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1. Introduction 
The concept of civil society has long occupied a central place in the social scientific research. This paper shows that civil society has an extremely wide application depending upon the national, regional and local contexts but also on the discourses within which it is articulated. As such, it is open to diverse interpretations. The empirical research conducted in eight case study areas
 indicate that civil society has indeed diverse, and sometimes, contradictory definition and meanings. The question that this paper attempts to address is what the concept of civil society means in different countries in the EU’s neighbourhood. This research illustrates the diversity of civil society groups as much as it reveals the potential for conflict and power imbalances inherent in civil society. The fact that civil society means different things to different people needs to be reflected in our understanding and conceptualising of civil society. Instead of seeing civil society as a counterbalance to the state or its ‘watchdog’, this paper argues for a broader and contextual definition of civil society with its cultural and historical particularities. 
This paper begins by sketching the nature of the debate over ‘civil society’. The second section looks at the dynamics and nature of newly emerging transnational networks among CSOs across the neighbourhood and the role of the EU in promoting civil society. The third section examines both restraining and enabling of the relationships between civil society and the state. This is followed by a discussion of cross-border cooperation practices among CSOs in the EU’s Neighbourhood. 
2. Civil Society as a Conceptual Minefield 
As indicated in the introduction, civil society remains a difficult and highly debated concept and it would be misleading to suggest that there is consensus on its definition even within the core states of the EU. There is considerable disagreement about what might be included under the rubric of civil society and where its boundaries might be drawn. Some have excluded economic activity; others associate civil society with social, political and civil rights. Some observers, notably of recent East European developments, see civil society as the source of opposition to the authoritarian or totalitarian state; others see it as effectively co-opted, penetrated and manipulated by the state. Advocates of transnational civil society, see it as a necessary democratic counterbalance to globalisation dominated by the large corporations and the most powerful states. The emphasis is on the non-national and universal orientation of civil society where conflicts and contestations are no longer exclusively of national character. 

The first meaning is based on recent European experiences of civil society becoming increasingly separated from the state. Accordingly state is as an indispensable and benevolent protector of civil society. In similar way the work of Cohen and Arato (1994) tries to develop a more interactive view of the relationship between the state and civil society highlighting the more active quality of civil society: the politics of influence exercised by actors in civil society both over itself and over political society. Thus, civil society mobilisation is not just about changing the state, it is also about positively transforming civil society itself. However, the empirical research shows that these views of civil society as ‘autonomous’ or separate from the state, either guaranteed by the state or as a source of opposition to it, are inadequate for the situation in the EU’s Neighbourhood where states continue to have a strong influence. 
The second school of thought promotes an idea of ‘active’ or responsible citizenship via community involvement. The future of civil society is the creation of social partnerships, involving state agencies, and the community, that will arguably result in the eventual devolution of power to the community. Some argue that communitarian approach to civil society is more significant in established democracies in the West rather than in the Easter European countries which have experienced political transformations (Mihaylova, 2004). Furthermore, as research shows the low civic participation and mistrust to all forms of organisations are widespread in Eastern part of the Neighbourhood. 
The third perspective on civil society identified by Edwards (2004) is one that equates civil society with the public sphere. Civil society, whether national or global, thus requires a public sphere around which to cohere. Thus in its guise as the public sphere civil society becomes the arena for argument and deliberation as well as for association and institutional collaboration: a “non-legislative, extra-judicial, public space in which societal differences, social problems, public policy, government action and matters of community and cultural identity are developed and debated” (McClain and Fleming, 2000). Moreover, the public sphere is a key element of democracy and cannot be reduced to a function of either the state or civil society. This understanding of civil society is equally problematic because it undermines the power inequalities that characterise the neighbouring societies and that can lead to situation where the loudest voices win. 
2.  The EU’s role in promoting civil society
The expectation that the EU should help to construct European civil society has gained attention in the academic debates and policy research. There is a tacit “Western” understanding that a strong civil society not only promotes public interests but that it is a necessary precondition for democracy. Accordingly, Western governments, non-profit organisations and various international organisations have provided funding for the support of civil society, with the assumption that this is a crucial aspect of the transition to and consolidation of democracy. 

The European dimension of civil society is promulgated in particular by the Commission, the Council of Europe and the Parliament. It seems to be widely understood that the civil society dimension is vital in order for the EU’s policies to boost links with its ‘ring of friends’ and, thus, to deepen the integration between the Union and its neighbours. To be more precise, the role of civil society is noted in the ENP strategy paper with reference to a number of different spheres: youth work, science and education, culture and cross-border cooperation, the environment, the fight against corruption, local administration.
 The EC Communication from 2006 suggests that the civil society participation should go beyond exchanges and cooperation programmes: 

‘We must encourage partner governments to allow appropriate participation by civil society representatives as stakeholders in the reform process, whether in preparation of legislation, the monitoring of its implementation or in developing national or regional initiatives related to the ENP.’ (COM (2006) 726:7)

The EU’s policy of strengthening ‘civil society’ (in opposition to the state socialism) as a means of spreading western values of ‘democracy’, the rule of law’, and the ‘free market’. In this respect, civil society is seen as a tool for a deeper European integration, democratisation and promotion of liberal economic markets. CSOs are considered key actors in the promotion of good governance. 
Despite the EU’s mission to spread its values in its Neighbourhood the influence of the US and various transnational CSOs and donors (to name few Open Society Institute, The FORD foundation, The Mott Foundation) remains strong. Another strong case is being made for viewing global or transnational civil society as an actually existing reality, leading to an interesting situation where there appears to be much global than European civil society in some of the case studies (e.g. Turkey, Poland). Another important actor in transnational co-operation between Poland and eastern neighbouring states is RITA the “Region in Transition” programme
 funded by PAUCI. Or for instance, the Open Society Institute created a fund called “East-East – Partnerships beyond Borders”. 

The transnational CSOs networks frequently focus on common challenges that transcend the political boundaries of states. For instance, environment (e.g. Estonia-Russia), trafficking of human beings (Moldova-Romania), migration (Greece and Spanish-Moroccan study), women’s and human rights (Turkey) are those issues that are central, however not exclusive, to the transnational activities of CSOs. Organisations that advance issues such as human rights, social welfare issues, the alleviation of poverty, education and health may have CSO members in a variety of states, and may work with (and sometimes in opposition to) national governments. As we saw in several case studies it can be seen as a realm of civil activity organised on global level where trans-boundary issues are addressed commonly across political boundaries. In some instances the business sector is more interested in funding and supporting CSOs although a line between social corporate responsibility and governance structures that curtail their independence is thin. For instance, some Russian private donors are willing to support activities that are politically non-confrontational such youth or environmental projects. 
Others researchers have invoked civil society in relation to the operation of international NGOs. There are numbers of factors which affect the capability of CSOs to develop transnational networks of cooperation. In order to be part of international co-operation networks, most active organisations in their respective field are, consequently, members of international umbrella organization. Becoming a member of such international umbrella organizations provide domestic NGOs an environment for interaction with international counterparts and insights into organizational capacity-building. There are other constrains such as language skills, lack of basic infrastructure or lack of know-how of cooperation which determine access to transnational networks. 
In general many CSOs are not seeking for financial assistance from European programmes: the process of applying for financial aid through these European initiatives seems to be too complicated in terms of technical procedures (the application process, language skills, lack of knowledge of project management etc.), absence or inability to find a partner which is required by every programme or lack of resources to implement a project if it is supported. 
On the other hand, there is no doubt that EU funding is an important factor behind CSO development and involvement in cross-border co-operation. It has been often underlined that CSOs would probably become extinct if foreign partners would withdraw their assistance. However, there is a lack of an international co-operation strategy elaborated within their organisations. This appears to indicate that collaboration with foreign partners is rather accidental and is not grounded on clearly defined perspectives and plans. 

Overall, dependency on the Western funding has resulted in serious problems and to the disappointment of many, these good intentions have often resulted in unintended outcomes:
Firstly, the external dependency can restrict the scope of activities of CSOs since the requirements of a specific project might not necessarily overlap with the local needs and priorities. In general CSOs have complained that there is little discussion and almost no consultation with CSOs in the design of EU co-operation policies within the scope of the ENP and with other countries. EU funding programmes are designed by the EU administrators in consultations of EU member states and ENP countries authorities only. The funding provided by the EU has also changed the content of the domestic actors’ activities which are often driven by international agenda rather then local or regional priorities. In other words, newly emerging global or transnational networks of CSOs are usually led by stronger organisations with their headquarters in the Western Europe where local CSOs are usually information providers for larger European CSOs. While Estonian or Finish CSOs are initiators of cooperation, the Russian CSOs are often passive recipients of international assistance and therefore are less likely to influence the agenda and priorities of cooperation. Russian CSOs are typically recipients of funds rather than fully fledged partners in these networks of cooperation. A similar situation can be found among Ukrainian and Moldovan CSOs.  
Furthermore, smaller and poorly resourced CSOs are very critical of EU bureaucracy, its tendency to work through state structures and its complicated funding mechanisms. This puts CSOs in difficult situation; it forces them to act as quasi-governmental bureaucratic organisations. As the result, CSOs become “quasi-governmental” organisations who are diverting their attention from the activities connected with their organisations objectives and missions to conducting the bureaucratic reporting and project management. 

Secondly, dependency on international funding and project-based work has also tended to alienate domestic civil society actors from their grassroots basis, weakened their relations with core supporters and members and has led to the professionalisation of civil societal activity where voluntary work loses its strength. Even though the aim of many Western donors was to facilitate small grass-roots movements, local CSOs tried to mimic the organisational style of Western donor organisations, which are often large, wealthy, centralised and fairly “corporate” in nature. Henderson (2002:140) also argues that foreign aid designated to facilitate the growth of civil society has had the opposite effect. Instead of fostering horizontal networks, small grassroots initiatives and civic mobilisation, aid has contributed to the emergence of a vertically institutionalised and isolated civil community. A widespread feeling among CSOs is that the EU funding is designed for state and governmental institutions rather then NGOs. For many small CSOs, engagement in large EU-projects or even going through the weighty application procedures feel often too complicated or time consuming. EU institutions are seen as unprepared deal with the financially difficult situations in Moldova, Ukraine or Russia. There is a preference for other more flexible funding such as Pan-Baltic networks or other international foundations. 
Thirdly, centralised resources in the hands of those with connections to the West often create a fairly distinctive “civil elite”. Moreover, EU procedures have helped created an unofficial elite among CSOs - groups of organisations being able to prepare a project proposal, then to cover a part of costs, to realise a project with an own network and to prepare financial and thematic report about project realisation without granted funds until the EU institutions will accept the reports. As several case study reports (Turkish, Polish-Ukrainian, Estonia-Russia) indicate so-called “project business” has resulted in the formation of NGO elite which has acquired the necessary tools and skills to communicate with their international partners. The result from this is “principled clientelism” between domestic groups and Western donor agencies, which encourages both sides to behave in ways that hinder rather than facilitate civil development. For instance, in Kaliningrad Oblast it was mentioned that EU instruments created a closed circle, literally a “clique”, of fund recipients with accompanying small business units. Civil society organisations which were previously based on voluntary participation of its members and supporters have become professionalised, issue-oriented and work on the basis of projects. For instance, in Turkey we can observe diversification of tendencies and activities among women CSOs which have become specialised in their own issues. On the other hand, professionalization and the development of personal contacts and networks with international CSOs have contributed to developing expertise, sharing information and knowledge about neighbours and international policies ‘by learning the rules of the EU tendering system the actors of civil society acquired a kind of European style behaviour as well’.
Fourthly, many CSOs criticise the EU for its top-down approach that pays very little attention to local or regional problems and that western donors rather than the local population were the voices that mattered. As stated by one leader of Russian CSO ‘instead of trying to change Russian society as a whole or merely import European values to Russia and hope for the best, emphasis should be placed on people-to-people contacts and on more constructive dialogue between neighbours, which in turn is likely to result in more proponents of deeper integration’. Furthermore, the dependency on foreign funding has provoked particular problems in Russia, where the national government’s new slogan of “sovereign democracy” has been used against a civil society that has been weak from the outset. The latter has been represented as an import or product of the West. Although it is mainly the Russian government that is criticizing the Western governments and the EU for being interventionist and imposing its values, critical voices can be heard from Russian non-state actors as well. The very core of the problem has been that the concept of civil society is inherently seen in Russia as a “product of the West” (Kocka 2004: 76). Instead of trying to change Russian society as a whole or merely import European values to Russia and hope for the best, emphasis should be placed on people-to-people contacts and on more constructive dialogue between neighbours, which in turn is likely to result in more proponents of deeper integration. CSOs actors are of the opinion that civil society co-operation should focus more on supporting Russians as they themselves build better preconditions for the grand objectives to be fulfilled in the specific conditions that have emerged as a result of Russia's own historical development. 
CSOs in Russia and Turkey are more sceptical about the EU’s intentions and the nature of the relationship. The latter is described by a representative of Turkish CSO in Ankara as a teacher-student relationship ‘we have to be careful in terms of its pros and cons. We have to evaluate on the local needs of this society without being in a command chain. We need to be in a real negotiation process rather than a teacher-student relationship’. There is also a widespread criticism that the EU uses civil society instrumentally to implement its own agenda and priorities. From the CSO actors’ perspective, top-down proposals for deeper integration should pay more attention to the dynamics from below, as ignoring these dynamics would prove to be short-sighted and hardly socially sustainable. 

Finally, rather than building networks and advocating the interest of the public, many groups that had received funding engaged in uncooperative or even competitive behaviour with other CSOs. Put differently relationships between CSOs are frequently characterised more by rivalry than by mutually beneficial collaboration. For instance, case studies of Poland, Ukraine, Russia and Moldova point to increasing competition among CSOs due to scarce funding and the struggle for resources available through foreign financial assistance instruments. Instead of collaboration, CSOs have to compete for grants and to become project-oriented and project-depended. A high level of competition for resources resulted in diversified structures with no umbrella organisations and very little cooperation.

All above, reinforcing the existing perceptions among CSOs of the EU as ‘technocratic and economic’ project and undermine the EU’s efforts of becoming influential geopolitical actor in the Neighbourhood. 
In general, EU enlargement has brought about acceleration in civil society activity and new cooperation practices. Geographic location and the precise relationship with the EU are certainly important factors that influence the development and the nature of civil society sector. Generally, it is believed that a process of adaptation of European values and norms has positive effects on the development of civil society. The EU enlargement is cited as an example of a successful story of the Union’s transformative power including the strengthening of civil society in the new member states. The accession of new member states to the EU has significantly stimulated their respective civil societies. Greece, is something of an exception in this respect, however; its civil society remains relatively weak, despite being a member of the EU since 1981. CSOs in the EU or ENP countries consider the enlargement as a favourable process that brings not only financial opportunities but also expertise, knowledge and exchange of ‘good practice’. 
In sum, the influence of the external, transnational environment, particularly the role of the EU in shaping the agenda of civil society sector, is not entirely positive – it can at times hinder the pursuit of CSOs goals. In addition, the transnational environment strongly influences, and at times determines, the nature and development of civil society co-operation agendas. More crucially, in countries with weak civil societies, access to transnational networks can determine to a great extent the range and effectiveness of CSO activities. Although small and locally oriented CSOs do gain valuable experience through externally dominated networks, it also tends to “deform” them in terms of their outlook, self-image and practical work. Local and regional CSOs continue to struggle for a place in these newly emerging transnational networks which instead of horizontal communication sustained by trust and common norms are characterised by asymmetries and power inequalities. 
3. The state- civil society: What is at stake? 
Despite the ongoing processes of Europeanising civil society there is a tendency to see civil society through the lenses of the nation states. The preoccupation with the national origins and location of civil society has been reinforced by the assumption that its origins are national and it has to be understood within a national context. On this reading civil society continues to be national as it is functional for the integration of the nation-state. The empirical analysis of civil society has therefore focused on the problem of its independence a vis-à-vis state. 

What has emerged from the analysis is that in some instances the state institutions can be repressive and other times their role lies in the protection of civil society. Thus ‘state’ and ‘civil society’ is linked and helps define each other. As formulated by Delanty and Rumford (2005) civil society can be threatened both by no state and by too much state. There is considerable variation in state-civil society relationships and in the degrees of relative independence of civil society actors which have been considered as an important regulative principle in inter-state relations. Underlying the debate on civil society in the neighbourhood is a degree of consensus that there is malign, or at best problematical, relationship between the state and civil society.
Civil society has entered mainstream discourse in the EU’s Neighbourhood over a short period of time. States are important mediators and implementers of EU programmes and CSOs are rarely able to operate without the support, or at least acquiescence, of state institutions. Consequently, an EU attempt to promote civil society co-operation also involves an agenda of reshaping state institutions in the ‘neighbourhood states’ in ways which underpin a positive and mutually supportive relationship between these institutions and civil society. Of course, some states are more entrepreneurial than others in promoting transnational and national civil society while others are more resistant to such ideas.

The activities of NGOs are still not as efficient as they should be but it is for their advantage that they at least recognise the importance of such programmes that are neglected by the state. Nevertheless, in many cases their experts are better than those employed at governmental organisations. On this view, civil society often fulfils social welfare functions otherwise attributed to the state authorities who lack capacities and know-how in a context of economic structural adjustments and public expenditure cuts. 
Unlike in the post-communist societies in the Eastern European Neighbourhood, associational life has a long history in Finland and Turkey. 

In some instances, civil society activities may be seen as an enemy or a threat to state power which follows by repression. In other words, widening of democracy beyond the state institutions can be seen a threat to the stability provided and guaranteed solely by states. This is particularly a case in the countries of the former Soviet bloc where civil society has grown or been employed to characterise struggle against the communism. As we saw in some case studies (Estonia-Russia, Greece-Turkey, Moldova-Romania) internal instability and external environment such as existence or perceptions of external enemy bring about greater state interference to civil society. 
The separations of responsibilities between state and civil society with regards to democratic regulation are not so clear. In some cases, the state seeks to exercise direct control over CSOs and their activities. For the Polish – Russian (Kaliningrad Oblast) and Polish - Ukrainian case studies, national law requires governments at all levels to delegate tasks to civic organisations and/or to cooperate with them, and to support them in financial and organisation terms. However, such state-CSO collaboration is often limited and not guided by identifiable strategies. 
Nevertheless, there are also examples of good practices. For instance, the city government of Gdynia which openly cooperates with local social actors, or the city of Starogard Gdański which focuses on the strengthening of civil organisations, including those that engage in co-operation across the border. On a more positive note with regard to the wider geopolitical context for CSO/NGO cooperation, a Memorandum of Co-operation for European Integration was signed in 2007 between the Moldovan Ministry of Foreign Affairs and several CSOs from Moldova. It sets up a new qualitative mechanism of co-operation, especially through the following ways and methods. The Memorandum of Co-operation for European Integration has been signed by 23 non-governmental organisations, well-known alliances, networks and forums. The memorandum remains open for signing to all civil society organisations from the Republic of Moldova willing to support and assist Moldovan authorities in the process of the European integration objective fulfillment. 

In terms of national civil society contexts we can also observe civil society organisations created or financed by political parties, political organisations and political elites at all levels of government. With few exceptions such as Green Party, there is little cooperation between political parties in Russia and CSOs. Within the Russian Federation, there exists an association of civil organisations – the Social Chamber (Izba Społeczna) – with regional branches. It is an official representative of the social sector established by the national government and also an official partner in public dialogue. Similarly, when examined in detail, the civil society sphere in Kaliningrad Oblast appears to have strong connections with the regional government. Relationships between CSOs and political parties and the political elite in the Republic of Moldova are characterised by a deep mistrust. Most of the answers given by the representatives of the civil society interviewed pointed to no sustained relationships with political parties or their representatives. There are, however, situations in which the respondents take part in developing and supporting proposals for pieces of legislation. Most of the examples were in Romania (e.g. the fight against domestic violence, labour mediation, combating human trafficking).  
Most of CSOs are in some ways connected with the state authorities. One reason is that organisations in general are formally financed by government. The second is an obligation to report annually all of activities, sometimes connected with additional control. It makes civil society easy to control and the result is that it is hard to find any actions and organisations that represent dissenting views from the national political mainstream. The space granted by the authorities depends on their financial sources and the field of their activity. Activities (e.g. environment, health and social services, youth) that do not challenge the monopoly of government authorities as sole decision-makers of public interest are favoured and encouraged. 
The empirical research also suggests in some cases that the state regards the liberal NGOs, worried about its autonomy, as a ‘foreign Western body’ that disrupts the natural hierarchical order. Non-commercial NGOs, many of them lobbying for human rights do exist independent of the state. They are linked and partly financed by ‘Western institutions but they are legally insecure.  

The most important feature of power relationships for CSOs has been the influence of political concerns on their existence. The existence, funding and activities of CSOs are closely wedded to the desires of political entities, which are in turn determined by party politics. This leads to the establishment of rival CSO networks, who, instead of transmitting bottom-up concerns and interests towards political decision-makers, are often placed in a reversed situation where they are directed from above, and their communications serve to reinforce/legitimise agendas set by politicians, as well as (to a lesser degree) to disseminate them to the citizens. As CSOs survive on public money they depend on central authorities or regional elites, not on local citizens. Hence, CSOs are often quite distant from the citizenry, and are often seen to act as centrally managed development agencies rather than bottom-up entities. In many cases, cooperation between state institutions and CSOs is based on the personal links, ad hoc/short-term activities. 
In recent years, the co-operation between the CSOs and the local public administration institutions has become a normal practice, being sometimes a pre-requisite for funding. Between the public and private institutions there should be some complementarily: the private organisations believe they have greater experience, initiative, independence, decision speed, grounding in reality and mobility, while the public institutions see themselves as having easier access to decision centres, and as more used to enduring the rigours of bureaucracy. CSOs can be lead partner when the local and regional governments lack expertise or have no interest (e.g. social services and environment); ‘soft issues’ that are neglected by the governments and become increasingly covered by CSOs. The mass mobilisation of civil society, which we saw in Ukraine and Poland, now seems to have been replaced, however, by professional, knowledge-based groups and NGOs providing their expertise and services to the state authorities. A servicing role now seems to have supplanted the previous oppositional and ‘watchdog’ role. NGOs are limited in their scope to filling sectoral gaps which are neglected or are not seen to be of strategic importance by the states such as youth, environment, gender or culture.
The development and promotion of civil society has been a key task associated with the development of nation-states. The transitional status of economies and weak state apparatus are another important factor while evaluating and assessing the capacities of civil society actors. The fragile domestic environment is not conducive to the development of civil society which is either considered as a threat to the state power or is simply omitted due to lack of capacity. In this respect, the development of civil society has been hampered by two factors. The first is the economic and political instability that characterised most of the countries’s modern history. The second factor is civil society’s heavy dependence on central state institutions. For instance, in Russia, there is a greater tendency for political interference into the work of the CSOs. Nevertheless, new spaces for Russian CSOs are emerging on the regional level where NGOs cooperate with local and regional administrations on specific issues such as nature protection, education or youth. However, co-operation with federal authorities remains difficult due to the lack of central government interest in local issues and top-heavy bureaucracy.

In highly centralised environments, it is no surprise that CSOs are mainly located in the national capitols. The situation, however, is different in Russia where national Russian CSOs are rather weak in comparison to the regional CSOs such as in Karelia or St. Petersburg. This can be explained by the lack of interest in regional politics and the accumulation of state apparatus in Moscow to control the activities of CSOs. 

Despite the varying historical, political, social and economic trajectory of each case study area, there are some common patterns. First, state authorities have made use of legal instruments and administrative practices to control the activities of CSOs. This involves weak states. Secondly, CSOs fill the gaps in a situation when state authorities lack the capacities such as social welfare. Finally, it should be noted that the increasing number of CSOs does not necessarily lead to more participation or pluralism. It concludes that the state-civil society relationship remains central to the prospects for building civil society with and across the state borders of the European Neighbourhood.

4. Local and Regional Dimensions of Civil Society Development 
We find considerable variation in terms of the intensity of local/regional cross-border co-operation, ranging from the dense CSO networks operating in the Finnish-Russian, Polish-Ukrainian and Hungarian-Ukrainian borderlands to the more limited and cautious co-operation between Turkey and Greece, Moldova-Romania, Estonia-Russia or Poland-Kaliningrad.
Relations between states have a major impact upon the development of civil society sector. The formal international cooperation is often characterised by mistrust and ongoing tensions. There is no doubt that the quality of bi-national or inter-state relations affect cross-border practices among CSOs. All case study areas have had tense, disputed or problematic relations with their direct neighbours that undoubtedly influence the dynamics of cross-border cooperation. The events happing across the borders have an impact on cross-borders cooperation practices. For instance, the incident in April 2007 over the removal of monument to the soldier in Estonia has damaging effect on the trust between CSOs in Estonia and Russia. The incidents at the borders such as the one in January 2008 when delegation from Romanian county council was stopped by Moldavian border police also contribute to tensions and mistrust rather than to good cooperation practices. In cases of non-conflict relations preferences are for cooperation with the direct neighbours because of geographic proximity and because of cultural similarities (examples of Polish-UA). 

Some countries Greece-Turkey, Russia-Poland or Estonia-Russia have with very limited cooperation with counterparts in their immediate neighbourhood. Outlooks on European history, trade problems, visas, energy policy, etc. indicate that there is no common strategic aim in terms of bilateral relations. We saw in all three cases when bilateral relations come to the fore relationships among CSOs are hampered, especially in trade and tourism areas. For instance, Turkish civil society has very little or none cooperation practices with CSOs in Greece and they are mainly engaged in projects with European (EU) partners. An exception is the growth of co-operation between some Greek islands and the coastal Turkey.  Some representatives of Turkish civil society, however, argue that cross-border cooperation is neither always the ‘desire’ of the local actors nor their immediate priority. Another organisation from Turkey: ‘The EU forces NGOs to work with their neighbours through cooperation, communication, and organization of joint events. EU encourages cross-border cooperation but it is not interested in Turkey’s eastern neighbours’. This does not mean to say that there are no local CBC initiatives however their significance is rather less in relative terms or based on informal networks that the co-operation developing in the other case study areas. 

The opposite trend can be identified in Finland. Despite its troubled history with Russia, Karelia is a target region of Finnish foreign policy. Instead of reproducing confrontation or isolation Finnish partners have succeeded in establishing good contacts with their Russian counterparts. Finish cooperative strategy is largely informed by pragmatism to reduce risks related to permeability of borders and to maintain non-conflictual relations. 
A long land border with Russia has contributed to cross-border interactions with Russian civil society but also Russia remains the biggest trading partner of Finland. The intensive collaboration practices with the Finnish CSO have led to proliferation of women’s organizations in Russia. The main objectives of Finland’s cooperation agenda is stabilisation and support for economic and social development, the rule of law and reforms. Around 98 percent of ‘neighbouring area cooperation’ funds are allocated to Russia which is perceived as an important target region to fulfil Finnish national objectives and interests. On the Russian side, many CSOs actors showed a great interest in establishing contacts with partners from countries other than traditional partner countries like Finland or Sweden. Instead of focusing solely on the democratisation of Russia or on building a Western-type civil society, the dynamics across the Finnish-Russian border can be characterised as more pragmatic. Indeed, the utmost aim of co-operation has been to solve practical problems (e.g. social and environmental), provide help and support Russians as they confront the specific conditions that have emerged as a result of Russia's own historical development. The asymmetric relationship of strong Finish civil society sector and weak Russian civil society allows Finish CSOs to define the agenda of cooperation. 

The dynamics of cross-border practices is affected by the overlying political climate. Furthermore, due to the dominant notions of negative stereotypes and preconceptions there are those at the national and regional levels who chose to promote a negative atmosphere for political and populist reasons. In this situation of tense and negative atmosphere, it is the external actor that stimulates cross-border cooperation mechanisms which consequently undermine sustainability and ownerships of these initiatives. 
Cross-border co-operation is also often hindered by geopolitical interests (e.g. energy interests or the concerns with illegal migration) of the member states and the EU itself. For example, the conflict between Ukraine and Russia over gas prices and transit delivery, which broke out in January 2006, was a serious threat for Hungary’s energy supply as well illegal migration in Greek-Turkish and Spanish-Morocco case studies where several CSOs have developed activities and centres to support migrants. 
In most of these cases, CSOs respond to a series of practical issues and problems generated within areas close to state borders and/or generated by the management of the border itself. Any collaborative effort involves considerable transaction costs in terms of resources and time spent in negotiating and carrying out co-operative activities. The strict border checking procedure forces passengers into lengthy waits, and because of the rigid rules, the border is more separating than connecting people and organisations. Such issues include problems of mobility (over short and long distances), visas, trafficking, illicit smuggling, environmental degradation, economic underdevelopment or the specific issues associated with cross-border regions as a key nodes in wider transnational and international networks. The case studies from the EU-non/EU borderlands suggest that tensions of opening and closing EU borders are hard to reconcile on every day basis. Despite the introduction of new flexible mechanisms such local border traffic or visa facilitation agreements to otherwise impermeable Schengen borders there is widespread feeling among CSOs about restrictive nature of the EU border after the enlargement. Visa procedures are recognised to be one of the main obstacles for cross-border co-operation. As stated by one representative from the Moldova CSO who is involved in CBC projects ‘the impossibility of obtaining visas on time has compromised the successful running of a project. Despite declared goals of inclusiveness, and the opening of borders to the EU’s neighbours, there are important counter-trends rooted in discourses of security which incline towards hard, rather than permeable, borders. 

Furthermore, minority/ethnic issues determine to a great extent the nature of CBC. But the effect of minorities along the state border can be ambiguous. On the one hand, minorities may serve as a cultural bridge across the state border which facilitates co-operation among CSOs and state agencies (Hungarian-Ukrainian or Polish-Ukrainian). On the other hand, if the border is disputed or minorities are regarded as pawns in inter-state conflicts, the existence of border minorities can inhibit co-operation (Estonian-Russian or Greece-Turkey). Hence, they can have both enabling and constraining effects on cross-border practices among CSOs. For instance, Estonian or Turkish CSOs are more involved in cross-border practice with ‘European’ partners rather than with their direct neighbours- mainly because of inter-state tensions around the minority’s question. 
The empirical research has also demonstrated that geographic proximity is an important indicator of the scope of CSOs activities. CSOs located in the near proximity to the border regions are often cut from the international networks of cooperation and their knowledge of the EU is limited to technical, financial. 

Despite the above-mentioned difficulties and constrains CSOs are facing, there are many examples of cooperative practices in the ‘Wider Neighbourhood’. There has been a gradual growth of cross-border networks among civil society organisations. Network of cooperation among NGOs vary: networks of action based on informal links or networks of formal actions is present mainly on the local/regional levels. The role of networks is perceived as crucial for maintaining cross-border connections also in other fields of civil society. Networks have enabled different actors and organisations to come together and share their knowledge. Perhaps even more importantly, networking has helped individual CSOs make the first steps across the border by providing the know-how and other resources that individual CSOs often lack. Civil society has thus become an important driver of integration and initiator of people-to-people contacts, but also representative of public interests from below. 
Generally speaking, CSOs are seen to be a powerful potential force in facilitating both social and economic development as well as to contribute to environmental protection at a regional level since they have the flexibility to overcome political rigidness and antagonistic economic interests. CSOs are viewed as channels through which cross-border co-operation can actually grow dynamically.

Most of cross-border activities at this level are project-based with limited duration and sustainability often defined by international organisations or existing funding opportunities. Cross-border projects often survive on public money vis-à-vis local will; they depend on central authorities or regional elites, not local civilians. In case studies with centralised systems, the development agendas are prepared by central organisations and their agencies, relegating local CSOs to an executive role through deciding what priorities will be funded. One of unintended effects of decentralisation are growing partnerships between local authorities and NGOs. The local public authorities work now on projects in partnership with CSOs, and sometimes provide funding for local social projects, especially in those areas where they lack expertise. The role of local/regional governments in cross-border cooperation is significant. 
Conclusions 

· While the ENP is an important influence in the Neighbourhood, it is important to recognise that it is not the only one. The geo-political influence of the US and Russia and its intersection with that of the EU will continue to shape civil society in the region creating opportunities for its development as well as constraints on its potential. 

· The views of an autonomous civil society are rather problematic in the context of Wider Neighbourhood where the state influence is much pervasive. In practice, the state has a major influence on associational life as a funder, co-ordinator, even manipulator although the nature of the influence may vary across political and geographical contexts. In other words, without changing these attitudes and perceptions of the states civil society will remain limited in its scope of activities as empirical research has demonstrated. Whatever model is promoted, central to its success, is a positive and benign relationship between state and civil society.
· The variable relationships between states and civil societies are a critical influence on CSO activity. The great variation in state-civil society relationships ranging from the benign and complementary in the case of Finland to the case of post-communist countries, including Russia, where civil society is subordinate to, or lacks autonomy from, the state. Overall, we observe rather informal/ad hoc links instead of institutionalised forms of cooperation between state authorities and CSOs.  
· The historical legacy of relationships between states – the legacy of past conflicts, current tensions and potential future conflicts shape the potential for civil society co-operation. Although the cases differ, the state of civil societies need to be understood and evaluated in the context of the processes of re-building states or the weakening of states due to disputed borders, minority issues.   
· Europeanization of civil society is a selective and ambiguous process defined by combination of domestic and external factors with positive but also negative consequences. First, the increasing dependency on foreign funding can lead to double exclusion where CSOs are neither part of domestic or international decision-making processes. Second, this dependency on the West has increased competition among domestic CSOs. Third, we can observe structural shifts of civil society sector where the priorities are set up by international communities and grassroots or local movements are being replaced by professional and centralised CSOs with a corporate spirit. Fourth, the international networks and links with the West or transnational bodies have resulted in emergence of the so-called civil elites that often ignore other important and perhaps more influential actors on domestic scenes. The bureaucratic structure, rationales and agendas of transnational networks inhibit as well as sustain civil society activity in the areas studied.
· Whatever the limitations and weaknesses of civil society in the ‘Neighbourhood’, and its promotion by the EU, it needs to be acknowledged that process of deeper European integration within the framework of the ENP has contributed to development and professionalisation of some CSOs, particularly in the countries with ambitions to join the EU with aspirations to adopt European values. EU policy must respect the very diverse meanings and practices associated with civil society in both West and East. More specifically, it is the evolving relationships between state and civil society in the which will be the best measure of  the EU’s influence in its neighbourhood. 
· The position adopted by a majority CSOs can almost always be labelled as pragmatism. Some present civil society as non-political realm of society void of interest and power conflicts. This non-political mandate is problematic in 
· Power inequalities lead to uneven opportunities for CSOs and makes it difficult for CSOs to participate actively in public sphere. Furthermore, throughout the region people expect the state to solve their problems. This is accompanied by passivity and lack of interest in politics in post-communist countries. The legacy of mistrust of all formal organisations and disappointment with the new institutions are also characteristic features of these societies. All this suggests rather limited application of communitarian, pluralistic and participatory civil society in the EU’s Neighbourhood. 
· The legitimacy of Western promotion of civil society has been questioned and problematised in some case studies With increasing external dependency, CSOs have become vulnerable to the claim that they are promoting foreign agendas or using their money to their own enrichment. They are also perceived as an elite group that serves interests of donors rather than the wider population. Human rights and women’s rights groups are particularly vulnerable. Donors should therefore reflect on domestic agendas to minimise a potential backlash or simply alienation from real concerns of people. At the same time, domestic funding needs to be encouraged in the interests of sustainability.
· A change of paradigm in the EU’s policy is therefore needed to involve CSOs in decision-making processes. The EU should facilitate formation of a large network of regional NGOs in Eastern Neighbourhood to share their experiences and form basis for cross-border cooperation. 
· This can be understood as indicating that there is a perceived role for civil society as a feature of a democratic system. Despite structural changes at the macro-level, CSOs do not have a significant impact on the creation of a dialogue space and bringing the politics close to the people. The current top-down and bureaucratic approach of the EU seriously limits the potential of CSOs to tackle the causes and consequences of widening gaps within the neighbouring societies. 
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