashes with diverging interests among EU member states” 
(Ibidem, p. 230).  
The Euro-Mediterranean Partnership deserves a special attention, because it is the oldest and 
probably the most ambitious meso-regional initiative. The main progresses so far, however, are 
trade liberalization agreements for manufacturing products, while perspectives for the creation of a 
Free Trade Area in the Euro-Mediterranean have never materialized. Perspectives for integration in 
the Mediterranean have been reaffirmed more recently by the President of France Nicholas Sarkozy 
proposing the establishment of a truly Mediterranean “Union”, rather than a simple multilateral 
partnership. After a long negotiation, the proposal was transformed into a much less ambitious re-
launch of the Euro-Mediterranean partnership, with the name of “Union for the Mediterranean” 
(UfM), established in 2008.  
Relations between the ENP and those initiatives are problematic. Although the EU insisted that the 
ENP would “reinvigorate the Barcelona process”, many feared that the new policy constituted a 
shift in the priorities of the EU toward its Eastern frontier (Aliboni, 2005), and would have weaken 
the perspectives for integration in the Mediterranean (Kausch-Youngs, 2009, p. 965). This is also 
due to the different approach towards multi-lateralism and region-building for the two policy 
domains (Kausch-Youngs 2009, 965). “The ENP abandons the prevalence of the principle of 
regionality that was inherent in the Barcelona Process, and replaces it with differentiated 
bilateralism” (Del Sarto-Schumacher, 2005, p. 21). More generally, within the Barcelona Process, 
the Mediterranean constitutes the ‘centre’ of an ambitious multilateral project. Within the ENP, on 
the contrary, “the Mediterranean is diluted into a disordered archipelago of countries surrounding 
the European and western ‘centre’” (Amoroso 2007, 496). The inclusion of both Eastern Europe 
and the Mediterranean within a single policy not only implies a further widening and extension of 
the Euro-Mediterranean partnership, but also a symbolical shift. “The EMP stressed the importance 
of north-south and south-south cooperation, along with the notion of partnership. [The ENP], 
conversely, explicitly conveys a centre-periphery approach – with the EU obviously standing at the 
centre” (Del Sarto-Schumacher 2005, 27). 
The debate is therefore still very much open about what is the proper approach, the preferable 
(geographical) organization and the concrete perspectives for cooperation and integration between 
EU member states and their neighbouring countries. 
 

4. MACRO-REGIONAL STRATEGIES. THE FUTURE OF TERRITORIAL COOPERATION? 
In the last years we have seen a multiplication of efforts to remap Europe through the creation of 
macro-regional strategies, which actually represent a new and additional approach to territorial 
cooperation within EU and across its external frontiers. Since the launching of the first macro-
region in the Baltic, in 2009, many other transnational areas have expressed their interest in 
establishing a macro-region. The macro-regional discourse has been spanning from the Baltic to the 
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Danube area, to the Atlantic Arc trans-national space, to the North Sea-Channel area, to the 
Adriatic-Ionian area and to the Alpine space. Presumably, new macro-regions will soon be launched 
beside the two currently existing: the Baltic and the Danubian.  
The definition of macro-region is as follows: “an area including territory from a number of different 
countries or regions associated with one or more common features or challenges (…) geographic, 
cultural, economic or other” (European Commission, 2009c, p. 1 and 7).  
This definition gives macro-regions a functional dimension: their identification is instrumental to 
address common transnational challenges and opportunities which require a collective action, for 
example environmental problems where the action of a single actor yields no efficient result, thus 
requiring a combined involvement and the convergent action of various actors. The adoption of a 
functional approach implies the delimitation of macro-regions can proceed at “variable geometries”, 
i.e. different geographical delimitations can be defined in accordance to the specific challenge 
macro-regions wish to address. Even if there are no clear criteria about the extent of potential 
macro-regions, the area must obviously always encompass an inferior number of Member States in 
comparison to the whole of the EU. What is interesting, from the perspective of the European 
neighbourhood, is that macro-regional strategies can also include non-EU countries. 
The strategy has a very soft (and weak) political institutionalization because is based indeed upon 
three “NO”: 1) no new legislation: macro-regional strategy should not be based on new ad-hoc 
legislation; 2) no new funding: macro-regional strategies should not require ad-hoc funding by the 
EU; 3) no new institution: macro-regional strategies are not established upon and supported by ad-
hoc institutions. In any case, the added value of the macro-regional strategies consists in the 
possibility to introduce an integrated approach, a collective action that strives towards a common 
objective, putting together various actors, policies, programmes and financing (European 
Commission, 2009c). The objective is to reduce economic and social divergences between the 
diverse territories and to pursue sustainability and competitiveness at the European and global scale. 
The macro-regional strategies seem, therefore, to constitute a pragmatic response to the need of 
finding new modalities for rendering public policy more efficient in a vast transnational area, 
improving the coordination of existing institutions and resources, with the implementation of visible 
and concrete “flagship” projects. But it is also an innovative geopolitical experiment.  
In fact, the macro-regional strategy could be instrumental to the strengthening of the Europe of 
Olympic Rings defined through the above mentioned meso-regional strategies: the macro-regions 
could constitute a decentred and polycentric space in comparison to the mono-centric scenario 
implied in the idea of an Europe of “concentric circles” focused on a core of member states. 
Consequently, the macro-regional strategies could respond better to the diversified needs of 
peripheral and neighbouring territories. Furthermore, macroregions include a specific attention not 
only to central states but also to local actors and stakeholders. In this way, macro-regions try to 
overcome the limes that divide nations and localities, inside and outside the EU, establishing new 
networks capable to address common problems and to promote common opportunities.  
However, macro-regional strategies show some ambiguities and debates about their functions and 
meaning are still open. On the one hand they can be considered as instrumental to the 
Europeanization of non-EU countries, because they are based on a  EU-shaped model that is indeed 
exported to third countries. On the other hand the macro-regional strategies could be considered as 
part of a new cosmopolitan discourse more open to re-discussing Eurocentric models and norms. In 
this case neighbouring countries and territories should participate more decisively in the 
construction of macro-regional strategies while the EU should increase efforts for creating networks 
and a democratic debate on common issues.  
In any case, if theoretically the macro-regions could open new geopolitical perspectives based on 
territorial cohesion principles, from an operational point of view macro-regions are confronted with  
four main challenges: efficiency, governance, community and external challenges.  
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The "efficiency challenge" is linked to the difficult implementation of an efficient coordination 
between different stakeholders and national and regional funds, which respond to different 
regulative frameworks and interests. Other tensions concern the similarity between the macro-
regional approach and the transnational strand of the territorial cooperation objectives, and between 
the macro-regions and other forms of cross-border cooperation, such as the Euroregions and the 
European Groupings for Territorial Cooperation (EGTC). These initiatives might be used in support 
to the macro-regional project (as already occurring in the Baltic macro-region). Furthermore, 
territorial cooperation has a strong role to play in building the political, institutional and social 
conditions for the macro-regional strategy to be successful, forging political wills, institutional 
capacities and social networks.  
Integration between different instruments requires also a coordination between different institutions 
(European, national, regional, etc.) what represents, indeed, a “governance challenge”. The macro-
regional strategy has a complex governance that is difficult to implement. The core problem of the 
macro-regional strategy consists in the difficult coordination and in the variable political will and 
institutional capacity to collaborate between central and local governments of the diverse countries. 
In any case, notwithstanding the rhetoric of multi-level and multi-actor governance, the prominent 
role played by central governments in the governance of macro-regions, as proposed by the 
European Commission, is evident. The bottom up process is limited to the first phase and for 
consensus building. Regional and local authorities, as well as social and economic stakeholders, 
should perform a relevant and more important role for the proper democratic governance of macro-
regions. 
As regards the "community challenge", this depends on the fact that, if the creation of  the macro-
regions responds to the spatial diversity of the wider Europe, it can also feed with divergent 
dynamics among different areas, favouring a multi-speed Europe. In fact, the construction of macro-
regional strategies proceeds at different speeds in the diverse and vast areas which are potentially 
involved. In areas lagging behind in the process, more efforts and investments should be dedicated 
by the EU to stimulate and to support networking, political convergence, and conflict management 
among the stakeholders. 
Finally, the fourth challenge concerns the “external dimension” of the macro-regional strategy. The 
application of the functionality concept overcomes national and EU borders. If the strategy must be 
effective at a transnational scale, neighbouring countries sharing common problems in vast areas 
with EU member states should be more actively involved. In this case, however, the complexity of 
the coordination problem become even stronger. The possible implementation of macro-regional 
strategies depends firstly on  the political will of EU member states, and secondly on the political 
interest of third countries to be part of the process. But the interest of those actors is constrained by 
the geopolitical vision that EU has on its external relations. The macro-regional perspective is 
relatively easier for those countries candidate for EU accession, and more difficult for neighbouring 
countries. Furthermore, the possibility to involve third countries depends on specific political 
conditions that include also the degree of administrative decentralization, the adoption of territorial 
cohesion principles in national policies, and the capacity of local authorities and stakeholders to 
participate in multi-level governance. 
In conclusion, we can say that the macro-regional strategies represent political processes and 
constructions, instrumental to the geopolitical positioning of the diverse actors and to the 
development of common transnational policies. The macro-regional strategy could be adopted as a 
useful mean for strengthening the development opportunities of countries, regional and local 
autonomies in a vast area, through collective and collaborative actions, in a win-win game.  
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5. CROSS BORDER COOPERATION, REGIONALIZATION AND BORDERING ALONG THE 
EU’S EXTERNAL FRONTIERS 
An additional layers of regionalization processes across EU external frontiers can be identified in 
the Cross Border Cooperation component included in the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENPI 
CBC). Cross Border Regions are areas that cut trough existing EU’s borders, offering a strong 
counter-imaginary to the “who’s in – who’s out” logic that derives from other EU’s policies. The 
logic of CBC introduces a space that is both in between and that cut through the logic of concentric 
circles; external regions and actors, while being formally excluded from full membership, have the 
possibility to be included in a networked political arena with “fuzzy borders” (Lavenex 2004, 681).  
Being a component of the ENP, CBC programmes along the EU external border derive indeed their 
main orientations and narratives from the European Neighbourhood Policy. On the other hand, they 
are strongly influenced by the experience of previous internal CBC initiatives. ENP has been 
criticized for being a policy transfer from the enlargement methodology (Kelley, 2006; Gawrich et 
al, 2010). We may say that ENPI CBC is a policy transfer within a policy transfer: cross-border 
policies were not only first put in place along the EU’s internal borders but also the Interreg 
programme was an adaptation (or transfer) of a model that developed from bottom-up along the 
German border at the end of the fifties. The model was appropriated lately by European institutions 
for its potential impact on the local development of border regions and for the construction of a 
borderless “Europe of regions” (Celata & Coletti, 2011; Perkmann 2007; Popescu 2008).  
ENPI CBC programmes are therefore influenced by the principles of the internal territorial 
cooperation and by the approach of European cohesion policies, while showing some differences, 
given the different context in which they are applied (Table 2). According to the ENPI CBC 
Strategy Paper 2007-2013, the objectives of ENPI CBC programmes are to “promote economic and 
social development in regions at both sides of common borders; address common challenges in 
fields such as the environment, public health and the prevention of and the fight against organized 
crime; ensure efficient and secure borders; promote local cross-border “people to people” actions” 
(p. 5). The objective of ENPI CBC to “promote economic and social development in regions at both 
sides of common borders” creates a clear link between ENPI and cohesion policy, as ENPI cross-
border cooperation should contribute to sustain both internal and external territories in pursuing the 
objective of common sustainable development. As a consequence, the principles of cohesion policy 
should apply to some extent also to external territories in the framework of cross-border 
cooperation. 
Furthermore, Cross-border cooperation is peculiar also for the key role attributed to local and 
regional authorities. The participation of these actors implies the adoption of a vertical subsidiarity 
approach, and the promotion of a bottom up partnership based on regional/local participation, vs. 
the more centralistic approach of both regional strategies and the other components of the ENP. 
Furthermore, the funding for the ENPI CBC programmes derives from two sources: the financial 
allocations for ENPI and from the European Regional Development Fund. These two distinct 
sources of funding are nevertheless presented together under one budget-line and may be used on 
either side of the EU external border, for actions of “common benefit” (European Commission, 
2006, art 1). Both of these principles – common benefits and regional/local participation – are 
aimed to contribute to overcome the clear distinction between policies (and resources) that are 
internal to the European Union and policies that are external. Cross-border cooperation at EU 
external border is in between cohesion policy on the one hand and external policies on the other, 
challenging the EU to find means to coordinate and better exploit these two policy domains.  
Cross-border cooperation programmes funded within the ENP offer a significant point of view to 
reflect on the different strategies pursued by the European Union, as they are implemented at local 
level, and thus reflect more than any other component of the policy contextual constraints and 
strengths. An analysis of ENPI CBC programme can therefore offer some elements to reflect more 
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generally about EU’s different policies towards the neighbourhood, and on what kind of border is in 
the making at the European limits.  
 
Table 2. Differences and similarities between CBC programmes along the internal vs. the 
external borders of the EU 

 Intra-EU CBC programmes ENPI CBC programmes  
Policy 
framework Cohesion policy ENP, Four Common Spaces with Russia 

Main aim Economic, territorial and social Cohesion Security and prosperity at European external 
borders  

Name of the 
instrument Territorial Cooperation Cross-border cooperation 

Typologies of 
cooperation  

Cross-border, transnational and interregional 
cooperation 

Cross-border cooperation (Land border and sea 
crossing); Basin cooperation (transnational)  

Geographical 
eligibility 

NUTS III for CBC, NUTS II for transnational 
and interregional cooperation. 

NUTS III for CBC, NUTS II for basin 
cooperation 

Specific 
Objectives 

Reinforce cooperation at cross-border, trans- 
national and interregional level.  
Promote common solutions in the domain of 
urban, rural and coastal development, the 
development of economic relations and SMEs. 
Cooperation on scientific research, economic 
development, the knowledge-based society, 
risk prevention and integrated water 
management. 

Promote economic and social development in 
regions at both sides of common borders. 
Address common challenges in fields such as 
the environment, public health and the 
prevention of and the fight against organized 
crime. 
Ensure efficient and secure borders. 
Promote local cross-border “people to people” 
interactions. 

Management Joint managing authorities to implement joint 
projects.  

Joint managing authorities to implement joint 
projects. 

Institutional 
conditions at 
local level 

Strong European local and regional authorities 
with vast experience in the field of cross-
border, transnational and interregional 
cooperation  

Strong European local and regional authorities 
with vast experience in the field of cross-
border, transnational and interregional 
cooperation; institutional weakness of local and 
regional authorities in third countries. 

Source: based on policy documents and commentaries.  
 
The analysis has indeed confirmed that, notwithstanding the specificities of each cross-border 
region, some common elements can be identified among programmes encompassed in the same 
meso-region. Two main aspects can be highlighted from the analysis, particularly relevant to 
understand the ongoing process of cross-border cooperation and to reflect upon its implication: the 
conceptualization of borders and the influence of cohesion narratives and principles.  
First of all, border management is a key topic in all CBC programmes, coherently with ENP 
priorities and rules, but different borders conceptualizations and border regimes are currently 
represented. In the north, notwithstanding the relevance of securitization, the issue of border is 
presented mainly in terms of accessibility, in an area of strong economic dynamism and strategic 
relevance. In the East the issue of borders is mainly related to the aim of maintaining efficient and 
secure borders, and to avoid the creation of new dividing lines after the 2004 enlargement. In the 
South the nature of the sea border makes a big difference, and the main topic is the management of 
cross-border flows: to strengthen those flows that are considered as “positive” (e.g. flows of goods 
and capital), and to reduce “negative” flows (i.e. irregular migration). In the Black Sea the attempt 
is to present a region that is connected and that share a common destiny; the border between EU and 
non EU countries is basically non existent in narrative terms and the strategy is strongly targeted at  
region-building. 
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ENP programmes at the local scale, moreover, seem to replicate the contradiction between 
securitization and cooperation which has been mentioned in the previous sections, although this 
contradiction is weaker as it comes to deal with the concrete specificities of each area. Some 
programmes seem actually focused on securitization and border management (eastern programmes), 
while others are mostly focused on cooperation (northern programmes). In terms of cross-border 
relations the issue in the north is transportation and connections. The management of sea borders is 
targeted at different opportunities and threats: political stability and supply security in the Black 
Sea, flows of goods and people in the Mediterranean, economic development in the Baltic Sea.  
Finally, cohesion narratives and principles are diffused in all the areas, although with different 
emphasis in the different programmes. The adoption of objectives and narratives of internal 
cohesion policies in the neighbourhood is very relevant, as it blurs the distinction between what is 
internal and what is external to the EU, in terms of both narratives and strategies. Nevertheless, 
cohesion narratives – in particular with regards to territorial cohesion - are not always coherent with 
the framework of the programmes in which they are adopted: in particular they appear contradictory 
within those programmes where a strong emphasis on securitization of the border is adopted (like 
the Eastern programmes), while fit well in those programmes that emphasize the creation of an 
interconnected space (like Northern programmes). It is difficult to reflect on the coherence of 
territorial cohesion concepts in the Mediterranean and Black Sea programmes, due to the peculiarity 
of the sea border and due to the programmes’ partnership that includes several states with different 
political priorities and territorial agendas. It is worth noticing that territorial cohesion narratives are 
indeed not diffused in the Black Sea programme, while they are explicitly adopted in the 
Mediterranean, even if they are hardly applicable in this case. 
Furthermore, the potential implementation of a “cohesion approach” beyond EU borders offers 
another element of differentiation among neighbouring countries, in particular as far as the role of 
local and regional authorities is concerned. All the programmes devote specific attention to the role 
of regional and local authorities, but while northern programmes are generally based on a long-
established links between regions that have experienced cooperation also in the field of territorial 
planning, like in the case of the Euregio Karelia (Fritsch, 2009), in the other cases the programmes 
aim at strengthening the capacity of local and regional authorities in a framework of institutional 
weakness and lack of adequate competences and funding. In those cases, local and regional actors 
seem to be target groups rather than real partners.  
The differences highlighted in the analysis reflect the different conditions for the implementation of 
the European Neighbourhood Policy when it comes to concrete regional settings and potentials. 
Consequently, the contradiction between security and cooperation, or bordering and cross-bordering 
processes, is not much a contradiction inherent in the ENP but, through the implementation of the 
policy, it serves to differentiate among different areas, countries or region, permitting the 
coexistence of different strategies and the promotion of different border regimes. 
The geography of cross-border regions, in general, suggests a complex topology which is consistent 
with the spatial politics and with the institutional architecture that the EU is trying to materialize: a 
European political space that is not just the sum of the political space of its members, and that 
surely does not correspond to the space of modern territorial boundaries (Celata and Coletti, 2011).  
The geographical imaginary of CBC gives visibility to the EU’s commitment toward softening its 
external border but, at the same time, it produces a peculiar kind of border that is simultaneously 
mobile, fragmented and networked. 
Such border is mobile and fragmented, as long as some areas are more integrated and cooperative 
than others: through CBC they should have the possibility to strengthen their relations further and to 
provide an example for other areas to follow. Through the reference to cross-border ‘regions’, and 
through the image of cooperative ‘networks’ of cross-border governance, the ENPI CBC may also 
be said to propose the constitution of a networked border. External regions and actors, while being 
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formally excluded from full membership, have the possibility of being included in common policy 
arenas with blurred internal and external borders.  
Throughout the ENPI CBC, to conclude, the EU seems to be trying to replicate the integration 
model that it applies within its borders. While for many authors - according to the policy transfer 
argument - this is one of the main limits of the policy, we think that this is rather the policy’s 
ultimate goal and that it is coherent with the Europeanization strategy that the EU is pursuing both 
within and beyond its borders. The diffusion of CBC initiatives at the EU’s external border, toward 
pre-accession countries in particular, has always been - inter alias - a means of transferring, to the 
EU’s external partners, the institutional management model adopted within the EU, for example in 
the field of coheasion policies. The ENPI CBC tries to replicate this strategy in neighbouring 
countries, through (selective) Europeanization and through the promotion of the same imaginary of 
‘soft’ cooperation, multi-level governance and regionalism by which the EU is rescaling and 
rebordering its internal political space. Given the different external conditions and constraints, 
which have been mentioned in the previous sections, the degree to which the EU succeeds in such 
an attempt is still an open question. 
 

6. FUTURE PERSPECTIVES FOR THE EUROPEAN NEIGHBOURHOOD POLICY 
The Arab spring and events in the Southern Mediterranean in 2011 have highlighted the need for a 
renewed approach in the relations with neighbouring countries. As stated by Štefan Füle, European 
Commissioner for Enlargement and Neighbourhood Policy, “with so much of our neighbourhood in 
a process of democratic change, this review is more important than ever. It is vital that we in the EU 
make a comprehensive offer to our neighbours and build with them lasting partnerships to reinforce 
deep and lasting democracy and promote economic prosperity”1. “A new approach is needed to 
strengthen the partnership between the EU and the countries and societies of the neighbourhood: to 
build and consolidate healthy democracies, pursue sustainable economic growth and manage cross-
border links” (European Commission, 2011b, p.4).  
Not long after its launch, the renewed ENP has been proof tested by other significant events which 
range from the war in Lybia, to the conflict in Syria, to the uncertain situation in Egypt and the 
revamp of the Israelo-Palestinian conflict. Consequently, what has substantially changed compared 
with the past shortcoming? Is the renewed ENP better equipped to respond to the new challenges 
opened by the changing political and geo-political scenario? What are the main opportunities and 
constraints for the new approach and the challenges that the worsening of the situation in the 
southern neighbouring countries will pose for the EU in the next future? 
 
The keywords of the renewed approach to the ENP  
The main features of what has been presented by the European Commission as a revised approach 
to the ENP have been described in the May 2011 Communication of the High Representative and 
the European Commission (European Commission, 2011b).  
A first relevant feature of this new approach consists in the renewed importance recognized to the 
political dimension, to conflict resolution and political reforms, with the emphasis given on the 
objective to support progress towards “deep democracy” processes in the neighbourhood. As 
specified by the European Parliament, this should translate into more space for cooperation with 
civil society representatives and more specifically on promoting a more open and active policy of 
supporting social movements and encouraging civic participation (European Parliament, 2011). 
This stronger partnership with civil society organizations will be realized mainly through a Civil 
Society Facility and through the setting up of a European Endowment of Democracy (EED) whose 
                                                 
1 Štefan Füle (2011), “A new and ambitious European Neighbourhood Policy European Neighbourhood Policy Review 
Brussels”, Press release, May 25th. 



17 
 

creation should allow to reach a broader range of actors, by extending the support to political 
parties, non-registered NGOs and trade unions. The Member states’ declaration of December 2011 
(Council of the European Union, 2011) have specified that the EED will operate as an autonomous 
international trust fund and will have legal personality under the law of one of the member states. 
Within the new European Neighbourhood Instrument (ENI), cross-border cooperation represents 
another crucial window of opportunity for cooperation among non-state actors at different scales, 
including regional and local authorities and civil society organizations. According to the European 
Commission’s proposal on the ENI regulation, this experience will continue and will be further 
developed, with a 5% increasing of resources in the next programming period. Built on the 
experience of territorial cooperation , the ENPI CBC component has represented a very challenging 
experiment across all the neighborhood, pushing forward a participatory mode of cooperation. The 
implementation differs from other programmes financed by the ENPI, with the European 
Commission playing a crucial role in delimiting the areas of cooperation and in the definition of the 
operational rules, but not in the implementation stage (i.e. selection of the projects to be financed; 
management of the programmes). Implementation is left to partner countries, meaning European 
and neighboring countries representatives, acting jointly on an equal basis. The participation to this 
kind of programme is very demanding, implying a mutual responsibility from those involved in 
their implementation. For the next programming period, the European Commission has expressed 
the intention to increasing the responsibilities of partner countries, pushing forward the principle of 
mutual accountability.  
The revised ENP will continue to support sustainable economic and social development, 
“encouraging partner countries' adoption of policies conducive to stronger and more inclusive 
growth (European Commission, 2011b, p. 7)”, through interventions to improve the business 
environment in the region by: bringing investors together; extending the operational area of the 
European Investment Fund (EIF); implementing pilot regional development programmes; etc. 
The new approach entails also the renewal of the offer of the ENP to neighbouring partners, on the 
economic, mobility and financial fields.  
In the economic domain, the objective of the ENP is to develop closer trade ties through the 
negotiation of ‘deep and comprehensive free trade areas’ (DCFTA) with willing and able partners. 
“DCFTAs provide for the gradual dismantling of trade barriers and aim for regulatory convergence 
in areas that have an impact on trade […]. Through progressive approximation of EU rules and 
practices, DCFTAs require a high degree of commitment to complex and broad-ranging reforms” 
(European Commission, 2011b, p. 8). 
In terms of migration and mobility, the revised approach has been deepen further with the launch of 
a renewed 'Global Approach to Migration and Mobility'2 - GAMM (European Commission, 2011g), 
on the basis of which its achievement in this field3 will be consolidated and the offer of setting up 
Mobility Partnership extend also with the Southern Partners and to Tunisia, Morocco and Egypt in 
the first instance; while seeking to advance further in this area, by concluding VISA facilitation 
agreements with partner countries in the South. 
In respect to all of these incentives, the differentiation principle of the ENP will acquire a new 
momentum. Its relevance for attaining the objectives of the policy has been reiterated by affirming 
that “a much higher level of differentiation allowing each partner country to develop its links with 
the EU as far as its own aspirations, needs and capacities allow “(European Commission, 2011b, p. 
5). A much higher level of differentiation is pursued through “more for more” principle, on the 
                                                 
2 First launched in 2005 (European Commission, 2005) Mobility Partnerships are comprehensive frameworks for the 
EU, its Member States and the partner country which aim to facilitate well-managed access to legal migration channels, 
and to strengthen capacities for border management and combating irregular migration. A major goal is to enhance the 
mobility of citizens between partner countries and the EU, in particular for students, researchers and businesspeople. 
3 Mobility Partnership have already been established with Republic of Moldova and Georgia; Visa liberalization action 
plans have been prepared with Ukraine and Republic of Moldova. 
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basis of which the most ambitious reformers will receive financial incentives. As stressed by the 
explanatory memorandum of the proposal for the regulation of the European Neighbourhood 
Instrument (ENI), the financial instrument of the Neighbourhood Policy “should reflect this key 
principle, especially for programming and allocating support to the partners” (European 
Commission, 2011d, p. 2), and in general the ambitions of the revised European Neighbourhood 
Policy.  
A first effort to respond to the increasing financial requirement of the revised ENP has been tackled 
in the Communication allocating additional €1240 million to support growth and fund new 
initiatives, particularly collaboration with civil society and rural and regional development. In line 
with this requirement, the European Commission has also proposed to allocate to the ENI € 
18.182.300.000 (current prices) for the period 2014-2020 (European Commission, 2011f). 
The emphasis of the “more for more” principle is counterbalanced by a ‘less for less’ principle, on 
the basis of which “The EU will uphold its policy of curtailing relations with governments engaged 
in violations of human rights and democracy standards, including by making use of targeted 
sanctions and other policy measures” (European Commission, 2011b, p. 3). more and the faster a 
country progresses in its internal reforms, the more support it will get from the EU” (European 
Commission, 2011b, p. 3).  
 
From keywords to practice: what should be expected in the next future? 
The renewed ENP approach has represented a first response to the upheavals in the Mediterranean 
but also an occasion to fine tuning the EU policy framework towards the whole neighborhood. One 
of the main achievement of the renewed ENP consists in having widen the space of cooperation 
with civil society organizations. This achievement can be concretely measured by the increase of 
financial resources available till May 2010, a trend that it is expected to be confirmed also during 
the next programming period. The renewed emphasis given to cross-border cooperation in the ENI 
proposal of regulation goes in the same direction: favoring the creation of partnerships and 
cooperative dynamics involving territorial actors across the EU and the neighboring countries.  
The support to civil society organisations represents a concrete application of the deep democracy 
principle, which is one of the leading keyword of the renewed approach put forward by the 
Commission. In identifying this principle, the renewed approach of the ENP has also reaffirmed the 
relevance of political conditionality, recognizing to democratic commitments an increasing 
importance as conditions to gain incentives. This conditions will be evaluated with more attention 
by the Commission in the progress reports. The new decision power over bilateral trade recognized 
to the European Parliament by the Lisbon Treaty will represent another opportunity to apply 
political conditionality in a most effective way than in the past.  
The renewed emphasis on political conditionality is also at the basis of the “more for more” 
principle, according to which “more” incentives will be recognized to those countries “more” 
committed in the realization of reforms. Through this principle, the intrinsic logic of the ENP 
continues to be based on the attractiveness of the incentives on offer: the more attractive the offer at 
stake, the more the partner countries would be pushed to undertake the required reforms and to 
advance in the process. But as it has been extensively claimed by analysts and relevant 
stakeholders, since its inception the reality of the ENP has been undoubtedly characterized by a gap 
between expectations generated and the level attractiveness of the incentives on offer. Indeed, from 
the point of view of the incentives system, the approach proposed does not change very much from 
the past. As condemned by Arab civil society organizations, this approach still responds to the 
economic and security objectives that are set up by the EU, which is once again perceived by 
several partner actors as the main beneficiary of the all process. The renewed approach has not led 
to concrete improvements towards the free movement of agricultural goods, nor to a real step 
forward in the mobility of people, which would have been matched more the expectations and the 
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interests of partners countries’ and would have represented a concrete step further for increasing the 
attractiveness of the ENP for them.  
Morevoer, the reactions to the flows of migrants in the aftermath of the crisis in Tunisia and in 
Lybia, the tensions between Italy and France and the call for the revision of the Schengen acquis, 
have left no doubts that despite the rhetoric of cooperation, we are still on the process of “bordering 
confirming” rather than of “border transcending”. Furthermore, ENP’s incentives are strictly 
connected with EU’s security concerns, being the conclusion of VISA facilitation agreements 
linked to the negotiation of readmission agreements. After 13 years since the start of the 
negotiation, the reluctance of Morocco to take on the burden and the responsibilities that such 
agreement implies sounds like a warning to the approach promoted by the EU. If we look eastward, 
to the countries that already signed VISA agreements with the EU, discouraging conditions and 
financial obstacles to apply for VISA have been denounced in Ukraine, while in Russia the 
prevailing feeling is that the EU will not take on its responsibilities on the abolition of VISA regime 
even when all the requirements are fulfilled.  
All this has contributed to raise doubts on the reliability of the incentives on offer, hampered by 
persisting contradictions between EU declarations and the attitude of its Member States, blamed to 
have applied double standards to protect their economic and security interests. The reactions to the 
wave of crisis that have invested the area as a result of the Arab spring have confirmed this claim. 
The Lybian conflict required to put European countries to the “right side of the history”, securing 
consolidated strategic assets, especially in the field of energy provision (Italy); taking advantage of 
the window of opportunity opened by the regime change (France and UK); facing the risks in terms 
of increasing migration (Italy but also Malta); raising the opportunity to reinvigorate the leadership 
as important players in the area, even beyond the traditional area of influence (France); fearing the 
reactions of national public opinions and the consequences for the upcoming regional and 
presidential elections (respectively in Germany and France), after lack of consensus on Iraq and 
Afghanistan wars. 
As for Lebanon in 2006, the failed attempts to deploy a EU-led military operation in Libya in early 
April 2011 (EUFOR Libya initiative) has shown to the world, once again, an EU blocked by 
divergences among Member states. On the contrary to the case of Lybia, in the case of Syria no 
European country has made a first move, claiming for a military intervention. After all, the most 
decisive factor having influenced the EU and its member states was the lack of will of other key 
players in the area to intervene, with the US unwilling to engage in a military conflict during the 
presidential campaign and the vetoes of China and Russia to a draft resolution calling for an end to 
violence in Syria and the implementation of the Arab League peace plan. 
Beyond political rhetoric, when confronting the keywords of the revised ENP to the lessons learned 
so far, it is clear that the new policy framework represents just a fine-tuning of already existing 
tools and instruments in response to the contingent situations of the Arab Spring.  
In conclusion, the renewed ENP does not seem adequate to respond to the challenges which the EU 
will be confronted with at its external borders: the deterioration of the strategic environment in the 
Middle east; the evolving political environment in the region and the need to deal with the 
unforeseen consequences of political changes in these countries. In Egypt, for example, the change 
of political elites and the rise of Islamist forces is challenging EU foreign policy, with the 
emergence of anti-western sentiments and perspectives for Egypt to build a new system of alliances 
with other big player in the area. More in general, the increasing influence of such big players (i.e. 
China, Turkey, the Gulf Monarchies, etc.) as competing commercial partners and aid donors, 
represents a concrete challenge also for the leverage of the EU soft power in the region. 
In addition, the appeal of the EU soft power is also declining in light of the difficulties shown by the 
EU to manage the financial crisis, undermining the credibility of the EU acquis towards partner 
countries and weakening the strategic importance of the EU at the global level.  
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In light with this new trends, a new paradigm is needed. The euro-centric vision which inspired the 
Barcelona process and the ENP seems now even more inadequate than in the past. The EU 
patronizing policies should be nuanced, being more open to the participation of regional actors. But 
the definition of a new paradigm would probably be impossible without a significant boost in the 
European integration process. As long as the prerogatives and competences of the member states 
continue to prevail over a truly European approach in sensible areas, the realization of the ENP 
objectives would not deploy its real potential and will continue to be overwhelmed by security 
concerns and the particular interests of Member States. 
 

7. THE ROLE OF GLOBAL PLAYERS: RUSSIA, USA AND CHINA 
In a world that is growingly interconnected, the relations between the EU and its neighbourhood 
have to be analysed in the larger framework than that of those countries participating in the ENP. 
Furthermore, the above mentioned economic crisis, and more generally the current increasing of 
social unrest and existing contradictions between EU members, together with the “fatigue” 
experienced in the last years within the EU integration process, have somehow weakened the 
“magnetic attraction” that the Union’s political and economic model have played towards non-
member countries for many years, after the end of the cold war.  
In this framework, the neighbourhood countries are applying growingly differentiated foreign 
policies: on the one hand they aim at strengthening the relations with the EU and, in the case of 
eastern countries, they confirm their European aspirations; on the other hand, those countries 
develop growing economic and political links with other global players. A crucial role is played in 
this framework by three global players: Russia, China and the United States. 
These three countries have different attitudes toward international relations. After the end of the 
cold war the US have acquired the role of global superpower. US and EU share very close 
international relations, and present a common “western” position on several sensitive topics in the 
international arena; nevertheless some differences can be highlighted in relation to single 
neighbouring countries: while the EU maintains strategic relations with all of those countries 
(although at different degrees), the US maintain privileged relationships with some countries and 
not with others, that are usually closer to Russia. On the other hand, Russia has a strong interest in 
recovering (or maintaining) its influence in the former URSS countries, both in Eastern Europe and 
in the Southern Caucasus. Furthermore Russia is interested in counterbalancing the western 
influence in the Mediterranean. China, finally, is today not only the world’s second largest 
economy, but a powerful global player with its own strategic interests, that has significantly 
increased its influence in the area. China strengthened its cooperation with the countries of Eastern 
Europe, Caucasus and Mediterranean by increasing number of bilateral agreements on investments 
and trade. Furthermore, in the wake of the current economic crisis, China is a country that can offer 
economic and financial support almost everywhere, thus strengthening its economic links and 
political influence. We can say that economic pragmatism is the main element in the foreign policy 
of Beijing, and this is generally positive appreciated by partner countries, in respect to the 
‘normative’ approach of the EU.  
We can analyse the relations of these global players and the EU with neighbourhood countries in 
three different areas: Eastern Europe (Ukraine, Moldova, Belarus), Southern Caucasus (Armenia, 
Azerbaijan and Georgia) and Mediterranean countries. 
In Eastern Europe, the relations between Russia on the one hand and the EU and the US on the 
other hand can be described as a permanent geopolitical competition for enlarging their respective 
spheres of influence. In this framework, Belarus, under the guidance of Aleksander Lukashenko, is 
strongly linked with Russia, and has very weak relations both with the US and the EU. Western 
powers support Belarus’ civil society, and do not cooperate with the official government of the 
country, accused of ignoring human rights and democratic rules. On the other hand, Ukraine and 
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Moldova have strong euro-atlantic aspirations that are supported by the EU and the US. However, 
those countries maintain good economic, political and cultural relations with Russia. The lack of 
short-medium term perspective for accession into the EU could bring those countries closer to 
Russia. China, finally, share strong economic and political relations with all the eastern European 
countries, and in particular with Ukraine. Ukraine, Moldova and Belarus support Chinese political 
approach, especially in the case of the “One China” policy and the territorial integrity of China. On 
the other hand, China supports these countries in their political claims, like in the case of Belarus: 
Beijing supports Minsk in the international arena and negatively reacts on any threat of isolation for 
Belarus. 
Southern Caucasus countries (Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia) are of particularly strategic 
relevance, both for their location at the heart of Eurasia and for energy reserves and transit. For 
western countries the Caucasus area represents both a security asset, due to its geo-strategic location 
and the resources the country possesses, and a security problem, due to all the unresolved conflicts 
and tensions. The key player in the region for both the EU and the US is Georgia. In the case of the 
EU, Georgia is identified as a key player in all the relevant ENP strategic documents, although in 
the ENP framework EU maintain good relations with all of the three Caucasus countries; US 
maintains very close relations with Georgia and pragmatic relations with Azerbaijan, while having 
problematic relations with Armenia. Not surprisingly, on the other hand, Armenia is the strongest 
Russia’s ally in the region, while Russia and Georgia have no relation after the war over the South 
Ossetia in 2008. Azerbaijan, in light of its differentiated foreign policy, have close relations not 
only with the US but also with Russia. However, the unresolved ethnic conflicts in South Ossetia, 
Abkhazia and Nagorno-Karabakh are indeed a key topic in the Caucasus-Russian relations. Even in 
the framework of the EU-Russia strategic partnership, EU did not succeed to push Russia to commit 
to a peaceful resolutions of these conflicts, although they are a key topic in the bilateral EU-
Caucasus states relations in the framework of the ENP as well. Finally, Sino–Caucasus relations are 
mainly defined by economic and strategic interests. The large reserves of mineral resources and the 
great geopolitical location in the heart of Eurasia make the South Caucasus an interesting region for 
China. It is worth mentioning that China is investing in infrastructure projects in the Caucasus that 
will revitalize the “silk road” and strengthen the eastern projection of Caucasus commercial routes 
and pipelines. China might become more and more important as  a partner and investor in Armenia, 
Azerbaijan and Georgia in the following years.  
Finally, all the global players are particularly interested in the Mediterranean area, although for 
different reasons. Besides economic cooperation, Russia’s interest in the southern Mediterranean 
States can be ascribed to two different factors, both related to security: first, Russia is interested in 
counterbalancing the military influence of the US in the region; second, Russia is particularly 
sensitive to political islamism, due to the situation in some separatists Russian Republics (like 
Cechenya). The US interests in the Mediterranean are based on several sensitive issues that range 
from terrorism in North Africa to stability in the Eastern Mediterranean, from energy security to the 
Middle East peace process. Due to the globalization of geopolitical threats, including terrorism, 
Washington refocused its policy on Mediterranean from “we care because Europe cares” to 
considering this region as a place where American diplomacy and security strategies are directly 
involved. Finally, China is interested in southern Mediterranean countries for several reasons. First 
of all, China’s rapid economic growth and the processes of globalization pushes the country to 
increase the demand for oil and other raw materials, which Mediterranean (mainly North African) 
countries are rich in. Second, southern Mediterranean countries have a unique geopolitical location 
between the EU, the African continent and the Middle East, and they might play a relevant role in 
the economic and commercial projection of China also towards Europe. China is developing in the 
Mediterranean countries several Special Economic Zones, relevant in the internationalization 
strategy of Chinese firms. Finally, China is keeping strong relations in those countries that are 
unfriendly for the western powers and in particular for the US, thus expanding its political relevance 
in the global chessboard: this is the case for example of strong and strategic relations between China 
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and Syria. Syria is actually one of the most sensitive country in the region. Russia has also strong 
relations with Syria, in particular in the field of energy and military cooperation; furthermore, 
Russia supports Syria in its complicated relations with the western countries, and in particular the 
US. Other key players in the region can be identified for different reasons in Morocco and, in 
particular, in Egypt, although in this country (and in general in the region) the post-Arab Spring 
scenario paves the way to an uncertain future. 
To conclude, we might say that, overall, the global players have significantly increased their 
geopolitical and geo-economic presence in all of the EU’s neighbouring countries in the last two 
decades. This presence clearly has an impact on the geopolitical projection of the EU, and on future 
perspectives for a further EU enlargements and for the European integration process.  

 
8. A NEW EUROPEAN TURNAROUND? GEOPOLITICAL EFFECTS OF THE FINANCIAL 
AND ECONOMIC CRISIS ON EU’S RELATIONS WITH NEIGHBOURING COUNTRIES  
The economical and financial crisis is having various effects which can threaten or strengthen the 
strategies of the European Union towards its neighbouring countries. External and internal EU’s 
policies are indeed inter-connected and influenced by a new scenario which impacts upon the  
“normative” and “soft” power the EU is supposed to display towards its external partners, its 
position within the global geopolitical context, its relationship with neighbouring countries, and 
consequently upon bordering and cross-bordering processes along the EU external frontiers. 
EU’s foreign politics is strongly affected by its declining economy and by its political weakness in a 
multi-polar world, rendered more evident by the current financial crisis. The weakening of the EU’s 
normative power in the international arena, moreover, is due to an accentuated emphasis on 
economic competitiveness and security issues, as opposed to a strategy based on solidarity and 
human rights. The defence of European jobs and of EU’s economic and financial interests in the 
global world is challenging a multilateral approach focused on human development and 
cooperation.  
These changes affect the EU’s relationship with neighbouring countries. The ambiguousness and 
contradictions of the European Neighbourhood Policy have already been commented. Many authors 
and experts have criticised the EU for its attempt at the so-called Europeanization of neighbouring 
countries, due to the prioritization of security issues and its strategies for the management of 
migration flows, due to the weak support to democratization processes in neighbouring countries, 
for its inadequate relationships with civil society organizations and local communities within those 
countries. The limits of current strategies toward neighbouring countries, and the new economic and 
political scenario, require a new EU global strategy and a change in the neighbourhood policy. 
Such a global strategy will basically depend on how the EU will seek to come out of the current 
financial crisis, a crisis which has also become a social, democratic and political crisis. The effects 
of austerity policies are provoking new fractures in the European project, and the same applies to 
the new contradictions between democracy and financial stability, austerity and solidarity, which 
threaten EU’s political cohesion and change its relationship with the outside world. Different 
scenarios of either redefinition or separation of the EU have emerged. The image of a “two speeds” 
Europe has re-appeared again, as opposed to a policy for a new European multi-level governance 
and to the proposals for a federalist re-launch maintaining the unity and solidarity of the EU with a 
new political compact. 
In this context the German question stands out strongly, as it is liable to divide the EU between 
northern virtuous and southern dissolute countries while supporting a foreign policy more and more 
oriented toward taking advantage of globalization and emerging markets. On the other hand 
supporters of the European ideal ask for a change to be undertaken in favour of a Germany playing 
a more relevant role into endorsing a federal Europe with common responsibilities and institutions. 
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At the same time, various EU member states are pursuing competing geo-economical strategies 
which accentuate contradictions and redefine international relationships, thus challenging the 
possibilities for a truly multi-lateral policy towards the European neighbourhood. 
The idea of a Europe of concentric circles is being challenged by a new geopolitical projection with 
variable geometries, with new poles (i.e. in addition to Russia, Turkey’s growing role) and new 
bordering processes. Neighbouring countries’ transformations, particularly in the Arab world, has 
shown the inadequacies of a European external policy based on the sort of neo-colonial or imperial 
approach. The need arises to re-think a neighbourhood politics based on a real partnership and 
effective co-ownership, which acknowledges the complexity, the plurality and diversity of 
neighbouring countries. 
To discuss a new approach between EU and neighbouring countries, it can be useful to debate on 
cosmopolitanism and new forms of transnational governance and on their neo-liberal, social and 
security contents. Within the neighbourhood policy it is in fact possible to contemporarily identify 
various contents reflecting in different geo-political and bordering strategies models in different 
frontiers areas. These strategies range from the traditional ones of the hard-borders or national-
states limes to the analogy of imperial or neo-colonial kind with selective borders and buffer zones, 
to the more cosmopolitan one aimed at the creation of networks and interactions that go beyond 
frontiers. The complexity and the contradictions of neighbourhood policies and border regimes 
reflect in their overlapping of various EU sectoral policies, from the management of migratory 
flows to trade policy, from cohesion policies to security strategies. 
When facing this complexity and evident ambiguity it is indispensable to seek greater coherence by 
supporting a more cosmopolitan approach open to the participation of various stakeholders. A real 
partnership for co-development, pluralistic and respectful of differences, should characterize more a 
policy which coherently coordinate the various sectoral domains. 
Diverse speculative scenarios have emerged in EU’s foreign policy, from one of consolidation of a 
strong European core oriented towards emerging markets at a global level with an instrumental 
relationship with the neighbours focused on strategic issues (energy, security, management of 
migrations flows), to a more reformist one seeking to pursue and deepen integration of 
neighbouring countries with more investments on economic and social cohesion; from the ones 
more critical supporting a decentralized and polycentric Europe, based on an Olympic rings 
geopolitics, to a re-thought of Europe place in global geopolitics, starting from a new strategic 
partnerships with Russia and Turkey, formulated on the basis of the needs and conditions of the 
countries of the so-called neighbourhood. To this extent, it could be feasible to think about re-
calibrating the neighbourhood policy in order to favour common regional policies where eastern 
European and southern Mediterranean countries’ ownership is more evident, in closer collaboration 
with emerging key players such as Russia and Turkey. 
 

9. MAPPING CROSSBORDER RELATIONS ACROSS THE EU EXTERNAL FRONTIERS 
In the next pages we present some preliminary mapping of the information included in the Project 
Empirical Database (Deliverable 2.7).  
Thematic maps are for the most at the mesoregional scale, and they are intended to provide a 
representations of cross-border relations between neighbouring countries. The aim is to offer a 
synthetic overview of the main geopolitical and geoeconomic issues which are relevant for the 
relations between EU bordering states and their immediate neighbours. 
The information presented in the maps has been selected also with regard to the quality of data, i.e. 
their completeness, exhaustiveness, accuracy. Nevertheless, some information may be incomplete 
due to missing data. Maps are complemented with some synthetic information about the indicators 
which have been used and the secondary sources from which they have been extracted. For a 
detailed and complete list of the data used, of the sources and of the missing data, please refer to the 
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“metadata” annex to the Euborderregions Project Empirical Database (Deliverable 2.7). 
As stated in the previous sections, and as it will be better explained in the full report, the European 
neighbourhood is not an homogeneous geopolitical entity and relations between the EU and its 
neighbouring countries are selective, asymmetrical and differentiated. Selective, as long as inter-
country relations may be strong in a specific domain, and weaker in other domains. Asymmetrical, 
as long partner countries are very rarely equal in their bilateral relations. Differentiated, as long 
relations in some meso-regions, or between some specific countries, may be the most intense or the 
weakest, or even non existing. The maps presented in the next pages are intended to represent and 
to weight this selectiveness, those asymmetries and differentiations. 
In most of the cases, cross-border relations between EU member countries are by far more intense 
than those between EU countries and their non-EU neighbours. The main exception is Russia, 
which trade relations with some EU countries are strong (Poland, Finland), but whose three main 
proximate partners are Ukraine, Belarus and Turkey. Fractures along the EU’s external borders are 
particularly evident if we look at price differences, which are very high between EU and non-EU 
countries. The cross-bordering potential expressed by price differences do not always translate, 
however, in material flows across borders. In the case of shopping flows, this is due to strict border 
regimes along most of those frontiers; but also if we look at foreign direct investment – even if 
many data are missing – we see that privileged partners for EU countries are other EU countries, 
with some exceptions (Sweden-Russia, Greece-Turkey, Greece-Cyprus, France-Morocco). 
In terms of meso-regions, it is no surprise then that the Baltic area is the most interconnected. 
Eastern Europe is by for more disconnected, even within the EU borders. For Belarus, relations with 
Russia and, to a minor degree, Ukraine, are strong while those with EU countries are almost non 
existing, with Poland emerging as the main partner. Ukraine seem by far more projected toward 
Russia than to the EU but, again, relations with Poland are less weak. Cross-border relations across 
the Black Sea are not so strong but EU-non EU relations are in many cases intense as those between 
EU member states. 
The Mediterranean is an highly fractured space, in particularly the eastern basin. The western 
Mediterranean, on the contrary, is more interconnected with France, and to a minor degree Italy and 
Spain, playing a very relevant role, although with different degrees in the diverse domains. Lybia is 
an important partner for Italian energy supplies while trade relations, in the other cases, are weak. 
Morocco seems to be the privileged destination for French foreign direct investments and the origin 
of the strongest migration flows towards Europe, which are equated only by those between Algeria 
and France. Illegal migration, on the other hand, is a very relevant source of fractures in the 
Mediterranean, being much weaker in Eastern Europe. In the time period considered (2007-2009, 
before the so called “Arab spring”), the main flows of illegal migrants are directed towards Greece 
and south-eastern Europe, but the most dramatic effects of such flows (e.g. illegal migration related 
deaths) are in the western Mediterranean. The centrality of France in the whole Mediterranean basin 
is particular evident if we look at aid flows, which are stronger than those originating from Italy and 
Spain and which are weak in the other cases. With the only exception of Tunisia, Algeria and 
Belarus, however, the main source of aid flows towards the European neighbourhood are non-EU 
countries.   
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9.1. Trade 
 
Bilateral trade interchange: international 
merchandise trade interchange (exports 
and imports) per country of origin and 
destination. Yearly average 2008, 2009, 
2010. Thousand dollars. UNCTAD. 
Large and medium ports: International 
harbours. 2011. Source: Dr. Jean-Paul 
Rodrigue (compiled from various sources)  
WTO Observers: countries participating 
as observers in the World Trade 
Organization. 
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9.2. Foreign direct investments  
 
FDI: inward and outward FDI positions by 
country of origin and destination. Yearly 
average 2006, 2007, 2008. Million US 
dollars. OECD*.  
Special economic zones: export processing 
zones, free ports and other special 
economic zones. Source: EC, ILO and 
various other sources**  
* For no OECD countries data refers only 
to foreign direct investments from/to OECD 
countries.  
**Dataset may be incomplete; some zones 
may be still under development or no 
longer operating). 
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9.3. Crossborder shopping potential 

 
Source: Frontex
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9.4. Tourism 
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9.5. Migration 
 
Foreign born population per country of 
origin and stay: stock of foreign born 
population per nationality of origin and 
country of stay. Yearly average 2007, 2008, 
2009. OECD. 
Total foreign born popoluation: 
international migrant stock per country. 
2010. World Bank (miising data: 
Kosovo) 
Emigration / immigration countries: 
countries where the net migration rate is 
negative / positive, 2010, World Bank 
(missing data for Kosovo and Serbia). 
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Baltic area 

 
 
Black sea area 
The map has been omitted due to too many missing data 
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9.6. Illegal migration (and refugees camps) 

  
 
Illegal migrants main routes: illegal migration main routes toward the EU, weighted according to the number of illegal border-crossing 
detections, 2009 and 2010, Frontex (EU). 
Illegal border crossings: illegal immigrants detections at all UE Member States’ external borders by top ten nationalities of 
origin. Yearly average 2008, 2009, 2010. Frontex (EU). 
Illegal migration related fatalties: documented deaths of migrants travelling to the EU, per country to which they were 
travelling to EU. From 1993 to 2011. United for Intercultural Action (as reported by OWNI). 
Refugees camps: total refugees in major UNCHR’s assisted camps. 2010. UNCHR. 
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9.7. International cooperation  
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