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Paradigmatic or Critical? Resilience as a New Turn in EU governance for 

the Neighbourhood  
Elena Korosteleva 

Abstract 
Rising from the margins of EU aid documents, resilience became a centrepiece of the 2016 EU 

Global Security Strategy, especially in relation to the neighbourhood. While new resilience-thinking 

may signify another paradigmatic shift in EU modus operandi, the question that emerges is whether 

it is critical enough to render EU governance a new turn, to make it sustainable? This article argues 

that in order for resilience-framed governance to become more effective, the EU needs not just 

Wﾐｪ;ｪW ┘ｷデｴ けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげ H┞ ┘;┞ ﾗa W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉﾉ┞ Wﾐ;Hﾉｷﾐｪ デｴWｷヴ Iﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐ;ﾉ I;ヮ;Iｷデ┞く MﾗヴW Iヴ┌Iｷally, the 

EU needs to understand resilience for what it is に a self-governing project に デﾗ ;ﾉﾉﾗ┘ けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげ ;ﾐ 
ﾗヮヮﾗヴデ┌ﾐｷデ┞ デﾗ ｪヴﾗ┘ デｴWｷヴ ﾗ┘ﾐ IヴｷデｷI;ﾉ ｷﾐaヴ;ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWゲ ;ﾐS IﾗﾉﾉWIデｷ┗W ;ｪWﾐI┞が ｷﾐ デｴWｷヴ ヮ┌ヴゲ┌ｷデ ﾗa けｪﾗﾗS 
ﾉｷaWげく Iゲ デｴW EU ヴW;S┞ aﾗヴ デｴｷゲ ﾐW┘ デｴｷﾐking, and not just rhetorically or even methodologically when 

creating new instruments and subjectivities? The bigger question is whether the EU is prepared to 

critically turn the corner of its neoliberal agenda to accommodate emergent collective rationalities 

of self-governance as a key to make its peace-building project more successful.   

Key words: European Union, resilience-thinking, governance, self-governance, eastern 

neighbourhood   

From governance by prescription to governance through resilience? 
In June 2016 Federica Mogherini, the Higher Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy, and 

the Vice-President of the European Commission, announced ; ﾐW┘ ┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐ aﾗヴ デｴW EUげゲ GﾉﾗH;ﾉ “WI┌ヴｷデ┞ 
Strategy (EEAS). It was launched in the aftermath of the UKげゲ Brexit referendum, and in the midst of rising 

extreme-right populism across Europe, a continuing influx of refugees, and the unfolding humanitarian 

disasters across the neighbourhood. Against this gloomy backdrop, comes a new vision for the European 

Unionげゲ (EU) global action, reciting resilience no less than 41 times especially in application to the 

neighbourhood (Juncos 2016: 3). As a concept, it rose from the obscurity of EU and ｪﾉﾗH;ﾉ Sﾗﾐﾗヴゲげ aid and 

development documents to become a new organising principle for EU external relations. For the first 

time, けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ, officially SWaｷﾐWS ;ゲ けデｴW ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞ ﾗa ゲデ;デW ;ﾐS ゲﾗIｷWデｷWゲ デﾗ ヴWaﾗヴﾏが デｴ┌ゲ ┘ｷデｴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ;ﾐS 
ヴWIﾗ┗Wヴｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ ｷﾐデWヴﾐ;ﾉ ;ﾐS W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ IヴｷゲWゲげ ふEEAS 2016:23), was made a centrepiece, ;ﾐS ; けﾉWｷデﾏﾗデｷaげ 
(Wagner and Anholt 2016) of the EU Global Security Strategy (EUGSS). What does the EU hope to achieve 

by moving resilience to the centre-stage of its external governance strategy, especially in relation to the 

neighbourhood? 

To date, the EU has undergone a series of reflective shifts to make its external governance more effective 

and sustainable. At the time of their issuance they were seen as profoundly paradigmatic beginning with 

the articulation of its proximity strategy (2003/4), its regionalisation strategy (2008/9), a differentiation 

strategy (2011) and lately, an association strategy (2014+) vis-à-vis the wider neighbourhood (Korosteleva 

2018; Henökl 2018). And yet, while innovative in their outlook and methodologies, those shifts were not 

critical enough to foster traction and rejuvenate a failing, in Commissionげゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ ┘ﾗヴSゲ (2015a), 

neighbourhood policy. B┞ ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｷデゲ GﾉﾗH;ﾉ “デヴ;デWｪ┞げゲ けﾉWｷデﾏﾗデｷaげ ふW;ｪﾐWヴ ;ﾐS Aﾐｴﾗﾉデ ヲヰヱヶぶが デｴW 
EU aims to up its stakes in the neighbourhood once more, by way of making it, firstly, more interest-

driven and pragmatic; and secondly, more responsive, and adaptable to partnersげ ﾐWWSゲ to enable them 

to cope better with challenges ﾗa ｪヴﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ IﾗﾏヮﾉW┝ｷデ┞ ;ﾐS けヮredictable unpredictabilityげ (EEAS 2016: 46). 

It also promises ﾏﾗヴW けﾉﾗI;ﾉ ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮげ, insisting that けヮﾗゲｷデｷ┗W Ihange can only be home-ｪヴﾗ┘ﾐげ ふIHｷS:27), 

;ﾐS ﾏﾗヴW けbottom-┌ヮげ engagement, けWﾐIﾗﾏヮ;ゲゲｷﾐｪ ;ﾉﾉ ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉゲ ;ﾐS デｴW ┘ｴﾗﾉW ﾗa ゲﾗIｷWデ┞げ ふIHｷSぎヲヴぶ. 

While some of these priorities may already sound familiar, resilience as a strategy, as some scholars would 

argue, may indeed offer some innovative solutions to what seems to be a perpetual crisis of EU neo-liberal 
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governance, essentially driven by the EU-centric vision of the world,1 especially in the neighbourhood. In 

particular, Wagner and Anholt insist thatが ﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ デﾗ ｷデゲ けIﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデｷ┗W ;ﾏHｷｪ┌ｷデ┞げが resilience may be just that 

けヮWヴaWIデ ﾏｷSSﾉW ｪヴﾗ┌ﾐS HWデ┘WWﾐ ﾗ┗Wヴ-ambitious liberal peace-building and the under-ambitious objective 

of ゲデ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞げ ふ2016:417). Whereas, decentring and the emphasis on local ownership, as Fisher Onar & 

Nicolaidis (2013) contend, ﾏ;┞ ゲﾗﾉ┗W デｴW ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ ﾗa けデｴW a┌ﾐIデｷﾗﾐaﾉｷゲデ ｴ┌Hヴｷゲ ;ﾐS ヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉ ﾏ┞ﾗヮｷ;げ, which 

EU institutions were recently charged with, when projecting external governance (Lavenex 2016). 

Yet, on the other hand, resilience is too often associated with the same parochial reproduction of the 

neo-liberal agenda, which, according to Corry (2014: 270), けSWヮヴｷ┗Wゲ ゲﾗIｷWデｷWゲ ﾗa デｴW I;ヮ;Iｷデ┞ aﾗヴ IﾗﾉﾉWIデｷ┗W 

ﾗヮヮﾗゲｷデｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ;ｪWﾐI┞げ and invariably, would lead to resistance, as resilient ゲ┌HﾃWIデゲげ response to the 

けｷﾐｴWヴWﾐデ aヴ┌ゲデヴ;デｷﾗﾐゲ ;ﾐS ;ゲゲﾗIｷ;デWS ぷﾐWﾗﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉへ ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW SｷﾉWﾏﾏ;ゲげ ふBourbeau and Ryan 2017:2).  

So, what should this けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW-デｴｷﾐﾆｷﾐｪげ be as a new EU governance regime, in order to critically turn the 

corner, and to offer more sustainable solutions to the EU external peace-building project? Could the focus 

ﾗﾐ けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ ｷﾐSWWS ｪｷ┗W EU governance a new momentum owing to its ability to learn from failure 

(Chandler and Coaffee 2017) to cope better and differently in the face of adversary? Would defining and 

┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ HW ; ゲ┌aaｷIｷWﾐデ IﾗﾐSｷデｷﾗﾐ デﾗ ｷﾏヮヴﾗ┗W ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ゲデヴ;デWｪｷWゲい Oヴ ゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS ┘W focus 

more on the hitherto understudied meaning of けself-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげが ;ﾐS デｴW ヴﾗﾉW ﾗa けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげ HWaﾗヴW デヴ┞ｷﾐｪ 
to reconcile neo-liberal governance with the emergent self-governing collective subjectivities? How can 

resilience as a governing strategy に both conceptually and methodologically に become not just 

paradigmatic, but distinctly critical to offer a new turn in (EU) governance studies?  

Although けresilienceげ as a concept is not new; in practical terms, it still constitutes a relatively unchartered 

terrain, especially when it comes to けゲWﾉa-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげ. It will doubtless involve some methodological 

pioneering on the part of the EU, which at the same time, will be complicated by its own delimitations of 

the term: while innovative in script, they often fall short of allowing EU governance to devolve and be 

creative.2 Furthermore, it becomes doubly problematic when situated in the context of a largely confused 

resilience scholarship, which paradoxically, problematizes more the process of (liberal) けｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげ 
rather than that of けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげが or how to nurture its けゲWﾐゲW ﾗa ｪﾗﾗS ﾉｷaWげ デﾗ HW resilient. The overarching 

problem is that ┗Wヴ┞ aW┘ ゲデ┌SｷWゲ デﾗ S;デWが ┘ｴWﾐ ｷﾐ┗ﾗﾉ┗ｷﾐｪ けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ, have a full comprehension of what 

state or societal resilience is all about, and how we can and should work with it, including this author. If 

resilience is truly about empowerｷﾐｪ けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげが ;ﾐS ｪヴﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ デｴWｷヴ existing and yet critical capacities 

(Lundborg and Vaughan-Williams 2011), to enable change would require a far more radical de-centring 

conceptually, from those who govern to those who are subjectivised by it, and not by way of creating 

compliant (liberal) subjects as Joseph argues (2016), but ヴ;デｴWヴ H┞ ┘;┞ ﾗa Wﾏヮﾗ┘Wヴｷﾐｪ けヮeoヮﾉWｴﾗﾗSゲげ 
(Sadiki 2016). Furthermore, ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげゲ ﾏ┌ﾉデｷヮﾉW ｪWﾐW;ﾉﾗｪｷWゲ ;ﾐS its ontological learning (Bourbeau 2018) 

suggest that it may not at all be about its conceptual and methodological defining. Neither is it entirely 

about responsibilising and devolving the reigns of governance to new subjectivities, within and outside 

the EU, who are still anchored to the EU scripts of governing rules and performance evaluation (Kurki 

2011). Iデ ﾏ;┞ ﾐﾗデ W┗Wﾐ HW ;Hﾗ┌デ けgoverning throughげ ｷﾐゲデW;S ﾗa けgoverning overげ デｴW ヮヴWSｷゲヮﾗゲWS ;ﾐS 
enabled new circuits of power, as Chandler argues (2014), for it would still be heavily reliant on the initial, 

though now distant centres of power to shape and direction the outside. This is where the true puzzle of 

resilience comes into stark contrast to our own external (neoliberal) governance thinking, which even at 

a distance, in the form of governmentality, still involves EU norms transference and alignment. 

                                                           
1 For more discussion on neo-liberal governance and its vulnerabilities see Reid, J. and Chandler, D. (2016) The 

Neoliberal Subject: Resilience, Adaptation and Vulnerability. London: Rowman and Littlefield.   
2 This is particularly instructive, as section 2 of this article demonstrates when W┝ヮﾉﾗヴｷﾐｪ デｴW ﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ ﾗa けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW 
ゲデヴ;デWｪ┞げ aﾗヴ デｴW EUぎ ┘ｴｷﾉW デｴWヴW ｷゲ ;ﾐ ｷﾐIヴW;ゲｷﾐｪ Wﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲ ﾗﾐ ﾉﾗI;ﾉ ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮ ｷﾐ デｴW EU けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ヮ;ヴ;Sｷｪﾏげが デｴW 
former is delimited to approving the EU vision for transformation and change, rather than developing a truly 

autonomous and more sustainable local governance. 
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Taking resilience seriously, as this paper contends, implicates a number of rational possibilities. 

Ontologically, there should not necessarily be one reading of resilience that would aim to ﾗaaWヴ ; けﾗﾐW-fit-

;ﾉﾉげ ┗ｷゲｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ｷデゲ ｪWﾐW;ﾉﾗｪ┞ ;ﾐS its future foresight: resilience may have multiple meanings (Bourbeau 2018; 

Reid and Chandler 2016), which should be engaged with, to offer resilience a chance to realise its rich 

potential, extending beyond the current neo-liberal settings.  

Furthermore, methodologically, resilience SﾗWゲ ﾐﾗデ ゲｷﾏヮﾉ┞ ｷﾏヮﾉ┞ ; ゲｴｷaデ ﾗa けヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ ﾗﾐ デﾗ ｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉゲ 
and communitiesげ, as Joseph would argue (2016:389). Rather, it should be about understanding けデｴW 
ﾗデｴWヴげ aﾗヴ what they are に even if they emerge as opposing collective agencies (Corry 2014) に to enable 

them to turn their existing capacities into critical infrastructures to necessitate change, from within, and 

make it sustainable. This, however, is different from identifying solutions from a list of prescriptive and 

reflective measures, or only investing in けlike-minded Iﾗ┌ﾐデヴｷWゲげ and けIﾗﾗヮWヴ;デｷ┗W ヴWｪｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ﾗヴSWヴゲげ ;ゲ デｴW 
EUGSS suggests (EEAS 2016: 8;10).  

Most importantly, conceptually, resilience requires a radical rethink に and not as an externalising 

governing strategy, but more so, in terms of its actual value に ;ゲ けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげ, self-organising practice of 

collective agency in search fﾗヴ ; ゲWﾐゲW ﾗa けｪﾗﾗS ﾉｷaWげく It should involve re-discovering ﾗa けself-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげ 
に and not necessarily ;ゲ ; けIﾗﾐS┌Iデ ﾗa IﾗﾐS┌Iデゲげ ふFﾗ┌I;┌ﾉデ ヲヰヰΑぶが H┌デ ヴ;デｴWヴが ｪﾗｷﾐｪ HW┞ﾗﾐS 
governmentality, to conceive of a gently guided self-organisation predicated on a SWWヮ ゲWﾐゲW ﾗa けデｴW 
ヮWﾗヮﾉWｴﾗﾗSげ ふ“;Sｷﾆｷ ヲヰヱΑぶがcommunity ;ﾐS け;ｪ;Iｷヴﾗげ に the meaning of good life (Rutazibwa 2014), which 

are distinctly different from externalised governance. Perhaps, as Schmidt (2015) contends, it really needs 

a leap to imagine a post-neo-liberal world, of coordinated self-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWが ヮヴWﾏｷゲWS ﾗﾐ けデｴW ｴﾗﾏW-grown 

ﾉﾗI;ﾉげ ;ﾐS けデｴW W┗Wヴ┞S;┞げく Iゲ デｴW EU ヴW;S┞ デﾗ ┌ﾐSWヴデ;ﾆW デｴｷゲ ﾉW;ヮ ｷﾐデﾗ デｴW ┌ﾐﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐ ;ﾐS ﾉWゲゲ ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;HﾉW 
tomorrow, even if its current resilience-infused discourse points in that direction?      

This paper sets to unpack these and other questions about, first, resilience as a governance strategy, to 

see what current limitations of ;ヮヮﾉ┞ｷﾐｪ けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ H┞ デｴW EU (section 2) and how they could be overcome 

to enable the EU to critically turn the corner, for more sustainable relations with the outside に 

ontologically, methodologically and conceptually (section 3). What this paper will not do is to claim to 

offer definitive answers: instead it intends to problematize resilience as a theory of self-governance, 

which would hopefully make future discussions more purposeful, especially when it comes to reconciling 

external and self-governing projects. In what follows next, the first section will explore the genealogy of 

resilience and its ontological meanings to establish what is still potentially け┌ﾐゲ;ｷSげ ;Hﾗ┌デ デｴW concept, 

and its delimitations. In the second section, resilience will be examined methodologically, in terms of how 

the EU sees its application to practice. This will be situated in the context of the EUげゲ previous 

paradigmatic shifts vis-à-vis the neighbourhood, to help understand where its true potential may be. 

Finally, conceptually, the paper will seek to explore デｴW ヴﾗﾉW ;ﾐS デｴW ヮﾉ;IW aﾗヴ けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげ ;ﾐS けデｴW 
ヮWﾗヮﾉWｴﾗﾗSげ in the context of new resilience-thinking, to see if EU governance could critically turn the 

corner, towards more sustainable governing regime of the outside.   

Resilience╆s many ontological meanings: problematising the unsaid  
It is paradoxical that for a concept that has been in use by different strands of natural, environmental, 

social and political sciences, there is still little known about how it really works, and how and whether we 

ought to extend its utility from an individual to the level of states and societies, as part of the governance 

aヴ;ﾏｷﾐｪく Aゲ Bﾗ┌ヴHW;┌ ;ヴｪ┌Wゲ ふヲヰヱンぎンぶが けデｴWヴW ｷゲ ┗Wヴ┞ ﾉｷデデﾉW IﾗｴWヴWﾐIW ;ﾐS IﾗﾐゲWﾐゲ┌ゲ ;ゲ デﾗ デｴW ﾐ;デ┌ヴW ;ﾐS 
ゲ┌Hゲデ;ﾐIW ﾗa ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWく TｴW デWヴﾏ ｷゲ Wﾏヮﾉﾗ┞WS H┌デ ヴ;ヴWﾉ┞ ┌ﾐヮ;IﾆWSが ﾉWデ ;ﾉﾗﾐW デｴWﾗヴWデｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲWSげく 
Resilience, as a concept, cuts across many disciplines に from ecology, psychology, computer sciences, to 

organisational and management studies, and now political studies and international relations に and 

noticeably, has relevance for many, conveying a strong narrative of the Self に individual and collective に 

in their struggle for survival, self-esteem and self-reliance. As Bourbeau contends furtherが けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｴ;ゲ 
HWWﾐ ｷSWﾐデｷaｷWS ;ゲ ﾗﾐW ﾗa デｴW ﾏﾗゲデ ｷﾏヮﾗヴデ;ﾐデ ;ﾐS Iｴ;ﾉﾉWﾐｪｷﾐｪ IﾗﾐIWヮデゲげ ふIHｷSぎヴぶく AﾐS ┞Wデが there is still 

much unsaid about it, making it a potentially contentious concept for practical use, let alone as a 
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けﾉWｷデﾏﾗデｷaげ ﾗa EU GﾉﾗH;ﾉ “デヴ;デWｪ┞ ふW;ｪﾐWヴ ;ﾐS Aﾐｴﾗﾉデ ヲヰヱヶぶく Hﾗ┘ ｷゲ ｷデ SWaｷﾐWSが ┘ｴ;デ ;ヴW ｷデゲ ｪWﾐW;ﾉﾗｪｷI;ﾉ 
pathways, and should we strive to bring multiple definitions to a common denominator?  

In his insightful article (2018), Bourbeau makes a strong and convincing claim against a single genealogy 

of resilience, believing that its pathways should be more inclusive, non-linear and not restrictive to any 

ideological context. Instructively, in response to a strong statement by Walker and Cooper (2011:144, in 

Bﾗ┌ヴHW;┌ぎンぶが ｷﾏヮﾉｷI;デｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ けデｴW ゲ┌IIWゲゲ ﾗa ぷヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWへ ｷﾐ Iﾗﾉﾗﾐｷ┣ｷﾐｪ ﾏ┌ﾉデｷヮﾉW ;ヴWﾐ;ゲ ﾗa ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ｷゲ 
due to its intuitive ideological fit with a neﾗﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉ ヮｴｷﾉﾗゲﾗヮｴ┞ ﾗa IﾗﾏヮﾉW┝ ;S;ヮデｷ┗W ゲ┞ゲデWﾏゲげが Bﾗ┌ヴHW;┌ 
purports that this singular interpretation is potentially detrimental to the conceptual richness and 

practical usefulness of the concept itself, especially in the context of governance. He urges to adopt a 

multiple genealogy of the term, which would have several important implications. First, it would open up 

ゲヮ;IW aﾗヴ けSWH;デWゲ ﾗﾐ デｴW ゲデヴWﾐｪデｴが HWﾐWaｷデが ﾉｷﾏｷデゲ ;ﾐS ┘W;ﾆﾐWゲゲWゲげ ﾗa ;ヮヮﾉ┞ｷﾐｪ デｴW IﾗﾐIWヮデ デﾗ ┘ﾗヴﾉS 
governance, which is currently amiss. Second, it would also, while acknowledging the validity of 

ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲｴｷヮ HWデ┘WWﾐ けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ;ﾐS ﾐWﾗﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉｷゲﾏげが ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS ヮ┌デ デｴW IﾗﾐIWヮデ ｷﾐデﾗ け; Hヴﾗ;SWヴ ;ﾐS ヴｷIｴWヴ 
context so that the literature does not develop on the assumption that resilience is only a by-product of 

ﾐWﾗﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉｷゲﾏげ ふヲヰヱ8:15). Finally, it would permit the emergence of けanalytical frameworks capable of 

incorporating the multiple and multifaceted expressions of ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ﾏ;ﾐｷaWゲデ ｷﾐ ﾗ┌ヴ くくゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ┘ﾗヴﾉSげ ふIHｷSぶく 

Taking Bourbeauげゲ argument as an important departure point, this paper would insist on retaining 

resilienceげゲ multiple meanings に ヴ;ﾐｪｷﾐｪ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ﾐﾗデｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa Iﾗヮ┞ｷﾐｪが けHﾗ┌ﾐIｷﾐｪ H;Iﾆげが デﾗ けbending but not 

HヴW;ﾆｷﾐｪげ in the face of adversary に precisely for the purpose of inviting further discussion of its properties, 

positive and negative, to fully understand how the inner dynamics of the Self work for the purpose of 

survival and transformation. In the conceptual section, this paper would condense the multiple meanings 

of resilience to the notion of self-organisation of individuals to become part of a collective and sustainable 

agency, both domestically and externally, precisely to consider strategies for transformation in the 

context of external governance.  

To continue in relation to its multiple meanings, resilience as it happens, is not at all uncontroversial or 

uniformly conducive to producing compliant subjectivities in the process of externalising ﾗﾐWげゲ 
governance.  

A ﾉ;ヴｪW ゲデヴ;ﾐS ﾗa ゲIｴﾗﾉ;ヴゲｴｷヮ ｴｷｪｴﾉｷｪｴデゲ ｴ┌ﾏ;ﾐ けadaptabilityげ に as the ability to bounce back に as a defining 

aW;デ┌ヴW ﾗa ｴ┌ﾏ;ﾐ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWく Tｴｷゲ ｪﾗWゲ H;Iﾆ デﾗ デｴW L;デｷﾐ ﾗヴｷｪｷﾐ ﾗa デｴW ┘ﾗヴS ｷデゲWﾉa けヴWゲｷﾉｷヴWげが けﾏW;ﾐｷﾐｪ けデﾗ 
adjust easily to misfortune, adversity, unease, IﾗﾐaﾉｷIデが a;ｷﾉ┌ヴW ﾗヴ Iｴ;ﾐｪWげ ふBﾗ┌ヴHW;┌ ヲヰヱΒ). In social terms 

(Fleming and Ledogar 2008), this however, also implicates human ability to adapt to various regimes of 

governance (including of disciplining nature), in a struggle to survive and achieve stability. Under these 

headings many regimes in the neighbourhood, could be argued, exemplify an envious degree of resilience 

に Syria or Iraq are perhaps the most extreme cases here に in which individuals display a remarkable ability 

to adapt to the direst circumstances of watching their lives destroyed and yet staying put to survive. Less 

obvious and yet rather striking examples of adaptability include many post-communist regimes in the 

eastern region, where public appreciation of stability associated with political predictability, controlled 

environment and basic satisfaction of human needs, runs counter to the western claims for democracy, 

contestation and freedom. In these countries (e.g. Belarus is a case in point), the most oft-cited reference 

ｷゲ け;ゲ ﾉﾗﾐｪ ;ゲ デｴWヴW ｷゲ ﾐﾗ ┘;ヴげが ヮWﾗヮﾉW ┘ｴﾗ ｴ;S WﾐS┌ヴWS ｴ;ヴSship and atrocities in previous wars and pass 

this legacy to future generations, become almost resistant to change, and negatively resilient in the face 

of any power deformation or rupture, naturally valuing stability and strong rule over the uncertainty of 

democratic governance. This complex social adaptability keeps many authoritarian regimes3 alive and 

                                                           
3 Discussion of resilience in the context of authoritarian or non-democratic regimes is particularly important, 

because resilience, as a theory of self-governance, is focused on capacity-building of the existing critical 

infrastructures. Their identification and differentiation from the structures that support and reproduce non-

democratic regimes would be critical for societal and state resilience-building. This discussion however goes beyond 

the scope of this article, and will be developed elsewhere. 
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functioning, simply because people have adapted their ways to survive the punitive nature of these 

regimes, and given their predictability, even to use reｪｷﾏWゲげ ｷﾐﾐWヴ ┘ﾗヴﾆｷﾐｪゲ デﾗ デｴWｷヴ ;S┗;ﾐデ;ｪW ふｴWﾐIW 
corruption is so ingrained in the region as a paradoxical manifestation of societal resilience).  

Ability to adapt and survive under whatever circumstances also breeds undesirability of change, and 

conformityく Aゲ Bﾗ┌ヴHW;┌ ;ヮデﾉ┞ ヮ┌デゲ ｷデぎ け‘WゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ ;ﾉ┘;┞ゲ ; SWゲｷヴ;HﾉW aW;デ┌ヴW ﾗa ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉが ヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉ ﾗヴ 
WIﾗﾐﾗﾏｷI ﾉｷaWく BWｷﾐｪ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐデ ﾏｷｪｴデ ｷﾐ a;Iデ ﾏW;ﾐ HWｷﾐｪ ;ﾐ ﾗHゲデ;IﾉW デﾗ ヮﾗゲｷデｷ┗W Iｴ;ﾐｪW ｷﾐ ゲﾗﾏW I;ゲWゲくげ 
(2013:8). Conformity, on the other hand, reinforces the existing order of things, effectively censoring 

SｷゲゲWﾐデ ;ﾐS Hヴｷﾐｪｷﾐｪ デｴW ;Hﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉ ｷﾐ ﾉｷﾐW ┘ｷデｴ デｴW ﾐﾗヴﾏ;ﾉが ┘ｴｷIｴ ｷﾐ Fﾗ┌I;┌ﾉデげゲ デWヴﾏゲ ふヲヰヰΑぶが ﾉW;Sゲ デﾗ 
normation に observance of the prevalent norms, making existing regimes endue. For Zebrowski, 

conformity with social norms is the only norm that stands during disasters: in the face of adversary, they 

;ヴW けa;ヴ aヴﾗﾏ HヴW;ﾆｷﾐｪ Sﾗ┘ﾐげが ;ﾐS ┘ｷﾉﾉ けIﾗﾐデｷﾐ┌W デﾗ ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴげ ┘ｴWﾐ ;ﾉﾉ ﾗデｴWヴ けSｷゲヮﾗゲｷデｷaゲげ ﾗa 
governance fail. Conformity, or adherence to the established norms, requires careful political 

WﾐｪｷﾐWWヴｷﾐｪく Tｴｷゲ ｷﾐaWヴゲ デｴ;デ けデｴW ;ヮヮW;ヴ;ﾐIW ﾗa けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐデ ヮﾗヮ┌ﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲげ ｷゲ ぷ;Iデ┌;ﾉﾉ┞へ ;ﾐ WaaWIデが ヴ;デｴWヴ デｴW 
I;┌ゲWが ﾗa ; Hヴﾗ;SWヴ ヴWゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴｷﾐｪ ﾗa ヴ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉｷデｷWゲ ;ﾐS ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲ Iﾗﾏヮヴｷゲｷﾐｪ ﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉ ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげ ふヲヰヱンぎヱヶヰぶき 
reifying resilience as an object of governance, rather a given. Zebrowski contends that for conformity to 

ﾗII┌ヴ ;ﾐS aﾗヴ けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐデ ヮﾗヮ┌ﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲげ デﾗ WﾏWヴｪWが け; ヮ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;ヴ Wﾐaヴ;ﾏｷﾐｪ ﾗa ﾉｷaWが aﾗヴｪWS ;ﾐS ゲ┌ゲデ;ｷﾐWS 
through the repeated exercise of governmental praIデｷIWゲげ ｷゲ ﾐWWSWS ふIHｷSぎヱヶヱぶく Iﾐゲデｷﾉﾉｷﾐｪ Iﾗﾐaﾗヴﾏｷデ┞ ｷﾐ 
populations reduces the need for direct governance, thus leading to a form of neoliberal governmentality 

of managing the conduct of conduct, from a distance (Foucault 2007). He exemplified its utility on the 

ﾐﾗデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けヮ;ﾐｷIげ S┌ヴｷﾐｪ Sｷゲ;ゲデWヴゲが SWﾏﾗﾐゲデヴ;デｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐデ ヮﾗヮ┌ﾉ;デｷﾗﾐゲげ に those who display 

conformity with prevalent social norms に tend to recover quicker in the face of adversary, for they strongly 

rely on けヴ┌ﾉWゲ ﾗa デｴW ｪ;ﾏWげ when given sufficient information for action.  

B┌ｷﾉSｷﾐｪ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWが デｴWヴWaﾗヴWが ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ ゲｷﾏヮﾉ┞ ;Hﾗ┌デ けｪﾗｷﾐｪ H;Iﾆ デﾗ デｴW ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏげ, as Chandler (2015) 

originally insisted, by way of removing institutional obstacles to ensure recovery. Crucially, it is about 

understanding the intricacies and implications of unleashing other properties of resilience - adaptability, 

conformity and undesirability of change. Resilience governance, when applied to social interactions on 

the level of states, opens up the whole Pandora box of difficult issues pertaining to power and self-

governance. Biermann et al. for example, observe that resilience is often criticised for being apolitical and 

ヮヴｷ┗ｷﾉWｪｷﾐｪ けゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWゲ ゲWヴ┗ｷﾐｪ デﾗ ヴWヮヴﾗS┌IW デｴW ゲデ;デ┌ゲ ケ┌ﾗげく OヮWヴ;デｷﾐｪ ｷﾐ デｴW Sﾗﾏ;ｷﾐ ﾗa ヮﾗ┘Wヴ 
rel;デｷﾗﾐゲが ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ;ﾉゲﾗ ヮヴﾗ┗ﾗﾆWゲ けケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐゲ ;Hﾗ┌デ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ﾗa what and for whomげが WゲヮWIｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ ┘ｴWﾐ 
ﾐ;デ┌ヴ;ﾉﾉ┞ ;ゲゲ┌ﾏｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ け; ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐデ ゲ┞ゲデWﾏ ｷゲ ; SWゲｷヴ;HﾉW ﾗﾐWげく TｴWゲW け;ゲゲ┌ﾏヮデｷﾗﾐゲげ ｴﾗ┘W┗Wヴ けI;ﾐ ﾉW;S デﾗ 
failure to recognise issues of power, justice, and Wケ┌;ﾉｷデ┞ ｷﾐ SｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾗﾐゲ ﾗa ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ ふヲヰヱヵぎンぶく 
F┌ヴデｴWヴﾏﾗヴWが HWｷﾐｪ ｷﾐSｷゲIヴｷﾏｷﾐ;デW ｷﾐ ｷデゲ ;ヮヮﾉｷI;デｷﾗﾐが ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW けﾏ;┞ W┗Wﾐ ;ﾉﾉﾗ┘ ｴWｪWﾏﾗﾐｷI 
┗;ﾉ┌Wゲ ;ﾐS SｷゲIﾗ┌ヴゲWゲ デﾗ HW ;Iデｷ┗Wﾉ┞ ヮWヴヮWデ┌;デWSげ ふIHｷSぶ デｴ┌ゲ ;SﾏｷデデWSﾉ┞ WﾏHWSSｷﾐｪ ;ﾐS ﾏ;ｷﾐデ;ｷﾐｷﾐｪ デｴW 
asymmetry of power in the subject-object relations with a recipient. This certainly raises some 

a┌ﾐS;ﾏWﾐデ;ﾉ ケ┌Wゲデｷﾗﾐゲが ;ゲ デﾗ けwhat needs to be kept resilient, to what and for whomげ ふWﾏヮｴ;ゲｷゲ ﾗヴｷｪｷﾐ;ﾉぶき 
;ゲ ┘Wﾉﾉ ;ゲ けｴﾗ┘ デﾗ ;S┗;ﾐIW SｷゲI┌ゲゲｷﾗﾐ ;Hﾗ┌デ ヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉ ゲubjectivities, radical change or alternative 

SWﾏﾗIヴ;デｷI ﾏﾗSWゲげ ふIHｷSぎヱンぶ ┘ｴｷIｴ ;ヴW I┌ヴヴWﾐデﾉ┞ ;ﾏｷゲゲ ﾗヴ ﾐﾗデ IヴｷデｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ ゲヮﾗﾆWﾐ ﾗa ｷﾐ デｴW ┘ｷSWヴ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW 
ﾉｷデWヴ;デ┌ヴWく IﾐゲデW;S デｴW ﾉ;デデWヴ I┌ヴヴWﾐデﾉ┞ ヴWﾉｷWゲ ﾗﾐ ; けｴｷｪｴﾉ┞ ゲIｷWﾐデｷゲWS ;ﾐS ヮヴWゲIヴｷヮデｷ┗Wげ ﾏ;ﾐﾐWヴ ﾗa W┝WI┌ting 

ﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉ ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ﾗa けﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲげ ふBｷWヴﾏ;ﾐﾐ Wデ ;ﾉ ヲヰヱンぎヱンぶ ﾗ┗Wヴ デｴW ﾗ┌デゲｷSW, as our study of EU 

governance regime in the next section will expose. 

In a similar vein, under resilience governance, as Mavelli argues (2016), power hierarchies are particularly 

ヮヴﾗﾐﾗ┌ﾐIWS ﾗaデWﾐ ヴWｷﾐaﾗヴIｷﾐｪ ｷﾐﾃ┌ゲデｷIWが ;ﾐS ゲデｷｪﾏ;デｷゲｷﾐｪ けｷﾐaWヴｷﾗヴ ゲヮWIｷWゲげ ｷa デｴW┞ ;ヴW ヮWヴIWｷ┗WS デﾗ HW ; 
デｴヴW;デ デﾗ デｴW ゲ┞ゲデWﾏげゲ ゲ┌ヴ┗ｷ┗;ﾉく TｴW┞ Iﾗ┌ﾉS W┗Wﾐ HW ヮ┌ﾐｷデｷ┗Wが デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ ゲヮWIｷaｷI ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ﾏW;ゲ┌ヴWゲが デﾗ 
punish those who, through descent, come to challenge the status quo. Mavelli pungently demonstrated 

デｴｷゲ けS;ヴﾆ ゲｷSWげ ﾗa ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ﾗﾐ デｴW EU HWｴ;┗ｷﾗ┌ヴ デﾗ┘;ヴSゲ デｴW GヴWWﾆ Iヴｷゲｷゲく HW IﾗﾐデWﾐSWS デｴ;デ 
if anything, EU disciplinary governance caused a flip-ﾗ┗Wヴ WaaWIデ H┞ ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪ けデｴW GヴWWﾆゲ ﾏﾗヴW ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐデげ 
when going through the bailout process; and the Europeans に けﾉWゲゲ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐデげ ;ゲ HWｷﾐｪ けHｷﾗヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉﾉ┞ 
ゲｴWﾉデWヴWS aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ヮﾗデWﾐデｷ;ﾉ a;ｷﾉ┌ヴWゲ ﾗa デｴWｷヴ ﾗ┘ﾐ H;ﾐﾆゲげ ふヲヰヱヶぎヲヰぶく Cヴ┌Iｷ;ﾉ デﾗ ｴｷゲ ;ﾐ;ﾉ┞ゲｷゲが ｴﾗ┘W┗Wヴが ┘;ゲ 
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the exposure of the centrality of neoliberal power and its hegemony (by the most powerful European 

states and Germany in particular), which instead of protecting all parties from the economic shock of the 

GヴWWﾆ Iヴｷゲｷゲが IｴﾗゲW デﾗ ヮ┌ﾐｷゲｴ デｴW ┘W;ﾆWゲデ H┞ けデヴ;ﾐゲaWヴヴｷﾐｪ デｴW Iヴｷゲｷゲ ﾗﾐデﾗ ﾉWゲゲ ┘W;ﾉデｴ┞げ ;ﾐS ヮヴﾗデWIデｷﾐｪ 
けヮﾗ┘Wヴa┌ﾉ Iﾗ┌ﾐデヴｷWゲ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ HｷﾗヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉ ヴ;Iｷゲﾏ ｷﾐ ﾗヴSWヴ デﾗ ;S┗;ﾐIW デｴW S┞ﾐ;ﾏｷIゲ ﾗa ﾐWﾗﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉ 
W┝ヮﾉﾗｷデ;デｷﾗﾐげ ふIHｷSぎヲヰぶく 

Tｴｷゲ Hヴｷﾐｪゲ ┌ゲ デﾗ デｴW ﾏﾗゲデ ゲデヴｷﾆｷﾐｪ けｴｷSSWﾐげ WﾉWﾏWﾐデ ﾗa ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW に compliance as a 

counterintuitive effect of building resilience and individual self-reliance, in a neo-liberal context. Notably, 

Joseph argues (2013:45) that while putting an emphasis on the individual by way of micro-focusing on 

けデｴW W┗Wヴ┞S;┞げ ;ﾐS けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげが ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW IﾗﾐデWﾐデｷously does not seek to empower autonomy, 

;ﾐS IﾗﾏWゲ ;デ ﾗSSゲ ┘ｷデｴ デｴW ﾐﾗデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けゲWﾉa-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげが ;ﾐ ;SﾏｷデデWS ｪﾗ;ﾉ ﾗa ゲﾗIｷWデ;ﾉ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWく Nﾗデ;Hﾉ┞が 
JﾗゲWヮｴ IﾗﾐデWﾐSゲ デｴ;デ け;┌デﾗﾐﾗﾏ┞ ;ヮヮW;ヴゲ ;ゲ ; ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ ┘ｴｷIｴ ヴWケ┌ｷヴWゲ ﾏ;ﾐ;ｪWﾏWﾐデぐ TｴW ;┌デﾗﾐﾗﾏ┞ ﾗa 
the individual ｷゲ ; ヮヴﾗHﾉWﾏ aﾗヴ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデげく He insists that , in a neo-liberal tradition, けｷﾐSｷ┗ｷS┌;ﾉ aヴWWSﾗﾏ 
ｷゲ ゲﾗﾏWデｴｷﾐｪ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ Iﾗﾐゲデヴ┌IデWS ┘ｷデｴｷﾐ IﾗﾏヮﾉW┝ ;S;ヮデｷ┗W ゲ┞ゲデWﾏゲげ ふIHｷSぶく HWﾐIWが ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW H┌ｷﾉSｷﾐｪが from 

this perspective, is not and has never been, about empowering an individual, or a societal ability to 

bounce back in the face of complexity, but rather about constructing power dependencies to render 

けIﾗﾐS┌Iデ ﾗa デｴW IﾗﾐS┌Iデげ ヮWヴヮWデ┌;ﾉが ;ﾐS ﾉﾗIﾆWS ｷﾐデﾗ ; I┞IﾉW ﾗa ヮﾗ┘Wヴ (re)production in the form of 

coordin;デWS けゲWﾉa-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげく In this veinが JﾗゲWヮｴ IﾗﾐIﾉ┌SWゲが ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW けﾏｷｪｴデ HW ;Iデ┌;ﾉﾉ┞ 
more effective in securing compliance to international norms, forcing states and local populations to 

adapt their behaviour in the face of problems that the international community either cannot, or does 

ﾐﾗデが ┘;ﾐデ デﾗ SW;ﾉ ┘ｷデｴ ｷデゲWﾉaげ ふヲヰヱヶぎンΑンぶく According to this (neo-liberal) thinking, eﾐｪWﾐSWヴｷﾐｪ けゲWﾉa-
ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ resilience is an illusion, or an ideal, which realisation is as undesirable as an 

investﾏWﾐデ ｷﾐデﾗ ﾗﾐWげゲ I;ヮ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞ デﾗ Iｴ;ﾉﾉWﾐｪW ;ﾐ W┝ｷゲデｷﾐｪ ﾗヴSWヴく Iﾐ short, not only are self-governance and 

autonomy treated as needed to lock subjectivities into a continuing mode of social power re-production; 

they also come in stuck contradiction with, and even denial of the very notion of active opposing agency 

(Corry 2014) ;ﾐS けゲWﾉa-organisationげ ;ゲ SWゲｷヴ;HﾉW for the sustainability of the liberal internationalist world 

order.  

To conclude, we ought to keep, at least for now, the many meanings of resilience open for discussion, in 

order to fully understand its conceptual and methodological delimitations, to free it from any ideological 

bias, and to search for more cooperative and sustainable forms of governance, if self-governance were to 

become the premise of a new order. The next section will examine how resilience is being understood by 

the EU, and what methodologies are being deployed to make EU governance more effective.  

The Methodological Underpinnings of Resilience in EU Governance  
For a relatively new concept, けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ ｴ;ゲ ;ﾉヴW;S┞ ﾏ;SW ケ┌ｷデW ;n impact in EU governance-thinking.  

Resilience firmly entered the EU agenda in 2012, being part of the EU re-thinking its humanitarian and 

development policies (Commission 2012). It was borrowed from ecological/environmental studies to help 

┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐS けｴﾗ┘ ゲ┞ゲデWﾏゲ I;ﾐ IﾗヮW ┘ｷデｴが ;ﾐS SW┗Wﾉﾗヮ aヴﾗﾏが Sｷゲデ┌ヴH;ﾐIWゲげ ふBﾗ┌ヴHW;┌ ヲヰヱンぎΑぶく At the time 

resilience began to be seen not just simply as a response to coping with disasters (especially of 

humanitarian nature), but also as a long-term systemic solution けto tackle the root causesげ of these crises, 

as part of a new development agenda. In governance terms, it allowed the EU to intervene and coordinate 

external humanitarian/development agendas, to offer solutions which then could be simply けWﾏHWSSWS 
ｷﾐ ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ヮﾗﾉｷIｷWゲ ;ﾐS ヮﾉ;ﾐﾐｷﾐｪげ ふIHｷSぎヲぶく This thinking gradually allowed the EU to develop the so called 

けresilience paradigmげ inclusive of デｴW EU W┝ヮ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ヮﾗヴデaﾗﾉｷﾗ ﾗa けknow-howげ technologies, good practice 

initiatives (e.g. SHARE; AGIR in Commission 2012) and methodologies of monitoring and evaluation. 

‘WゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ;ゲ ; デWヴﾏ ┘;ゲ SWaｷﾐWS ;ゲ けデｴW ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞ ﾗa ;ﾐ ぷWﾐデｷデ┞へ デﾗ ┘ｷデｴゲデ;ﾐSが デﾗ ;S;ヮデが ;ﾐS デﾗ ケ┌ｷIﾆﾉ┞ ヴWIﾗ┗Wヴ 
aヴﾗﾏ ゲデヴWゲゲWゲ ;ﾐS ゲｴﾗIﾆゲげ (Ibid: 5). Most crucially, it relied on two specific dimensions: one was the 

けｷﾐｴWヴWﾐデ ゲデヴWﾐｪデｴ ﾗa ;ﾐ Wﾐデｷデ┞ ぐ デﾗ HWデデWヴ ヴWゲｷゲデ ゲデヴWゲゲ ;ﾐS ゲｴﾗIﾆげが ;ﾐS デ┘ﾗ, was デｴW けI;ヮ;Iｷデ┞ ﾗa デｴｷゲ Wﾐデｷデ┞ 
デﾗ Hﾗ┌ﾐIW H;Iﾆ ヴ;ヮｷSﾉ┞ aヴﾗﾏ デｴW ｷﾏヮ;Iデげ ふIHｷSぎヵぶく The Commission argued that increasing resilience could 

HW ;IｴｷW┗WS けWｷデｴWヴ H┞ Wﾐｴ;ﾐIｷﾐｪ デｴW Wﾐデｷデ┞げゲ ゲデヴWﾐｪデｴが ﾗヴ H┞ ヴWS┌Iｷﾐｪ デｴW ｷﾐデWﾐゲｷデ┞ ﾗa デｴW ｷﾏヮ;Iデが ﾗヴ Hﾗデｴげ 
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(Ibid). The EU firmly believed in its own ability to control, manage and where necessary prevent disasters 

from happening に a type of governance regime, that Chandler (2014:50) would describe ;ゲ けﾏﾗSWヴﾐｷゲデげ ﾗヴ 
けﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉげ, which would operate through デｴW けknown knownsげ drawing on ; けlinear and universal assumption 

of the progressive accumulation of ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾉWSｪW ﾗa ﾉ;┘ゲ ;ﾐS ヴWｪ┌ﾉ;ヴｷデｷWゲげ ふヲヰヱヴぎヵヰぶ ┘ｴｷIｴ then could be 

transferred and embedded into ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴゲげ development programmes.  

Importantly, the EU-coined resilience paradigm was predicated on three core operational principles, 

which continue to shape EU governance-thinking today. First, in light of its expanding knowledge and 

techniques, even with the increasing uncontrollability of the outside, the EU believes it is better 

positioned to advise states and individuals on best-fitting けｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWゲげが ;nd a けゲデ;ﾆWｴﾗﾉSWヴゲげ 
capacity needゲげ to enhance their preparedness and adaptability, which would need to be embedded and 

strengthened at the local and national levels (Commission 2012: 9). Second, the EU strongly emphasises 

けlocal ownershipげ of these external technologies-turned-capabilitiesが デﾗ Wﾐゲ┌ヴW ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴゲげ IﾗﾏﾏｷデﾏWﾐデ and 

openness to a long process of resilience-building: けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW I;ﾐ ﾗﾐﾉ┞ HW H┌ｷﾉデ Hﾗデデﾗﾏ-┌ヮげが ;ﾐS けデｴW 
ゲデ;ヴデｷﾐｪ ヮﾗｷﾐデ aﾗヴ デｴW EU ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴ ｷゲ ぐ; aｷヴﾏ ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW ﾉW;Sｷﾐｪ ヴﾗﾉW ﾗa ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴ Iﾗ┌ﾐデヴｷWゲげ 
(Commission 2012: 11). Finally, the EU importantly insists on applying its own けゲﾗ┌ﾐS ﾏWデｴﾗSﾗﾉﾗｪｷWゲげ of 

monitoring and evaluation to improve response and future governance. Notably, けデﾗ Wﾐゲ┌ヴW WaaWIデｷ┗WﾐWゲゲが 
デｴW EU ┘ｷﾉﾉ ヮ┌デ ｷﾐ ヮﾉ;IW ; aヴ;ﾏW┘ﾗヴﾆ aﾗヴ ﾏW;ゲ┌ヴｷﾐｪ デｴW ｷﾏヮ;Iデ ;ﾐS ヴWゲ┌ﾉデゲ ﾗa ｷデゲ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ aﾗヴ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ, to 

include EU-funded programmes, a common operational assessment prepared by experienced 

humanitarian and development actors; and けIﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ Pﾉ;ﾐゲげが けゲﾗ ;ゲ デﾗ Wﾐゲ┌ヴW ﾏ;┝ｷﾏ┌ﾏ 
IﾗﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;ヴｷデ┞げ ;ﾐS けaﾉW┝ｷHｷﾉｷデ┞ ｷﾐ デｴW ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏW SWゲｷｪﾐげ. Furthermore, the Commission shall けreview 

regularly the progress made on the resilience agenda, looking in particular at programming, 

ﾏWデｴﾗSﾗﾉﾗｪｷWゲ ;ﾐS ヴWゲ┌ﾉデゲげ ふIHｷSぎヱヲぶ, to lock partners into the emergent circle of governance. In short, it 

is instructive to see how emblematically opposing the EU understanding of resilience に as a packaged 

intervention inclusive of modular governing strategies, monitoring/evaluation methodologies and けﾉﾗI;ﾉ 
ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮげ deployed to legitimise this intervention に is to the multiple meanings of resilience as a 

concept, which centres ;ヴﾗ┌ﾐS けゲWﾉa-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげ ;ﾐS けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげく  

The next few years saw some further programming of the EU resilience principles into the wider areas of 

development/humanitarian policies, along with a parallel expansion of the けゲWI┌ヴｷデ┞-SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾐW┝┌ゲげ 
(Ibid:5), which subsequently offered propitious grounds for extending resilience into the strategic security 

and foreign policy domains. In particular, in 2013 the Commission introduced an けAction Plan for 

Resilience in Crisis Prone Countriesげ, which, while underscoring デｴW けIﾗ┌ﾐデヴ┞-owned and -ﾉWSげ ﾐ;デ┌ヴW ﾗa 
ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWが ;ﾐS ; けヮWﾗヮﾉW-IWﾐデヴWS ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴげが contributed to further testing and expansion of provisions 

for the EU resilience paradigm:  

- けEU ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ デﾗ デｴW SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ;ﾐS ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIe approaches [should 

HWへ ｷﾐデWｪヴ;デWS ｷﾐ N;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ DW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ Pﾉ;ﾐゲげく TｴW ｷﾐデWﾐデｷﾗﾐ ｷゲ デﾗ SW┗Wﾉﾗヮ けゲｴ;ヴWS ;ゲゲWゲゲﾏWﾐデゲが 
ゲデヴ;デWｪｷWゲ ;ﾐS ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ヮﾉ;ﾐゲ デﾗ H┌ｷﾉS ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ ;ﾐS けデｴW ﾐWIWゲゲ;ヴ┞ HﾗS┞ ﾗa W┗ｷSWﾐIW aﾗヴ 
a┌ヴデｴWヴ ;Iデｷﾗﾐげ ふヲヰヱンぎ ヴぶく けTｴW AIデｷﾗﾐ Pﾉ;n recognises that the EU is already incorporating 

ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ｷﾐデﾗ ﾏ;ﾐ┞ ﾐ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏWゲげが ;ﾐS けEU ｷﾐデWヴ┗Wﾐデｷﾗﾐゲ ぐ ;ﾉヴW;S┞ ｴ;┗W ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ;ゲ ; 
IﾗヴW ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ヮヴｷﾗヴｷデ┞げ (Ibid) for the recipient countries 

- けA Iﾗﾏﾏﾗﾐ ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ ﾗa ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ﾗHﾃWIデｷ┗Wゲ ｷゲ ヴequired by government and international 

ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴゲぐ TｴW EU ‘ﾗ;Sﾏ;ヮゲ ﾗa Wﾐｪ;ｪWﾏWﾐデ ヴWヮヴWゲWﾐデ ;ﾐ ﾗヮヮﾗヴデ┌ﾐｷデ┞ デﾗ Sﾗ ゲﾗ ;デ ; Iﾗ┌ﾐデヴ┞ ﾉW┗Wﾉげ 
(Ibid:5) 

- けMWデｴﾗSﾗﾉﾗｪｷWゲ ;ﾐS デﾗﾗﾉゲ デﾗ ゲ┌ヮヮﾗヴデ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ぷゲｴﾗ┌ﾉS ｷﾐIﾉ┌SWへ EU ヮヴﾗIWS┌ヴWゲ ;ﾐS ﾏWIｴ;ﾐｷゲﾏゲが 
involving the Commission, the EEAS, the EU Delegations, as well as all relevant stakeholders to 

ﾏﾗﾐｷデﾗヴが H┌ｷﾉS デｴW W┗ｷSWﾐIW H;ゲW ;ﾐS ﾉW;ヴﾐ aヴﾗﾏ HWゲデ ヮヴ;IデｷIWげ (Ibid). 

- けG┌ｷS;ﾐIW ﾗﾐ デｴW ｷﾏヮﾉWﾏWﾐデ;デｷﾗﾐ ﾗa デｴW EUげゲ ;ヮヮヴﾗ;Iｴ デﾗ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW will be prepared and 

デヴ;ｷﾐｷﾐｪゲ ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲWS aﾗヴ ;ﾉﾉ ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴゲげ ふIHｷSぎヶぶく  
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These provisions subsequently culminated in the formulation of a logframe of management 

arrangements which allowed the EU to master its resilience-building approach, and make it transferrable. 

They included a template of implementation measures, comprising a set of actions, accompanying 

activities, time-frame, and anticipated outputs. In 2014 this resilience development strategy was further 

consolidated into ; けCﾗﾏヮWﾐSｷ┌ﾏげ ふCﾗﾏﾏｷゲゲｷﾗﾐ ヲヰヱヴa) に a comprehensive 116 page-long good practice 

guide with case studies and planning tools to assist partners in developing a coherent agenda for their 

resilience objectives; and a け‘WゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW M;ヴﾆWヴげ (Commission 2014b), offering a manual to partner 

countries as to how to build their resilience, with EU support. 

With gradual expansion of the けゲWI┌ヴｷデ┞-SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ﾐW┝┌ゲげが by 2015 resilience moved to the EU foreign 

policy domain, specifically focusing on the neighbourhoodく Aゲ J┌ﾐIﾗゲ ;aaｷヴﾏゲが けデｴW ヴW┗ｷゲWS ENP ゲデヴ;デWｪ┞ 
adopted at the end of 2015 was one of the first documents to introduce resilience-building as a foreign 

ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ ｪﾗ;ﾉげ ふヲヰヱヶぎンぶく As before, the document effectively rehearsed the EUげゲ resilience paradigm, setting 

out measures for the neighbourhood, けデﾗ ﾗaaWヴ ┘;┞ゲ デﾗ ゲデヴWﾐｪデｴWﾐ デｴW ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ﾗa デｴW EUげゲ ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴゲ ｷﾐ 
the face of external pressures and their ability to make their own sovereign IｴﾗｷIWゲげ (Commission 

2015b:2).  

By 2016, resilience made it into the EUGSS to define the EU modus operandi across the globe. This time, 

however, the resilience narrative has received a rather different framing: it became less assertive about 

デｴW EUげゲ ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞ デﾗ ヴWｪ┌ﾉ;デW and control the outside, and instead it strongly emphasised the ┘ﾗヴﾉSげゲ 
growing complexity and the need to become and make partners, better prepared for no longer 

controllable eventualities. In place of the familiar mantra of けﾆﾐﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ デｴW ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲげ in how to better placate 

emergencies, new resilience-thinking chose to paint a picture of global けW┝ｷゲデWﾐデｷ;ﾉ IヴｷゲWゲげ ふEEAS 2016:7) 

and けヮヴWSｷIデ;HﾉW ┌ﾐヮヴWSｷIデ;Hｷﾉｷデ┞げ (Ibid: 46), shifting the focus on to けデｴW unknownsげが and how to learn to 

correct the gaps in knowledge where possible (Chandler 2014). Furthermore, in the IﾗﾐデW┝デ ﾗa デｴW EUG““げ 
claim of the growing contestation of liberal order whereby けデｴW ヮ┌ヴヮﾗゲWが W┗Wﾐ W┝ｷゲデWﾐIWが ﾗa ﾗ┌ヴ Uﾐｷﾗﾐ ｷゲ 
HWｷﾐｪ ケ┌WゲデｷﾗﾐWSげ ふIHｷSぎンぶ, resilience, in the language of the EU, seems to have shifted, to firmly associate 

with protecting the neoliberal agenda and its subjects, thus becoming to be seen not just as a by-product 

of liberalism, but essentially its tool.  

So, what are the implications of this resilience-thinking as part of extending EU governance regime onto 

the neighbourhood? 

As said in the introduction, the EU has been reflective of its limited governance effect in the 

neighbourhood, trying to address the challenge via new or improved methodologies of engagement, 

described here as paradigmatic shifts. In particular, the first paradigmatic shift in EU external governance 

was linked to the launch of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) in 2003/4, signifying a move away 

from the EU enlargement modus operandi to a partnership-building regime (Korosteleva 2012). While 

novel in rhetoric, in practice it continued to rely on a lighter version of the enlargement modality (Kelley 

2006), involving direct transference of the EU けﾆﾐﾗ┘-ｴﾗ┘げ (acquis communautaire) and conditionality. 

This approach was often aptly referred to as EU けinside-ﾗ┌デげ external governance (Lavenex 2004) to 

underscore the prevalent at the time episteme of the governing process に the EU rationality of けﾆﾐﾗ┘ing 

the ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲげ ふCｴ;ﾐSﾉWヴ ヲヰヱヴぶ に that is, having sufficient instrumental knowledge, progressively 

accumulated through the enlargement process in Europe, to effectively drive change in the 

neighbourhood. The prevalent operational features of this type of (liberal) governance regime, included: 

- a hierarchical mode of coordination favouring executive bias and bilateral communication with 

national governments   

- a binary way of inculcating EU normative practices: けtake-itげ ﾗヴ けleave-itげ approach without 

accounting for regional socio-cultural differences, and  

- a prescriptive instrumental approach to reforms involving conditionality and, in case of non-

compliance, disciplinary actions (sanctions, naming-and-shaming and other means of 

economic/political statecraft). 
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This type of regime, embodying EU disciplinary governance, had a limited effect on the neighbourhood, 

especially in terms of generating ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴゲげ IﾗﾏﾏｷデﾏWﾐデ ;ﾐS けﾉﾗI;ﾉ ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮげ ﾗa デｴW ヮヴﾗヮﾗゲWS ヴWaﾗヴﾏゲ. 

Conversely, it caused a discomforting sense of inferiority among the neighbours, their disenfranchisement 

with power asymmetry vis-à-vis the EU (Kelley 2006; Raik 2006; Wolczuk 2009). 

The second paradigmatic shift in EU governance took place in 2008/9 by introducing デｴW ヮﾗﾉｷI┞げゲ 
regionalisation, resulting in the launch of two complementary umbrella initiatives に the Union for the 

Mediterranean (UfM) and the Eastern Partnership Initiatives (EaP) respectively. The EU innovated on a 

range of methodologies, endeavouring to recalibrate the meaning of けﾉﾗI;ﾉ ﾗ┘ﾐWヴゲｴｷヮげ, and to give its 

approach more inclusivity and traction. A dual-track approach was introduced to diversify EU channels of 

engagement and to target other than government actors (subjectivities) to snowball reforms in the 

recipient countries. This tool paved the way to the rise of civil society as an influential agency for 

promoting change in the region.  

In 2011 this approach witnessed further innovations spanning from new forms of contractual agreements 

に Association Agreements (AAs), Mobility partnerships and Deep Comprehensive Free Trade agreements 

(DCFTAs) に to new means of monitoring and control に from roadmaps, association agendas and logframes 

for key deliverables. The refined governance strategy also yielded new policy actors (subjectivities) 

engaging all levels of society from grass-root NGOs and local authorities to regional and national level 

government agents and businesses. This approach did not only consolidate the けknow-howげ of the EU 

governance framework to date, building on its progress and policy failure, it also brought together an 

incredible machinery of EU tools and instruments に in a けmore for moreげ formula に aiming to デ;ヴｪWデ けデｴW 
ﾉﾗI;ﾉげが けfrom a distanceげ (as governmentality in a Foucauldian sense), in a less disciplinary, and a more 

bottom-up manner (Korosteleva 2014 et al). In summation, the main features of the new EU governance 

regime included: 

- control from a distance, and only of the pertinent, allowing for more local ownership, agenda-

input and tailored solutions; 

- a complex matrix of さenablementざ premised on voluntary engagement and rational freedom of 

choice aiming to lock ENP countries in the perpetual mode of けmore for more cooperationげ; 
- engagement of all levels of society: from civil society, business and education actors, to 

local/regional authorities, national governments, parliaments, and media representatives, thus 

generating an all-inclusive grounds for mutual learning and socialisation into European norms and 

standards; 

- けoptimal (rather than binary) spaceげ between けthe permittedげ and けthe prohibitedげ, allowing 

neighbours to approximate rather than fully replicate European norms and values, thus 

accounting for and preserving their けcultural spaceげ as well; 

- development of a dual track of engagement: making the bilateral track more technocratic (e.g. 

roadmaps) and the multilateral track ﾏﾗヴW さヮﾗﾉｷデｷI;ﾉざ to generate a sense of community and this 

way, re-engineer public behaviour in the neighbourhood.  

This regime of EU governance-thinking closely resonates with a けﾐWﾗ-ﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉげ turn in governance, as the 

one that reflectively tries to identify gaps in knowledge and reasons for resistance ふﾆﾐﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ けデｴW 
┌ﾐﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲげ), and methodologically tackle them via new instruments (budgets, subjectivities, new power 

circuits, formats of contractual relations, benchmarks, roadmaps etc.), to improve performance on 

deliverables. And yet, this revised governance strategy came to a grinding halt by 2014, and ensuing a 

drawn-out civil war in Ukraine, diplomatic impasse with Russia, and a highly unsettled environment for 

pursuing EU governance across the region.   

The above ヮ;ヴ;Sｷｪﾏ;デｷI ゲｴｷaデゲ ｷﾐ ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWが ┘ｴｷﾉW ┌ﾐSWヴﾉ┞ｷﾐｪ デｴW EUげゲ ヴWゲヮﾗﾐゲｷ┗W ﾏﾗSW ﾗa Wﾐｪ;ｪWﾏWﾐデが 
also vividly demonstrate the EUげゲ struggle to find more traction for extending and legitimising its 

governance over the neighbourhood: neither the macro-level disciplinary governance nor a more tailored 

governmentality approach made it in any way more sustainable, let alone effective (Korosteleva et al 
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2014). Could a new focus on resilience in 2016 help remedy the continued failings of EU governance - 

especially in terms of the EUげゲ better understanding of how to engage with a contested region, torn by 

civil war, claims for secession, corruption, government privatisation and envious autocratic stability? After 

all, if the utility of resilience, as Joseph argues (2016), is to help frame a suitable mode of governance 

learning from its own failures, then the question writ large here is ｷa けヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWげ ┘ﾗ┌ﾉS HW ; IヴｷデｷI;ﾉ Wﾐﾗ┌ｪｴ 
narrative to make a difference, for a more effective and sustainable EU approach towards the 

neighbourhood.   

On the one hand, even the mere articulation of a more pragmatic policy approach, seems to have ensued 

a fledgling dialogue and negotiations with more recalcitrant partners, like Belarus and Azerbaijan, who 

hitherto had been subject to the EU sanctions (Belarus), or limited engagement (Azerbaijan). The EU has 

now successfully pioneered a new Comprehensive and Enhanced Partnership Agreement (CEPA) with 

Armenia, which, while being committed to the Eurasian Economic Union, is still keen to continue pursuing 

a more tailored engagement with the EU (EEAS 2017).  

On the other hand, much depends on a new format that a resilience-premised governance is likely to 

take. If it does choose to de-centre, to invest more in a critical capacity-building at the individual/societal 

level, then it needs to fundamentally re-think its learning about the outside, predicated more on a better 

understanding of self-governance, and a potentially opposing communal agency (Corry 2014). At the 

same time, does the EU, and/or the wider scholarship know enough about ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIW ;ゲ けゲWﾉa-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげ 
to make the right call this time, to ensure a better EU response to the external challenges, especially in 

the neighbourhood? So far, judging by the EUげゲ proposed practical measures to build resilience in the 

ﾐWｷｪｴHﾗ┌ヴｴﾗﾗSが ;ゲ ;ヴデｷI┌ﾉ;デWS ｷﾐ デｴW Cﾗﾏﾏｷゲゲｷﾗﾐげゲ けKW┞ SWﾉｷ┗Wヴ;HﾉWゲげ ふヲヰヱヶぶが デｴWヴW ｷゲ a strong feeling, that 

the EU resilience paradigm will be rehearsed again to lock partners in to the EU hubristic mode of 

governance, as before, associated with embedding けｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ｷﾐaヴ;ゲデヴ┌Iデ┌ヴWゲげが ;ﾐS logframes for 

monitoring ;ﾐS W┗;ﾉ┌;デｷﾗﾐが デヴW;Sｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐ けゲWﾉa-ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIWげ H┌デ ﾐﾗデ Iﾗﾏｷﾐｪ IﾉﾗゲW Wﾐﾗ┌ｪｴ to allow autonomy 

and self-organisation.  

How should resilience be conceptualised to really help reset the EU governance approach to give external 

communities an opportunity to build their own existing capacities, and to empower their sustainable self-

organisation? So far, the EUげゲ use of resilience tells us more of an EU story of what resilience building 

should be all about, and how it could be assessed and evaluated to improve performance. We need to 

understand resilience for what it is, and how it is connected デﾗ けデｴW ﾉﾗI;ﾉげ ;ﾐS デｴW けヮWﾗヮﾉWｴﾗﾗSげが before 

conceiving of how it could make EU external governance more sustainable for the outside. 

Conceptualising resilience in ╅the local╆: towards a new critical turn in 

governance 
For more cooperative and sustainable governance to occur, predicated on resilience-thinking, it would 

require, as Chandler contends (2014), embracing complexity in full, and with it, a recognition of the 

uncontrollability of the outside. This, however, is different to (neo)liberal thinking about complexity: 

Resilience-thinking instead requires a shift beyond instrumental governance operating ｷﾐ ; け┘ﾗヴﾉS 
amenable to cause-and-effect understandings of policy-ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪげ ふIHｷSぎヵΒぶ, and relatedly, a rejection of the 

two core tenets of the EU Transition Paradigm に the management and assessment of resilience-building 

inside-out fomenting dependable subjectivities. This means moving beyond the certainties of (neo)liberal 

order, with its けﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐ ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲげ rationalities of regulatory policies and interventionist practices. It also 

infers contesting a neo-liberal mode of governance which opens up to accepting complexity but still 

operates from a position ﾗa IWヴデ;ｷﾐデ┞ ;Hﾗ┌デ デｴW けﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐ ┌ﾐﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲげが デﾗ be ready to けintervene 

instrumentally in the sphere of complex soIｷ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴ;Iデｷﾗﾐゲげ ふIHｷSぎ ヵヴぶ, on self-reflection, and to remove 

けｷﾐゲデｷデ┌デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ HﾉﾗIﾆ;ｪWゲぐ ;ゲ ┌ﾐｷﾐデWﾐSWS ﾗ┌デIﾗﾏWゲ ﾗa ヮﾗﾉｷI┞-ﾏ;ﾆｷﾐｪげ ふIHｷSぎヵヶぶく ‘WゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWが aﾗヴ Cｴ;ﾐSﾉWヴが ｷゲ 
definitely a leap beyond neoliberalism, whereby ┣ﾗﾗﾏｷﾐｪ ﾗﾐデﾗ けデｴW W┗Wヴ┞S;┞げが ;ゲ ｷデ ﾐaturally doesが ｷゲ けﾐﾗデ 
about governing from the top-down or the bottom-┌ヮ H┌デ ;Hﾗ┌デ ぐ デｴW W┝ｷゲデｷﾐｪ WﾏHWSSWS ;ﾐS ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ;ﾉ 
capacities of ordinary people. It is these capacities that are perceived to be bypassed or muted by 
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instrumentalised ﾐWﾗﾉｷHWヴ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴ┗Wﾐデｷﾗﾐゲ ｷﾐ ゲﾗIｷ;ﾉ ゲヮｴWヴWげ ふChandler 2014:60). This type of governance 

infers working through, or more pertinently, with ゲﾗIｷWデ┞ぎ けデｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲｷﾐｪ デｴW I;ヮ;IｷデｷWゲ ;ﾐS 
capabilities that already exist and could be encouraged (Ibid:61). It is simply about an ontological 

understanding of our natural abilities to cooperate with each other and construct communities of shared 

interest. Iﾐ デｴｷゲ デｴｷゲ ゲWﾐゲWが ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW H;ゲWS ﾗﾐ ヴWゲｷﾉｷWﾐIWが ﾐWWSゲ デﾗ HW ヴWaヴ;ﾏWS けｷﾐ ﾗヴSWヴ デﾗ ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲW 
the creative and self-ﾗヴSWヴｷﾐｪ ヮﾗ┘Wヴ ﾗa ﾉｷaW ｷデゲWﾉaげ ふIHｷSぎヶヲぶく  

This, however, constitutes a radical departure from an illusory sense of autonomy of the neo-liberal world 

for which resilience, as Joseph posits (2016), is to socially construct reliable subjectivities, to conduct 

ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ lives in their strife to survive and adapt in the face of adversity. This suggests that neoliberalism 

may have W┝ｴ;┌ゲデWS ｷデゲWﾉaぎ けデ┌ヴﾐWS ｷﾐデﾗ ; ｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐ;ﾐIW ヮヴﾗｪヴ;ﾏﾏWが ぷｷデへ ゲWWﾏゲ ｷﾐｴWヴWﾐデﾉ┞ ゲWﾉa-Iﾗﾐゲ┌ﾏｷﾐｪげ 
(Schmidt 2015:414), and requires a pragmatic solution に from decision-making to self-cultivation に to 

allow resilience to achieve its true potential, which is no longer delimited by its けS;ヴﾆ ゲｷSWげ SWﾏ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ 
compliance, conformity and undesirability of change. A pragmatic solution would seek to move beyond 

instrumental rationalities of neoliberalism, to imagine a self-organised collectivity, whose resilience is 

instead predicated on a growing sense of the self, its creative capabilities and critical infrastructures, to 

engender longevity and cooperative sustainability in a complex and uncontrollable environment.  

At the same time, how to make this leap, and with it, to render resilience a better/richer rationality for 

more effective governance framing, is still an open question. Some (Kaufmann 2013) might argue that 

ﾐW┘ ;ﾐS ﾏﾗヴW IヴW;デｷ┗W ﾏWデｴﾗSﾗﾉﾗｪｷWゲ ;ヴW ﾐWWSWS デﾗ Wﾐゲ┌ヴW ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ ゲデヴｷaW aﾗヴ ゲWﾉa-reliant and 

sustainable societies gently coordinated by a supportive inside-outside relationship. Others (Chandler 

2015; Korosteleva 2017) would say that the resilience potential for more effective governance lies with 

デｴW ヮWﾗヮﾉWが ;ﾐS けデｴW W┗Wヴ┞S;┞げが ┘ｴｷIｴ ┘W ;ヴW ┞Wデ デﾗ SｷゲIﾗ┗Wヴ デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ デｴW ヮヴﾗIWゲゲ ﾗa othering, where the 

self and the other are understood not in opposition and not even in juxtaposition to one another, but 

rather as a nexus of learning and self-development. This understanding is not necessarily to be attained 

via new knowledge and the expansion of our epistemological horizons, but rather ontologically に through 

accepting other-ness as a way to relate the self to the outside in order to understand their life, needs and 

desires, and treating them as what they are, and want to be, rather than should be, in accordance to the 

ゲWﾉaげ デｴｷﾐﾆｷﾐｪく 

This new de-centred thinking can be captured by ; Iﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐ;ﾉ ゲWﾐゲW ﾗa けｪﾗﾗS ﾉｷaWげが ﾗヴ デｴW Aヴ;HｷI デWヴﾏ け;ﾉ-
ｴ;ヴ;ﾆげが ヴeferring, as Sadiki argues (2016ぎンンΒぶ デﾗ デｴW けヮWﾗヮﾉWｴﾗﾗSげ to encapsulate their vision for better 

ﾉｷaWが WゲゲWﾐデｷ;ﾉﾉ┞ ;ゲ けヮWﾗヮﾉW-Sヴｷ┗Wﾐ aWヴﾏWﾐデげ. Rutazibwa (2014) takes it to a level further, by introducing and 

exploring the notion of け;ｪ;Iｷヴﾗげが ┘ｴｷIｴ ｷﾏヮﾉｷWゲ ヮWﾗヮﾉWげゲ け┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪ デｴ;デ [they] are the agents of 

[their] ﾗ┘ﾐ Iｴ;ﾐｪWげ ふヲヰヱ4:5). In particular Rutazibwa argues that agaciro is a philosophy of life that draws 

on self-reliance and the inner knowledge of the people of what they are, and what they want to be, and 

could serve as a premise for resilience governance thinking. She contends further that けagaciroげ stands for 

self-knowledge as foundation for self-governance: 

People know what is good for them. We must endeavour to show it. We must be seen to be doing 

things that prove that. So Agaciro is simply central to everything we are doing for our development, 

that pride, that belief in ourselves, that being who we are and who we should be, and trying to be 

the best we can be (2014:6) 

Agaciro, as the everyday and the local, relies on three essential elements: it is outward underscoring 

autonomy and sovereignty; it is inward legitimising expectations of a new social contract, and it is 

individual encapsulating a newly found self-worth identity linked to pride in the future that is being built 

today (Ibid:7). In many ways, it encapsulates the best side of resilience allowing people to define what 

they are and where they want to be, and travel to that destination, if necessary with the support of others. 

This kind of resilience does not generate conformity and compliance with the norms and rules of the 

external authority in the pursuit of their ideals; rather it encourages diversity and self-cultivation through 

cooperation. It does it through a particular type of othering that locks in the self and the other, in a 
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reciprocal partnership-based learning that cannot be achieved through external strategy papers, progress 

reports and logframes to manage and evaluate ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴゲげ performance against external identified 

benchmarks, as neoliberal thinking would naturally assume. This kind of othering comes with a particular 

ontological type of learning that draws on a relational value of the self and the other in their connected 

developmentが ┘ｴWヴWH┞ けデｴW ┗;ﾉ┌W ﾗa デｴW ゲWﾉa is SWデWヴﾏｷﾐWS デｴヴﾗ┌ｪｴ ｷデゲ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ Wﾐ┗ｷヴﾗﾐﾏWﾐデげ ふESﾆｷﾐゲ 
1999: 24), thus reversing the logic of governance onto itself. From this perspective, as Chandler argues 

(2014:57) けデｴW ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ a;ｷﾉ┌ヴW ｷゲが ｷﾐ a;Iデ さﾐﾗデ ; a;ｷﾉ┌ヴW ﾗa ヮﾗﾉｷI┞ざが H┌デ ; ﾉW;ヴﾐｷﾐｪ ﾗヮヮﾗヴデ┌ﾐｷデ┞ぐ ｷデ is governance 

failure, which is the failure to reflexively learn from complex life the need to overcome reductionist 

underst;ﾐSｷﾐｪゲげく 

While this type of resilience thinking is profoundly relevant to the increasing complexity of the outside, it 

still requires more consideration of its practicalities に of how to realise the resilience potential in practice. 

Can we rely on the everyday, the local and the peoplehood, to know exactly what their challenges are, 

and more importantly, how to overcome them, in becoming what they want to be に in their agaciro?    

This is still an open-ended question. Intuitively, as Chandler points out (2015:38), resilience governance 

presumes a process of けIﾗﾐゲデヴ┌Iデｷﾗﾐ ﾗヴ ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa さﾐWｪﾗデｷ;デWS ﾏﾗヴ;ﾉ Iﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐｷデｷWゲげ I;ヮ;HﾉW ﾗa ゲWﾉa-
ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲｷﾐｪ ｷﾐ ヴWﾉ;デｷﾗﾐ デﾗ デｴW ゲｴ;ヴWS ┘ﾗヴﾉSげく Aデ デｴW ゲ;ﾏW デｷﾏWが how are we to build デｴWゲW けﾐWｪﾗデｷ;デWS ﾏﾗヴ;ﾉ 
Iﾗﾏﾏ┌ﾐｷデｷWゲげが and how different are they from the real-life communities which might endue daily 

hardship, and ヴWｪｷﾏWげゲ naked brutality, as the thwarted March for Freedom in Belarus on 25 March 2017 

attested to, and continue living through, for the sake of survival. How do we achieve the kind of resilience 

that would unlock critical infrastructures to nurture good governance from within? What kind of 

governance would it require to avoid the entrappings of compliance and dependency?    

Kauffmann (2013) suggests to place more emphasis on the study of self-organisation, as part of the wider 

network system of governance. She argues that self-organised communities, while relying on external 

support, ｴ;┗W ;ﾐ ｷﾐﾐWヴ ゲWﾐゲW ﾗa SｷヴWIデｷﾗﾐが ; ﾐﾗデｷﾗﾐ ﾗa けゲWﾉa-ヴWaWヴWﾐデｷ;ﾉｷデ┞げ ふヲヰヱンぎヶヰぶ デｴ;デ aﾗﾏWﾐデ ゲ┞ゲデWﾏげゲ 
reorganisation without recourse to the resources of the outside. This kind of governance might be best 

SWゲIヴｷHWS ;ゲ けguided self-ﾗヴｪ;ﾐｷゲ;デｷﾗﾐげが ┘ｴｷIｴ ヴWﾉｷWゲ ﾗﾐ ; ﾐWデ┘ﾗヴﾆWS ゲ┞ゲデWﾏ ﾗa ゲｴ;ヴWS ｷﾐデWヴWゲデゲ ;ﾐS ヴ┌ﾉWゲが 
where the whole renders support to the local, and the local changes the whole through creative self-

organisational performance (Ibid:68). In this context, resilience of the peoplehood, as Chandler argues, 

けヴWﾏﾗ┗Wゲ デｴW W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴ┗WﾐWヴ aヴﾗﾏ W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ ｷﾐデWヴ┗Wﾐデｷﾗﾐ ;ﾐS ┘ｷデｴ デｴｷゲ makes local capacities, 

ヮヴ;IデｷIWゲが ;ﾐS ┌ﾐSWヴゲデ;ﾐSｷﾐｪゲ デｴW ﾏW;ﾐゲ ;ﾐS デｴW WﾐSゲ ﾗa ｷﾐデWヴ┗Wﾐデｷﾗﾐげ ふヲヰ14:48) に in self-reliance and as 

part of the whole. 

Conclusion 
This article has critically explored the notion of resilience as the emergent EU governance regime. While 

still relatively new to the domain of international relations, resilience as a concept has already made quite 

a career, recently claiming its place in the EU global security strategy, in defining EU relations with the 

outside, and the EU neighbourhood in particular.  

Emerging from the EU humanitarian and development agendas, by the early 2010s resilience found its 

practical enframing in the so-called Resilience Paradigm, as aptly coined by the Commission. Its 

application was premised on the assemblage of three core governing principles, including (i) the 

knowledge of best-suited けｪﾗ┗Wヴﾐing strategiesげ ふけﾆﾐﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ デｴW ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲっﾗヴ ┌ﾐﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲげぶ; (ii) EU 

management and evaluation procedures for implementation and control; and (iii) a demand for local 

ownership, to ensure ヴWIｷヮｷWﾐデゲげ commitment and endurance. By 2016 resilience took the centre-stage 

of the EU Global Security Strategy, especially in relations with the wider and very much troubled 

neighbourhood, seeking to inject new dynamics in the hitherto failing EU modus operandi for ヮ;ヴデﾐWヴゲげ 
greater commitment and change. 
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This paper has argued that in order to make resilience a tangible tool for enabling the EU to turn the 

corner for more effective and sustainable governance, we need to give it a far more careful consideration 

に ontologically, methodologically and conceptually に than it is presently being afforded. 

In particular, ontologically, we should re-engage with the many meanings of resilience, to uncover and 

understand its multiple genealogies, in order to better grasp its inner and often controversial dynamics, 

and to give it a chance to realise its rich and yet understudied potential. This may mean even extending 

its etymology beyond the neo-liberal settings of governance fallaciously premised on けﾆﾐﾗ┘ｷﾐｪ デｴW 
ﾆﾐﾗ┘ﾐゲげ ﾗヴ W┗Wﾐ けthe unkno┘ﾐゲげ when dealing with complexity.  

It also implies changing EU external governance approach, both methodologically and especially 

conceptually, to ensure it is not just simply about reproducing and enforcｷﾐｪ Iﾗﾏヮﾉｷ;ﾐIW ;ﾐS けデｴW ｷﾉﾉ┌ゲｷﾗﾐ 
ﾗa ;┌デﾗﾐﾗﾏ┞げ, that makes it a necessary WﾉWﾏWﾐデ ﾗa けIﾗﾐS┌Iデｷﾐｪ デｴW IﾗﾐS┌Iデげ ﾗa デｴW W┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ ﾏｷﾉｷW┌が ｷﾐ デｴW 
name of a liberal-internationalist peace-building project.  

Quite the opposite, as this article has argued: resilience, if taken seriously, requires an urgent rethink of 

its actual value に namely, as a concept and practice ﾗa けself-governanceげが putting a self-organising principle 

ﾗa ; IﾗﾉﾉWIデｷ┗W ふ;ﾐS ｷﾐ┗;ヴｷ;Hﾉ┞ぶ ;┌デﾗﾐﾗﾏﾗ┌ゲ ;ｪWﾐI┞ ｷﾐ ゲW;ヴIｴ aﾗヴ ｷデゲ ﾗ┘ﾐ ゲWﾐゲW ﾗa けｪﾗﾗS ﾉｷaWげが at the heart 

of their modus operandi. This would entail new ways of not just thinking about, but also invariably 

adapting けW┝デWヴﾐ;ﾉ governanceげ to the needs of self-governance, as enabling けデｴW peoplehoodげ, ;ﾐS けthe 

localげ, to make global governance more sustainable.  
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