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This article deals with the relationship between globalization trends and the Black Sea
Economic Cooperation (BSEC) region. Its key argument is that BSEC role and dynamics
with respect to globalization are strictly related to and largely dependent on the relationship
between BSEC and the European Union (EU). The article assumes that BSEC performance
in the framework of globalization is related to and mostly affected by its relations with the
EU. These relations are about to be regulated by the European Neighbourhood Policy
(ENP) recently adopted by the EU with a view to tackling the consequences of the 2004
Eastern and Southern enlargement. The ENP will affect the BSEC directly and indirectly—
that is by means of EU policies towards BSEC itself as well as those towards BSEC
neighbouring regions and countries. In particular, it will affect two regions that are very
significant to the BSEC: the Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East. The article
comments on such indirect effects and concludes by recommending the establishment of
contractual relations between the EU and the BSEC in a form similar to that of the
Northern Dimension, so as to allow the BSEC to take due advantage from the ENP process.

Globalization and Regional Integration: The Case of the Black Sea 
Economic Cooperation

The Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) has two principal interrelated tasks. The

first relates to its very matrix—namely its aim of acting as a confidence-building measure

in the framework of the Organisation of Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)

process. In fact, this is what is stressed by the BSEC founding documents.1 Within the

framework of the European architecture, as ultimately enshrined in the Paris Charter,

the building up of solid and structured regional economic cooperation and/or
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integration frameworks is intended to be a definite contribution to peace and stability.

In this sense, the economic activities of BSEC are in principle instrumental to the attain-

ment of these political aims. Still, they are equally important and must be considered

as an end in themselves. The BSEC is a typical process of regional economic cooperation,

an example of regionalism in the framework of globalization, very similar to many other

ongoing regional undertakings in Europe and the world. This is the second task of BSEC.

The regional processes of economic cooperation and integration, the BSEC being no

exception, used to include both political and economic factors as sides of the same coin.

The two sides cannot be easily separated and, for this reason, they are considered in a

‘political economy’ perspective—that is, a perspective that tries to combine the analysis

of both political and economic factors. In this perspective, the economic performance

is linked to the issue of governance. In fact, the question internationally debated,

particularly in the last few years, is whether or not regions contribute to global gover-

nance. While globalization is an objective trend, it must be governed if it is to be bene-

ficial and its adverse effects are to be smoothed over. What is today’s role of a

proliferating economic regionalism with respect to global governance? Is it consistent

or opposed to the latter? Is regionalism systemic with respect to international free trade

and economic globalization, or is it anti-systemic?

According to different schools of thought,2 regionalism can be cooperative or

conflict-oriented. This can take place either accidentally, thanks to particular circum-

stances, or intentionally, as a result of discussion and deliberation. There are authors

who see regionalism as an offensive response to the present conditions of the interna-

tional economic system, a response similar to the creation of discriminatory and exclu-

sive trade blocs and the large application of protectionism that prevailed in the 1930s

when the first wave of regionalism took place. Others look at it as a response that is coop-

erative in its character (or will so prove at the end of the day). This cooperative region-

alism seems to characterize both the second (1950s–1970s) and the present, third waves.

There is an important difference between the second and the present waves of

regionalism with respect to international governance. The second wave took place in a

situation in which the United States provided the necessary ‘public goods’ to assure the

equilibrium of the international system. In this system, regionalism could be regarded

as a stage of transitional protectionism directed at assuring national development or

overcoming local imbalances without putting into question, however, the system’s

hegemonic governance. The final result was a reinforcing of the overall system. Gover-

nance was essentially global. With the end of the United States hegemony, the interna-

tional economic system has shifted in an enduring post-hegemonic situation in which

the supply of public goods is short and cannot meet the demand. According to authors,

regionalism must be regarded, first of all, as a response to such a shortage. Regionalism

thus acts as a mechanism trying to provide locally the public goods that the system

cannot. If this is accepted, regionalism results in being highly consistent with globaliza-

tion as an economic trend. On the political side of the coin, the economic consistency

between globalization and regionalism means that regionalism plays an essential role

in global governance by providing an intermediate level of decision making and

management and generating public goods between the global and the national level.
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This author shares the view that current regionalism is consistent with globalization

and contributes to international governance by complementing global and national

governance. BSEC, in particular, is definitely in tune with such systemic regionalism,

as regularly illustrated by its statements and its policies. In the BSEC, we can find all the

motivations for creating a regional supplementary engine to development and

modernization ‘in terms of location (trade and investment, saving in transport and

economy of scale)’, of chances to expand and train firms thanks to a larger market size,

and of capabilities for learning to cope with international competition (Telò 2001: 1–

17). At the same time, the BSEC members look very clearly at these regional steps in a

wider perspective, be it the European or the global space. BSEC is a factor in what is

called ‘open regionalism’. The features of BSEC correspond to those of the third wave:

‘[T]he heterogeneity of participating countries, the outward-looking approach of

members, the domestic liberalization not only of goods but also of services, which

involves new rules for investments and the provision of competition policy and tech-

nical standards’ (Guerrieri and Falautano 2000: 16–17). BSEC is a globally orientated

region, using regionalism to carry out successfully its transition towards globalization.

BSEC and the European Union: Regions and Sub-regions in Europe

The correlation of BSEC with globalization is not (or is not always) a direct one. It

cannot take place in isolation. The exposure of the BSEC region to globalization takes

place in a given context, which comprises other regional formations and networks of

economic and political relations. In other words, it takes place in a given geopolitical

regional environment. This regional environment includes two main references: on the

one hand, Central Asia and the Middle East (in particular, the Upper Gulf area), and

on the other, the expanding area of the European Union (EU). The BSEC is a natural

bridge between the two areas and is bound to work as a platform connecting and

developing the space between the EU and what the United States calls the ‘Greater

Middle East’. The success of the BSEC is linked to a virtuous circle between its capacity

to attract foreign investment and to invest profits in members’ broad economic

development.

In its role as bridge, BSEC has a clear global attitude as an investment-receiving area

(from the EU as well as the United States). At the same time, its attitude has a more

regional character when it comes to developing and trading the outcome of investment.

This outcome is naturally directed at domestic markets and, most of all, to the greater

EU area. The EU and BSEC areas have a clear major complementary character. The

latter is strengthened by non-economic factors as well. In fact, it must be pointed out

that the BSEC is a bridge also for a relevant number of soft security issues such as inter-

national crime and trafficking. This fact increases its complementary character with the

EU area and stresses the political economy perspective in which the BSEC has to be

taken into consideration in the realm of globalization.

Against this background, one has to say that the ‘bridge’ role of BSEC is not neutral

or equidistant between its two shores. As a matter of fact, the BSEC is subjected to a

fatal attraction of integration and cooperation towards the greater EU area because of
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economic as well as political reasons.3 This EU bias of the BSEC is confirmed by a

number of facts. The BSEC was created on the assumption that its members would not

be prevented from pursuing their policies aimed at establishing specific relations with

the EU. The status of its members’ relations with the EU (see Table 1) illustrates very

well this attraction or gravitation. At the end of the day, the expectation of a special

relationship with the EU is definitely not a mystery: the BSEC’s need and desire to

develop and strengthen its relations with the EU appear regularly in its official docu-

ments. The Istanbul 2002 Decennial Declaration of the BSEC Heads of States and

Governments, the resolution of the Foreign Ministers issued in Yerevan on 18 April

2003, and, lately, the Declaration on BSEC and the EU Cooperation adopted by the

BSEC Council in Chisinau in October 2005 are illustrative of this. Following the

Hellenic Chairmanship-in-Office of the BSEC (November 2004–May 2005), the BSEC

decided to work more systematically on the BSEC-EU relations, establishing an ‘ad hoc

Group of Experts on BSEC-EU’ with the mandate to produce a new platform for coop-

eration between the two organizations.

In conclusion, the role and status of the BSEC in the context of globalization seems

twofold. On the one hand, BSEC has its own agenda, which is bound to take advantage

of its geopolitical location as bridge between the EU and Central Asia/Middle East with

a view to enhancing its resources and development. On the other hand, the BSEC is

attracted by the EU area of integration since interests lie more towards this direction in

general than towards the East. In other words, because of its geopolitical configuration,

BSEC is confronted by two levels of globalization: globalization proper and a kind of

regional globalization concerning its relations with the EU, its big neighbour. The EU

generates public goods within the circle of Euro-Asian relations of which the BSEC can

take advantage. The Euro can be regarded as one such public good. Another public

good is the ENP network of agreements and institutions the EU is creating in Eastern

Europe, the Balkans, Russia and the Mediterranean (as well as the financial resources

ENP is going to provide and set in motion). Conversely, the role of BSEC in developing

infrastructures and cooperating in sensitive sectors, such as environmental protection

and soft security, provides advantages to the EU and contributes an appropriate

regional articulation to European as well as global governance.

The Response of the EU: The Neighbourhood Agenda

What we have said so far suggests that the impact of globalization to the BSEC and its

wider area regards mostly its relations with the EU. Further factors also have an impact

on BSEC globalization, though, including United States relations with the Middle East.

There is no doubt, however, that the EU is the most significant pole of BSEC attraction

and, as a consequence, the most significant link the BSEC has to globalization.

While the BSEC is attracted to the EU, the reverse is definitely less true. In the past,

there were times when the EU showed an interest in the BSEC—for example, when in

1997 the Commission aired a well articulated agenda for its action in the BSEC area

(Commission of the European Communities 1997). The EU also funded a number of

projects in the region. Most recently, there was a meeting in Brussels on 11 April 2005
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between BSEC Senior Officials and EU high-level representatives that seemed to bring

in a more distinct EU interest towards the BSEC.4 Still, it remains true what Valinakis

(1999: 54) said some years ago: ‘EU involvement in the BSEC framework has … been

minimal.’ In general, the EU is very supportive of sub-regional agreements of cooper-

ation and integration. The political economy of regional integration broadly fits with

the EU’s very identity and is regarded by the EU—as well as the OSCE—as an impor-

tant instrument of economic development and conflict prevention. Still, Valinakis very

aptly notes that so far the EU has been more successful in promoting and supporting

sub-regionalism in the Northern and, to some extent, Central and Eastern Europe than

in Southeastern Europe and the Black Sea area. This point of view is shared by subse-

quent analyses (Aydin 2005).

As of today, the ENP (the EU’s agenda for re-ordering EU relations with neighbours

in order to cope with the consequences of May 2004 enlargement) seems again to

disregard the BSEC in casting out what the Commission calls ‘A New Framework for

Relations with our Eastern and Southern Neighbours’. The first document of the

Commission on the ENP did not mention the BSEC at all. The last one, illustrating the

ENP as a strategy, barely mentions it.5

What is the relevance of the new policy for the BSEC? One can respond to this ques-

tion from a general point of view as well as from a BSEC specific perspective. Generally,

one should highlight first that while the ENP aims for a deep integration by sharing

with neighbours its internal market rules, its architecture corresponds to nothing more

nor less than the longstanding instruments and aims of the association relations the EU

has devolved towards its adjacent regions almost since its inception, with a view to

promoting regional and inter-regional cooperation.

In principle, EU regionalism intends to foster relations among its partners at a

regional level alongside bilateral relations with each one of them (at the end of the day,

it is that purpose which makes inter-regionalism—especially between countries at

different levels of development—compatible with globalism and global governance).

In general, however, bilateral relations have increased far more than horizontal rela-

tions among partners. Results are mixed and very much dependent on the degree of

partners’ development. When partners are less developed, there is a polarization effect.

Each associated country gets more interested in developing its economic and commer-

cial relations with the EU rather than with its neighbours. The latter have usually little

to offer compared to the EU, or relations with neighbours may be antagonistic. The

economic power that the EU possesses acts as a dividing factor with respect to EU less

developed partners.

Thus, the pattern of EU relations with its less developed neighbours tends to be

inevitably a hub-and-spokes one. Horizontal integration and cooperation among EU

associates gets neglected rather than upgraded. This has been the experience with the

Maghreb, the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP) countries and, in general, with

other inter-regional relations the EU has tried to foster in Central and Eastern Europe

and the Balkans.

This effect of polarization is much less important when the partners are suffi-

ciently developed economically or, more broadly speaking, when the partner regional
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organization is something that already works rather than something that has to be set

up more or less from scratch. An example of the former is the EU’s experience with

the Northern Dimension. From the BSEC perspective, the implementation of the EU

emerging Neighbourhood Policy can weaken the BSEC in two respects. First, the

extreme differentiation of BSEC members’ status vis-à-vis the EU (see Table 1) may

weaken cohesion within BSEC itself. Second, while the new EU policy takes into

consideration existing sub-regional frameworks of relations with its neighbours, such

as the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and the Northern Dimension, it does not

take the BSEC convincingly into consideration. This may contribute to the weaken-

ing and division of the BSEC. In any case, from both points of view, while individual

members of the BSEC would take advantage of the benefits that the EU Neighbour-

hood Policy promises, other members of the BSEC would not be able to do the same.

Unless the BSEC is explicitly included in the new ENP, there will a discriminatory

effect that may put at risk BSEC cohesion and rationale.

What is the best option for BSEC? Should it try to be included in the neighbourhood

policy or not? In case it is excluded, the discrimination stemming from an uneven appli-

cation of the ENP to individual BSEC members can compromise the very foundations

of the organization. On the other hand, the inclusion in the neighbourhood framework

may bring about a similar risk of polarization and fragmentation according to the hub-

and-spokes pattern of relations that being included would seemingly generate. In both

cases, there is a risk of fragmentation, if not dissolution or disruption. However, BSEC

members have a relatively high level of development. Furthermore, it is a well-

structured and functioning regional organization and the members look willing to

pursue their regional cooperation. Consequently, the best (or least damaging) option

is inclusion in the neighbourhood scheme, whose polarization effects the BSEC should

be able to counter successfully while enjoying neighbourhood advantages. This is the

best option also from a global governance vantage-point as it preserves, along with

BSEC’s cohesion, a viable regional articulation in the area. Thus, this should be the

option that BSEC institutions should support in their evolving relations with the EU.

Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East in the ENP Perspective

How do developments discussed in previous sections interplay with Eastern Mediter-

ranean and Middle Eastern areas? What is or would be the role of BSEC with respect to

these areas in the EU neighbourhood policy perspective?

The Eastern Mediterranean

The Eastern Mediterranean concept remains partly heir to Cold War geopolitics when

it focused on Cyprus, Greece, Turkey and other countries on the eastern shores of the

Mediterranean being referred to as ‘Levant’, ‘Near East’ or ‘Middle East’. Post-Cold

War developments have tended to enlarge that concept to neighbouring areas and

brought about the very existence of BSEC. Thus a new concept encompassing the above

areas has emerged—that of ‘Greater Eastern Mediterranean’.
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The idea that the early Eastern Mediterranean area has expanded to a new wider area

organized to attain stability and peace can be regarded as an important and positive

factor in the framework of the dispute between Greece and Turkey and its attendant

conflict in Cyprus. For sure, the BSEC has developed for the time being more as an

economic than a political and security cooperation venture. While this option is

consistent with the development of long-term capabilities of conflict prevention and

management in the region, it has left them behind in the short term. In this sense, the

BSEC has been unable to contribute to the management and solution of the Turkish-

Greek dispute or the Cyprus conflict. Still, there is no doubt that the presence of both

Greece and Turkey in the BSEC has contributed to the ongoing ‘détente’ between the

two countries (Lesser et al. 2001). Although the BSEC cannot be regarded as a specific

factor for solving the dispute, the inclusion of both countries in a regional cooperative

structure such as the BSEC has to be considered in itself as a factor contributing to a

process of conflict prevention and resolution in the longer term.

With respect to the solution of the dispute, the inclusion of Turkey in the EU, beside

Greece and Cyprus, could be regarded as a more effective alternative than the BSEC. As

a matter of fact, however, this does not detract from the significance of BSEC for

furthering cooperation between Turkey and Greece (and maybe Cyprus tomorrow). By

the same token, cooperation with Russia remains an issue for the Baltic countries even

after their inclusion in the EU and, to that purpose, the so-called ‘Northern Dimension’

will not cease to help cooperation in the area. Greece and Turkey (and maybe Cyprus)

need a sub-regional dimension to develop their relations with the other BSEC countries

anyway. In fact, while the solution of the disputes relating to the narrower Eastern

Mediterranean area are of importance for EU security, this solution cannot come only

thanks to the inclusion of all the stakeholders in the EU. Cooperation in the Greater

Eastern Mediterranean area (i.e., the BSEC) would strongly contribute to such a solu-

tion by allowing for cooperation in a sub-region where Greece and Turkey—and

Cyprus—have strong interests.

The Greater Eastern Mediterranean area can perform another cooperative task. The

BSEC area is very important for Russia and relates to a set of significant political and

economic Russian interests. For Russia, a degree of independence from the EU in deal-

ing with its interests around the Black Sea basin is certainly welcome. For the EU, this

flexibility in its relations with Russia would be helpful, especially since the BSEC is

bound to develop into a pro-EU area.

A final point regards what the first Commission’s communication on the ENP calls

‘the management of the new external borders and transboundary flows’—mostly the

problem of legal and illegal migration and soft security issues (e.g., international crime,

drug trafficking, other kind of trafficking and the suppression of terrorism). While

the ENP as a non-regionally structured entity did not help in tackling these issues, the

BSEC is bound to be more cohesive in a case where it is encouraged to tackle soft

security issues in its regional context. This would help the EU much more than any

bilateral or hub-and-spokes pattern of cooperation in the fields involved.

In conclusion, the existence of a working regional space in the Black Sea area would

combine positively with the EU in dealing with conflict in Eastern Mediterranean and
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other regional security issues, such as soft security ones. By the same token, it would

ease and reinforce cooperation with individual countries, as in the case of Russia. A

network of only bilateral EU relations with the individual countries of the region would

be second best. If the impact of the EU neighbourhood policy were to trivialize the

BSEC regional framework of cooperation, the emerging EU policy could be detrimen-

tal not only to the BSEC, but to the EU as well.

The Middle East

The EU has never considered the Middle East as a single area in the way the United

States and Russia have done. EU policy towards this area is very fragmented. While the

EU has developed significant common political approaches to the Mediterranean and

the Near East (the Arab-Israeli Conflict), it has always maintained an extremely low

profile with respect to the Gulf area. The EU never had any contractual relations with

Iraq, but maintained very limited and low-level political relations. Regarding Iran,

there is a political dialogue in the shape of the so-called ‘critical dialogue’. Between the

GCC countries and the EU there is a comprehensive agreement that contemplates a

political dialogue as well as trade and economic relations that are considered by

analysts undeveloped and unsatisfactory. Some European countries—namely the

United Kingdom, France, Germany and, to some extent, Italy—have developed

bilateral relations with Iran and or individual Gulf Cooperation Countries (GCCs).

Yet, while the United Kingdom and France have always included the region in their

strategic perspective, the other European countries have not. This absence has

prevented EU policies from emerging (as in the case of Iraq and Iran) or from assuming

a more adequate profile (as with the GCC). The task has been largely left to the United

States and the European members of the United Nations Security Council (i.e., France

and the United Kingdom).

The emerging ENP risks reinforcing the fragmentation of EU policies towards the

Middle East and the ensuing lack of strategic perspective by consolidating its present

distinction between the Southern Mediterranean and the other areas of the Middle East

(Neugart and Schumacher, ‘EU’s Future Neighbourhood Policy’, 169–192, and

‘Geopolitical Implications’). The European official discourse keeps on attributing a

special importance to the Southern Mediterranean for its security. However, the

pattern of migration includes many Asiatic and African areas beside those of the

Middle East and North Africa; transnational trends such as terrorism and Islamic

extremism go well beyond the Levant and North Africa. When it comes to hard security

issues, such as Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) proliferation or the Arab-Israeli

Conflict, the distinction between the Mediterranean and the Middle East is without

sense.

The lack of strategic perspective and the fragmentation of the EU Middle Eastern

policies is essentially the outcome of its enduring deficit in the Common Foreign and

Security Policy (CFSP). Unless the CFSP is developed within full communitarian rather

than intergovernmental policy, the EU will not be able to have the necessary relations

with the Middle East. In this sense, when the large belt of crises that surrounds the EU
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since the end of the Cold War—a belt that stretches from Central Asia to the Atlantic

Ocean—is taken into consideration, it is evident that the area covered by the BSEC plays

a significant role. The BSEC, as an organized area oriented to stability, development and

peace, fills a vacuum the EU is unable to fill until it can get out of its political minority

status by enforcing a real EU common security and foreign policy. The BSEC, in alliance

with the EU, can perform a series of political and security functions with respect to an

area the EU cannot manage by itself. In this sense, a downgrading of the BSEC within

the context of the EU Neighbourhood Policy would not be a plus for the EU itself.

While there is no doubt that the stabilization and democratization of the Southern

Mediterranean is an important, though strategically limited, asset for EU security and

prosperity, Europeans should not overlook the fact that with respect to many European

interests, such as the future of the Balkans, its relationship with Russia, and national

interests of individual EU members, the BSEC area’s stability, democratization and

development is no less important than that of Southern Mediterranean. In both cases,

a working regional organization helps the interests of the EU towards the areas

involved and those beyond them. In this respect, it must be noted that while the BSEC

is a functioning regional organization, the Southern Mediterranean is not and, sadly, is

unlikely to be so in the near future.

Conclusions

The BSEC has a consistent and positive role in the context of globalization and, in this

sense, contributes to global governance. The role of the BSEC region on the global

scene is mostly affected by the EU. The emerging ENP may fragment and weaken the

BSEC by including some of its members in the new policy and excluding others. This

article argues that this is not convenient to the EU itself because the BSEC and the EU

are complementary in a number of significant respects. Furthermore, for the sake of

global governance, viable regions like the BSEC have to be strengthened rather than

enfeebled. In this perspective, the article points out a number of arguments relating to

the positive political and economic role of the BSEC with respect to the Middle East

and the Eastern Mediterranean area.

At the end of the analysis carried out here, one can wonder what should be done.

There is no doubt that, because of the extreme differentiation in the BSEC members

with respect to the EU, setting out contractual relations between the EU and the BSEC

may pose some challenges. In any case, the EU should recognize the role of the BSEC

and give it an appropriate format as a condition to include it in the network of its

emerging Neighbourhood policy. The Northern Dimension format seems more

appropriate to shaping a viable EU-BSEC contractual relationship. Under this format,

other EU members, further to Greece, might be interested in joining the BSEC—for

instance, Italy, whose interests towards the Black Sea area are definitely more impor-

tant than those towards the Mediterranean, Germany and maybe Cyprus. The North-

ern Dimension format has been very aptly pointed out by the Yerevan BSEC

resolution. This resolution, however, has not found a convincing response from the

EU as yet.
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Notes
1.

[1] See Black Sea Economic Cooperation (Summit Declaration, and Bosphorus Statement).

Information on the BSEC is provided on the organization’s website: http://www.bsec-

organization.org. On the political and security aspects of the BSEC and the Black Sea cooper-

ation, see Pavliuk (1999: 128–150) and Manoli (2003).
2.

[2] See, most recently, Telò, and Guerrieri and Scharrer, with numerous references to current

literature on the subject. On BSEC as a case of ‘new regionalism’, see Tsardanidis (2003).
3.

[3] Emerson and Noutcheva (2004) used the concept of ‘gravitation’ drawn from the theory of trade.
4.

[4] In fact, the Brussels meeting is positively mentioned in the Report of the Twelfth Meeting of

the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the BSEC Member States, which took place in

Komotini, Greece, on 23 April 2005.
5.

[5] Two important EU documents on the ENP are the following: Commission of the European

Communities (Wider Europe-Neighbourhood, and European Neighbourhood Policy).
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This article presents an overview of regionalism as is being developed within the framework
of the Organization of Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC). It examines the character
of BSEC regionalism arguing that significant diversification of its core business (i.e., trade
facilitation) towards non-economic issues has occurred since BSEC’s conception in 1992.
The article further concludes that given BSEC’s limitations and its members’ priorities, it
becomes vital for the future of the Black Sea regionalism that the BSEC develops a struc-
tured and constructive relationship with other regional and international actors, particu-
larly the EU, which possesses both the resources and the expertise to move ahead with
regional projects. Turning the BSEC into a credible partner with a clear strategy will give a
new meaning to the notion of Black Sea regionalism in a united Europe.

BSEC: The Institutional Expression of Black Sea Regionalism

Shortly after the end of the Cold War, regional cooperation emerged as an important

means of securing stability, dealing with the problems of economic transition and

promoting closer ties with other existing European economic and security structures.

The Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) was established in June 1992 by the

governments of eleven states stretching from the Adriatic to the Caspian Seas: Albania,

Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Georgia, Greece, Moldova, Romania, Russia, Turkey

and Ukraine. In 2004, it witnessed its first enlargement with Serbia and Montenegro

joining. The vision behind the launch of the BSEC was to promote economic coopera-

tion in a space that had, for over fifty years, been subject to political, ideological and

economic division (for a comprehensive analysis of the BSEC as a regional structure,

see Manoli 2004).

Today the BSEC has developed into a relatively mature regional economic organiza-

tion with a broad and comprehensive institutional basis. It represents the most advanced
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expression of regional cooperation in the wider Black Sea area. The highest decision-

making body is the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs (CMFA). A Committee of

Senior Officials coordinates current affairs between the CMFA sessions under the guid-

ance of the Chairman-in-Office (CiO) and the assistance of the Permanent International

Secretariat (PERMIS) which is based in Istanbul. Agreements, ministerial declarations

and sectoral action plans have been adopted in several areas of common interest (e.g.,

energy, combating organized crime, transport) envisaging joint activities and appropri-

ate coordination mechanisms. The BSEC has consolidated its structures through the

activities of permanent and ad hoc working bodies in priority areas of cooperation.

The overall BSEC structure, apart from the intergovernmental dimension, has devel-

oped a business dimension (BSEC Business Council), an inter-parliamentary dimen-

sion (Parliamentary Assembly of the BSEC, PABSEC), a financial pillar (Black Sea

Trade and Development Bank, BSTDB) and a research arm and academic think-tank

(International Center for Black Sea Studies, ICBSS). The institutional construction of

the BSEC was accompanied by an effort to upgrade its legal and operational foundation

in order to respond more effectively to the functional (permanent structures within the

BSEC framework) and substantive (areas of cooperation covered by the BSEC) needs

of its expanding activities. Consequently, the BSEC identity evolved from a diplomatic

conference model into a fully fledged regional economic organization endowed with

international legal personality, institutional autonomy and standing organs. The

Charter of the Organization of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation was signed at Yalta

on 5 June 1998, and entered into force on 1 May 1999 when the informal initiative of

the BSEC was transformed into a regional economic organization of the same name.

The emergence of the BSEC was an important landmark in the process of regional

cooperation, affirming in a solemn way the commitment of the Member States to the

vision of further integration through binding legal acts and concrete agreed measures.

The completion of institutional transformation gave the BSEC the necessary means

to become a project-oriented endeavour. It is expected that by implementing concrete

projects of regional interest and impact, the BSEC will contribute effectively to the

prosperity of the people in the region and to the integration of the region’s economies

with each other and with the European and world marketplaces. An important step

forward in the realization of this goal was the establishment by the BSEC, through a

unanimous decision, of the BSEC Project Development Fund in 2002. This Fund is

financed through voluntary contributions from the BSEC institutional family (states

and related bodies) as well as from other sources (third states, financial institutions,

international donors, etc.). The aim of the Fund is to facilitate the elaboration and

promotion of cooperative projects with a high regional impact from the early stage of

a project idea up to pre-feasibility studies leading to access to substantial funding by

banks or other financial organizations.

A Comprehensive Type of Regionalism

Regionalism within the BSEC framework has been from the very beginning

comprehensive in nature. In other words, it represents a multidimensional scheme of
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cooperation covering a broad spectrum of activities: trade and investments, energy,

transport and communications, environment, tourism, Small–Medium-sized

Enterprises (SMEs), combating organized crime and other non-conventional threats,

dealing with emergency situations, institutional renewal and improved governance.

This comprehensive nature of the BSEC is eloquently expressed in its Economic Agenda,

adopted in 2001. It is a political document that outlines the basic fields on which the

Member States decided to focus their cooperative engagement.

According to its founding documents, the BSEC cannot be described either as a

‘trade bloc’ or as a ‘security community’. Since its inception, BSEC has been viewed as

a tool for achieving the goal of integration into the world economy through a regional

approach based on interdependence and natural synergies that could maximize the

relative strength of individual countries and thus facilitate their common progress

towards prosperity. That is why the BSEC documents underscore the real complemen-

tarities that are present in the economies of the participating countries as well as the

mutually advantageous character of their expanded economic cooperation.

Another constant feature of the BSEC initiative has been a pan-European vision

reflecting also the European expectations of the BSEC participating states. It is not

excessive to say that this European commitment has been a strategic goal for the BSEC,

highlighted in all official BSEC documents, beginning with the Summit Declaration

and the Bosphorus Statement of 1992. The latter contains a very clear statement of the

Heads of State and Government stressing that ‘in the building of the new architecture

of Europe, their countries and peoples had an important and creative contribution to

make and that the Black Sea Economic Cooperation constituted an effort that would

facilitate the processes and structures of European integration’. This assessment was

confirmed on numerous occasions thereafter, including the adoption in 1999 of a

Platform for Cooperation between the BSEC and the EU. It clearly follows that the BSEC

endeavour has always had a clear European orientation and been perceived by the

participants as a contribution to the evolving new European architecture. Founded on

these basic premises, the BSEC gradually consolidated its structures through the

activities of permanent and ad hoc Working Groups in priority areas of cooperation.

Agreements, Joint Ministerial Declarations and Action Plans have been concluded in

several areas of common interest, envisaging joint activities and appropriate coordina-

tion mechanisms.

Economic Cooperation as a Declarative Priority

As envisaged in the BSEC Economic Agenda, the acceleration of effective multilateral

economic cooperation and attainment of sustainable development is managed through

concerted actions and a project-oriented approach in the fields of: intra-regional trade;

banking and finance; energy; transport; communications; environmental protection;

science and technology; information technology; education; agricultural development;

tourism; SMEs; and exchange of economic information. Throughout the first decade

of its operation, the BSEC focused mainly on economic aspects such as the prospects

of creating a free trade area. It is to be noted, however, that some significant steps were
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also taken in other, more or less related fields such as cooperation in coping with

natural disasters or manmade emergency situations (BSEC, Additional Protocol, 20

October 2005).

Although BSEC was primarily defined as a regional economic organization, it was

recognized during the preliminary discussions preceding its establishment that full

economic integration would not be an a priori commitment for the participants, even

though some concrete steps in that direction could be considered later on. The partic-

ipating states agreed to promote cooperation by contributing to ‘the expansion of their

mutual trade in goods and services and ensure or progressively eliminate obstacles of

all kinds, in a manner not contravening their obligations towards third parties’ (BSEC,

Bosphorus Statement, paragraph 14). Their determination to facilitate trade led to a

Declaration of Intent for the Establishment of a Free Trade Area in 1997; a plan which was

later characterized as ‘overambitious’ by the BSEC itself, precisely because of existing

obligations of some Member States toward third parties or other international organi-

zations. Subsequently, ‘trade facilitation and liberalization [was seen] as a more

realistic goal for the BSEC Member States at this stage’ (BSEC, ‘Chart’, 2002: 238).

The unimpeded development of trade was originally conceived as a complemen-

tary step to the process of national reforms towards market economy. Notwithstand-

ing the repeated statements in that direction, the BSEC partners took few practical

steps to liberalize trade amongst themselves and/or to harmonize their policies

towards third parties. A number of consultations on cross-border trade facilitation as

well as on the reduction of non-tariff impediments to trade took place jointly with

the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the United Nations Economic Commis-

sion for Europe (UNECE), but they have not produced concrete actions or commit-

ments. The failure to make progress in this area can be explained in part by the fact

that some BSEC countries (e.g., Greece, Romania, Bulgaria) were bound by their

previously agreed international obligations, particularly vis-à-vis the EU. On the

other hand, Azerbaijan refused to consent to deepening economic integration at a

sub-regional level prior to the settlement of security issues in the South Caucasus

(primarily the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict), while Russia had special commitments

in the framework of the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and Eurasian

Economic Space. The original plans to establish a free trade area have thus proved

unrealistic and obtained limited political support. The draft Recommendation for the
Procedure to Eliminate Quantitative Restrictions and Measures with Equivalent Effect
on Trade in BSEC Region and Exemplary List of Quantitative Restrictions and
Measures with Equivalent Effect on Trade prepared by Turkey in 2001 did not receive

active support from the other members, and detailed negotiations on substance

never took off.

The lack of consensus among the Member States about the scope and practical

modalities of economic cooperation explains only in part why there is a sense of

disappointment and frustration about BSEC’s failure to deliver on its initial promises.

In fact, it should have been clear that the diversity of international commitments

(including the fact that not all current BSEC countries are also WTO members) and the

adherence by several BSEC countries to EU legislation and rules made the establishment
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of a unified regional economic regime an almost impossible task. To this we may add

the fact that weak administrative capacities or regulatory structures for a market

economy in a number of countries have obstructed the emergence of a strong regional

integrative process.

Over the years, the BSEC Working Group on economic cooperation remained with-

out a plan of action that would set more or less clear and realistic priorities. It has so far

met approximately twelve times, which is seldom enough given the primacy placed on

the economic character of cooperation. The bulk of its work has been relegated to ad
hoc meetings of experts dealing with predominantly technical matters such as invest-

ment promotion, avoidance of double taxation and visa facilitation for businessmen. A

redirection of priorities from regional trade towards improving the business environ-

ment could be witnessed in the meantime. Even in those areas, negotiations had a hard

time making progress because of the variety of international jurisdictions (e.g., on visa

facilitation where a draft Agreement on Visa Facilitation for Businessmen has been

negotiated, but not yet signed).

The same approach applied in the field of investments. The BSEC Member States

agreed on the guiding principles, but on a non-binding basis: transparency, non-

discrimination, need for incentives and/or compensation, repatriation of hard

currency earnings in anticipation of convertibility, entry and sojourn of key investment

actors, elimination of restrictions on the export of capital, code of conduct for investors

and settlement of disputes. However, no other action was taken beyond declaratory

measures. It was again Turkey that initiated specific measures in the investment

domain. In cooperation with the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Devel-

opment (OECD) and the BSEC Business Council, it designed a concept to promote

investments in the BSEC region, which was approved at the meeting of ministers

responsible for SMEs in Istanbul on 27 September 2001, and known as the ‘Black Sea
Investment Initiative’ (BSII).

The initial ambition to create a business-led cooperation process was not realized

mainly because the private sector remained by and large outside the BSEC decision-

making process and never took a prominent place as envisaged in the organization’s

founding documents (Manoli 2005b: 286–288). The representatives of the business

community preferred to engage in bilateral contacts and use their own channels of

interaction with their counterparts. Moreover, they showed no real inclination to lobby

the BSEC in support of their specific interests and plans as it was considered that BSEC

lacked the required resources. As a result, BSEC’s interest gradually moved away, in

practical terms, from trade-related issues.

Diversification by Default Rather Than Design

In the course of time, the activities of the BSEC branched out into fields that were not

envisaged at its conception. One of the most important fields in terms of impact on

regional integration and distinct identity has been the wider subject of governance,

institutional reform and renewal. This item was included in the Economic Agenda, the

major strategy text of the organization, but its serious examination started only in the
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past few years as the link between economic performance and the existence of a proper

institutional and regulatory framework has become more evident.

Another crucial topic that surfaced in the BSEC agenda concerns the contribution of

the organization toward consolidating security and stability in the region. This subject

was brought into focus by the Heads of State or Government in their Istanbul Decen-

nial Summit Declaration of 2002. The International Centre for Black Sea Studies

(ICBSS)—which constitutes the official think-tank of BSEC—was assigned the task of

creating and coordinating the work of a special ad hoc Study Group on ways and means

of fostering security in the Black Sea region. The ad hoc Study Group, formed of autho-

rized experts from all BSEC Member States, held four brainstorming sessions in Athens

(March and July 2003, February and June 2004) and, following two years of negotia-

tions, produced a Background Paper on strengthening security and stability in the

region. The Background Paper defines once more security in a comprehensive way; it

carefully steers away from direct involvement by BSEC in crisis management and

conflict resolution situations, while recognizing that the organization’s contribution to

the stability in the region is mainly performed by means of enhanced economic coop-

eration and constructive involvement in dealing with other ‘soft’ security issues (e.g.,

organized crime).

On the strength of shared values and perceived common interests, another impor-

tant new dimension of the BSEC’s activities has become its involvement in the manage-

ment of low-intensity crises, especially those of humanitarian nature caused by natural

or manmade disasters, pervasive criminality or serious adverse economic conditions.

The BSEC has taken meaningful action on non-traditional security issues such as

combating organized crime, terrorism, trafficking in drugs or persons, illegal migration

and so on. An intergovernmental Agreement on Cooperation in Combating Crime, in
Particular in Its Organized Forms was signed in 1998, and was followed by the adoption

of two additional Protocols (3 December 2004, 15 March 2002). Cooperation in this

field has been pursued in a satisfactory manner, as illustrated by the establishment of a

Network of Liaison Officers from the law enforcement agencies of the BSEC Member

States (aimed at providing a speedy regional response to urgent cases and keeping the

member countries informed about trans-border crime trends in the region) and the

expansion of collaboration in topical areas such as terrorism, trafficking in human

beings and illegal migration.

Cooperation in emergency situations has become another field of engagement

related to soft security concerns with the signing of an Agreement on Collaboration in
Emergency Assistance and Emergency Response to Natural and Man-Made Disasters in
April 1998. The Agreement covers cases of extraordinary natural or technological disas-

ters that require a collective response and are beyond the ability of individual states to

cope with on their own. Regrettably, the BSEC Member States have not thus far

displayed a proactive attitude in the field of emergency assistance and relief despite sign-

ing of the Additional Protocol on the implementation of the above-mentioned agree-

ment (20 October 2005). The Agreement itself still does not enjoy the participation of

all the BSEC Member States and has been rarely resorted to, although emergency situ-

ations justifying the application of the agreement have arisen in the Black Sea region.
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Related in some aspects to the previous themes, but having its own independent

dynamics, is the cultural dimension of BSEC cooperation. This dimension has an

immense potential for regional interaction since the BSEC region can provide a unique

example of constructive dialogue and cooperation among countries with different

religious, social and cultural backgrounds.

A Fresh Look at the BSEC Economic Agenda

The BSEC Economic Agenda of 2001 was an important landmark for the organization.

It reaffirmed a comprehensive approach to cooperation by establishing functional links

among various facets of regional interaction from environment and infrastructure all

the way to social and cultural development or to soft security concerns (e.g., illegal traf-

ficking of drugs and arms, terrorism). Concerted actions for enhanced multilateral

economic cooperation were set out as the first aim of the Agenda. Chapters three and

four deal with expanded cooperation on soft security matters, democracy building,

social and cultural development and education—fields that for the first time since the

initiation of BSEC were placed on the list of priorities. The Agenda also includes a specific

chapter with reference to the external relations of the BSEC, recognizing that relations

with the EU are of central concern. As it appears from the contents of the Agenda, the

document is very ambitious, enunciating almost exhaustively every aspect of potential

cooperative action in BSEC’s internal and external domains. Based on the past experi-

ence of relatively modest performance on concrete projects, the central new idea intro-

duced in the Agenda was that of turning the BSEC into a ‘project-oriented’ organization.

When we take a fresh look at this important document from the perspective of the

past five years, we cannot fail to notice a striking imbalance between the professed goals

and the envisaged mechanisms for implementation. One of the frequent critical

remarks about the Agenda is that it is more of a declaratory nature, a ‘wish list’ rather

than a strategy paper (i.e., setting priorities, providing for implementation mechanisms

and for a definite time frame). Some points of the critique are particularly worth

mentioning (see, e.g., Adams et al. 2002: 10): 

● There is a lack of clarity in defining the priorities of the organization, which is mani-

fest throughout the first ten pages of the document. Its main body includes every

possible field of economic action without pointing out a logical sequence of priori-

ties. The fact remains that, when everything is seen as a priority, nothing actually is.

● The commentary on the sectoral policy headings often does not distinguish between

national policies and specifically regional projects where BSEC could provide value

added and comparative advantage.

● There are no concrete commitments and a timetable of implementation is not

included, the Agenda remaining rather a document of general orientation.

● No implementation procedures, financing instruments or follow-up mechanisms

are set.

In fact, the only implementation mechanism envisaged in the Agenda is the Project

Development Fund (with a very modest budget consisting of voluntary contributions),
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which was established with the aim to finance pre-feasibility studies for projects to be

implemented with financing from other international sources. The overall impression

from a dispassionate examination of the Agenda is that cooperation in the wider Black

Sea region might have been broadened, but it has not deepened. Despite the original

concept, it has actually functioned more as a foreign policy instrument rather than a

tool for economic cooperation and eventual integration.

Engaging the External Modernizing Anchor

Given the agreed foreign policy priorities of the BSEC Member States, meeting the

development goals set in the founding documents of the organization depends to a

high degree on the international dimension of its activities. Once the BSEC’s objectives

were defined as part of the European integration process, relations with the EU and

other European organizations became a central item on the BSEC agenda. Today, the

main incentives for reconsidering the fundamentals of BSEC-EU affairs are: the insti-

tutional and operational maturity that the BSEC has acquired; the enlargement process

of the EU and its implications for the region; and the new quality of bilateral relations

between each BSEC Member State and the EU, especially in the post 2004 enlargement

period (Manoli 2005a: 167).

The European Commission’s European Neighborhood Policy (ENP) Strategy Paper
mentions that the ENP will reinforce existing forms of regional and sub-regional coop-

eration and provide a framework for their further development (2004: 20–21), and it

makes explicit reference to the BSEC as such a regional organization. The inclusion of

the three sovereign nations of the South Caucasus in the geographical extent of the ENP

is a most welcome development and is the first time that the EU has adopted a compre-

hensive view of its regional policy for the area. The structure and the scope of the ENP,

as presented in the Strategy Paper, are congruent with the BSEC goals and agenda of

enhancing regional cooperation in the wider Black Sea area as well as promoting a

European perspective for the Western New Independent States (WNIS) and the three

Caucasian countries. It is also encouraging to see that a separate, consolidated financial

instrument was established under the ENP and included in the new financial projec-

tions for 2007–2013.

It is our understanding that the BSEC has great potential to serve as a regional

conduit for the ENP and other EU schemes, such as the Stabilization and Association

Process (SAP) for the Western Balkans, by promoting common priorities and region-

wide projects to be included in the proposed individual Joint Action Plans. Specific

policy areas like energy, transport, justice and home affairs, institution-building and

good governance that are mentioned in the ENP can become the object of joint

programmes to benefit from the new financial instrument, in particular when they have

a cross-border dimension. Energy and good governance, for example, are areas where

the BSEC has already established functional mechanisms for effective multilateral

cooperation. Moreover, successful cooperation with the BSEC could have a positive

spill-over effect to the other countries included in the ENP or similar sub-regional or

bilateral schemes, thus serving as sources of good practice, with a multiplier effect.
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The European Commission prepared, as early as 1997, a policy document in the

form of a Communication, providing for the possible establishment of formal institu-

tional links with the BSEC, in which it suggested the following priority objectives that,

to a large extent, were shared at the time by the BSEC itself (8–9): 

● First, political stability and dialogue, and the strengthening of human rights, democ-

racy and the rule of law.

● Second, the development of the region’s transport, energy and telecommunications

networks, including connections to European networks.

● Third, regional commercial cooperation and the creation of favourable conditions

to attract EU and other foreign investment, including in small- and medium-sized

enterprises, while ensuring the compatibility of any new arrangements with existing

regimes.

● Fourth, sustainable development, the protection of the region’s environmental

integrity and nuclear safety.

● Fifth, the reduction of drug trafficking, smuggling and illegal immigration through-

out the region.

It took the BSEC two years to respond in the form of the already mentioned Platform

of Cooperation between the BSEC and the EU, which apparently was not deemed

satisfactory by the EC officials. The question of EU-BSEC institutional links was conse-

quently placed on the back burner for a number of years. It is a fact that, since 1997,

while the EU’s relations with individual Black Sea countries have seen considerable,

though uneven progress, the direct links between the EU and BSEC have stagnated. The

reasons for this situation are diverse, but the fact remains that it has hampered the

formulation of a BSEC-EU regional partnership.

It has often been repeated that the different status of individual BSEC countries vis-
à-vis the EU leads to their inclusion in different programmes and policies implying a

diversity of legal and financial instruments. It is our contention that, in the newly

prevailing circumstances, the BSEC Member States should be able to make use of the

available opportunities through their specific relationships with the EU and its institu-

tions to promote the BSEC’s image as a potential locomotive of positive interaction,

integration and stability in the Black Sea area and to stress the increasing significance

of the Black Sea dimension in existing EU policies. At the same time, they have ample

opportunity to promote the Black Sea as a region with its own economic, cultural and,

to a certain degree, political identity.

The Black Sea had been disconnected for several decades from the Mediterranean

space to which, historically, as Braudel cogently argued, it has always been a ‘backyard’

or an extension of the Mediterranean (1976: 110). Today, the Black Sea region, thanks

to its strategic location and tremendous potential for growth, is given a chance to play

a new role in the European system. The time has come, in our judgment, for the EU to

develop a Black Sea dimension in its strategic outlook, complementary to and mutually

reinforcing of its Mediterranean and Northern dimensions. In line with the decision

taken at the BSEC Council in April 2005, and following an extraordinary meeting of the

BSEC Committee of Senior Officials with officials from the European Commission on
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11 April 2005, the BSEC is now expected to formulate a new ‘Platform for Cooperation

between the EU and the BSEC’ and define how it views its own role as a regional part-

ner. It has to be stressed that this type of exercise would benefit BSEC in broader terms

not just in view of its interaction with the EU, but also with other organizations and

with the international community as a whole.

Beyond that strategic approach, which is yet to be developed and duly approved at

the BSEC decision-making level, at this stage we may wish to consider some concrete

modalities for EU-BSEC interaction. A first step would be for the EU to accept the

longstanding offer to acquire official observer status in the BSEC process. This would

be in line with the recognition of the BSEC as a regional partner. It would allow the

development of direct contacts at executive and technical levels. As mentioned in

the BSEC Economic Agenda ‘joint meetings of relevant working bodies of the BSEC and

the EU as well as conferences, workshops, and seminars of experts in specific fields of

common interest would play a useful role in building up new opportunities of produc-

tive cooperation between the two organizations’ (2001: 28). A second step would be for

the EU to incorporate a Black Sea dimension in its strategies and to adjust its present

and planned future financial instruments in a way that could facilitate joint program-

ming and implementation of cross-border cooperation.

It stands to reason that BSEC is required to face up to the challenges of the evolving

European system and to initiate a comprehensive review of the BSEC-EU relationship

resulting in specific recommendations on detailed modalities of cooperation, including: 

1. Engaging EU institutions in the work of subsidiary bodies (sectoral ministerial

meetings, permanent working groups, ad hoc groups of experts, etc.). The EU’s

involvement in the subsidiary bodies of BSEC would no doubt enhance the pros-

pects of result-oriented, realistic approaches in the quest for workable solutions in

areas of mutual interest. Such an engagement would entail a continuous and, as the

case may be, structured dialogue between senior officials and technical experts.

2. Ensure the active, hands-on participation of EU experts (EU Council and

European Commission) in the elaboration of a revised version of the ‘Platform for

Cooperation between the BSEC and the EU’, with due consideration of the evolv-

ing political landscape and economic social and environmental realities of

European integration.

3. Engaging more actively the EU institutions in the work of BSEC Related Bodies

(Parliamentary Assembly, Business Council, Black Sea Trade and Development

Bank, International Center for Black Sea Studies).

4. Examining in practical terms the possibilities offered through the operation of the

BSEC Project Development Fund as an early stage of converting viable project ideas

into bankable projects.

5. Reviewing the priority fields of possible EU-BSEC interaction on the basis of

accumulated experience in regional cooperation with a view to identifying new

synergies of mutual interest and compatible competences.

The interest of the international community towards the BSEC region is not lacking

(see Celac 2004: 138–146). Almost all international organizations and major global
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players are, in one way or another, present in the region. This is also manifested in the

fact that the United States obtained observer status with the BSEC in 2005. What has

been missing, however, is the involvement of the international community, and espe-

cially of the EU, in the work of the BSEC. To address this problem, BSEC should come

up with its own conceptual contributions and strive to produce some ‘success stories’

of fruitful cooperation.

Towards a New Pattern of Constructive Regionalism in the Wider Black Sea Area

One of the frequent criticisms of the Black Sea regionalism has been that it is more

about intentions than actual implementation of common projects. Consolidating

regional cooperation and making the BSEC a more effective organization would

require, to a certain degree, reconsideration of the strategic concept of the organiza-

tion. The BSEC still lacks a clear sense of realistic priority in its activities. Some of the

targets set in the BSEC basic policy documents hardly have a specific regional content.

It was rightly noted that ‘several domains that do have essential regional substance are

left outside the house of BSEC except in a token manner’ (Adams et al. 2002: 31–32).

This was one of the reasons why the EC has repeatedly insisted that any cooperation

with the BSEC should be on a project basis. Responding to that reasonable requirement

would actually entail the reconsideration of: 

1. The priority objectives set in the BSEC Economic Agenda and the expected political

action to be undertaken by the Member States, often entailing legally binding

commitments. Developments such as the EU membership of two more BSEC states

and the accession of the remaining BSEC states to the WTO may have far-reaching

implications for the BSEC-led regionalism, bringing about new challenges, but also

totally new opportunities, especially in the field of economic cooperation.

2. The means available to the organization to meet those revised objectives both from

additional resources to be earmarked by the Member States from their own budgets

for region-wide projects and from wider access to European and international

sources of funding.

3. The enhanced political engagement of the BSEC Member States in the implemen-

tation of regional Black Sea activities, including a commitment to include an item

on the progress of BSEC process in the agenda of cabinet meetings and parliamen-

tary sessions at least once a year.

4. Better coordination among the BSEC Related, Subsidiary and Associated Bodies in

order to use more effectively their expertise and human resources for the successful

accomplishment of BSEC projects.

5. Enhancing the organizational effectiveness and coordination functions of the BSEC

Permanent International Secretariat.

It would appear that the EC and many of the EU Member States share the view that

the BSEC should overcome a number of problems before qualifying as a close partner

of the EU (a status enjoyed by the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership, the Council of the

Baltic States, the Council of Barents/Euro-Arctic Region). It is still true that the BSEC
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region represents a mosaic of problems, containing important potential consequences

for Europe in general and for certain European countries in particular. Parts of the wider

Black Sea area still raise serious security concerns, especially in relation to the persistent

‘frozen’ conflicts and pervasive non-conventional threats to regional stability. Before

constructive regionalism becomes a reality, it seems that those security dilemmas will

need to be addressed in a more effective and forward-looking manner. This is, of course,

the primary responsibility of the countries and peoples in the region itself, but the EU

and the international community at large cannot lightly dismiss their share of respon-

sibility, nor can they ignore for long their own interest in the continued democratic

stability, security and prosperity of the wider Black Sea region. In recent years, despite

some setbacks, positive developments have been obvious in the region as stabilization

is taking root and good neighborly relations are being steadily, though slowly, developed.

It has to be acknowledged that some objective factors have so far obstructed the

deepening of integration processes around the Black Sea. These factors are related both

to existing international commitments of the BSEC Member States, especially those

facing EU accession, and to local conditions as some of them are either new state enti-

ties in the international system and/or are undergoing fundamental restructuring of

their national institutions and policy priorities. As the BSEC countries move toward

mature statehood and their institutional, legal and administrative structures become

more effective in a European sense, we shall expect an increased positive impact on the

regional cooperation process. The diversity of the BSEC membership in terms of inter-

national affiliation (to EU, NATO, WTO, etc.) should not be seen as a liability, but

rather as an asset, probably the most attractive feature of the organization. This diver-

sity will further shape its agenda and the scope of its activities in the future, including

its capacity to play a meaningful role in the European and international scene.

Given the limited resources of the BSEC and the magnitude of the problems and

challenges that the region faces, it becomes vital for the future of Black Sea regionalism

that the BSEC develops a structured and constructive relation with other regional and

international actors possessing both the resources and the expertise to move ahead with

regional projects. The relationship with the EU is thus critical. Turning the BSEC into

a credible partner with a clear strategy will give new meaning to the notion of Black Sea

regionalism in a united Europe.
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