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THE EUROPEAN COUNCIL AND THE BORDERS OF INTEGRATION
PROJECT. FORMATION OF THE EUROPEAN UNION’S EXTERNAL
ACTIVITIES IN THE CONTEXT OF POLITICAL CHALLENGES!

The European Union’s development has resulted in modifications of its institu-
tional model. In the context of external activities, this refers to the distribu-
tion of formal competences on the one hand, and the functioning of European
institutions in practice on the other, especially with regard to informal mecha-
nisms. The aim of this article is to analyze the European Council’s role in the
formation of the European Union’s external activities. The research questions
address the sources and manifestations of the European Council’s institutional
dynamics in the field of external activities. The answers are based on an analy-
sis of the European Council’s behavior with regard to how the borders of the
European project are established in relations with external partners. In terms
of methodology, the text employs an analysis of the European Council Conclu-
sions in the years 2011-2017.

Key words: Council of the European Union, European Union’s external activi-
ties, borders.

Introduction. As integration processes are advancing in the European
Union, it is becoming an increasingly important actor in international rela-
tions. The neo-functional (Haas, 1964) spreading of integration to areas of
high politics which is based on the spill over logic (Lindberg, 1966) clashes
with the intergovernmental vision of the unification of the continent (Moravc-
sik, 1993), which in the context of foreign policy leads to questions about
the model of the European Union’s institutional system. On the one hand,
they concern the distribution of formal competences, and on the other — the
practical functioning of EU institutions, especially with regard to informal
mechanisms.
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The aim of this article is to analyze the European Council’s role in the
formation of the European Union’s external activities. The research questions
address the sources and manifestations of the European Council’s institution-
al dynamics. This issue encompasses an extensive range of concepts as well as
facts, which is why the scope of the analysis has been narrowed down. As a
result, the questions addressed here pertain to one of the most dynamic fields
in recent years, namely the European Union’s external relations, as well as
to how the borders of the European project are established in relations with
external partners. In terms of methodology, the text employs the analysis of
the European Council Conclusions in the years 2011-2017, which was a period
marked by the new, external challenges the EU had to face; first and foremost
the Arab Spring, intensified relations with Eastern Partnership members and
the migration crisis (together with its consequences).

The text opens with a conceptual debate presenting the theoretical ap-
proaches of border studies to defining the borders of the European Union, and
theoretical reflections within European studies on institutional changes in the
European Union. These considerations provide the context for the issue and
an analytical toolkit for the analysis of the European Council’s meetings that
follows. The final part presents the conclusions.

External borders of the European Union and the borders of the European
Union’s external activities

Borders have been one of the political foundations of both internal and
external integration processes in Europe since World War II. The dimension
of internal integration initially applied to the principle of the inviolability of
borders and respect for the territorial integrity of states, but over time the
emphasis has shifted to debordering processes (Janczak, 2011) whereby the
myth of a ‘Europe without borders’ was pursued, which materialized in the
provisions and practice of the Schengen agreement (Coman, 2019). From the
point of view of this analysis, the external dimension is more interesting. It
is here that numerous EU policies intersect, which in practice concern exter-
nal borders defined in terms of three levels: their location, their permeability
and their security. All three are the outcome of not only internal political
processes in the European Union, but also external relations with neighboring
countries, especially given the growing instability of EU international sur-
roundings. These relations result from the clash of the interests of individual
member states and ideas from supranational institutions.

The analytical framework adopted here employs the geopolitical model by
William Walters, as well as that of Christopher Browning and Pertti Joen-
niemi. They adopt three organizational patterns of political and territorial
units: Westphalian, imperial and neo-medieval (Walters, 2004; Browning, Jo-
enniemi, 2008), each producing specific ways in which external relations are
organized (Figure 1).

The Westphalian model is based on a clearly defined territory and a linear
border around it, which is a line separating exclusive sovereign entities at the
same time. Under this model, the European Union is based on the logic of the
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core (defined by formal membership) being in opposition to the surroundings
(all non-member countries). Real political power is exercised by institutions
and uniformly enforced inside the EU, while presented as a relative monolith
outside of it.

The imperial model is based on concentric circles determining a greater or
lesser degree of participation in a given structure and illustrating the impact
of the center, growing weaker as the distance from it increases. In the case
of the European Union, this means a model of varied integration, defined in
terms of involvement in different degrees of integration, ranging from mem-
ber states that are also part of the Schengen and euro areas, through candi-
dates and associated countries, to partner countries.

The neo-medieval model consists of independent territorial circles interact-
ing with each other in many different ways. Its polycentric structure points to
a number of authorities and sovereignties interacting with one another while
each having separate borders.

Westphalian Imperial Neo-medieval

®

Figure 1. Geopolitical models of the European Union
Source: Browning, Joenniemi, 2008

As regards the location of the external borders of the European Union,
the Westphalian model seems to best identify EU membership as a key
criterion of unambiguously defined participation in, or exclusion from the
integration project. The borders are much more difficult to define in the
imperial and neo-medieval models; there are a lot of them, and they identify
many stages and forms of integration. Permeability can be high or low in
each of the three models. What is of utmost importance here is the struc-
ture of decision-making about the degree to which the border regime is re-
strictive. In the Westphalian model, this is a policy coordinated by the core
and implemented in a similar way on all sections of the border. In the impe-
rial model, the ability of influencing permeability decreases as one moves
away from the center. In the neo-medieval model, many strategies emerge
regarding border permeability, and are implemented in different sections
of the border. The logic of the Westphalian model makes border security
part of the joint effort of the entire structure, managed from within and
involving all member states. The EU jointly protects the external border
against threats. In the imperial model, this responsibility is divided among
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many circles of actors. The agreement between internal and external circles
creates a security system. The neo-medieval model is about borders being
protected by individual member states which independently decide on the
protection of their own respective territories, interacting with some other
countries.

The question that comes to mind after analyzing the three models is which
one best describes the organization of the external border of EU activities and
how the European Council exercises its powers to carry out external activities
to develop the territorial and political dimension of the European Union. To
answer these questions it is imperative to begin by examining the position of
the European Council in the institutional order of the EU.

The operation of the European Council in the process of institutional
change in the EU regarding external activities

In order to examine the position of the European Council in the process of
institutional change in the EU it is essential to start from the Lisbon Treaty,
which introduced considerable changes in this respect. Researchers are di-
vided in their assessment of those changes, typically expressing one of the
following opinions.

After the Lisbon Treaty had been agreed, it was believed that the European
Parliament and the European Council had been considerably strengthened,
while the European Commission and the Council of the European Union had
been weakened (Rewizorski, 2013, p. 40). In particular, the significance of the
European Council increased, although it is still at the stage of clarifying its
own position, both in terms of formal competences as well as practical opera-
tions based on informal operating procedures developed during decision-mak-
ing processes. Consequently, the European Council is attributed the «leading
role» in handling internal and international challenges (Przybylska-Maszner,
Rewizorski, 2012, p. 165).

On the other hand, there are researchers who emphasize that this arrange-
ment is far from obvious, and point to the fact that «the participation of EU
institutions in the operation of the EU’s political system is opaque, multidi-
mensional and frequently difficult to be clearly qualified» (Rewizorski, 2013,
p. 40). For example, at the time of the crisis, and in a post-crisis EU in par-
ticular, the European Commission is perceived as an anonymous technocratic
entity, while the European Council is seen as a personalized and efficiently
operating body (Rewizorski, 2013, p. 40), the importance of which is addition-
ally augmented in line with the logic of strengthening the respective positions
of EU member states (Kabat-Rudnicka, 2016, p. 74).

To understand the relationship between the institutional dynamics of the
European Union and political processes one has to investigate the internal and
international dimensions of integration.

The internal dimension of integration appears to prevail in the academic
and political discourses. This is an outcome of the discussion on the suprana-
tional and intergovernmental models of integration, with all the consequences
each of them brings for the institutional order of the EU. Since the analysis
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below is focused on the EU’s external activities, this dimension will not be
further discussed.

The international dimension of European integration is also extensively
described in the literature. One way to understand it is to see it as «the
entirety of actual relations connecting the main actors of integration pro-
cesses [...] with the outside world, and the related research issues covering
various political, legal, economic, military, cultural, etc. aspects» (Milczarek,
Zajaczkowski, 2015, p. 9-10). The importance of relations between the Euro-
pean Union and its surroundings for the dynamics of integration processes is
clearly increasing. These relations include economic processes as well as, or
even primarily, political issues, in particular security.

One of the characteristics of contemporary international relations is their
considerable volatility and instability affecting all their actors (Milczarek,
Zajaczkowski, 2015, p. 9). The EU’s external policy is based on a number
of principles, institutions and procedures. In terms of «subject and func-
tion it resembles the tools of the classic foreign policy of state, but it has
its own specificity, characteristic of such a unique entity as the EU» (Mil-
czarek, Zajaczkowski, 2015, p. 18). The EU’s external policy can be examined
on many levels, but it can be described as «the joint formulation of specific
principles, development of institutional solutions and undertaking of spe-
cific tasks and actions by EU bodies and institutions, as well as by member
states, first and foremost within broadly understood external relations of
an economic, political and military nature» (Milczarek, Zajaczkowski, 2015,
p- 19). This approach assumes both functional multidimensionality and two-
level decision-making.

Functional multidimensionality refers to the variety of tools and proce-
dures applied to develop external policies enumerated above. Two-level deci-
sion-making refers to the role of the EU level and the level of member states,
both of which co-create external policy. These two levels are connected by the
European Council, which is an interesting institution. On the one hand, being
an intergovernmental body, it represents states and their interests. Academic
studies particularly emphasize the role of large countries and informal nego-
tiations (Tallberg, 2008, p. 703). On the other hand, the European Council is
an EU institution, an element of its structure and procedures, which, in light
of many studies, is increasingly playing the role of «the European Union’s
government» (Carammia, Princen and Timmermans, 2016, p. 809, 822). How-
ever, the political component of the European Union’s external policy is un-
derdeveloped compared to its economic component (Milczarek, Zajaczkowski,
2015, p. 19).

Debordering and (re)bordering within the range of practical competence
in the European Council’s external activities

The theoretical considerations above make it possible to examine matters
empirically. To investigate the evolution of the European Council’s compe-
tence in external activities, the conclusions of its meetings held in the period
of 2011-2017 have been analyzed. The year 2011 was selected because it
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marked the beginning of the Arab Spring, which posed the first major chal-
lenge to external activities in the post-Lisbon reality. The sequence of revolu-
tions and upheavals in Arab countries which broke out in Tunisia in December
2010, destabilized the Middle East and North Africa in the following year,
generating a chain of bloody conflicts in the EU’s immediate vicinity and ex-
erting migration pressure on the European Union. This demanded a response
from the EU (Przybylska-Maszner, 2011). In 2013, the situation in the east-
ern neighborhood of the European Union became more dynamic when closer
cooperation between the EU and some Eastern Partnership countries triggered
a coup in Ukraine and Russia’s attempt to divide this country, which eventu-
ally ended in the conflict over Crimea and then Donbass. These events trans-
formed EU-Russia relations (Ras, Szkop, 2014) and undermined belief in the
superiority of the EU’s soft power (Barburska, 2016). The year 2015, in turn,
brought a migration crisis in the wake of the civil war in Syria, which sent
millions of Syrian civilians abroad (Adamczyk, 2016), affecting the European
Union, in particular its management of its internal and external borders (Le-
siewicz, 2016).

In this context, an analysis of the European Council’s response to external
challenges becomes feasible. Such a chronological analysis follows.

Little attention was given to the situation in Egypt at the European Coun-
cil’s meeting in February 2011, while expressing the EU’s «strong commit-
ment to strengthening its engagement with Belarusian civil society.» In the
debate on energy policy, the European Council emphasized that «[t]here is a
need for better coordination of EU and Member States’ activities with a view
to ensuring consistency and coherence in the EU’s external relations with
key producer, transit, and consumer countries» (European Council, 2011a).
The extraordinary meeting in March was devoted to the events in North Af-
rica. The EU expressed its support for democratic changes in the region and
declared that it «will consult with the countries of the region concerned on
financial and technical support to improve the control and management of
borders and measures to facilitate the return of migrants to their countries of
origin» (European Council, 2011b). During the March summit, the European
Council declared that «[r]egarding the Southern Neighbourhood, we reiterat-
ed our determination to develop a new partnership with the region» (European
Council, 2011c). A considerable proportion of the June summit was devoted to
discussing the principles of external border protection, guaranteeing the free
movement of persons at internal borders, and the need to prevent migration
by building partnerships with neighboring countries and further cooperation
on asylum policy. As a result, the conclusions indicated that «[a]fter an ex-
tensive debate, the European Council set orientations for the development of
the EU’s migration policy, as regards the governance of the Schengen area,
the control of external borders, the development of partnerships with the
countries of the Southern Neighbourhood and the completion of the Common
European Asylum System by 2012» (European Council, 2011d). The meeting
in October referred to the events in North Africa and the summit of the East-
ern Partnership (European Council, 2011e).
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In March 2012, the European Council remained «committed to developing
partnerships with the Southern Neighbourhood countries» and welcomed «the
progress the Eastern Partnership has achieved in furthering political asso-
ciation and economic integration with the EU» while criticizing Belarus at
the same time (European Council, 2012a). In October, the European Council
expressed its indignation over the situation in Syria and «called for the full
implementation of the internal arrangements agreed in September 2010 to
improve the EU’s external relations» (European Council, 2012b). In Decem-
ber, the European Council devoted much space to the Common Security and
Defence Policy, stressing that «[t]he EU plays an important role in its neigh-
bourhood and globally» (European Council, 2012c).

In February 2013, the European Council referred to the Arab Spring
stressing that «Europe and its Southern Mediterranean partners share a com-
mon neighbourhood and are bound by common interests and concerns» and
proposed an extensive range of measures for EU involvement in North Afri-
can countries (European Council, 2013a). The October meeting addressed the
preparation for the Vilnius summit of the Eastern Partnership, underlining
«the importance of the Eastern Partnership for building a common area of de-
mocracy, prosperity and stability across the European continent» and express-
ing hopes for association agreements with Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia. The
European Council emphasized the tragedy of thousands of immigrants dying
in the Mediterranean Sea and called for fair sharing of responsibility (Euro-
pean Council, 2013b). Similar topics were discussed in December, alongside
the Common Security and Defence Policy (European Council, 2013c).

The first European Council meeting in 2014 was held in March. It ad-
dressed the situation in Ukraine, first and foremost, and was concluded by
«the decision to accelerate the signing of association agreements with Georgia
and Moldova.» The European Union and its member states declared they were
«committed to sign the remainder of the Association Agreement and Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Area, which together with the political provisions
constitute a single instrument.» «The illegal annexation of Crimea and Sevas-
topol to the Russian Federation» was condemned and further cooperation with
Georgia and Moldova was announced (European Council, 2014a). In June,
a «comprehensive approach [...] tackling irregular migration resolutely and
managing the EU’s external borders efficiently» was announced, where the
«effective implementation of the Common European Asylum System (CEAS)
is an absolute priority.» At the same time, «[m]igration policies must be-
come a much stronger integral part of the Union’s external and development
policies.» The European Council also emphasized that «in the context of the
development of Frontex, the possibility of setting up a European system of
border guards to enhance the control and surveillance capabilities at our ex-
ternal borders should be studied.» Regarding the events in the East, «[t]he
European Council welcomed the signature of the Association Agreements,
including Deep and Comprehensive Free Trade Areas, between the European
Union and Georgia and the Republic of Moldova, as well as the signature of
the remainder of the Association Agreement and Deep and Comprehensive
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Free Trade Area, between the European Union and Ukraine» (European Coun-
cil, 2014b). Considerable portions of the special meetings in July (European
Council, 2014c) and October (European Council Conclusions, 2014e) were also
devoted to the crisis in Ukraine, and in August to that in North Africa and
the Middle East (European Council, 2014d).

The European Council summits in 2015 were dominated by the migration
crisis. In March, it was declared that «[t]he ongoing review of the European
Neighbourhood Policy should ensure the continued deep involvement of the
EU with both Eastern and Southern partners» and the expectation of the
«ratification by all Member States of the Association Agreements/Deep and
Comprehensive Free Trade Areas (AAs/DCFTAs) with Georgia, Republic of
Moldova and Ukraine.» The tragic fate of migrants in the Mediterranean
was also highlighted (European Council, 2015a). Migration problems were
the main focus again at the June meeting, where it was stated that «concrete
measures have been taken to prevent further loss of life at sea, to find new
ways of confronting smugglers and to intensify cooperation with countries of
origin and transit, while respecting the right to seek asylum.» At the same
time, however, it was stressed that «[wlider efforts, including the reinforce-
ment of the management of the Union’s external borders, are required to bet-
ter contain the growing flows of illegal migration» as are solidarity between
member states and cooperation with neighboring countries (European Council,
2015b). The October meeting was almost entirely devoted to migration. The
main focus, however, began to shift towards strengthening the protection of
external borders. The EU planned to «work towards the gradual establishment
of an integrated management system for external borders,» «make full use of
the existing Frontex mandate, including as regards the deployment of Rapid
Border Intervention Teams» and «enhance the mandate of Frontex in the
context of discussions over the development of a European Border and Coast
Guard System» (European Council, 2015c). The conclusions of the December
meeting read that the «implementation [of the strategy] is insufficient and
has to be speeded up.» The openness of the EU’s internal borders was con-
nected with the demand for the external borders to be impermeable: «For the
integrity of Schengen to be safeguarded it is indispensable to regain control
over the external borders» (European Council, 2015d).

The March 2016 summit addressed the issue of migration again, declaring
that «[p]riority will continue to be given to regaining control of our external
borders» (European Council, 2016a). The June summit, in turn, additionally
stressed the multifaceted nature of the necessary activities (European Coun-
cil, 2016b). In October, attention was given to relocation mechanisms and
supporting partner countries, but, first and foremost, the European Council
appreciated the «entry into force of the European Border and Coast Guard
Regulation» and called «for a swift adoption of the revised Schengen Borders
Code enforcing systematic controls on all travellers crossing EU external bor-
ders» (European Council, 2016¢). Similar conclusions were made in December,
when relations with Ukraine and the situation in Syria were also referred to
(European Council, 2016d).
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The European Council of June 2017 addressed the issue of European secu-
rity (European Council Conclusions, 2017a), while that of October stated that
«[t]he approach pursued by Member States and EU institutions to ensure full
control of the external borders is yielding results and must be consolidated.
Overall, migratory flows are being significantly reduced and the number of
deaths at sea has decreased.» The EC urged «to get ‘Back to Schengen’ as soon
as possible while taking proportionate security interests of Member States
fully into account» (European Council, 2017b).

The above review of key challenges faced by the EU and the ways of re-
sponding to them allows a number of conclusions to be presented regarding
the involvement of the European Council in the formation of the EU’s ex-
ternal activities on the one hand, and the sources and manifestations of the
institutional dynamics of the European Council on the basis of how it set the
borders of the European project on the other.

Conclusions

The following can be stated on the basis of the above analysis. The Euro-
pean Council has systematically and consistently focused its interest around
the key challenges facing the European Union. It has addressed the most
important problems affecting the EU as a whole, and its individual members.
The European Union’s external activities are an excellent illustration of this.

In the process of institutional reforms and the dispute between the supra-
national and intergovernmental integration visions, the European Council and
the way it sets the borders of the European Union has followed certain prin-
ciples. On the one hand, it applies the imperial model, strongly emphasizing
the connections between the integration project and neighboring countries,
which clearly illustrates the logic of concentric circles in problem solving. On
the other hand, however, both the Southern and the Eastern crises are shift-
ing the vision of the European Council towards the Westphalian model. The
emerging tendency to be on one side of the EU’s external border or the other
is becoming more apparent.

Thus, the border itself is becoming more distinct and less permeable. The
EU’s surroundings are perceived as increasingly dangerous (both in the South,
due to migrations from the Arab world, and in the East, due to Russia’s ag-
gressive actions) and thus demanding an increase in the level of security by
moving from soft power to some forms of hard power.

Finally, in order to maintain the current level of integration within the
EU (as exemplified by the lack of internal border control), it is imperative to
jointly strengthen the protection of external borders and further integrate
certain areas, primarily the asylum system. This again falls under the logic
of the Westphalian model and departs from the elements of the neo-medieval
model.

This analysis is far from exhaustive, and actually appears to offer a con-
venient starting point for further studies. The conclusions presented above
raise further research questions, related, among other things, to the internal
dynamics of decision-making processes in the European Council, the strength
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of individual member states’ influence on the selection of issues addressed by
the European Council, and on the shape of its conclusions. On the other hand,
external activities, in particular the construction of the borders, constitute an
interesting empirical area with significant development potential.
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Anuak Apocias

Kadeapa mogiTuuHOI i coliaabHOl eKOHOMIKY (haKyabTeTy MOJITUUHUX HAYVK
i sxypHasicTuku YHiBepcurery imeni Agama MinmkeBuua, ByJa. [losHaHCHKUI
yHiBepcurer, 5, 61-614 Ilosnanb, IloabIia

€BPOIIEVICHKA PAJIA I KOPTOHH IHTETPAIIIITHOTO IIPOEKTY.
®OPMYBAHHS 30BHINIHBOI AIAJIBHOCTI €BPOIIEMICHKOTO
COIO3Y B KOHTEKCTI IIOJITUYHHUX 3ABIAHD

Pesrome

PosBuTox €Bponeiicbkoro Corosy nIpusBiB 10 3MiH #oro iHCcTUTYIi#iHOI Mozei. B KoH-
TEKCTi 30BHIMIHBOI AiAJTBHOCTI IIe BiTHOCUTHCA 0 PO3NOALNTY (hopMaIbHUX IIOBHOBAYKEHbD,
3 OJHOTO OOKYy, i ()YHKI[IOHYBaHHSA €BPONMENChKUX IHCTUTYTiB Ha MPaKTHIli, 3 iHIIOTO,
0c0o0JMBO 111010 HeopMaabHUX MexaHidMiB. MeToio cTaTTi € aHasis posi €BpomeiicbKoil
Pagu y dopmyBanHi 30BHiNIHBOI misnbHOCTI €Bpomeiicbkoro Corody. IluTamusa mocJi-
MKEeHHSA CTOCYIOTHCA M)Kepes i mposaBiB iHcTuTyiifinol aunamiku €Bpomneiicbkol Pagu B
o0sacTi 30BHINIHBOI migabHOCTi. BimmoBimi sacHoBaHi Ha aHasisi moBemiHKu €Bporeii-
cbKkoi Panm 1momo Toro, K BCTAHOBJIIOIOTHCA MeXKi €BpOIefiChbKOTI0 IPOEKTY B CTOCYHKAaX
i3 3oBHIiMIHIME mapTHepamMu. 3 TOUYKHU 30PY METOLOJIOTII B TEKCTi BUKOPUCTOBYETHCA aHA-
JIis BUCHOBKiB €Bpomneiicbkol Pagu 3a 2011-2017 poxu.

B crarTi BKasyeTbcs, 110 y OpoIeci iHCTUTYIIHHUX ped)opM Ta CyIepeuKy MiK Hal-
HaAI[IOHAJTBHUMU Ta MiKYPAJOBUMHU iHTerpamniinumu 6aueHHamu €pponeiicbka Paga npu
BUPIiIlIeHHI TUTAHHS BCTAHOBJEHHS KOPAOHIB €BponeiicbKkoro Cow3y JOTPUMYETHCS TI€B-
HUX NPUHIUIIB. 3 OAHOTO OOKY, 3aCTOCOBYE iMIIEPCHKY MOJENb, CUJIBHO IiJKPECaI0I0Un
3B'ABKM MiK iHTerpamiiiHMM IIPOEKTOM Ta CyCigHiMM KpaiHaMu, IO iJIIOCTPYE JIOTIKY
KOHIIEHTPUUYHUX KiJ mpu BupimnieHHi npobaem. 3 iHIIOro 60Ky, IMiBAeHHA i cXigHa Kpusu
3MimyoTs 6aueHHa €Bponeiicbkoi Pagu y HanpamMKy BecrdanbebKoi Mogeni. 3pocraoua
TEeHJIEHI[isd 3MiHU PO3TAIllyBaHHA HA ONHINW UM HA iHMIIN CTOPOHI 30BHIIITHHOTO KOPAOHY
€C crae Bce 0inbIll OUueBUAHOIO. BifgTak, caM KOpPAOH cTae OiJIbIT YiTKUM i MEHIII IIpo-
HuKHUM. HaBKoaumine cepemosuiie €C cupuiiMaeThbesa AK Bce 0inbin HebesmeuHe (AK Ha
IliBgHi, yepes mirparito 3 apabcbkoro cBity, Tak i Ha Cxoni, BHacaigoK mosiTuku Pocii)
i ToMy BUMarae miZBUINEHHS PiBHA 0E3IEKHU IIISXOM IIePeXOoay Biff M AKOI 10 KOPCTKOI
cunu. [Ina nigrpumanna inrerpanii B €C HeoOXiZHUM cTae MOCUJIEHHA 3aXUCTY 30BHIII-
HiX KOPZOHIB Ta HMOJITHKHU IIOL0 Po30ymoBU cucTeMu IpuTyiky. Lle 3HOBY Bimmosinmae
gorini BectdanrbcbKoi Mozesri i mpoTucToiTh JIoTili HeocepeaHbOBIiUHOI Mozesi. BucHOB-
KM, IPEACTaBJIeH] BUINE, BUKJIUKAIOTH MMOJAJIBII AOCHiSHUILKI NUTAHHA, IIOB A3aHI 3
BHYTPIINIHBOI0 AMHAMIKOI0 IPOIlECiB MPUIHATTA pimeHb B €Bpomeiichbkiit Pani, cuioio
BILIMBY KpaiH-4JieHiB Ha BuOip mMuTamb, A0 IKUX 3BepTaeThcsa €Bpomeiichka Pana, Ta pi-
meHb €Bponeiicbkoi Pagu. 3 iHIIoro 60Ky, 30BHIIIHA AiAJBHICTE, 30KpeMa OyAiBHUIITBO
KOP/IOHiB, € I[iKaBOIO eMIIipUUYHOI0 00JIACTIO 3i 3HAYHUM IIOTEHI[iaJIOM PO3BUTKY.

Karouosi caoBa: Paga €spomneiicbkoro Corosy, 30BHIIIHA AiAIbHICTE EBPONIEHCHKOTO
Co1o3y, KOPJOHU.
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Anuarx Apocaas

Kadeapa IOTUTUUECKON U COMATBHON 9KOHOMUKY (PaKyJIbTeTa MOJTUTUUIECKUX
HayK ¥ KYPHAJUCTUKU ¥YHUBepcutTera mMeHu Axama MunkeBuua, yia. IlosHaHCKu
yHuBepcuret, 5, 61-614 ITosuaub, I[loabira

EBPOIIEVICKUY COBET U TPAHUIIbI UHTETPAITUOHHOTO
ITPOEKTA. ®OPMUPOBAHUE BHENIHEN JTEATEJIbHOCTH
EBPOIIEVICKOTI'O COIO3A B KOHTEKCTE IOJIUTUYECKHUX 3ATAY

Pesrome

PasButue EBpomeiickoro Corosa mpuBesno K M3MEHEHUSAM €r0 MHCTUTYIIMOHAJILHOMN
Mozenu. B KOHTeKCTe BHEIIHEH AeATeJbHOCTH 3TO OTHOCUTCS K pacIpefesieHuo Gop-
MaJIbHBIX IMOJHOMOUHMH M (GYHKIMOHUPOBAHUIO €BPONENCKUX HHCTUTYTOB, OCOOEHHO B
OTHOIIIeHNM He(OPMAaJLHBIX €T0 MeXaHu3MOB. llenbio cTraThu ABIAETCA AaHAJIU3 POJIU
Espomeiickoro CoBera B (hpopMupoBaHMU BHeITHel neAarenbHocTu EBpomeiickoro Corosa.
Bompocs! ucciiefoBaEnsa KacaroTCcAa MCTOUHNKOB U MPOABJIEHUH WHCTUTYIIMOHATBHOU IU-
Hamuku EBpormeiickoro CoBera B o6JyiacTy BHEIIHEH geaTeabHOCTH. OTBETHI OCHOBAHbBI HA
aHasuse neAarenbHocTU EBpomeiickoro CoBeTa B OTHOIIIEHUHU TOTO, KaK YCTAHABINBAIOTCA
I'PAaHUILbI EBpOHeﬁC}COFO IIPOEKTa B OTHOIIEHMUAX C BHEIIHMMHU IIapTHEPaMM. C TOUYKHU
3peHUA METOAOJIOTHU B TEKCTE HUCIOJb3yeTcA aHaaus BeIBOOB EBpomeiickoro CoBeta 3a
2011-2017 roxei. B craThe yKa3bpIBaeTCA, UTO B IIPOIlECCE MHCTUTYIIMOHAIBLHBIX pehopM
1 CIIOPOB MeXOYy HaTHAIIMOHAJIBHBIMU U MEXKIIPABUTEJbCTBEHHBIMU MHTEIPAIIMOHHBIMU
BuseHuaMu EBpomeiickuit CoBeT Ipu peIeHWM BOIPOCA YCTAHOBJIEHUA T'paHUI] EBpO-
netickoro Corosa MPUAEPIKUBAETCA OIpPeNeeHHBIX TPUHIUIOB. C OAHOM CTOPOHBI, ITPHU-
MeHAET UMIEPCKYI0 MOJe/Ib, CUJILHO IIOAUYEPKUBAs CBA3U MEKY MHTETPAIIMOHHBIM IIPO-
€KTOM U COCeIHUMM CTPaHAMU, YTO UJJIIOCTPUPYET JIOTUKA KOHIIEHTPUUYECKUX KPYTOB
npu perteHun npobseM. C Ipyroil CTOPOHBI, IOKHBIA U BOCTOUHBIN KPUBUCHI CMEIAI0T
Buzenue EBpomeiickoro CoBera B HampaBienuu Bectdanabckoit mogenau. Pacryimas TeH-
IeHIUA UBMeHeHUA PacIoJIOKeHNA Ha OLHOH MM Ha APYToil CTOPOHE BHEITHel I'PaHUITbI
EC cranoButcs Bce 6osiee oueBugHOI. ClegoBaTeIbHO, caMa TPaHUIA CTAHOBUTCA 0oJjee
yeTKOM 1 MeHee mpoHuiiaemoii. Oxkpy:kartomias cpena EC BocipuHUMaeTcss Kak Bce 6ojiee
omacHas (kaxk Ha IOre, uepes mMurpamuio u3 apabCKoOro Mmupa, Tak 1 Ha BocToke, B pe-
3yJsbTaTe monuTuKu Poccun) u mosTomy TpeOyeT MOBBHIIIEHUA YPOBHA 0€30IIaCHOCTU IIY-
TeM Iepexoja OT MATKOM 0 KeCTKOM cujbl eé obecreuenusi. HeoOX0AMMbBIM CTAHOBUTCS
YCHUJIeHNe 3alllUThl BHEIITHUX I'PAHUI] 1 IIOJJUTUKHU 10 PA3BUTHUI0 CUCTEMbI y6e>ic1/11.ua. BTO
BHOBB OTBeYaeT Joruke BecTdaabckoil MOAeIN M IPOTUBOCTOUT JIOTUKE HEOCPETHEBEKO-
BO# mogmesii. IlpencraBiieHHBIE BBIBOABI BHIBBIBAIOT NaJbHENININIE BOIIPOCKHI, CBA3AHHBIE C
BHYTPEHHEe!N IWHAMHKON IPOIeCcCOB MpUHATUA pelieHui B EBpomneiickom CoBete, cuioi
BO3/IefICTBUSA CTPaH-UYJIEHOB Ha BBIOODP BOIIPOCOB, K KOTOPBIM obOparraercs EBpomeiicKuii
Cosert, u pemtenus EBpomneiickoro Coera. C Apyroit CTOPOHBI, BHEITHAS AeSATEIbHOCTD,
B YaCTHOCTU CTPOUTEJIHBCTBO I'PAHUI], MHTEPECHA SMINPUUECKOI 00IaCTHIO CO BHAUNUTEh-
HBIM IIOTE€HIIMAJIOM Pa3BUTUA.

Karouessie ciaoBa: Coser EBpomeiickoro Corosa, BHEIIHAS AeATeIbHOCTH EBpomeii-
ckoro Corosa, TpaHUIIEL.

105



