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SUMMARY 
A Synthesis Report on Cross-cutting Topics is the main deliverable of Work Package 2 (WP2). The 
current document presents the results of the investigation carried out in WP2, consisting of an 
analysis of primary and secondary sources, focusing on the cultural, scientific and social dimension 
of bi-regional relations between the European Union (EU) and the Community of Latin American and 
Caribbean States (CELAC). WP2, "Cross-cutting pathways" contributes to a better and more 
differentiated understanding of EU-CELAC relations. Its two main objectives are: a) to identify 
significant similarities and differences between EU and LAC in the cultural, scientific and social 
dimension of their relations through the lens of key cross-cutting topics; b) to identify where and in 
what sense one region could learn from the other. In this way, an input to the vision building process 
of Work Package 6 is being provided and lessons learned on trans-sectorial exchange and analysis 
are summarized.  

The Synthesis Report analyses the cross-cutting topics mobility, inequality, diversity and 
sustainability. Five criteria guided the selection of these cross-cutting topics: 1) They are 
paradigmatic key concepts encapsulating a broader spectrum of themes and problems. 2) They 
address significant aspects of the social, the scientific and the cultural dimensions of EU-LAC 
relations. This means that they are pertinent to all three dimensions of bi-regional relations 
considered in the project. 3) They are of strategic relevance for the EU-LAC bi-regional agenda and 
play also an important role within the UN framework. 4) There is a need for a systematic and 
differentiated analysis of these cross-cutting issues with regard to the social, scientific and cultural 
dimensions of EU-LAC relations. This includes better understanding the interlinkages between the 
cross-cutting issues. 5) They are adequate to analyse the multidimensionality of the "new paradigm" 
on Development that has been developing during the implementation of the project. In this sense 
the analysis of the selected cross-cutting issues makes a contribution to overcome blind spots in our 
understanding of EU-LAC relations. 

This Final Version of the Synthesis Report on Cross-cutting Topics (Deliverable D2.4) was written on 
the basis of a) All EU-LAC/EU-CELAC Summit and Inter-Summit Documents between 1999 and 2018; 
b) bi-annual EU-LAC/EU-CELAC Action Plans which have existed since 2010 as well as assessments of 
these Action Plans carried out since 2016. Other political documents that were reviewed included 
the EU Roadmaps for Science, Technology and Innovation and some of the reports that were issued 
following Senior Official Working Group meetings in the area of Science, Technology and Innovation. 
In addition, programme documents relating to the cultural, scientific and social dimension of bi-
regional relations were considered. Other inputs for this analysis include exchanges with other Work 
Packages within the EULAC Focus consortium, as well as discussions during the EULAC Focus 
consortium meetings in Madrid (July 2016), Berlin (August 2016), Quito (March 2017), Buenos Aires 
(December 2017), Vienna (June 2018) and Santiago (December 2018), including the participation of 
members of the Trans-Sectorial Board. Secondary scientific literature was also considered, including 
broad political analyses but also assessments of particular programmes. Preliminary results of this 
report have also been presented at various scientific and public events. These included the Latin 
American Studies Association Congress in Barcelona (May 2018) and events in São Paulo (November 
2017), Berlin (December 2017), Lima (April 2018) and Buenos Aires (December 2018). 
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The report is structured as follows: In Chapter 2 we analyse the general evolution of bi-regional 
relations between the EU and (CE)LAC since the institutionalization of the partnership in 1999. 
Chapters 3, 4 and 5 are dedicated to the cultural, the scientific and the social dimensions of the bi-
regional relationship. As a first step, we will explain for each dimension how it is embedded into the 
context of regional cooperation and integration in each of the two regions. We then show how the 
bi-regional relationship has developed in each dimension. Against this background, we analyse the 
significance of the four cross-cutting topics in each dimension. We distinguish between the 
consideration of cross-cutting topics in the bi-regional political dialogue and their consideration in 
concrete policies and programmes. The analysis of each dimension ends with the consideration of 
impacts, achievements and challenges. We are aware that this structure produces some repetitions 
and makes the reading a bit cumbersome at one point or another. However, the structure according 
to the dimensions of bi-regional cooperation is best suited to the logic underlying the overall project. 
The study concludes with a chapter that presents some general conclusions of our analysis. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
Our conclusions revisit key aspects of the report and present them in a synthetic manner. We 
distinguish between conclusions that refer to the development of bi-regional relations between the 
EU and CELAC in general, as well as conclusions that more specifically refer to the cultural, scientific 
and social dimensions of bi-regional relations. 

1.1 BI-REGIONAL RELATIONS BETWEEN THE EU AND CELAC 
Conclusion 1: The traditional hierarchies within the post-1945 liberal world order have been 
increasingly called into question by emerging powers over the past two decades. In these global 
developments, EU countries and members of CELAC are often on opposing sides. The EU does not 
question global power structures and is more concerned with conserving and, where possible, 
raising its own profile as an actor in existing global fora. The EU is already a rule maker and wants to 
preserve this status. On the contrary, Latin America to this day remains mainly a rule taker (follower 
of rules) in the international system. The EU today considers that Latin America is a key partner 
when it comes to facing the current global challenges. However, this is often conceived as a request 
to support the EU's own ideas to address and solve global problems. The EU willingness to learn 
seriously from Latin America and to support proposals developed in the region is rather limited. 

Conclusion 2: The crisis in the euro zone has not only had major political and social impacts within 
the EU but has also massively changed the external perception of the European integration process. 
Especially in Latin America and the Caribbean, where the EU has long been promoting its own 
integration model as a possible model for regional integration, the European model has lost much of 
its appeal. In addition to the euro crisis, the perception of Europe in Latin America has also 
undergone a significant change due to the refugee crisis. The way in which the EU and many of its 
member countries treated refugees, the lack of solidarity responses from many European countries 
and the xenophobic outbursts fuelled by speeches by the extreme right-wing have seriously 
damaged the prestige of the EU as a "normative power". 

Conclusion 3: A central element of bi-regional relations between the EU and CELAC is that both 
regions have developed different levels of agency. The EU has an undisputable (and recognized) 
agency. It is the "only actor" in some areas where it has an exclusive external competence, mainly in 
commercial policy – and high seas fisheries, an area also relevant for some LAC countries. The EU 
also can become an international actor in areas in which it has only non-exclusive competencies and 
in which, as a consequence, both it and the member states can act towards external partners (as in 
the three areas studied by EULAC Focus and the present Report). There is no comparable partner for 
bi-regional relations in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC). Although the 33 independent 
countries of LAC are represented in CELAC, it is not an organization with its own competences. This 
lack of agency on the part of LAC has encouraged the European Union to develop the bi-regional 
agenda with the region at three different levels, first with LAC as a region, second with the sub-
regions and third with individual countries. 

Conclusion 4: In contrast to the dynamic development of regional integration and cooperation 
processes in the first decade of the 21st century, the current situation in LAC is characterized more 
by stagnation and leadership vacuum. CELAC is currently unable to agree on common positions with 
regard to important issues of hemispheric and international politics, and thus strengthen the 
region's role as an actor in international affairs. 
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Conclusion 5: A major institutional asymmetry in the EU-LAC relationship is related to the fact that 
beyond the political dialogue, a large part of bi-regional relations is implemented through 
instruments to fund common programmes and activities which stem almost exclusively from the EU. 
Various EU funding instruments such as the Development Cooperation Instrument, the European 
Development Fund, the Partnership Instrument, and the various Framework Programmes in the area 
of science and technology have provided the necessary funds for bi-regional programmes and 
activities in the scientific, social and cultural dimensions. However, who makes the money available, 
often determines the formats and topics of cooperation and drives the agenda. As co-operation 
budgets are provided almost exclusively by the EU, the European side also exerts a strong influence 
on the format of joint projects. Although there is a discursive commitment to equal partnership, the 
problems and challenges of the Latin American and Caribbean countries are usually the focus of 
cooperation. Europe appears as an idea generator or as a model, but rarely as a "problem case". 
These asymmetries due to different levels of funding have been partially addressed in the 2016 
CELAC-EU Assessment of Programmes and Actions which notes that innovative financing is needed 
in order to continue to provide funding to LAC countries that have been categorized as middle 
income countries that may no longer qualify for Official Development Assistance (ODA). Even more 
importantly, the recommendations made in the 2016 Assessment also note that "both CELAC and EU 
should take responsibility for and participate actively in every stage of drafting, programming, design 
and implementation processes as relevant, taking into account intra-regional balance and inter-
regional representation" (Assessment of Programmes and Actions 2016: 4). 

Conclusion 6: Bi-regional relations between the EU and LAC can be characterized as "multilevel 
interregionalism" or "hybrid interregionalism". Bearing in mind the fact that there are also bilateral 
relations between most European and Latin American countries at various levels and, furthermore, 
that Spain and Portugal with the Ibero-American Community of Nations have a separate strategy 
towards the region, it becomes clear that bi-regional relations between EU and CELAC are part of an 
extremely complex geometry. The diversity of this complex network of relationships is a positive 
aspect, especially because relations not only take place at an intergovernmental level, but also 
involve numerous civil society actors on both sides of the Atlantic. However, a major challenge is the 
articulation of this diversity in creative and productive ways in order to exploit its potential and 
transform it into joint positions in global settings. In view of the internal heterogeneity of both 
regions and the asymmetries between them, it is difficult to imagine building a general "common 
vision". On the contrary, it would be necessary to explore common interests in specific areas and 
formulate realistic positions on this basis. Most likely, this might not be possible within the EU-CELAC 
framework, but only between groups of related countries in both regions. Of course, such variable 
geometries could be explicitly welcomed and supported within the framework of the EU-CELAC 
political dialogue, which would provide additional support. 

Conclusion 7: A particular challenge for bi-regional relations between the EU and CELAC, which has 
been recurrent in the context of the EULAC Focus project, is to strengthen the participation of the 
Caribbean countries in bi-regional structures and processes. In a study published in 2017, the EU-LAC 
Foundation analysed the historical relations between Latin America and the Caribbean, as well as 
between Europe and the Caribbean, and on this basis examined the integration of the Caribbean 
countries into the EU-CELAC framework, focusing on economic aspects and only marginally 
addressing the social, scientific and cultural dimensions of relationships (Montoute et al. 2017). The 
study explicitly recommends further strengthening the position and commitment of the Caribbean 
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countries in CELAC. This could also benefit relations between the EU and the Caribbean. However, a 
prerequisite for such a development would be a fundamental institutional strengthening of CELAC. 

1.2 THE CULTURAL DIMENSION OF BI-REGIONAL RELATIONS 
Conclusion 8: Despite the increasing visibility of the field of culture at multilateral levels, the cultural 
dimension of EU-CELAC bi-regional relations is less pronounced than the scientific and social 
dimensions. This does not mean that the cultural dimension would be less important for the 
relations between Europe and Latin America and the Caribbean. Rather, it is a consequence of the 
fact that cultural policy is still primarily a domain of national foreign policies. A major challenge for 
the EU's external cultural policy is precisely to better coordinate the multiple activities of different 
actors and bodies. 

Conclusion 9: Within the bi-regional framework of EU-CELAC relations, the cultural dimension 
remains exclusively at the level of political dialogue. So far, no bi-regional cultural programmes or 
policies exist. There are no concrete budget-based programmes that would, for example, seek to 
increase the mobility of cultural workers between Europe and the LAC, to reduce inequalities or to 
preserve cultural diversity on a sustainable basis. However, cultural exchange programmes exist 
between the EU on the one hand and sub-regional and strategic partners in Latin America and the 
Caribbean on the other. In addition, for the cultural cooperation between the two regions the 
framework of UNESCO plays an important role. In both regions, culture is seen as a factor that is 
important for the success of regional cooperation and integration processes. Cultural aspects are 
therefore included in many programmes and policies at different levels. 

Conclusion 10: An important achievement in terms of the cultural dimension of bi-regional relations 
between Europe and LAC is the discursive consensus that exists between the two regions on certain 
core values and goals. This is especially true in view of the high appreciation of cultural diversity, the 
protection of minority rights and the preservation of traditional cultures. 

Conclusion 11: The protocols on cultural cooperation signed by the EU with some sub-regional 
partners in Latin America and the Caribbean are a step into the right direction. However, they often 
merely record the existing rules and do not go beyond them. One problem for many cultural 
operators from LAC with regard to access to the European cultural market is the fact that there are 
no uniform European rules but very different rules on access from country to country. The current 
visa regime stands in contradiction to the desire to deepen and expand cultural relations. Another 
challenge concerns the question of how the Protocols on Cultural Cooperation are interpreted. 
While representatives of the European Commission consider them to be "politically" binding, the 
representatives of individual EU countries see them as merely a set of best endeavours. They do not 
derive any obligation to act from them. 

Conclusion 12: The external cultural activities of the EU are also an attempt to respond to the 
challenge of lacking visibility of the EU as a cultural actor. The EU is perceived primarily as a trading 
bloc. If that is going to change, the EU needs to invest in its visibility as a cultural player; it must 
develop a common narrative. Such a narrative must not be confined to conjuring up again and again 
the assumed shared values and cultural similarities between the two regions. Of course, there are 
many things in common, but history, especially from a Latin American perspective, is often a burden 
that is far too little addressed and acknowledged by the Europeans. In times of post-colonial and de-
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colonial discourses (even if one does not have to agree uncritically), the EU can no longer confine 
itself to drawing a harmonious picture of the common past and present time and time again. 

Conclusion 13: A major challenge for the external cultural policy of the EU is given by the different 
expectations on the part of the partners. While some are involved in heritage protection or 
promoting the cultural diversity of indigenous communities, others are primarily interested in 
accessing new cultural markets. In addition, the ambiguity of culture itself in international relations 
produces conflicts of interest between partners. Is it a field to build shared global patrimony or to 
negotiate multiple identities or is it simply a dynamic market?       

Conclusion 14: As the main responsibilities for cultural activities will remain with the member states, 
it would be important to pool national resources in the interests of a stronger EU-wide cultural 
policy. This could benefit smaller EU countries, which otherwise would not be able to engage in LAC 
because of scarce resources. Such pooling would also contribute to reducing inequalities within the 
EU. In order to be accepted by the individual states, it would be necessary to clarify the added value 
of a European cultural policy vis-à-vis national commitments. 

1.3 THE SCIENTIFIC DIMENSION OF BI-REGIONAL RELATIONS 
Conclusion 15: Both EU and CELAC attribute central importance to the scientific dimension within 
the respective processes of regional integration and share the aspiration to cooperate in the 
scientific area at international scale. Europe and LAC can refer to a long tradition of exchanges 
between individual researchers, universities and research institutions. Since the mid-1980s, the 
degree of institutionalisation of bi-regional cooperation in the fields of science, research, technology 
and innovation has been steadily increasing. Nowadays it is embodied in a variety of cooperation 
schemes, in particular at bi-regional and bilateral levels. 

Conclusion 16: Mobility is central to bi-regional relations between EU-LAC in the field of science, 
technology and innovation. Although specific motives and drivers for mobility are not necessarily the 
same on each side of the Atlantic and differ with regard to status groups, disciplines and interests, 
key factors for mobility include access to cutting edge science and complementary know-how, 
gaining entry to international technology markets, the valuation of skills, information, and insights 
concentrated in other countries, and access to funds from foreign institutions and foreign funding 
agencies. A qualitative and strategic change in the EU-LAC relationship with a significant effect on 
the mobility of information, knowledge and researchers is marked by the initiation of the Joint 
Initiative on Research and Innovation (JIRI), launched between the European Union and LAC in 2010 
at the Madrid Summit. Mobility has had a positive impact on EU-CELAC relations in the sense of 
increasing knowledge exchange, knowledge circulation and the co-production of knowledge, the 
growth of international collaborative experiences, knowledge gain and capacity development of 
academics and researchers at various levels (students, PhD students, post-docs, professors, 
established researchers), and the expansion of access and use of infrastructure. Nevertheless, 
structural inequalities between EU – LAC and within the regions in terms of who can participate in 
mobility (i.e., who can fulfil the adequate formats in terms of formal requirements, qualifications, 
thematic foci; and which countries and institutions can position themselves as attractive institutions 
for scientific exchange) should be taken into account when considering the increased mobility of 
knowledge. One of the major challenges for bi-regional mobility in the scientific dimension is to 
reduce structural inequalities between EU-CELAC and within the regions, achieve a more balanced 
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relation between brain gain and brain drain, in the sense of a more symmetric knowledge circulation 
and a less disparate spatial and temporal pattern of mobility. 

Conclusion 17: In the scientific dimension of bi-regional relations between EU and LAC, inequality is 
framed on several levels related to the opportunities regarding participation in international, bi-
regional collaboration. These include disparities among regions, countries, and regions within 
countries as well as disparities between institutions and language skills. Further asymmetries stem 
from access to university education and higher academic degrees, funding for research, access to 
high level publications, access to international mobility, and access to research infrastructure. Some 
of the challenges that should be addressed in bi-regional collaboration include: Inequalities 
regarding the participation of the natural sciences and engineering fields vs. social sciences and 
humanities; differences between the two regions and among particular countries with regard to the 
funding of basic science on the one hand and applied science, on the other; disparities in the 
participation of certain clusters of countries within the bi-regional collaboration; asymmetries in 
access to scientific collaboration, including publications, circulation, and visibility of science research 
as a result of language differences; challenges to collaboration as framed by gender, class und 
ethnicity. 

Conclusion 18: In the scientific dimension of the bi-regional relations between EU and CELAC, 
diversity is addressed in manifold ways within the sphere of political dialogue and in the scope of 
policies and programmes. The science-diversity nexus is particularly evident in the contexts of 
biological diversity and diversification of energy sources. Both highlighted as matters of common 
interest, the topics are pursued at the regional level with the aim of providing technical support for 
their inclusion into political dialogue and joint cooperation projects. This successful establishment of 
biological diversity as a topic of common interest, and its inclusion into different schemes of political 
dialogue and further consideration in bi-regional cooperation projects can be seen as an 
achievement. In contrast, the example of ancestral and traditional knowledge indicates that a topic 
with a science-diversity nexus can also reach its limits in the bi-regional arena. Thus, the further 
processing of corresponding positions formulated at this level may remain of sub-regional interest 
(LAC, in particular Andean countries) or may be perceived as a questioning of nation-state 
competencies, as this topic is closely linked to the ILO 169 Indigenous and Tribal Peoples Convention 
which is supported in Europe and LAC in very different ways. Due to the varying importance given to 
the topic of ancestral and traditional knowledge within both regions, its embeddedness in the 
scientific dimension of the bi-regional relations should be reconsidered. 

Conclusion 19: It can be seen as an achievement that the issue of sustainability has managed to 
become a mainstay of the bi-regional scientific agenda, not only at the political levels of regional 
cooperation but also as one of the research priorities as shown by the types of projects prioritized in 
programme calls, mobility schemes and funding priorities for research in both regions. At the same 
time, care must be taken to avoid language that a priori would assume that certain research 
approaches and in particular certain technologies would themselves be sustainable as such. Here, it 
is important to emphasize a basic insight of critical studies of technologies in the social sciences, 
highlighting that technologies cannot be considered as autonomous factors independently of the 
social context—including the scientific, social and political context—in which they emerge and into 
which they are inserted. 

Conclusion 20: With regard to b-regional cooperation in research for innovation and 
competitiveness, it seems necessary to demystify certain conventional conceptions and take a more 
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critical and diversified attitude that contemplates that Universalist models of innovation face a crisis 
of both technical reproducibility and social support. The geography of innovation is completely 
unequal. The repeated failures of attempts to stimulate innovations in developing or 
underperforming regions have shown the limits of thinking about innovation in terms of almost 
universal models or the transfer of best practices. At the heart of this problem is the persistent 
inability to seriously include socio-economic traditions, political cultures and regional identity in 
mainstream innovation theory. It would be advisable that the bi-regional cooperation between the 
EU and CELAC take actions to counteract these tendencies. 

1.4 THE SOCIAL DIMENSION OF BI-REGIONAL RELATIONS 
Conclusion 21: In the social dimension of bi-regional relations between EU and (CE)LAC, several 
areas concern mobility. These include the legal and illegal Trans-Atlantic mobility of people, in 
particular: long-term labour migration; the transfer of remittances sent by labour migrants from 
Europe to Latin America and the Caribbean; legal and illegal bi-regional circulation of money; and 
the illicit trafficking of goods, with an emphasis on illegal drugs. Poverty is also a key issue in this 
context as a structural cause of labour migration.  

Conclusion 22: Creating the framework for labour migration is one of the most important aspects in 
addressing the issue of migration at the bi-regional level. But even with a total of ten bi-regional 
high-level meetings on migration (as of November 2016), the development of common policies on 
migration has not progressed. The Action Plan in respect to migration has not achieved all expected 
results. Each region has a different approach to priorities in terms of migration politics. While the EU 
faces new waves of inter-regional and external migration, there has been no coherent migration 
policy, nor has it been easy to coordinate national policies which have changed abruptly in the wake 
of particular political events. As the migration issue is of great importance to both sides, and is 
affected by increasing global tensions, it should be given more attention in the future as part of the 
bi-regional relationship between the EU and CELAC. 

Conclusion 23: The assessment of bi-regional efforts to combat drug trafficking and the associated 
crime and social problems depends on what standards are set. On the positive side, the long-term 
dialogue has strengthened mutual trust. Improving the flow of information between EU and Latin 
American police forces, coordinating police and judicial action against drug trafficking, and 
increasing the amount of seized drugs are also among the positive balance sheet items. It could 
therefore be said that much has been achieved from a European target achievement perspective. 
However, critics emphasize a number of problematic issues. Despite all cooperation, it has not been 
possible to significantly reduce the production, trade and consumption of drugs as well as the 
related crime. The social causes and side effects of the drug problem that existed in the producer 
and consumer countries could not be reduced either. Despite all the rhetoric of shared 
responsibility, most EU drug development projects continue to focus on reducing drug production. 
Only a small part is aimed at reducing consumption. Only a small proportion of the projects are 
aimed at helping Latin American governments to improve the social conditions that are at the root 
of the drug problem. Also, only a small part of the projects is in the area of "alternative 
development". Although the rhetoric of the EU generally declares Latin America and the Caribbean 
to be a strategic partner in the fight against drugs, in practice there is often a preference for sub-
regional and bilateral agreements to reduce drug production. 



  WP2-Dl-149 Deliverable D2.4 

Synthesis Report WP2. Summary and Conclusions 10  
 

Conclusion 24: Many stakeholders recognize that fundamental progress in combating the drug 
economy and its related crime and social problems will only be possible if it succeeds in adopting 
new strategies at the global level. While the problems between the EU and CELAC are far from being 
identical, there are enough bi-regional consensuses to influence more than ever global drug control 
strategies. These include the debate over the release of "soft" drugs, the decriminalization (not 
necessarily legalization) of drugs, and the criticism of a drug-control policy based largely on 
repression. Connecting the European and Latin American and Caribbean debates on drugs, the EU 
and CELAC could propose a fundamental change in the global policy against drugs, contrary to the 
idea that prohibition and repression will lead to their eradication. Of course, such joint action is only 
promising if the dialogue with the US does not get out of sight. 

Conclusion 25: In the social dimension of bi-regional relations, the inequalities addressed include 
economic inequality, gender- and ethnic-based inequality, and the challenge of social cohesion. In 
the programmes, inequalities targeted also include differences in access to justice, primary and 
secondary education and the (formal) labour market. As they apply to Latin America and the 
Caribbean as a deeply unequal region, these inequalities have had a profound impact on bi-regional 
relations between LAC and EU. This impact has been in the sense of an important asymmetry 
between the two regions in which LAC is the area that is expected to develop, and the EU is a model. 
Although bi-regional programmes in the social area such as EUROsociAL emphasize a methodology 
based on an exchange among equal partners, issues of social cohesion, corruption, precarisation of 
the labour market and gender inequality are only directed towards LAC. Nevertheless, these are not 
unknown problems on the other side of the Atlantic.  

Conclusion 26: In the social dimension of LAC-EU bi-regional relations, diversity is defined through 
the lens of social cohesion and social inclusion, principally via programmes that seek the inclusion of 
the population considered as vulnerable — e.g., groups excluded on the basis of gender and 
ethnicity, or language. Diversity in the social dimension is therefore closely linked to social inequality. 
A main achievement in this area is to have attained a sustained focus on the issue of diversity in the 
sense of considering the vulnerability or exclusion of certain groups as a cross-cutting issue in the 
most important programme that came out of the bi-regional political dialogue, EUROsociAL, in its 
three phases. A challenge for the future could be to focus more on the interactions between 
different dimensions of bi-regional relations. This would also mean that the effects of free trade 
agreements on social development are being taken more seriously. For example, the question arises 
as to how far social diversity is endangered by free trade. 

Conclusion 27: Sustainability and sustainable development are significant issues of political 
agreement in the bi-regional relationship between the EU and (CE)LAC. A common vision exists in 
the area of climate change mitigation and adaptation. This has led to the implementation of 
concrete programmes such as EURocLIMA and the GCCA.  It remains a challenge to dissociate the 
social dimension of bi-regional relations from a classic North-South development agenda in which 
EURocLIMA partner countries are expected to improve one-sidedly even as the EU is deeply 
implicated in Climate Change as a major producer of greenhouse gas emissions. Furthermore, 
cooperation in areas such as climate change should give more attention to areas such as the use of 
indigenous and traditional knowledge as well as the "use of nature-based solutions". This would be a 
counterweight to the already much stronger role of various actors in the business sector whose 
participation is encouraged through Corporate Social Responsibility. 
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