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Abstract
In 2008, the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership was adopted to
facilitate migration management between the European Union (EU)
and the West African country of Cape Verde. This stands in the
tradition of migration as an aspect of the EU external policy, and
includes aspects of security, development and legal migration in one
single ‘migration package’. Frontex is tasked with the border
management within this specific partnership, as the only EU-level
agency participating. The purpose of this thesis is to study this policy
instrument in order to understand the recent developments in the EU
migration management policy, the nature of the partnership and how
it contributes to the coordination of the overall migration
management policy. Frontex has been criticized for being hostile
towards human rights and for providing the so-called Fortress
Europe. In order to investigate how this is manifested in the
partnership, the very nature of the agency has been studied. The
main finding in this thesis is that the mobility partnership contributes
to the EU migration management policy through enhanced
cooperation and interaction between the participating member states.
Through rules, standard operating procedures and a shared
understanding, the mobility partnership is on its way to become
institutionalized. This process of institutionalization may indicate a
change in the overall migration management policy contributing to a
more coordinated EU migration policy. Frontex has contributed to
feed the border management agenda into the EU-Cape Verde
mobility partnership, and this has been possible because of its
organizational capacity.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Research purpose
Migration has, since the very beginning of the European integration
process, touched upon core issues of the developments in the Union
as a result of implementing the four freedoms: Freedom of services,
goods, capital and finally, of labour (Chou 2009b: 5; Givens and
Luedtke 2004: 145). The European Union (EU)1 is an area of free
movement of persons, asylum and migration, which signifies a Union
without internal borders. This free movement of people within the
EU became strengthened with the entry into force of the Schengen
agreement in 19952, and has contributed to a need of a common
migration framework for the member states. This thesis offers an
assessment of how EU migration management policy has evolved
recently by looking at a very specific policy instrument, namely the
EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership.
The overall aim is thus to take one step closer to understand what
underpins the recent developments in the European migration policy
The European Union came officially into existence with the Maastricht Treaty in
1992, while the European Community (EC) was founded with the Treaty of Rome in
1957. In order to prevent confusion throughout the thesis I will use the term EU or
the European Union interchangeably even though I am referring to developments
earlier than 1992.
2 The Schengen Agreement was signed with France, Germany, Belgium, the
Netherlands and Luxembourg in 1985; however the implementation of the
convention came about in 1995. With the Amsterdam agreement in 1997 every
country in the EU, except from the UK and Ireland, signed the treaty. In addition,
Bulgaria, Romania and Cyprus are neither participants of the Schengen Agreement.
1
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operationalised through coordination. This coordination will be
studied by taking a look at the above mentioned partnership
followed by a study of the European Agency for the Management of
Operational Cooperation at the External Borders (Frontex) in order to
investigate how Frontex contributes to the mobility partnership
towards the overall objective of EU’s migration management policy.
The chapter is structured as follows: The first part seeks to explain the
importance of this study. Second, the developments in the European
migration management policy will be outlined to show the context in
which the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership was created, followed
by a description of the EU-Cape Verde relationship and the mobility
partnership. Next, I present the agency structure in the EU together
with a description of Frontex, both its structure and functions
according to its mandate. The presentation of the topics presented in
this chapter leads, at the end of the chapter, to the two overarching
research questions of this study related to a) the contribution of the
EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership to the EU migration policy b)
Frontex and its contribution to the partnership. Finally, a brief outline
of the structure of the master thesis ends the chapter

Why this study is important
The EU migration policy has undergone dramatic changes over the
last few years, and by looking at the EU-Cape Verde partnership this
thesis seeks to go in depth in the study of one policy instrument in
order to see how it contributes to this policy. In the Tampere Council
Conclusions from 1999 and the Communication of Circular Migration
from 2007, the EU and the member states articulated common goals
for the further development of the EU migration management policy.
These events stand as the point of departure for asking how, if at all,
the mobility partnership contributes to a change of the overall
migration management policy.
The study has been triggered by a curiosity to explore several issues,
both analytically and empirically. In the Tampere Conclusions the
‘need for a more efficient management of migration flows at all their
stages’ was established in order to create a Union of Freedom,
Security and Justice (European Parliament 1999: 5). The aim was a
common EU policy, and this would be done through several
measures linked to various aspects of the EU migration policy, and
developing partnerships with third countries was launched as one of
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those measures. The objectives of the partnerships with third
countries were ‘assessment of countries and regions of origin and
transit in order to formulate specific integrated approaches’
(European Commission 2000: 8). Seven years later, the Commission
wrote in ‘the Communication on circular migration and mobility
partnerships’ that the contribution of the partnerships would be in
the form of coordination, assessment and formulation of policy. The aim of
the partnerships was to facilitate legal movements between third
countries and the EU member states. The objective of this study is to
investigate the extent to which the Commission and the member
states have reached the aim of increased coordination in order to
maximise synergy, and in a Commission evaluation of the Mobility
Partnerships it was stated that the partnerships were contributing to
the operationalisation of the Global Approach to Migration:
[E]ven at this early stage of the implementation, mobility
partnerships constitute the most innovative and sophisticated
tool to date of the Global Approach to Migration and contribute
significantly to its operationalization.
(European Commission 2009: 4)
However, when policy makers are evaluating and measuring the
effectiveness of its own policy this might be used as political
ammunition in order to justify the specific policy under study
(Christensen et al. 2009: 174), and thus it is interesting to investigate
the claims in this Commission report further. The mobility partnership is a recent phenomenon in the European migration management
policy, and has not yet been explored in depth. It is a policy
instrument set out by the Commission and the EU member states in
order to put policy into practice, and although it has been claimed
that these partnerships are not new to the EU migration cooperation
(Chou and Gibert 2010: 12), my expectation is that they, in some way,
are contributing to a change in the European integration process by
being a framework for enhancing the coordination between the EU
member states and the EU. So, the question is; how does the EU-Cape
Verde mobility partnership actually contribute to a change of the
overall migration management policy? According to the organisational and institutional theories, political structures create boundaries,
rules and procedures (Olsen 2009), and by using institutional theory
it is possible to investigate how institutions affect political outcomes.
In this thesis institutional theory will be applied in order to investi-
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gate change and continuity in the EU migration management policy.
Given that the partnership contributes to a change to the migration
management policy, it is interesting to investigate how Frontex
contribute to this change. The tradition of organisational theory has,
during the latest years, aimed attention at agencies and their role in
the developments of the European integration. In this tradition, this
thesis investigates what role – If any – Frontex plays in the development of this specific policy instrument. To what extent Frontex
contributes to the EU-Cape Verde partnership will be investigated
from the objectives mentioned in the EU-Cape Verde Joint Declaration from 2008 where Frontex was assigned an implementing role.
The thesis is neither a study of European agencies nor organisations,
but a study of the migration management policy in the EU. Yet, the
study can be seen as a contribution to the scholarly debate concerning
agencies and their role in the European integration process. This is
due to the fact that the analysis touches upon important topics
concerning the role of an agency within one particular policy
framework. This is interesting analytically, because based on an
organisational approach, the structure of agencies is expected to have
an impact on policy. Empirically, the creation of the mobility
partnerships is interesting because they combine two different views
on how to manage migration. On the one hand, the mobility
partnerships have a central aim of fostering developments in third
countries, and, on the other hand, they include parts of the security
element of migration management by involving Frontex. This tension
between security and development is an interesting characteristic that
triggers the desire to study this further. This thesis investigates how
Frontex contributes to the mobility partnership towards the overall
objective of EU’s migration management policy. Media and human
rights activists have, since Frontex was established in 2004, given it a
considerable amount of negative attention, and has criticised Frontex
for failing to protect migrants in their attempt to reach Europe
(Leonard 2009: 372). My curiosity on Frontex‘ role in the
implementation of the mobility partnership was picked by the fact
that it is a controversial agency (Neal 2009: 1), and the ongoing debate
on Frontex make these questions even more interesting to study.
This chapter will provide the background for the two analyses on the
mobility partnership and Frontex. The following passage on the
recent developments of the migration management policy in the EU
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should be seen as an introduction to the topics under study, and as a
review of the literature written and existing research on these issues.
However, it cannot be read as a complete account of the complex
patterns in the integration of the EU migration management; the aim
is rather to shed light on the context in which the mobility partnerships have been created.

European migration management policy
Ever since the beginning of the European integration process the
question concerning who decides in the EU has been debated. Where
is the power centred, towards the member states or to the Union itself? The European Union has both supranational and intergovernmental features. To put it simply, this means that in some cases
decisions are taken at the European level rather than the national
level, while in other cases decisions are taken by the member states.
Between these two levels of decision-making there are tensions
because nation-states are critical of loosening up their sovereignty in
order to give more competence to the EU level (Caviedes 2004: 289).
Since the beginning of the European integration process the EU has
strengthened its competences, and with the entry into force of the
Lisbon treaty in 2009 this trend continues.
The role of migration management policy in the EU has changed
since the outset of the European Community in 1957, and the
tendencies have slowly followed the European integration process.
From being a concern of the EU member states, the migration policy
has shifted towards EU competence at a supranational level.
Originally, Justice and home affairs (JHA) was organised under the
third pillar3 in the European Union. This pillar comprised a variety of
policy issues: ‘immigration and asylum policy, the fight against
terrorism and organised crime, and judicial and police cooperation
within the EU’ (Smith 2009: 2). However, after the Amsterdam treaty
in 1997 the EU has gained more competence in the fields of
In this thesis I will still use the pillar terms, although I am fully aware that this
system was abolished with the entry into force of the Lisbon treaty in 2009. The pillar
structure in the EU was based on a separation between three pillars: a) The European
Community, b) the Common Foreign and Security Policy c) Justice and Home Affairs
(Police and Judicial Co-operation in Criminal Matters). The EU level exercised
competences in the first pillar, while the pillars two and three were based on intergovernmental decision making.

3
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immigration and asylum cooperation (Boswell 2003; Caviedes 2004;
Chou and Carrera 2006: 137; Smith 2009; Wolff 2006: 1) which means
that this policy sphere is now under the competence of the European
institutions; the European Commission proposes, the European
Parliament (EP) and the Council legislate, and the European Court of
Justice (ECJ) adjudicates (Chou and Gibert 2010: 7), and that the
formal legislation process is co-decision; which has been the case
since 2004 (Givens and Luedtke 2004: 145).
The shifting of competence in the area of migration and the free
movement of labour is related to core interests in the EU member
states. This is in particular so because transferring power impinges
upon a crucial element of the nation states, namely their national
sovereignty (Castles 2003; Caviedes 2004). Traditionally, nationstates view migration management policy as an important issue of
control because it touches upon cultural, economic and social rights
to the citizens through the welfare state (Huysmans 2000: 767).
To understand the creation of the mobility partnerships and to place
Frontex within the context of the EU migration management policy,
the following topics will be presented below: the externalisation of
the EU migration policy, the migration-development nexus and the
securitisation of the migration policy. In the recent developments in
the EU migration policy I have observed a shift in the EU migration
management policy from an internal to an external focus. This shift
can be seen as crucial for the development of the mobility
partnerships, and in the following section, I elaborate some of the
reasons why this is so.

Externalisation of the EU migration policy
At the heart of the evolution towards a more supranational migration
policy, lies an orientation from an internal to an external focus on
migratory issues. The internal migration refers to the free movement
of workers within the Union (Chou 2009a: 545), and the migration
policy in the EU was to a large extent treated as an internal issue until
the end of the 1970s4. This is a politicised topic and has been at the
This rhetoric started in 1979 when the Commission stressed that ‘external migration
regulation is “a corollary to the Community policy of free movement of Community
workers”’ (Chou 2009a: 545)
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top of the agenda in several EU summits during the last years (Bosch
and Haddad 2007). With the Amsterdam treaty, the high level
meeting in Tampere, creation of the High Level Working Group on
Asylum and Immigration (HLWG) and the Global Approach to
Migration, migration policy has turned towards an external issue for
the EU5. Below, these developments will be studied more in detail.
It is important to recognise that the external dimension of the Union is
defined in two different ways. The first is related to the European
neighbouring countries and potential member states, while the second
definition of external dimension is related to countries that are not
close to the EU borders and considered sources of migrants and illegal
trafficking (Wolff et al. 2009). This thesis will focus on the second definition, and more specifically, the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership.
With the Amsterdam treaty in 1997 the migration policy became
introduced to the EU external dimension by stating that ‘measures
aimed at ensuring the free movement of persons […] with respect to
external border controls, asylum and immigration’ was to be
included in the Union legislation in order to create an area of
freedom, security and justice (AFSJ) (Official Journal of the EU 1997
as cited in Chou and Gibert 2010). After the Amsterdam treaty,
migration management was still connected to both internal and
external issues, and in 1998 the HLWG on Immigration and Asylum
was established. This task force aimed at improving the coordination
between the responsible ministers, meaning that representatives from
both JHA and experts from the fields of foreign, security,
development and economic policy were represented (Castles 2003:
219; Chou and Gibert 2010). The HLWG became thus established as
the decision-making power ‘for all European migration policies
containing an “external dimension”’ (Chou and Gibert 2010: 7). The
fact that both JHA ministers and foreign ministers met in this HLWG
has reinforced the trend that migration is of both internal and
external dimension. One year later, under the Tampere high-level
meeting in 1999, the externalisation of the migration management
policy was given full political attention (Boswell 2008; Wolff 2008:
255). At that time, there were hundred thousands of asylum-seekers
As written the footnote above I am aware that this trend started in the beginning of
the 1980s, however this study will focus on the recent trends from the 1990s until today.

5
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originating from Kosovo arriving into the EU (Busch 1999). And in
this context, the Tampere meeting initiated the creation of a common
framework for asylum in addition to cooperation with countries of
origin (Bosch and Haddad 2007: 5). This summit meeting in Tampere
gathered European heads of state who together flagged out four
elements of concern: partnership with third countries, a common
European and asylum system, fair treatment of third-country
nationals and management of migratory flows (Caviedes 2004: 294).
Under the partnership umbrella, cooperation with third countries
was put on the agenda, and under the flag of a common EU asylum
and immigration policy the aim of a ‘comprehensive approach to
migration addressing political, human rights and development issues
in countries and regions of origin and transit’ became stated (Chou
2009b: 7; European Parliament 1999; Lavenex 2006).
Since the Tampere meeting the EU has continued to emphasise the
external dimension of the migration policy through summit meetings
and Council conclusions from Feira in 2000 to The Hague Program in
2004 and the Hampton court in 2005 ‘which called for urgent action
to develop the external dimension’ (Boswell 2008: 499). In 2005 the
Council of the European Union came out with a strategy paper for
the inclusion of external dimensions of Justice and Home Affairs
(Council 2005). In this paper they stated that:
In order to meet the expectations of the citizens the European
Union must respond to the security threats of terrorism,
organized crime, corruption […] and to the challenge of
managing migration flows […] to be effective it needs to work
with countries outside the EU […] and therefore make JHA a
central priority in the EUs external relations.
(Council 2005)
With this Strategy Paper the inclusion on the external dimension in
the JHA became even stronger and connected to partnerships with
third countries in order to cope with the challenges caused by
international migration. The foundation laid for cooperation with
third countries continued with the Cotonou agreement in 2005. There
they manifested a strengthened cooperation between the EU and the
African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) states on economic, social and
cultural development (Cotonou Agreement 2000 and 2005). Within
this context of externalisation of the migration management policy,
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the Global Approach to Migration emerged in December 2005. The
global approach to migration addressed the idea of combining
different policy areas all connected to migration into one action plan
for the EU. It touched upon development, social affairs and
employment, external relations and justice and home affairs. It
carried forward the idea from the Tampere conclusions in 1999 of
dealing with migration in cooperation with third countries (European
Commission 2006), and thereof the idea of creating mobility packages
between EU member states and third countries was set off.
In this context of externalisation of migration policy two events are
seen as important for giving political impetus to the developments
sketched above. For years, there has been a large amount of
immigrants arriving in Europe through West Africa. In 2005, two
incidents, resulting in the death of several migrants, in the cities of
Ceuta and Melilla visualised the dangers thousands of migrants were
facing in the hope for a better life in Spain. These incidents attracted
attention to the fate of the irregular migrants arriving to Europe and
therefore, migration became a salient political issue, which forced the
political leaders to think differently on migration management (Bosch
and Haddad 2007; Boswell 2008; Lavenex and Kunz 2008; Nærland
2005). These events can be seen to have led to two trends: the externalisation of the migration policy, and as well the idea of combining
migration and development (Lavenex and Kunz 2008: 449).

The migration-development nexus and security
In this context of externalisation of the migration policy and increased
dangers related to migration from the African continent to the
European, the connection between migration and development has
evolved. The term ‘migration-development nexus’ was conceived by
Sørensen et al. in 2002 (Chou 2009b: 4; Lavenex and Kunz 2008: 441)
and captures the idea that remittances and circular migration may
have a positive impact on levels of development and prevent the
negative effects of migration related to the so-called ‘brain drain’
(Skeldon 1997: 3). However, the connection of migration and economic
development was first mentioned in the Ascencio report in 1990, where
it was stressed that ‘development can, eventually, reduce migration’,
and secondly that migration also can have an effect on development,
but that ‘this relationship is quite ambiguous’ (cited in: Chou 2009b: 5).
Prior to the introduction of the connection between migration and
development these two ideas were seen as two distinct areas of
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concern, or as a result of lacking or failed development (Lavenex and
Kunz 2008: 441). Yet, the migration-development nexus has not led to
the creation of the mobility partnership itself. It is important to situate
the migration-development discourse within the wider context of how
European governments have sought to regulate migratory flows to
identify its connection to the partnerships. European countries are both
facing problems of unemployment, and an aging and shrinking
population (Martin and Zürcher 2008: 12). The EU has therefore sought
to cooperate with countries outside the EU borders in order to manage
the migratory flows, while at the same time focusing on coordinating
the migration management within their borders.
Lavenex and Kunz (2008: 452) claims that ‘the EU has started to
revise its originally securitarian frame of migration policy to adopt
the migration-development nexus’. However, as Chou (2009b) points
out, the EU migration management is still pending between two
ways of managing migration. This is shown in the mobility
partnership where both ‘repressive’ and ‘progressive’ components of
migration management are present. The repressive dimension is
related to classical migration control instrument i.e. border control,
while the progressive is related to the facilitation of return of asylum
seekers and irregular migrants in Europe, and management of the
root causes to migration (Boswell 2008). This leads me to introduce an
important feature of the migration policy in the EU: the strengthened
focus on the relationship between migration and security.
During the 1970s and 1980s the migration discourse was largely
connected to the ‘destabilization of public order’ (Huysmans 2000:
754), and the European ministers of interior and the European
governments have ‘securitised the migration agenda’, by connecting
it to law and order (Chou 2009a). After the cold war, international
migration was added to the list of ‘new threats’ connected to fear for
Islam, international criminal networks and a fear that migration
might lead to increased terrorism (Guiraudon 2001: 268). Thus, a new
discourse connected to migration and security emerged. This
migration-security nexus led to an increased emphasis on border
control and security when dealing with migration together with the
discourse related to the migration-development nexus.
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The mobility partnerships
The idea of mobility partnerships was launched in a Commission
Communication on Circular Migration and mobility partnership in
2007 (European Commission 2007), but the idea on cooperation with
third countries originally stems from the Tampere Conclusions laid
out in 1999. The partnerships were presented as packages of
migration projects created in order to manage migration through
strengthened cooperation and dialogue between the governments in
the European Union and third countries. The aim of these
partnerships, according to the Commission considerations in 2007,
was ‘to facilitate “circular migration”, which is broadly defined as “a
form of migration that is managed in a way allowing some degree of
legal [or authorised] mobility back and forth between [the EU and
some third countries]”’ (Chou 2009b: 1). The Commission saw the
need for improving various forms of legal migration between the EU
and third countries (European Commission 2007). In addition, the
partnerships were said to enhance the cooperation with third
countries adapted to the labour needs in European countries, while at
the same time prevent ‘brain drain’ and ‘incentives for illegal
migration’ (European Commission 2007). So, what are these
partnerships? Basically, they are instruments made in order to put
policy into practice. The policy that they are going to put into practice
is the common EU migration management policy, spelled out with
the Tampere Conclusions in 1999.
Official negotiations started in 2008 and pilot projects have so far
been developed with three countries – Cape Verde, Moldova,
Georgia. Senegal has, as well, been approached for negotiations,
however, these negotiations have stalled since 2009 (Chou and Gibert
2010: 1). The mobility partnerships involve many different actors, and
those specifically involved are the signatory member states, the
specific third country involved, the European Commission, the
Council, and the EU-level agencies Frontex and the European
Training Foundation (ETF)6. However, the European Parliament and
the European Court of Justice are not involved in the partnerships.

The ETF is involved in education and training of the European neighbouring
countries (in this case Georgia and Moldova) and will therefore not be covered
specifically in the study.
6
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The three partnerships all involve different projects, and they are
created on the basis of migration initiatives between the specific third
country and EU member states. The mobility partnership with Cape
Verde includes 29 proposed projects, while the partnership with
Moldova includes 34 and the one with Georgia 17. Each partnership
is signed with different member states and while the partnership
with Georgia has been signed by 16 member states and Moldova with
15, the partnership with Cape Verde has been signed only by five EU
member states (Council 2008a; 2008b; 2009). Every partnership is
tailor made and develops projects and cooperation on issues of
concern for the specific countries participating.

The EU-Cape Verde relationship
Cape Verde became a relevant partner country for the EU through
the external dimension discourse related to the non-neighbour
countries of the Union, and is a small country on the West African
coast with a total population of approximately 500.000 (World Bank
2010). The question why this country in particular is involved in a
partnership with the EU member states can be addresses in several
ways. Cape Verde is a country of emigration and transit, and the
Cape Verdean Diaspora is said to be even larger than the country’s
population (Carling 2003: 335), thus large populations of Cape
Verdeans in some European countries (as shown in figure 1.1) has
made this country particularly interesting for some member states.
Cape Verde is also an important country of transit for potential
migrants to the European continent. Potential illegal migrants7 from
Ghana, Mali and Senegal heading for Europe are passing by Cape
Verde in order to reach the Canary Islands (Carling 2008: 10). This
can give a background idea for why Cape Verde was chosen to the
mobility partnership pilot project; however, the EU-Cape Verde
relationship was first initiated within the framework of the Special
Partnership. The EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership will be
implemented by ‘The Local Monitoring Group set up under the
Special Partnership’(Council 2008a: 6), and it was from this the EUCape Verde mobility partnership emerged.

Illegal in the European context, but legal in Africa with the free movement of
persons within the ECOWAS area (ECOWAS 1975).
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The Special Partnership was launched in 2007 as an economic and
social partnership between the EU and Cape Verde, including issues
from poverty alleviation and development, to regional integration and
economic cooperation and migration (Percival 2008). In this climate of
EU-Cape Verde cooperation, Cape Verde already in 2006 expressed a
wish to loosen its ties to the Economic Community of West African
States (ECOWAS), and limit the access of West African nationals to its
territory, a decision taken in cooperation with the EU (Afrol News
2006). This shows how Cape Verde, with the special partnership, is
severing its ties to the West African region, while enforcing the ties to
Europe. With the mobility partnership these ties are even stronger.

Figure 1.1: Cape Verde: Description of country, position to Europe and Cape
Verdeans in Europe
Ref: (Carling 2004: 114)

The EU-Cape Verde partnership
The EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership was launched in the Joint
Declaration in May 2008 and signed in September 2008 (Council
2008a). The EU member state Portugal is responsible for the
implementation of the initiative, while Spain, France, Luxembourg
and the Netherlands have signed the Joint Declaration along with
Portugal (Reslow 2010). Several aspects introduced in the
Commission Communication on circular migration and mobility
partnership have been elaborated in the mobility partnership with
Cape Verde which, as written in the Annex, includes 29 proposed
projects (Council 2008a). These projects are the main interest in the
partnership between the EU signatory states and Cape Verde and
they are concentrated on different issues of migration management
and mainly separated in three different sectors. The first is connected
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to mobility, legal migration and integration, the second puts emphasis
on migration and development while the third concentrates on border
management, identity and travel documents, fight against illegal
migration and trafficking in human beings. This third sector is the
relevant sector for Frontex. A working agreement with Frontex is
under development, and when it becomes initiated it is expected to
strengthen the cooperation on border control, which will be
investigated further later in this study.
The Joint Declaration mentions that Frontex is responsible for the
implementation of the activities in the field of information exchange
and risk analysis, training, research and development as well as
coordination of joint operation measures. The idea is also to introduce
an active discussion on the improvement of technical equipment and
technology at borders (Council 2008a). However, does Frontex meet
this responsibility? This study aims to explore to what extent Frontex
actually is responsible for the implementation of the border management policy in Cape Verde, and to investigate the position of the EUCape Verde partnership within the overall migration framework in
the EU. To do so, the EU-level agencies and their particular
characteristics will be discussed below.

EU-Level agencies and Frontex
Since the 1970s EU-level agencies have emerged as important actors
on the EU policy-making scene, and they have grown rapidly in both
competence and number during the 1990s and up to the 2000s
(Barbieri and Ongaro 2008: 395). However, the literature written on
EU-level agencies seems to be twofold. On the one hand, researchers
stress the intergovernmental nature of the Union’s agencies and on
the other strand researchers point to the fact that the agencies are
steered towards the European level (Egeberg and Trondal 2010). The
tension between the agencies connection to the Union and to the
member states is important in order to understand the nature of the
EU agencies, and according to Trondal (2010: 129) the aim of
developing the European agencies has been to ‘fill the institutional
vacuum between the Community and the member-state level of
government’. ‘These bodies have real power and their opinions and
decisions can have a direct impact on individuals, regulators and
member states’ (Busuioc 2010: 1).

Introduction

15

The EU-level agencies vary in form and structure, yet they are all part
of the executive branch of the EU system. There are many definitions
of agencies. For instance, Majone (2006: 191) says that ‘”an agency” is
an omnibus label to describe a variety of organizations which
perform functions of a governmental nature, which generally exists
outside the normal departmental framework of government.’
Leonard (2009: 373) explains this clearly: ‘[you can describe agencies]
as specialised bodies, which are staffed with experts that generally
deal with matters of scientific or technical nature’. At present, there
are 35 EU-level agencies. Structured after the former pillar structure
the Commission separates between five different types of agencies.
Hence, there are 23 Community agencies, three agencies under the
framework of the European Common Foreign and Defence policy,
three agencies related to police and judicial matters, and at last six socalled executive agencies. This thesis will concentrate on the former
mentioned agencies and more specifically Frontex.
The agencies are dealing with different tasks, and the nature of each
agency varies in both organisational and governance terms (Trondal
2010: 147). As already mentioned, they are all part of the EU
executive branch, but they can be either regulatory or non-regulatory.
A regulatory agency is an agency dealing with ‘implementation of the
regulatory and legislative framework’ which means that it deals with
decision making in the Union, while the non-regulatory agencies are
dealing with information expertise, analysis, risk assessment
administration and management and hold no decision-making
responsibility (Trondal 2010: 130,151). In this context, Frontex can be
described as a non-regulatory agency. It holds no decision-making
power, and is an operational co-operative body for dealing with
border management in the EU (Busuioc 2010: 28).

Frontex: The European border control agency
Frontex was created in 2004 and made operational in 2005. It has a
total staff of 272 persons, and is daily dealing with issues related to
control of the EU external borders. The Frontex agency personnel is
either national seconded experts with the EU agency as their primary
affiliation for a certain period, or permanent staff, mainly with a
background from the police or national border guards. The national
seconded experts can hold their position for two years, and this
period might be extended with two more years if wanted (Frontex
2010b). It is argued that the practical role of Frontex is limited

Ane Kristine Djupedal

16

(Rijpma 2010) but nevertheless, Frontex is under constant criticism for
being hostile towards the human rights and is an easy target for
criticism since its role is to control the European borders from
unauthorised migrants (Rijpma 2010: 1). Frontex is working on the
basis of its mandate and has got six main tasks (see figure 1.2). These
tasks are pointed out by the Council Regulation No 2007/2004 of
October 2004 and are as follows:
a) coordination of operational cooperation of the external
borders between the EU member states b) assistance to member
states in training of national border guards and to establish
common training standards c) conduct of risk analyses d) to
stay updated and follow the developments in research relevant
for control and surveillance of external borders, e) assisting
member states when increased technical and operational
assistance at external borders is required and finally f) assisting
member states in organizing joint return operations.
(Official Journal of the EU 2004)
Frontex’ management board consists of one representative from each
member state and two representatives from the European
Commission. These officials are highly skilled with expertise on
Frontex’ tasks; namely police and border guards (Leonard 2009: 383).

Figure 1.2: Frontex structure (Frontex 2010a)
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In the Joint Declaration of the EU-Cape Verde partnership it is stated
that Frontex is to have a role, the question is what kind of role? How
does Frontex contribute to the mobility partnership?
This passage has aimed at introducing the empirical background for
the study. However, there are still topics that remain to be pointed
out, and questions that need to be answered. This review on both the
recent developments of the migration management policy in the EU
and the agency of Frontex leads me to ask the two following
overarching research questions:
Research questions 1 and 2: How does the EU-Cape Verde mobility
partnership, as an instrument of EU migration management policy,
contribute to the overall objective of the EU migration management policy of
improved coordination? And how does Frontex contribute to the EU-Cape
Verde partnership?

Organisation of the thesis
The thesis will be organised in five chapters, including this
introduction. In chapter two I will elaborate the research design,
identify the theories that inform the analysis and outline the
hypotheses to be tested. In chapter three I will consider to what extent
the EU-Cape Verde partnership contributes to the overall objective of
the EU migration management policy. This will be done empirically
by mapping out how the mobility partnership enhances the
coordination between the involved partners followed by investigating
this through an institutional perspective. In chapter four, I will
examine the effectiveness of Frontex against the criteria of contribution to the mobility partnership. The fifth and final chapter will
summarise the findings, and discuss how this study can contribute to
further develop the research on European migration cooperation.

Chapter 2
Research design

Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to elaborate the analytical framework in
order to find out to what extent the EU-Cape Verde mobility
partnership contributes to a change of the EU migration management
policy and how Frontex contributes to the EU-Cape Verde
partnership. This chapter will do this by using two approaches
building from insides of organisational and institutional studies of
political life. First, I will do this by an identification of how
institutional theory can account for how a structure becomes
institutionalised and second by identifying how organisational
structure helps account for how Frontex contributes to the mobility
partnership. These approaches will be applied in two different
analyses, and together they will be useful in order to investigate the
recent developments in the EU migration management policy.
This chapter is structured as follows: First, the dependent variable of
this study is defined and operationalised. Second, an institutional
perspective is presented in order to shed light on how the actors’
behaviour affects policy outcomes. Third, organisational theory is
presented by focusing on organisational structure in order to account
for how the formal structure of an organisation contributes to its
ability to act. Fourth, the methodological challenges and choices of
the thesis will be presented and discussed.

Ane Kristine Djupedal

20

What am I studying?
In order to show about how a policy instrument such as the mobility
partnership affects the overall migration management policy, it is
crucial to establish what the study is investigating. What is the
dependent variable and how is this variable operationalised?
I will investigate the recent developments in the EU migration
management policy. More specifically, the point of departure for this
study is the Tampere Council Conclusions from 1999, which laid out
four thematic directions for the development of the EU migration
policy in order to develop a common EU asylum and migration
policy. One of these directions was ‘management of migration flows’,
and this is where the idea of combining migration and cooperation
with third countries came about. What is this EU migration policy
articulated in the Tampere conclusions? Its main purpose is to
coordinate activities between the EU member states, third countries
and the Commission. According to Olsen (1983: 3) it is important to
get insights into conditions for and effects of alternative forms of
organisation and coordination in order to understand political
systems. Indeed, it is interesting to use this approach in order to see
to what extent the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership is
contributing to a change of the overall EU migration management
policy, by looking at its goals for more coordination.
In the Tampere conclusions and in the Commission Communication
they stated as follows:
[E]fforts to design effective policies to foster circular migration
and to develop mobility partnerships clearly call for increased
coordination and cooperation between the Commission and
Member States in order to ensure maximum synergy between
activities at the two levels and to avoid them impinging on
each other’s competences.
(European Commission 2007: 14)
According to Peters and Pierre (2006: 120) coordination can be
measured out from several criteria, and in this study coordination
will be understood as the improvement of a particular problem, the
implementation of shared understandings for common conceptions
and the location of issues to one governmental structure.
Coordination thus set the rules for how the development of a
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common approach (to the EU migration management policy) can
begin, and what is expected to achieve with when the Commission
seeks to increase coordination.

A new institutional perspective
The argument for using an institutional perspective to study the
recent developments in the EU migration management policy is
because institutions are expected to affect political outcomes
(Ragsdale and Theis 1997: 1283). This thesis builds on the assumption
that the creation of institutions has an impact on politics, which will
allow us to investigate change and continuity in a specific policy
structure (March and Olsen 1996: 248).
The institutional approach will be fruitful for the analysis of the EUCape Verde mobility partnership because it accounts for how
institutions emerge. It will be possible to evaluate the nature of EUCape Verde mobility partnership, and thus study how this
partnership contributes to the overall EU migration policy. In order
to use institutional theory it is important to have knowledge about
various characteristics of the structure under study such as
procedures, rules, internal cooperation and ways of thinking within
this particular structure. The underlying idea of institutional theory,
and the premises for the analysis in this thesis is the idea that change
is ‘an ordinary part of political life‘(Olsen 2009: 4).

Rules, procedures and shared understanding
The institutional perspective derives from organisational theory and
focuses on the relationship between institutions and individual
behavior. This perspective aims to account for political life through
values and identity. From an organisational perspective all
institutions are organisations, but all organisations are not
institutions (Egeberg 2003: 118–119). Both organisations and
institutions affect actors’ behavior on policy, and in both approaches
the organisational structure based on rules is important. However,
the difference between organisational and institutional theory isaccording to the institutional perspective- that rules become
integrated in actors’ behavior over time and the formal rules become
taken for granted. When organisations become infused with values,
identities, culture and a common understanding, actors behave in a
certain way. The importance here is that organisations are growing
increasingly complex by adding formal norms and practices, which
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means that an organisation does not immediately become an
institution. The reasons for why actors behave in accordance with this
formal structure can be explained by the institutional theory.
The new institutionalism is a theory that covers many concepts, and
consists of different logics on how institutions affect actors’
behaviour. The importance when studying institutions is ‘how to
interpret and explain various institutional structures and dynamics’
(Andersen 2001: 5). Based on Olsen’s (2009) definition of an
institution, institutionalisation is in this thesis defined as a process
through which an organisation becomes progressively insulated with
the characteristics of an institution. In a process of institutionalisation
there will be more clarity, more agreement and consensus with
regard to rules and practices. There will be more clarity and consensus
among common vocabulary, understandings and expectations, and at
last there will be developed a shared understanding of the legitimate
resources- the behavioural norms will be understood as natural and
legitimate (Olsen 2009: 10).
The new institutional approach to political life uses norms and ideas
as an explanation of institutional design. Its analytical function is that
institutions reflect broadly shared ideas and norms of what constitute
appropriate modes of governance (Tallberg 2010: 635). It aims
attention at actors behaviour driven by a dynamic of legitimacy and
appropriateness (Parsons 2007: 67), and focuses on the infusion of
culture within an institutional framework (Parsons 2007: 75). Hence,
the actors are guided by the logic of appropriateness, which
emphasises that human actions are seen as rule-based (March and
Olsen 1998: 951). This means that they are expected to follow rules
that connect identities of the institutions to the particular situation.
When individuals enter an institution they learn how to act within
this institution, and when they meet a new situation they try to
associate this situation with a situation for which rules already exist
(March and Olsen 1989: 169). The logic of appropriateness is based on
the assumption that political institutions are collections of
corresponding rules and routines defining appropriate actions by
seeing the relation between roles and situations.
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The coherence hypothesis
How then, can institutional theory account for the extent to which the
mobility partnership contributes to a change of the overall EU
migration management policy? The explanatory variable of
institutionalisation is operationalised by the following indicators
based on institutional theory: standard operating procedures, rules and
shared understanding. These indicators will be used to account for the
extent to which the mobility partnership provides the member states
and Cape Verde with a common set of language making the policy
more coherent and holistic. The findings from the interviews and the
data will be structured in order to investigate to what extent these
analytical indicators are present in the development of the mobility
partnership. Based on the theoretical approach presented above the
following hypothesis have been developed:
H1: The mobility partnership provides the EU migration management
policy with clarity and acceptance of a set of rules, together with
patterns of standardised operating procedures – all factors that
contributes to change the overall migration management policy. The
consensus to use one specific migration management instrument with
the EU states involved will, through time, make this instrument
institutionalised. This assumes that the migration flows between
Cape Verde and the EU is controlled and coordinated in a more
efficient and holistic way.

An organisational perspective
In order to understand the process by which organisations insulate
actors’ behaviour with particular roles, it is necessary to unpack the
structure of the organisation. Without including the organisational
dimension of politics it is difficult to sufficiently understand political
processes (Sverdrup and Trondal 2008: 9). An organisational
approach to European integration tends to focus on individual actors’
organisational context with the aim of explaining their ‘behavior,
interests and identities’ (Egeberg 2004: 199). This means that different
characteristics of an organisation affect how the actors within it act
and that policy choices are affected by this specific context. What is
an organisation? According to Scott, ‘organizational structures are
arrangements of roles and norms that impose certain expectations
and obligations on the incumbents of a particular organization’ (Scott
1981 in Egeberg 2006: 32) The way through which organisations can
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explain individuals’ behaviour, interests and identities is thus by
having a look at its structure.
There are multiple ways through which organisations affect actors.
According to Egeberg (2004: 200) they affect through organisational
structure, demography, geographical location and institutionnalisation. The second research question in this study is created on
the basis of organisational theory and the assumption that
organisational structure has an impact on policy by guiding the
actors’ behaviour. This part of the study focuses on the independent
variables organisational structure, organisational demography,
organisational size and budget and the impact of primary structure of
organisations because these variables can together be helpful to
account for how agencies have an impact on policy through the
organisations’ action capacity.
The aim of using organisational theory in this study is to investigate
how Frontex contributes to the effectiveness of coordination of the
EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership. The idea is not to make a total
account of all of the factors that create an organisational identity, but
rather to investigate closer whether three specific assumptions
concerning the structure of an agency apply to the case under study
in this thesis, namely the organisational structure, organisational
demography and organisational size and budget.
Formal organisational structure is expected to focus decision making
actors’ attention on specific ‘problems and solutions (Egeberg 1999:
159), which again is fostering the capacity of the bureaucratic unit
into one specific direction and thus is expected to increase the ‘action
capacity’ of the organisation and the specific competence of the
individuals working in the organisation (Egeberg 1999: ibid). Based
on an organisational perspective this is how we can study agencies.
Thus, agencies are expected to increase the decisions taken by experts
and they reduce the probability that decisions are taken only because
they are politically important (Egeberg 2003). How does this apply to
my case? The study of Frontex seeks to investigate how it may have
been possible for Frontex to contribute to the EU-Cape partnership.
The following explanatory variables will be used in order to account
for this contribution, and based on earlier studies this will be applied
the specific case of the mobility partnership.
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Organisational structure
Organisational structure is important in this context because of the
idea of bounded rationality. Decision-makers have limited time and
they must prioritise their working load. In the decision-making they
have to make compromises because they are ‘bounded’ and face
problems of capacity (Christensen and Lægreid 2006b: 17; Egeberg
2006: 33; Sverdrup and Trondal 2008). Personal preferences are put a
side and less likely to be of importance when studying organisational
behaviour, because actors become bounded to the organisation
within which they work and spend their time (Egeberg 2003: 78).
Some projects and solutions get attention from the policy-makers
while others do not; political organisation is a standardised selection
based on routine and this is the basic selection mechanism in the
formal organisational structure (Christensen and Lægreid 2006a).
Thus, attitudes and actions and the content of the policy they
formulate are formed by the organisation they belong to and the
organisational setting in which they work.

Organisational capacity – size and budget
The organisation investigated in this study is large in both size and
budgetary capacity. This makes it relevant to believe that they will be
able to attend most of the things they consider as important to
enhance the effectiveness of the organisation, and thus it is likely to
believe that Frontex’ participation in the mobility partnership is
contributing to its effectiveness. The intention is to consider the size
and the budget of the organisation in order to investigate the capacity
of the individuals in the particular organisation (Egeberg 2003: 78).
The expectation in this study is that the size and budgetary capacity
of the organisation matters in order to follow up tasks and issues of
relevance for the organisation.

Primary and secondary structure
Since Frontex acts as a primary structure for the staff we will expect
that both permanent and seconded national experts will have their
interests and identities shaped by this particular agency (Egeberg
2004: 212). This makes it less likely that the decisions are taken based
on national interests. Accordingly we will expect the organisational
capacity of Frontex to be increased and that both the permanent staff
and the seconded national experts will be influenced by Frontex as a
primary structure (Trondal and Egeberg 2010: 9). However, it is
expected that the management board have their national country as
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their primary affiliation, and Frontex as their secondary affiliation
(Trondal and Egeberg 2010: 9).

Organisational demography
The organisational capacity of an organisation refers to its capacity in
terms of personal characteristics of the members working in the
specific organisation. Relevant factors for the organisation I am
studying would be education, professional expertise and social and
geographical background (Egeberg 2003: 79). The expectations of
Frontex are that the background of the individuals in the organisation
will have an impact on the identity and the capacity of the staff in the
organisation. In this study it is chosen to focus primarily on the
professional background. The professional background is expected to
be of importance because all the staff working in Frontex has got the
same professional background. This is likely to create a specific
professional identity within the organisation.
The aim of using organisational theory in this thesis is not to
investigate the executive formation, but rather to use this as an
account for why it has been possible for Frontex to play a role in the
mobility partnership. Thereafter, based on the organisational theory
and the variables presented above, the following hypotheses are
developed:
H2: Since Frontex is a primary structure and since the staff working in
the organisation has got the same professional background, a unified
and specific identity is expected to be created.
H3: The capacity in terms of budget and size of the organisation is
expected to give the organisation a large action capacity, which
means that the individuals within the organisation will be able to
participate and to do the work they are assigned to do.
H4: The organisational structure of Frontex is expected to lead to a
more efficient and coordinated border management policy in Europe,
which again will provide the member states with continuity when
dealing with border management.
Based on earlier studies the agency is expected to be more influential
on the implementation of policy than the formulation of policy
(Trondal and Egeberg 2010).
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The idea is not to make a complete account for the organisational
efficiency of Frontex, but rather to use parts of the organisational
approach to shed light on its role in the mobility partnership. It is
important to note that there are other aspects of the organisational
approach that can be used to account for the role of Frontex in the
EU-Cape Verde partnership, but this thesis is limited to the abovementioned approach.

Methodology and data
In order to develop this project it is crucial to establish type of study
and the purpose to be achieved with it. The thesis is conducted as a
case study, and the data sources are mainly drawn from semistructured interviews and document analysis. The conducted
interviews are the main source of information for the study, and have
been conducted with officials in various EU-level institutions, Cape
Verde and Frontex.

Case study
The aim of this study is to investigate the EU-level agency Frontex
and the mobility partnership in order to gain knowledge on the
overall migration management policy in the EU. In order to reach this
aim it is considered fruitful to conduct a single case study. According
to Yin (2003) the advantage of conducting a case study is to get an
enhanced understanding of complex social phenomena. This case
study is contributing in this manner by giving an enhanced
comprehension of the current developments in the European
migration management policy.
The aim is to test if the assumptions based on the institutional and
organisational theories apply to my case, and depending on the result
the hypotheses will be strengthened or weakened. If the theory does
not apply to my findings this means that my case lies outside of the
range of what the theoretical framework can explain (George and
Bennett 2005: 116), and will be interesting for further studies where
the theoretical framework should be broadened.
The advantages of a case study is to understand a larger class of
similar units, and the intensive study of one single case makes it
possible to get valuable information to use in further building-block
research. Such a case study does not make it possible to generalise
over the findings, but is valuable in its possibility to contribute in
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theory development (George and Bennett 2005: 32–33, 80). However,
what is illuminating about a case study is its ability to draw evidence
on one single case and its attempt, at the same time, to emphasise
features of a broader set of cases (Gerring 2007: 29), thus this study
provides a thick description of the events concerning the role of
Frontex in this particular mobility partnership.
Case studies contain advantages as well as obvious drawbacks, and
when selecting a case the main motivation should be relevance to the
research objective of the study (George and Bennett 2005: 83). By
studying one specific case intensively you do ‘trade-offs’ compared
with studies observing many cases generally, and case studies are
particularly disposed to challenges concerning selection bias (George
and Bennett 2005: 22) and to generalise over the findings. It is difficult
to generalise over the findings in the case study because ‘it includes
[…] only a small number of cases of some more general phenomenon’
(Gerring 2007: 43). Empirically motivated studies are used when
would like to know more about, and better understand a concrete
phenomenon (Martens 2010: 19), and theory is applied in order to
shed light on the specific phenomenon. ‘The problem should be
included in a well-informed evaluation of gaps in the current
knowledge of the chosen topic, and the researcher need to make sure
that the proposed research will make a significant contribution to the
field’ (George and Bennett 2005: 74). The contribution of Frontex to
the mobility partnership has, at the time of writing, not been studied
before, and thus this thesis aims to broaden the knowledge of the
partnerships and the EU migration policy. The study of the mobility
partnership is intrinsic in order to study the dynamics of the
European migration policy. This is because it captures both the
security and the development issues which are highly important in
the externalisation of the migration policy, and as well it makes it
possible to study patters of coordination in the EU migration
management policy which have been at the height of the agenda
since the Tampere Conclusions in 1999.
Frontex and the EU-Cape Verde partnership will be investigated by
using a set of defined variables and hypotheses derived from the
applied theory. The connection between theories and the
operationalisation of concepts is of crucial importance for the validity
of the study and is linked to the measurement validity (Adcock and
Collier 2001). The variables and indicators developed in order to
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structure the analysis are mentioned above, and they are operationalised in accordance with the organisational and institutional theory.
Using the variables from relevant theory and constructing hypotheses
strengthens the validity of the study, and the advantage of this kind of
case study is a strengthened internal validity (Lund 2002: 106).

Data: interviews and primary documents
The thesis is based on three source-gathering components. The main
component is consultation with key informants through interviews in
Brussels8, Warsaw and Cape Verde. The other components are
reviews of primary documents from the institutions under study and
other written documentation and literature. These documents are
important in order to locate and understand what is the crucial
interest in this area of study, while the interviews have given an
opportunity to get in-depth knowledge about important issues not
described in the official documents and are, as claimed by Yin (2003:
106) one of the most valuable ways of collecting information to a case
study analysis. In order to get an overview of Frontex’ tasks and the
agreement of mobility partnership, organisational charts, scoreboards
and annual reports about agency activities have been consulted. This
triangulation of data is done in order to enhance the confidence of the
findings, and is crucial in order to increase the validity of the study.
Triangulation means that the findings are based on various methods
and that the conclusions are taken on the basis of more than one
single evidence (Bryman 2006; Gerring 2007: 217; Yin 2003: 116).

Semi-structured interviews
According to (Goldstein 2002: 669) gaining valid and reliable data from
elite interviews demands that the interviewer is well prepared,
construct sound questions and get in touch with good respondents and
code the answers accurately. The process of collecting information to
this study has resulted in valuable information on the specific policy
area under study. The interview-based background for the analysis
consists of 17 in-depth conversations with interlocutors from various
European institutions. The interviews lasted from 20 to 60 minutes. Six
interviews were conducted in Brussels, while 11 interviews were
The interviews in Brussels were conducted face to face, while the interviews in
Warsawa and Cape Verde were conducted by phone and by e-mail correspondence.
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conducted by phone from Oslo. Some additional information was
collected by e-mail correspondence with officials in Cape Verde,
Frontex and the International Organization of Migration (IOM). The
interviews were mainly conducted over a time period of four months,
from June 2010 until September 2010, and some of the respondents
were contacted by e-mail or telephone for clarifications after this period.
Many considerations must be taken in order to enhance the validity
and reliability of interviews. First of all there is one crucial thing that
one needs to assure: ‘getting in the door’ (Goldstein 2002). The
population of my study is officials working on the mobility
partnership and in Frontex, and ideally the sampling frame should be
identical to the population (Goldstein 2002: 670). The respondents are
gathered from relevant institutions, both at the national and the
European level (as mentioned above). In this case it has not been
possible to conduct interviews with the whole population, partly
because of the multilevel character of the mobility partnership and
also due to the high pace of change in the positions, particularly in
the Commission since the launch of the partnerships in 2008.
In order to get hold of informants an informative e-mail was sent to all
the potential interviewees. This mail included information on my
research project, aim of the interview and the time period available for
conducting interviews. In addition, I emphasised that the information
provided in the interview would be confidential. Most of the
interviewees agreed on the terms, while one of the informants emphasised that the information I received could be used as background
information only. However, all the informants are kept anonymous.
When collecting informants I took advantage of the so called ‘snowball
sampling method’, which means that some of the interlocutors advised
me to contact other interviewees who might be of interest for the study
(Biernacki and Waldorf 1981). Some of the interlocutors advised me to
contact other potential interviewees already when they answered my
first request, while others gave me the name and number of other
informants after the interview was ended. The snowball method could
represent some threats to the validity of the study due to the biased
representation that this might invoke. In order to avoid the pitfalls of
snowball sampling interlocutors was not only located by this method.
In order to make sure that the respondents recommended by the
snowball-method were relevant I made an outline of potential
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interlocutors that I would contact by e-mail or telephone. Many of the
recommended interlocutors were already on my list of interviews,
which strengthened my confidence on the recommendations from the
key informants. The interviews conducted are semi-structured
interviews with open-ended questions which is a good way of
conducting interviews in order to get the respondents the chance to
give good answers that reflects their role as the experts and to inform
the research (Leech 2002: 668).
The interviews have mainly been conducted without using tape
recorder, but by taking notes. This makes the interview situation more
complex and challenging, but on the other hand it is better taking notes
than using the tape recorder if the alternative is a closed door
(Goldstein 2002). In Brussels, I experienced that most of the
interviewees did not want me to use the tape recorder during the
interviews. It is likely to believe that the interlocutors would have been
less open if I had insisted on using the tape recorder, thus in Brussels
the digital tape recorder was consistently not used. However, to
increase the reliability of the interviews, my first impressions and
thoughts were tape-recorded right after the interviews. This was the
case with the interlocutors interviewed by phone as well, yet some of
these interviews were tape-recorded with consent from the
interlocutors. In order to increase the reliability of the findings in the
interviews, every informant had the possibility of reading the
transcript from the interview or reading the quotations used in the
thesis. Some of the informants added comments to the interviews,
while some has made a citation check on the final quotes in the thesis.

Documents
In order to complement the findings from the interviews I have
consulted primary documents from the European Commission,
Frontex and the Council. These documents have been consulted
systematically, and information from the documents corresponding
or diverging from the interviews has been used to strengthen the
findings in the analysis. In order to use the documents in a valuable
way it is useful to study them as ‘purposeful communication’
(George and Bennett 2005: 99), which means that by taking use of
documents it is important to consider who is talking, to whom the
text is addressed, and in which context the text is written.
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Summary
In this chapter, I have presented the analytical framework that will be
applied in the analyses to come in chapter three and four. The two
analyses will be based on two different analytical approaches. First,
the new institutional approach will be applied in order to account for
the patterns of cooperation and interaction within the mobility
partnership. In this analysis I will draw on insights from institutional
theory. The second analysis will be explained by an organisational
approach using the organisational structure to account how Frontex
contributes to the mobility partnership. The study will be conducted
as a single case study which will allow me to investigate one specific
policy in depth. By using triangulation of data the validity of the
research will be increased and strengthen the findings based on
interviews, primary resources and written literature.

Chapter 3
An institutional account for the EU-Cape
Verde partnership

Introduction
The aim of this chapter is to investigate if the EU-Cape Verde
partnership contributes to a change towards the overall objectives of
the EU migration management policy in the EU. In this chapter I
argue that the EU migration management has been changed with the
EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership, and that this partnership is an
instrument on its way to become institutionalised. This change will
be investigated through the lenses of an institutional approach
because it allows us to investigate change and continuity to a set of
political arrangements. We can see the creation of an institution
through the establishment of a specific pattern recognised by
acceptance of rules and common standard operating procedures. This
again is expected to provide clarity among the participating actors,
and will contribute to change the coordination of the overall
migration management policy.
This analysis will be conducted in two steps. First, the empirical
findings from the first research question will be brought up in order to
shed light on the mobility partnership as a structure. This section will
be structured in two sub-sections: patterns of cooperation and patterns
of interaction. Second, a theoretical analysis will be conducted in order
to theoretically analyse the empirical findings. Finally, this will be
followed by a short summary at the end of the chapter.

Mobility partnership: From a European perspective
The EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership was launched in 2008. Two
years after its initiation it is interesting to investigate to what extent
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the partnership contributes to a change in the EU migration management policy. Based on an institutional approach it is assumed that the
EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership affects the EU migration
management policy as it becomes institutionalised because it
provides the member states with a common set of acceptance, clarity
of rules and by providing patterns of standardised operating
procedures. Instead of operating with different migration management instruments in each country they operate with one. In this way
we would assume that the migration flows between Cape Verde and
the EU is effectively controlled and structured in a more holistic way.
Thus, the research question to be answered in this chapter is as
follows: how does the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership, as an
instrument of EU migration management policy, contribute to change
its overall objective of improved coordination?
The mobility partnership is an initiative involving the Commission,
five EU member states, Cape Verde, Frontex and the European
Training Foundation (ETF)9. Frontex is located in Warsaw, Poland
while the other EU institutions are located in Brussels and the Cape
Verdean government and police authorities in West Africa. The EU
member states’ ministries are located in different capitols around
Europe, and all these actors cooperate together within the framework
of the mobility partnership. In this passage we will see that the coordination between the relevant actors has increased after the framework
of the mobility partnership started, which indicates that this particular
policy instrument is indeed contributing to a change of the overall
migration management policy. We will also investigate why and how
this is the case by building on insides from institutional theory.

Patterns of cooperation – on paper
Before investigating how the various actors cooperate within the
framework of the partnership, it is interesting to map out how the
Joint Declaration from 2008 can be seen as the start of a process of
institutionalisation and how rules and standard operating procedures
are present in the declaration. The first step in evaluating political
processes is to investigate how they have been planned on paper
The ETF will not be touched upon in this analysis because it is involved in the
cooperation on human resources development and professional qualifications and
not relevant for the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership.
9
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(Peters and Pierre 2006: 400). In the Joint Declaration the implementation of the partnership has been outlined in detail, and the
objectives of the partnership – followed by the participating actors –
are proclaimed.
An institutional change comes about through the introduction of
features that is recognised in an institution. When institutions are
investigated, the point of departure is very often their inability to
change, and their ‘state of inertia’ and inability to change (Olsen 2010:
119). Nevertheless, institutions start to develop somewhere, and from
something – and this is what is interesting in this study. The formal
rules of the partnership can be traced back to the Joint Declaration,
and may be important in order to assess the mobility partnership’s
institutional formation.
The nature of cooperation of the mobility partnership is, according to
the Joint Declaration, an ‘open-ended, long-term framework based on
a political dialogue’ (Council 2008: 6). This political dialogue will be
established between the ‘European Community, its Member states
and Cape Verde’ (Council 2008: 6). With this statement, the formal
patterns of cooperation are already established. This document
establishes the formal objectives of the partnership, and shows us that
this particular instrument focusing on political dialogue will fulfill
the coordination of the EU migration policy. Further, it is stated that
Frontex will participate in the implementation phase of the
partnership together with the member states with aid from the
Community. All the actors involved in the partnership will
participate with their competences ‘in accordance with the applicable
procedures’ (Council 2008). These procedures, which can be
interpreted as rules, are listed in the Annex of the partnership. The
Annex is thus where the rules are established on paper, and where
the formal content of the partnership is outlined for the first time.
In order more accurately to define migration issues of common
interest, the Signatories intend to develop a migration profile of
Cape Verde and pursue their dialogue and consultations in a
spirit of partnership. They intend to meet at least twice a year at the
appropriate level in order to review priorities and continue to develop
of the Partnership, as the case may be. The Partnership will be
implemented at operational level by the Local Monitoring
Group set up under the Special Partnership and to which the
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various other actors involved in the Mobility Partnership will
be associated as appropriate.
(Council 2008: 6, my emphasis)

The Joint Declaration also shows that the development of the mobility
partnership will be driven further through the framework of the
Special Partnership. Thus, the Joint Declaration has established that
they will meet twice a year, and by doing this, they endorse the
coordination and enhance the efficiency of the partnership. This is an
example of the common rules that are established with the partnership.
With a view to implementing the Mobility Partnership, the
Signatories confirm their intentions with regard to the
initiatives set out in the Annex hereto (hereinafter referred to as
"the Annex"), within the limits of their available financial
means. They intend to carefully coordinate their respective
efforts and update the Annex, which contains a list of proposed
activities, on a regular basis.
(Council 2008: 6)
The Joint Declaration shows how the scoreboard will be a
coordinative medium in order to enhance the cooperation between the
participating member states, Cape Verde and the Commission, and
thus introduces the standard operating procedures to the partnership.
The common rules and standard operating procedures are established
already in the Joint Declaration. By outlining the cooperation between
the member states, Cape Verde and the Commission the rules are
established. On the basis of these rules the further cooperation has
evolved. This shows how, already in the Joint Declaration,
prerequisites for a process of institutionalisation are present.
This is all planned on paper. However, how these rules and standard
operating procedures are evolved in practice will be subject for the
continued analysis.
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Patterns of cooperation – in practice
The European Commission
The European Commission has got a crucial role in the EU-Cape
Verde mobility partnership. The Directorate-General (DG) for Justice,
Freedom and Security (JLS)10 , DG Development (DEV) and DG Aid,
Development and Cooperation (AID) are all involved in the mobility
partnership. All the interviewees stress the important role the
Commission represents in organising and structuring the cooperation
among the participants in the mobility partnership.
After the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership was created, the
responsibility of the policy framework has been accorded to one
specific DG in the Commission, and further delegated to one specific
section. The responsible DG is DG JLS and more specifically the
Section for Visa Policy and External Aspects of Migration11. In this
section there are 13 positions, including the Head of Unit. There are
all together six policy officers; whereas one of them is working
specifically on the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership and two
others are assigned the responsibility for Georgia and Moldova
accordingly. These policy officers are not full time delegated on the
mobility partnership. One of them states as follows (Interview 3
2010): ‘I would say that the mobility partnership (in some periods)
could take about 50 per cent of my work but normally 40 per cent
when it is busy, while it now [June 2010] would take only 20 per cent
of my work load‘.
The Commission is participating in the partnership both from
Brussels and through the EU delegation in Praia (Cape Verde) which
is responsible for most of the direct contact with the Cape Verdean
officials in Praia. One interviewee at the EU delegation in Cape Verde
emphasises the central role of DG JLS in Brussels:

Since July 2010 the structure of the Commission’s Directorate-General has changed,
and the former DG JLS is now separated into DG Home and DG for Justice and
Fundamental Rights. The mobility partnership and Frontex are from now on dealt
with in DG Home. Throughout the thesis the term DG JLS will nevertheless be
applied, since this was the standard when the fieldwork of this thesis started.
11 The mobility partnerships have been dealt with in the section for International
Affairs since July 2010, and the section for Visa Policy and External Aspects of
Migration does no longer exist.
10
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So, basically what happens is that there are meetings in Brussels
where usually we do not attend, usually it is [the policy officer
in DG JLS] and then [this officer] will report back to us. My
head of delegation does sometimes attend those meetings, but
normally only if he is in Brussels already and then he joins
while he is there.
(Interview 10 2010)

As well, Frontex officers highlight the role of the Commission in the
mobility partnership and their strong effort and success in order to
coordinate the mobility partnership (Interview 8 2010). The section
for Visa Policy and External Aspects of Migration is responsible for
the partnership, thus policy officers in other sections in DG JLS, other
DGs and the EU Delegation in Praia tell in the interviews that they
normally receive the information they need through this channel.
One interviewee describes it in such a way that one could say that the
DG JLS serves as a node for the cooperation within the mobility
partnership framework
[…] we have regular meetings in Brussels, and we are all
invited by the Commission. We discuss proposals, we discuss
overlapping and the progress of the mobility partnership is
measured in the Commission task force [in the DG JLS]
(Interview 8 2010)
This is followed up by another interlocutor who states that: ‘[…] if I
am interested to know something about the mobility partnership I
contact the Commission [DG JLS]’ (Interview 2 2010). This seems to
be the regular pattern, and even within the Commission structure the
other DGs give us an indication that DG JLS is the nodal point in this
cooperation
[…] this work is mostly done between Frontex and DG JLS and
we often have to contact the DG JLS if we would like updated
information on these issues.
(Interview 6 2010).
How does the Commission work in order to be such a nodal point for
the participants in the mobility partnership? The Commission invites
the other participants in the mobility partnership to Brussels on
regular occasions to a group called ‘the task force’. This is an ad hoc
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meeting-group led by DG JLS where all the involved actors are
invited to discuss changes and further cooperation within the
framework of the mobility partnership (Interview 12 2010). The
invited actors are officials from Ministries of Interior, Ministries of
Justice and Ministries for Foreign Affairs from all the participating
member states, and one interlocutor in the Commission states that
‘who is participating depends on what is being discussed in the
specific task force’ (Interview 12 2010). Sometimes one country even
sends several officials from different ministries. This task force meets
approximately three times a year and in addition to this most of the
information is coordinated by e-mail. Interviewees from both the DG
JLS and from other institutions confirm that the framework of the
mobility partnership has made it easy to cooperate and keep in touch
with involved actors. DG JLS holds in its position a list of relevant
actors and officials to whom they send invitations.
From every member state participating in a given mobility
partnership we have a contact person. And much information is
exchanged by e-mail. Sometimes this is enough, and then we do
not have a meeting. Different countries have got different
contacts – In Holland it is the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the
Ministry of Justice in Luxembourg etc. I have normally got two
or three names in each country that I can contact. I contact
everybody and then the person concerned will answer. They
are all informed.
(Interview 12 2010)

The EU delegation in Praia
The EU delegation in Praia deals with the implementation of the
policy ‘on the ground’ (Interview 10 2010). The delegation is the first
point of entry and keeps direct contact with the Cape Verdean
authorities and their national police. They are regularly in touch with
the Commission in Brussels (both DG JLS and DG DEV) and with the
member states embassies located in Cape Verde. The Commission in
Brussels stresses the fact that nearly all contact with the Cape
Verdean government is delegated through the EU delegation in Praia
(Interview 3 2010), and a policy officer from the EU delegation
describes this as follows:
I think that we are the ones who implement this on the ground.
We have the play in shaping this to some extent, guided by [our
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colleagues in the DG JLS]. We are actually the first entry point
for discussion with the Cape Verdean authorities. We have a
monitoring role. We have to make sure that everything works
on the ground, and if not we alert our head quarter.
(Interview 10 2010)
The Commission delegation in Praia is also responsible for the
working group called ‘Groupe Local de Suivi’. This is a group where
the Cape Verdean and the European member states’ authorities meet
to discuss the further developments of the mobility partnership and
the Special Partnership (European Commission 2009: 6). They work
with implementation of the partnership, and they meet approximately every three months in Praia. This is not only a group where the
mobility partnership is discussed, but originally a working group for
the Special partnership between the EU and Cape Verde (Interview
12 2010). The Commission representatives from Brussels only
participate occasionally if they happen to be in Cape Verde, in the
same way that the EC delegation in Cape Verde only participate
occasionally in the meetings in Brussels. This pattern of cooperation
was predicted already in the Joint Declaration from 2008, and is thus
an indication of how the rules launched in this declaration have been
practiced over time.

The Council
The EU migration policy is represented in different processes in the
Council and is a topic of discussion in both JHA Council and in the
General Affairs Council (Chou and Carrera 2006: 146). When the
mobility partnership is discussed in the Council this is mainly
brought up in the General Affairs Council (GAERC), and this is so
because ‘the mobility partnership is clearly an issue of external
relations’ (Interview 4 2010). The GAERC is represented by the 27 EU
member states’ Ministers of Foreign Affairs. The HLWG is placed
under the GAERC and is a council working group representing both
EU Ministers of Interiors and Ministers of Justice (Interview 4 2010).
They are dealing with migration issues, and more specifically the
mobility partnerships. This working group contributes to enhance the
coordination between the participating member states, because it
serves as a forum where every member state gets informed by the
Commission on what is happening within the framework of the
mobility partnership.
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[T]he participating member states are systematically informed
through the HLWG and through this channel they get regular
information on our work with Cape Verde within the
framework of the mobility partnership.
(Interview 6 2010)

Frontex
Frontex officials participate regularly in meetings in Brussels, the
Commission and in the Council concerning the mobility partnership.
Topics directly concerning Frontex are discussed in the Working
Party on Frontiers and False Documents (Interview 7 2010). Frontex is
present in the Council groups and parties where border management
issues are discussed. Frontex is invited to make comments and to
listen to discussions, and sometimes they are specifically invited to
present their view on certain issues. Most of the meetings in Brussels
are on invitation by the Commission (Interview 8 2010). According to
one Frontex official these are the advantages of the EU-Cape Verde
partnership:
For the moment, Frontex is trying to be better established as an
agency, and the mobility partnership is making it quite visible
what is happening in the field of cooperation with third
countries. This will make the task of Frontex easier as well, and
their position as a coordinator more stated.
(Interview 8 2010)
Frontex is also invited to the mobility partnership task force
coordinated by the DG JLS, and through this task force they stay
constantly updated on the projects in the mobility partnership.
[W]e have regular meetings in Brussels, and we are all invited
by the Commission. We discuss proposals, we discuss
overlapping and the progress of the mobility partnership is
measured in the Commission task force.
(Interview 8 2010)
The role of Frontex in the partnership is mainly as a coordinator of
border management. Frontex makes sure that bilateral agreements
are well coordinated and stabilised and it tries to improve the
cooperation with the third country- in this case Cape Verde – when
something is not functioning (Interview 8 2010). This Frontex official
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stresses the fact that Frontex will not involve in a cooperation with a
third country only because the Commission suggest such a cooperation (Interview 8 2010), but at the same time the mobility partnership
makes it easier for Frontex to stay informed on what kind of work is
done between Cape Verde and each involved member state.
What it is all about is that the EU as a whole get a better
overview of all the activities regarding Cape Verde and to
avoid overlapping and achieve synergies [...].I have to say that
at this moment Frontex is still negotiating the working
arrangement with Cape Verde so what we try to do from
Frontex’ point of view is to contribute to the pilot project of the
mobility partnerships which is an area of the Commission and
to participate with our knowledge in the scoreboard12. In the
meetings in Brussels they sit down and discuss the mobility
partnerships and the specific proposals. There they assure that
they are not overlapping and that the projects are made as
tangible as possible.
(Interview 8 2010)

Cape Verdean institutions
In Cape Verde the partnership is discussed and coordinated by three
different ministries: the Ministry of Interior, the Ministry of Diaspora
and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The coordinating ministry in
Cape Verde is the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and ‘nothing happens
without its consent or participation’ (Interview 10 2010). In addition
to the ministries involved in the partnership there exists in Cape
Verde a National Council of Migration administered from various
ministries where ‘these specific topics are discussed’ (Interview 10
2010). This Council consists of representatives from all the relevant
ministries in Cape Verde. The Cape Verdean authorities participate
and are involved in the Groupe Local de Suivi and participate at
High Level Meetings in Brussels. During the High Level Meetings the
mobility partnership is often discussed in relation with the Special
Partnership between the EU member states and Cape Verde
(Interview 10 2010).

12

For more information on the scoreboard see the next page.
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This passage has shown that the mobility partnership, to a large
extent, is coordinated through the European Commission, and more
specifically the DG JLS and the policy officer responsible for the EUCape Verde partnership. This has made the patterns of cooperation
between the member states more coordinated, and DG JLS serves as a
nodal point for the partnership. Instead of bilateral cooperation
between each member state and participating actor, the DG JLS
serves as a common point of contact.

Frontex

Participating
member states

DG JLS
Policy officer

Council
GAERC/HLWG

Cape
Verdean
ministries

EU
Delegation
Praia

DG DEV

Ministers for
Foreign
Affairs

Figure 3.1: the DG JLS as a node for the EU-Cape Verde partnership
(patterns of cooperation)

Patterns of interactions
How do all these actors interact in order to keep contact and to get
necessary information across institutions and countries? How do they
stay informed on every project included in the EU-Cape Verde
partnership? The main answer is to be found in the scoreboard created
by the Commission and more specifically, DG JLS. In the same way
that the Commission DG JLS is the nodal point for cooperation in the
mobility partnership, the scoreboard is its tool of interactions and
cooperation where the partners and the projects involved are
included on one paper. This creates a special framework of
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interactions where all the actors are constantly updated on what is
happening within the EU-Cape Verde partnership. The scoreboard
has been developed by the DG JLS and there is one scoreboard for
each mobility partnership. The policy officer in DG JLS has the
overarching responsibility of creating and developing these
scoreboards, and they are used as a point of reference for all
involved. This creates, to a large extent, a framework of interaction
for the participating actors. It is divided into different sections from
irregular, legal and development migration. In addition, each project
is categorised as ongoing, concluded or planned activities. The actors
have access to the scoreboard, they add in new activities and they see
it as an organising element for all the activities toward the third
country in question. The scoreboard is standardising and formalising
the cooperation, by adding every initiative to one specific ‘box’. The
scoreboard makes them understand each other across institutions and
countries, and as a result this framework of interaction prevents the
involved partners and member states from launching overlapping
projects related to migration management with Cape Verde. Thus, the
mobility partnership is a structure which facilitates the possibility to
see what each partner country is doing.
The Commission scoreboard, which is distributed to all the
partners, makes it easy to look over and cross-check if the
initiatives each member states have got with Cape Verde are
overlapping. The mobility partnership gives us better overview.
(Interview 8 2010)

An institutional perspective
In this part of the chapter, the empirical findings will be interpreted
in light of the new institutional approach. Revisiting this theory, an
institutional approach allow us to investigate continuity or change to
a particular set of organisational arrangements (Olsen 2009) and by
this it will be possible to understand the development of a political
sphere. Above, the idea has been to map out the patterns of
cooperation and patterns of interactions in the mobility partnership.
This is expected to contribute to the coordination of the EU migration
management policy. Based on the institutional theory, looking for
emergence or change of rules and standard operating procedures can
be helpful in order to understand how to observe coordination of the
EU migration management policy. In the following section I will
argue that these processes may be seen as an indication of a process
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of institutionalisation and by this contribute to a change of the overall
migration management policy.

Patterns of cooperation
According to the institutional theory, processes of routines are
expected to generate continuity and change (March and Olsen 2006)
and the standardised processes of cooperation in the mobility
partnership demonstrate how routines can contribute to such a change.
On the basis of the empirical findings it is possible to argue that the
EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership can be seen as effective in order
to reach the overall objectives of coordination as stated in the Tampere
Conclusions and the Commission Communication from 2007.
In order to measure if the partnership constitutes a change to the
overall migration management policy it is important to look at what
new approached the partnership has added to the coordination of the
migration management policy. In line with the assumptions from the
institutional theory it is possible to discern the creation of rules
already in the Joint Declaration of the mobility partnership. In the
declaration the Commission established patterns of cooperation,
concerning the implementation of the mobility partnership. These
patterns of cooperation can be interpreted as having established a
common goal for the actors involved, and a common set of rules
concerning how the EU-Cape Verde partnership has developed. In
this way, it has been possible to see –already on paper- that the
mobility partnership created common rules and standard operating
procedures in 2008. The declaration has been used as a guiding
principle for how the partnership has evolved in practice, and a look
at the objectives in the Tampere conclusions shows that this is what
they sought to achieve – coordination and synergies.
Moreover, the creation of the partnership may be seen to have led to
the creation of rules in practice as well. DG JLS in the Commission
has been recognised as a coordinating actor and may be seen as a
nodal point of cooperation within the framework of the mobility
partnership. Thus, creating more clarity, agreement and consensus
over a particular problem is what recognised a process of
institutionalisation. The role of DG JLS may be interpreted as
enhancing these assets. This may be seen as strengthened because the
participating actors have agreed upon this – the role of DG JLS may
be interpreted as legitimate. Since all actors have recognised DG JLS
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as the nodal point, every contact and cooperation within the
framework of the mobility partnerships goes through this departmental structure. This might give us connotations to one important
aspect within the new institutional theory, namely how the actors
behave according to the logic of appropriateness. Moreover they
share a common understanding about the legitimate purposes of their
action. Within the framework of the mobility partnership it is seen as
legitimate to communicate through this specific channel, and the
officials working in the DG JLS also perceive their role as such. Their
behaviour is in other words appropriate and legitimate. These
features may illustrate how the patterns of cooperation in the
mobility partnership are on its way to become institutionalised. The
emergence of this institution may thus be seen as a contribution to
both the overall migration management policy and the overall aim of
more coordination. Not only the departmental structure of DG JLS,
but also the activities they have launched points in the direction of
more institutionalisation. The task force may also be interpreted as
such a rule; a rule for coordinating activities. The task force has
contributed to order and predictability in the cooperation; two
important prerequisites for institutionalisation.
To summarise the findings, the specific role of the DG JLS and its
activities and tools of work can be seen to have created clarity among
all the participating actors. When someone is in need of information
and more clarity, they contact the DG JLS:
The cooperation can sometime be a bit difficult. We often
contact and get information through the DG JLS. They can
provide us with the information we need.
(Interview 6 2010)
Without the DG JLS and the partnership the countries participating in
the partnership would have put forward their individual projects and
they would not have been elucidated by the other countries
participating. Now, the member states are taking advantage of the
projects put forward in other countries. The partnership is not only
creating clarity, but is also creating synergies in the sense that a
project put forward in i.e. Luxembourg might be achieved in another
member states as well. In this way the participating countries learn
best practices from each other.
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This shows once more, that the patterns of cooperation, by its
creation of rules and clarity, are contributing to a more frequent and
close cooperation, creating synergies and preventing overlapping. In
addition, the partnership has contributed to create processes of
routines, which will contribute to change. Moreover, it is important to
emphasise the state in which the actors see their actions as evident
and even obvious. This may indicate that their actions are legitimate,
which again is a sign of institutionalisation. This can be demonstrated
by this quote from a Commission official:
I do contact interesting countries and countries that I do believe
could be a potential partner in the mobility partnerships […] of
course, I always do lobbying on the things I am working on.
(Interview 3 2010)
The network of cooperation that has been introduced by the DG JLS
can add knowledge to show how the partnership contributes to the
overall migration management policy. The extensive network of email and contacts that is used to communicate across countries did
not exist before the partnership became established. In earlier times
the participating member states stayed in touch with the other
member states on a random basis, and they were not regularly
informed about ongoing work in other countries. The partnership has
changed this, and even the member states that are not participating in
this specific partnership are informed:
The other member states are regularly informed about the
mobility partnerships. Within the framework of the HLWG and
the Commission task force the other countries get updates, and
they can get information from expert meetings when the ideas
of the mobility partnerships are discussed. Every member state
is welcome during these meetings.
(Interview 3 2010)
The creation of rules and clarity through the patterns of cooperation
may imply a creation of a shared understanding for the migration
cooperation in Europe. The migration projects are still the same, but
all the participating member states are updated on what is going on
in each country. When the interviewees emphasise that the symbolic
value of the partnership is considerable it is reasonable to assume
that this is a way of interpreting a shared understanding between
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countries. According to institutional theory, shared understanding is
a part of a process of institutionalisation, and may again indicate that
the mobility partnership is on its way to become institutionalised. A
process of institutionalisation is a process of change, and thus it is
possible to see that the mobility partnership is contributing to change
the coordination of the overall migration policy. Patterns of
cooperation that were absent earlier are now present. Manifested
through the Joint Declaration and the patterns of cooperation it is
thus possible to discern that the mobility partnerships contribute to
the overall migration management policy by introducing rules and a
shared understanding around a common policy instrument.

Patterns of interaction
According to the new institutional theory change is rule-bound and
takes place through standard processes as ‘institutions interpret and
respond to experience through learning and adaption’ (Olsen 2009).
With support from the institutional theory it may thus be possible to
interpret the scoreboard as an example of the emergence of such a
rule-bound change. The scoreboard is available for every participant
in the mobility partnership, and it is a way of reporting the various
migration projects included in the partnership. It was introduced
with the partnership and has contributed to create clarity and
synergies between the participating actors. This is a channel where
the participants are able to communicate, to keep updated and in
addition it gives them the opportunity to have an updated and clear
idea about what is happening at all times. New institutional theory
highlights how a common vocabulary contributes to institutionalisation. The scoreboard may demonstrate how the participating member
states and the Commission develop a common vocabulary in order to
achieve the goals of a coordinated migration management policy. The
scoreboard can be interpreted as an idea-sharing template, and it
contributes to the creation of standard operating procedures leading
to institutionalisation.
However, this shows that the migration management policy in the
EU is better coordinated with the establishment of the partnership.
However, as initially mentioned, researchers have claimed that the
mobility partnerships are not new to the EU migration management
policy. This study cannot reject this statement, but it can confirm that
the projects within the EU-Cape Verde partnership is standardised
and coordinated. The mobility partnership does not change specific
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policy projects; it is only contributing to coordinate the cooperation
with Cape Verde between the participating member states. Moreover,
interviewees have emphasised the role of the partnership as an
instrument to achieve policy goals, and that they do not introduce
anything new in the sense of projects:
The mobility partnership is a tool to implement the policy
launched in the [Tampere Conclusions]. This is only a tool to
implement and this does not make any difference in how the
policy is conceived or what is done.
(Interview 6 2010)
The migration projects are the same and the participating member
states have not changed their policy with the establishment of the
partnership, but what this study confirms is that the partnerships have
contributed to a high extent of coordination, which again may imply
reduced costs, created synergies and that it has contributed to a
process of institutionalisation. It is therefore possible to confirm the
hypothesis developed in chapter two saying that the mobility partnership creates a more holistic and efficient migration management policy.
By the creation of common rules, standard operating procedures and
the evolution of shared understandings it is also possible to notice a
more efficient cooperation and coordination of the migratory
measures in Cape Verde. Being another aspect highly emphasised by
the various interlocutors, the mobility partnership as a framework of
interaction has resulted in noticeable changes in Cape Verde. From a
European perspective, some policy officers state that the mobility
partnership has an impact on the migration policy in Cape Verde and
that the Cape Verdean authorities are becoming more structured and
that the treatment of migratory issues in Cape Verde is going faster.
‘They are getting better at defining their own migration policy’
(Interview 3 2010). As well, it is possible to see that the dialogue
between the European Commission and the Cape Verdean institutions has increased after the mobility partnerships (Interview 6 2010).
Before, immigration could be seen as a sensitive issue, but the
mobility partnerships have changed this and we now stay in
contact with third countries on a more regular basis and we
discuss immigration issues more frequently.
(Interview 3 2010)
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A process of institutionalisation contributes to a change in the
political sphere, and the idea has been to illuminate that the
partnership contributes to such a change. It is not wanted, nor
maybe possible, to indicate how far this process of institutionalization has come, because institutionalization is always a
question of degree (DiMaggio and Powell 1991: 195). Institutionalization is a matter of degree because it is history
dependent – only time can tell how it will evolve and how far the
process of institutionalization has come (Olsen 2009: 6).

Historical context
In this process of institutionalisation the historical context is of
importance, and institutions may emerge, according to Olsen (2010:
122) as ‘an unplanned result […] of historical processes as a social
organism that evolve over time’. In this regard it is interesting to see
the development of the partnership within the context of the recent
changes in the EU migration management policy. It might be said that
the mobility partnership could not have taken place without the recent
developments in the EU migration management policy. Historical
institutionalists emphasise that political events happens within a
specific historical context; ‘when a country industrializes necessarily
affects how it industrializes’ (Steinmo 2008: 164). According to this
strand of institutional theory the development of the mobility
partnership could not happen without the historical context in which it
was created. By time, as shown in chapter one, the migration
management policy has become more externalised, the migrationdevelopment nexus is emphasised, and the process of European
integration has strengthened the European cooperation of migration
management. The European migration discourse has undergone a
process of change, and without these features, the mobility partnership
may not have emerged as we see it today. The rules and the standard
operating procedures still tell us how the mobility partnership is on its
way to become institutionalised, and how this contributes to a change
towards the overall migration management policy. Nevertheless, this
does not stand in opposition to the fact that the recent developments in
the EU migration policy may have given political impetus to this
specific process of institutionalisation and thus a possibility for the EUCape Verde partnership to emerge.
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Summary
The objective of the chapter was to study how the EU-Cape Verde
mobility partnership contributes to the overall migration
management policy in the EU. More specifically the aim has been to
investigate the initial expectation that the partnership will contribute
to a more holistic migration management policy. The analysis shows
that the establishment of the EU-Cape Verde partnership does
enhance the coordination of the EU migration management policy.
This is because the mobility partnership has created a set of shared
understandings, rules and standard operating procedures, which
again signifies that it is on its way to become institutionalised. The
process of institutionalisation is still in an early phase. Following an
institutional approach it is possible to discern the emergence of an
institution, which is contributing to change the overall migration
management policy.
In what way does the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership contribute
to the overall migration management policy? The mobility
partnership is not initiating new policy, but is rather a new way of
structuring the migration management where both third countries
and the EU member states and agencies are working together within
one specific framework. Several of the interviewees state that these
migration management issues could have been done without the
framework of the mobility partnership, but many of them emphasise
the symbolic value of cooperation and further integration on this topic
(Interview 1 2010; Interview 2 2010; Interview 5 2010; Interview 6
2010) which may be interpreted as a shared understanding between
the participating actors. One official from a participating member
state emphasises this with the following statement:
Cooperation on the external border management is not of
urgent matter for [my country], but since there is a framework
of cooperation and since it is easy to join in this cooperation
[we] find it useful and important to join in order to enhance the
European integration on this issue.
(Interview 9 2010)
The analysis above has brought up the importance of the context in
which the mobility partnership was created. The recent developments in the EU migration management assigning more competence
to the EU, the externalisation of the EU migration management and
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the High Level summits emphasising enhanced coordination of the
migration policy have all together laid the foundation for the
partnership to evolve. These recent developments have made way for
the partnership to launch cooperation with Cape Verde and to focus
on migration development, security and legal migration within a
specific policy instrument.

Chapter 4
Border management and the EU-Cape
Verde partnership

Introduction
In the previous chapter we have seen that the EU-Cape Verde
mobility partnership has contributed to a change of the overall EU
migration management policy operationalised by coordination. Thus,
in this chapter it is interesting to study the role of Frontex in the same
partnership. The aim of this chapter is to study how Frontex
contributes to the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership towards the
overall objective of EU’s migration management policy. Thus, the aim
is not to study the executive formation of the agency as such.
Nevertheless, organisational theory and earlier studies on these
issues will be used in order to understand how and why Frontex
contributes to the partnership the way it does.
First, how does the study of Frontex links up to the study of the EUCape Verde mobility partnership? The ambition of this thesis is to
investigate the recent developments of the EU migration management policy. As mentioned in chapter two, the point of departure is
the Tampere Council conclusions where the objectives for a common
EU asylum and migration policy were stated. In the section of
management of migration flows, ‘the need for more efficient management of migration flows at all their stages’ was emphasised, focusing
particularly on border management (European Parliament 1999).
Frontex, six years later, is such an instrument for closer cooperation
on border management and thus, by studying this particular agency,
it will be possible to know more about the recent developments of the
coordination of the EU migration management policy.
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The hypothesis under study in the chapter assumes that the structure
of Frontex leads to a more efficient and coordinated border management in the EU because of its organisational structure. The professional
background of the staff, the agency’s capacity in terms of budget and
the agency’s roles as a primary structure is expected to improve the
agency’s action capacity. This again will provide the member states with
continuity when dealing with border management. This indicates that
by assigning Frontex a role in the mobility partnership, the agency will
strengthen the capacity of the partnership, which again will contribute
to a more holistic migration management policy.
This chapter is organised in two main sections. First, the empirical
findings are presented in order to make an outline of what has been
the contribution of Frontex to the mobility partnership on paper,
followed by an outline of the contribution of Frontex in the EU-Cape
Verde partnership in practice. Second, the empirical findings are
evaluated by using the theoretical framework presented in chapter
two. As seen in previous studies, assigning political tasks to agencies
is said to have an effect on political steering by making it more
efficient, manageable and effective (Egeberg 2003: 122; Martens 2010;
Trondal 2010), and it is argued that political processes cannot be
sufficiently understood without including ‘both the organizational
dimension(s) of executive orders and the organizational principles
structuring international bureaucracies’ (Trondal et al. 2010: 24).

Frontex in the mobility partnership
Since Frontex, formally, is assigned a role in the partnership, border
management is expected to have an impact on the overall
implementation of the partnership. However, by studying the
contribution of Frontex towards the mobility partnership it has been
showed that its contribution to the partnership has been rather
different than first expected. The following passage will show what
was planned ‘on paper’ followed by a description of what has
actually happened ‘in practice’.

Frontex’ contribution to the partnership on paper
In order to evaluate the contribution of Frontex in the mobility
partnership it is crucial to investigate what was originally set out as
the objectives for Frontex. In the Joint Declaration from 2008 it was
officially established that Frontex was to contribute with expertise to
the EU-Cape Verde cooperation. More specifically, it was written that
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‘Frontex in particular’ will have an important role in the
implementation of the mobility partnership (Council 2008: 6). Frontex
should coordinate the operational cooperation on border control
between member states and third countries as well as developing
operational cooperation within the framework of Frontex (Council
2008: 5). We will now see how this has been planned on paper, and
this is crucial in order to be able to assess Frontex’ contribution to the
EU-Cape Verde partnership.
In the Annex of the Joint Declaration three specific activities
involving Frontex were mentioned. First, an agreement between the
Cape Verdean national police and Frontex concerning information
exchange, risk analysis, training, research and development,
coordination of joint operational measures and ‘[…] an agreement to
launch an active discussion on the improvement of technical equipment and technology at borders’. Best practices and improved cooperation between border guards in Cape Verde and the EU member
states were also accentuated (Council 2008: 13). Second, a proposal in
order to make Frontex emphasise the development of the common
core curriculum for border guards, basic training and the program on
falsification of documents. This second proposal in the Joint
Declaration is said to be implemented by the national police in Cape
Verde. Third, a proposal led and coordinated by Frontex, proposed by
France. The idea presented in the Annex is that France and Cape
Verde will cooperate on security and training in document control
with aid from Frontex. These three proposals each constitute one
project and they are stated as goals for including cooperation with
Frontex in the mobility partnership. More specifically these proposals
describe the formal cooperation through a working arrangement13.
Once the working arrangement enters into force, the task of Frontex
is to assure that the agreements in the working arrangement are
continued and established through formal cooperation. According to
one of the Frontex officials the aim of Frontex is to ‘stabilise the
bilateral agreements between the third country and EU member
states’ (Interview 8 2010). More specifically, if the cooperation is
limited to bilateral cooperation level between a member state and a
third country, there is no insurance for the third country that the
13

A more detailed description of the working arrangement will be found on p. 62
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training cooperation or joint operation cooperation will continue over
time, and the bilateral cooperation will more or less remain ad hoc14.
By involving Frontex, it is suggested that a common framework is
established which will assure that an operational cooperation will
continue in the future with the specific third country. In addition,
Frontex assures that the specific third country receives relevant
information, and that they will be invited to Frontex’ ‘national
training coordinators community’ (Interview 8 2010). When third
country officials are participating in training activities they are being
invited and funded by Frontex, and this training is ‘highly regulated
and happens under formal structures’ (Interview 8 2010).
When third country officials join Frontex’ training program they are
invited to take part in the various training programs organised under
the umbrella of Frontex. The Frontex umbrella will in this case be the
common core curriculum and they take part in the Frontex training
given by border guards from various EU member states. Frontex
funds the training and this is done by paying hotel, travel and
commodity expenses of the third country officials coming to Europe
in order to participate in training (Interview 15 2010). The training
takes place in the European training academies. These academies are
not Frontex’, but are situated in various European countries and they
are driven by the hosting country. There are 11 academies in 9
different member states15 and Frontex’ role is to coordinate the work
between the EU member states and third country (E-mail correspondence 3 2010). The EU member states are in charge of the training and
the joint operations, while the task of Frontex is to organise and
prepare in cooperation with the member states. Thereafter, Frontex is
financing and coordinating the implementation, but they are not
doing the implementing work themselves; this is provided by the EU
member states (Interview 15 2010). When border guards from various
European countries are gathered in joint operations they wear their
own national uniforms, supplemented by an insignia on their sleeve
showing that they are representing Frontex (Solberg 2009: 32). How

However, later in this thesis we will see how such a bilateral agreement with Spain
has assured cooperationbetween Frontex and Cape Verde, and has created solutions
to complications in border control between Europe and West Africa.
15 Finland, Lithuania, Germany, The United Kingdom, Italy, Austria, Slovakia, the
Netherlands and Romania.
14
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does this description correspond with the way Frontex work in
practice, and more specifically in the Cape Verdean case?
At the time of writing, the proposed activities in the mobility
partnership with Cape Verde have not been implemented. A Frontex
official describes the contribution of Frontex as follows:
The current work of Frontex in the EU-Cape Verde partnership
is only to contribute to the pilot project of the mobility
partnership which is an area of the Commission and to
participate with our knowledge in the scoreboard.
(Interview 8 2010)
However, what is interesting is that the proposed activities in the EUMoldova and EU-Georgia partnerships have been put into practice
already. Importantly, this will not be a comparative analysis of these
three countries, but still it is interesting to observe that they have
implemented the border management aspects in various paces. The
interviewees have made several comparisons to the other cases, and it
has been made clear that it has been somewhat easier implementing
the partnerships with Moldova and Georgia than Cape Verde
(Interview 3 2010). This section of the analysis focuses on the Cape
Verdean case of translating proposed activities into actual operations,
and identifies the developments and fragments of this process. The
intention of this passage is to investigate what has been particular for
the EU-Cape Verdean case that has contributed to this seemingly
irregular delay in operations.

Frontex’ contribution to the partnership in practice
The idea of creating agencies has, according to theory, been to
increase the efficiency of the political process and to take the technical
and expert processes away from political steering. How does this
apply to my case? Hill and Hupe (2009: 136) say that when studying
policy-formulation and implementation there is often a discrepancy
between the formulated policy and the result. The anticipations to the
implementation are often a matter of ‘rose-colored expectations’ (Hill
and Hupe 2009: 136). In this case it is interesting to see how the
implementation of the proposals in the Joint Declaration corresponds
with the formulations from 2008. In order to put the proposed
activities of the Annex into practice several things need to be settled,
and several instruments are used in order to formalise the agreement.
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In this section the developments of the Frontex-Cape Verde
cooperation after the establishment of the Joint Declaration from 2008
is sketched out.
When Frontex is to formalise operational cooperation with a third
country they can do this in three different ways. The first- and
preferred- way of cooperating with a third country is by launching a
working arrangement. The second possibility is to facilitate and
support the operational cooperation between a member state and a
specific third country. The third option would be to associate Frontex
with an international organisation, ‘depending on the international
organisation and already concluded working arrangements with
international organisations (Interview 8 2010). At the time of writing,
Frontex is on its way to conclude a working arrangement with Cape
Verde. Thus, a direct operational cooperation (which can only be
achieved with a working arrangement) between the two partners has
not yet been launched.
1: Working
arrangement
Direct operational
cooperation

2: Bilateral
arrangement through
one European
country

3: Cooperation
through international
organisations

Figure 4.1: Possible ways of cooperation with third countries

Launching an operational cooperation directly between Frontex and
the third country is the most favorable way of cooperation because
this is the only way to cooperate directly with the third country.
Nevertheless it takes time to do it, and this is a more complex process
than the two other ways of cooperating (Interview 8 2010). Thereby,
we see that in order to start implementing the formulated proposals in
the mobility partnership there is only one instrument that can be put
in place — namely the working arrangement. All the projects spelled
out in the Annex are based on the fact that Frontex needs to establish a
working arrangement with Cape Verde. Even though there are several
projects mentioned in the Joint Declaration, the involved partners
(Frontex and Cape Verde) are only going to sign and negotiate one
working arrangement. The working arrangement establishes the
cooperation and spells out details concerning every possible way of
cooperation with the specific third country. Frontex has already
concluded working arrangements with Moldova and Georgia, signed
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in August and December 2008 respectively. Then, what is special
about the working arrangements and how do they work in practice?
Before the working arrangement between Frontex and Cape Verde
can be finalised several stages need to be fulfilled. How is the operational cooperation between Frontex and a third country established?
Operational cooperation is a broad term, which includes the four
main pillars of Frontex’ external cooperation: information exchange, risk
analysis and joint operations, training, research and development (Frontex
2010a: 1, Interview 11 2010). By process-tracing the developments of
this particular policy, it is possible to unravel how the policy
formulations from the mobility partnership come into practice.
The first step from policy formulation to implementation takes place
in the Risk Analysis Unit (RAU) in Frontex (see figure 4.2). The task
of the RAU is to investigate the migration routes in and off from
Europe in order to make analyses of where joint operations and
training, organised by Frontex would be necessary (Interview 16
2011). In order to start cooperation with a third country Frontex’ RAU
advises, on the basis of analyses that cooperation can start. Following
this, the second step in the development of the working arrangement
is to establish a proposal -draft mandate- written by the Frontex staff
which will be presented for the management board. The External
Relations section in Frontex writes this draft mandate. The draft
mandate contains a justification as to why Frontex should cooperate
with the specific third country, guidelines for negotiations, and a
briefing of the financial needs of such cooperation. The third step
towards implementing the working arrangement includes Frontex’
management board. The draft mandate needs an approval from the
Frontex management board before the formal negotiations can start.
Once approved by the management board Frontex can start the
formal negotiations with the specific third country within the
framework of the guidelines presented in the draft mandate. When
the formal negotiations between the third country and Frontex are
completed both partners initiate the working arrangement proposal.
After the negotiations are finished, and the text is written, the draft
working arrangement text is sent to the Commission for comments
and opinions. Moreover, once Frontex, Cape Verde and the
Commission agree on the formulated text it is sent for a final
approval in the Frontex management board. After the formal
approval by the Frontex management board the executive director in
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Frontex and the third country are authorised to sign the final
document. Then it enters into force and the initiatives are ready for
discussion and the implementation of the projects launched in the
Joint Declaration can officially start.

Figure 4.2: Steps in the formulation process of the working arrangement

It is clear that Frontex’ role in the EU-Cape Verde mobility
partnership is not activated before this working arrangement is
enforced. Thus, the interesting question is why it is not yet
implemented, and how can this be accounted for from an
organisational perspective?
At the time of writing the working arrangement has recently been
approved by the management board (Interview 16 2011), yet it still
remains to be signed by the executive director and a Cape Verdean
official. Already in August, a Frontex official confirmed that the
working arrangement was positively welcomed by the Commission,
and that the finalisation of the working arrangement ‘should not be a
victim of long discussions’ before the final approval (Interview 8
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2010). Moreover, it has taken over four years from negotiations started
between Frontex and Cape Verde until the management board approved the working arrangement. What are the reasons for this delay?
The formal negotiations of this working arrangement started in May
2007 right after Frontex’ management board mandated that negotiations for a working arrangement could start (Interview 11 2010),
however informal contacts were established with Cape Verde already
in 2006 (Frontex 2006). The management board mandated that negotiations could start after recommendations from the Frontex staff in the
executive support of Frontex, and more specifically in the division of
external relations and the RAU (Interview 10 2010, Interview 11 2010).
In 2008 Frontex officials went to Cape Verde for exploratory talks
(Carling 2008: 11). This is interesting because it helps answering the
question under study, namely: how does Frontex contribute to the EUCape Verde mobility partnership? The timeline actually shows that the
Frontex-Cape Verde cooperation started already in 2006 whereas the
mobility partnership was signed in May 2008. This shows that the
Frontex-Cape Verde working arrangement was discussed already two
years before the Commission approached Cape Verde for exploratory
talks in December 2007 (Commission 2009: 1).
What does this tell us about Frontex’ contribution to the partnership?
It tells us that Frontex has been able to offer both expertise and
resources to the process of developing the partnership. Frontex
started cooperating with Cape Verde before the Commission even
launched the idea of the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership, which
tells us that Frontex has got a certain capacity to involve in projects
on its own premises. In fact, the agency actually fed the border
management agenda into the mobility partnership. This means that
rather than being a result of the mobility partnership, Frontex itself
has contributed as a central actor in the creation of the partnership
(and more specifically border management). This shows that in
relation to formulating the mobility partnership, Frontex has – in fact
– been effective.
From an organisational perspective it is interesting to investigate
where (organisationally) and why the delay took place. The working
arrangement was presented for the management board for the first
time in 2007 and then again in 2010. According to one interviewee
(Interview 16 2011) all the ‘essential and important questions
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concerning Frontex’ work are discussed and decided in the
management board. So, did the management board cause this delay?
The empirical findings do tell us that this is not the case. In the
interviews it becomes clear that the board members experienced the
approval of the working arrangement as a ‘normal procedure’, not
having caused any disagreement among the board representatives,
and one of them states as follows:
The agreement with Cape Verde followed the normal
procedures. The agreement was not considered controversial,
and everybody saw the advantages of the cooperation with
Cape Verde.
(Interview 17 2011)
Nevertheless, according to one interviewee the approval might have
been delayed because of lack of capacity in the management board:
The only reason [why the approval took time] was that the
Management Board had overloaded agendas with priority
topics such as the revision of the Frontex regulation, the RABIT
activation in Greece, the annual work program, and budget
establishment.
(Interview 16 2011)
This statement can count for some delay in the management board;
yet it is difficult to use this as an explanation for the general lack of
implementation of the working arrangement. Nevertheless, this
observation is interesting in the way that many interlocutors have
made clear that other topics and issues are far more urgent and
important than the working arrangement with Cape Verde. This
might indicate that the non-urgent status of Frontex-Cape Verde
cooperation has led to a slower implementation of the cooperation
because other issues have been prioritised. Working arrangements
seem to be a rather uncontroversial aspect of the management
board’s work; they are considered to be in the interest of the member
states and therefore adopted by consensus (Interview 16 2011,
Interview 17 2011). If the agency experiences lack of time and sources,
it will be natural to imagine that the most urgent matter will be
discussed and decided upon first.

Border management and the EU-Cape Verde partnership

63

Before the management board can approve the working arrangement,
the Commission needs to approve the draft mandate and make
comments on it. Informally, the Commission confirmed this already
in August 2010 (Interview 8 2010), however by the time that the
working arrangement was to be approved by the management board
in November 2010, the Commission had not yet sent their approval of
the working arrangement (Interview 16 2011). This means that the
management board took a temporary decision without the comments
from the Commission in November 2010, and thereafter signed the
working arrangement through a so called ‘silent procedure’ after they
received the comments from the Commission.
This seems generally to be a problem for the Frontex management
board. They seem flexible on some issues, but at the same time one of
the board members (Interview 16 2011) express the difficulty they
have in concluding topics fast enough:
[…] we start discussing the action plan for the following year in
February. Then we meet again to confirm the action plan in
September. The Commission normally comments on this in
December […] two months after we held our meeting where we
were supposed to discuss the inputs from the Commission. This
is not effective. The migration routes changes too quickly. It is
impossible to take these decisions over one year in advance […]
(Interview 16 2011)
This may indicate that the delay has taken place in the agency as
such, and in the negotiating phase of the working arrangement. Some
of the interviewees have stated that there have not been any formal
disagreements or issues in the cooperation with Cape Verdean
authorities (Interview 10 2010; Interview 11 2010; Interview 12 2010).
Rather than disagreements on the content of the working
arrangement it has been stated from several interviewees that the
delay might be caused by problems of capacity in Cape Verde. ‘From
what I know there has been some problems of internal organisation
in Cape Verde. They had some problems because there are so many
different authorities involved in the process (Interview 12 2010).’
Another interlocutor supported this account when he stated that:
[…] there are often problems of internal coordination within the
authorities working on the mobility partnership in Cape Verde.

64

Ane Kristine Djupedal
Once you have made an agreement in a meeting, you never
hear anything again. When you believe that everything is in
order, it is not in order at all, and sometimes it seems like
information get lost between the different authorities.
(Interview 10 2010)

The Cape Verdean officials confirmed that the internal coordination
in Cape Verde is not as efficient as it could have been and they
express this in the following way:
Cape Verde is a country with only 35 years of Independence,
and it is a state that is still moving forward in a recent
consolidation of its institutions, whose financial and human
resources are limited. No one can ever ask for an institutional
performance or an administrative capacity in the same way or
very similar to that of a Portuguese, French, or Dutch. The issue
of financial and human limitations of a poor country like Cape
Verde is therefore an important explanation for this delay [my
translation]16.
(E-mail correspondence 1 2010)
According to Kamrava (2000: 2), building up bureaucratic capacity in
former colonised countries often take place over time and gradually.
This reminds us how the lack of resources and time can impact the
implementation of policy.
In addition to problems finding one main responsible interlocutor in
Cape Verde, there have been some problems concerning translation,
which may have caused the delay (Interview 3 2010). Without
translation it has not been possible to go further in the negotiations
concerning the working arrangement with Frontex. However,
according to Frontex’ sources ‘English is the prevailing language in
any discussions and documents from Frontex’ (E-mail correspondence
Cabo Verde é um país com 35 anos de Independência, ou seja é um Estado, ainda
recente que vai avançando na consolidação das suas instituições, cujos recursos
financeiros e humanos, são limitados para a operacionalização. Não se poderá nunca
pedir uma performance institucional/administrativa igual ou parecida com a de uma
instituição portuguesa, francesa, ou holandesa. Impõe-se aqui também a questão das
limitações financeiros e humanos de um país pobre como Cabo Verde.
16
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2 2010). Thus, it is not likely to believe that the delay is caused by
complications with the Frontex translation service alone; yet it may
have contributed to a delay of the process.
These findings may suggest that internal discussions and
negotiations between Frontex officials and Cape Verdean officials can
account for the delays of approval of the working arrangement. One
Frontex official (Interview 8 2010) confirms that the internal
discussions have taken considerable time with Cape Verde, and that
they have been much longer and more complicated than what has
been the case of Moldova and Georgia.
The working arrangement needs to be established in a
transparent way visible for member states and the management
board. The management board is given mandate to start
negotiations with the third country and the negotiation
happens in a certain pace. It takes some time before the
arrangement can be concluded and this depends on issues on
both the European and Cape Verdean side.
(Interview 8 2010)
Frontex can only be considered as one voice among many actors, and
this might cause delays in the negotiating process as well. In front of
the other actors (international organisations, the USA, Russia and
other third countries) Frontex positions itself as a coordinator, and
Frontex’ aim is to prevent overlapping and increase the dialogue.
Nevertheless, this comes from a Frontex official:
It is difficult for Frontex to find its role within the context of
European border management. Frontex is a quite new actor,
and there are many other actors [operating] in the field. There
are various DGs launching activities in third countries and we
see that various international organisations are working in the
field, member states have got bilateral agendas, and in addition
to this, non-EU countries like the bigger players USA and
Australia are being active in the particular region.
(Interview 8 2010)
However, as mentioned above, cooperation with a third country
might be launched by collaborating bilaterally through another
member state. In the Cape Verdean case it is interesting to see that
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Spain started bilateral cooperation with countries from West Africa
supported by Frontex already in 2006 (Interview 17 2011). This
operation was called Operation HERA, and has been called the
‘longest FRONTEX coordinated operation’ (Frontex 2010b), and
included a sea operation with vessels, planes and patrolling of the
costal areas. In the period of this operation from July 2006 until
December 2006 18 987 illegal migrants arrived to the Canary Islands
(Frontex 2010b), and over 6000 migrants were returned to their
country of origin in this period (ibid). Based on bilateral cooperation
with Spain, the West African countries of Mauritania, Senegal and
Cape Verde also participated and cooperated with Frontex (Interview
17 2011). This means that the migration pressure between West Africa
and Europe was to a large extent satisfactorily controlled already in
2006, which than again makes it possible to assume that the ‘need’
and ‘urgency’ of formalising and implementing the working
arrangement with Cape Verde, outlined in the mobility partnership,
is not as pressing than it was before. The migration routes have
appeared to change, and the need that was there in 2006 to establish a
working arrangement with Cape Verde may not be as urgent today
as it was five years ago.
With Cape Verde we have not reached very far and it is clear
that it takes time. The next phase will take time and I do not
think that the case of Cape Verde has got a high priority.
Frontex approached Cape Verde already in 2006. Spain
launched a very good cooperation with Mauritania, Senegal
and Cape Verde and I think that Cape Verde was higher
prioritised at the time of Ceuta and Melilla when a lot of
migrants died. That was horrible times and the conditions were
bad. Frontex supported Spain with resources, logistics and
coordination.
(Interview 16 2011)
However, the Rapid Border Intervention Teams (RABIT) operations
from 2010 may illustrate how Frontex has got the capacity and
resources to intervene and share their competence, when needed. The
RABIT operations started in 2010 as an initiative between Frontex and
the Greek authorities as a response to the increased pressure on the
Greek borders. The migrants arriving into Greece have traditionally
originated from Albania, Afghanistan, Somalia, Iraq and Palestine,
but these days more immigrants from the African countries have
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been observed, showing that the migration routes- normally through
Spain and Italy – have changed (Terzis 2011: 22).
The migratory pressure changes, it can increase and decrease
and it can change from region to region. These are great
challenges for the member states, and their effort to solve these
issues is under constant change. What contributed to the RABIT
intervention this autumn did not come as a surprise, and when
it started all the resources were given to this particular
operation. This operation started fast enough. We got the
money, it went well – it was urgent.
(Interview 16 2011)
At the time of writing, the working arrangement is approved by the
management board, and is now waiting to be signed by the Director
of Frontex and an official from the Cape Verdean government. Before
this arrangement is concluded no direct operational cooperation will
be started between Cape Verde and Frontex. But once this is agreed
upon Frontex will start involving the operational border control with
Cape Verde, and Frontex will play an active role in the
implementation of the mobility partnership. However, it is still too
early to say when this implementation will start. These findings show
that Frontex has been operating autonomously in the formulation
phase of the border management aspect in the mobility partnership,
and that it has served as an important actor in order to decrease the
illegal migration between West Africa and Europe through the
bilateral agreement with Spain.

An organisational perspective
How does Frontex contribute to the EU-Cape Verde mobility
partnership towards the overall objective of EU’s migration management policy? The aim of this section is to understand the empirical
findings presented above. The empirical assessment has showed that
Frontex has contributed to the mobility partnership to a large extent
by feeding the border management agenda into the partnership.
Nevertheless, the findings have shown that this is only the case, so
far, in the formulation- and not yet in the implementation phase of
the partnership. However, the fact that the agency has participated in
the formational phase is interesting as such, and also it is interesting
to see that it has contributed through bilateral cooperation with
Spain. Thus, further it will be interesting to discuss what has allowed
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Frontex to participate in such a way. Egeberg and Trondal (2010)
argue that the EU level agencies are autonomous from the national
structure, and that they to a large extent participate in the new
executive formation at the EU level. In the following section I will
discuss what has allowed Frontex to play such a role in the EU-Cape
Verde partnership, and this will be structured on the basis of the
variables presented in chapter two taken from organisational theory.

Organisational structure
Organisational size and budget
The organisational capacity of an organisation is largely connected to
its size and budgetary capacity. A large organisation would allow the
staff to be more specialised within their specific sector and as well to
have capacity and time to do their tasks. The organisational capacity
of Frontex, in terms of size and budget, seems to be rather strong.
Frontex has got a total staff of approximately 270 persons. Out of
these, 70 are national seconded experts, while 200 are permanent staff
(Interview 17 2011). Originally, Frontex consisted of mostly seconded
national experts. However, by time the permanent staff has got a more
prominent role in the agency structure. Compared with other European agencies, Frontex is one of the largest, and its budgetary and
staff capacity has increased every year since the beginning. In 2005,
the total number of staff counted 45 persons, differentiated between 27
Seconded National Experts and 17 permanent staff (40 per cent
administration, and 60 per cent in operational units) (Frontex 2005).
Frontex started with an annual budget of 3,5 million Euros in 2005
without any financial autonomy. At that time the Commission was
responsible for their budget (Frontex 2005). In 2010 Frontex’ annual
budget is 85 million Euros, and they are responsible for their own
economy. However, they are reporting to the Commission, and
Frontex staff is responsible for approving their Annual budget
together with the Management Board. The organisational capacity of
Frontex has increased with the years. Thus, in 2006 when Frontex
started cooperating with Cape Verde their capacity was not as
comprehensive as today. This might indicate why Frontex at that
time cooperated with Cape Verde through a bilateral agreement with
Spain, and why they now has got the possibility to put forward the
working arrangement. Cooperation on the basis of bilateral agreement is less costly and less complex than cooperating bilaterally.
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Moreover, the fact that Frontex established the bilateral arrangement
might indicate that working arrangement was not pushed forward at
an earlier stage, both because of capacity and because of urgence. As
mentioned above, the RABIT operations were successfully put
through in 2010, and the explanation to this may be that they were
urgent. This shows that Frontex has got the capacity to implement.
They have got the possibility to do this because of the increasing
capacity of Frontex in terms of size and budget. This may give us an
indication of why it has been possible to negotiate and start the
implementing phase of the working arrangement in 2010, while it
may have been delayed because it has not been sufficiently urgent.

Organisational demography
The organisational demography is expected to influence how the
individuals in the organisation act. One of the demographical
variables is ‘profession’ and it is expected that the profession of the
staff in an organisation matter, and more specifically this is expected
to contribute to the identity formation in the organisation in the sense
that the professional background of the officials will be of special
importance when they take decisions.
In Frontex, the interviews have showed that the professional
background of the staff has made cooperation easier because, as the
interviewees have told us: ‘police officers actually do understand
each other’ (Interview 16 2011).
The Frontex staff has got the same professional background- how
does this influence their work in the agency? The informants
expressed, to a large extent, that their professional background was
more important than their national or European affiliation in their
daily work.
It is easy to cooperate with officials with the same professional
background. I understand how other policemen think and
work, and they have a broad perspective when it comes to
border management. They are all oriented on migratory issues
and are generally oriented.
(Interview 16 2011)
This may indicate that the organisational identity in Frontex is
strengthened because the staff are mostly from the same professional
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environment – this makes it easier to cooperate, and easier to create
one specific direction for the work in the organisation. All my informants have got background from their national police or from border
guards in their respective country and most of them have been
trained in border management control before they joined Frontex.
Through cooperation and support from the Commission, the Council
and the member states, the staff expresses that Frontex has got the
possibility to strengthen and develop the common EU borders. And
with competences from both police and border control they have all
together the competence and experience needed to fulfil the Frontex
mandate. The interviewees state that their competence is divided and
shared over Europe through the participation of national police
officers from all over Europe.
My country’s external borders are no longer my national
border. My country’s external borders are all the places where
persons can cross a border in order to reach the external
borders of Europe, for instance Greece, Italy and Spain.
(Interview 17 2011)
This shows that the organisational demography in Frontex allows the
agency to operate more autonomously and coherently across
countries on border management related issues. This means that
since Frontex is operating on behalf of the member states, they all
together represent one external border instead of several. This makes
it possible to have one policy objective for all the countries
participating, and thus possible to feed the policy agenda of border
management into the mobility partnership.

Primary/secondary structure
Officials work in Frontex on a fulltime basis and hold the agency as
their primary structure. According to theory, this leads us to expect
that their identity as police officers will be strengthened. Theory tells
us that whether an organisational entity is primary or secondary
influences the actor’s way of thinking and their identity, and the fact
that Frontex serves as a primary structure makes the officials working
in Frontex more connected to the organisation, and thus more
connected to the European level. This can be seen as enhancing the
organisational capacity of Frontex, and we even see that the seconded
national experts feel that their role as border management experts is
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more important than their national background. This can be
demonstrated by the statement from this Frontex official:
My role in Frontex is mainly as an expert [on border
management]. I have built my expertise in the organisation
over time and have to a large extent been able to influence the
activity in Frontex. The seconded national experts in Frontex
have traditionally been as important in the organisation as the
permanent staff.
(Interview 17 2011)
This shows that the seconded national experts are to a large degree
participating on the same basis as the permanent staff, which may
indicate that the organisational capacity and autonomy of the agency
is enhanced. The task of the seconded national expert is to ‘make sure
that updated information from the daily border control service is
always updated within Frontex. This is why they normally are
working in Frontex for two to four years’ (Interview 17 2011). In the
beginning, Frontex was mainly composed of seconded national
experts, paid by their national governments and police service, while
Frontex- with time- has evolved has an organisation with more and
more permanent staff.
In the beginning the national experts had the same role and the
same tasks as the permanent staff. However, with time this has
changed. Now, the national experts serve to a large extent as a
support to the permanent staff, even though each person’s
specific competence and expertise is more important than their
position as seconded national expert or permanent staff.
(Interview 17 2011)
Professional identity is the most important question in this regard.
The national seconded experts do feel that their loyalty is mostly
related to their expertise as a police officer, however, they do know
that they are paid by their national police and that this is their
original affiliation. The findings show that their affiliation as an
expert is more important in their organisational environment than
their role as a national expert or permanent staff. The national
seconded experts are located in Warsaw and work there on full time,
on the same basis as the permanent staff. The interviewees confirm
this by stating that the affiliation of the seconded national experts is
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mainly with Frontex and that they feel more like experts on border
management than national seconded experts.
The European level is the most important level in Frontex’ daily
work, but as well I feel like there is no particular disagreement
between my country’s participation in Frontex and Frontex
ideas. Our common goal is to cooperate on border management, and that cooperation is mostly based on consensus.
(Interview 17 2011)
However, for the members of the management board the pattern is
rather different. The management board members participate in the
board on the basis of their national affiliation, and the board is their
secondary structure. However, my interviewees express that they feel
as experts in this field rather as representatives for a particular
country when participating in the board meetings. It is also claimed
that this is what dominates the discussions in the management boardhow to improve the common objective of border management, rather
than how to improve the border management in one specific country.
The decisions in the management board are also, to a large extent,
taken on the basis of consensus.
This strong trend over time, that the seconded national experts are
given autonomy and are treated as equals with the permanent staff,
may be used as an indicator for why Frontex has been able to contribute significantly in the border management in Europe, and especially since Frontex used to be composed of seconded national experts.
In 2006 when Frontex started to cooperate bilaterally with Spain most
of the staff working in the organisation was seconded national
experts. Because of this it may be reasonable to believe that since they
felt as an important part of the organisation the organisational
capacity of the organisation increased as well, making Frontex
efficient and autonomous and allowing Frontex to involve in bilateral
projects such as the HERA operations even though findings may
have indicated that their resources were more limited at that time.
When asking both the permanent staff and the seconded national
experts on the task of Frontex, they say that the task of Frontex is to
make sure that the management of the external borders is coordinated
between the participating member states. As well, they highlight the
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task that Frontex have on developing a common standard at the
European level instead of several different standards all along Europe.
That Frontex actually fed the policy agenda into the EU-Cape Verde
mobility partnership contributing to the formulation of the partnership is interesting. Whereas the original assumption was that the
mobility partnership contributed to the development of the working
arrangement, this study shows that Frontex’ cooperation with Cape
Verde started ahead of the partnership.
if there was a gap between the complete overview in the
scoreboard and the work of Frontex […] let’s say […] if the
Frontex activities would not be listed in there then we would not
sit around the table to match how our ideas and the knowledge
on what we have on the needs of a particular country to match it
with all proposed activities which are brought in by the member
states. That’s why we decided to take part in the mobility
partnership when we were invited by the Commission. Most and
for all it is first a Frontex activity. We are not, let’s say [...] I do
not know how to explain this. It could happen that the
Commission is offering the mobility partnership to particular
countries where third countries have no cooperation with
Frontex, but we would not go and operate with a particular third
country because the Commission launches a mobility
partnership. But until now it has matched with Moldova,
Georgia and Cape Verde. And with Cape Verde we were already
negotiating before the mobility partnership was launched.
(Interview 8 2010)
This shows us that the policy officers working with the mobility
partnership did not take the initiative to include border management
into the partnership. The cooperation between Frontex and the third
country was actually established before the mobility partnership,
thus it is more reasonable to believe that Frontex itself introduced the
border management aspect into the partnership. As we have seen
above, the reason for why this may have been possible can be
accounted for through an organisational perspective. The organisational capacity of the EU-level agency in terms of budget and size
has increased since the start in 2005, the professional background of
the staff is enhancing the capacity of the organisation because they
work well together. The fact that Frontex is their primary structure
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strengthen the capacity of the organisation and enhance their
possibility to act as an EU-level agency in order to enhance the coordination of the member states participating in the European border
management. This may indicate that Frontex is taking part in the
executive formation at the EU-level creating a supranational identity
enhancing the organisational capacity of the agency.

Summary
The aim of the chapter has been to assess, empirically, how Frontex
contribute to the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership. The initial
expectation was that Frontex was to participate in the implementation of the partnership, and by this making the mobility partnership
more focused on border management, even though the partnership
has been promoted as a facilitator of circular migration and migration
management nexus.
The empirical findings show that the working arrangement with
Frontex has not yet been implemented. However, they show that
Frontex has contributed significantly to the formulation of the
partnership, and that it has, in fact, added the border management
agenda to the partnership. Why is this it? The empirical findings tell
that Frontex cooperated with Cape Verde through the bilateral
agreement with Spain already in 2006. These agreements may have
contributed to a control of the migratory flows between West Africa
and the European continent, making the need to implement the Cape
Verde-Frontex working arrangement less urgent.
Earlier studies on EU-level agencies and organisational theory have
thus been used in order to conceive how and why the Cape VerdeFrontex cooperation and the Frontex participation in the partnership
have progressed in this particular way. The independent variables of
organisational structure, organisational demography and organisational size and budget and primary/secondary structure can give
us an indication of the organisational capacity of Frontex and thus
indicate how Frontex has been able to negotiate with Cape Verde and
feed the border management agenda into the partnership.

Chapter 5
Concluding remarks

Introduction
The European political order is under constant change and
transformation. The development of common platforms for
cooperation and the development of institutions represent, to a large
extent, solutions to shared problems within this order (Olsen 2002).
Institutions are in constant development by assessing the objectives,
designing the institution and being used as an instrument to achieve
policy (Olsen 2002). In this study this is exemplified by the EU-Cape
Verde mobility partnership. The dependent variable in the thesis is
the EU migration management policy, operationalised by coordination. The starting point is the analytical claim that ‘institutions
matters’, and crucial for the analysis has been to investigate how a
process of institutionalisation – the mobility partnership – can
contribute to a change of the EU migration management policy. In
order to investigate this more in detail, the EU-level agency Frontex
has been brought in to the study. This has made it possible to
investigate the contribution of the border management in the
mobility partnership, and to what extent Frontex has contributed to
the evolution of the EU-Cape Verde partnership.
I started out asking whether the partnership contributes to a change
of the overall migration management policy, and accordingly showed
that the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership has contributed to the
overall migration management policy in the sense of coordination
between the EU member states, the Commission and Frontex.
Furthermore, we have seen that Frontex’ participation has contributed by feeding the border management agenda into the mobility
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partnership. Frontex has not contributed, as originally expected, in
the implementation, but rather in the formulation of the EU-Cape
Verde partnership. These two findings may show that the
coordination of the EU migration management has changed with the
establishment of the mobility partnership because, as seen in the
analyses, we see a difference in the cooperation between the member
states and the European institutions. Patterns of cooperation that
were not there earlier are now present.
In this chapter I will first present the findings concerning how
Frontex contributes to the partnership followed by a presentation of
the findings concerning how the mobility partnership contributes to a
change of the overall migration management policy and relate this to
dynamics in the EU migration policy. Next, I will widen the debate
by discussing the choice of theory and suggest how other theoretical
approaches could have contributed to the study. Finally, I will place
this thesis in a broader context: in what way does it contribute to the
studies on European migration management and the European
integration process, and how may this be studied further?

Main findings
Originally, one would expect an EU-level agency to be more influential
on the implementation of policy than the formulation of policy
(Trondal and Egeberg 2010) however, the findings from this study
show that Frontex, up until now, has contributed in the formulation
rather than the implementation phase of the partnership. After studying the timeline it has been demonstrated that Frontex has a strong role
in the preparatory stages of the partnership, but it has not yet been able
to implement what has been outlined in the Joint Declaration.
The reason for including Frontex in the study has been to investigate
how Frontex contributes to the mobility partnership towards the
overall objective of EU’s migration management policy. Since the
main purpose of this thesis has been to investigate the coordination of
the EU migration management policy, the study of Frontex has
contributed to understand the coordination of the EU migration
management in a broader context and within the aspect of border
management. The hypothesis was developed from an organisational
perspective and the expectations were that Frontex, because of its
organisational structure would lead to a more efficient border
management policy within the framework of the partnership. Since
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Frontex is assigned with border management in the mobility
partnership we would expect the mobility partnership to be enhancing the coordination of the border management in the EU.
The main findings show that Frontex has contributed to the EU-Cape
Verde mobility partnership. More specifically, since Frontex started
to negotiate with Cape Verde over two years before the partnership
was established, Frontex has contributed by feeding the border
management agenda into the mobility partnership. However, the
formulation of the working arrangement has not yet led to any
implementation. Because of its organisational capacity, Frontex has –
prior to the mobility partnership – been able to participate in bilateral
agreements with Spain. Through the HERA operation Frontex
contributed with resources and coordination to the operation, which
may have contributed to decrease the migratory pressure between
West Africa and Europe. This may have contributed to make the
working arrangement with Cape Verde less urgent, and might imply
why it has not yet been implemented. At that time, the capacity of
Frontex, in terms of budget and staff was modest compared with
today, which may indicate why they contributed in a bilateral
agreement rather than focusing on the working arrangement with
Frontex. Yet, lack of organisational capacity in Frontex is not the
reason why the working arrangement has not been implemented,
which may be illustrated by the RABIT operation in Greece where
Frontex relocated resources and contributed significantly. Organisational theory has been helpful in order to account for the contribution of Frontex in the partnership, and has been used more specifically to illustrate how organisational capacity can give an EU-level
agency ‘action capacity’. The idea of bounded rationality is important
in this regard, because this is what gives the actors a certain action
capacity based on the organisational structure of the organisation.
We have seen that Frontex contributes, then what have been found by
studying the EU-Cape Verde partnership? This thesis started out with
the desire to recognise to what extent EU-Cape Verde mobility
partnership contributed to a change to the overall management
policy in the EU, and it found out that the mobility partnership may
have contributed to change the overall migration management policy
in the EU. With the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership features of a
common policy through the process of institutionalisation of the
partnership can be seen. Institutionalisation is recognised by the
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development of rules, standard operating procedures and a shared
understanding of legitimate resources. Through the patterns of
cooperation and patterns of interaction established with the
partnership it is possible to discern the establishment of these
features. As initially expected, the mobility partnership has provided
the participating member states and institutions with a common set
of shared language which have made the migration cooperation more
holistic and effective. First of all, the findings show the symbolic
value of the EU-Cape Verde partnership. The mobility partnership is
not initiating migration projects, but can rather be seen as a way of
structuring the migration management policy in a new way. From the
interviews it has been possible to understand how rules have been
infused into the daily work of the officials working within the
partnership, and how they now perceive this as legitimate and
evident. Second, the mobility partnership has enhanced the
cooperation between the participating member states by introducing
standard operating procedures contributing to the institutionalisation
of the EU-Cape Verde partnership. The work of the DG JLS,
specifically through the development of the scoreboard and by
organising a common task force for discussing the mobility partnership, can be seen as value-added and contributes to an efficient and
more holistic migration management policy.
It has been claimed that the partnerships are not a new instrument in
the EU migration policy. This may be correct in the sense that they
are not introducing new migration projects, but they are new in the
sense that they are contributing to the coordination of the EU
migration management policy. By introducing new patterns of
cooperation and new patterns of interaction between the participating member states, the EU-level agencies and institutions and the
Cape Verdean partner country are working together under new
premises. This may indicate that the partnerships contribute to
change the EU migration management policy identified as features of
coordination that did not exist earlier.

Dynamics in the EU migration management policy
and theoretical implications
The aim of using institutional theory is to supplement rather than to
reject alternative theoretical approaches (March and Olsen 2006: 20).
The choice of applying institutional and organisational theory in this
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study is not an attempt to state that institutional theory is the only
way to investigate the recent developments of the EU migration
management policy, but these approaches are considered to be of
importance in order to understand political processes and developments in the political system. They make it possible to study how a
political process is undergoing changes on a micro level by
unpacking ‘the structures embedded in the principles of organisation
(Trondal et al. 2010: 24). This study has allowed investigating
dynamics in the recent EU migration management policy. The
migration management policy in the EU is flexible, and the nature of
the migration policy is complex. Notwithstanding, when working on
the mobility partnership and Frontex it has also been recognised that
the dynamics underpinning the migration management policy are
various, and that the mobility partnership is indeed a hybrid.
The mobility partnership is coordinated at a European level, yet the
legal aspect of the partnership is confined to the national level. The
migration projects are launched by the member states, and the
partnerships are not under the legislation of the ECJ. Frontex serves
as a coordinator and contributes with resources to the EU border
management, but the specific operations are undertaken by the
member states themselves. In itself, the partnership is contributing to
a higher level of coordination at the EU level, however this does only
include the five member states participating. Other EU member states
outside the framework of partnership are not included, and the
partnership is not a part of the Acquis communautaire17. This may
demonstrate the special nature of the partnership. Recent developments have shown that the EU migration management policy is
increasingly becoming an issue of EU competence. Yet, the mobility
partnership is not a supranational policy instrument. The Schengen
treaty allows free movements of persons within the borders of the
participating countries. This means that Cape Verdeans allowed into
the Schengen area through the mobility partnership will move freely
to countries that are not participating. This means that the
partnership influences every country in the Union, steered by only
five member states. Thus, the mobility partnership is a hybrid and a
unique cooperation within the EU migration management policy.
The Acquis communautaire refers to the common EU policy based on laws,
principles, duties and goals within the European Union (Lie 2007: 9)
17

80

Ane Kristine Djupedal

Institutional and organisational theories have allowed looking at
developments within these structures and how the mobility
partnership and Frontex contribute to the supranational coordination
of the EU migration management policy. However, these observations might demonstrate that an intergovernmental approach could
have been helpful in order to understand the recent dynamics in the
EU migration management policy. Liberal-intergovernmentalism is
one of the leading approaches in the study of European integration.
Its main argument is that developments in the European integration
are driven by rational choices and national interests in the member
states (Moravcsik 1998). This theory would have opened the
opportunity to investigate more detailed to what extent the recent
developments of coordination in the EU migration management
through the mobility partnership are results of the institutions in
which these features have been developed or results of serving the
interests of the member states. It could have broadened the debate by
encouraging to study the hybrid aspect of the partnership between
the supranational and intergovernmental. This could have invited
this study to participate, to a larger extent, in the debate concerning
dynamics in the European integration.
This section also deserves some comments on how institutional and
organisational theory is applied in the thesis. When using
institutional theory to study political outcomes there is often directed
attention to change and continuity, together with a focus of the inertia
of institutions (Peters 1999). This study does not investigate, nor
continue the debate concerning the inertia of institutions. It seeks to
investigate the birth of an institution, and it has tried to assess the
blossom and the first paths in this development. In addition, it is
important to make a remark on the way organisational theory is used
in order to investigate how Frontex contribute to the partnership. The
aim of this study has not been to study EU-level agencies nor the
executive branch of the EU administrative order as such. These
studies often deal with the autonomy of the EU-level agency, how the
agencies are coupled with the national administration or the
European administrative order. In this study it has rather been
chosen to investigate the contribution of Frontex empirically. Then
organisational theory and studies on EU-level agencies have been
used in order to discern and understand how and why Frontex has
contributed to the partnership in such a way. The organisational
theory has allowed developing hypotheses on what to expect, and the
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empirical assessment in the light of the organisational theory has
made it possible to confirm or reject these hypotheses. The
institutional and organisational approach has allowed me to
investigate changes in the EU migration policy and to reveal how the
mobility partnership has contributed to the aim of more coordination
through a process of institutionalisation, which responds to my initial
question on how the mobility partnership contributes to the EU
migration management policy.

External validity and further research
This thesis had the overall scope to fill some of the gaps in the
research on the mobility partnerships and Frontex. As mentioned in
chapter one, the mobility partnership is understudied, specifically
due to its recent creation and appearance in the EU migration
management policy. The prominent task of border management in
the mobility partnership and more specifically Frontex has not, at the
time of writing, been studied. This has made it even more rewarding
to unpack the contribution of Frontex to the mobility partnership and
has made it possible to apprehend developments that are crucial in
the relationship between Cape Verde and Europe. However, what
inferences can be drawn from this case study? A single case study
does not give the possibility to draw generalisable conclusions
(George and Bennett 2005), so how can this study contribute to the
research on European integration and migration policy? This case
study is an in-depth study of one specific partnership, and the
findings can therefore be used in order to understand parts of the
developments of the EU migration policy. This study may therefore
be useful in later studies on these topics, in so called building-block
studies. This case study does not, nor does political science in general,
make it possible to give an answer to how the mobility partnership
and Frontex will develop in the future. However, this study has
allowed me to open the black box of the relationship between Frontex
and the mobility partnership. Moreover, further studies may be used
in order to extract the remaining items in the black box and
investigate them in the same context in order to broaden up the study
of the recent dynamics in the EU migration management policy.
I have now stated that findings from this study are limited because of
the nature of single case studies, but this understudied topic deserves
indeed to be elaborated further in future research projects. First, I
would encourage continuing this study by involving the two other
cases of Moldova and Georgia. By comparing cases it would be

82

Ane Kristine Djupedal

possible to investigate where this cooperation works well and where
it works less well, as well as strengthening the findings from this
particular EU-Cape Verde case study. This would enhance the
possibility to generalise over the findings from the case study. Since
these cases are different in the sense that Moldova and Georgia
represent two potential member states to the European Union, and
Cape Verde is not, it would be possible to compare cases and get
extended knowledge on the partnerships as such, and the recent
trends in the EU migration management policy. Hence, applying the
theoretical framework used in this thesis to a larger population
would be fruitful in order to improve the external validity of the
study. Since this study does not allow investigating further the
supranational versus intergovernmental features it would be
interesting to do this in a future study. This study has indicated that
the mobility partnership is representing a change of the recent
developments by being a hybrid between the supranational coordination and an intergovernmental cooperation whilst the recent
developments in the migration management policy have supranational features. Second, an interesting study would be to follow up
on the mobility partnership with Cape Verde and Frontex. Frontex
was seen as interesting since it has been criticised for violating human
rights and creating a ‘Fortress of Europe’. This study has found that
Frontex is serving as a coordinator and provides resources to the
member states in terms of border management. However, the
contribution of Frontex to the partnership is still only in the
formulating phase. When the cooperation between Frontex and Cape
Verde becomes implemented, it would be interesting to investigate
the results of the implementation further. How does the
implementation of the working arrangement on the ground contribute
to the involvement of border management in the mobility partnership,
and how does this, if at all, contribute to change the reality of the
migrants emigrating from, and passing through the Cape Verdean
islands? In this context it would have been valuable to conduct indepth interviews with Cape Verdean officials as well. This study has
to a large extent built on information from a European perspective,
thus in future studies it would have been crucial to include the Cape
Verdean perspective. Hence, it would have been interesting to
investigate differences in the European and the Cape Verdean
approach to the value-added of the mobility partnership, if any.
This study has investigated the very beginning of the mobility partner-
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ship, with the overall aim of exploring recent developments in the EU
migration management policy. It remains to see how the mobility
partnership will evolve over time, because ‘surviving institutions are
those that have proved their worth through the test of time’ (Olsen
2009: 6), and only ‘through the test of time’ it will be possible to
advocate how the partnership contributes to change the overall
migration management policy. Only time will tell how this emerging
institutionalisation of the mobility partnership will be maintained.

References

Adcock, R. and D. Collier (2001). ‘Measurement Validity: A Shared
Standard for Qualitative and Quantitative Research’, The
American Political Science Review, 95(3): 529–546.
Afrol News (2006). ‘Cape Verde Wants Special Status at ECOWAS’,
article 2 January.
Andersen, S. S. (2001). ‘Institutional Approaches to the European
Union’, ARENA Report 3/01, Oslo: ARENA – Centre for
European Studies, University of Oslo.
Barbieri, D. and E. Ongaro (2008). ‘EU Agencies: What is Common
and What is Distinctive Compared with National-level Public
Agencies', International Review of Administrative Sciences, 74(3):
395–420.
Biernacki, P. and D. Waldorf (1981). ‘Snowball Sampling: Problems
and Techniques of Chain Referral Sampling’, Sociological
Methods and Research, 10(2): 141–163.
Bosch, P. and E. Haddad (2007). ‘Migration and Asylum: An Integral
Part of the EU’s External Policies’, Forum Natolinskie, 3(11): 1–19.
Boswell, C. (2003). ‘The “External Dimension” of EU Immigration and
Asylum Policy’, International Affairs, 79(3): 619–638.
— (2008). ‘Evasion, Reinterpretation and Decoupling: European
Commission Responses to the “External Dimension” of
Immigration and Asylum’, West European Politics, 31(3): 491–512.
Bryman, A. (2006). ‘Integrating Quantitative and Qualitative
Research: How Is It Done?’, Qualitative Research, 6(1): 97–113.
Busch, N. (1999). ‘Asylum and Immigration Policies of the EU’,
conference paper presented at the international seminar ‘EU:
Area of Justice or Orwellian Nighmare?’, University of
Tampere, Finland, 13 October 1999.

86

Ane Kristine Djupedal

Busuioc, M. (2010). The Accountability of European Agencies: Legal,
Provisions and Ongoing Practices, Delft: Eburon.
Carling, J. (2003). ‘Cartographies of Cape Verdean Transnationalism’,
Global Networks, 3(4): 533–539.
— (2004). ‘Emigration, Return and Development in Cape Verde: The
Impact of Closing Borders’, Population, Space and Place, 10(2):
113–132.
— (2008). ‘Policy Challenges Facing Cape Verde in the Areas of
Migration and Diaspora Contributions to Development’, PRIO
Paper, Oslo: Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO).
Castles, S. (2003). ‘Why Migration Policies Fail’, Ethnic and Racial
Studies, 27(2): 205–227.
Caviedes, A. (2004). ‘The Open Method of Co-ordination in
Immigration Policy: A Tool for Prying Open Fortress
Europe?’, Journal of European Public Policy, 11(2): 289–310.
Chou, M.-H. (2009a). ‘The European Security Agenda and the
“External Dimension” of EU Asylum and Migration
Cooperation’, Perspectives on European Politics and Society,
10(4): 541–559.
— (2009b). ‘European Union Migration Strategy Towards West Africa:
The Origin and Outlook of “Mobility Partnership” with Cape
Verde and Senegal’, paper presented at the EUSA Biennial
International Conference ‘Information and Ideas on the
European Union’, Los Angeles, California, 23–25 April 2009.
Chou, M.-H. and S. Carrera (2006). ‘Fiche on EU Migration Policy’, in
C. Egenhofer (ed.) Policy Coherence for Development in the EU
Council. Strategies for the Way Forward, Brussels: Centre for
European Policy Studies, pp. 137–146.
Chou, M.-H. and M. Gibert (2010). ‘From Cotonou to Circular
Migration: The EU, Senegal and the “Agreement Duplicity”’,
paper presented at the conference “Migration: A World in
Motion”, Maastricht, The Netherlands, 18–20 February 2010.
Christensen, T. and P. Lægreid (2006a). ‘Agencification and
Regulatory Reforms’, in T. Christensen and P. Lægreid (eds)
Autonomy and Regulation. Coping with Agencies in the Modern
State, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing, pp. 8–49.
— (eds) (2006b). Autonomy and Regulation. Coping with Agencies in the
Modern State, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.
DiMaggio, P.J. and W. Powell (eds) (1991). The New Institutionalism in
Organizational Analysis, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

References

87

Egeberg, M. (1999). ‘The Impact of Bureaucratic Structure on Policy
Making’, Public Administration, 77(1): 155–170.
— (2003). ‘How Bureaucratic Structure Matters: An Organizational
Perspective’, in B.G. Peters and J. Pierre (eds) Handbook of
Public Administration, London: Sage.
— (2004). ‘An Organisational Approach to European Integration:
Outline of a Complementary Perspective’, European Journal of
Political Research, 43(2): 199–219.
Egeberg, M. (ed.) (2006). Multilevel Union Administration. The
Transformation of Executive Politics in Europe, Houndmills:
Palgrave MacMillan.
Egeberg, M. and J. Trondal (2010). ‘EU-level Agencies: New Executive
Centre Formation or Vehicles for National Control?’, ARENA
Working Paper 12/10, Oslo: ARENA – Centre for European
Studies, University of Oslo.
George, A.L. and A. Bennett (2005). Case Studies and Theory
Development in the Social Sciences, Cambridge: Belfer Center for
Science and International Affairs (BCSIA), Harvard
University.
Gerring, J. (2007). Case Study Research: Principles and Practices,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Givens, T. and A. Luedtke (2004). ‘The Politics of European Union
Immigration
Policy:
Institutions,
Salience,
and
Harmonization’, Policy Studies Journal, 32(1): 145–165.
Goldstein, K. (2002). ‘Getting in the Door: Sampling and Completing
Elite Interviews’, Political Science and Politics, 35(4): 669–672.
Guiraudon, V. (2001). ‘The Constitution of a European Immigration
Policy Domain: A Political Sociology Approach', Journal of
European Public Policy, 10(2): 263–282.
Hill, M. and P. Hupe (2009). Implementing Public Policy. An
Introduction to the Study of Operation Governance, London: Sage.
Huysmans, J. (2000). ‘The European Union and the Securitization of
Migration’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 38(5): 751–777.
Kamrava, M. (2000). Politics and Societies in the Developing World,
London: Routledge.
Lavenex, S. (2006). ‘Shifting Up and Out: The Foreign Policy of
European Immigration Control’, West European Politics, 29(2):
329–350.
Lavenex, S. and R. Kunz (2008). ‘The Migration-Development Nexus
in EU External Relations’, Journal of European Integration, 30(3):
439–457.

88

Ane Kristine Djupedal

Leech, B.L. (2002). ‘Asking Questions: Techniques for Semistructured
Interviews', Political Science and Politics, 35(4): 665–668.
Leonard, S. (2009). ‘The Creation of Frontex and the Politics of
Institutionalisation in the EU External Borders Policy’, Journal
of Contemporary European Research, 5(3): 371–388.
Lie, R. (2007). EU Leksikon, Oslo: Kunnskapsforlaget.
Majone, G. (2006). ‘Managing Europeanization’, in J. Peterson and M.
Shackleton (eds) The Institutions of the European Union, Oxford:
Oxford University Press, pp. 190–209.
March, J.G. and J.P. Olsen (1989). Rediscovering Institutions: The
Organizational Basis of Politics, New York: Free Press.
— (1996). ‘Institutional Perspectives on Political Institutions’,
Governance, 9(3): 247–264.
— (1998). ‘The Institutional Dynamics of International Political
Orders', International Organization, 52(4): 943–969.
— (2006). ‘Elaborating the “New Institutionalism”’, ARENA Working
Paper 11/06, Oslo: ARENA – Centre for European Studies,
University of Oslo.
Magasinet Norsk Politi (2009). ‘25 nasjoner vokter Norges
yttergrense’, pp. 49.
Martens, M. (2010). ‘Organized Administrative Integration: The Role
of Agencies in the European Administrative System’, ARENA
Report 2/10, Oslo: ARENA – Centre for European Studies,
University of Oslo.
Moravscic, A. (1998). The Choice for Europe: Social Purpose and State
Power from Messina to Maastricht, London: Routledge.
Neal, A. W. (2009). ‘Securitization and Risk at the EU Border: The
Origins of FRONTEX’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 47(2):
333–356.
Nærland, M. H. (2005). ‘Her dør drømmen’, Dagbladet, 19 October.
Olsen, J. P. (1983). Organized Democracy, Oslo: Universitetsforlaget.
— (2002). ‘Reforming European Institutions of Governance’, Journal of
Common Market Studies, 40(4): 581–602.
— (2009). ‘Change and Continuity: An Institutional Approach to
Institutions of Democratic Government’, European Political
Science Review, 1(1): 3–32.
— (2010). Governing Through Institution Building: Institutional Theory
and Recent European Experiments in Democratic Organization,
Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Parsons, C. (2007). How to Map Arguments in Political Science, Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

References

89

Percival, D. (2008). ‘Cape Verde-EU “Special Partnership”’, The
Courier, 29 May.
Peters, B. G. (1999). Institutional Theory in Political Science: The New
Institutionalism, London: Pinter.
Peters, B. G. and J. Pierre (2006). Handbook of Public Policy, London:
Sage.
Ragsdale, L. and J. J. Theis III (1997). ‘The Institutionalization of the
American Presidency 1924–92’, American Journal of Political
Science, 41(4): 1280–1318.
Reslow, N. (2010). ‘Policy Brief: The Mobility Partnership’, No. 1,
Maastricht: Maastricht Graduate School of Governance.
Rijpma, J. (2010). ‘Frontex: Successful Blame Shifting of the Member
States?’, ARI 69, Madrid: Real Instituto Elcano.
Skeldon, R. (1997). Migration and Development: A Global Perspective,
Harlow: Longman.
Smith, K.E. (2009). ‘The Justice and Home Affairs Policy Universe:
Some Directions for Further Research’, Journal of European
Integration, 31(1): 1–7.
Steinmo, S. (2008). ‘What is Historical Institutionalism’, in D. Della
Porta and M. Keating (eds) Approaches in the Social Sciences,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Sverdrup, U. and J. Trondal (2008). The Organizational Dimension of
Politics, Oslo: Fagbokforlaget.
Tallberg, J. (2010). ‘Explaining the Institutional Foundations of
European Union Negotiations’, Journal of European Public
Policy, 17(5): 633–647.
Terzis, T. (2011). ‘Le Maillon Faible de l’espace Schengen est ici’, Le
Courrier International.
Trondal, J. (2010). An Emergent European Executive Order, Oxford:
Oxford University Press.
Trondal, J. and M. Egeberg (2010). ‘EU-level Agencies: New Executive
Centre Formation or Vehicles for National Control’, ARENA
Working Paper 12/10, Oslo: ARENA – Centre for European
Studies, University of Oslo.
Trondal, J., T. Larsson and M. Marcussen (2010). Unpacking
International Organisations: The Dynamics of Compound
Bureaucracies, Manchester: Manchester University Press.
Wolff, S. (2006). ‘The Externalisation of Justice and Home Affairs to
the Southern Neighbours: The EU's Dilemmas in the Fight
Against Terrorism’, paper presented at the EuroMeSCo

90

Ane Kristine Djupedal

Annual Conference ‘Paths to Democracy and Inclusion Within
Diversity’, Istanbul, Turkey, 5–7 October 2006.
— (2008). ‘Border Management in the Mediterranean: Internal,
External and Ethical Challenges’, Cambridge Review of
International Affairs, 21(2): 253–271.
Wolff, S., N. Wichmann and G. Mounier (2009). ‘The External
Dimension of Justice and Home Affairs: A Different Security
Agenda for the EU?’, Journal of European Integration, 31(1): 9–23.
Yin, R. K. (2003). Case Study Research: Design and Methods, 3rd edition,
Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications.

Electronic and primary sources
Cotonou Agreement (2000 and 2005). ‘Partnership Agreement
between the Member States of the African, Caribbean and
Pacific Group of States of the One Part, and the European
Community and its Member States, of the Other Part’, The
European Community, Brussels.
Council (2005). ‘A Strategy for the External Dimension of JHA: Global
Freedom, Security and Justice’, 14366/3/05 REV 3, Council of
the European Union, Brussels.
Council (2008a). ‘Joint Declaration on a Mobility Partnership Between
the European Union and the Republic of Cape Verde’, 9460/08,
13, Council of the European Union, Brussels.
Council (2008b). ‘Joint Declaration on a Mobility Partnership between
the European Union and the Republic of Moldova’, 9460/08 17,
Council of the European Union, Brussels.
Council Document (2009). ‘Joint Declaration of the Mobility
Partnership between the European Union and Georgia’,
16396/09 12, Council of the European Union, Brussels.
ECOWAS
(1975).
Treaty
of
Ecowas
<http://www.comm.ecowas.int/sec/index.php?id=treaty&lan
g=en > [accessed 20.02.2011].
European Commission (2000). ‘Scoreboard to Review Progress on the
Creation of an Area of 'Freedom, Security and Justice' in the
European Union’, COM(2000) 167 Final/2, 26, office for Official
Publications of the European Communities, Brussels.
European Commission (2006). ‘The Global Approach to Migration on
year on: Towards a Comprehensive European Migration Policy’,
COM(2006) 735 Final, 33, office for Official Publications of the
European Communities, Brussels.

References

91

European Commission (2007). ‘On Circular Migration and mobility
partnerships between the European Union and third countries’,
COM(2007) 0248, Communication from the Commission to the
Council and the European Parliament, office for Official
Publications of the European Communities, Brussels.
European Commission (2009). ‘Commission Staff Working
Document. Mobility Partnership as a Tool of the Global
Approach to Migration’, SEC(2009), 1240 Final, 13, office for
Official Publications of the European Communities, Brussels.
European Parliament (1999). ‘Tampere European Council 15 and 16
October
Presidency
Conclusions’.
Available
at:
<http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/tam_en.htm>
[accessed 10.08.2010].
Frontex (2005). ‘Frontex General Report 2005’, Frontex Warsaw.
Available
at:
<http://www.frontex.europa.eu/gfx/frontex/files/justyna/ge
neral_report_2005_en[1].pdf [accessed 01.12.2010].
Frontex (2006). ‘Frontex General Report 2006’, Frontex, Warsaw.
Available
at:
<http://www.frontex.europa.eu/gfx/frontex/files/justyna/an
nual_report_2006[1].pdf > [accessed 08.12.210].
Frontex (2010a). ‘Frontex Structure Chart’, in Frontex Available at :
<
http://www.frontex.europa.eu/structure/>
[accessed
08.12.2010].
Frontex (2010b). ‘Irregular immigration hits new low’, Frontex,
Warsaw.
Available
at:
<http://www.frontex.europa.eu/newsroom/news_releases/art
68.html> [accessed 07. 07.2010].
Frontex (2010c). ‘Longest FRONTEX coordinated operation – HERA,
the
Canary
Islands’,
Frontex.
Available
at:
<www.frontex.europa.eu> [accessed 05.01.2011].
Frontex (2010d). ‘Seconded National Experts’, Frontex, Available at:
<http://www.frontex.europa.eu/job_opportunities/seconded_
national_experts/>, [accessed 11.01.2011].
Official Journal of the EU (1997). ‘Treaty of Amsterdam Amending the
Treaty on European Union, the Treaties Establishing the European
Communities and Related Acts’, Official Journal C 340, Brussels.
Official Journal of the EU (2004). ‘Council Regulation (EC) No
2007/2004 on Establishing a European Agency for the
Management of Operational Cooperation at the External

92

Ane Kristine Djupedal

Borders of the Member States of the European Union’, L 349/1,
Brussels.
World Bank (2010). ‘Cape Verde: Data and Statistics’. Available at:
<http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/COUNT
RIES/AFRICAEXT/CAPEVERDEEXTN/0,,menuPK:349649~
pagePK:141132~piPK:141109~theSitePK:349623,00.html>
[accessed 24.02.2011].

Interviews
Interview 1 (2010). The Norwegian delegation to the EU, 22 June,
Brussels, Belgium.
Interview 2 (2010). The permanent representation of a European country to
the EU and JHA officer, Management Board representative, 23 June,
Brussels, Belgium.
Interview 3 (2010). DG JLS, policy officer, 24 June 2010, Brussels,
Belgium.
Interview 4 (2010). Council secretariat, 25 June 2010, Brussels, Belgium.
Interview 5 (2010). Permanent representation of France to the EU, 25
June, Brussels, Belgium.
Interview 6 (2010). DG Development, policy officer, 25 June, Brussels,
Belgium.
Interview 7 (2010). Council secretariat (telephone), 29 July, Brussels,
Belgium.
Interview 8 (2010). Frontex, external relations officer (telephone), 3
August, Warsaw, Poland.
Interview 9 (2010). Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Luxembourg,
(telephone), 2 August, Luxembourg.
Interview 10 (2010). European Commission delegation (telephone), 3
August, Praia, Cape Verde.
Interview 11 (2010). Frontex, external relations officer (telephone), 10
August, Warsaw, Poland.
Interview 12 (2010). DG Justice, Freedom and Security policy officer
(telephone), 10 August, Brussels, Belgium.
Interview 13 (2010). Frontex, Joint operations Unit officer (telephone), 11
August, Warsaw, Poland.
Interview 14 (2010). Frontex, Training Unit officer, (telephone), 19
August, Warsaw, Poland.
Interview 15 (2010). Frontex, External Relations officer, (telephone), 6
September, Warsaw, Poland.

References

93

Interview 16 (2011). Frontex, Management Board representative,
(telephone and e-mail correspondence), 10 January, Warsaw,
Poland.
Interview 17 (2011). Frontex, Seconded National Expert, Joint Operations
Unit, (telephone and e-mail correspondence), 11 January,
Warsaw, Poland.

E-mail correspondences
Correspondence 1 (2010). Cape Verde official Ministry for Foreign
Affairs, 9 August and 19 August, Praia, Cape Verde.
Correspondence 2 (2010). Frontex Information and Transparency Unit,
24 August, Warsaw, Poland.
Correspondence 3 (2010). Frontex Information and Transparency Unit,
27 September, Warsaw, Poland.
Correspondence 4 (2010). International Organization for Migration
(IOM), 1 November, Praia, Cape Verde.

Appendix

Appendix A
Interview Guide no. 1: The Commission, Permanent Representations,
the Council
(1) Personal information
a. Position
b. Policy field
c. Description of work
(2) The EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership
a. How do you perceive your role in the mobility
partnership
b. How do you understand this policy instrument? Main
purpose, impact on EU migration management policy,
impact on the member states etc.
c. Do you see any difference before and after the mobility
partnership?
i. More efficient, more
practices, resources?

coordination,

best

d. How do you understand the motivation for creating
the EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership?
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(3) The role of your country/institution in the EU-Cape Verde
partnership
a. How do you understand the task of your
country/institution within the framework of the
partnership?
b. Why did you choose to participate? Main motivation
c. Do you see any impacts?
(4) EU-level institutions
a. Are you in contact with institutions in the EU? When,
how?
b. Has the contact changed with the establishment of the
EU-Cape Verde partnership?
(5)Frontex
a. How do you understand that Frontex is participating
in the EU-Cape Verde partnership
b. Does Frontex’ participation makes any difference?
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Appendix B
Interview Guide no. 2 Frontex officals (Frontex officials, seconded
national experts, board members)
(1) Personal information
a. Position –since when?
b. Policy field
c. Description of work
(2) How would you describe the main tasks of Frontex?
(3) How and to what extent do you believe that Frontex may
influence the European border management?
(4) Description of Frontex’ work in practice
a. Uniforms, operations, separation of tasks in various
organizational units etc.
(5) Contact with other European institutions?
a. Often? Which institutions?
(6) Contact and cooperation with third countries?
a. Development of the working arrangements
b. Negotiation of working arrangement
(7) The EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership
a. What is the role of Frontex
b. How do Frontex contribute thus far
c. What is planned?
d. Relationship between the Annex in
Declaration and the participation thus far
e. What has been easy, what has been difficult?
(8) Identity
a. National versus European identity?

the
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b. Expert versus national expert?
c. Identity in the organization?
(9) Capacity
a. Budget
b. Resources
c. Size

(10) Management board
a. Description of a standard meeting: time, topics,
discussions
b. How are the various cases presented?
c. Consensus, votation?
d. How do you prepare?
e. How do you perceive the meetings? Effective? Well
prepared? Discussion?
f.

Identity: national or European?

g. Expert on border
representative?

management

or

national

h. How do the Commission members participate?
i.

Difference between the MB decisions and the agency’s
decisions?

ARENA Reports
11/7:

Ane Kristine Djupedal: “Recent Developments in the EU Migration
Management Policy: EU-Cape Verde Mobility Partnership, FRONTEX
and the Management of the European Borders”

11/6:

Anne Linn Fløttum Høen: “Democratic Deliberation between Citizens in
the EU: Is Plurilingualism and Multiculturalism Compatible with
Democratic Deliberation?”

11/5:

Flavia Carbonell, Agustín José Menéndez and John Erik Fossum (eds):
“Hope, reluctance or fear? The Democratic Consequences of the Case
Law of the European Court of Justice”

11/4:

Christian Joerges and Tommi Ralli (eds): “After Globalisation: New
Patters of Conflict and their Sociological and Legal Re-constructions”
(RECON Report No 15)

11/3:

Christian Joerges and Tommi Ralli (eds): “European Constitutionalism
without Private Law – Private Law without Democracy” (RECON
Report No 14)

11/2:

Rainer Forst and Rainer Schmalz-Bruns (eds): “Political Legitimacy and
Democracy in Transnational Perspective” (RECON Report No 13)

11/1:

Bernhard Aaboe Jensen: “En nasjonal, føderal eller regionaleuropeisk
Union? En studie av Dansk Folkepartis og Venstres vurdering av EUs
konstitusjonstraktat og Lisboa-traktat”

10/6:

Pieter de Wilde: “How Politicisation Affects European Integration:
Contesting the EU Budget in the Media Parliaments of the Netherlands,
Denmark and Ireland”

10/5:

Mathias Johannessen: “Single Sky – Single Interest? National Interest
Organizations and Their Ability to Establish and Make Use of a
Common EU-level Platform”

10/4:

Magdalena Góra and Zdzisław Mach (eds): ”Collective Identitiy and
Democracy. The Impact of EU Enlargement” (RECON Report No 12)

10/3:

Erik O. Eriksen and John Erik Fossum (eds): “What Democracy for What
Europe” (RECON Report No 11)

10/2:

Maria Martens: “Organized Administrative Integration. The Role of
Agencies in the European Administrative System”

10/1:

Anne Elizabeth Stie: “Co-decision – The Panacea for EU Democracy?”

09/7:

Raúl Letelier and Agustín José Menéndez (eds): “The Sinews of
European Peace: Reconstituting the Democratic Legitimacy of the Socioeconomic Constitution of the European Union” (RECON Report No 10)

09/6:

Ingrid Weie Ytreland “Connecting Europe through Research
Collaborations? A Case Study of the Norwegian Institute of Public

Health”
09/5:

Silje Gjerp Solstad: “Konkurransetilsynet – et sted mellom Norge og
EU?”

09/4:

Nina Merethe Vestlund: “En integrert europeisk administrasjon? Statens
legemiddelverk i en ny kontekst”

09/3:

Carlos Closa (ed.): “The Lisbon Treaty and National Constitutions:
Europeanisation and Democratic Implications” (RECON Report No 9)

09/2:

Erik O. Eriksen and John Erik Fossum (eds): “RECON – Theory in
Practice” (RECON Report No 8)

09/1:

Rainer Nickel (ed.): “Conflict of Laws and Laws of Conflict in Europe
and Beyond: Patterns of Supranational and Transnational Juridification”
(RECON Report No 7)

08/8:

Savino Ruà: ”The Europeanization of the Ministry of the Foreign Affairs
of Finland”

08/7:

Dirk Peters, Wolfgang Wagner and Nicole Deitelhoff (eds): “The Parliamentary Control of European Security Policy” (RECON Report No 6)

08/6:

Ulrike Liebert and Hans-Jörg Trenz (eds): “Reconstituting Democracy
from Below: New Approaches to Civil Society in the New Europe”
(RECON Report No 5)

08/5:

Christian Joerges and Poul F. Kjaer (eds): “Transnational Standards of
Social Protection: Contrasting European and International Governance”
(RECON Report No 4)

08/4:

Agustín José Menéndez and John Erik Fossum (eds): “The PostSovereign Constellation: Law and Democracy in Neil D. MacCormick’s
Legal and Political Theory”

08/3:

Andreas Heskestad: “Fra nasjonale enklaver til multinasjonale enheter?
En kartlegging av Europakommisjonens kabinetter 1995-2007”

08/2:

Nina Fredrikke Meyer Stensholt: “Between Norms and Interests – EU
Democracy Promotion in the Mediterranean Neighbourhood”

08/1:

Martine Matre Bonarjee: “Primus inter pares? The Parliamentarisation
and Presidentialisation of the European Commission: between
European integration and organisational dynamics

07/8:

Erik O. Eriksen (ed.): “How to Reconstitute Democracy in Europe?
Proceedings from the RECON Opening Conference” (RECON Report
No 3)

07/7:

Joakim Parslow: “Turkish Political Parties and the European Union:
How Turkish MPs Frame the Issue of Adapting to EU Conditionality”

07/6:

Jonathan P. Aus: “Crime and Punishment in the EU: The Case of
Human Smuggling”

07/5:

Marit Eldholm: “Mot en europeisk grunnlov? En diskursteoretisk
analyse av Konventet for EUs fremtid”

07/4:

Guri Rosén: “Developing a European public sphere – a conceptual
discussion”

07/3:

Hans-Jörg Trenz, Maximilian Conrad and Guri Rosén: “The
Interpretative Moment of European Journalism - The impact of media
voice in the ratification process” (RECON Report No 2)

07/2:

John Erik Fossum, Philip Schlesinger and Geir Ove Kværk (eds): “Public
Sphere and Civil Society? Tranformations of the European Union”

07/1:

Agustín José Menéndez (ed.): “Altiero Spinelli - From Ventotene to the
European Constitution” (RECON Report No 1)

06/2:

Even Westerveld: “Sverige eller svenskenes EU? ” - hvordan ulike
oppfatninger av EU kan påvirke valget av prosedyre for ratifiseringen av
EU-grunnloven.

06/1:

Erik Oddvar Eriksen, Christian Joerges and Florian Rödl (eds): “Law and
Democracy in the Post-National Union”.

05/9:

Camilla Myhre: “Nettverksadministrative systemer i EU? En studie av
det norske Post- og teletilsynet”

05/8:

John Erik Fossum (ed.): “Constitutional processes in Canada and the EU
compared”

05/7:

Espen D.H. Olsen: “Mellom rettigheter, kultur og cosmopolis: En
teoretisk og empirisk analyse av europeisering og statsborgerskap”

05/6:

Marianne Takle: “From Ethnos to Demos? Changes in German Policy on
Immigration”

05/5:

Ingvild Jenssen: “The EU’s minority policy and Europe’s Roma:
Cultural differentiation or cosmopolitan incorporation?”

05/4:

Grete Berggård Feragen: “Europeisering av norsk gasspolitikk”

05/3:

Erik O. Eriksen, John Erik Fossum and Agustín José Menéndez: “The
European Constitution: the Rubicon Crossed?”

05/2:

Helene Sjursen (ed.): “Enlargement in perspective”

05/1:

Gitte Hyttel Nørgård: “Mod et netværk-administrativt system i EU? Et
studie af den danske IT og Telestyrelse”

04/9:

Agustín José Menéndez and Erik Oddvar Eriksen (eds): “Fundamental
Rights through Discourse. On Robert Alexy’s Legal Theory – European
and Theoretical Perspectives”

04/8:

Geir-Martin
Blæss:
“EU
og
Habermas’
diskursteoretiske
demokratimodell. Et prosedyremessig rammeverk for et postnasjonalt
demokrati?”

04/7:

Veronika Witnes Karlson: “EU – en normativ internasjonal aktør?. En
analyse av Russland i EUs utenrikspolitikk”

04/6:

Frode Veggeland: “Internasjonalisering og styring av matpolitikk.
Institusjoners betydning for staters atferd og politikk”

04/5:

Carlos Closa and John Erik Fossum (eds.) “Deliberative Constitutional
Politics in the EU”

04/4:

Jan Kåre Melsæther: “Valgt likegyldighet. Organiseringen
europapolitisk informasjon i Stortinget og Riksdagen”

04/3:

Karen Pinholt: “Influence through arguments? A study of the
Commission's influence on the climate change negotiations”

04/2:

Børge Romsloe: “Mellom makt og argumentasjon: En analyse av
småstater i EUs felles utenriks- og sikkerhetspolitikk”

04/1:

Karen Fløistad: “Fundamental Rights and the EEA Agreement”

03/7:

Øivind Støle: “Europeanization in the Context of Enlargement. A Study
of Hungarian Environmental Policy”

03/6:

Geir Ove Kværk: “Legitimering gjennom rettigheter? En studie av
arbeidet med EUs Charter om grunnleggende rettigheter, og
sivilsamfunnets bidrag til dette”

03/5:

Martin Hauge Torbergsen: “Executive Dominance in a Multi-level
Polity. Europeanisation and Parliamentary Involvement in the Spanish
Autonomous Communities”

03/4:

Caroline Rugeldal: “Identitetsbygging i EU - En studie av EUs
symbolstrategi”

03/3:

Elisabeth Hyllseth: “Lovlig skatt eller ulovlig statsstøtte? En studie av
norske myndigheters respons i konflikten med ESA om den norske
ordningen med differensiert arbeidsgiveravgift”

03/2:

Erik O. Eriksen, Christian Joerges and Jürgen Neyer (eds.): “European
Governance, Deliberation and the Quest for Democratisation”

03/01:

Maria Hasselgård: “Playing games with values of higher importance?
Dealing with ‘risk issues’ in the Standing Committee on Foodstuffs”.

02/11:

Tommy Fredriksen: “Fra marked til plan. Europeisering av norsk
lakseeksport”.

02/10:

Thomas A. Malla: “Nasjonalstat og region i den nye økonomien. En
studie av hvordan betingelsene for politisk regulering av næringslivet i
EU endres gjennom utbredelsen av markeder for elektronisk handel”.

02/9:

Anne Elizabeth Stie: “Preconditions for Democracy: National Identity
Versus Constitutional Patriotism. A Theoretical Analysis of the German
Federal Constitutional Court’s Maastricht Judgement”.

02/8:

Marianne Riddervold: “Interesser, verdier eller rettigheter? En analyse
av danske posisjoner i EUs utvidelsesprosess”.

av

02/7:

Helene Sjursen (ed.): “Enlargement and the Finality of the EU”

02/6:

Various contributors: “Democracy and European Governance: Towards
a New Political Order in Europe?” Proceedings from the ARENA
European Conference 2002

02/5:

Erik Oddvar Eriksen, John Erik Fossum and Agustín José Menéndez
(eds.): “Constitution Making and Democratic Legitimacy”

02/4:

Heidi Moen: “Fører alle veger til Brussel? En studie av Vegdirektoratets
tilpasning til EU og EØS-avtalen”

02/3:

Trygve Ugland: “Policy Re-Categorization and
Europeanisation of Nordic Alcohol Control Policies”

02/2:

Julie Wedege: “Sosial rettferdighet og normativ legitimitet – En analyse
av potensielle sosialpolitiske utviklinger i EU”

02/1:

Øyvind Mehus Sjursen: “To motpoler konvergerer – En analyse av
britisk og tysk tilnærming til politi- og strafferettssamarbeidet i EU”

01/8:

Erik Oddvar Eriksen, John Erik Fossum and Agustín José Ménendez
(eds): “The Chartering of Europe – The Charter of Fundamental Rights
in Context”

01/7:

Jarle Trondal: “Administrative Integration Across Levels of Governance
– Integration through Participation in EU-Committees”

01/6:

Marthe Indset: “Subsidiaritetsprinsippet i EU etter IGC-96”

01/5:

Liv Kjølseth: “Konflikt eller samarbeid? En analyse av medlemsstatenes
adferd under Agenda 2000-forhandlingene og det institusjonelle
forhandlingssystemet i EU”

01/4:

Various Contributors: “Shaping the Union? Nordic Presidencies in the
EU” Proceedings from the ARENA Annual conference 2000.

01/3:

Svein S. Andersen (ed): “Institutional Approaches to the European
Union - proceedings from an ARENA workshop”

01/2:

Maria Martens: “Europeisering gjennom overvåkning - En studie av
ESAs opprettelse og virkemåte”

01/1:

Inger Johanne Sand: “Changes in the functions and the Relations of Law
and Politics-Europeanization, Globalization and the Role of the New
Technologies”

Integration

–

The EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership was adopted to facilitate migration
management between the European Union and the West African country of Cape
Verde. The European Agency for the Management of Operational Cooperation
at the External Borders (Frontex) is tasked with the border management within
this specific partnership, as the only EU-level agency.
This report studies this policy instrument in order to understand the recent
developments in the EU migration management policy, the nature of the partnership and how it contributes to the coordination of the overall migration
management policy. It finds that the mobility partnership contributes to the EU
migration management policy through enhanced cooperation and interaction
between the participating member states. Through rules, standard operating
procedures and a shared understanding, the mobility partnership is becoming
institutionalized. This process may indicate a change in the overall migration
management policy contributing to a more coordinated EU migration policy.
Frontex has contributed to feed the border management agenda into the
EU-Cape Verde mobility partnership, and this has been possible because of its
organizational capacity.
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